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PREFACE.

In presenting to the Public the following Essay on the Distribution of Wealth, a few
preliminary remarks may be considered necessary. Some apology, it may be thought, is
required, for entering upon a subject which has already engaged the attention of so
many able Political Economists. The very attempt is sufficient to show that I do not
consider their labours as altogether satis&ctory. Indeed, notwithstanding all that has
been written, it had long seemed to me very certain that much still remained to be done.
This is not surprising, if we consider how comparatively new the whole science yet is,
and that the Distribution of Wealth forms, as Ricardo has observed, the grand Problem
to be solved. If this be once thoroughly understood, the rest will be found comparatively
easy. The 'above writer has contributed, probably more than any other since the days of
Adam
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Smith, to the cleaxing up of this intricate subject. But if he have done much, it seems to
me equally certain, that he has also left much to his successors. This I think proved, not



only by the works of that eminent Author, but also by those of his followers and
professed disciples. Thus, Mr. Mill, whose " Elements" are so well known, and who
imdertakes merely to give a clear compendium of the labours of his predecessors, of
Ricardo in particular, was so little satisfied with what he had first written on Profits”
that, in a Second Edition, he materially altered it; and if the former account of this vital
question was inaccurate, I ihink there can be little doubt that the latter is even more so.
These remarks may suffice to show that the subject is far from being exhausted.

How much of original may be found in the present Essay, must of course be left to the
reader to determine. When one has long read and thought on any branch of inquiry, it
becomes no easy matter to determine what is due to others, what to one's own
meditations. Often what one thinks to be new, may in fact have been said before,
perhaps even have been read at some remote period. Occasionally, also, one may broach
original views without being well aware of it at the time. Of course, no person at the
present
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day can pretend to write on Political Economy, without having first perused and
reflected on the works of the great Masters of the Science, particularly Adam Smith, Ric
ardo, Malthus, M*Culloch, Salt, Storch, TooKE, TORRENS, &c. My obligations to these
distinguished Authors, I beg here to acknowledge, once for all. At the same time, as this
Science has been made so much a field of controversy, which has served not a Uttle to
discredit it in the eyes of the Public, my object has been to avoid that as much as
possible. Thus, I have been led to take less notice of the works of my predecessors than
has hitherto been usual; but this was for the reason just given, and by no means fi-om
an intention to undervalue their labours, or to deny how much I am indebted to them.
But where any thing particular occurs which I know to be derived from their writings, I
have taken care to mention it; and I have also been induced to combat some errors
supported by high authority.

The theory of Profits being perhaps the most intricate of the science, has, as might be
supposed, given rise to numerous discussions. To this accordingly I have been induced
to pay particular attention. I cannot but feel a hope that this very delicate question may
now be foimd satisfactorily stated.

vmm PREFACE.

But there is one point in particular, to which I must allude, namely, the division of
landed property. This occupies so prominent a part in the present work, that some
reason for dwelling on it so long may be required. The great importance of the subject,
the cursory manner in which it has hitherto been treated, and the totally opposite
opinions entertained concerning it in two of the most remarkable nations of Europe,
France, and Great Britain, have led me to make it the object of a special inquiry. The
importance of the subject no one I suppose will deny, since it is of vast weight in morals
and economics, and the very comer-stone of politics. Nor does it seem to me that the
question has been done justice to. The only discussions of any length which I have met
with, are contained, the one in an early number of the Westminster Review, the other in
M. de Stael's " Lettres sur I'Angleterre."* Both of these able writers have argued in
favour of equality. The difference of opinion between Great Britain and France is known
to all; in the one, the prerogative of primogeniture being very generally approved of,
while in the other it is even more commonly consi*

* T have since learnt that there is a discussion on this sabjeot by Mr. Maccnlloch, in a
supplementary Tolameto his edition of the Wealth of Nations; but this I have not been



fortunate enough to see.

deied as detestable. Now, as this is a question which bears not only on Political
Economy, but also on Morals and Politics, it is impossible to make up our minds upon it
without investigating aU its tenden-cies. The system which b good in one point of view
may be bad in the others, in which case our judg* ment must balance the advantages
with the disad-vantages, before it can see which way the scale in* clines. I shall
therefore, I trust, be excused for deviating a little from the proper object of a work of
this nature, in order to discuss the Political and Moral Consequences of the opposite
systems.* In treating the political question, the two different faults of extreme brevity
and prolixity were to be avoided. Herein lay a principal difficulty. A very concise
statement could never do justice to such a subject, and a very full investigation would
have led too &T from the nuun intent of the Essay. It is for the reader to determine how
far I have succeeded in avoiding either extreme. Those who are inclined to prosecute the
political question &rther, may be induced to peruse " A Disquisition on Government,**
which grew out of the present work, and gradually

* Distribution of Wealth being the point where Political Economy and Politics touch, an
excunion into the neighbouring province was the less to be avoided.

swelled to such a degree, as to render necessary its publication in a separate form.

Whatever may be thought of the inquiry into the division of landed property, to one
merit, at all events, I hope to be found entitled, that of impartiality. Due force I think is
given to the arguments which militate against my own opinion. In treating a subject in
this way, one advantage at least may be expected, namely, thatalthough the conclusion
should befound erroneous, the discussion shall not have been thrown away.

Though Distribution of wealth be the proper object of this treatise, yet it seemed to me
absolutely necessary to pave the way by some preliminary definitions and explanations.
These, if correct, will be found useful, as applied not only to what follows, but likewise to
the other branches of Political Economy. And here I have been led to investigate the
doctrine of Value, on which so many controversies have arisen. It is likely that this
preliminary part may be found the most dry and uninviting, but, if well understood, the
reader will probably find little trouble in comprehending the rest of the work. A few
clear notions at the outset amazingly facilitate our future progress, and put an end to
that disgrace to philosophy—a war of words.
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PART L.

PRELIMINARY.

CHAPTER L

INTRODUCTION.

Wealth is the object of the science of Political Economy, not the wealth of an individual
or class of individuals in particular, but that of a nation at large, nay of the world in
general. The first point then ought to be, to obtain accurate ideas in regard to the Nature
of Wealth.

Wealth or riches, as forming the subject of Political Economy, embraces material objects
only. This is a circumstance of much importance to observe; for though the great father
of the science, Adam Smith, as well as most of his ablest successors, have used the term
in this sense; yet one or two more recent writers have attempted, by extending its
meaning, to give a wider range to their speculations. But such endeavours have merely
shewn, that to treat of things essentially different under one denomination, is not only
of itself an error in logic, but tends to throw the whole subject into confusion. Thus it is



with the im” material products of M. Say.

But all material objects do not constitute wealth. It is necessary for this purpose that
they possess utility, so that in some way or other they may be subservient to the various
wants of men. Nothing that is absolutely useless can ever be a portion of riches. But of
these useful objects, some are provided by Nature spontaneously, that is without the aid
of human exertion, in quantities so unlimited, that there is enough, and more than
enough, to satisfy the wants of every individual. Such are the air we breathe, light, water,
&c. If the same were the case with all other material objects of utility, it is evident that
the science of political economy could never have arisen. What purpose could it serve, to
increase the quantity or change the distribution of that which already existed, and was
distributed to every one in abundance greater than each could require ? In such a state
of things the ideas of wealth or poverty must have been alike unknown. This science can
have to do with those objects alone which are not afforded spontaneously by Nature in
unlimited abundance. And since most, if not all of these, admit of some degree of
increase by means of human exertion, the science becomes not merely speculative but
practical. The other objects above mentioned, not forming in any manner the subject of
scientific inquiry, must of course be excluded from our notion of wealth.

According to the view above taken, Wealth may be defined to consist in,

Those material objects necessary, useful, and agree-

able to man, which are not provided spontaneously by Nature in unlimited abundance.
Spontaneously means, as I have above stated, with-but the aid of human exertion.

Thus, the only ideas essentially comprehended in the notion of wealth, are those of
Matter, Utility, and some degree of Scarcity.

Wealth being thus defined, we shall be able to form a more accurate idea of the science
which treats of the same.

As the material objects necessary to our existence and comfort do not present
themselves before us spontaneously, the first point to be known is, how they may be
created, or, in the technical language of the science, produced? But what is the precise
meaning which we must attach to this term ?

Man, it is well known, has no power to create or annihilate one particle of matter; all
that he can do is to promote certain changes of various kinds, by cooperating with
nature. He who plants a tree tends to'&vour its growth, so far as this action goes; its
future progress must depend upon the quality of the soil and climate, still perhaps
assisted occasionally by the watchful care of the pruner or trainer. The hand of genius
can change a shapeless block into the almost living image of the human frame; for
though the mind may plan, the organ must execute, aided by tools suited to the rough
material on which they are to operate; in a word, nature and art must contribute to the
wonderful result.

The end of production is, to promote such changes in matter as may accommodate it to
the wants of men. Therefore, it may be defined to be, the creation of utility in material
objects, through the aid of human exertion. The first part, then, of political economy
treats of the general causes which promote and facilitate production.

As in all states of society the least degree removed firom barbarism, different classes of
individuals concur more or less directly in the business of production; the next question
comes to be, how is the whole produce to be distributed among these different sets of



persons ? What proportion is to go to each ? The general causes which regulate the
distribution of wealth form then another branch of the subject.

Now, if each individual, or even each collection of individuals, supposed to work in
common, produced all the commodities which they might require; after these various
articles had been raised and distributed, it would remain for them only to be consumed.
But in all more advanced periods of society this is never the case. The different sorts of
products which each individual or establishment is employed upon, are generally very
limited, and often exceed not a single species. By far the greater part then of the objects
which each person may require, must be obtained by exchanging the result of his own
mdustry for that of others. Consequently, the causes which determine the proportions in
which commodities exchange, form an important part of the science of wealth.

Lastly, comes consumption, the nature of which, its different kinds, and their respective
effects on national riches, occupy the fourth division of the subject.

According to what has now been observed, we perceive that political economy may be
defined to be.

That science which treats of the Production, Distribution, Exchange, and Consumption
of wealth. These are its four primaiy divisions.

CHAPTER II.
PRODUCTION.

Man, it has been said, by co-operating with the powers of Nature, is enabled to procure
for himself objects necessary to his well-being, or in a word, to produce.

The next question then is, what are these powers ? What are the various sources whence
wealth is derived?

The sources of wealth are either original or derived. The original are of two kinds.

The first comprehends the land and waters of the globe, whence are drawn agricultural
products, minerals, and fish. But the land may be of the highest fertility, its bowels may
abound in the richest ores, the waters may teem with inhabitants, and yet all this be
unavailing to the existence and comfort of man. Certain means must be taken before
these sources of wealth can be of any advantage. These means constitute the second
kind of original sources, which embraces all those agents which concur in production
through the medium of sensible motion. These agents are either inanimate or animate.
The former are, 1. Wind.

2. Running water.
3. Vapour of water, or steam.
The animated agent is Man, whose labour is indispensable to production.

From these original sources wealth is derived. Now this may be consumed either
without leaving any thing behind, or may be itself so employed as to aid a new
production. It is then called Capital. Capital, then, is a source of riches, but not an
original one.

These then are the sources from which springs the wealth of nations. By their co-
operation certain changes are to be effected, so as to render material objects fit to satisfy
the wants of men. But what is the nature of these changes ?



If we examine attentively the whole range of productive employments, we shall find that
the modifications which it is the purpose of these to bring about, may all be included
imder two general heads, change diform and change oi place.* By change oiform” I
mean any alteration effected in the nature of matter, whether chemical or mechanical,
whether in its intimate composition or simply in its external shape and appearance.
These alterations constitute the business of Agriculture and « Manufactures. By means
of the former, the soil and waters are transformed by unknown and mysterious
processes, into vegetable pro-

* For this truly logical classificatioii, I am indebted to M. Destutt de Tracy, ** Traits
d*Economie Politique,*' chap. 11. one of the very best little works ever written on this
science.

ducts for the use of man; by the latter, these products undergo still farther
modifications, numerous often and complicated; froni the £rst dressing of flax, for
instance, to the final application of the scissors which' are to fashion out the web into a
garment.

After all these transformations, or some of them only have been gone through, it
remains that the commodities* be transported to those places where they are most
wanted. This change is the object of the second great branch of production, or
Conmierce, as it is usually called.

To prove that conmierce or change of place is as much a case of production as change of
form, may perhaps to many appear quite superfluous. But such have been the vague and
erroneous notions entertained on this subject, that a few words of illustration may not
be thrown away. Production, we have seen, is the creation of utility in material objects
through the aid of human exertion. That the changes of form which matter undergoes in
the processes of agriculture and manu&ctures are instances of production, every one
will allow. But what would be the utility of heaps of commodities accimaulated in one
place ? At most they could contribute to the necessities of those only who lived in the
immediate neighbourhood, and who might come themselves to the spot and procure
what they wanted. Whatever was not disposed of in this way must remain till it rot.
Would not he add a decided utility to this remainder, who should convey it away from
the place

where it now lies, without benefiting any one, to another locality where it might minister
to the wants of many ? And would not this utility, though of a diffibrent nature, be quite
as decided as the change from flax to yam, or from yam to a linen web? In one part of a
country, the crop of com may have been so abundant as &r to exceed what the
surrounding inhabitants can possibly consume; in another, the people may be dying of
hunger. Will any one say, that com would not, at this period, have a much higher utility
in the latter situation than in the former ? In &ct, if it cannot be removed, a great part of
the plentiful crop becomes, for the present at least, utterly destitute of this quality, and if
of a perishable nature, as potatoes, may be lost for ever.

Commerce, then, or the transport of commodities fix>m one place to another, is quite as
much a branch of production, as changes in the forms of matter, that is, as agriculture
and manufactures.

As an instance, on a large scale, of the tmth of these remarks, I may allude to a
circumstance familiar to all those who have travelled by night in a coal district. Whoever
has passed after sunset through the country around Newcastle, must have been stmck
with those vast fires by which the firmament is lighted up on all sides, as if from the
craters of an hundred volcanoes. These conflagrations proceed from the coal of itiferior



quality collected at the mouths of the pits, and which, on account of the expence of
carriage, cannot be transported to a distance. Thus

a commodity, that in other situations would minister to the health and comfort of a
numerous population, becomes where it now is, a mere incumbrance; and what in many
places would be hailed as one of the blessings of life, is here considered as worse than
useless dross.

Having brought forward an instance on a great scale, I may perhaps be pardoned
mentioning another, which, though completely in point, is certainly a comparatively
trifling one. The child who climbs the mountain side, to gather wild strawberries for the
market below, confers upon them a degree of utility which, in their original situation,
they assuredly did not possess. She is therefore, in the language of political economy, a
producer, and in this case, the whole production consists in conveying the fruit from one
place to another.*

The principal reason, no doubt, of the obsciuity often found in writings upon this subject
is, that commerce or transport has been confounded with the circulation, or exchange,
but these are quite different. It is the conveying of commodities from place to place, not
the exchanging them when brought together, which alone is productive.!

* Among” the mountaing of SaToy, I have often seen troops of girls ascend to the tops of
mountains four thousand feet high, that is about equal to Ben Nevis, to pull strawberries
for sale in the small town at the foot.

f See more on this point under the head of Exchange. In his ** Elements of Political
Economy," Mr. Mill treats of foreign commerce under Interchange, instead of under
Production.

Having mentioned Capital among the sources of wealth, as the only one which is not
original, but derived, it becomes highly necessary to form to ourselves accurate ideas as
to its nature.

Capital, we have seen, is a portion of the national wealth, employed, or meant to be
employed, in favouring reproduction. But in what manner does it so concur ? What
changes does it undergo previous to the completion of those conmaodities to the raising
of which it is applied ? Is it in the mean time of advantage to any one, or is its utility to
be measured solely by the result ? This is a question of the greatest importance. We shall
find that capital is of two very diiferent kinds; the one during the business of
reproduction undergoes various alterations more or less complete, none of which
however are in themselves of the slightest use to any one, the capital thus employed not
ministering immediately to the necessities or comforts of a single individual; the other,
while it conduces, though more remotely, to the common result, satisfies in the mean
time the most indispensable wants of man. The first remains in the possession of its
owner or employer until the produce is completed; the second can become serviceable to
the end he has in view, only by his parting with it to others. The former of these I call
Fixed, the latter Circulating capital. The one is useful from its result only, the other is so
both immediately and remotely.

These terms have not always been used in the de-
*
finite sense here attached to them. They have gene-

ti2 rRODUCTION.



rally hoc! reference merely to the greater or less durability of the objects, on which
distinction no very vxiu'i claHHJfidition could be founded, the degrees piiHHiiiK HO
iiliHoiimbly the one into the other, that it would bn ditti(!ult, if not impossible, to say
where to draw th(« IIn(\ I am aware that most classifications arit liable” to a niniilar
objection, but not to the same (Utdiit. Tlii" ii*riWH JiJ'fft and circulating, as I employ
1liiUM, bavti a W(*1l dofliuM]1 demarcation, do not deviate ill any vi*ry for(M*d manucT
from the usual sense, and ruprrhtt vnry atTuraloly onr of their distinctive quali-lit«t).
Till) 0iM” n'InaiuH fixod in the possession of its owiM'i* or omployt”r, tlio othor
circulates between him anil Iiln workuuui. Nor is this all. The old division into tlxnd and
rlivulatin); capital, considered as more or b*HH tlurablo merely, was one of very little
use cntbor in Hpoculation or practice; whereas the present is of first rate importance,
full of interesting conse-({uences, which will gradually unfold themselves as we
proceed.*

Fixed capital comprehends chiefly, 1. The seed of the agriculturist, and the raw material
of the manufacturer, which may be considered as the basis of the product. 2.
Implements and machines of all kinds

* Mr. Ricardo himself has allowed, that the distinction between these two sorts of
capital, as then generally understood, was of little use, for he says of it in a note, <* A
division not essential, and in which the line of demarcation cannot be accurately
drawn." Pi*inciples of Political Economy, ch. i. sect. ir. Mr. Malthas, however, defines
the two exactly as I do, ("* Definitions in Political Economy,") but so far at least as I
know, he was not aware of tjbe important deductions which might be drawn from their
accuntte separation.

by which labour is assisted. 3. Buildings necessary for carrying on the work, or for
storing its result. 4. Horses, oxen, or any other animals, bred, nourished, send trained
on purpose to aid in the raising of wealth. 6. Cattle, sheep, &c. kept with a view to
advantage from their increase, or simply from their fattening. There are besides various
other elements of fixed capital, which do not admit of a ready classification, such as
manure of all kinds, fences necessary for agriculture, and the fuel consumed in
manufactories.

Circulating capital consists exclusively of subsistence and other necessaries advanced to
the workmen, previous to the completion of the produce of their labour.

Now it is evident, that while the former is consuming, it benefits no one. The seed, when
consigned to the ground, can never become the food of man; the raw material, in its
various stages of change prior to the last, serves not as clothing or furniture to any
individual; implements wear out, without being used as a defence; and buildings decay
without affording shelter to the people.

It is equally clear that circulating capital, by the very act of its consumption, maintains
the existence and supports the strength of a great part of the population.

And here one important conclusion presents itself, which is, that fixed capital alone, not
circidating, is properly speaking a source pf national wealth. It is

of course absurd to talk of capital and labour as sources of riches, and to include at the
same time, under the former head, the reward paid for the use of the latter. In this way
of statine the case, not lab.-. ori,, .!». b fl,e exLoo of .L.. ar" a«i hands, is an agent in
production, but also that portion of the return to which he is entitled as a compensation
for his toil. Now this may form an inducement to him, a motive to industry, but clearly is
not an immediate agent in the work of production. Remotely” no doubt, it will



contribute to it, by giving a stimulus to his exertions, but that is all. This is so true, that
were we to suppose the labourers not to be paid until the completion of the product,
there woidd be no occasion whatever for circidating capital. The above class being able
to live on their former earnings till a new creation of wealth was terminated, industry
would be carried on on a scale quite as great as if they were obliged to depend for
subsistence on advances made to them by a more wealthy order of their fellow-citizens.
The sources of national wealth would unquestionably be as great in the former case as in
the latter. Nothing can prove more strongly that circulating capital is not an immediate
agent in production, nor even essential to it at all, but merely a convenience rendered
necessary by the deplorable poverty of the mass of the people. Were they richer, it is
evident that circulating capital would not be indispensable ; for they might then wait to
be paid at once out of the finished product, either in kind” or

in something else obtained in exchange for the same.*

These remarics being premised, we shall now be able to arrive at some idea of what may
properly be called Cost of Production.

Cost of production may be defined to be, the sacrifice to which the commimity is put in
order to raise any commodity, a sacrifice really and truly such, containing in itself no
immediate compensation, but submitted to for the sake of that residt which is expected
to follow. But in what does this sacrifice consist? It can be made up of two elements
only, a sacrifice of personal ease, or of a portion of wealth called capital. Every man is
fond of his ease, and will not give it up for nothing. If then he consent to abandon it, this
can be only from a prospect of remimeration. Labour, in the language of Adam Smith, if
not the whole of the purchase-money paid for all things, is at least a principal part of it;
that is, of the sacrifice which they cost. But this is not all. As soon as wealth comes to be
accumulated, it is evident that any portion of it withdrawn from the consumption of
man, that is, jfrom ministering to the necessities of human nature, and either hoarded
or expended without, in the mean time, benefiting any one, is at least a temporary
abandonment of riches; in other words, a sacri-

* See more on tbis subject in the chapter on Revenue.
C

fice different in kind no doubt from that of personal ease, but no less real. That it is a
sacrifice is certain from this, that but for the hope of remuneration it never would be
submitted to. ' Without such a prospect, the owner of the portion of wealth in question
would assuredly greatly prefer consuming it either in gratifying his own wants, or else in
maintaining labourers from whose exertions he might expect an increased return. But
we have seen, that fixed capital, as above defined, is the only part of wealth consumed
without immediately benefiting any one, since that which circulates ministers to the
necessities of the labouring population. Therefore the former alone constitutes an
element of cost of production in a national point of view, that is, in the light in which it
is properly regarded by political economy. For we shall find that a certain class of
individuals, namely the employers of capital, estimate it differently. But this shall be
shown at length hereafter.*

But are there no other sources of wealth besides these two of which a sacrifice is
required with a view to production ? To discover this, it will simply be necessary to pass
them in review.

* See chapter on Gross Profits. This is a distinction of yery great importance, and
another deduction already drawn from the clear separation of fixed and circulating



capital before laid doim. Ck)8t in a national point of yiew must be carefully
distinguished fronr cost as estimated by the employers of capital. They are very different
things, as may already in part be seen, and as shall be shewn more at large in treating of
Profits and Revenue.

As for wind and water, though these, considered as objects for the immediate
gratification of our wants, are, as has been before observed, generally imlimited, the
former always, yet when looked upon as agents in the production of wealth, they
assuredly axe not so. For the one is often still, and the other cannot always be found in
sufficient abundance to turn all the machinery required. But as they are not in the
slightest degree lessened in quantity by being employed as moving powers; for the water
which turns a mill is just as plentiful after as before that operation; therefore the using
of them for this purpose cannot be the least loss or sacrifice of riches whatsoever, that is,
can form no part of cost. In regard to land, the case is the same. Though not imlimited,
except in newly settled countries, yet it cannot be taken away or diminished, and is
besides of no use, unless cleared and cultivated. Therefore the giving it up to cultivation
is no injury or loss to any one, and consequently has nothing to do with cost.

With respect to steam, which is not a spontaneous gift of nature, but requires labour, the
case is different. Were steam capable of being detained and made use of at a future time,
it assuredly might form a portion of wealth. But this from its qualities is impossible. Ii
not employed at the moment for the particular purpose for which it was created, it is
gone for ever, and cannot be realized as riches. Therefore the cost consists not in the
steam itself, but in that

expense of fuel and labour necessary to its generation.*

From all this it follows, that labour and fixed capital are the only elements of expense of
production. But as the latter is not an original source of wealth, but derived from the
former, it might appear, and has indeed been often said, that this ultimately forms the
sole cost. For a capital must itself have required a sacrifice, say both in labour and fixed
capital, and this last in its time must have necessitated a previous sacrifice, perhaps of
both likewise, until we mount up to a capital produced by labour alone. Ultimately then,
or originally, the sacrifice required for the raising of any commodity, resolves itself, it
would appear, into the labour bestowed upon it either proximately or remotely. This,
however, we shall find, is not strictly true. The reason of which limitation is, that the
longer a fixed capital is kept as such, that is, in a state in which it cannot satisfy any
immediate wants, either of its owner or of laboui”ers in his employment, the greater is
the sacrifice submitted to, in other words, the cost. The proof of this is, that but for the
expectation of an ample remuneration at last, it never woidd be hoarded up for so long a
period. So that cost comes to be measured not merely by the quantity of labour
bestowed upon

* To some these nice investigations may appear useless, to others too metaphysicaL. As
they are short, however, and may tend to clear up our ideas on this delicate subject, they
will perhaps meet with some excuse.

"the whole, but also by the length of time elapsed before the produce of that labour is
made serviceable to the wants of men. But for a £axther illustration of this truth, I must
refer to the following chapter.

Before proceeding any &rther, it may be well however to determine what is properly
meant by Consumption. This is in truth the converse of production. The one being, as
we have seen, the creation of utility in material objects through the aid of human
exertion, the other is the destruction of the same through the agency of man. This utility



conferred, consists, as has been observed, either in change of f(yrm or change oi place,
the former of which alone is ever impaired in consumption. Thus, when we employ food,
fiiel, clothing, or furniture to satisfy our necessities, we destroy more or less rapidly so
much utility, that is, we deprive matter of that yjw-w in which it is serviceable to the
wants of our common natxire. So also, when implements become worn away under our
hands, we strip so much matter of its usefulness, that is, we render it unfit in future to
aid in the business of the production of wealth. These cases are very clear. But when
wool or cotton are converted by The various processes of manu&cture into cloth or
calico, to some it may not at first appear wherein lies the destruction of utility. The rear-
son of which -doubt is, if in truth there should be any, that consumption is here so
closely followed by production, that the former is apt to be forgotten in the

latter. But cloth or calico cannot be made out of wool or cotton, without the destruction
of the latter as such, that is, without depriving them of that species of utility which they
possessed in their primary form.

And this leads me to remark, that there are tWo kinds of consumption. When, as in the
two last cases, a new commodity arises immediately out of the destruction of the old,
then the consumption is said to be productive; when no such residt is obtained it is
called unproductive. Now, according to this definition, it would appear that the
consumption of fixed capital only is productive, for it alone, in proportion as destroyed,
is immediately replaced by a new result. And in strictness of language this would be
true. But as the food, &c. which constitute circulating capital, both enable and induce
the labourers to work, it has been ' considered practically advantageous to consider its
consmnption also as productive, though, if so, evidently in a more remote degree only;
for labour, not that which maintains it, is the immediate agent. Still, as this last does
lead to production, and that too not riery remotely, the consumption of circulating
capital may be considered as productive when it maintains labourers who by their own
hands actually give rise to some material object constituting wealth.

But to show how dangerous it is to depart from metaphysical accxuracy in the use of
scientific terms, I may observe that this very circumstance of giving the name of
productive consumption, not to that only which is immediately productive, but also to
ano-

ther species which is more remotely so, has led some authors to push its signification
still further, so as completely to overthrow the very foundations of the science. Thus, it
has been maintained, by political economists of no slight eminence, that the
consumption of soldiers, sailors, &c. is productive, because the general seciurity which
they maintain is essential to all prosperity, and, consequently, to the increase of wealth
among other good things. That these classes of persons are useful in a certain niunber,
no one would deny, but as their labour is not immediately worked up in a material
commodity, they are in an economical sense utterly improductive. For political economy
does not treat of every kind of utility, but of that only which is inseparably connected
with matter. Now, the wealth of a nation, so far from being augmented in proportion to
the increase in the number of soldiers and sailors, is thereby diminished, so that the
fewer it can do \idth, the better for the riches of the country; whereas, every addition to
the number of able-bodied labourers, is a source of new advancement in wealth. But this
truth is so obvious, that had it not been sometimes called in question, I should not have
troubled the reader with its proof.

Now, what is true of soldiers, sailors, &c. equally applies to physicians, lawyers, actors,
singers, musicians, &c. all of whom are considered by M. Say as productive,* as if the
benefit derived from the advice



* Mr. Maeciilloch, I perceive, has adopted the same opinion, " Principles of Political
Economy," Part IV.

of a medical man, or the pleadings of a barrister, the pleasure arising from an air or a
song were wealth \ Oh logic, where art thou flown ? A right definition of terms is
sufficient to put an end for ever to such disputes.

CHAPTER III.
ON EXCHANGE.

After commodities are produced, they must, previous to consumption, be exchanged
and distributed. Now, it is evident that either they may first be exchanged, and what is
thus obtained afterwards distributed, or they may be distributed before any exchange
takes place. It would seem from this, to be a matter of indifference in what order these
divisions of the subject may be treated. Since in all advanced communities however,
after the separation of employments has become established, the produce of industry is
always exchanged for some conmion equivalent which is distributed amongst the
various classes of persons instead of the original conmiodity, it becomes impossible in
such states of society to trace the operations of the simple principles of the distribution
of wealth without being previously acquainted with the general theory of exchange.

I shall commence then with this. But here I must remark, before advancing any farther,
that exchange has not conmionly been classed, as one of the primary

branches of political economy. It has generally been

mixed up at one time with production, at another with distribution, though in reality
essentially different from both. By being confounded with commerce, erroneous ideas,
as we have already seen, have sometimes arisen as to the nature of the latter, which has
been rashly , supposed to partake of all the qualities of the former. But the conveying of
commodities from place to place is an operation totally distinct from that of exchanging
them for one another when brought together. The former alone belongs to production,
the latter not at all. In truth, it would be quite as correct to say, that agriculture and
manufactures are the same thing as exchange, as to pretend that commerce is. This
obscurity, I am well aware, is fevoured by the common use of language. Thus, when we
talk of a trade, we mean some productive employment, but when it is said that trade is
flourishing, it is understood that goods sell well and rapidly, in other words, that
exchange or circulation is brisk.*

Exchange is different from distribution also, for the sharing of the produce, say of a
farm, among the labourers, &rmers, and landlords, and the exchanging that produce,
whether before or after its division, for money or other commodities, are two events
altogether separate,!

* The same ambiguity is found in French; commerce occasionally signifies transport;
but when it is asserted Le commerce va bien, this implies that merchandise does not lie
long on hand.

I Mr. Storch, in his very admirable ** Cours d*Economic Politique/* a work to which 1
confess my great obligations, has made a classification more nearly resembling my own
than any other. Though he treats of the circulation under the head of distribution, yet he
takes

But this branch of the sabject is not only essentially distinct from any other, but is also
of an importance « and extent quite sufficient to justify its independent position,



comprising as it does every thing relative to the Circulation. It embraces the whole
theory of money* and credit which are its en”es, the doctrine of the exchange,
specifically so called, and the principles of banking, enough assuredly to fill up one
leading division of the science. These rear sons will, I trust, be found sufficient to
establish the accuracy of my classification.

Exchanges may be brought about in three ways,
First, By barter.

Secondly, By the intervention of a conmion commodity, willingly accepted of by all the
members of the society. This is Money. The term circulating medium expresses
exceedingly well its peculiar function.

Thirdly, By credit.

As it is not the object of this Essay to treat of every branch of political economy, but of
that of distribution in particular, together with such preliminary topics as are absolutely
indispensable to a right comprehension, not of a single department only of the science,
but of all, it follows, that under the present head one point alone is here to be discussed,
which serves as a foundation, however, to the whole; a

care to separate the former from the latter by the appellation of secondary distribntion,
and discusses it apart, .. Mr. Mill, indeed, makes a leading division of Interchange, but
does not seem to me to point oat its proper limits.

point moreover which has hitherto proved the greatest stumbling-block of economical
writers, the highly important doctrine of Value. Having fixed the limits of this division of
our subject, I now proceed to examine that on which it entirely rests.

Without the facility of exchanging one object for another, it is evident that very small
progress could ever have been made in the advancement of material comforts. Each
individual, or at most each family, must have procured for themselves, by their own
unaided exertions, every article of which they might stand in need for their existence
and conveniency. So little skill, however, is ever required in afty occupation by him who
meddles with many, and so much time is lost in passing from one to the other, that the
progress in wealth made in this manner, could have been but very small, and wants even
the most indispensable, could have been satisfied but very imperfectly. Another
alternative might no doubt present itself. Any number of individuals might agree to
form a society in which a division of employments should be established, and the total
produce of their industry become the common property of all, or be divided amongst
them in equal proportions. This system would be liable to all the inconveniencies
however, which attend a community of goods. The want of a sufficient stimulus, the
stimulus afforded by the imdisputed and undivided produce of one's personal labour,
and the absence of the fear of immediate penury, would soon incline each man to re-

lapse into that indolence to which we are all naturally too prone, and to depend for his
supply of necessaries more on the exertions of his fellows, than on his own.

Attempts have been made even in the present day, to establish a system of this kind, but,
as we might well imagine, they have ended only in disappointment. Neither this plan,
then, nor the original and simple one could have succeeded in raising man much above
the condition of savage life, or have provided even the most common necessaries, for the
support of any but a very scanty population. It is the introduction of exchange that after
the institution of property, has contributed more than any other cause to the
advancement of the wealth of nations, by allowing each individual to devote himself to



one employment only, or at most to a very few simple ones, certain of being able by the
produce of his own industry, to procure whatever else he may require. Without it,
division of labour could never have taken place.

Now, as soon as a commodity will exchange for any quantity of one or more other
commodities, or of labour, it is said, in the language of political economy, to possess the
quality of Value in exchange or exchangeable Value.

The degree of value is estimated or measured by the general power of exchanging for the
mass of commodities and of labour, possessed by the object in question; in other words,
by its general power of purchasing. The greater the quantity of these for

which any given portion of it will exchange, the greater the value, * For, as in computing
the specific gravities of bodies, equal bulks are always taken, so in estimating the values
of objects, equal * quantities are supposed. Now, quantity, in the language of this
science, sometimes means volume, sometimes weight. Thus, when we compare the
value of a piece of satin with that of a web of linen, we say, that a yard of the former is
worth double or triple a yard of the latter. Here volumes are reckoned. But when we
affirm that a pound of tea is more valuable than a pound of coffee, we of course compute
by weight. In all cases, then, where values are compared, equal quantities are presumed,
whether by thb we mean weight or voliune.

Again, as in calculating specific gravities, some

one body must be taken as a term of comparison, which is usually water, so in
measuring value, one particular commodity called money is commonly assumed as a
standard. Now, since it is well known in . chemistry, that a given bulk of water is itself
not always of the same weight, but varies according to the temperature; therefore, care
is always taken to specify the degree of heat, which being once fixed, remains in all
experiments for ever unaltered. Unfortunately for political economists, they do not
possess a standard, the value of which, like the weight of a given volume of water at a
certain temperature is not susceptible of change. The proper measure of value, aa at first
observed, is the mass of commodi-

ties and of laboiir for which any given portion of any object will exchange; but as this
mass is altogether unmanageable for daily pra<rtice, it becomes indispensable to fix
upon some one, the least variable we can find. The precious metals have therefore been
selected. Value then estimated in gold and silver is Price.*

In giving a definition of wealth, I remarked that th”e are some material objects, highly
useful, nay indispensable to the existence of man, yet being afforded to us
spontaneously by Nature in unlimited abundance, we are exempted from all care on
their account, and therefore they cannot form a subject for practical science, the object
of which is to increase what is deficient, not to add to what is already superabundant.
Accordingly, we excluded these fi*om our definition of wealth. Now these very same
objects are destitute of exchangeable value, as no one would give any thing for that
which can be had for nothing.

It is no less evident that the objects which have value must be possessed of some utility,
since no person would give any thing. for that which was absolutely good for nothing;
which did not contribute

* Mr. Malthus has proposed laboar as the best measure of value, with what propriety, I
confess, I cannot see. 80 far is labour from being itself invariable, that it is widely
different in different countries. Compare, for instance, what a native of the United



States of America can procure for himself by a day's labour with that which a poor
Irishman can gain in his own conntry, and how vast is the dissimilarity! For we have no
occasion to look to India and China for the truth of this remark.

in some way or other to the necessities, comforts, or merely elegancies of life. Thus, in
order that an object should possess value, it is necessary, 1. That it have utility. 2. That it
be not provided spontaneously by Nature in unlimited quantity. But is value in
proportion to utility ?

We have seen that some of the most useful objects have no value at all. Others, though
of great value, have very little utility; the precious stones, for instance. Value, therefore,
is not proportional to utility. Is then the value of any commodity in proportion to the
scantiness in which it has been afforded spontaneously by nature ? This certainly would
be the case were there no means of increasing this spontaneous supply. Value in such a
state of things would depend entirely upon scarcity. But if this scarcity can be relieved
by art, if additional supplies can be raised by human exertiop to an indefinite extent, the
value of the object must then depend upon the sacrifices required in order to produce it.
The greater the sacrifice, the higher will be the value of the result. Were it otherwise, the
commodity would soon entirely cease to be raised, or at most would be fabricated in a
smaller quantity; the consequence of which would inevitably be, either that it could not
be procured at all, or if so, only at an advanced rate. In order therefore to discover what
regulates value, we must point out what are the sacrifices essential to production.

Now these having already been determined in the

proper place,* it might perhaps be sufficient to refer the reader to what has there been
said. But as in a matter of this importance I would rather appear tiresome from
repetition, than nm the chance of not being fully understood, I shall once more go over
some of the same ground.

Among the sources of wealth, we have seen that labour holds a prominent place. This is
the only original sacrifice which man is put to in order to procure those material
comforts that he requires, a sacrifice of that ease to which all are inclined, and which
none are willing to give up without the hope of compensation.

But after that, by means of labour co-operating with the powers of nature, wealth has to
a certain extent been created and preserved, this itself as we have already seen, may be
made instrumental in furthering a future production, in which case it assumes the name
of Capital. But this portion of wealth cannot be so employed without the owner
withdrawing it from his own private consumption. He sacrifices it in the prospect of a
more ample return. The sacrifice alone is certain, the return imcertain; and however
great this may happen to turn out, it is no less clear that the first must previously have
been submitted to. The sacrifices, then, to which man is put in the course of production,
are of two kinds, 1. ~ sacrifice of Ease. 2. A sacrifice of a portion of

* See Chapter on Production.

Wealth; that is to say, an expenditure of Labour and of Capital. The greater the amount
of these the greater will he expect his return to be, the higher, in other words, the value
of the product. And such, in ordinary circumstances, must be the case. It would seem
from this, that the degree of value of any commodity must be regulated by the quantity
of labour,

and the value of the capital expended on the production. But it will be said, this capital
itself could not have been created without the aid of labour. If it has been produced by



labour alone without the participation of capital, its value will be determined solely by
Quantity of Labour. Thus quantity of labour regulating the value of the capital in the
first instance, and afterwards this value, together with an additional portion of labour
fixing the value of the finished commodity, it would appear that nltbnaiehf value is
determined by quantity of labour alone. If the former capital has itself been produced by
the co-operation of labour and a still previous capital, it will make no real diiferencc, for
in every case, by going back to the original sources of wealth, we shall find that capital is
not included in the number. Therefore the value of that first created must have been
determined by something prior, which can be nothing else than the quantity of labour
bestowed upon it. Labour is the original sacrifice or " purchase-money which was paid
for all things,"

It would appear then, from this view of the case, that quantity of laboiu* regulates the
value not of

i
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those commodities only which have been produced by it alone, but of those also which
have been raised or &bricated after the creation and cooperation of capital; that it is, in
short, the sole regulator of value.

But however specious this conclusion may seem, it is by no means universally true. The
use of fixed capital modifies to a considerable extent the principle that value depends
upon quantity of labour.

For some commodities on which the same quantity of labour has been expended,
require very different periods before they are fit for consumption. But as during this
time the capital brings no return, in order that the employment in question should not
be less lucrative than others in which the product is sooner ready for use, it is necessary
that the commodity, when at last brought to market, should be increased in value by all
the amount of profit withheld. This shews most clearly how capital may regulate value
independentlytof labour. We may take for an instance the commodity, wine. Two casks
of this liquor of the very same vintage and vineyard may be supposed to be sold, the one
soon after its fabrication, the other not for several years, during which time it has been
kept in a cellar to acquire its full maturity. Now this cask of wine constitutes a fixed
capital. But the dealer would certainly never have thought of keeping it so long, did he
not expect that its value at the end of the period would be considerably increased. And
in fact-it might be double, triple that of its

brother cask.* But the very same (juantity of labour was expended on each. It is
impossible to bring forward a more convincing case in disproof of the universality of the
principle, that labour is the regulator of value. It is evident that capital is a source of
value independent of the former. The cask of wine might, we may suppose, owe all its
value previous to its being deposited in the dealer's cellar, to the labour bestowed in
raising the grape and in fabricating the liquor, but to what is owing its subsequent value
? Not to labour, for there has been none: to what then but to a capital withheld ?f

Let us now take a view of the progress of wealth from the rudest ages, and trace the
causes of value as they arise.

In the earliest state of society, capital does not exist. In this condition of things, the
quantity of labour expended in procuring any commodity, is the

* Going the other day to purchase some brandy, various samples were presented to me,



all of which were originally of the very same quality and price, namely, one franc and a
half the bottle, but had now mounted up to four, five, and eveu six francs respectively,
according to the age.

f An author of deserved reputation has attempted to reconcile this case with his
favourite principle, by talking of the labour of a cask in a cellar, the labour, that is, of
fermentation ! A greater instance could perhaps no where be found, of the
determination, so common to philosophers, to force nature into a beloved system. It is
sufficient to remark, (if indeed it be worth while, so obvious is the sophism,) that the
fallacy consists in giving to the term labour a new signification quite different from that
in which it has hitherto been universally received among political economists. Labour,
forsooth ! All writen, with the exception of the above, have meant by this word, labour ef
man, not of acids and alkalis. After this, are we not tempted again to exclaim, O Logic!
where art thou flown I

only circumstance which can ever bring to a conclusion the competition arising between
diflerent classes of persons, each endeavouring to get as much as he can for his own. It is
through the medium of this competition that the quantity of all other things for which
each will exchange, is determined, or, in other words, its value. No doubt it may happen
either from an accidental superabimdance of any one article, or from an unexpected
falling off in the intensity of the demand, that is, in the sacrifice which the de-manders
are able and willing to make in order to procure it, that its value may fall below that of
other commodities on which the same quantity of labour has been bestowed. But this
cannot be of long continuance, for no one will consent permanently to realize less by his
exertions than others do. The article in question, will either cease to be produced
altogether, or wUl] be raised in smaller quantity imtil the falling off in the supply has
brought up its value to the ordinary level. On the other hand, should any article rise
above the usual rate, either from a sudden falling off in the supply, or an increased
intensity of demand, an additional quantity of labour, attracted by the extraordinary
gains, would soon be turned in this direction, and a greater abundance speedily bring
down value to its common state. Previous to the creation of capital then, quantity of
labour expended is the only circumstance that can determine value, which it does, by
increasing or diminishing the supply according to circumstances.

By and by, some fixed capital, such as implemente and raw materials, comes to be
accumulated. It is natural to suppose, that at first the owner of this will himself be also a
labourer, and combine the two capacities. He will no doubt expect that the product of
his labour and capital combined shall be sufficient not only to remunerate him for the
former, but also to replace all the latter which has been consumed during the course of
the work. But no one would turn away a portion of his substance fi'om ministering to his
wants and enjoyments, were he to gain nothing by so doing, which would be the case if
the capital was restored to him just as it was. In order to incline him to separate it from
that fund destined for his private consumption, he must be led by the prospect of its
increase, that is, by the hope of profit. The produce of his labour and capital together,
must then, in the ordinary state of things, afford a suitable, in other words, the usual
reward for the former, and replace the latter so far as expended, with an increase in
kind; or, if the product be of a different sort from the materials of the capital consumed,
then its value must be somewhat greater than that of the said capital. Consequently, in
this state of society, the different producers, in exchanging their commodities, will
compete with one another, until their values shall be settled pretty nearly in proportion
not merely to the quantity of labour applied, but also to the value of the fixed capital
expended. Quantity of labour will still, ultimately, however, be the principal cause, since



the value of the fixed capital itself must in great mea-sure depend upon the labour
bestowed upon it. The principal cause, I say, but not the sole cause; for we have seen
that the value of things depends in part upon the length of time that must elapse before
they can be brought to market. The longer a capital remains engaged, the more will the
product when at last completed, deviate in its value from that which it ought to have,
were it in proportion merely to the labour bestowed. Because, the greater will be the
part of profit in the value of the whole.

In the last and most advanced state of things, capital, both fixed and circulating, comes
to be accumulated in the hands of a particular class of men. The labourer now no longer
works on his own account, but is employed by others. Instead of looking to the product
when completed as that which is to pay him for his trouble, he receives his
remuneration in advance in another shape. Let us see whether this new circumstance
gives rise to any change in the causes which regulate value.

It is quite evident that the sole immediate cause which now can determine the relative
values of things, is the total value of the capital, fixed and circulating, either actually
expended upon them, or vested and employed without being entirely consumed. To the
capitalists, it is a matter of indifference what quantity of labour has been applied, except
in so far as this has affected the amount of circulating capital required. All that they care
for is, to get back the

value of their capital, with as great a profit as possible. They look to nothing else. The
total value of the capital employed and expended, either wholly or in part, is now the
only circumstance which serves to bring to a conclusion the competition which takes
place between the various capitalists, each striving to get as much as he can for his own,
and this competition will so regulate value, as to afford every one the amoimt of his
advances with a corresponding profit.

But it may be said, though it be allowed that after the accumulation of capital fixed and
circulating, the value of any product is regulated immediately solely by the total value of
the capital employed, of both kinds; yet that this value is itself determined by quantity of
labour, and thus that ultimately the whole labour bestowed upon any commodity, is the
sole cause of its value. But this is precisely the notion which has already been shown to
be erroneous in the present chapter, and might have been previously suspected to be so,
from what was said in treating of Cost of Production. But in order to prove the matter
still more satisfiu”torily, let us again examine it more narrowly in the instance before
us, where both fixed and circulating capital are supposed to be employed.

There are two circumstances, neither of which can I think be disputed, which taken
together, will prove that in this case value is not solely regulated by quantity of labour.
These are, first, that where both fixed and circulating capital are made use of, the sole
immediate cause of value, is the total value of the two

kinds expended, provided, that in the cases compared, the capitals be entirely consumed
in the same time. This has already been proved. Secondly, that a circulating capital will
always maintain more labour than that formerly bestowed upon itself. Because, could it
employ no more than had been previously bestowed upon itselfi what advantage could
arise to the owner from the use of it as such ? That it is used, is the clearest proof that
some profit is thereby derived, and if there be a profit, the quantity of labour which a
circulating capital can command, must be greater than that which produced it.* Bearing
these principles in mind, let us proceed to examine the point in debate.

We suppose a commodity raised by the co-operation of the two kinds of capital. Now, let
it be granted, for the sake of simplicity, that the fixed capital owes its value entirely to



the quantity of labour bestowed upon it, though -from what has been observed in the
former part of this chapter, this is by no means necessarily true. But let it be admitted.
The value of the product will consequently depend partly on that remote labour, partly
on the labour immediately applied, which is maintained by the circulating capital, and
which, we have seen, must be greater than that formerly bestowed on the same. But it is
evident, that if the portion of capital, which, in the present instance, is fixed, had, on the
contrary, been

« This principle was brought forward and applied by Mr. Torrens, in '< An Essay on the
External Corn Trade.*'

also of a circulating nature, it would likewise have maintained more labour than that
previously expended upon itself. Therefore, on the whole, the product would have been
the result of a greater quantity of labour, than if part of the capital were fixed. But the
capitals being on both suppositions of the same value, and being, as is imagined,
entirely consumed in the same time, the value of the finished commodity would, in the
two instances be identical. Thus, it appears quite evident, that value does not depend
exclusively on quantity of labour. But one or two examples will render this still more
clear. Let us put the strongest case first.

Suppose two capitals of equal value, each produced by the labour of 100 men operating
for a given time, but of which the one is wholly circulating, the other wholly fixed, and
may perhaps consist of wine kept to improve. Now, this circulating capital, raised by the
labour of 100 men, will, as we have seen, employ a greater number, say 150. Therefore
the product at the end of the coming year, will, in this case, be the result of the labour of
150 men. But still it will be of no more value than the wine at the termination of the
same period, though only 100 men have been employed upon the latter. This, it is
evident, is an extreme case, and puts in the strongest point of view how much value may
diverge from quantity of labour.

But, let us now take another example, and one of more frequent occurrence.

Let US suppose, as before, two capitals of equal values, each produced by the labour of
100 men operating for a given time. Of these equal capitals, the one we may imagine
consists of fixed capital, the product of the labour of 50 men, and of circulating also
resulting from the labour of 50. The other may be made up of fixed capital, on which 80
men have been employed, and of circulating raised by 20. Now, these capitals being of
equal value, it follows, from what has been said above, that the values of their products
will also be equal, supposing the former to be entirely consumed in the same time. But
will these products be the result of equal quantities of labour ? The circulating capital,
that is, the food and other necessaries raised by the labour of 50 men, will, as we have
previously seen, employ a number of men greater than 50. Let us suppose that it will
employ 75. Now, the fixed capital was, in this case, the result of the labour of 50 men.
Therefore, the total quantity of labour, immediate and remote, applied to the
completion of that product on which the greatest proportion of circulating capital has
been expended, will be that of 125 men.

The other capital is composed of fixed, resulting from the labour of 80 men, and
circulating of 20. Now, according to the ratio adopted above, if circulating capital, raised
by 50 men, will employ 75, then that derived from the labour of 20 will maintain 30. But
the labour of 80 men was expended on the fixed capital. Therefore, on the whole, the
labour

a



of 110 men will have been applied to that product on which the smaller proportion of
circulating capital h” been spent. Now, I have shewn, that the two products will be of
equal value, being the results of equally valuable capitals, supposed to be entirely
consumed in the same time. Yet the one has been raised by the labour of 125 men, the
other of 110. Thus the product of the labour of 110 men will exchange for the product of
the labour of 125.

Hence it is clearly proved, that two objects of equal value, may or may not be results of
equal quantities of labour, according as the same or a different proportion of fixed
capital has been expended on them.

There is no possible way of escaping this 'conclusion, except by asserting that the
quantity of labour which any circulating capital will employ is no more than equal to
that previously bestowed upon it. But this we have seen cannot be, for were it so, no
profit could be derived from such capital. This would be, in fact, to say, that the value of
the capital expended is equal to that of the product, which is quite out of the question.

Had the proportion of fixed capital, in one of the instances above stated, been still
greater, it is manifest that value would have depended still less on quantity of labour.

It will now, I trust, be conceded without further hesitation, that the general principle of
value being regulated by quantity of labour is materially limited

by the employment of fixed capital. Let us see how the case stands in respect to that
which circulates.

In order to discover whether this has any effect in limiting the general principle, it is
necessary to compare together products, one of which has been raised by means of
circulating capital, the other entirely without it, that is, by labourers working on their
own account. Now, this last case is not merely a possible one, and peculiar to the in&ncy
only of society, but actually occurs at the present day in many countries of Europe where
much land is cultivated by little proprietors, without any other assistance than that of
the members of their own families. In France, Switzerland, and Savoy, such proprietors
are very common. There can be little doubt that produce raised in this manner would be
of less value than if circulating capital had been employed. For the peasant who tills the
land on his own account reckons not the materials of his private consumption as part of
his expences, but his labour only. The former is considered simply as the fund for the
immediate gratification of his wants, and for which no return is expected. But the
capitalist who employs labourers, must have restored to him not the value of the capital
only, but a profit on the same. Therefore he cannot sell so cheap as the man who works
on his own account. Thus, suppose, that in any country, com was raised in the manner
above stated, but ma-nufectures through the intervention of circulating capital, and that
the exertions of 100 countrymen for

100 days could produce grain worth 500 pounds. In order to employ the same number
of manufacturing labourers, at the same rate, and for the like period of 100 days, the
capitalist must consequently advance a similar sum. But if his product be worth no more
than 500 pounds, which is the exact amount of his disbursements, he can of course
realize no profit whatever. Therefore his commodity must be of a greater value than this,
that is, superior in value to the corn which had been raised by precisely the same
quantity of labour. If profits be at 10 per cent., the former will be so much higher than
the latter. Consequently, it appears, that the employment of circulating capital also
limits the general principle.*

But here it must be remarked, that wherever the use of circulating capital becomes



universal, this eflect ceases to be felt, for that which is common to all employments, is
the same as if common to none. In order that any difference be perceptible in the
results, there must be some in the preceding circiunstances. Were all goods, for
instance, raised ten per cent, on account of their being produced through the medium of
circulating capital, there would be no change whatever in their relation to each other,
which in fact proves that the very supposition of an universal rise is absurd. Therefore,
in those countries where

* From what 18 here said, it seems to me to fallow, that the culti-Tation of land hy little
proprietors, must bare a tendency to discourai”e the business of fanning carried on by a
separate class of persons, that is, by capitalists possessing experience in rural affairs.
The former will be able to undersell the latter.

this species of capital is always used, its effects as a cause limiting the more general
principles of value may fairly be omitted.

Thus we have seen, that in the earliest stage of society, previous to the creation and
employment of capital, value is regulated solely by quantity of labour.

After some fixed capital has been accumulated in the hands of those who toil, so as to
facilitate their exertions, we have farther seen that value comes to be determined
immediately” partly by the quantity of labour directly applied, partly by the value of the
capital. It has also been remarked, that the value of this capital must itself depend, in
great meamre” on the quantity of labour necessary to raise it, and therefore that the
value of the product of this capital may be traced vllimMely to the same source. But at
the same time, that this principle is liable to great modification, on account of the
different periods during which fixed capitals are engaged, before their products can be
completed. The capital so engaged must, at last, however, be returned with a profit,
which profit may constitute no small part of the value of the whole; so that products of
equal value may have had very different quantities of labour bestowed upon them. This
was illustrated by wines of different ages. We were thus led to the conclusion, that
capital is a source of value independent of labour.

It further appears, after circulating capital as well as fixed comes to be acciunulated in
the hands of a particular class of men, and the labourers cease to

work on their own account, that the sole immediate cause which determines value, is
simply the total value of the capital of both kinds employed in production.

That capitals whose total value is the same, but consisting of fixed and circulating in
different proportions, if entirely consumed in the same time, will give rise to products
also of equal value, but on which very different quantities of labour have been bestowed.
And the more the fixed capital, the less the labour. Therefore it again follows, that fixed
capital is a cause of value distinct from labour.

The case of circulating capital was lastly considered. It was found that it certainly does
tend to raise the value of those commodities on which it is employed, as compared with
others produced by independent workmen, but when universally made use of, that its
effects become imperceptible.

But these conclusions by no means prove that quantity of labour does not at all times
continue to be a cause of value; they merely shew that it is not the only one. In advanced
states of society, the w/*-mediate cause, as we have seen, is the total value of the capital
employed, both fixed and circulating. But what determines the amount of these ? It is
evident, that the total value of capital indispensable to any production, must depend



upon two things, the value of the fixed capital required, and the quantity of necessary
labour. Any increase or diminution in this last must augment or lessen the amount of
cir-

culating capital essential for the purpose, and through this medium must have a
corresponding effect on the value of the result. Moreover, the value of the fixed capital
itself must depend, in great measure at least, upon the quantity of labour which, at one
time or another, has been expended upon it. Therefore, the value of the product will
tdthnately be regulated, to a great degree” by the total quantity of labour applied from
first to last.

We have seen, that the introduction of capital modifies this original cause in three
particular circumstances.

Firsts When fixed capital alone is employed, and the products of equal capitals require
very different periods before they can be completed.

Secondly” \\Tien the capitals are also equal, but composed of fixed and circulating in
unequal proportions.

Thirdly”™ When circulating capital is used in some branches of national industry, in
others not.

The reason of which modification in the second case is, that a circulating capital will
always maintain more labour than that bestowed upon itself, more by the whole amount
of profit realized; whereas a fixed capital can represent that labour only formerly given,
and yet must afford to its owner as great a remune-* ration as if it had departed from
him, and employed a greater number of people than those who first produced it.

But the first and second cases are fundamentally

E

the same. The greater the proportion of fixed capi-> tal to circulating, the less does value
depend exclusively upon quantity of labour, as we have seen by the examples above
given, until we arrive at a case such as the wine kept to ripen for perhaps manj years,
where the whole capital is fixed. Here value may diverge very widely indeed fi-om
quantity of labour as its regulator. Therefore it is chiefly owing to fixed capital (one case
alone excepted) that quantity of labour ceases to be the sole cause of value; that is,
owing to a capital which does not maintain labourers; in other words, a portion of riches
with-r drawn from ministering immediately to the wants of men. Now this temporary
sacrifice of a portion of wealth must be remunerated, otherwise it never would be made;
that is, an additional value must be given to the product proportioned to the period
during which the said portion of wealth has existed in the form of fixed capital.

The secret of the whole then is this, that a capital must give the accustomed
remuneration to its owner, whether employed in the maintenance of labour or not; so
that if locked up for years, either in such a

O

shape as cannot at any time be directly serviceable to man, as machinery for instance, or
else in the form of such a commodity as wine, to improve by keeping, it will give a
product, great part of the value of which depends not on labour, but on the long
continued sacrifice to which the proprietor has been put in abstaining from u»ng so
much wealth in employing



labour. For had he so used it, he would by degrees have realized thereon a succession of
profits. There-fore, the sax”rifice he submits to is measured by the amount of profits
which he would have realized on a capital originally equal, and employed for the same
length of time in maintaining labourers. But this must be made up to him at last.
Therefore, finally, value depends,

1. On the whole quantity of labour bestowed on any commodity, from first to last.

2. On the length of time during which any portion of the product of that labour has
existed as fixed capital; that is, in a form in which, though assisting to raise the future
commodity, it does not maintain labourers.

But these are precisely the elements of cost of production, as before pointed out.*
Consequently value is regulated by cost of production, the constituent parts of which are
now well known.f

There is, however, one exception to the principle, that value depends on cost of
production. This is the third case above put, where commodities are compared, the one
set raised through the medium of circulating capital, the other by independent
labourers. Here the values may not be exactly the same, though cost of production
nationally considered, and as previously defined, should in the two instances be iden-

* See chapter od Prodactioo.

f For a more particular account of Cogt, see chapter on Qrost Profits.
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ticad. For, as we have seen, wherever fixed capital is out of the question, labour is the
only element of cost of production.

But in all these cases, the reason why value deviates in any degree from quantity of
labour is, that capital cannot continue to be employed except it give a profit. Now this
profit is necessarily in proportion to the capital, 7iot necessarily in proportion to the
quantity of labour maintained. And even when it is strictly proportional to that labour,
commodities arc higher by its whole amount than those raised by independent
workmen, who realize wages only, not profits.

Cost of production, then, as above defined, regulates the value of commodities. But in
what manner does it act ? Immediately or remotely ? This question has already been
answered in the preceding pages, by showing that it influences value, by leading to an
increase or diminution of the supply, according to circumstances; to an increase when
the present value is such as to give more than the ordinary remuneration for the
sacrifices required in production; to a diminution when the case is reversed. Cost of
production, then, is only the remote regulator, or cause of value, the immediate being
the proportion between the supply and demand. But what is meant by this last term?
What is that sort of demand which influences value ? This it is of great importance to
determine.

It is evident, that if by this phrase be meant sim-
ON EXCHANGE. Gl

ply the quantity demanded, then this alone does by no means regulate value. For, if a
vast quantity be consumed, solely because the price is very low, and the moment this
begins to rise, should the quantity sought decline, then value cannot maintain itself, and



must instantly sink to its former level. Thus, when there has been a superabundant crop,
of wheat for instance, the consumption increases perhaps fully in proportion to the
supply, and yet the price does not rise, nay, is much lower than usual. The reason of
which is, that people consume more, only because com has fallen, and were it to rise
ever so little, would content themselves with less. They are willing to spend as much on
bread as formerly, but no more; so that if they can get a larger quantity for their money,
well and good; if not, they will do with a smaller. So long as this disposition of mind
lasts, the whole wheat in the country will not exchange for more of other things, than it
did when the crop was an ordinary or very deficient one. Before the price can rise, it is
necessary that the buyers be both able and willing to purchase a greater quantity than
usual, even although at an advanced rate. If this deteftni-nation hold, their eagerness
will enable the sellers to increase the price of their grain. Therefore the intensity of the
demand must be taken into account.

That a demand such as will raise conunodities, depends in part upon its intensity, has
just been shewn. That it also depends in part on the quantity demanded, is no less
certain, for this circimistance greatly

influences the intensity itself. Thus, if it be seen that a great number of people are
desirous to have some commodity, this very feet has a tendency to increase the sacrifice
which the buyers are willing to make. Therefore, though intensity be the only cause
which at last determines value, yet as this cause is itself greatly modified by the quantity
demanded, this circumstance also must be included in our notion of that demand which
regulates the value of commodities. It is composed, then, of two elements, Extent and
Intensity.*

Here it may be worth while to remark, that when the cost of production of any
commodity rises, it by no means necessarily follows that the quantity brought to market
must be diminished, in order that the price may advance. At first, no doubt, this will
probably be the case, since the sellers find the buyers extremely indisposed to give more
than usual. But after the latter have found that they cannot get it at the same price as
before, then the original quantity may be brought forward without causing any fall. For
the pertinacity of the sellers who are determined not to accept of less than what may
secure them a fair profit, will at length overcome the obstinacy of the purchasers. The
one have a firm resolution, the others not. In estimating, therefore, the supply which
acts upon price, we must take into accoimt not merely the quantity brought to market,
but also the degree of

* See Malthas' '* Definitions in Political Economy/' chap. vi.
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eagerness of the sellers to get their produce disposed of. No doubt the former acts upon
the latter, but as we have just seen, not always. For the quantity brought forward may be
the same, and yet the anxiety to sell, less. So that the elements of the supply correspond
to those of the demand; consisting, first, of the quantity supplied; secondly, of the
degree of firmness in the resolution* of the sellers, not to part with their goods under a
certain price. Now, a change in cost of production always modifies the last, namely, the
pertinacity of the sellers, and if need be, the first also. By one or both of these means it
regulates value.*

* Some writera make a distinction betireen Reai and Relatiye value, meaning, as it
would appear, bj the former, cost of production. But what adyantag”e can be derived
from applying the same term to the cause, and to the effect, is, to me, I confess,
inexplicable. This can ser7e only to render more confused, a subject already sufficiently



intri-cate. Another and better separation is that of Natural from Market value, signifying
by the former its ordinary state as determined by cost of production, by the latter, the
actual value of any commodity at any time and place, which, according to the
vicissitudes of supply and demand, may vary more or less from the usual level, to which
however it constantly tends. Natural and market price are of course correlative to
natural and market value.

Gl
CHAPTER IV.
ON EXCHANGE; CONTINUED.

In tracinj: the causes which regulate the exchangeable value of commaoilitiess nothing
has been said concerning a rise or fall of wages. But has this no influence upon value ?

Wages, as we have seen above, are paid out of circulating capital. Now, after capital of
both kinds comes to be used in production, it has been shewn that value is regulated
immediately by the total value of that employed, whether fixed or circidating. But the
higher wages are, the greater must be the amoimt of circulating capital required in order
to raise or fabricate any conunodity, and riee versa. It might therefore at first appear
that its value must rise or fell with a similar variation in wages.

But here we forget that a rise or fall of wages affects the amount of circulating capital
required in the production, not of one commodity only, but of all. Now, whatever affects
all conmiodities, and all equally, changes not the relation in which they formerly stood
to each other. Were the powers of industry so much increased that the same labour and
capital as formerly, could raise or fabricate double, triple the

ON EXCHANGE. G5

quantity of all sorts of things, the nation would certainly be twice or three times as rich
as before, but the value of every object would be unchanged. A given quantity of corn,
say a quarter, would command neither more nor less of cloth, hardware, wines, or other
luxuries. The same would be the case in regard to value, were j*he powers of labour and
capital universally and equally diminished. As compared with the products of other
countries, there would no doubt be a difference, but this needs not here be taken into
account; for upon the above suppositions, this difference would be felt alike by all home
commodities.

So then, if the rise or fall of wages, by increasing or reducing the amount of circulating
capital required, affected equally all branches of industrj% the relative values of their
results would not be altered. But it does not affect all equally. It is, as we have seen, the
total value of both kinds of capital employed, that determines immediately the value of
the product. But the proportion of these is very different in different cases. Supposing
the total value to be the same, a much greater share of this consists, in some instances of
fixed, in others of circulating capital. Now, it is evident that those employments in which
the proportion of the latter is great, wiU be much more affected by a rise in wages, than
those in which it is small.

Let us suppose two capitals, each worth L.1000, to be vested in different employments,
but that in the one case, raw materials, machinery, and other articles
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of fixed capital, compose one half of the value, the remainiDg half consisting in



necessaries for the maintenance of labour; while in the other instance, these two
elements amount to L.800 and L.200 respectively. Now, these capitals being of equal
value, so also will be their products, supposing them to be completed in the same time.
But let us suppose that a rise of 10 per cent, takes place in wages. In consequence of this,
the one industry cannot be carried on to the same extent as formerly, without an
expenditure to the amount of L.1050, while the other will require but L.1020. The
products, therefore, which before were of the same value, cannot continue so for any
length of time, now that the capitals advanced are no longer equivalent, without forming
an exception to that equality in profit which tends always to establish itself That on
which the greatest proportion of circulating capital is expended, must therefore rise in
value as compared with the other; or, in other words, this latter must fall in reference to
the former.

And here, again, we may remark another proof of what I before attempted to establish,
that value does not even ultimately depend upon quantity of labour alone. For, in this
case, the products vary in value without the least alteration in the labour bestowed upon
each, but merely on account of a change in the reward of that labour.

But what has been here shown in the instance of two commodities, must be true in
respect to any number, that is, with regard to the total mass of the pro-

ducts of industry. A rise of wages will elevate the value of all those where the circulating
capital expended bears a great proportion to the fixed, as compared with others in which
this ratio is reversed. And of course a fall of wages must lead to an opposite effect. Those
produced under similar circimistances will not undergo any alteration in their value as
measured the one by the other. Both will have required an addi* tion of circulating
capital, and precisely the same addition ; therefore, their relation to each other in
exchange will remain the same.

Taking, as before, two capitals, each worth L.1000, of which, in both cases, L.600
consist of fixed capital, L.400 of circulating; it is clear, that if a rise of 10 per cent, take
place in wages, instead of L.400 being spent in each instance in maintaining labour,

L.440

must now be advanced, if the production ” is to continue on the same scale as formerly.
The total capital employed will then in both cases amount to L.1040 instead of L.IOOO.
But as the capitals continue to be of equal value, so also must their products.
Consequently the rise in wages alters not the proportion in which they will exchange for
each other. These products being wheat and barley, if previous to the augmentation in
the reward of labour, one quarter of the former could command two of the latter, it will
continue to do so still.

From what has been now said, it follows, that if there were any commodity in the
production of which fixed and circulating capital entered for nearly equal

parts, then all those articles in raising or fabricating which circulating capital was
employed in a proportion greater than one-halt would, upon an advance of wages, rise
in value as compared with the first. Others, on the contrary, whose cost consisted chiefly
of fixed capital, would, upon a similar occurrence, fall in reference to the same. If we
could suppose money to be this commodity, then all the products first mentioned would,
upon an. increase of wages, rise in Price, and all the latter fall. For price, as we have
seen, is nothing else than the value of any article measured by the quantity of money for
which it will exchange. Certainly it does at first appear very strange that a commodity
should fall in price on account of a rise in wages, but the fact is thus easily explained.



Let us see what are those branches of industry in which the greatest proportion of fixed
capital is employed. In all countries w”here manufactures on a groat scale have long
been established, and capital has greatly accumulated, an immense value is vested in
buildings necessary for carrying on extensive works, in machinery for supplying the
place of hiunan exertion, and in raw materials which may be considered as the basis of
the finished product. Scarcely a year passes without the invention of some plan for
economising labour by the substitution of machinery moved by inanimate agents. The
proportion of immediate labour, and consequently of circulating capital, is therefore
constantly diminishing in those employments, while that of fixed capital receives a
corresponding

increase. The products of such manufactures will therefore be those most subject to a
fall in price in consequence of a rise of wages. On the other hand, an agricultural capital
being composed in great part of necessaries for the maintenance of laboiu-ers, the price
of raw produce will have a tendency to advance. With regard to cattle, sheep, &c. the
case will however be different, for, on a pasture £irm, the circulating capital bears but a
very small proportion to the fixed,—smaller probably than in any manu&cturing
employment whatsoever.*

All this no doubt goes upon the supposition of money being a commodity intermediate,
in the circumstances attending its production, between the two extremes. Were it
imagined to depend more on fixed capital than on circulating, then the price of those
articles to which much machinery has been applied, MTOuld remain nearly stationary,
while agricultural produce would rise still more than on the former hypothesis. Again,
were money a commodity requiring a great proportion of immediate labour, and
consequently of circulating capital, then the products of the soil would vary but little in
price, those of manufactures experiencing a still more considerable depression. In all
cases, however, the articles derived from agriculture and manufactures would exchange
for each other in a proportion different from before. The former, with the important
exception of live

* This 18 a point of much importaoce to be attended to.
stock, would command more of the latter than they did previous to the rise of wages.

What has been here proved in regard to the effects of a rise of wages upon the value of
commodities, must of course be true conversely in the event of a fell. All those in the
production of which fixed capital has entered in a larger proportion than circulating, will
rise as compared with others which have sprung up under opposite circumstances. The
same argument applies to this case as to the former.

Thus, on the whole, it appears, that a rise or fall in the reward of labour, while it causes
no change in the relative value of commodities produced under similar circumstances in
regard to the proportion of fixed and circulating capital, does alter the exchangeable
relation of those where these circumstances are different. We have seen, moreover, that
there would be an alteration in prices; not a general rise or fall thereof, but a rise in
some commodities, a fall in others, while a few would undergo no change at all.

It has been also shown, that the means by which a variation in wages has an influence
upon value, is by increasing or diminishing the total value of the capital required, to a
greater extent in some employments than in others. If it increased or diminished this
capital in all cases equally, there would be no alteration whatever in the result.

Thus, the effects of a change in wages upon value, are perfectly consistent with the
doctrine laid down in the preceding chapter. They are, as I have pointed



out, quite at variance with the ideas of those who consider quantity of labour as its sole
regulator.

Before concluding this subject, it may be as well to observe, that the greater durability of
the fixed capital ha? the very same effect as a larger proportion. For the longer it will last
without repair, or more strictly, the less the necessary renewal in a given time, the less of
course the quantity of labour required to keep it in a proper state. Therefore the less
does circulating capital enter as a part of the expences. Consequently, this case is not
essentially different from the former.*

To conclude this long investigation. On turning to the preceding chapter, we shall find
that it has there been proved, that wherever fixed and circulating capital enter into the
production of conmiodities in proportions different in the cases compared, value always
ceases to vary exactly as the quantity of labour, and the more the fixed capital prevails,
the greater the deviation from the general principle. Now, what is here shown, fully
corroborates the above conclusion, for we see that in the circumstances supposed, a
change in the reward of labour causes the same effects as an alteration in its quantity.
Therefore, the principle, that value depends upon quantity of labour, is now found to be
still farther restricted.

* The whole of this part of the subject ia respect to the effects of a rise of wag”es on
value, has been so ably and thoroughly treated by Ri-cardo, that it is the less necessary
to dwell upon it here at great length.

From the whole of this long discussion, the conclusion then is the following. The
principle that value is regulated by quantity of labour is limited by these causes :

1. By the use of fixed capital.

2. By the employment of circulating capital also, but in a particular case only, before
explained.

3. By a rise or fall of wages, when accompanied with peculiar circumstances, stated in
the present chapter.

Now, circulating capital has in reality nothing to do with this last case, for the result
would be the same were it supposed not to be employed, but the fixed capital to belong
to the labourers themselves. All that is essential is, that in the instances compared, fixed
capital should bear a greater proportion to immediate labour in the one case than in the
other.

The only circumstance in which circulating capital has any effect on value, is that
mentioned in the former chapter, where commodities raised through its means are
compared with others produced by labourers working on their own account. The effects
of fixed capital are not only more general, but arc also far greater, and as we have seen,
would be felt even though no rise or fall of wages should take place. For in the instances
brought forward in the previous chapter, no variation of this sort was supposed. This
last is consequently a really separate cause, distinct firom the two former; though, where

fixed capital exists not, or is found in the same proportion, its effects are not perceptible.
For, as before observed, what is common to all objects compared, is the same as if
common to none. In order that there may be a difference in the result, there must also
be some variety in the preceding circumstances. Therefore a variation in wages is truly a
third cause, limiting the general principle that value depends upon quantity of labour.

One remark only remains, and then I conclude. If value were necessarily in proportion



to quantity of labour, and not, as I have shown, to the value of the capital employed, no
fixed capital, except of the most simple and indispensable nature, could ever have been
accmnulated. That it is accumulated, is the strongest proof that can be given, that a
value is derived therefrom distinct from labour. Let us suppose a manufacturer to spend
L.1000 a-year in maintaining workmen. Now, it is clear, that if he, like many others,
choose to substitute machinery for human exertion, it must be from an expectation of at
least equal profit. If he gained 10 per cent, on his capital before, he will hope to realize,
after the change, as much certainly, if not more. Let it be imagined that he spend L.500
in purchasing a machine, and employ the remaining L.500 in the support of labourers,
as formerly. Now, the amount of the annual produce necessary to replace his stock, and
afford a profit of at least 10 per cent., must depend upon the durability of the machine.
Suppose

that it require repairs to the extent of L.100 a-year-Consequently, L.600 worth of
capital, fixed and cir-culating, is Confiumed every year, while a value equal to L,400
remains as it was. Therefore, in order that the manufacturer may realize 10 per cent on
the whole, it is essential that the yearly produce be at least equal to L.700, of which L.40
are required for the profit on the L.400 worth of machinery, which continues
unchanged. Unless he gam this .40 in addition to the L.660, which replaces with a
suitable remuneration the capital really consumed, it is evident that the speculation
must be a losing one.

But as we see that very durable machinery is actually made use of, we may be sure that
in general there is no such loss. Therefore, value must be in proportion not merely to the
capital truly consumed, but to that also which continues unaltered, in a word, to the
total capital employed. And if this be true, it is utterly impossible that it can depend
entirely upon quantity of laboiu*, as in the preceding pages has, I trust, been fully
proved.

From the above example, one important conclusion may at once be derived, which is,
that the introduction of machinery may often be followed by a &Iling off in the gross
produce of industry. While the manufacturer employed L.1000 in maintaining
labourers, it was necessary, in order that he might gain a profit of 10 per cent., that thie
annual return should equal L.1100. But after the establishment of the machine, L.700,
as we found, was sufficient for this purpose.

Were we to suppose that profits were doubled in eon-sequence of the change, still the
produce would

amount to no more than 1,800. This is a remark of the very greatest importance, as it
shows that the interest of the Master and that of the Labourer may often be quite at
variance, since the latter is benefited by the amount of gross produce, while the former
looks to profits only; and that the invention of machinery, which may increase the gains
of the one, is, in the first instance at least, generally injurious to the other. But of this
more hereafter,*

* See Ricardo on Machiaery, " Priaciples of Political Ecooomy,* ch. xxxi.
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GENERAL IDEA OF DISTRIBUTION.



The general principles of value and exchange necessary for elucidating the great subject
of distribution, being now understood, we may proceed to this division of the science of
wealth which forms the proper object of the present essay.

There are two kinds of distribution, of which the one may with propriety be called
primary, the other, secondary. Primary distribution is that which takes place between
the owners of the different sources of wealth. The first question then is, who are these
owners ? and the second, and fex more complicated, what are the causes which
determine the proportion of the whole produce which falls to the share of each of these
classes of persons ?

After the whole amount has been divided among the owners of the different sources of
production, each of these may impart a portion of their wealth to other sets of people
who perform towards them various services conducive to their advantage or
amusement, but who are not concerned in increasing

the riches of a country. Such are the extensive classes of soldiers, sailors, and the civil
servants of the state, lawyers, physicians, divines, musicians, players, etc. None of these,
otherwise very different sorts of men, take any part in the production of wealth, and
therefore can have no title to any portion in the primary distribution. They must depend
then for their means of subsistence upon those who do partake in it, that is, they must
obtain their wealth out of the stores of others by a secondary distribution.

Our attention must here be directed entirely to Primary distribution which alone
properly belongs to political economy.* This, as has been observed, takes place between
the owners of the different sources of wealth, of whom none are willing to contribute to
the result gratuitously, but desire to have a portion of the product,

* Although Adam Smith in his chapter on wages has treated of the causes which regulate
the pay of those who, in the language of political economy, are unproductive labourers,
yet this is no reason why they ought to be included in a treatise on this science. For a
great deal of the wealth of nations is but remotely connected with the main object of the
work. So excellent however is all there said on the present subject, that no one I am sure
would wish one line expunged. Mr. Storch has treated of what he calls biens internes,
that is, immaterial goods, but with great propriety, has carefully separated this theory
from that of national riches. Had M. Say done the same, his work would have been all
the better. I take this opportunity of recommending to the attention of my readers, the
Theory of Civilization, being the second part of M. Storch's great work. It is now some
years since I perused it, but the impression of its excellence remains very strong. I may
here also remark, that what he calls Secondary Distribution, comprises not only all that
I include under that term, but, in addition, the whole doctrine of exchange, of which, for
reasons stated in the proper place, I have thought fit to form one of the leading divisions
of the science.

In the earliest stage of society, there is, as we have seen, but one class of persons
engaged in the business of production. Hunting and fishing are the onlj means of
procuring subsistence, and these are pur* sued by all. And there being but one dass, the
whole produce must belong to it; consequently there can be no distribution. But as soon
as capital is ideated, and its owners form a distinct order, then Bociety comes to consist
of Capitalists and Labourers, each possessing a source of wealth peculiar to itself. Now if
these classes co-operate in any employment, each by means of its own particular source
of wealth, it is clear that the product must be divided between them. But afterwards,
there rises up another set of men, who though they may be, and indeed generally are
possessed of some capital, are still not necessarily so, and yet contribute greatly to the
progress of industry, while at the same time they form an order different from that of



common labourers. These are the heads of establishments, agricultural, manufacturing
or commercial. The labour of these men must be allowed to be distinct from that of
ordinary workmen, inasmuch as general direction and superintend-ance differs from
manual exertion. Neither are they of necessity capitalists, but may conduct- their
business by borrowed funds. But be that as it may, they must, independently of the
return to capital, receive some reward for their peculiar sort of labour or trouble as we
may better call it, as well as for the risks they run. That they do so is evident, other-

wise what advantage could be derived from borrow* iog ? And that capital is constantly
borrowed for the purpose of being employed productively, who can doubt?

The English language is rather in need of a speci-fie word to express this class of men.
The French call them entrepreneurs. For want of a proper term, I shall b” leave to style
them rnagters. The whole produce then, will be diiftributed between Labourers,
Capitalists, and Masta:” who may be looked upon as another and a higher order of
labourers, whose re-mimeration however is r*ulated very differently from the latter.

In enumeratii” the sources of wealth, I mentioned land as one. While the population of
a country is still thin, and good land unappropriated to be had in abundance, as in the
back settlements of America, nothing of course will be paid for the use of that which
each man is free to occupy and cultivate at pleasure. But when the whole land of a
country becomes private property, or at least the most fertile and best situated part of it,
such of the owners thereof as are unwilling to cultivate their own possessions are able to
let them to others, who agree to pay a certain portion of the produce, or the value of the
same, for the use of the original powers of the soil. In addition to the three other classes
of persons, a fourth now comes in for a i*are in the distribution of the gross amount. We
have Laboiu'ers, Masters, Capitalists, and Landlords, possessed respectively of

the three sources of wealth, Labour, Capital® and Land, the first of these being common
to the two former sets of people.

But are there no other sources than these ? Wind, running water, steam, inanimate
agents as I called them, have formerly been mentioned. But it so happens, that either
these are aiforded spontaneously by nature in imlimited abundance, or else they are of a
quality such as to be incapable of appropriation, because they cannot be fixed, no, not
for a moment. So that in either case, no one fortunately can monopolize them for
himself” and exact for the use of them a portion of the produce which they help to
create. Running waters, indeed, in countries thickly peopled, and where power for
moving machinery is much wanted, may not unfrequently be paid for to the owners of
the land on their banks, but wind evidently never. Steam also, by which such wonderful
results are now brought about, though not a spontaneous gift of nature, can by no
means be appropriated, because it cannot even for an instant be fixed or arrested.

But we must remember, that what is true of land, is equally so of the bowels of the earth
as of the surface, also of the fishing waters contained within the land, both capable of
being appropriated, as well as the soil, and for the use of which, therefore, a part of the
produce, or of its value, may be paid to the owner.

Having now pointed out the diflFerent classes of persons among whom the total
produce of any employment is to be distributed, it remains to trace the causes which
regulate the proportion which falls to the share of each. This is one of the most
important questions in political economy, and the numerous controversies which have
arisen upon it, would lead us to suppose that it must be one of the most complicated.
But notwithstanding all that has been said and written on the subject, it may well be
doubted whether the theory of distribution has ever yet been thoroughly elucidated. The



works of Ricardo have thrown more light upon this branch of political economy, than
those of perhaps any other author, but I consider it certain that his views are not
altogether correct. And if the ideas of Ricardo are not quite accurate, still less so are
those of his followers, who, as is usual with disciples, have on most questions pushed the
principles of their master much farther than he had ever done, making no account of
those exceptions and limitations which had been pointed out by that eminent writer. No
one perhaps has more clearly shewn some of the errors of the Ricardo school than Mr.
Torrens, in his very able work on the External Com Trade. But to discuss all the
conflicting opinions which have been delivered on this subject, is not my object, but
availing myself of all the lights I can find, to give as far as possible an accurate theory of
the distribution of wealth.

The total produce then is to be divided between

the labourer, master, capitalist, and landlord. Iliat portion of the whole which goes to
the share of the last, is known by the name of Rent. Since in all new countries, however,
where plenty of good land still exists unappropriated, rent, as will be shewn afterwards
at large, does not exist, it is evident that there must be causes which regulate the
distribution of the produce among the other classes previous to any rent being paid. We
may therefore treat of these first, and omit for the present the consideration of landlords
as a distinct order in society. Remain then labourers, masters, and capitalists. All
English writers on political economy with whom I am acquainted, treat of the two latter
as forming but one class of men, to whom the last mentioned term is applied. Now, as
has been shewn above, this is by no means correct, as the person who owns the capital,
and he who directs the work, may be, and indeed frequently are, different. Therefore,
each must be entitled to a distinct part in the common product.* What English authors
call profit is the total surplus which remains to the capitalist and the master, after
replacing the whole capital, fixed and circulating, expended in production. I do not
mean to quarrel with this use of the word, but merely to point out distinctly what
elements it comprehends. Whether the master be or be not the owner of the capital, the
employment of which he superintends, the total surplus or profit must at all

« By French writers this distinction is always attended to. The entreprenoir and the
capitaliste are never confounded.

events first come into his hands. If the capital do belong to himself the whole of this
surplus will of course remain with him, if not, a subdivision will take place between the
capitalist and master.

But we need not trouble ourselves at present with this subdivision. This will be an after
consideration. All we have to do with just now, is that portion of the whole produce
which belongs to these two classes of persons whether combined in one or not. We may
then, in what more immediately follows, consider them to be united, and designate the
individual in whom both characters are found, by the name of Master-capitalist. The
word Profit, when used alone, without any qualification, I shall employ in the same
sense as English authors do, but instead of saying profits of capital® a phrase essentially
incorrect, shall adopt the expression,.jt>r<2/?fe of irKtster-capitalist™ or gross profits.
Instead then of labourers, masters, and capitalists, the three classes between whom, as
was said, the total produce was to be divided, we have to consider at present only
labourers and master-capitalists, two being supposed comprehended in one.
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CHAPTERII.
ON WAGES.

Since labour is an original source of wealth, the only original one which depends upon
man, as the labourers form by far the most numerous class of the community, and as,
moreover, the variations in their number and condition have a great influence on
profits, it seems advisable to commence the subject of Distribution, by an inquiry into
the causes which determine the rate of Wages.

The real wages or remuneration of the labourer, consist in the amount of necessaries, of
comforts, and luxuries, which his exertions enable him to command. In that early period
of society which precedes the accumulation of capital in the hands of a particular class of
men, the whole produce of industry, as has been above remarked, belongs exclusively to
the labourer. At that period there is in reality no primary distribution, since the sources
of wealth are in the hands of but one class of persons. But as soon as there arises
another set of men, possessing capital both fixed and circulating, to a sufficient amount,
it becomes customary for them to employ labourers, who now no longer work entirely
on their own account, but also

on that of their masters. If the labourers lived on their own funds during the
continuance of the business, it is clear that the product would be divided between them
and the owners of the fixed capital, according to some previous arrangement. But, if
they had not wherewithal to support themselves during this period, the capitalist might
supply them with food and other necessaries on condition of their abandoning all claim
to a share in the finished commodity. The food, &c. must then be equivalent to this
share, or if there be any deduction, it can be that of discount only on the advances. This
advance might, it is evident, be made either in the shape of com, clothing, furniture, &c.
or in money by which these might be procured. And this is the mode generally adopted
in all coimtries where industry and wealth have made much progress. In almost all
cases, the labourer receives his remuneration previous to the completion of the work,
and this advance is usually made in money.

But as money will command at different times very different quantities of the
necessaries and comforts of life, from causes which affect either the production of the
precious metals, or that of other commodities, it follows, that a rise or fall of nominal or
money-wages does not necessarily imply a corresponding change in the real
remuneration of labour. Still, the quantity of money received by the workman must, in a
great degree, depend upon the rate of his real

wages, the causes regulating which” I now, in the first place, therefore, proceed to
explain.

The immediate cause which determines the rate of wages, is the proportion existing
between the supply of labour and the demand.

But this proportion itself depends, on the one hand, on the productiveness of those
branches of industry by which are raised the necessaries of life; on the other, upon the
style of living rendered necessary by the nature of the climate, or considered by opinion
as necessary to the existence of the labouring population. Consequently, the
Productiveness of the above branches of industry, the nature of the Climate, and the
state of Opinion, are the ultimate causes which regulate the rate of wages.

In considering the inmiediate cause, I shall b*;in by examining the nature of the
Demand, and the effects which its variations produce on the reward of labour.



To constitute a demand for labour, as well as for any conmiodity, it is not sufficient to
wish for it; it is necessary to present an equivalent, in the one case, to the workman as a
recompense for the sacrifice he makes of his ease; in the other, to the owner of the goods
for the abandonment of his right of possession. But the only equivalent which can serve
the purpose of the former, consists in the funds necessary for his maintenance. The
greater then in any country the amount of funds set apart for the

employment of labour, the greater the demand. Now, that portion of the national
wealth, either actually engaged, or intended to be engaged in the work of production, is
known, as has been before observed” by the name of capital. This is of two kinds
however, fixed and circulating, the former consisting in raw materials, implements,
machinery, buildings, and various other elements already enumerated; the latter, in the
food and other necessaries required by the labourer. But it is evident that demand must
depend upon the amount of the latter species of capital alone. However great may be the
quantity of all the various objects which make up fixed capital, this cannot have any
immediate influence upon the number of persons which the other can maintain. The
raw materials, implements, machinery, &e., while they are consuming, confer benefit
upon no one, as has been already remarked. So far then there is a pure loss or sacrifice
of national wealth, submitted to, however, by the capitalist, for the sake of the expected
return. To him indeed it is a matter of perfect indifierence in what shape his advances
are made, whether they be fixed in durable machinery, or employed to feed and clothe a
number of persons, provided always his profit be the same. But to the nation, to the
labouring class at least, this is far from being an affair of no consequence. For, fi*om the
increase of the one “cies of capital, they derive no immediate benefit, while every
augmentation in the other instantly raises the demand for their services.

It appears, then, that the demand for labour in any country is exactly in proportion to
the amount of circulating capital existing in the same. The supply remaining unchanged,
every increase in these funds, by increasing the competition among the owners thereof,
none of whom are willing to leave their stock unemployed, tends to raise the rate of
wages. When a decrease takes place in the same, it is among the labourers that the
competition becomes greater, each of them fearing to be thrown out of work. The final
result of this would be, supposing always the supply to remain fixed, that the whole of
the increase or diminution would be added to or deducted fi'om the sum total formerly
paid away to the labourers, by means of a corresponding « change in the w”ages given to
each. It is unnecessary to dwell longer on this topic, which seems sufficiently evident.

The point upon which I am most anxious to insist is, that although the demand for
laboiu* will generally increase as capital augments, still it by no means follows that it
will do so in the same proportion. As society advances, a great part of the funds destined
to be employed productively, are vested in machinery and other elements of fixed
capital. In the early stages of advancement in wealth and industry, this forms
comparatively but a small share of the whole national stock. But as the capitals of
individuals increase, and the division of labour becomes more perfect, improvements
are gradually introduced, the object of which is either to amend the quality of com-

modities” or to raise them at a smaller cost. These improvements generally consist in
the substitution of machines for manual labour. At every change of this kind, the fixed
capital of the country is increased at the expence of the circulating. The master-capitalist
is now no longer obliged to keep so large a proportion of his funds in the shape of food
and other necessaries. Having employed a number of labourers once for all in
constructing a machine, the value of the circulating capital advanced to them during the
work becomes fixed in the result, which, instead of being consumed in great part by
labourers, and reproduced at short intervals, may, on the contrary, last for years, with



but little reparation. A much smaller annual produce will now suffice to afford the
master-capitalist his usual profit, which is all he looks to. Since only a part of his stock is
consumed yearly, it is enough if the value of that portion alone be returned, together
with a profit on the whole. The value of the rest is represented by the machine, which
remains nearly as it was. But as a machine can neither feed nor clothe any one, it is quite
evident, that for a time the funds for the maintenance of labour are absolutely
diminished. It thus appears that the introduction of machinery tends to lessen the
gross” though it may augment the net produpe.*

« See chapter on Value at the end, for a case in proof of this. For an exact account of
what is properly net produce, see chapter on Re* Tenue. In order to understand its
nature thoroughly, it is necessary to be previously acquainted with the whole theory of
distribution.
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The first effect, then, of the above change wU]l be a falling off in the demand for labour,
and a consequent decline in the rate of wages. And what is here proved by reasoning
from general principles, is coniSrmed by the most ample experience in all countries. On
such occasions, the discontent and misery of the operatives have often broken out in
acts of the most fearful outrage, principally directed against those dumb instruments,
which they, not without reason, considered as the cause of all their sufferings. By and
by, no doubt, the increased productiveness of industry resulting from the use of
machinery, by facilitating the accumulation of circulating capital, will restore its former
amount, and call again into employment the disbanded workmen. When this shall
happen, the national capital will, on the whole, have increased, but the demand for
labour, and the reward thereof, will be the same as before.

This is sufficient to show that capital may augment without any benefit whatsoever
thereby accruing to the working classes, nay, rather with a temporary injury from the
previous fall in wages. It is not, until, in the progress of industry, favoured by the new
inventions, circulating capital' shall have become increased beyond what it formerly
was, that a greater demand for labour will spring up. Demand will then rise, but not in
proportion to the accumulation of the general capital.

In countries where industry has much advanced, fixed capital comes gradually to bear a
greater and

greater proportion to circulating. Every augmentation, therefore, in the national stock
destined for reproduction, comes, in the progress of society, to have a less and less
influence upon the condition of the labourer.

Every addition to fixed capital, is made, as has above been proved, at the expense of the
circulating. This, I conceive, is a principle of great importance, and pregnant with
deductions. The first consequence thence drawn, is, that the primary effect at all events
of such a transformation, is to diminish the demand for labour. But what will be the
ultimate result ? It is commonly said that the evil experienced by the labouring class, is
but of a temporary nature; that though for a time they may sufler by a number of them
being thrown out of employment, yet that sooner or later their services*will again be
required; nay, that owing to the increased facilities for the accumulation of capital, the
demand for them will ere long become greater than ever. But this will depend very much
upon the nature of the occupations in which the use of fixed capital has been introduced.
The ultimate effects of such a change will be very different in agriculture for instance,
from what they are likely to be in manufactures. The evils resulting fi” om the invention
of machinery, to the labouring population employed in the latter, will probably be but



temporary, liable to be perpetually renewed however, as fresh improvements are
constantly making for economising labour. The reasons why the evil is in this

case likely to be only for a time, are these. First, those master-capitalists who have
introduced the use of the new machinery, being enabled by these means to fabricate a
larger quantity of goods in proportion to the expense than formerly, will, until the
competition of others has reduced their value, enjoy extraordinary profits. Their
capability of saving out of the same, and adding to their capital, will consequently be
increased. Part of these savings may be vested in fixed capital, but a jtortion of them will
be made to consist of circulating also, since the former must always require some of the
latter to set it a-going. Secondly, as by degrees the value or price of the manufactured
goods fiills in proportion to the diminished cost of production, each consumer of these
commodities will have his power of saving increased, since a smaller share of his
revenue will suffice for purchasing as much as he requires for his private use. Hence, a
greater facility for accumulating capital, some of which may be supposed to find its way
to the manufacturing industry in question. Thus the means of an increased Supply of the
fabricated articles, and of employment for an additional number of workmen, are at
hand. And, thirdly, there can be no doubt that the fall in the price of these products will
cause an extension in the Demand for them.

Thus, it appears by reasoning from general principles, that the introduction of fixed
capital into manufacture, in the shape of machinery, though for a time it may throw out
of employment a considerable

body of persons, will yet probably be followed, after a longer or shorter period, by the re-
engagement of the same, or even a much greater nmnber of labourers. And experience
amply confirms this truth. Compare the hosts of workmen who now crowd the mills of
Manchester and Glasgow, with the scanty population supported by the manufacture of
cotton, previous to the invention of Arkwright's spinning jennies !

But, in agriculture the case is widely different. The demand for raw produce cannot
increase in that rapid way in which it may for manufactured goods, for the simple
reason adduced by Adam Smith, that the capacity of man's stomach is very narrow, but
his desires in other respects insatiable. Therefore the labourer thrown out of
employment by the invention of rural machines is not at all likely to be again employed
in agricultural pursuits. A long time may elapse before an increase of population takes
place sufficient to cause a fresh demand for food. But the change of all others most fatal
to the country people is the conversion of arable land into pasture. For the quantity of
labour that can be employed on a grazing farm is small indeed. Almost all the funds
which formerly supported men, are now vested in cattle, sheep, and other elements of
fixed capital. And as the number of animals which any tract of grass land can support, is
necessarily limited, and consequently the number of persons employed in tending them,
there is no chance of any farther demand for agricultural labour. Accordingly, wherever

pasture has been substituted for com, there the rural population has been suddenly and
permanently diminished. And as we may easily suppose a change of this sort cannot be
brought about without very great suffering, so may it well be doubted whether the
ultimate result be one” devoutly to be wished. But of this more will be said in future in
discussing the Theory of Rent, and the Nature of Revenue, where it will be shown, that
the decrease in the gross produce of the soil, which in this case is certain, is pro” bably
not at all compensated, as in that of improved machinery, by an augmentation even in
the net result, notwithstanding the rise in the landlord's income. Enough, perhaps, has
here, however, been written, to show that of all the evils which in the progress of society
befall the labouring class, the change from arable to grazing husbandry, is beyond



comparison the greatest.*

Having now explained sufficiently for our present purpose, wherein consists the
Demand for labour, and stated the effects which fluctuations in the former produce on
the remuneration of the latter, I shall go

* From what is said above, 1 would not for a moment have it supposed, that any thing
like an arpiment is meant to be got up against agricultural machinery* Since it is a law
of natnre that general good is purchased by partial evil, we must try to alleviate those ills
we cannot prevent That indeed is a singular argument, which, had it been acted up to,
would for ever have condemned mankind to the spade and rake* The plough and harrow
were in their day the greatest of innovations, and still are the most useful of all
machines. But the same ob-jeotiops most formerly have applied to them, as now to more
complicated inventions* In like manner, the partizans of the spindle might have risen in
arms against the spinning-wheel.

on to consider the other condition of the proportion, namely, the Supply. A more
detailed discussion on the effects felt by the working population” from the various
modes of investing capital, will be better understood afterwards, when we shall have
investigated the subject of Profits.

The supply of labour is made up of two elements; first, the total number of the labouring
population; secondly, the number of days in the year, and of hours in the day, during
which it is customary to work.

That the supply of labour varies with the number of persons both able and willing to toil
for their support, it surely requires no words to prove. Still this is not the only
circumstance which constitutes that supply. One country may have fewer working
people than another, but if the inhabitants of the former give themselves but little
repose during the course of the year or day, the quantity of labour which they bring to
market in a given time may be as great as in the latter, the population of which may be
supposed more fond of ease, or more desirous of amusement.

If we suppose the demand for labour, and consequently the funds for its support, to
remain constant, every variation in the number of workmen, or in the length of time
throughout the year or day which they may give to toil, will cause an inverse change in
the rate of wages.

If the labouring population increases without any augmentation in the funds just
mentioned, it is quite

&Q ON WAGES.

evident that on the whole they must be worse off, sinee the same quantity of food,
clothing, fuel, &c. is to be divided amongst a greater number of persons. There are but
two ways in which this evil can fall on the people. The old labourers may continue to
receive the same remuneration as formerly, in which case nothing will be left for the
new, who must therefore inevitably perish for want, or depend for a precarious
subsistence on the charity of their fellows or superiors. Or if all do get employment, and
if the funds for the maintenance of labour be distributed pretty equally amongst them,
each individual must gain less than formerly; that is, wages must faU. And this is
generally the way in which the evil is felt. As population increases, if the circulating
capital which supports it remain the same, each workman begins to experience more
and more difficulty in getting employment. Masters finding that there is no want of
hands, are more hard to deal with. But the labourer is imwilling to accept of a less



remuneration for his services. He, therefore, perhaps remains out of work for a period,
till want beginning to stare him in the face, and time hanging heavy on his hands, he is
fain to submit to those terms which formerly he spumed. If, on the contrary, circulating
capital still remaining the same, the number of labourers were to diminish, suppose by
emigration, it is clear that the' effect would be reversed. The same quantity of food and
other necessaries would be divided amongst a smaller body of men, and therefore the
condition of

those left behind, must on the whole be ameliorated. And this benefit would not be
confined to a few, but would spread itself over the mass of the population®

Thus, then, it appears, that the condition of the labourers, that is of the great majority of
every nation, must in a great degree depend upon the limitation of their numbers.

But the supply of labour which serves to determine its reward, depends also in part
upon the number of days throughout the year, and of hours during the day, generally
devoted to toil. Let us suppose two countries, the population and capital of which are at
the present moment the same; and let us, moreover, imagine, that in the one, men
labour from the beginning to the end of the year without any intermission, while, in the
other, every seventh day is dedicated to repose. Now, there can I think be little doubt,
that the inhabitants of the latter would gain more in proportion to their toil, than those
of the former. The rate of wages would consequently be higher in the one case than in
the other; for, by this rate, is meant the proportion which exists between the quantity of
labour undergone, (which is made up of two elements, its intensity and duration,) and
the reward obtained for the same. To some, indeed, this advantage might at first sight
appear much greater than it possibly can be. For, by the supposition, the funds for
maintaining labour are at present the same in both countries. But the population is the
same.

Therefore it might be rashly concluded that the share of each labourer in these equal
sums might, one with another, be as great in the one country as in the other; in this, for
instance, where there are but 315 woricing days, as in that where there are 3C5. But such
a deduction would be extravagant in the extreme. For we must remember that the fewer
the days of toil, the less the work done ; so that if one-seventh be taken from the labour,
the same proportion must be withdrawn from the product. Were we then to suppose
that the master must pay to his men the same sum as formerly, notwithstanding that
they worked so much less, he would be entirely deprived, not of profit only, but of a
portion of his capital also. Thus, if we imagine a master to employ L.1000 in the support
of labour, if profits are at 10 per cent., the annual produce will be worth L.IIOO. Now, if
in future the men refuse to toil for more than 315 days in the year, instead of 365 as
formerly, it is” evident that the product in that time must be reduced by one-seventh,
that is, to L.043. So that if the sum earned by the labourers were to remain the same, the
master would at the end of the year be L.57 out of pocket, besides the loss of his profit.
This serves to show us that there is a natural limit to the rise of wages, which can never
be passed, nor even reached, namely, the degree of productiveness of industry. But of
this I shall have to speak immediately.

All, then, that we can conclude, is, that the limita-

tion in the number of working days has a tendency to raise the rate of wages, though to
what extent, is by no means easy to say.

In what has now been said, I have supposed, for the sake of simplicity, the population
and capital to be the same in both coimtries. But this case, it is clear, is by no means a
probable one, or at least would be but momentary, for with such a difference in the



quantity of labour, and consequently in the work done, it is to the highest degree
unlikely that there would not speedily be a difference in the capital. For as the produce
of 315 days must be far less than that of 365; the national stock cannot in the two
instances be long at a par, except saving become much more common in the former
case. Now, it may be said, that this retarded progress of capital will be sufficient to
neutralize all advantage which at first might be felt by the people from a limitation in the
number of working hours. If they exert themselves less, they will also receive less in
proportion, for the funds on which they depend accumulate more slowly. But this is a
question which will be examined presently, when we come to consider the ultimate
causes regulating wages. For our present purpose, it is enough, if it be shown that a
limitation in the quantity of labour, however produced, has a tendency to elevate its
reward.

The above principle applies equally to the case in which the customary hours of labour
during the day are supposed to be different in number. The ratio between capital and
population being the same, ten

hours' work in one country, may be no better rewarded than a shorter period in another,
provided the practice of dedicating these different portions of the day to exertion, be in
the two situations generally adopted. The cause is the same in the present instance as in
the former. The quantity of labour offered, that is, its supply, is in reality very unequal in
the two countries, although the population be the same, while the funds for its
employment and mainte-nance, and consequently the demand, is identical. Therefore
labour cannot but be rewarded at a diflFer-ent rate.

If this be so, we cannot regard with too much jealousy any encroachment upon the
hours or days of repose afforded to the working classes. And even were it otherwise, so
great are the advantages, religious, moral, and intellectual, arising from leisure, that
periods of this kind cannot be too highly prized. The very circumstance of a change from
time to time in our accustomed occupations and trains of thinking, is of immense
importance to the hiunan understanding. And if this be true in all states of society, it is
peculiarly so where division of labour has been carried to a great extent; which, while it
contributes to swell prodigiously the general result, has a strong ten-dency to cramp
individual intelligence. The man, the most part of whose life is spent in fixing the
twentieth part of a pin, if debarred from periods of leisure can scarcely escape
imbecility. For variety of occupation, which prevents excellence in any, is never-

theless fevourable to general acuteness and dexterity. If the Christian religion had
conferred no other temporal benefit on mankind, than the separation of one day in
seven for rest, this alone would be sufficient to entitle it to the eternal gratitude of the
great mass of the population. The French Convention attempted to confine the day of
repose to one in ten ; and had it permanently succeeded, we can hardly conceive any
greater injury which it could have injflicted on the people—the people whose especial
organ it was supposed to be. In some Catholic countries, the number of holidays may
have increased to an extravagant degree. This of course is an abuse of the principle,
which, however, seems more agreeable to humanity than the opposite extreme. It is
surely more conducive to the happiness of the labouring class, which forms the vast
majority of every nation, that they should afford to be idle, or amuse themselves during
a considerable portion of the year, than that they should be obliged to toil incessantly
even from tender years for twelve or fifteen hours a-day, perhaps in apartments heated
to excess, in an atmosphere laden with extraneous matter, and vitiated with noxious
effluvia. Those who think that an increase in the mass of national wealth cannot be too
highly purchased, are apt to regard with displeasure these periods of recreation, and to
consider them as just so much time thrown away. But in the eye of the philosopher, the



mode in which riches are distributed, and the degree of labour which it costs the poorer

classes to earn their share of them, are matters of at least as much importance as their
total amount.

The cupidity of master-capitalists, the necessities of those they employ, and the practice
of paying by the piece, have a constant tendency to extend the number of working hours,
and thus by augmenting the supply of labour, to lessen its remuneration. And here I
must make a remark of considerable weight, but which I do not remember to have seen
previously stated, that the increase of fixed capital tends to the above result. For where
so great a value is lodged in machinery, buildings, &c. the manuikcturer is strongly
tempted not to let so much stock lie idle, and therefore will employ no workmen who
will not engage to remain for many hours during the day.* Hence also the horrors of
night labour practised in some establishments, one set of men arriving as others depart.

As children generally abound in the neighbourhood of manufactories, and as, moreover,
they are not free agents, but are obliged to work by parents rendered hard-hearted by
indigence and desire of gain, who are glad to make any thing by them, the labour

* This may account for a circumstance which I have remarked in cotton mills, that
almost all the people are young. The reason of this, as far as I could learn, is, that after
middle age they are no longer fit for the work, which is said to be very hard. They are
then sent away and replaced. Upon asking what became of these poor people, I could get
no satisfactory answer. They did not know. In a late debate in the Honse of Commons, it
was stated by Mr. Brotherston, himself a manufacturer, that some masters would add L.
100 a-week to their gains could they induce their men to work but one hour more a-day.

of these young creatures is often paid at an inconceivably low rate. The abuse of infant
labour is one which calls loudly for the interference of the legislature. Though the
government of any country should be very shy of intermeddling between the workman
and his employer, for rarely can it do so with advantage, yet in this case there are
circumstances which justify a departure from the general rule. The principal of these is,
that a child is not a free agent. He does not work of his own accord, but is forced to it by
his parents. In almost all instances, it has been thought that parental affection was a
sufficient guarantee for the humane treatment Df children. But in the present case,
experience has shown the contrary. Desire of gain has been found a sufficient motive to
induce fathers and mothers to condemn their infant offspring to toils which must either
destroy them prematurely, or entail, on after years, disease and deformity. Since, then,
these natural protectors cease to perform their duty, it is fit that the task devolve on the
legislative body, who, by forbidding altogether the employment of children under a
certain age, and by limiting for a few years more the number of hours during which it
shall be lawful to work them, may hope to correct in some degree this enormous evil*

* This was written before the late Factory Bill was passed, which, however, I am afraid is
much eladed. The manufacturer is exonerated by the physician's certificate of their
being above the age required, while the latter is beset by parents anxious to send their
children to labour, and who swear them to be above nine years old. 1 have myself seen
many employed in cotton mills since the passing of the above act, who were certainly
under that age.

The immediate cause which regulates the rate of wages, namely, the proportion between
the supply and demand of labour, has now been discussed. I have pointed out wherein
consists the demand as well as the supply, and shown that any increase or diminution of
the former has a tendency to raise or depress the reward of labour, while similar
changes in the latter have exactly an opposite effect. The rate of wages, then, varies



directly as the demand, and inversely as the supply.

From this it is evident, that there are but two ways in which the condition of the
labouring class can be ameliorated t either by an augmentation in the funds set apart for
their maintenance, or by limiting the nulnbers among whom they are to be divided. The
question then is, which of these expedients is likely to be the most effectual ? And this
brings us to the ultimate causes of the rate of wages.

Here it may be observed in limine, that one of these means is evidently much more in
our power than the other. To increase the productiveness of industry is fer from being
always possible; to restrain the progress of population depends but on the human will.
Nay, all the inventions fallen upon, in order to augment the return to labour, capital,
and land, are insufficient to balance one permanent disadvantage, which becomes more
sensibly felt as society advances, namely, the necessity of recurring to inferior soils after
the better have been fully cultivated. Therefore it follows im-mediately, that if m spite of
this greater difficulty of
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obtaining food, population go on as rapidly as before, (supposing this to be possible,) it
must of necessity be &r more miserable. Consequently, the expediency of some check
upon the too quick increase of the human species, in those situations at least where
subsistence is procured but scantily, seems at once evident.

But we must remember that although strictly speaking the progress of population may
be retarded to any extent, as this depends entirely on the Will, yet that there are bounds
fixed by nature to the advantages derived from limitation of numbers. These bounds are
determined by the productiveness of industry, of agriculture especially. However
restricted the population may be, it is evident that the wages of labour can never exceed
the amount of the gross return to all the sources of wealth, nor even come up to the
same. For part of the produce must always be set apart to replace fixed capital with a
profit, not to mention the profit on circulating capital which may or may not be
employed. This observation must be carefidly borne in mind in all our investigations on
this subject. The same remark may be expressed perhaps more simply thus; that a man's
wages for a day or year can never exceed or even equal what he can produce in the same
time.

This being premised, I may now go on to consider more particularly the question with
which we set out; as to which of the two expedients above stated is likely to be most
effectual in permanently improving the condition of the great body of the people. And
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to this an answer will be easily found, if the truth of the following proposition be first
acknowledged, namely, that population has a natural tendency to increase faster than
subsistence can be procured, except under very peculiar circumstances, which
necessarily are but local and temporary. A mass of evidence sufficient to fill three
volumes has been brought forward by Mr. Malthus in proof of this, in a work which wiU
immortalize its author; and which every political economist ought carefully to study.

I shall in the present instance limit myself to a few simple observations, which may
perhaps be sufficient to render the matter tolerably clear.

The tendency of population to increase faster than subsistence can be procured in most
parts of the habitable globe, is proved by reference to those countries in which food is
most easily obtained. Such are regions abounding in tracts of fertile land, much of it as



yet uncultivated, but continually being taken in and occupied by colonists firom old
states, where the arts of industry have long been known, and carried to a high pitch of
excellence. In such circumstances are placed the United States of America. Here, then, if
any where, population may be supposed to go on unchecked by the difficulty of
procuring subsistence. By a reference to this country, we shall be able to acquire a good
idea of the rate at which the numbers of mankind have a natural tendency to increase. It
appears by the census that the population of the whole of these vast regions has for
some time past been in-



creasing so fast as to double itself every twenty-five years, but that in the newly settled
and purely agricultural districts, it has gone on with such rapidity as to produce the
same effect in the incredibly short period of fifteen years. Even a less time than this has
been stated, but I am anxious rather to keep within the bounds of truth than to wander
beyond them. Fift;een years then we may consider as the period during which
population would double itself under the most favourable circumstances. This fact of the
exceedingly rapid rate at which the numbers of mankind have a tendency to increase, is
one of immense importance, but of which, but for the discovery of the vast and fertile
regions of America, we might, perhaps, have been for ever ignorant. The rate of
augmentation in the old world is so very different, that no one could ever have supposed
it possible that in any circumstances it could be so rapid as experience has proved it to
be. In the countries of Europe, if population double itself in fifty years, it is thought a
great deal. In most of them the rate of increase is hr less than this, in others, as in some
parts of Switzerland, it is probably stationary, and in a few, as Turkey for instance, it is
likely that the number of inha” bitants has rather a tendency to decline. But the physical
constitution of man is not different in the old world firom what it is in the new, in feet,
they are originally but one people. The passions are not less vehement in the former
than in the latter, and desire of oifipring is probably the same in both. There is,

Uierefore, every reason to suppose, that tlie popula* tion of the one hag a tendency to
increase as fast as that of the other. K it does not actually so increafic, it must be from
the operation of some cause whidi counteracts that tendency.

It cannot be the nature of the climate, for the air of Europe is at least as fiivourable to
human life as that of America. The only cause of sufficient importance to explain so
general an effect, is the difficulty of obtaining subsistence for the support of a family. In
all old countries the best and most advantageously situated lands have for a long time
been under cultivation, and therefore, as a demand arises for more food, recourse must
be had to those less fer-tile or more remote, which give not the same return. The
difficulty of raising subsistence, and consequently, of maintaining a family, is therefore
greater and greater as the country becomes more thickly peopled.

It appears then from the example of the back settlements of America, that population, as
depending upon the moral propensities and physical frame of man, has a tendency to
increase at such a rate as to double itself every fifteen years. But in the old countries of
Europe, even in those in which improvements in industry have made the greatest
progress, it is thought very remarkable if fifty years be the period of doubling, while very
few come near to this. It appears, moreover, that the only cause at all adequate to
account for this difference, is the increasing diffi-culty of raising and procuring
additional supplies of

food as society advances. Therefore, as it is this difficulty which checks the progress of
population, it follows that the latter has a tendency to multiply &ster than the means of
subsistence can be procured any where but in newly settled and fertile districts. How
much the tendency of the one to increase exceeds that of the other, is proved by the very
slow rate at which population augments in old countries, as compared with its rapid
progress in more &voiir-able situations.

But perhaps it may be said, though it be true that in the present state of all old countries,
subsistence is procured with difficulty, yet that improvements in agriculture may
hereafter be made which may enable its products to keep pace with the natural progress
of population. Such a supposition, however, is extravagant in the extreme. The use of
machinery and division of labour which perform such wonders in manu&ctures, can be
introduced but in a very limited degree into rural employments. The necessity of having



recourse to inferior soils as population advances, after all the best have been cultivated,
is a disadvantage to which the greatest discoveries in the modes of tillage and the
rotation of crops form but a very feeble counterpoise. This is proved by the &ct, that
countries having plenty of fertile territory, but in which the processes of culture are rude
in the extreme, can still raise'com far cheaper than nations the most advanced in the
career of art and industry. The wheat of Poland and southern Russia, so backward

in every improyement, can be grown at less than half the cost of that of England To
suppose then that discoveries may hereafter be made which shall in-crease the return to
agricultural labour and capital to such an extent as to enable the means of subsistence to
keep pace with the natural progress of population, b a piu'e hypothesis, at variance with
all past experience, and therefore in the highest degree improbable. Can any one really
imagine that by any expedient food could be raised in Europe in such abundance as to
allow the numbers of its inhabitants to double themselves every fifteen years ? But such
are the lengths to which those must be prepared to go, who advocate the possibility of
increasing the means of support so as to keep pace with the unchecked career of
population.

If this be true, the question above put as to the most eifectual plan for ameliorating the
condition of the laboiu'ing class, admits of a ready solution. If the power of population
be so much greater than that of raising subsistence, it follows that we may increase the
latter to any extent we are able, without at all permanently improving the circumstances
of the great mass of the people. The only difference w”ould be, that after a certain
period of prosperity had elapsed, their numbers would be augmented. They would be as
poor as ever, and more of them.

This is the first consequence of the great principle above laid down and proved. The next
is, that po-

pulation mugt be checked in some way or other to a certain extent. That it is so, is
proved also by the experience we have of all old countries, in which the inhabitants
increase so slowly as compared with those of states newly settled, in which it is
permitted to nm its natural course. The only questions then which can now be made,
are, first, as to the best mode of restraining it, and,- secondly, as to the extent?

There are but two ways in which the increase of mankind can be checked. K population
be allowed to go on to the utmost extent which the means of subsistence even in the
most favourable years will permit, numbers of persons, on the first occurrence of
scarcity, being left partially or entirely destitute of support, must either die of absolute
starvation, or of diseases brought on by unwholesome and insufficient nourishment.
This is what has been called the Positive Check, and presents to oiu* view the most
appalling misery, death attended by every circumstance that can afiright humanity.

The other mode in which population can be restrained is, by limiting the number of
births. Between these two expedients we have to choose, for there is none which does
not come under one or other of these heads. Will you have a labouring class always poor
and often wretched, or one at all times removed from the extreme vicissitudes of fortune
? Do you prefer a population, great part of which is continually being swept ofi*
prematurely,

wako/ng whom want and dirt are for ever giving rise to, or propagating disease, to a race
healthy and to-bust, comfortable .in themselves, and harmless to others ? Such is the
question.

Much of the prejudice which has existed on this subject must have abated, had it been



conindered that it is impossible for population to run its natural course in old countries,
that it must be diecked somehow or other, and, therefore, that the only doubt can be as
to the means by which this may best be brought about. Will you have the Positive or the
Preventive check? Do you think it most expedient that the numbers of mankind should
be brought within the limits of subsistence by the invincible operation of want, or by the
exercise of that reason and self-<;ontrol which distinguish man from the rest of the
creation? The question once fairly put, it seems impossible but that much of the
disfavour with which this doctrine has been hitherto regarded, must be overcome. And
here a very important observation presents itself, which is, that it by no means follows
that a coimtry in which the preventive check prevails, shall, in the long run, support a
smaller population than one in which the positive predominates. In the latter, the
numbers may increase more rapidly for a time, till arrested by want and disease; but in
the former, though longer of ar-rivimg at the same point, they will nevertheless reach,
and probably even surpass it. For the principal cause of the misery felt in those
countries where

births are extremely numerous” is the permanent existence of a great mass of
population too young to be able to earn their subsistence. . This is the grand source of
poverty to individuals as well as to the nation. Children under a certain age consume,
and largely too, where they can, in proportion to their size, without giving any return.
An infant brought up to the age of nine or ten, and then carried off by disease, is, so &r
as wealth is concerned, a pure loss to his parents, and to the country at large. His whole
subsistence for so many years is entirely thrown away. And since, where the positive
check prevails, this effect is constantly taking place on a great scale, we may thence
judge how much the national riches must suffer from such a cause. This helps to explain
the wretchedness of Ireland and other such districts Wages are low, and they are to be
shared among numbers of improductive beings, many of whom never become any thing
else. But in states where the preventive check prevails, and where, consequent* ly, if
there be fewer births, deaths are also less frequent, a smaller proportion of the whole
population is of tender years, more arrive at the age of maturity, and live longer as
productive labourers. No wonder, therefore, if the people be better off. Now a body of
inhabitants of this description will evidently raise more wealth than even a much larger
one composed in great part of in&nts; therefore, the means of a future advance in
population will be greater in the former case. Whereas, a people, who by their im-

providence bring into the world a greater nuinb” of human beings than they can
possibly rear up in health, by this conduct, not only render themselves for ever
miserably poor, but after a certain time, even arrest the future increase of mankind, by
stopping the main source of riches, the Labour of an adult and vigorous race. *

On the whole then, it appears that it by no means follows, that the population of a
country where the preventive check prevails over the positive, shall, on the long nm, be
less; but that its progress, though for a time slower, will be more lasting, till ultimately it
outstrip the other, f Its nature also would be very different in the two cases, in the
former, comprising a much larger proportion of adults than in the latter.

And this seems the proper place to take notice of an objection to the Malthusian
doctrine which I remember to have somewhere heard. It is this. A man, it is ssud, can
always produce more than he can consume, and therefore by diminishing the number of
labourers, the nation is a loser. Now, this objection embraces an assumption and an
inference. Let us for a moment grant the former. But because an able-bodied man
always raises more than his consumption, does

« By the kwt censuB, it appears that the population of Ireland has increased leas rapidly



than heretofore. As there is no reason to attribute this to any improvement in the habits
of the people, the fact helps to corroborate the above conclusion.

t " Chi va piano, va lontano," says the Italian proverb.

it therefore follow that helpless infants can? One grand argument in favour of
restraining the progress of population by means of the preventive check, is precisely that
we may substitute an adult and healthy race for those disabled by childhood or disease.
And we have just seen, that where that restraint prevails, the former description of
people bears always a greater proportion to the latter than where the positive is chiefly
felt. The case in which grown up men without yoimg families emigrate to distant parts,
is one in which the smallest benefit, if any, may be supposed to accrue to the nation they
quit. That the riches of the coimtry will thereby be lessened, supposing they could get
full employment at home, there can be no doubt, for by the supposition they carry away
arms able and willing to work. But still the labourers left .behind may be benefited by
their absence, by obtaining a larger share in the produce of industry. So that a
diminution in the amount of national wealth may be more than compensated by a
distribution thereof more favourable to the lower orders. The only difficulty in this case
is, that as it is supposed that if the emigrants had remained at home they would have
produced more than they consumed, it follows, that so far the capital of the country
must increase more slowly firom their absence, and consequently, on that accoimt, the
demand for labour would also be less brisk. But it seems probable that the labourers
would gain more than they could lose by the departure of their fellows. For the decrease
in
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the supply of labour is bnmediate and certain, while the &lling off in the rate of increase
of capital is more distant and eventual. All the excess of a workman's production over
his consumption is not necessarily saved by his employer, and added to stock, much of it
may be spent without any return. And when profits fall in consequence of a rise in
wages, masters are induced to be more economical, so as to make up for the difference.
For these reasons, it seems likely that even in the case above put, the poorer class of
people would gain by the emigration of their equals. But this in reality is not the
question at issue, for men do not come into the world ready made with all their powers
about them. A long and helpless infancy must precede. Now, there can be no question
that the greater the proportion of children in any state, the poorer both individuals and
the nation will be. Therefore, any system which tends to diminish that proportion must
be advantageous to both. In short, what avails it to the labourer that he produce more
than he consume, i£ from the number of his class he come in but for a small share of the
whole, and have to divide that pittance with a wife and half-score of children ?

But is the assumption on which the objection is founded so certain? Can even the adult
and healthy labourer always produce more than he consumes ? Truly glad should I be if
the case were so. But we must remember that a man's arms alone are of no avail, he
must have something to work on as well as to work

with. So long as land of tolerable quality remains unappropriated, every one, no doubt,
may generally find more than his subsistence, for a little seed, a hoe and spade, are the
only elements of fixed capital absolutely necessary. But after the whole territory has
become private property, this grand resource no longer exists, and in order to gain a
livelihood by a mecbanical trade, more stock in the shape of new ma« terials and
implements, is essential. K then a man neither possesses these, nor is able to borrow
them, nothing remains but to let his services to others. But why should it be supposed as
certain that the amount of these and other elements of fixed capital pos* sussed by the



nation at large, must necessarily be sufficient fully to employ all the members of the
same ? Theory shews no reason for this, and experience I fear amply proves the
contrary.

In regard to the eadent to which it may be advisable to carry the preventive check on
population, it is impossible to give any general rule, for it must vary with the different
circumstances of every country. In some few situations scarcely any check seems
required, no inconvenience being felt from the most uncontrolled rate of increase. But
such districts are everyday diminishing, as the earth becomes more and more cultivated
and peopled. Even in the United States of America, it is in the back settlements only that
the power of population is developed in all its extent. The rate of augmentation, though
still rapid, is by no means equally so on this side of the

Alleganies. Already, it would seem, the positive check has begun in some degree to
operate, in these older states, since the poor and destitute are not quite imknown. K
then the preventive check has become necessary even on the banks of the Delaware and
Susquehana, in countries which have been settled for about two centuries only, and still
fer from being thoroughly cultivated, how much more must it be required in France or
England, peopled in a degree for ages, and whose soil has for the most part been long
under tillage ! In New York and Pennsylvania, no vast manufacturing population exists
liable to be thrown out of employment by a thousand accidents” from the important
changes of war and peace, down to the ever varying caprice of fashion. But even there
some degree of prudence is already necessary to prevent the too rapid increase of
inhabitants. If in England it shall not be exercised to a greater extent than at present,
those evils which have hitherto been too often experienced, wiU, as manufactures and
commerce increase, become more and more appalling. At every change of trade, on
every improvement of machinery, on every occurrence of scarcity, the numbers thrown
out of employment and reduced to extreme indigence will become greater and greater;
whose united misery must be always regarded not only in itself as a great public
calamity, but also in its consequences dangerous to free government, to the general right
of property, and even to the very existence of civilized society.

And here I must recur to a topic already hinted at, which is, that let population be
arrested in its pro” gress as much as it may, still the rise of wages thence derived is
limited by the productiveness of industry. In other words, that a man can never receive
more for the labour of a day or year than with the £ud of all the other sources of wealth,
he can produce in the same time. Nay, as has been already observed, his pay must be
less than this, for a portion of the gross produce always goes to replace fixed capital with
its profit. Now in very many countries of Europe, the possible rise of wages is perhaps
less than might be imagined.

Let us suppose that Gross Profits are in England ten per cent., which is perhaps not
below the truth. Suppose also a master to employ two thousand pounds in any branch of
production, one-half being vested in fixed capital, the rest, consisting of food, &c. for the
maintenance of fifty labourers at twenty pounds each. Then at the above rate of profit,
the product, if completed in the year, will be worth two thousand two hundred pounds.
Were we now to imagine that wages rose from twenty to twenty-two pounds a man, the
profits of the master would be reduced to one-half, that is to five per cent.,* below which
we can scarcely suppose them to fall. So immense a reduction in the income of the
employer, would therefore make but a very small addi-

* They would, in fact, be ratber less than five per cent

tion to the pay of each labourer. But it may be said, the rise of wages would be followed
by a cor-* responding augmentation in the price of the produce. But in discussing the



subject of Value, I have shewn this to be impossible.

This example may serve to shew us, that the possible advance of wages is in most parts
of Europe very limited, the reason of which is, that as it becomes more and more
difficult to raise subsistence, the income of the labourers forms gradually a larger and
larger proportion of the whole produce, supposing their real reward to remain the same.
Consequently, the remainder, out of which alone any augmentation can take place,
becomes smaller and smaller. But this will be shewn at large under the head of Profits.
No doubt it will make an immense difference to the workman, whether he have to
support himself alone, or, in addition, a crowd of helpless children. From smaller
families then, and consequently a diminution in the number of mouths to be fed by
wages, much more than by a rise in the rate of these, is future relief to be expected to the
labouring classes. And if savings be made during youth and health, their condition may
be rendered pretty comfortable.

In most countries of Europe, a single man of sound constitution finds in general no
great difficulty in supporting himself. I say in general, for in manufacturing districts
revulsions are apt to occur, which for a time throw numbers out of work. It

is whea childreu multiply aad sickness comes on, that the galling yoke of poverty is felt.

But we must remember, though in many parts of Europe wages probably cannot rise
very much, yet there is nothing to hinder their &lling, if not prevented by the prudence
of the people. The low price of labour in Ireland, as compared with the neighbouring
island, is a sufficient proof of this. Were the habits of the peasantry here to become the
same as in Munster, there can be no reason why the result should not also be the same.

These remarks may prepare us for the more definite solution of a question already
touched upon, namely, what rise of wages may be expected from the emigration of able-
bodied labourers, or what comes to the same thing, from a limitation in the number of
working hours. In those countries where this kind of income already swallows up a large
proportion of the gross produce, it would be vain to suppose that by any emigration it
could possibly be greatly elevated. The degree of productiveness of industry does not
admit of such a rise. For the same reason, no abridgement in the time generally devoted
to toil, could, under the same circumstances, have much effect. But if by this diminution
in the supply of labour, a fall in wages be prevented, the benefit to the great body of the
population will still be very considerable. And it is probable that this would be the
amount of the advantage. Indeed it is evident, that if the emigrants leave their country

because they cannot be fully employed, their absence must be a wholesome relief to the
mother state, and to the poorer classes especially, who will be relieved fix>m so much
injurious competition. In districts where wages are very low, it is clear that emigration
might produce greater effects, for in that case there would be more room for a rise. But
if not accompanied by a greater prevalence of the preventive check, the benefit would be
but temporary.

In the early progress of states, when none but land of the first fertility need be
~cultivated, so great is the excess of a man's production over his necessary consumption
during the time, that it is probable his fellow-labourers may gain more by the addition
made through his exertions to the national capital, than they lose from his competition.
But in old countries the case is reversed. The gross produce is then so much diminished
firom the neoesdty of having recourse to inferior soils, that the subsistence of the men
employed engrosses so large a proportion as to leave but little over. Therefore each
individual can contribute but in a trifling d*ree to the augmentation of the common
stock of the society. Consequently, in such circumstances, the labourers lose more by the



competition of their fellow, than they gain from the addition made by him to the
national capital. Hence his absence must be to them a benefit. And this seems the true
solution of that difficulty formerly stated.

But we must remark, that the very cause which

renders emigration an advantage to those left behind, namely, the reduced return to
agricultural industry, also limits the extent of the good. This cause pre* ' vents wages
from greatly rising, so that emigration can serve chiefly to hinder them from £sJling.

The operation of the different checks to population, depends, in different countries, on
particular circumstances in their physical situation, or moral condition, which it is now
necessary to explain.

I have before said, that the proportion between the supply and the demand of labour,
which is the proximate cause of the rate of wages, is itself regulated on the one hand, by
the productiveness of those branches of industry by which are raised the necessaries of
life; on the other, by the style of living rendered necessary by the nature of the climate,
or considered by opinion as necessary to the existence of the labourer. That, therefore,
the Productiveness of Industry in the above branches, the nature of the Climate, and the
state of Opinion, are the ultimate causes which determine the rate of Wages. The first of
these being already considered, the two latter alone remain to be examined.

It is quite evident, that the most indispensable wants of men vary much accordingto the
clunate under which they live. Without extending our regards beyond the boimdaries of
Europe, how different, for instance, are the necessities of the inhabitants of Southern
Italy, and those of England—of the poor man exposed to the cold and fogs of London,
and the half-naked Lazzar-

oni who bask in all the luxury of the unclouded sun of Naples ! The one must have a
house to shelter him from the inclemencies of the weather— " fire during a great part of
the year, warm clothes, and, comparatively speaking, a generous diet, composed in part
of animal food and fermented liquors. The other, during a considerable portion of the
twelve months, scarcely requires an habitation at all, much less can he stand in need of
fuel, except for a few weeks perhaps in the middle of winter; he demands but a garment
of the scantiest description, a little ice in summer, and Macaroni. So great a difference in
the indispensable wants of man, cannot but have a powerful influence on the amount of
population. Were it possible for the labouring class to become as numerous in England,
in proportion to the capital of the country, as in the kingdom of Naples, it is certain that
it could be only for a moment. The means of support which suffice for maintaining life
in the latter situation, would not do in the former. Many therefore would be swept off
from the want of proper nourishment, from cold, and the various maladies to which
these give rise. Thus would the population be thinned till it became reduced to such a
number as the circulating capital of the country could maintain, according to the more
expensive style of living rendered indispensable by the nature of the climate. If, then,
the preventive cheek did not operate with fjreater force under this less genial
atmosphere, without doubt the positive would act in its stead. By

one mode or other the eflFect must be brought about.* The proportion, then, which the
number of the labouring population bears to the capital which sup-ports them, may be
permanently greater, and the rate of wages lower in certain countries than in others, for
this simple reason, that less is required to support life in fine climates than in inclement
ones. The utmost limit to which population can proceed, consistently with the actual
state of national wealth, is determined, it thus appears, by physical causes, which are
not the same in all parts of the world.



But how far it may fall short of this impassible line, must depend upon moral
circumstances—upon the opinion entertained by the labouring class of what is necessary
for them. The higher their ideas in this respect, the more limited is the population likely
to become. If a man restrict his wishes to a mud cabin, and a few potatoes, when he
thinks he can secure these, there is nothmg to prevent him from marrying, and having a
dozen of children ! But if he desire a neat white-washed cottage, decent clothes for
himself and family, a comfortable meal of meat and vegetables, and the blazing hearth
to

* Since writing the above, I perceive by the public papers, that the population of the
kingdom of Naples has increased very rapidly for the last twenty years, having
augmented by no less than one-sixth—a progress certainly much more rapid than that of
most European countries. It now amounts to upwards of six millions, a number Tery
great if we consider the limited extent of territory, its mountainous nature, and the
small degree of industry among its inhabitants. The twenty years reach from 1815 to
1835. During this period also, an epidemic took place, which earned off, it is said,
150,000 persons in

addition to the usual mortality.
2

diffuse cheerfulness around, he will be likely to pause a little before reducing himself to
such a condition as must render it impossible for him to command these comforts. To
rsdse the ideas of the labouring class as to what is necessary to their well4>eing, is»
then, of all things, the most important. It is the only way by which the preventive check
may be made to take the place of the positive—the only expedient by which the numbers
of mankind may be brought within the limits of the means of sub”st-ence, by a
diminution of births, instead of an increase of deaths, preceded by every form of misery.

There are two kinds of philosophy applicable to common life. The object of the one is to
destroy our wants, and limit our desires; that of the other to enlarge the sphere of these,
and at the same time, to point out the means by which they may be satis-* fied. The one
preaches Content, the other Activity. The former deals perpetually in reflections on the
vanity of human wishes, the difficulty of attainment, the pain of disappointment, and
the unsatisfactory nature of all human enjoyments, even when the object of our desires
has fallen within our grasp. It reconunends Contemplation, and derives its chief
pleasure from looking down with self-complacency and pity upon the crowds below,
employed in running the race where fame, wealth, or power, is ithe goal.*

* " Sed nihil duldiu est, bene gaam mnnita teoero Edita doctrina sapieotum, templa
serena. Despicere unde queaa alios, passimque videre Errare, atque yiam paknteis
quaerere vitse.

It exclaims with the poet,

O miseras hominum menteis I O pectora oseca I Qualibos in tenebris vitae, qoaotisqae
periclis Degttur hoc se?! qaodcunque est! Nonne yidere est mix aliud sibi
natiuam”latnure, nisi ut, quoi Corpore sejitnctos dolor absit, mente fmatur Jocundo
senso, cura semota metuque ?

Lucretiust lib. it. «

The latter species of philosophy, on the other hand, by presenting new objects to our
view, stimulates our desires and urges to exertion. It dwells on the pleasure, which
always attends activity, even when the pursuit may finally be in vain, the constant



languor which accompanies the want of interesting employment, and the barbarism and
poverty which never fail to follow in the train of habitual indolence.

Though I am far from denying that the reflections . peculiar to the former system may
occasionally have their utility in reconciling the mind to an unavoidable lot by the
destruction of those desires which cannot be satisfied, and therefore torment to no
purpose;* yet is it certain, that had such principles been generally acted upon to the full
extent, the

Certare ingenio, contendere nobilitate, Nocteis atque dies niti prsestante labore, Ad
summas emei”®i*“ro <~ m8, reramque potiri."

Lucretius” Lib. ii. * The punishment which Dante inflicts upon those who occupy the
outer drole of hell, ia to live in desire without hope,

** Di tanto offesi Che senza speme Tivemo in disio.**
DeW Inferno, Canio ir.

world could never have risen from rudeness to civilization. No improvement can take
place virithout exertion, and no exertions would be made if desires were extinct. The
system, pushed to its last consequences, may be defined as one, the object of which is to
deter from the pursuit of every good from fear of evil. But if activity has pains, neither is
indolence exempt from them, the very feeling of ennui being from its permanence one of
the most intolerable of all; while its enjoyments, on the other hand, are much more
limited. The saying of Dr. Johnson, in respect to matrimony, applies exactly to these
opposite systems. " Marriage," says he, " has many pains, but celibacy has no pleasiu'es."
Allowance of course must be made for the latitude of an epigrammatic remark.

To the labouring class in particular, about whom we are now engaged, the prevalence of
the system of content” as it may be called, would be most fatal. The fewer their wants,
the lower their standard of comfort, the less will be the prevalence of the preventive
check on population, the more consequently will this press on the means of subsistence,
even in plentifiil years, and go beyond them in times of scarcity.

There must always be inconveniences attending the exclusive use of one sort of aliment
by the great mass of the nation, as there is much more probability of a dearth in one
species of grain or other article of nourishment than in several. But when it is the very
cheapest sort of food which is raised, the evil

must be felt in a tenfold degree, for in this case it will be impossible for the labouring
class to purchase a suflBciency of any other, whether of home or foreign growth; their
wages being proportioned to their ordinary style of living. Whereas, had they

*been accustomed to a higher quality of food, on a failure in this crop, the usual
remuneration for their labour would have enabled them to procure some inferior kind of
sustenance, which, in other years had served to support dogs, horses, &c., or to minister
in some way to the luxuries of the rich. Or a supply of provisions of one sort or another,
might be obtained for them from foreign countries. Wheat, on the contrary, it is well
known has often been exported from Ireland in large quantities, while the peasantry
were dying of hunger from a failure in the potato

- crop, a fact assuredly most painfrd to humanity, but under the circumstances perfectly
unavoidable. The corn-merchants might, no doubt, have made the starving people a
present of their grain, but the latter were unhappily quite unable to purchase it.



The truth of the above principles is proved experimentally by a reference to the various
nations of the earth. In those where, in ordinary years, the inhabitants are accustomed
to live well, where they are not confined to one species of food, and that too of the lowest
quality, dearths are rare” and famines almost, if not, quite im-known. In opposite
circumstances, these scourges of the human race oonmiit ravages quite appalling.

In England, for instance, where the labouring clasa subsist upon wheaten bread, meat,
potatoes, &c., fit-mine, properly so called, has long been unheard of. The same is true of
France, though not perhaps to a like extent. K any remarkable dearth has occurred in
that country during the last fifty years, this is to be attributed to the violence arid want
of security which attended certain epochs of the Revolution, rather than to any other
cause. The labourers subsist .he« in * Lsure «p»n bre»i of whe«, or ry” in some parts
on a mixture of these, but consume less meat than in England. Compare the state of
these nations with that of Ireland or India, * and how amazing is the difference! In
Ireland, where potatoes form the sole sustenance of a great part of the population,
famines, we know, are of frequent occurrence with typhus fever in their train. In the
east, thousands” tens of thousands are said to perish on a failure of the rice crop. In the
latter regions, every thing contributes to restrict the wants, limit the de-su*es, and
deaden the exertions of the inhabitants; climate, religion, and the continual insecurity to
which property has been exposed during the perpetual changes from one despotism to
another whidi have taken place in that part of the world. Rice» the cheapest of all
aliments, forms the sole support of countless myriads.*

* There is but one kind of plaot which is said to give even a greater return than rice. This
is the banana, of the larger sort, cultivated in Mexico.

It is not, therefore, wonderful, that the desolations of &mine should be experienced in
the east to an extent far "ir beyond what is known in any district of Europe- The idea of
thousands of our fellow-creatures dying of want, must appal the stoutest heart. Such,
however, are the tremendous conse”™ quences of the desires of a people being limited to
what is just sufficient to support life.

Having now traced the causes, both immediate and remote, which determine the real
reward of labour, it only remains to say a few words on Money-wages.

Money-wages evidently depend upon two circumstances, first, upon the causes which fix
the rate of real wages; secondly, on the money-value or price of the various necessaries
consumed by the working population. The former being supposed to remain the same, it
is clear that the quantity of money given to the labourer must be greater or less,
according as the price of provisions, &c. rises or fells. For, were it otherwise, his real
reward would vary, which is con-« trary to the supposition.

Notwithstanding, it often happens, that labour &lls in dear years, rises in cheap. But the
reason of this is, that in unfavourable seasons, a decline in the de-' mand for it
fi*equently occurs, and at the same time an increase in the supply, while in plentiful
times the very reverse sometimes takes place. Therefore, money-wages fall or rise in
consequence of this change, in spite of the high price of necessaries which tends to
produce an opposite effect. This has been so well

explained by Adam Smith in his chapter on Wages,* that it is unnecessary to say a word
more about it here.

But though these occasional fluctuations in the price of provisions and other articles of
primary necessity may not immediately cause corresponding changes in the money rate
of wages, yet it is certain, that no permanent alteration can take place in the one,



without being followed sooner or later by a similar modification in the other. The first
effect of any change is often very different fi'om the ultimate. No error is more common,
however, than a confounding of the two, since few are capable of looking beyond
primary coiisequences obvious to all, to final but distant ones, which can be traced only
by the light of philosophy.*

Before quitting this subject, I must allude to an opinion on the rate of wages adopted by
various authors of eminence, but which nevertheless appears to me quite erroneous. It
is, that there is a natural or necessary price of labour, in the same manner as of
commodities. Mr. Ricardo says, " Laboiu*, like all other things which are purchased and
sold, and which may be increased or diminished in quantity, has its natural and its
market price. The natural price of labour is that price which is necessary to enable the
labourers, one with another, to subsist and to perpetuate their race, without either
increase or diminu-

* See more on Money-wa”es, in chapter on Gross Profits.

tion."* He afterwards observes, " However much the market price of labour may deviate
from its na-. tural price, it has, like commodities, a tendency to conform to it." M.
Storch, in his very valuable and comprehensive " Cours d'Economie Politique”"
supposes in like manner that labour has its " Frup ne” cessaire,"" which it cannot fall
below for any length of time. All above this he calls the " Salaire superflu!" This idea
appears to me to have no foundation in &ct. There is an essential difference between
labour and commodities. K any of these last fell below that price which is necessary to
replace with a profit the cost of production, should a diminution in the quantity not be
sufficient to raise it, the commodity will very soon cease entirely to be brought to
market. But with labour the case is otherwise. To establish a perfect analogy between the
two, we must be prepared to contend, that if the labourer cannot gain what is called the
natural rate of wages, according to the definition above given, he will speedily desist
altogether from working. But this is so fer from true, that there is scarcely any pittance,
however small, which will not induce him to toil, provided he can get no more. He will
not sit down quietly and starve. What though his reward be not sufiicient to support a
family ? It may still keep off from himself the pangs of hunger and the certainty of
inmaediate destruction. He will therefore toil and toil on so

* Priaciples of Political Economy, chap. y.
long as his strength permits, however small his remuneration may be.

This state of things, moreover, may last for a long time. Do we not know that-there are
countries in which population has gone on declining for ages ? In Spain, for instance,
this is said to have been the case; and in Asia Minor, Syria, and Northern Afirica» the
number of inhabitants has without doubt greatly decreased since the fall of the Roioaian
Empire. How could this be, had wages in those countries been generally sufficient not
only to sustain the labourer himself, but also to enable him to perpetuate his race
without diminution. It is vain, therefore, to say with M. Storch, that labour has a
necessary price, which it cannot fall below for any length of time. Fortunate indeed
would it be for humanity were this always the case.

It is, I think, of some importance that our ideas should be set right on this point. If we
are persuaded that wages can never for any long period &11 below what is necessary for
the support, not only of the labourer himself but also of his family, our sympathies will
cease to be so warmly engaged in behalf of the most niunerous part of the population,
we shall consequently be less active in devising expedients for improving their
condition, and less alive to every symptom of a declining state of society. Let us then not



forget, that the agony of a dying nation is not over in a day. »
It is singular enough, that what is called the na-

tural price of labour, should be of all the most uncommon. In very few countries,
probably, has population ever for any great period been exactly stationary. In general it
is either decreasing or advancing. That the numbers of men in any nation oiay go on
augmenting for a very long time, there can be no doubt. The population of England has
been gradually progressing for centuries. During all this period, then, the rate of wages
has been higher than that which is looked upon as natural or necessary. Finally, let us
conclude, that the idea of Natural Price, correct in respect to commodities, is, as regards
labour, purely imaginary.*

In some respects, no doubt, there is a great analogy between the causes which regulate
the prices of labour and of commodities. That of the former, as well as of the latter,
depends immediately at least on the proportion between the supply and demand. Again,
there are certain commodities, of which the supply not being susceptible of increase at
pleasure, may therefore rise in value to any amount, according to the demand, which
will depend for its intensity upon two circumstances; firsU the excellence, or supposed
excellence of the product; secondly” its scarcity. Such are particular sorts of wines,
precious stones, &c. So likewise there are kinds of labour of

* Mr. Ricardo himself allows a little further on, that " Notwithstanding the tendency of
wages to conform to th”r natural rate, their market rate may, in an improving society,
for an indefinite period, he constantly above it*"

which the reward appears extravagantly great as compared with that of others. Such is
the labour of first-rate painters and statuaries, of accomplished actors, musicians, and
singers. The high prices paid for the services of these persons is owing to causes similar
to those which determine the exces”ve value of tokay or rubies, namely, the scarcity of
such eminent talents, which very few are capable of acquiring, and the great beauty or
vigour of their performances.

Here, however, the analogy ends. By far the greater number of commodities have a fixed
price determined by their cost of production, above or below which they can seldom
remain for any length of time. None, at all events, can long fall below it. But it is not so
with labour. There is no determined rate at which its remuneration finally settles; but
the reward may for ages be very different in different regions', according to
circumstances, which have now been explained. While it enables the countryman who
tills the ground on the banks of the Ohio, to support in health and comfort a numerous
of&pring, a handful of rice may be the portion of him who toils fi*om morning to night
on those of the Kian-Ku.

I
CHAPTER III.
ON GROSS PROFITS.

Having now traced the causes which determine what portion of the whole produce of
industry shall go to the Labourer, it remains to be seen what are the circumstances
which regulate the share of the Master-capitalist. It has been above observed, that where
rent is out of the question, there are but three classes of persons who can have any
pretensions to a part in the gross return, labourers, capitalists, and masters. Reasons,
moreover, have been given, why, in the present investigation, the attributes of these last
two classes, should, in the first instance at least, be considered as united in one and the



same individual. It has also been mentioned, that I use the word Profit taken generally,
in the sense in which it is commonly employed by English writers on political economy.

Gross Profit then is the entire surplus which remains to the master-capitalist after
paying the wages of labour, and replacing the fixed capital consumed. In the case where
rent exists, this also must be deducted before the amount of profit can be known. But
what is meant by replacing fixed capital ? In

what manner is a comparison to be instituted between
K

the product and the stock expended upon it ? The latter may consist of a grleat variety of
articles, all of them perhaps different in kind from the former; how then can we
determine whether the one be greater or less than the other, or in what proportion ? In a
cotton manufactory for instance, the advances of the master-capitalist, independently of
wages, consist of raw material, machinery, and buildings. What comparison can be
made between these and the finished conmiodity calico? This relation can take place
only between objects similar. In agriculture the one has more analogy to the other, since
a great part of the advances for seed, horses' food, &c. consists of com or other articles of
raw produce, which also make up the return. But even here, machines, implements,
manure, and other things are employed which do not in the least correspond with the
nature of those commodities which they help to raise. There must then be some other
way of comparing produce with expenditure, at least in individual instances. With
regard to a whole nation, however, the case is different. It is evident that all the various
elements of the stock expended must be reproduced in some employment or another,
otherwise the industry of the country could not go on as formerly. The raw material of
manu-fitctures, the implements used in them, as also in agriculture, the extensive
machinery engaged in the former, the buildings ne”ssary for fabricating or storing the
produce, must all be parts of the total return of a country, as well as of the advances of
all

its master-capitalists. Therefore, the quantity of the former may be compared with that
of the latter, each article being supposed placed as it were beside that of a similar kind.

This being premised, we may proceed to inquire in the first place, whkt determines the
total profit of all the master-capitalists of a nation ?

It will not be diificult to prove that it must depend upon two causes.

First, Upon the Quantity of the Gross Return as compared with the Quantity of all things
expended upon it, in other words, on the degree of Productiveness of Industry,

Secondly, Upon the share in this gross return which falls to the Labourers, that is, on the
rate of Wages.

I shall, for the sake of simplicity, suppose that this diare, instead of being advanced to
the workmen, does not accrue to them until the completion of the product. This can
make no change in the real nature of the case. The advances of the master-capitalist will
on this supposition consist of those objects only of which fixed capital is composed.

Now, the amount of fixed capital engaged through-. out the nation generally, and the
quantity of labour applied in conjunction with it, being given, the greater the quantity of
all things raised, the greater is the productiveness of labour and capital. And the greater
the productiveness, the larger must be the total amount to be divided between master-
capitalists and labourers. Now, if the reward of the latter be



supposed to remain the same, it is quite evident that every increase in the
productiveness of industry generally, must cause a corresponding augmentation in the
quantity of that part of the national return which falls to the share of the whole body of
master-capitalists. Consequently, the more wilh remain to them, after replacing the
quantity of all things expended as fixed capital, which, by the supposition, imdergoes no
change. That is, their profits will rise with every increase in the productive powers of
labour and stock. If so, the data remaining unchanged, they must fall with every
diminution of those powers.

Therefore, it is proved that this productiveness is one cause at least, which regulates the
amount of national profits.

If we now imagine that the return to labour and-capital remains constant, what are the
causes which in this case can occasion a rise or fall in profits ? On this supposition, the
whole quantity produced being given, the amoimt of profit must depend entirely upon
tlie mode in which the smn total is divided between those entitled to a share in it, that is,
the master-capitalists and labourers. The more that goes to one, the less can there be for
the other; the higher the portion of the latter, the smaller must be that of the former.
But on which side is foun4 the active cause which determines the proportion in which
the produce is divided ? Clearly on that of the labourers, by the increase or diminution
of whose nimibers the rate of wages is determined. Therefore, it is correct to say

that the share of the gross return which falls to the master-capitalist, will vary inversely
as that of the la” bourer, that it will rise as wages fell, and fall as wages jise. But the
larger the portion of the former, the greater will be the surplus which remains to him,
after replacing the whole of his advances; that is, the higher will be the rate of profit.
Therefore, on the supposition that the productiveness of industry remains the same,
profit will rise or fall according as the labourer's share in the gross produce diminishes
or increases, in other words, in proportion as wages fall or rise.

But it was before proved that if wages continue unchanged, profit will vary directly in
proportion to the increased or diminished productiveness of capital and labour.
Therefore, it is evident that profit varies directly as productiveness and inversely as the
amoimt of wages. These then are the two causes which regulate the rate of national
profit.

Before commencing this investigation, I supposed, for the sake of simplicity, that the
reward of labour or wages were not paid until the completion of the commodity. It is
now necessary to remark, that this is the only way in which we can form a proper idea in
regard to the expense to which the nation at large is put, in the work of production. We
must not confound the waste of raw materials, implements, machinery, building, &c. in
short, all the elements of fixed capital with the consumption of the labourers. The first
alone, as already observed, is a pure ex-

pense”oost or sacrifice, in itself benefiting no one, forming the revenue of no one.
Independent of its results, it is a pure loss. Not so with the circulating capital which
supports the labourers, that is, the great majority of every state. Each individual master-
capitalist no doubt, reckons the amount which he pays away in wages as a part of his
expenses, but nationally considered it is not so. As well might the consumption of the
master or capitalist, whether united in the same person or not, be counted as an element
of cost of production. They must live, and so must the labourer, otherwise no work can
be done, but still what they spend on themselves has no more right to be estimated in
the expense of producing, in the one case, than in the other. Wages, then, as well as
profits, are to be considered each of them as really a portion of the finished product,
totally distinct in a national point of view, fi-om the cost of raising it. This cost, so far as



objects constituting wealth are concerned, consists, as*I have said, of all those materials
of which fixed capital is made up, and of those only.

But, besides this, labour itself, not what is paid for it, ought to be reckoned as another
element of cost of production. Labour is essential to production, every portion of it
therefore is highly useful; but, as in the case of fixed capital, from its result only, being
in itself a pain, or at least a sacrifice of ease which no one would submit to but firom the
prospect of remuneration. The more of it expended in one employment, the less can
there be for another, and therefore if ap-

plied to unprofitable undertakings, there is not only to the individuals a loss .of ease

without requital, but the nation suffers from the waste of the principal source of wealth.
From all this, it will, I think, appear, that I am perfectly correct in classing Labour along
with Fixed capital as the two elements of cost of production in a national point of view.*

I am the more anxious to show that the reward of labour ought not to be considered as
an element of cost, on account of the consequences which have been drawn from an
opposite supposition. Starting from the principle that it is good to diminish the expenses
of production as much as posable, and then assuming wages to form one part of these, it
has been concluded that the lower the rate at which labour is paid, the better for the
nation. Now, the object of Political Economy being to show, not only how the greatest
amount of wealth may be obtained, but also how it maybe distributed most
advantageously among the different classes of society, that must be allowed to be a
strange system which would give as little as possible *to by far the most numerous body
of all, the labourers. This, it is evident, would be a distribution of riches the most
adverse of all to the general happiness, nor, as appears from what has been said above,,
does

» See chapter on Ptt>HactioD« See ako ** Wealth of Natione," book "L chap. 5. Thig is
also qaite agreeable to common uotioDs and the or* diDary use of language; for we
constantly hear people say, such a thing has cost me much labour or much trouble.

it by any means necessarily follow, that the total amount of these would thereby be
increased.

The only effect of this state of things would be, that a portion of the national wealth
which otherwise would have been divided among a great number of labourers, must
now go to swell the profits of the much smaller body, the master-capitalists. There
would be a change in the distribution of riches less fevourable to the general happiness,
but no alteration in the gross amount. But as the class of master-manufacturers, and
others, from their wealth and power, are much more readily attended to in their
clamours, than that of labourers, they have generally succeeded in making it believed,
that whatever raises their profit must be a national benefit. If this rise be owing to an
improvement in the productive powers of labour and capital, they are in the right; but if
to be attributed to a fall of wages, they indeed obtain an advantage, but not so the
nation, nay, rather it is injured in its most numerous class.

It may indeed be said, although it be granted that in the case of a rise in profits
occasioned by a fall in wages, there is merely a change in the distribution of wealth, and
none in the actual amount; yet, since masters and capitalists are likely to save more than
the labourers, therefore such an arrangement as places a larger share of the whole
produce in the hands of the former, will have a greater tendency to favour the
accumulation of capital, and the future increase of

national riches. I shall not now consider how far this may be correct; but, for the



present, even grant* ing it to be true, I hesitate not to say, that such an acceleration in
the progress of wealth would be dearly purchased, by abridging the comforts, or even
luxuries of the great body of the labouring population.

Having now traced the causes which regulate the rate of national profit, as arising from
all the various branches of industry, it remains to be seen whether the same principles
apply to individual cases, after the division of employments has become established *

It was remarked above, since the various elements of the capital advanced in any
particular occupation are, some, if not all, of a different sort from the product, that
consequently they cannot be compared together in kind”" so as to determine the
proportion in which the one exceeds the other. For the same reason, no part of the result
can be set aside so as completely to replace in the strictest sense of the word, the various
objects consumed in the course of the work. Some, no doubt, may be replaced in kind,
but not all. By far the greater number must be obtained by ex-

* It does not seem necessary to discuss at large the priDciples which regulate the profits
of individoals previous to the division of employments. For, as on this supposition, each
master-capitalist raises all those articles which he may require for a future production,
this case becomes exactly the same as that of the nation at large. lie and his labourers
form of themselves a little community, or nation as it were, independent of all others. In
an economical sense they do in truth constitute a nation.

change, a certain portion of the product being neces* sarj for this purpose.

Hence each individual master-capitalist comes to look much more to the exchangeable
value of his product than to its quantity. The various objects which once constituted the
capital now expended by him, being themselves possessed of value in exchange, cannot
be replaced without sacrificing for that end a certain part of the finished commodity.
Therefore, the more the value of the product exceeds the value of the capital advanced,
the greater will be his profit. Thus, then, will he estimate it, by comparing value with
value, not quantity with quantity. This is the first difference to be remarked in the mode
of reckoning profits between nations and individuals. The second is, that, since the
master-capitalist always makes an advance of wages to the labourers, instead of paying
them out of the finished commodity, he considers this as well as the fixed capital
consumed, a part of his expenses, though, we have seen, nation* ally speaking, it is not
an element of cost. Hence his rate of profit will depend upon the excess in the value of
his product over and above the value of the capital advanced, both fixed and circulating.

Let us attend to this distinction. Cost of production, as we have seen, when considered
in a xuitional or general point of view, which is the one proper to political economy,
includes two elements” labour and fixed capital. But, we now find that it is understood
in a different sense by each individual master-capita-

list. The whole value of the capital advanced by him, whether fixed or circulating,
constitutes his private expense. I had already pointed out this distinction, the
importance of which here becomes manifest. We shall have occasion again to apply it
when treating of Revenue. These things being premised, I may proceed to inquire how
the profits of individuals are regulated.

And be it well observed in liminey that the question of Profit is essentially one of
Proportion. However great the whole return to industry may be, if the share of it which
goes to replace, either directly or by means of exchange, the fixed and circulating capital
advanced remain the same, the proportion which the rest bears to this share must also
be the same, whether we compare the quantity of the latter part with the quantity of the



former, or the value of the one with the value of the other. In either way of estinmting
profit, its rate must be imaltered. Its absolute amount, or the value of that amount, may
be doubled, tripled, but if the expenditure or its value be also increased in the same
ratio, the rate of profit is the same. Profit, therefore, must rise or &11 exactly as the
proportion of the gross produce, or of its value, required .to replace necessary

advances” &lls or rises. Biut these necessary advances consist of two parts, first, of
circulating capital or labourers maintenance ; secondly, of fixed capital. Therefore, the
rate of profit must depend immediately upon two circumstances ; first, the proportion of
the whole pro-

duce which goes to the labourers; secondly, the proportion which must be set apart for
replacing, either in kind or by exchange, the fixed capital. What then determines the
proportion which the labourer receives ? To that inquiry we now proceed.

We have seen that, after the division of employments, the master-capitalist regards
much more the value of his product than its quantity. Still, there are some employments
in which the quantity of the return, independently of its value, will have a material effect
upon the rate of profit, not in those occupations only, but in all. Such are the branches of
industry by which are raised and fabricated those articles of primary necessity wherein
the wages of labour chiefly consist. I shall now proceed to prove this.

Let us suppose that the productiveness of agricultural labour and capital is diminished.
The quantity then of all the elements of fixed capital, such as seed, implements, &c.,
remaining the same, as also the quantity of labour employed, the return is no longer so
abundant as formerly. But though no longer so abundant, the produce will nevertheless
soon rise to a value as great as before, since the expenses attending its production are as
considerable. The smaller quantity then, will have as high an exchangeable value as the
larger previously possessed. Now, let us suppose that the entire produce is divided into
two portions, the one destined to replace what has been paid away to the labourers, the
other to restore the

fixed capital consumed, and afford a profit on the whole. By the supposition, real wages,
the real amount of necessaries and comforts enjoyed by the labourer, undergo no
alteration® These wages, we may conceive, to be paid by the farmer in com and other
articles of agricultural produce. This amount of com, &c., may be imagined to be divided
into two parts, the one is consumed by the labourer in kind for his subsistence, the other
is exchanged by him for those manufactured articles of which he may stand in need.
Now, it is clear, that if real wages remain the same, there can be no alteration in the
quantity of the former of those parts. For, if this quantity were diminished, the labourer
would be fed less liberally than before, that is, his real wages would fall, which is
contrary to the supposition. The quantity, then, of this part remains the same. As for the
other part into which his wages are divided, this no doubt will be diminished in
quantity, just in proportion a? the produce has risen in value, that is, in proportion to
the falling off* in the total return to the labour and capital applied. As he does not
consume this part of his wages in kind, but exchanges it for other things, it is its value
alone in which he is concerned. K it will command as much of manufactured articles as
before, he will be as well off* as formerly. But the quantity of the gross produce
necessary to secure to him a value as great as he previously enjoyed, though absolutely
less, must still bear as great a proportion to the whole as before, since value has risen
only in

the same ratio as quantity has diminished. As for the part of wages which is consumed
as food without being exchanged, this we have found, continues to be absolutely as great
a quantity as formerly, notwithstanding the diminished productiveness of agricultural



industry. Therefore the whole return being less, this part must form a greater proportion
of the whole than it did previously. And as the other part of wages which is exchanged
for manufactured goods, bears the same proportion as before to the whole, therefore the
quantity required altogether for wages, must constitute a greater share of the gross
produce. Consequently, the portion which remains for replaxsing fixed capital and for
profit, must be a smaller share of the whole than formerly. Therefore the value also of
this share must bear a smaller proportion to the value of the whole, for in the case of
similar commodities, value of course varies as quantity. Whatever a quarter of com may
be worth, the value of two or three quarters must always be double or triple that of one.

The value then of that portion of the gross return which goes to replace the fixed capital
expended, and to afibrd a profit on the total advances, foriAs a less proportion of the
value of the whole, in consequence of agricultural industry becoming less productive.
But no alteration has taken place in the fixed capital. The quantity of seed, the number
of implements, &;c. are supposed to remain the same, and there is no possible reason to
imagine that the value

of any of these has declined. Therefore, out of that portion of the total return which is
left for replacing fixed capital, and for profit, an amount of produce must be set aside for
the former purpose, possessing a value as great at least as before. But the value of this
entire portion bears now a smaller ratio than it did to the value of the whole.
Consequently, after separating from it a value equal to that of the fixed capital expended
which continues the same, the va” lue of the remainder which constitutes profit, must
bear a proportion less than formerly to the value of the gross return. Thus, we see that
the value of that part of the product which composes profit, as compared with the value
of all the rest, is less than it was previous to the billing off* in the return to agricultural
industry. That is, the rate of profit has fallen in consequence of diminished
productiveness.

We here see also in what manner an increased difficulty of raising raw produce operates
so as to cause a &11 in profits. Though the return to fixed capital and labour be less than
before, yet as the value of the product rises in proportion to the falling ofi* in the
quantity, it might at first sight appear that the profit of ihe farmer would remain the
same. That it does not, is owing to the circiunstance of a greater proportion of the whole
produce &lling to the share of the labourer, which greater proportion is necessary to
secure to him the same reward as formerly.

But though real wages remain the same, yet as

the labourer receives a greater proportion of the gross amount, he must obtain a greater
value. Wages, therefore, will seem to rise, they will rise as estimated in any commodity
other than raw produce, in money for instance. Money-wages then will advance, but
only so as to compensate the augmentation in the price of those necessaries which they
are intended to purchase. Therefore the condition of the labourer cannot be improved
on that account.

But it is not the profit of the farmer alone which is diminished in consequence of an
increased difficulty in raising raw produce. That of all other master-capitalists suffers to
a similar extent. Let us take the case of the manufacturer. No change being supposed to
occur in the productiveness of labour and capital in his branch of industry, the quantity
of the return to these will undergo no alteration. Neither will the power of exchanging,
possessed by this quantity, differ from what it was, with one important exception,
namely, the capacity of purchasing raw produce which has risen in value in consequence
of the diminished productiveness of agricultural industry. Therefore, to procure the
same amount of com, &c. a greater quantity of manufactured goods must now be given.



Whatever, then, may have been the portion of the finished commodity which formerly
sufficed for purchasing subsistence for the manufacturing labourers, it is evident that a
larger share must now go for that purpose, supposing real wages to remain the same. As
for that part of the product
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which went to supply the other wants of the workman either directly or by means of
exchange, as neither the quantity of the whole return fabricated, nor its value, except as
estimated in raw produce, has undergone any alteration, so neither can the above part
be in any way different from what it was. But that part which goes to procure food for
the labourer is increased, therefore, on the whole, his share in the gross amount is
greater than before. Therefore the share which remains for the master must be less.
Consequently, the value also of his share must bear a smaller proportion to the whole
value than formerly. Therefore, after replacing the fixed capital, for which purpose there
will be required a portion as great certainly as before, whether of the entire quantity or
of the total value, since neither of these have changed, what is left for profit estimated
either in quantity or value, will bear a smaller ratio to the whole than it did previous to
the increased difficulty of raising raw produce.

Thus then it appears that the above cause reduces the rate of profit not in agriculture
only, but in manufactures. The same must be the case in commerce, in every
employment, in short, in which human labour is engaged, f

In a similar manner it may be shown that an in-creased productiveness of agricultural
industry causes a rise of profit not in that occupation only, but in all. To prove the one, is
in fact to prove the other.

But it is not an increased or diminished productiveness of agricultural industry alone
which influences the rate of profit. The same is true of that which is employed in
manu&cturing those articles which either nature or custom has rendered necessary to
the labourer. A falling oflF in the return to the labour and and fixed capital so engaged,
has precisely a similar effect upon profit, to that resulting from a diminution in raw
produce. The only difference is, that the farmer and manufacturer now change places, as
it were, in our argument. The effect, moreover, is less considerable, since by fer the
greater part of wages generally consists of food.

The fixed capital of the master, that is, the amount of raw materia” the machines and
buildings remaining the same, as also the quantity of labour employed, the produce, of
coarse cloth for instance, is supposed to be no longer so abundant. But as this decreases,
value rises in proportion, since the expenses have undergone no change. The value of
the whole then remains the same as before. But the quantity of cloth required to dress
the labourers, if real wages do not vary, must be absolutely as great as formerly.
Therefore, just as was shown in the case of agricultural produce, it necessarily comes to
pass that a greater proportion of the whole return falls to their share. Consequently, a
smaller proportion must remain to the master-capitalist for replacing fixed capital and
for profit. And since it requires at all events

as great a part of the whole as before for the former purpose, a less must necessarily be
left for the latter.

Now, this increased difficulty of &bricating coarse cloth will operate upon the profits of
the farmer and others, exactly in the same way as a falling ofi” in the productiveness of
agricultural industry acts, as we have seen, upon those of the manu&cturer, and in truth,
of every description of master-capitalist. Though both the quantity of the return to every



other occupation remain the same, as well as its value, except as estimated in those
coarse goods, the value of which is supposed to have risen on account of the greater
difficulty attending their production, yet this exception is sufficient to render it
necessary that a greater share of the total produce of every industrious employment
should go to the labourers, in order that they may command the same quantity of
necessaries as formerly. Therefore a less share is left for replacing fixed capital and for
profit.

Thus we see that a fiJling ofi” in the powers of the manufacturing labour and capital
employed upon those coarse goods which the labourer requires, causes the very same
effect upon the general rate of profit as a diminished productiveness in agriculture. The
degree of that effect may be very different, but its nature is similar.. .And of course an
increase in the above powers must lead to an opposite result, just as in the other case.

Seldom, if ever, after manufactures have fairly been

established in any country, do we hear of a decline in the quantity of the return to the
labour and capital employed upon them; but on the contrary, we are frequently told of a
great increase. In agriculture the case is reversed, raw produce in the progress of society
being raised with more and more difficulty, on account of the necessity of having
recourse to poorer soils after all the better have been fully cultivated. Hence profit is
acted upon continually by two opposite causes, the one tending to raise, the other to
depress it.

To the argument above stated, but two objections, I conceive, can be opposed.

Taking the case of the farmer, it may be said, that, when the return to the labour and
capital which he sets in motion is diminished, there are two ways by which he may
mamtain his profit at its former rate. He may either raise the value of his produce in a
ratio higher than the diminution of the quantity, so as to compensate his being obliged
to give the labourers a greater proportion of the whole amount, (in other words, on
account of the increased money-wages which he pays); or he may ttrow the loss upon
the workmen by reducing their real wages.

Now, as to the first supposition, be it remarked that I have shewn that the falling off in
the return to agricultural industry would affect not the farmer only, but likewise all
other master-capitalists. Every one of them in whatever occupation he might be
engaged, would be obliged to give a greater proportion

of his produce in payment of labour. Now, whatever loss affects all masters
simultaneously, none can escape from by change of employment.

In vain would the farmer desert his land, and turn his capital to something else;
wherever he went he would meet the same evil. Consequently, there could not on this
account be any tendency to desert the cultivation of the soil, and therefore no rise in the
price of its produce from this cause.

The argument here made use of is in fact identical with that formerly employed to shew
that the value of commodities is not affected by a rise or fall of real wages. The same
holds true of money-wages, which, as now shewn, are regulated by the productiveness of
the labour and capital employed in raising and fabricating commodities of the first
necessity. For no alteration is supposed in real wages, nor in the cir-cumstances
connected with the production of money, both of which influence the quantity of the
precious metals received by the labourer.

A variation in money-wages proceeding from the above cause affects all master-



capitalists simultane-* ously, just as a fluctuation in real wages does. Consequently the
effect upon value must be the same in both cases. '

Now, it was formerly proved, that although a rise or fall in real wa”es could not cause a
general rise or fall in the value of commodities, yet that it' effected some alteration in the
relative values of/iifferent objects, raising some and depressing others. We

found that an augmentation in real wages would have the effect of elevating the value of
those articles, the quantity of labour employed upon which is great as compared with
the fixed capital; supposing this value to be estimated in other commodities, in the
production of which the proportion of these two sources of wealth is reversed. It was
shewn that the value of agricultural produce for instance would rise as measured by
many manufactured articles. The same will happen upon an increase in money-wages
caused by a decrease in the powers of industry. It is quite evident that the farmer who
employs so many labourers, must suffer much more by such an augmentation than the
master-manufacturer, great part of whose outlay consists in machinery, raw material,
and other elements of fixed capital. It therefore, the produce of the former did not rise
as compared with that of the latter, the profits of the cultivator would be reduced in a
greater proportion than those of others. But this cannot be, so long as the transference
of capital from one employment to another remains free and unimpeded. Consequently,
the value of agricultural produce will rise as estimated by the quantity it will command
of those articles, the fabrication of which mainly depends on fixed capital. ,

As measured by these commodities then, the augmentation in the value of com
consequent on dimi* nished pf oductiveness, will be greater than merely in proportion
to the falling off in the quantity. Through

this rise the farmer will be able to supply the wants of his labourers for clothes, &e., by
means of a some* what smaller share of the total return than formerly went for this
purpose, and thus will maintain his profit on a level with that of others.

In this way, and to this extent only, can a variation in money-wages, (that is, in the
proportion of the gross produce received by the labourer,) affect the value of
commodities. It can neither raise nor depress them generally, but only change the ratio
between them, elevating some as compared with others, which it lowers in a
corresponding degree.

In truth, the very notion of a general rise or fall in the value of commodities seems to
involve an absurdity. For, were all things to rise or fall, the proportion in which they
would exchange for one another would be exactly the same as if they remained
stationary. This has been already observed. It is only in reference to the cause of value,
cost of production, that the idea can be conceived at all, but if this rise or fall universally,
there may be less of every thing raised, but any fixed quantity of one gpmmodity will
still conmiand or exchange for the same quantity of another. Each object will still have
the same power of purchasing as before, if the ex-pences attenttng its production,
though absolutely greater, be Still relatively the same; so that both the effictj
exchangeable power or value, properly so called, and the causey cost of raising, may,
when different articles are compared, still in all cases bear to each

Other the same ratio. And value is essentially a re* lative quality. If the circumstances
attending the production of money alone did not vary, then indeed all other
commodities might rise or fall in Price. But this would be a matter in itself of no
consequence whatever, at least so far as profit is concerned. Though the master-
capitalist might sell his produce for a greater sum of money than before, yet as he would
be obliged to give more for every article, both of fixed and circulating capital, his profit



would, after all, be exactly the same.

The other objection urged against the conclusion we lately arrived at is, that upon a
falling off in the productiveness of agricultural industry, as well as of that employed in
fabricating coarse goods, the master-capitalist will reduce the rate at which he formerly
paid his labourers, and by this deduction fipom real wages, profit may be kept up to the
same level as before. But the rate of wages is regulated by causes peculiar to itself,
depending, immediately at least, upon the proportion between the supply of labour and
the demand. These conditions remaining the same, no alteration in the real reward of
labour will ensue upon a change in the gross return to it and fixed capital. If diminished
productiveness cause a decline in the demand for workmen, then, no doubt, a part at
least of the loss will fall upon them. But this is only a conditional and remote effect of
the above cause, not a necessary and immediate one. Should the decrease in
productiveness be considerable

and permanent, then, no doubt, real wages must also sulFer, otherwise the whole of
profit would be swallowed up, which, for any length of time, is of course impossible. And
this is what really occurs in all countries as the return to agricultural industry
progressively declines, in consequence of inferior soils being forced into cultivation, to
supply the increasing wants of the people. Wages and profits are both affected, but in
what proportion the loss may fall on each must depend on the prudent or improvident
habits of the labouring part of the community. At all events, there can be no reason to
suppose that the whole injury is sustained by this the most numerous body.

An argument similar to the above applies to the supposition, that an increase of real
wages would result from an improved productiveness of agricultural or manufacturing
industry. The one case is just the converse of the other. If the whole benefit of this
increase be not felt by the master, at least a part of it will.

These objections then being removed, the conclusion we arrived at remains unshaken,
that an increased or diminished return to the labour and fixed capital employed in
producing those commodities of primary necessity, which chiefly make up the wages of
labour, causes a rise or fall in the rate of profit. And we have seen that this effect is
brought about by an alteration in the proportion of the gross produce which falls to the
share of the labourer, this

proportion being lowered in the one case, in the other raised.

We have thus found, that (me cause, at all events, of an alteration in the proportion of
the gross return which becomes the share of the labourers, and hence in the rate of
profit, is an improvement or decline in the productive powers of industry. But is this the
only cause ? Certainly not. A rise or fall in real wages will have exactly the same effect in
increasing or diminishing the proportion of the whole return, or cf its value, necessary
to replace the advances made to the labourers.

The degree of productiveness of industry is ndw supposed to remain unchanged, but a
general rise to take place in real wages, that is, in the amount of necessaries and
comforts received by the workman. Now, the total return to a similar application of
labour and fixed capital remaining the same in any branch of employment, if the value
be also constant, it is evident, upon a rise of wages, that a greater proportion of the
whole, or of its value, must be set apart for maintaining labour, and consequently, that a
less will remain for replacing fixed capital and for profit. And what occurs in this
particular department of industry will take place in all. If the value of commodities
remain unchanged, each master-capitalist will be obliged to separate for wages a greater
share of his produce, or of the value of the same. A smaller, therefore, will be left over.



But the same proportion of the whole

as formerly, will be required foi* restoring, either directly or by exchange, the fixed
capital consumed in any employment, if the value of things has not altered.
Consequently, a smaller part of the gross return or of its value will remain for profit

But it may be said, every thing will rise in value. In treating the subject of value, as well
as in the remarks just made upon a rise of money-wages, I have, I think, sufficiently
proved the absurdity of this supposition. I have “ewn, that whatever affects all
occupations, and all equally, has no more influence upon value than if it did not exist.
That the idea of a general rise in the value of all things, involves, in fact, a contradiction,
and that a general rise of prices could not cause the least alteration in profits one way or
another. That a certain change, however, would ensue in the value of commodities,
some rising, as compared with others, which decline in a corresponding degree. I also
explained, that this arose from the increase of wages being felt more severely in some
occupations than in others, in those, namely, in which the quantity of labour
immediately applied is great, and the value of fixed capital small. Finally, that this
change, in the relations of commodities to one another, by no means exempted the
master-capitalists from suffering in their profits, nor even at all diminished their total
loss, but only served to distribute it more equally among the different orders composing
that body.

Therefore, it may be considered as proved, that a

general rise of real wages increases the proportion of the gross produce, or of its value,
which goes to the share of the labourers, and causes a corresponding fall in the rate of
profit.

At the commencement of this inquiry, I remarked, that the circmnstances which
inmiediately determine the rate of profit, are, first, the proportion of the whole produce
received by the labourers; secondly, the proportion which must be set apart for
replacing® fixed capital. It was observed, that whatever the absolute quantity of the
return might be, if these proportions continued unaltered, the rate of profit could not be
affected.

Now, we have seen, that the proportion belonging to the labourers depends upon two
causes,—

First, the Productiveness of the Labour and Fixed Capital employed in raising articles of
primary necessity—the elements, in fact, of real wages.

Secondly, the Rate of the real reward of Labour. It remains to be known what are the
causes which regulate the proportion of the gross produce, or of its value, necessary for
replacing fixed capital.

To me it seems certain, that an increased facility of raising the various objects which
enter into the composition of fixed capital, tends, by diminishing this proportion, to
raise the rate of profit, just as in the former case of an augmented return of the elements
of circulating capital, which serves to maintain labour.

Let us suppose a society divided into two distinct
2

classes of producers, agriculturists and manufacturers, the former employed in raising
not merely com or other sorts of food, but also raw materials, such as flax, hemp, wool,



wood,—every thing in short necessary to make up their own fixed capital, as well as that
of the latter. Now let us imagine, that in consequence of improvements in the processes
of cultivation, the return to the agricultural labour and capital is doubled. No change is
supposed to take place in the quantity of manufactured goods. This being the case,
though the value of any fixed portion of agricultural produce will fall very much as
compared with fabricated articles, yet as this fall will be simply in proportion to the
increase in the total return to farming industry, the total value of the former, as
measured by the latter, will be the same as before. In regard to manufactured goods, the
quantity of which has not changed, as each portion of them will command a greater
amount of raw produce than formerly, so likewise will the whole. The value, then, of the
fiirmer's gross return, as measured by wrought goods, will be the same as previously,
while that of the manufcusturer's entire product, as estimated in com, &c. will be
greater. And I think it will appear evident, that without supposing any displacing of
capital, the profits of both will be increased.

First as to the farmer. A very great part of those various elements necessary for
production, which I have included under the general term of fixed capi-

tal, can be supplied by the cultivator, out of the produce of his own £arm. This is the
case with the seed he commits to the ground, the food of his labouring horses, and of
cattle, whether labouring or not, also the materials of his implements, in part at least.
Now, be the amount of the gross return small or great, the quantity of it required for
replacing what has been consumed in these different forms, can undergo no alteration
whatsoever. This quantity must be considered as constant, so long as production is
carried on on the same scale. Consequently, the larger the total return, the less must be
the proportion of the whole which the farmer must set aside for the above purposes.

I have said, that the quantity set aside for replacing fixed capital must be considered as
constant. For, in estimating increased productiveness, we may either suppose the labour
and fixed capital to remain the same, and the return to be augmented, or those elements
of cost to be diminished, and the result to continue unaltered. And having adopted the
former mode of reckoning, that fixed capital should be invariable, is, of course, a part of
the preliminary conditions of the question.

But to return to the case I have above supposed. We found that the value of the gross
produce of the agricultiurist, as compared with manufactured articles, remained the
same. But now we see, that a smaller proportion of this sum total, and consequently of
its value, is required for restoring the various elements

of fixed capital with which the &rmer can supply himself. Therefore, on this accounty a
greater must be left for profit.

I have here made no allusion to an alteration in the rate of profit, resulting from a
change in the proportion of the whole, which may go to the labourers, in consequence of
the increased productiveness of agricultural industry. It is sufficient to remark, that
firom the principles above laid down, it follows, that this cause would not act contrary to
the one we are now considering, but in the same direction.

But to proceed. How is the manufacturer affected? His return continues the same in
quantity/; but its valuey as estimated in agricultural products, is, as we have found,
increased. Consequently, a smaller proportion of it will suffice, for procuring fi*om the
former, by exchange, those various elements of fixed capital with which the latter can
supply him, such as the raw material of manufactures, and other articles necessary for
implements, machinery, and buildings. Therefore, on this account again, a greater
proportion must be left for profit.



Thus we see, that profit would rise in both occupations, and that without any
transference of labour or capital firom the one to the other. The augmentation of the
farmer's profit would be owing to the increase in the quantity of his produce, its total
Value remaining the same; while the manufacturer would be benefited by the greater
power of purchasing possessed by his.

Exactly ia a similar manner it may be she\\Ti, that a greater difficulty in raising the
various objc?cts which enter into the composition of fixed capital, by increasing the
proportion of the gross produce necessary for replacing it, tends to lower the rate of
profit.

I shall now proceed to show, that an increased or diminished productiveness of the
industry employed in raising commodities which do not enter into the composition of
fixed capital, can have no influence on the rate of profit, except by affecting the
proportion of the gross amount which goes to maintain labour.

Taking the case above stated, let us now however suppose, that instead of the products
of the farmer, those of the manufacturer are doubled, by improvements in machinery
and in the division of labour, the cost, of course, still remaining the same. However great
for a time the profits of some masters may be, still it is certain, that ultimately the value
of wrought goods must fall in the same proportion as the quantity has increased, so that
the value of the sum total, as measured in agricultural products, will be the same as
before. Therefore the proportion of the gross return necessary for purchasing from the
farmer the various elements of capital expended, whether fixed or circulating, will be
unchanged. Therefore no effect will be produced on the rate of profit in this way. No
doubt the manufacturer will be .able to clothe his workmen by means of a smaller
proportion of the entire return, as has been shewn

above, and thus his profit will be raised. But in no other manner wUI it be influenced.

Again, in consequence of the great increase in the return to manufacturing industry, the
com, &c. of the farmer will command a much greater quantity of wrought goods than
formerly. The value, then, of his gross produce, as measured in fabricated articles, will
rise. But the value of the food of labourers, of that of horses and cattle, of seed, &c. all
which are advanced by himself rises exactly in the same ratio as the result; this last
being in fact composed of these very elements. If then these made up his whole
expenditure, profit wotdd bear the same proportion to it as before, both being increased
in value, and in the same degree. But they do not constitute his whole expenses. The
labourers must be clothed as well as fed; and this clothing the farmer will obtain, by the
sacrifice of a smaller proportion of his produce, as has already been shown at fiill.
Therefore in this way, but in this way only, would his profit be affected, as was that of
the manufacturer.

Thus it appears, that however great may be the increased return of those commodities
which do not enter into the composition of Fixed Capital, it is by changing the
proportion which goes to Wages, and by this alone, that the improved productiveness
influences the rate of profit in any occupation. If, then, there be any articles which help
to make up neither fixed capital nor circulating, it follows that profit can in no way be
affected by any alteration in

M

the facilities for raising these. Such are luxuries of all kinds. Tliough the proof of this
might already appear sufficient” yet at the risk of being tedious, I-shall still proceed to
illustrate this case more at length.



Let us suppose a society composed on the one part of farmers employed in raising com
and other ne* cessaries; on the other, of a class of Agriculturists, whose sole occupation
is to cultivate the vine. Let us now imagine, that by means of improved methods of
planting, dressing, pruning, &c. the quantity of grapes, and hence of wine, grown and
made at the same expence, is increased twofold. But the value of the liquor will soon fall
in proportion to the augmentation in its quantity. On the other hand, the value of the
corn-farmer's produce will rise as compared with wine. But the value of his expenditure
rises also as estimated in this beverage, precisely in the same ratio; for wine forms no
part of his advances, neither of the fixed capital, nor of that required to maintain labour.
Therefore the proportion between the value of Reproduction and that of Expenditure,
always estimated in wine, will remain constant. Of course the com farmer will be
benefited by the increased quantity of wine, for his profit will go much farther in the
purchase of it; but still the rate of that profit will not be changed; for his capital, were he
to employ it in that manner, would also procure him a proportionally greater stock of
that liquor.

It is evident also, that the profit of the vine grower continues the same. Though his
produce has increased in quantity twofold, yet its value as measured by the com of the
farmer has diminished in the same ratio. The total value, then, of his gross product,
remains the same. Consequently, the same proportion of .it will be required for
purchasing from the &jiner the elements of fixed capital he may stand in need of, such
as vine stakes, &c., as well as for procuring subsistence for his labourers; since wine is
supposed to form no part of that subsistence. Therefore the same proportion must be
left over for profit; whether we compare quantity with quantity, or value with value. No
doubt the vine grower will be benefited ; for as the surplus is greater in absolute
quantity, he will be able to consume more of his own liquor than formerly, without
encroaching upon that share of it which he has been in the habit of exchanging for other
things.

Thus it is, then, with luxuries of all descriptions. Master capitalists gain by the
abundance, because their profits will command a greater quantity for their private
coiKSumption; but the rate of this profit is in no degree afiected either by their plenty or
scarcity.

It in any country, wine be considered as a necessary part of the labourer's maintenance,
then, indeed, a rise or fall in the productiveness of the labour and capital employed in
raising the vine, would aiFect profit in the same way, though by no means to the

same extent, as an increased or diminished facility attending the growth of com.

I have now traced the causes which regulate the I rate of profit in individual cases, after
the division of employments has become established. These causes we have found to be,

1. The Productiveness of the Industry engaged in raising those articles of primary
necessity -which are required by the Labourer for Food, Clothing, &c.

2. The Productiveness of the Industry employed in raising those objects which enter into
the composition of Fixed Capital.

3. The rate of Real Wages. A variation in the first and third of these causes,

acts upon profit by altering the proportion of the gross produce which goes to the
labourer : a change in the second affects the same, by modifying the proportion
necessary for replacing, either directly or by means of exchange, the fixed capital
consumed in production; for, as was shewn in the conunencement, profit is essentially a



question of proportion.

In discussing the subject of National profits, we had already seen that productiveness of
industry in general, as well as the rate of real wages, were the causes on which these
profits depend. And it was remarked, that the case of individuals previous to the
division of employments, was similar to that of a nation at large. But now, in
investigating the causes which regulate the profits of individuals after the di-

vision of employments, we have fomid * that in some particular branches of industry, an
increased or di«* minished productiveness has an influence upon these, while in others
it has none. For it has been shewn, that a greater facility of producing luxuries has no
effect upon the rate of profit. The master is benefited as a consumer, Uke any one else,
but that is all. By an improved productiveness of other things, he gains doubly, both as a
consumer, and as a master-capitalist. Therefore the conclusion we have now arrived at,
while it fully confirms that previously drawn in treating of national profits, at the same
time points out more explicitly to what limitations it is liable, by shewing that it is not,
strictly speaking, every branch of industry, the degree of productiveness of which is of
importance in the present question. And we have seen that the reason why a change in
the productiveness of industry in certain branches afiects profit, is this; that a quantity
absolutely as great, of all objects composing fixed capital, is required, and one nearly as
great of all those of which real wages are made up, whether the supply of the various
articles therein comprised, be scanty or abundant. It is on account of the sameness in
the absolute quantity of these two parts, that any increase or diminution of
productiveness afiects profit. K the two former be constant, of course the last must
fluctuate. K exactly the same quantity always went for wages, then the whole loss or gain
would fall to the master. But as real wages may

rise or &11 in some d”ree, the injury or benefit is thus often shared between him and the
labourer. And thus we are naturally led to the other cause of a variation in profits,
namely, a rise or fisdl in real wages.*

Having now traced the causes which determine the rate of profit, we shall be able to
answer some questions which have arisen, and to refiite some erroneous views which
have been taken of this subject. It has been asked whether wages and profits can rise or
fijl together, or if they can both be higher or lower in one country than in another.

By attending to the principles above laid down, it will not be difficult to answer this.

Let us suppose a country newly settled, in which both capital and population are scanty
in proportion to the extent of territory. In these circumstances, none but lands of the
highest fertility, or those most advantageously situated in the neighbourhood of the sea,
or a navigable river, will be occupied and cultivated. The return to the labour and capital
employed in agriculture will consequently be very great. But as hands are scarce, wages
will be high. Does

* Mr. Ricardo saw rery well, that the qaestion of profit was entire!/ one of proportion;
but unfortunately, he seemt always to consider the whole produce as divided between
wages and profits, forgetting the part necessary for replacing fixed capital. Hence he was
led to conclude, that profits could be affected on\f by a rise or fall of wag«s; by B'hich he
always means not Real but Money Wages. Thb theory is evidently incomplete, since
profit, as we see, may vary from other causes. And even so hr the fact is not pn~erly
stated, at least the ultimate cause of the variation in money wages, and hence in profits,
h not pointed out, namely, a change in the productiveness of industry.

it therefore follow that profits will be low ? By no means. Since the gross produce is so



abundant, the true reward of the labourer” his command of the necessaries and
comforts of life, though absolutely great, may still constitute but a small proportion of
the whole, smaller even than in countries where real wages are lower. Consequently, a
larger share of the total amount will be left for his employer. Thus, profits as well as
wages may be higher than those of a country in opposite circumstances.

But the same productiveness of industry which serves to pay the labourers largely by
means of a small proportion of the gross return, renders also a smaller share necessary
for replacing the other expenses of the cultivator. The quantity of seed, of food for
horses and cattle, remaining the same; the greater the produce, the less proportion of it,
of course, will be required for those necessary outlays. Therefore, on this account also,
profits will be high, whatever may be the rate of wages.

The conclusions thus arrived at by reasoning firom general principles, are fully
confirmed by experience. The United States of America is a coimtry such as above
described. Population and capital are both scanty as compared with the vast extent of its
territory. Accordingly, it is very certain that both wages and profits are higher in that
part of the world than in England.

As to the first, we are told by Adam Smith, that in his time common labourers in the
State of New York

earned three shillings and sixpence currency ar<Iay” equal to two shillings sterling; and
superior workmen, such as ship-carpenters, no less than six shillings and sixpence.
Moreover, the price of provisions, as he observes, is every where in North America much
lower than in England: " ff the money price of labour, therefore, be higher than it is any
where in the mother country, its real price, the real command of the necessaries and
conveniences of life which it conveys to the labourer, must be higher in a still greater
proportion."*

Notwithstanding this, profits, as is generally allowed, are also higher in North America
than in the British dominions. Two circumstances in particular serve to prove this. The
first is, the higher rate of interest in that country; though, as shall be shown hereafler,
this alone is not a sufficient evidence of a high rate of profit. The other circumstance is
more conclusive, I mean the very rapid accumulation of capital. It seems impossible that
this could go on increasing as it does in the United States, unless the profit on its
employment were very great.

Thus, it appears that both wages and profits may be higher in one country than in
another; or than in the same country at a more advanced period of its progress in wealth
and population. Of course, there-

« In the present year (1836,) the workmen at the harhour of New York, not content with
their wages of a dollar and a quarter a-daj, equal at least to five shillings and three
pence, demanded a dollar and a half, and rebelled in consequence.

fore, both may fidl as the circumstances of society change.

It is also clear that a diminished productiveness of industry may either affect profits
only, real wages remaining as high as ever; or if accompanied by a decline in the
demand for labour, that the loss may fall partly on the one, partly on the other. Thus,
wages and profits may sink either together or not. Now, we have seen tha” in the
progress of society both eventually suffer.

This idea, that wages and profits could not rise or fell together, and consequently that
they could never both be higher in one country than in another, seems to have arisen,



from the peculiar sense always attached by Mr. Bicardo to the former term. When he
says that wages vary, he does not mean that the real reward of the labourers is different,
but simply, that they obtain a greater or less proportion of the whole produce. Now, we
have seen that profits are influenced not merely by the proportion which goes for wages,
but also by that necessary for replacing fixed capital. So that even in Mr. Ricardo's sense
of the above term, profits may rise or fall independently of any fall or rise in wages. But,
in truth, the signification alluded to is not only imwarranted by the ordinary use of
language, but is of no advantage whatsoever. When we say that wages advance or
decline, every one naturally supposes that the condition of the labourer is changed for
the better or worse. If this is not meant, what possible information do we obtain

as to the welfare of the great body of the people ? But, as above observed, if the gross
return be small, a larger proportion of the whole may give the labourer a less command
of necessaries, than in other countries where industry is more productive. So that in the
language of Mr. Ricardo, wages would be higher in the former country than in the latter,
while to common apprehension, as well as in the scientific discourses of all other
writers, they would in reality be lower. Now, though we may give a more strict definition
to words in ordinary use, it is not allowable completely to change their signification.
Were this permitted, we should have a second confusion of tongues without the
presumptuous attempt to build another Babel.*

Rate of wages, then, does not mean, either in this treatise, or in common or scientific
language, the proportion of the gross produce which goes to the labourer. But some
relation is no doubt implied. A comparison is always instituted between the quantity of
labour undergone and the reward obtained for the same. In this alone is the workman
interested. Quantity of labour is compounded partly of its intensity, partly of its
duration. These remaining constant, real wages

* From these and some other similar observations, I ii'ould not be feuppo«ed to
undervalue the merits of Ricardo, still less to deny my deep obligations to that eminent
writer. But the greater the reputation of any author, the more necessary it becomes not
to allow his faults to pass unnoticed. The above error has thrown much confu-non over
the whole theory of distribution.

No over-sight is more common in philosophy than by changing the meaning of a word to
arrive at conclusions which wear the air of novelty, while nothing is really new” but the
altered signification of a term.

vary with every increase or diminution in the amount of necessaries and comforts which
such exertions enable him to command.

Rate of profit, on the other hand, always means the proportion which that part of the
gross produce bears to all the rest. In this alone is the master-capitalist concerned.

I must now allude to an opinion on the subject of profits, which is supported by high
authority, that of Adam Smith, as well as of other eminent writers en political economy.
This opinion may be best stated in the words of the author of the " Wealth of Nations."
He says, " The increase of stock which raises wages tends to lower profit. When the
stocks of many rich merchants are turned into the same trade, their mutual competition
tends to lower its profit, and when there is a like increase of stock in all the different
trades carried on in the same society, the same competition must produce the same
effect in them all." Book I. ch. iv.

Plausible as this statement may at first appear, it is, I hesitate not to say, fundamentally
erroneous. If in any particular employment indeed, profits should happen to rise above



those obtained in other occupations, it may readily be granted, that under a system of
liberty, capital and labour would naturally be directed to the more fortunate branch of
industry, till the accumulation of its products, by lowering their value, should have
reduced these profits to the ordinary level.

But it is a very different thing to say, that by the

competition of master-capitalists, this ordinary level itself is lowered. I shall proceed to
shew that this cannot be.

Suppose a nation divided into two distinct classes of men, the one employed in
agriculture, the other in manufactures. Let us also imagine that capital has been
accumulating very rapidly, and that its owners are anxious to vest it in some profitable
occupation. Part of this superabundant stock then, we may well conceive, will be
absorbed by agriculture, part by manu&ctures. In consequence of the great competition
among farmers anxious to dispose of their produce, we will for a moment imagine that
its value fidls and their profits in proportion. But by the supposition, the very same
events are taking place at the same time in manufacturing industry. According to the
theory which we are now considering, the value of wrought goods is also believed to
decline from a similar cause, and in consequence thereof, the profits of the master-
capitalist. Agricultural produce then fidls as compared with manufactured articles, and
at the same time, the latter fitU as compared with the former. But this is an evident
contradiction, for it is nothing else than saying that the value of agricultural produce, at
the same moment, both rises and falls as estimated by the quantity of manufactured
goods for which it will exchange. Therefore, the premises which lead to so absurd a
conclusion cannot but be fiilse.

Could we suppose it possible that the Price of

every commodity, both raw and *bricated, should fall in consequence of the competition
among the producers, yet this could not in any way affect profit. Each master-capitalist
would sell his produce for less money, but on the other hand, every article of his
expenses, whether belonging to fixed capital or to circulating, would cost him a
proportionally smaller sum. Thus his real condition would be just the same.

Adam Smith has brought forward in support of his opinion several instances of rich
countries in which capital had greatly accumulated, and where, as he observes, profits
are lower than in poorer states. Thus, he says, " Holland is richer for its extent than
England, and England than France or Scotland." " Profits, accordingly," he remarks, "'
are no where so low as in the first, and they are lower also in the second than in the two
last." We may grant the fact, but object to his explanation. He does not omit to notice,
that in those countries where profits are the lowest, wages are the highest. This helps us
to the true accoimt of the matter.

Owing to the diminished return to agricultural industry, residting from the necessity of
having recourse to inferior soils; or what comes to the same thing, on account of the
great expense of bringing food from a distance, money-wages are always high in thickly
peopled countries, which axe also those where, in proportion to their extent, the greatest
amount of capital is found. In other words, in such situations, a large share of the gross
produce belongs to the

labourer. But it is not tibe accumulation of stoc” which causes the &U of profit, but the
diminished productiveness of the industry employed in raising the necessaries of life.
This increases money-wages, and at the same time lowers profit in a corresponding
degree.



There is another error closely connected with the preceding; to which last, indeed, the
one we are jiow about to consider may be supposed to have given origin. Such is the
notion, that profit necessarily depends for its existence upon sale or exchange. Thus an
author,* who has written one of the best and most comprehensive treatises on Political
Economy, while he allows, that the master or efitrepre-neur pays the landlord's rent and
the wages of labour out of the gross produce of industry, nevertheless supposes that he
is dependent for his profit on the sale of his conmiodity. Profit, he says, is paid by the
consumer. Is there then none in that state of society which exists previous to the
introduction of barter or exchange, and the division of employments ? If a master-
capitalist raised all the different articles of which he might stand in need, whether for
his private use or for the continuance of his business, and if, after replacing directly out
of his produce every object consumed during the work, there should remain a surt)lus
over, would not this be profit ? The introduction of exchange does not alter the real na-

» M. Storch.
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ture of the case. Instead of applying himself to the production of half a dozen
conunodities or more, he now restricts himself to one. His surplus, then, will be
represented by a certain quantity of this one object, instead of many yarious ones. If he
choose to retain it in his own hands, it will constitute his profit; if he exchange it for
other things, it will appear in a new form; that is all the difference.

The idea of profits being paid by the consumers, is, assuredly, very absurd. Who are the
consumers ? They must be either landlords, capitalists, masters, labourers, or else
people who receive a salary firom one or more of these for some service or other. Do
mcaster-capitalists, in different occupations, pay each other their profits ? According to
this idea, each man is supposed to be working for his neighbour, not for himself. Is it
then the labourers who pay them? In vain, it would seem, the workman conceives, that
when he has got his wages, they are all for himself. No; he must give back a part of them
at least, to make up the profit of his master. So is it with the landlord. When he receives
his rent from the fer-mer, he naturally supposes that it is all his own, and that he may do
what he likes with it: by no means; a portion of it must be returned to his tenant. It is
not easy to imagine any thing more ridiculous than this notion. The truth is, that
competition so settles the value of all things, that, generally speaking, no man can gain
at the expense of another in fair trad” ing. All no doubt gain by the facility of
exchanging

their respective products, which facility allows each to restrict himself to one
occupation; an order <rf things which has been proved by experience to be the most
favourable to an increase in the quantity of every commodity. But inasmuch as all are
bettered, it cannot be at the expense of any. In the ordinary state of things, when one
man barters the produce of his industry for that of his neighbour, or exchanges it for
money, the value he gives away is fully equal to that which he receives. For would any
one for a continuance agree to accept of less ? This observar tion alone is quite sufficient
to prove, that profit, in the usual condition of the market, is not made by exchanging.
Had it not existed before, neither could it afler that transaction.

In treating of the Sources of Wealth, we found that it depends for its existence on a co-
operation of the powers of nature with those of art, of the inanimate world and brute
creation, with man. From what was then said, it follows that the degree of
productiveness of industry must depend upon two things; first, the natural fertility of



the surface of the earth, or of its bowels, whence are derived metals and minerals of all
kinds, as also of the waters from which fish can be procured ; secondly, on the degree of
skill with which labour is applied in conjunction with capital and with inanimate agents,
wind, water, and steam.

Now, what chiefly distinguishes agriculture not only from manufactures, but also from
comimerce, is,

that it is compaxatively much more dependent upon nature, less upon art. A small
degree of superiority in soil may be sufficient to coimterbalance a consider--able
advantage from the improved machines and processes used in cultivation. Poland and
Southern Russia, with their rude instruments and imperfect ro” tation of crops, can still
raise com much cheaper than England, which is supposed to have carried agri-" cultural
skUI farther than any nation in the world, except perhaps Belgium. Still, these
improvements, so far as they go, tend not only to render com more plentiful and cheap,
but also to raise the rate of profit.

Manufactures, on the other hand, and commercey are mainly dependent on human skill.
In the infancy of nations, com and other raw produce, may, to say the least, be quite as
cheap as in more advanced periods, and of a quality equally good; but in the early states
of society, fabricated articles are uniformly both dear and bad. Nothing is manu&ctured
but objects of the coarsest kind, and at a price extrava” gantly high, as compared with
what it becomes in the progress of industry.*

Commerce, for a long time, is no more advanced than manufactures. All goods of much
bulk transported from one place to another, are, in rude ages, exceedingly enhanced in
price. It is long before the means of conveyance become greatly improved. Ca-

* £2€0] in North America, a country which has had the benefit of European art and
knowledge, wroug”lit g”oods are still very dear. A coat of good cloth costs in the United
States from L.8 to L.10.

N

nals there are none, and roads for perhaps half the year are impassible except on
horseback. To this day» in many parts of Spain, a mountainous country, there is no
other way by which com can be transported from one province to another, but on the
backs of mules. There may consequently be a glut in Anda-hisia, while the inhabitants of
Navarre are dying of hunger. The nature of the country no doubt opposes great obstacles
to easy communication, but by human skill these might be greatly surmounted. Russia,
on the other hand, though a country still in a very barbarous state, possesses facilities of
inter-coiurse unknown to more polished nations. These are natural facilities however,
which it required no great ingenuity to take advantage of. During many months, the flat
plains of that vast region lie deeply buried in snow. Over these wastes, where not a hill
appears, sledges laden with merchandize glide along with inconceivable rapidity.* In
such a climate, canals and rail-roads would alike be useless for half the year, but instead
of them, the highways of nature are open to all. In general, however, much skill, labour,
and capital, are necessary in order to improve the means of communication. Countries
long peopled and civilized, in which both agriculture and manufactures have made
considerable progress, may be still very deficient in this respect. For more than two
centuries, France has fiibricated silks, which have

« S«e Storch " Couw d*£conomie Politique."

helped to supply all the markets of Europe, its soil is generally cultivated, its Capital is a



principal seat of the arts and sciences, of luxury and refinement, whence issue daily a
hundred newspapers; yet, till of late, there was not in the whole kingdom more than a
canal or two, fiilly terminated and kept in tolerable repair, and by far the greater
number of roads still are during half the year in a deplorable state.*

There are two principal causes which tend to keep commerce behind both agriculture
and manuf£su”ures. The first is, that the advances of funds necessary for improving the
means of intercourse within a comitry are much greater than ameliorations in other
branches of industry require. The second is, that the benefit is not so immediately felt by
those who undertake the expense. The capital required for making a canal, rail-road, or
even a common highway of any extent, is very great as compared with what may suffice
for constructing a saw-mill, thrashing machine, &c., or for setting up a stocking-frame
or power-loom. Again, though the tolls may in the longrun amply restore all the
advances with a Mr profit;, yet, before the intercourse has uotcreased enough for this
purpose, the original projectors may be ruined. Nothing is more common than to hear
people say in reference to some scheme of this sort, that it will be highly useful to the
public, but a bad speculation for individuals.

« Since the Revelation of July, howerer, the work of canals has been pushed with g”eat
activity.

For these reasons, works of this description have, in* most countries, for a long period
been undertaken hy government alone. It is not until a state has made great advances,
not in wealth only, but also in knowledge, that the part of government comes in this
instance to be taken by associations of private persons. But at whatever period, and in
whatever way, improvements in conunercial intercourse are introduced, they tend like
those in agriculture and manufactures, not only to increase the mass of commodities,
but also to raise the rate of profit.*

From the fact above stated, that agriculture depends much more upon nature, and less
upon art than manufactures and commerce, it follows that the former has rather a
tendency to decline in productiveness as society advances and population augments,
while the others constantly progress. As the numbers of the people increase, new lands
must continually be taken into cultivation to supply the extended wants of the
inhabitants. But as we may well suppose that at first the most fertile were preferred to
those less favoured, so after a time, the former being already occupied and fully turned
to account, recourse must be had to the latter. Therefore the return to agricultural
industry must on this account have a

* A new road exacUy corresponds to a new machine. By the old machine, goods might
no doubt be fabricated, but more slowly and fewer of them. So, by the old roads,
merchandize might continue to be transported, but these being either less direct or
more difficult to pass along, a smaller quantity only could be sent at a time, and it would
be longer on the way.

tendency to diminish. This tendency may no doubt be somewhat counteracted by
improvements in Arming, but still to a certain extent only. The efFect will be modified,
not prevented, as is proved by *pe-rience. Countries thinly peopled, possessing no
ingenious machines for sowing, reaping, or thrashing grain, and knowing little of the
benefits derived from a due rotation of crops, can still raise com at a cheaper rate than
nations the most civilized and improved. Of this, Poland and England have already been
brought forward as instances. The reason of the fact can only be that the circumstance
x)f not being obliged to cultivate any but fertile land, is an advantage possessed by the
former, more than sufficient to counterbalance all the skill of the latter.



Profit, then, will on this account have a constant tendency to fidl in the progress of
wealth and population.

But, on the other hand, the products of manufacturing and conmiercial industry as
steadily increase in quantity as they improve in quality. The rise in the raw material,
which they derive fi-om agriculture, retards them, no doubt, a little in their course, but
the vast discoveries in machinery, and the prodigious £icilities for intercourse afforded
by numerous canals and rail-roads far far outstrip this obstacle to their progress, and
leave us lost in amazement as well at their present state as at the prospect of their future
advancement. Now, these improvements must great-

ly tend not only to increase the mass of commodities, I and diminifili their price, but
also to raise the rate of profit.

Thus we more clearly see the truth of that statement formerly made, that in the progress
of society, profit is acted upon in two different ways. The increased difficulty of raising
raw produce has a tendency to lower its rate, while the improvements in manu&cturing
and commercial industry have just the opposite effect.

«

There is still another consequence to be drawn from the &ct, that agriculture depends
more upon nature than manu£su”ures and commerce, which is, that the wealth built
upon the former, reposes upon a much more secure basis, than that founded on the two
latter. Nature is universally more permanent than Art. If the pyramids of Egypt have as
yet escaped the common decay which awaits the works of man, it is only because they
were so oonsbncted as to condenm them to utter inutility. Parnassus still raises its
double peak in air, though the Muses have long ceased to wander through its holy
recesses. The fountain source of inspiration still tinkles on the ear, while the temples of
the God strew with their mighty firagments the hills and plains of Greece.

« Art, Glory, Freedom fail, but Nature still is fair."
Manufactures and commerce are not exempt from

the usual lot of hiunanity. They are attached to no one soil, peculiar to no climate, but
can fly on rapid wings, from the rock of Tyre and the lagoons of Ve-luce to the Thames
or Mersey, from the Mersey to the Hudson or Fotowmack. Nor are foreign wars or
internal revolutions alone &.tal to their progress. The competition of other nations is
fully'as much to be dreaded. What country can pretend to say, this is the seat of art and
industry, here shall they dwell unrivalled ? Whatever advantages are due to man, all
may hope to share, nor can the secrets of human skill be monopolized for ever.

Agricultm”al prosperity, on the other hand, is less subject to the caprice of fortune.

While Carthage is but a name, and the palaces of Venice are tumbling into its sleepy
canals, while a stately cathedral and cemetery alone attest the former grandeur of Pisa,
while grass grows in the streets of Bruges, and even Holland begins to decline; the plains
of Lombardy, in spite of the double scourge of war and despotism, have not ceased to be
the richest district in Europe. A happy climate, a soil naturally fertile, an inexhaustible
supply of water from the Alps, these are sources of wealth, which not all the rage of man
has been able to destroy. In manu&c-tures also, it is only so &r as nature presents
peculiar advantages, that we can expect a lasting superiority. Abundant mines of coal,
copious streams of water, are gifts on which we may with much more

confidence rely, than on any improvements in the | division of labour or the



construction of machineiy. Should England long continue to supply half the world with
its merchandize, this conmiercial empire will chiefly be owing to those subterranean
treasures” which, we may hope, will prove inexhaustible.

CHAPTER IV.
ON THE NET PROFITS OF CAPITAL.

In commencing the inquiry into the subject of Profits, I mentioned that I took this term,;
as is usual with English writers, to signify the entire surplus which remains to the
master-capitalist after replacing all the capital, fixed and circulating, expended in
production. At the same time, I observed, that this whole surplus was not always the
property of one individual, for that one person might be the owner of the capital,
another might take upon himself the trouble and risk of employing it; and thus that
profits really comprehended two very different species of income, one being a
compensation for the use of capital, the other for the trouble and risk incurred, and the
skill exerted in the business of direction and superintendance. Gross-profits then may
be properly divided into two parts, the net-profits of Capital, and the profits of
Enterprize. It remains for us to determine what are the causes which regulate the
proportion in which gross-profits are divided between

194 ON THE NET PROFITS OF CAPITAL.

the two.* When the same person who directs the employment of capital is also the
owner of it, there is no way by which we can determine how much of his profits he
receives simply as capitalist, and how much belongs to him in the capacity of head of an
establishment or master. Our conclusions on this subject then must be drawn from an
observation of what takes place when the capitalist and master are different individuals.

Were capital never borrowed but by those who intended to invest it in some
advantageous employment, it is evident that the proportion in which gross profits
should be divided, would entirely depend upon the competition between capitalists and
masters, between those who were anxious to derive an income from their funds without
the trouble of personal superintendance, and others who were willing to charge
themselves with this office. In this case, the share of each would solely depend upon the
amount of capital offered to be lent on the one hand, and on the number of persons able
and desirous to employ it on the other, they being at the same time supposed capable of
presenting good security for the regular payment of the interest, and the final
reimbursement of the capital. But in the actual state of things, the latter class of men are
prevented from

* The phrase net profits of capital maj appear almost a taatology; but since the term
profits of capital, which is perhaps more correct* has been constantly used by Eoglish
writers to signify ffross profits, it cannot be employed on the present occasion. Net-
profits of capital, when estimated and paid in moneyj are called Interest.
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making so good a bargain with the capitalists as they otherwise might; by the
competition of another set of people who are anxious to borrow, but do not intend
vesting the funds so procured in any productive employment. These are they whose
expences have gone beyond their income, and who must therefore have recourse to
loans to meet the demands made upon them. In most wealthy communities, no
inconsiderable amount of funds is required for this purpose, particularly when we
consider that government stands in this character when it raises loans from its isubjects.



These loans are had recourse to, because the ordinary revenues of the state are insufii*
cient for the wants of the treasury, either from a falling off in the receipts, or from an
increase in the expenditure, and the sums raised in this way are generally at leajst, if not
invariably, spent unproductive-ly, that is, without a return in any material shape. In the
same light we must regard foreign governments who send their agents to raise loans in
any country.

From all these sources, then, from private individuals who have spent beyond their
income, from the government of the country, and also from foreign governments, may
arise a demand for the fimds of capitalists, no part of whieh is destined to a productive
employment. But besides this class of borrowers, there is also another who, like the
former, are anxious to obtain loans, without intending to vest the sums thus procured in
any profitable branch of
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industry, but differ from it in other particulars. These are persons who have been
unsuccessful in trade, whose speculations have failed, and who therefore are threatened
with bankruptcy and ruin, if they cannot find means of meeting the demands of their
creditors at a stated period. These, of all others, are under the most urgent necessity of
borrowing, in order to maintain their credit, on which success in business mainly
depends. Neither, it is evident, are these borrowed fimds employed by them
productively, or intended to be so, but are to be paid away to others in lieu of value
previously received. However difl”* rent this class of persons may be from those who,
being engaged in no occupation, live beyond their income, still in this they both agree,
that they constitute a body of men anxious to borrow, and yet distinct from those who
apply to capitalists, in order to obtain the funds which they do not themselves possess,
but by means of which alone their talents and industry can be turned to account. Now,
the skill and industry of the heads of establishments who trade on borrowed funds are
less well paid than otherwise they would be, owing to the competition of the two other
classes of persons above described. For it is evident, that what is paid for the use of
capital, or interest, as commonly called when estimated in money, must depend upon
the proportion between the borrowers of every description on the one hand, and the
number of persons having capital to lend on the other. To a capitalist it is of no
consequence

how his fiinds are employed, provided the security be good, and the rate of interest at
least as high as is usual at the time. This is all he looks to. He will be quite as willing to
lend on the mortgage of land, or of the public revenues, to supply the unproductive
consumption of the landlord or of government, as to furnish the merchant and
manufacturer with the means of extending their business, supposing no difference in
the security or in the annual interest.

It is then by the competition between all the borrowers having good security to offer,
and all the capitalists of having funds to lend, that the Rate of Interest must be
determined, which I consider as nothing else than the Net Profits of Capital estimated in
Money. Whatever remains to the master of any establishment, agricultural,
manufacturing, or commercial who puts in motion borrowed capital, after paying these
profits or interest to the owners of the stock, constitutes the profits of enterprise, the
remuneration of the skill exerted and the trouble and risk which necessarily accompany
all productive occupa* tions. The profits of enterprise then depend upon the profits of
capital, which we must measure by the interest paid on good security. I say good
security, for where that is not the case, there is no limit to the amount paid for the use of
capital; it will depend entirely on the risk which the lender runs of losing both principal



and income. And of course, such exorbitant interest cannot be paid out of the profits of
any productive employment, nor could the capital
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have been borrowed with this view, "ce it is some« tiines SO high as to exceed the Gross
Profits made in any branch of industry. Thus we know that sixty per cent was formerly
often paid for money in Bengal, and perhaps still is occasionally. Such an interest as this
could never be paid out of the profits derived firom the employment of the capital
borrowed; it must then be defirayed out of income arising from other independent
sources of riches, and therefore is not a primaiy revenue but a secondary one, according
to the signification I affixed to those terms in commencing the enquiry into the
distribution of wealth. The same is the case with all the interest paid for capital
borrowed without a view to profitable employment, even when the security is good, and
the rate therefore moderate. Since it is not employed productively, of course the sums
paid annually for it must be derived not from itseli” but from other sources of income,
whether land, labour, or some other capital. Were capital never borrowed with any other
view but that of productive employment, I should consider the remuneration paid for it
as a perfectly feiir measure of the Net Profits of capital, in which case the remaining
portion of Gross Profits would also represent accurately the Profits of Enterprise. But as
interest must in some degree be raised by the number of persons who borrow for
unproductive consumption, it follows that it is not so exact a criterion of what ought
properly to be looked upon as the net profits of capital, as it otherwise would be. By
means of these
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unproductive borrowers the net profits of capital may with justice be considered as
raised above their natural level, while those of enterprise are of coiurse depressed to a
corresponding degree. However, in practice, the rate of interest may safely be taken as
the best measure of the rate of net profits on capital, in fact, it is the only one we have.*

In order, then, to determine what regulates the rate of the net profits of capital, we must
find out on what the rate of interest depends. But this, as before observed, varies
according as the proportion changes between all the borrowers having good security to
offer, and all the persons having capital to lend. It is this proportion, together with the
intensity of

* We must always however bear in mind, as above observed” that it 18 only in ootintries
where good governments are established, and security consequently prevails, that the
ordinary rate of interest can be taken as a measure of the rate of net profits of capital;
for in nations less happily circumstanced, interest is so high, from the wUnt of certainty
of re-payment, that capital can never be borrowed with a view to productive
employment, and therefore the rate of the former can constitute no criterion of the net
profits of the latter. And although we should not suppose interest to be so excessive as to
preclude all borrowing with a view to advantageous investment, yet wherever
compensation for risk constitutes a very important part of the annual payments, I
cannot look upon interest as representing truly the net profits of capital. It ia only where
the risk is reduced to little or nothing, or at least is not reckoned, that the criterion is
just la England, for instance, at the present day, we cannot, I think, consider
compensation for risk as at all entering into the interest received from funds lent on
what would be called good security; for though there is always some risk in lending, so
also is there in keeping at home in one's own hands; the one therefore balances the
other. Nay more, we know that people constantly put money into their banker's bands
merely for safety, for they do so place their funds even when no interest is expected.



the competition between these two classes of people”

which determines the ordinary rate of interest. But both the proportion between the
numbers of borrowers and lenders, and the intensity of the competition will much
depend upon a particular circumstance, namely, how much may reasonably be expected
to be made by the use of capital in conjimce-

tion with the skill and industry of the master, that is, on the amount of gross profits
supposed likely to be realized. Where much can be made by the employment of capital,
much we may easily suppose will be given for its loan. For, the prospect of these large
profits will bring a greater number of borrowers into the market, and the same cause
will make them consent more readily to pay a high interest. Therefore, high gross profits
are one cause of high interest. And if capital were never borrowed for any purpose but
that of productive employment, the rate of interest might, it would seem, afford a very
good criterion whereby to judge whether gross profits were high or low. But since we
have found that there are other classes of persons who borrow with no such view, and
who, therefore, in their bargains care not how much may be made by capital, and as
these are often of great importance, comprising the government of the country as well as
of other states, it follows that the rate of interest cannot be taken as a sure index of that
of gross profits. We must then content ourselves with stating high or

low gross profits to be one cause of high or low interest.

One proof how much interest is affected by the demands of what we call unproductive
borrowers is derived from the fact, that during the whole of the last century, as well as
the portion already elapsed of the present, the rate of interest on good security has been
higher in time of war than in time of peace, owing, no doubt, principally, if not entirely,
to the demands of government for loans.*

In this case, then, interest varied independently of gross profits, for we can have no
reason to suppose these to have been uniformly higher in war than in peace. But were
we even to suppose, that capital was never borrowed with any view but to productive
employment, I think it very possible that interest might vary without any change in the
rate of gross profits. For, as a nation advances in the career of wealth, a class of men
springs up and increases more and more, who by the labours of their ancestors find
themselves in the possession of funds sufficiently ample to afford a handsome
maintenance from the interest alone. Very many also who during youth and middle age
were actively engaged in business, retire in their latter days to live quietly on the interest
of the sums they have themselves accumulated.

« See Tooke, " ConsideratioDs on the State of the Currency,*' where this subject is very
ably treated. From this it would follow, that war is advantageous to capitalists, but
injurious (o masters. It increases interest at the expense of profits of enterprise.

0

This class, as well- as the fonner, has a tendency to increase with the increasing riches of
the country, for those who begin with a tolerable stock are likely to make an
independence sooner than they who commence with little. Thus it comes to pass, that in
old and rich countries, the amount of national capital belonging to those who are
unwilling to take the trouble of employing it themselves, bears a larger proportion to the
whole productive stock of the society, than in newly settled and poorer districts. How
much more numerous in proportion to the population is the class of rentiers” as the



French call them, in England, than in America, where almost every body is employed in
some business or other! As the class of reiitiers increases, so also does that of lenders of
capital, for they are one and the same. Therefore, from this cause interest must have a
tendency to fall in old countries which have made great progress in wealth,
independently of all considerations of what nature may be the borrowers, productive or
unproductive, or whether gross profits be high or low. For whatever purposes capital be
borrowed, the above cause might create a fall in interest when profits were stationary or
even increasing.*

« There can be do doubt that the establishment of saving”s banks new so common in
England, and which are daily spreading in France, by affording to the labouring class a
secure investment for their surplus earnings, must swell very considerably the amount
of capital not actually employed by its owners, and must, therefore, tend to lower the
rate of interest.
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Should I refer in proof of the above statement, to the rate of interest in old and rich
countries where good governments are established, and consequently

where security may be had in money transactions, as, for instance to England, and
especially Holland, where long ago, two per cent, was the common rate,* the fact might
be allowed, but its explanation doubted. It might be said that the low reward to capital
borrowed, in such countries, is owing to the low gross profits which can be made by its
employment. And I do not mean to say that this is not one cause of the decline of
interest as nations become richer, for we formerly found in investigating the subject of
gross profits that these do actually fall as countries increase in wealth and population.
All T say is, that this is not the only cause; the increase of the class of lenders, which
arises out of the augmented riches of the nation, is another and very influential one.

It may not be considered here out of place to remark, that from this notion that interest
always varied with the rate of gross profits, have arisen very erroneous ideas with
respect to the causes on which a rise or fall of these last depends. One source of these
errors has already been mentioned in the preceding chapter, but this seems to have been
another. Since it was observed that interest generally fell as a country advanced in
wealth, and since it was

« Adam Smith says, that in his time the government of Hollard horrou'ed at tn'o per
cent, and private persons of good credit at three. Book i. chap. x.

supposed that this fell was owing to a previous decline in gross profits, the conclusion
was thence drawn” that the accumulation of capital tended directly to depress their
rate, by increasing the competition among those who employed stock productively-" The
increase of stock," says Adam Smith, * which raises wages, tends to lower profit. When
the stocks of many rich merchants are turned into the same trade, their mutual
competition naturally tends to lower its profit; and when there is a like increase of stock
in all the different trades carried on in the same society, the same competition must
produce the same effect in them all."*

As T have attempted to refute this notion, when discussing the subject of Gross Profits, it
is unnecessary to dwell upon it now. I bring it forward at present, solely for the purpose
of showing a second source whence this erroneous opinion may have had its origin. That
the rate of interest falls in a coimtry as capital accimiulates, and the class of lenders
increases, is very certain, but I have shown above, that this by no means proves a fell in
the gross profits of master-capitalists. A false analogy was drawn from the condition of a



lender to that of a producer, whereas their positions are quite different, and since it was
observed that the rate of interest fell with the increased competition of capitalists having
funds to lend, it was supposed that the gross profits of producers must do

* This has been quoted before, but it seemed necessary to repeat H here.
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SO too; overlooking the grand truth that profits owe their existence to a law of the
material world, whereby the beneficence of nature when aided and directed by the
labour and skill of man, gives so ample a return to national industry as to leave a surplus
of products over and above what is absolutely necessary for replawjing in kind the fixed
capital consumed, and for perpetuating the race of labourers employed. If the whole
produce were just sufiicient for these purposes, no permanent deduction under the
name of profit could be made from the share of the labourers, without leading to their
continual decrease and final extinction. Therefore, in such a case, profit could not
permanently exist. But let the gross produce be ever so little more than is strictly
essential for the above purposes, and the separation of a distinct revenue from the
general mass, under the appellation of profit, and belonging to another class of men,
becomes possible. In fact, however, the total produce is generally sufficient to allow the
labourers much more than is absolutely necessary for their present support and future
perpetuation of the race, and to give a profit besides. Now this profit consists, in the case
of a nation, of many commodities, in that of an individual, of perhaps only one, and is
an effect of the beneficence of nature, aided and directed by art. To understand the
theory of profits, it is above all things necessary to be thoroughly convinced of the truth
of this fundamental principle. So long as we suppose that gross profits, whether of
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nations or individuals, owe their existence to the competition between master-
capitalists, we are far indeed from a right comprehension of the subject. For a refutation
of this error I need only refer to what has been formerly said on this point.

Competition may equalize profits among the different orders of master-capitalists, by
changing the value of commodities, but cannot create the commodities themselves in
which profit consists. Also, the competition between capitalist and master may
determine in what proportion gross profits shall be divided between them, supposing
that something to be divided already exists. The only competition which can affect the
general rate of gross profits, is that between master-capitalists and labourers, though
the very existence of the former as a distinct class is dependent on the productiveness of
industry.*



This, then, is the summary of the doctrine of the net profits of capital. The rate of these
must depend, partly upon the rate of gross profits, (for where the whole is greater or
less, so also is likely to be each

* We must always remember, however, that it is in certain occupations only, that the
productiveuess of industry influences the rate of profit. Whether luxuries, fine goods,
&ec. be raised with ease or difficulty, is, in that respect, of no consequence; for by a rise in
price, a small quantity of delicacies may give quite as much profit as a larger at a lower
rate. Profit, as we have seen, is affected by the quantity of the return to those branches
of industry alone, employed in producing the necessaries of the labourer, and the
various elements of fixed capital. So that the most ordinary sorts of agriculture,
manufactures of coarse goods, of implements, and machinery, and the commerce which
transports their products, are the true sources of this revenue in all occupations. See
Chapter on Gross Profits.
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division of the whole,) partly on the proportion in which these are separated into profits
of capital and those of enterprise. This proportion again depends upon the competition
between the lenders of capital and all the borrowers having good security to offer; which
competition is influenced, though by no means entirely regulated, by the rate of gross
profit expected to be realized. And the reason why competition is not exclusively
regulated by this cause, is, because on the one hand many borrow without any view to
productive employment; and, on the other, because the proportion of the whole national
capital to be lent” varies with the riches of the country independently of any change in
gross profits. Were it not for these circumstances, the profits of capital would bear to
those of enterprise, a more constant ratio than they now do.

«J(K
CHAPTER V.
ON THE PROFITS OF ENTERPRISE.

Having now treated of Profits in the Gross, and also of the Net Profits of Capital, to
complete this branch of our subject, it only remains for us to investigate the peculiar
nature and causes of the Profits of En-terprize.* And it is perhaps the more necessary to
dwell a little upon these, since, in general, they have not been separated by English
authors from the whole profit derived from capital and industry combined. The same
oversight, however, has not been made by the French economist. Say, or the Russian,
Storch. By them the Profits de tEntrepreneur are carefully distinguished from the Profits
des Capitaux. And in truth, such a separation is not a matter of philosophical accuracy
merely, but really enters into the view of all persons at the head of productive
establishments. They consider nothing as their gain or profit, but what they make over
and above the current interest of money, and very justly; for supposing them possessed
of capital, they have no occasion to put themselves to any trouble, to give up their
leisure, to exert their intellectual Acuities, and to

* Tlio phrase Profits of the Master might .also he nsed, hut Prolits of Enterprise, is hoth
more concise, and less liahle to he misunderstood-
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incur the risk of failure, in order to enjoy an income equal to this interest. And if the
capital does not belong to those who employ it, the interest upon it is always reckoned
by them as a part of their ex-pences; so that in both cases, what remains over and above



the interest of money, or in other words, the net profits of capital, is alone considered by
them as the proper gain derived from their industry, and the only compensation for the
risk and trouble to which they are put. It is therefore quite essential to consider this
surplus by itself.

And here, in commencing, I must remark the compound nature of this kind of revenue.
It is not, like the income of the labourer, derived from labour alone. Indeed, whatever of
toil there may be in the occupation of a master, is rather that of the head than of the
hand; for though many chie& of establishments do themselves put their hands to the
work, yet in doing so they cease for the time to be masters, and become operatives.
Neither is the amount of profit or gain at all in proportion to the quantity of toil or skill
employed, as in the case of the labourer; for though undoubtedly an assiduous and
intelligent master will have the advantage over an inferior in these respects, and the sum
of his gains will so far be more considerable, yet this can make but small amends for a
deficiency of capital. A man of ordinary talents and prudence, with a large capital, will
always obtain a greater amoimt of profit than the most able and active individual whose
funds
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are comparatively small. The profits of enterprise, then, are for the most part,
proportioned to the capital employed; and it is in this way they are always calculated, as
well as profits in the gross, and the net profits of stock. Still they are not so entirely
dependant upon the amount of capital, but that considerable scope is left for the
exercise of individual talents and assiduity, which are pretty sure to meet their reward.
Thus, though by no superiority of knowledge, intellect, or activity, can a person who
employs capital to the value of L.5000, realize as great an amount of profit as another
with L.10,000, except it be in the case of some remarkable speculation indeed, which
lies entirely out of all calculation, and is so rare as not to be worth dwelling on ; yet a
very able master, who thoroughly understands his trade, may perhaps make as much
with L.5000, as another with L.6000 or even L.7000. Thus, the profits of enterprise
constitute a revenue of a twofold nature, depending principally on the amount of capital,
and varying with it, but at the same time liable to rise or fall within certain limits,
according to the intellectual and moral qualifications of those who put it in motion. They
may, then, in all propriety be considered partly as the natural reward of these mental
qualifications, partly as a revenue derived from the power of commanding the use of
capital for a certain time; whereas the net profits of capital are properly the income
drawn fi-om the pos” session of capital.
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As, however, the mental qualities above referred to are incapable of measurement, the
profits of enterprise are always estimated solely in regard to the proportion they bear to
the capital employed.

So much it seemed necessary to say with respect to the nature of the branch of revenue
now under consideration. A ri”*ht notion on this point will be of essential service to us
when we come to treat of the differences in gross profits in different occupations. But we
must first trace the causes which determine the general rate of the profits of enterprise.

Having already discussed the subject of profits in the gross, as well as that of the net
return to capital, the present question cannot detain us long. The rate of the profits of
enterprise must evidently depend, as do those of capital, partly on the rate of gross
profits, partly on the proportion in which these last are shared between capitalists and
masters. The greater the whole which remains to be divided, after replacing all the



outlay required by the work, the greater is each part thereof likely to be. This is so
evident as not to require being dwelt upon.

So far, therefore, the causes which determine the rate of the profits of enterprise are the
same which regulate the rate of gross profits, which have been already considered. But
what settles the proportion in which these last are divided ? Now in treating of tlie
profits of capital, this question has been already answered. We have seen, that it
depends upon the
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ratio which all the lenders have to all the borrowers having good security to oifer, and on
the intensity of the competition between them. This determines the ordinary rate of
interest, which measures the net profits of capital; and therefore it must also fix the
portion which goes to constitute the profits of enterprise. Whatever remains after
deducting the former, must, of course, make up the latter.

It appears by this exposition, that the causes which determine the proportion above
mentioned, affect directly the profits of capital, and through them act upon those of
enterprise, so that the latter are subservient to the former. Here, however, it may be
said, and, in fact, it has been so laid down by Say, that the profits of the master, or
efitrepre” netiVy as the French call him, are determined by the ratio which exists
between the quantity of his peculiar sort of labour demanded on the one hand, and the
quantity offered on the other; on which supposition it would follow, that the causes
which settle the proportion in which gross profits are divided,* act directly upon the
profits of enterprise rather than on those of capital. This is exactly the reverse of the
view I have taken of the case, and appears to me quite erroneous.

That the rate of interest, or of the net profits of

* Le prix de lenr travail (that of entrepretuurs), est r"*le par le rapport qui se trouve
entre la guantite demandee de ce genre de travail d*une part; et la quantity qui en est
mise en circulation, la quantile offerte d'autre part. Liv. ii. ch. 7.

capital, is determined by the proportion between the quantity of capital offered to be
lent, and the quantity demanded by those having good security to offer, is so plain a
proposition, as not to seem to admit of gainsaying, nor is it denied by Say himself" to
whose views I have just now alluded. But that the profits of enterprise are regulated by a
competition such as that above mentioned, is a statement I do not well understand. For
who demands the labour of a master ? N& one that I know of If any one, it must be the
person having capital to lend. But he does not look out for people to employ his funds,
but simply for those on whom he can rely for the punctual payment of the interest. To
him it is quite immaterial whether he lend to masters of productive establishments, to
landed proprietors on mortgage, or to government, provided the security and rate be the
same. The labour, then, of masters, cannot be said to be demanded.

Again, when masters come into the market to borrow, they do not set forth their talents
in business, their industry and activity, but produce their securities, whether personal or
landed. Therefore their labour is not offered. There is, consequently, no analogy
between their case and that of an ordinary labourer, who expects to be paid in
proportion to the skill and habits of assiduity which he is supposed to possess. Thus we
see that the labour, if we so call it, of a master, is neither demanded nor offered; from
the very nature of his position he al-
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ways works for himself, and if the whole profits of his calling do not belong to himself
exclusively, it is not because he has lent his services to any one else, who gives him an
allowance, but because he has borrowed fimds for the use of which he must pay. The
deduction, then, from his profits, must depend solely upon the amount of the
compensation he has bargained to make, that is, on the rate of interest agreed upon.
Thus we again arrive at our former conclusion, that the profits of enterprise depend
ufk)n the net profits of capital, not the lattei- upon the former.

Were there any class of labourers who might be compared with the masters of
establishments, it would be the foremen or overseers hired to superintend the works of
an extensive concern. Their labour is not of a manual kind, but chiefly, if not solely, that
of direction, belonging more to the head than to the hands, and requiring special
knowledge, activity of mind and probity, rather than bodily dexterity. But this very case
will sen”e to shew us how different is the position of the master from that of any
labourer, even of the highest order.

A foreman receives a fixed salary from his em-ployer, which does not depend upon the
vicissitudes of trade, which does not rise as profits rise, or fall as they fall. Besides, the
salary of any person of this description, in an extensive concern, where alone he is
wanted, though large as compared with the pay of common labourers, is quite
insignificant when placed beside the profits of the master. The causes

which determine its amount are precisely similar to those which regulate the ordinary
wages of labour, the proportion between the supply thereof and the demand, though the
high qualifications necessary in this line, always keep the supply so short as to insure to
the services of overseers a handsome reward.

The factors or agents employed by merchants to carry on their business in foreign ports,
to buy and sell for them, and, in short, to perform all the transactions of commerce,
approach more nearly to the condition of masters, for whatever mental qualities are
necessary in the one are equally so in the other. But still, these persons are but servants
after all, receiving a stated salary either fixed or varying with the profits which they may
realize for their employer, according as has been agreed upon, but, at all events, bearing
'but . leeUe”In to a,ose profit. Neither do they run any risk of losing capital; a
diminution in their income, supposing them to be paid in the last mentioned manner, is
the worst they have to fear.

What essentially constitutes the character of master, is the possession of all the
qualifications necessary for carrying on any business, in conjunction with a power of
commanding capital, whether his own or not. The peculiar advantages attending this
state are, that whatever profits he may make by his industry, over and above interest, all
belong to himself; the disadvantages, that he is constantly liable to lose, not only his
income but the capital also, for

more or less of uncertainty attends all productive occupations. It is the risk and trouble
to be incurred, the variety of talents and knowledge required for carrying on any
business, which, together with the necessity for presenting good security, always limit
the number of persons who create an effective demand for capital to be employed
productively.

From these causes, the interest on borrowed fimds is kept down, so as after paying it
still to leave a large surplus for the especial profits of the master. As we have formerly
observed, this surplus would be even greater were it not for the unproductive borrowers,
government and others, who by their competition, tend to keep up the rate of interest.
In countries where security is good, however, it is probable that in ordinary



circumstances, interest does not swallow up more than the half of gross profits, so that
the other half at least constitutes the share of the master.

I consider it of no little importance to attend to the circmnstances above stated, as
essentially characterising the head of an establishment, and which act as causes limiting
the nmnber of persons who create a demand for capital borrowed for productive
purposes ; because it is thus only that we can explain why the master without any capital
of his own, without land of his own, and without manual labour, should still gain so
large a share of the annual revenue of the country. The position of master requires, in
the first place, the union of several moral
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and intellectual qualities, activity, prudence, knowledge, the fruit often of long
experience and practice in a subordinate capacity of at least some one branch of
industry; acquaintance with the best markets for buying and selling, an aptness to detect
cheating and trickery, as well as to discover sincerity and open dealing, and therefore, a
practical insight into human nature. Those who enter upon business without the
possession of these qualities, and others of the same kind which may well be imagined,
sooner or later become bankrupt, and therefore can no longer create a demand for
capital to carry on their trade. In the second place, though the master does not labour
with his hands, yet his head must be constantly at work, his time and pains must be
given principally to the management of the concern, which, without his
superintendence, would soon go to ruin ; and he must frequently be liable to mental
anxiety. Therefore his species of industry is by far the most valuable of all, partly
because it is most difficult to excel in, partly because the whole success of the
establishment depends upon it, and consequently the welfare of the labourers employed,
as well as the interests of the capitalists who may have lent their fimds, or of the
proprietor who has given the use of his land. So that upon the prosperity of the master's
ai&irs, depend not only his own fortune, but that of all the other owners of the sources
of production. No wonder, then, that this trouble and responsibility are so highly paid.
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In the third place, a certain degree of risk attends all productive employments, although
conducted with great prudence and ability. Disasters which no foresight could
anticipate, frequently overtake the best managed enterprises, and bring along with them
a loss not merely of fortune, but even of honour. For among the class of masters,
bankruptcy, however unmerited, is always attended with some disgrace. There are many
instances of persons liaving committed suicide upon a failure in business, which act has
been in great measure attributed to their not being able to endure the degradation to
which they supposed themselves fallen. These instances, I believe, are found chiefly
among great merchants.

Lastly; in order to obtain the use of capital not possessed by himself, the master must
present good security, which circumstance alone, would keep out of competition with
him the great majority of mankind.

Now, all these circumstances restrict greatly the number of persons able and willing to
borrow capital in order to vest it in some productive employment, and, therefore, as
before observed, enable masters to retain out of gross profits, a large proportion for the
profits of enterprise.

But there is another character in which we must regard the master, and a most
important one. He is the general distributor of the national revenue; the person who



undertakes to pay to all the owners of the different sources of wealth, their share in the

annual return—to the labourers, the wages of their labour—to the capitalist, the interest
of his funds— to the proprietor, the rent of his land. The incomes of all these classes
pass through the hands of the master, before they are finally received by those who have
a right to spend them. Thus we see that he acts a most important part in the economy of
society.

In reference to their interests, indeed, all those who concur in the business of
production, may be divided into two classes. On the one hand are masters, on the other,
labourers, capitalists, and landlords, combined. The interests of these two grand classes
are diametrically opposed to each other. It is the master who hires labour, capital, and
land, and of course tries to get the use of them on as low terms as possible ; while the
owners of these sources of wealth do their best to let them as high as they can.

It is sufficient at present to have merely touched upon this classification, for on
summing iip the theory of distribution, I shall return to the subject

CHAPTER VI.
ON THE RATE OF GROSS PROFITS IN DIFFERENT
EMPLOYMENTS.

Having now traced the general causes which regulate the ordinary rate of gross profits,
as well as those which especially determine the rates of the profits of capital, and those
of enterprise, it only remains for us to turn our attention to the causes of the differences
in the gross profits gained in different occupations.

In discussing the subject of profits in the gross, I alluded to the notion entertained by
many, but which I attempted to show is a fiindamental error, that profits owe their
existence and their ordinary level to competition between the producers; and at the
same time, as well as in investigating the theory of interest, I mentioned what I
conceived to be the principal sources of this fallacy. But though com-petition can
produce nothing, and therefore cannot give origin to profits, or determine whether the
productive powers of any country shall on the whole meet with a scanty or an abundant
return; yet it

I
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constantly tends to establish an approximation to equality between the profits gained in
different occupations. And this it does, not by altering the return in quantity to any
given amoirnt of labour and capital, which is quite beyond its power, but by changing
the value of that quantity.

Competition, then, so regulates the value of commodities, that the gross profits derived
from the employment of equal capitals shall constantly tend to an equality. The manner
in which competition produces this effect, is by inducing a greater number of master-
capitalists to engage in those employments which for the time happen to give a larger
profit than others; or, what comes to the same thing, by encouraging those already
occupied therein, to borrow more largely, for the sake of extending their transactions. In
one or both of these ways, a greater quantity of the commodity in question is brought to



market, and the price is brought down till the profit on its production is reduced to a
level with that gained in other trades. Where profit in any business happens to fall below
that usual in other branches of industry, a process exactly the reverse restores it by
degrees to the ordinary rate. This is so evident, and so generally allowed, that I do not
think it worth while saying a word more about it. But what I wish to remark, is, that this
tendency to a common level may be checked more or less by causes peculiar to certain
branches of trade, so that profits shall be higher or lower in some than in others. And
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hwe I do not allude to causes which create a temporary glut or scarcity of one or more
commodities, and which are necessarily but of short continuance, nor to artificial
monopolies as a source of high pro* fits; but to causes more permanent and inherent in
the nature of diflerent occupations. These causes are of two sorts; they are either
intimately connected with the peculiar character of certain branches of industry, or they
depend simply on the scale on which they are carried on—"the very same employment
giving very diflerent rates of profit, according as it is exercised in a great way or in a
small.

The following causes may be placed under the former head.

First It appears that the greatest profits must be gained in those occupations in which
the most risk is run. For it is only the expectation of such unusual gains which induces
any one to incur that risk, and the knowledge or fear of this uncertainty narrows
competition in such branches. The former circmnstance affords a motive to embark in
hazardous undertakings; the latter gives the power of realizing therein unusual profits.

Thus, great fortunes are occasionally made by new adventures, as by shipments to
countries hitherto little visited by the commercial world. Also, speculations in which the
returns are long in coming in— in which years perhaps must elapse before the profits
can be secured, give higher gains than those in which the returns can be more speedily
calculated upon.

And this partly from the cause above stated—the greater risk which accompanies these
long-winded transactions, partly from the field of competition being still more narrowed
from the comparatively small number of persons possessing funds sufficiently great

»

to enable them to afford the outlay required, and to wait so long for their money. Thus,
great fortunes are more suddenly made by merchants engaged in foreign commerce,
than by those employed in the home trade.

But, because those employments in which the risk is greatest give higher profits to a few,
than others in which there is more certainty, yet it does not follow, taking all the persons
engaged in them, that the gains on the whole are greater in the more adventurous than
in the more safe branches of industry. For, if a few make fortunes more rapidly, a
greater number &il of securing any thing at all, lose even their capital, and become
bankrupt. This occurs more frequently at least, than in the more known and common
avocations. Indeed, taking into consideration the natural hopefulness of man, his
tendency to believe himself bom under a lucky star, how much the example of the bad
success of others is thrown away upon him, and how great is the effect of a few brilliant
instances of a contrary fortune, there can be little doubt that more persons are enticed to
enter upon these hazardous speculations, than the proportion of prizes to blanks would

justify.



Bacon classes among the Idola Tribus (those sources

of delusion inherent in the venr essence of the homari mind, at all times, and in all
states ef civilization,) the tendency to be more struck by a£Brmative than by ne”tive
instances, so that one case of the former may often outweigh a hundred perhaps of the
latter; and, assuredly, the example of all lotteries, of which the lottery of trade is one,
bears ample witness to the truth of this remark.

It is probable, then, I think, that the most hazardous employments of capital are
precisely those in which, upon the whole, the least profit is g*ed, the losses of some
more than counterbalancing the great winnings of others. Smuggling is to those who
succeed, the most lucrative of all occupations; but for one that makes a fortune, twentv
are ruined.

Under this head comes another cause of the great profits gained in certain occupations,
one to which I have already alluded, but may now state more particularly, namely, the
great conmiand of capital required in certain departments, which must limit the
competition therein to a few. There are certain products which are said to be best made
in a large quantity, the quality dei>ending greatly upon this circumstance. Porter, we
are told, is of this nature. In consequence of this opinion, be it well or ill-founded, the
making of London Porter has for a long time been confined to a few very wealthy
individuals, who have therefore been able to combine and keep up the price of this
liquor, so as to enable them to realize great profits. Now, however, by the importation of
Irish por-

ter, these great brewers are threatened with a breaking up of their iiu)nopoly; for people
begin to find that a beverage of this description, cheaper, and but little inferior to that of
London, can be made in the capital of the sister island.

I have already stated the cause now under our consideration, as influencing the profits
of those merchants who send shipments to distant parts, whence the returns are long in
coming in.

Another case in point is, that of army contractors; the great fortunes sometimes made
by whom, are, owing to the limited number of persons able to undertake so great a
speculation, which circumstance enables them to drive a very advantageous bargain
with government.

The princely incomes formerly enjoyed by the farmers-general of the public revenue
under the old regime in France, depended upon the same principle. And there is this
difference between the cause of high profits now under review, and that before
mentioned, that in the present case the profits realized are really greater than in most
other occupations which do not require so great a command of capital: whereas in the
instance of risk, high profits are more apparent than real, for the extraordinary gains of
a few are counterbalanced by the losses of many.

We come now to consider a second class of causes which have a very material influence
upon the rate of profits in different occupations, raising it in some,
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depressing it in others, and thus giving rise to very considerable variations from a
common level. Th”e causes are connected, not with the peculiar character of any branch
of industry, but simply with the scale on which it is carried on, and the value of capital
invested. But in order thoroughly to understand this branch of the subject, we must
revert to what has above been stated with respect to the nature of the profits of



enterprise. And here we shall find fresh reasons for the utility, nay, the necessity of the
distinction between these profits and those of capital, which I have adopted from French
writers on Political Economy.

We found that the profits of enterprise represent that portion of gross profits which
serves in part as the reward of the talents, skill, and trouble exercised and undergone by
the master of an establishment, in part is a compensation.for the risk he incurs in
entering upon the business of production. Whatever remains to the master, over and
above this reward and compensation, we also foimd must be regarded as an income
arising out of the power of commanding capital, quite distinct fi-om the revenue derived
fi“om its possession. Therefore, the profits of enterprise may, with propriety, be
considered as made up of three parts; one being the salary, of the labour or trouble of
the master, another an insurance for risk, and the remainder we may call his surplus
gains. The first of these ought to vary with the degree of trouble to which the master is
put; the second will

of course be proportioned to the amount of capital
employed

Now, since of two occupations, of which the one takes in twice or three times as much
capital as the other, the former may not require much more trouble or superintendence
than the latter; it follows that that part of the profits of enterprise which we call salary,
ought to be nearly the same sum in both. As for the insurance of risk, it may be
considered as constant ; for where the chances of failure are alike, it bears always the
same proportion to the capital employed. Therefore, the larger the capital vested in any
business, the smaller must be the proportion of the profits of enterprise which goes for
the master's salary and insurance together, and, consequently, the greater must be his
surplus gains, not only absolutely, but relatively to the capital engaged.

This will be rendered very,clear by an example. We may suppose two manufacturers
having command of capital to the amount of L..10,000 and L.5000 respectively, and
engaged in two branches of production, the difference between which lies chiefly in the
cost of the raw material, the number of labourers being the same in both. I put this
instance for the sake of simplicity, for here the trouble of the two masters must be nearly
identical To establish the principle we have in view is sufficient; the modifications in the
degree of superintendence required may afterwards be imagined as creating some little
variety in the result, though of course it must always be ex-
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ceedingly difficult, if not impossible, to determine ~dth accuracy the quantity of labour
which any head of an establishment is called upon to perform. In the cases I now put,
the trouble may well be supposed the same in both.

If we suppose the rate of gross profits to be 10 per cent, the following will be the
accounts of the two manufacturers.*

500
100 200-"00
L.200

The first with L.10,000 capital.



Gross profits at 10 per cent. . . . .1000

Deduct interest at 5 per cent. . . 500

Remains for profits of enterprize Deduct salary, suppose Deduct insurance at 2 per cent.
Remains for surplus gains

The second has L.5000 capital.

Gross profits at 10 per cent. Deduct interest at 5 per cent” .

Remains for profit of enterprize . Deduct salary « . «. .

Deduct insurance at 2 per cent.

Remains for surplus gains . ., L.50

Thus, we see that the surplus gains of the master who employs a capital of L..10,000,
amount to L.200,

* The idea of this illustration is taken from Storch, C!lour6 d'Econo« mie Politique, liv.
iii. ch. 13, from whom have been derived Tarious other hints developed in the present
chapter. See also Wealth of Nations, book i. ch. X.

L.500. 250
250 100 100—200

while those of the other with L.5000, are L.50. But 200 bears a much larger proportion
to 10,000, than 60 to 5000. Consequently, the surplus gains of the manufacturer with
the larger stock are not only absolutely greater, but bear a greater ratio also to his
capital. And we likewise see the reason of this: it is because the salary remains the same
whether the concern be a great or a small one.

Thus the principle is clearly established, that the surplus gains of the master in any
department of industry, increase in a greater proportion than the capital employed; for
the larger that capital, the less important is that part of the profits of enterprize which
constitutes the reward of his individual labour or trouble. So that when the concern is
very extensive, this reward forms but a very insignificant fi-ac-tion of the whole.

This is a principle which we shall find to be pregnant with important deductions. And
though we should suppose the head of a great establishment to bestow on his
occupation more time and pains than the master of a more hmnble one, yet this could
but slightly modify the principle; for the degree of labour which any person can give in
the way of direction and superintendence is necessarily limited by the capacities of an
individual, whereas, comparatively speaking, there are no bounds to the capital which
may be vested in certain occupations when a market sujBfi-ciently extensive is at hand.
Besides, the qualities required for conducting a great business, are nearly.
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if not quite, the same, as are necessary for a small one, and certainly are not of so much
more rare a nature as to secure for them a far higher rate of remuneration than in the
latter case. The great master is not like the great actor or singer, whose services are often
immensely paid by reason of the scarcity of first-rate talents in their departments.
Therefore, what we have called surplus gains must be conddered as |



quite distinct from the salary of the skill and trouble of the master, which, as compared
with the infinite power of progression of the former, may be looked upon as constant.
These surplus gains do truly represent, as before observed, the revenue derived from the
power of commanding the use of capital, whether belonging to the person himself or
borrowed from others, and are quite separate from the net profits of capital which can
be enjoyed only by the owner thereof. And whereas these net profits vary exactly as the
amount of capital, we have on the contrary shewn of surplus gains, that the larger the
capital, the greater the proportion they bear to the stock employed. It remains for us to
investigate some of the consequences of this principle.

But, in the fiirst place, we must take notice of a particular case, in order to show that it is
excluded from the subject now before us; and that is, when the master of some little
establishment performs at the same time the work of a common labourer. In this case it
is evident, that what he gains cannot all be classed under the head of profits, though in
common

language these may be confounded with the wages of ordinary labour, which in reality
form a part of his earnings, he being both master and operative in one. Since, therefore,
a part of his income consists of wages, and the rest only of profits, though all be usually
so denominated, it foUows that his surpltis gains must bear a smaller proportion to the
whole that goes under the name of profits, than where wages are reckoned separately.
This is quite evident.

But the case of a petty master who does not labour with his own hands, is on this
account essentially different from the last, and his income all consists of profits in the
proper and restricted sense of the word. Now, we have shown that the larger the scale on
which business is carried on, the more does the proportion decrease, which that part
serving to remime-rate his talents and trouble, bears to the whole. Thus, in the example
given above, we have seen that supposing a capital of L.5000, the salary might be
represented by L.100, and the insurance and surplus gains together, by L.150; the
former being to the latter in the proportion of 2 : 8 ; but when the capital was 1..10,000,
the salary being still L.100O, and the surplus gains and insurance equal to L.400, the first
bore a ratio to the last of only 1 : 4. Were the capital increased to L.20,000, the
proportion would be reduced to 1:9, and so on; the more considerable the capital, the
smaller the per-centage on it which serves to pay the salary of the master.

One very important consequence which follows im-
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mediately from this principle is, that the larger the scale on which any business is
conducted, the lower the price at which the master can afford to sell his products; for the
less the per centage on the value of the goods sold which suffices to give an ample
compensation for his talents, time, and trouble, the more latitude will be left for letting
down the rate at which he may be willing to dispose of them, without at all encroaching
upon his salary or even approaching it. Thus the wholesale merchant can sell cheaper
than the retail, and other things being equal, the retail dealer in a great city, where there
is an extensive market which admits of the employment of a large capital, can aiford to
trade on lower terms than the petty shop-keeper in a country village. I say, other things
being equal; for there are other causes which tend the contrary way, and may render
goods dearer in a city than a provincial situation—such as the necessity of bringing
certain objects from a distance, particularly the bulky articles of agricultural produce;
and the high rent of shops in a metropolis.*

Notwithstanding the last cause, most goods, as observed by Adam Smith, not subject to



much augmen-

* The high rent of shops does not, like that of divelliog-houses, de* pend 80 much upon
their beinji” placed in a fashionable situation, as up< on their lying in a populous
district of the city, where the number of customers must necessarily be great. Thus, the
rents of the ground-floors of houses iu the great street St Denis, at Paris, inhabited
chiefly by the working classes, are higher than in the quarter of the Chaiissee d*Antin,
the abode of the wealthy, though the rents of all the stories above the street are greater
in the latter than in the former situation.

tation in price, from cost of inland carriage, are in reality cheaper in the capital than in
the provinces, as manufactured stuffs, groceries, and all objects im-ported from foreign
countries.

Edinburgh is fer from a small town, yet even there most manufactured goods are dearer
than in London.

For the same reason, all articles sold by retail when demanded in very small quantities
at a time, are disposed of at a higher price. It costs as much trouble to weigh an ounce of
tea as a pound, a pound of sugar as a loaf of twelve or fifteen. Therefore, the poor who
live from, hand to mouth pay dearer for every thing than the rich.

Besides, the high rent of shops in a metropolis is probably quite balanced by the greater
custom, so that prices are not raised on that account. Supposing the size of the shop to
remain the same, the greater the quantity of goods sold, the less per centage need be
charged on each article, in order to pay the rent which does not vary. Probably in no part
of any capital in Europe are rents so high as in the Palais Royal at Paris.* Considering
this, the low price there of some objects of consumption is really quite extraordinary.
Within its precincts arc many eating-houses in which a dinner, consisting of several
dishes and wine, served in a handsome apartment with plate

« We may form some idea of tbese enormous rents, from the fact that a seller of roasted
chesniits pays for a mere stand sufficient for bimflelf and a pan of charcoal, at the rate of
forty pounds a year darii” the season.

and linen, can be had for the very moderate sum of
twenty-pence. Nothing but the very great numbers
who dine in these places daily can account for so low
a price. The secret of this, as of similar facts, is, that
there are many expenses which do not increase at all
in the same proportion as the quantity sold. Of these,

the labour of the master, as we have seen, is one, and rent of ware-rooms is another.
One shopkeeper may

have twice as much custom as his neighbour, and yet the space occupied by each may be
the same. Thus, there are in the Palais Royal other eating-houses quite as spacious as
those above alluded to, but in which, being much more expensive, the company is never
nearly so numerous. Plenty of elbow room is a comfort which must be paid by the
consumer of the viands. Another expense which does not increase in proportion to the
sale, is that of ser>'ants, of cooks for instance in a well frequented tavern. In those cheap
eating-houses just noticed, the immensity of the concern admits of a better subdivision



of labour, so that fewer hands suffice. Also, it seems likely that the waste must be
proportionally much less, for the numbers who dine in a cheap place are more nearly the
same every day, than in a dear one, where caprice and fashion prevail.

Thus it appe ars, that the fact on which I have lately dwelt, that almost the same trouble
is requim ed on the part of the petty trader as of the great, is only one instance of the
general principle, that there are many expenses which do not augment

in the same proportion as the quantity sold. It is on this account that an extensive
market tends to lower price. Do we not constantly hear those well acquainted with
London and Paris say, that no where can a single man live cheaper, provided he know
how to set about it ?

This very cause now under consideration helps us to explain a circumstance generally
allowed, and stated by Adam Smith in particular, namely, the lower rate of profit in a
great city. This feet, allowing it to be one, may strike us at first as rather singular. One
cause however of this readily presents itself, namely, the high rate of wages in a capital.
In Paris for instance, the wages of house servants are much greater than in the
provinces. A good woman servant gets in that city sixteen pounds a year, while at
Versailles, but a dozen miles oif, only twelve are commonly given. In remote parts, the
difference is still more considerable. Though Edinburgh be called the capital of
Scotland, Glasgow is both a larger and a more increasing town. Accordingly, the wages
of domestic servants are higher in the latter than in the former. And if this kind of
labour is better paid, the same, we may suppose, must hold good of other

sorts.

This cause explains, in part at least, the lower rate of profit in great cities. But that
mentioned in the present chapter must also be taken into account. The gross profits, of
retailers are higher in remote and thinly peopled districts, because in such situationa
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the reward of a peculiar kind of labour forms a larger proportion of that revenue, which
thus is greatly swelled. In all places, the salary of enterprise constitutes a part of Gross
Profits; but the narrower the market, this part is the more considerable.

I shall now bring forward an example which will prove satisfactorily, how much the
price at whidi a master can afford to sell his goods, must depend upon the scale on
which his business is carried on.

A capital of L.300 is a large one for a shopkeeper, say a grocer, in a country situation,
and there are many localities in which it would not be easy to find employment in that
line for so considerable a stock. Now, a village grocer in order to make up for the
smallness of the market, generally sells a great variety of miscellaneous articles, such as
there commonly is a demand for in the neighboiu*hood. He must therefore possess
knowledge, extending to a considerable number of commodities, in regard to their
prices, qualities, and the best places for obtaining them, and this knowledge must be
even more general than is required by the far wealthier city shop-keeper, where the
extent of the market permits of a greater subdivision of trades. Nor are there any
qualifications necessary to the latter which are not likewise so to the former. The
acquirements of reading, writing, and a facility in accounts, are indispensable to both, as
are a power of calculation and foresight, habits of business, industry, and a character for
honest dealing.

In fikJt, of the two, more knowledge and shrewdness are required in the country



tradesman, for as I have said, he usually sells a greater variety of articles, and as the
demand for each is more uncertain, his business can be less reduced to a routine, and he
must be more frequently put to his wits for a change of stock to meet the fluctuating
wants of his customers. So that we may well suppose him entitled to as high a reward for
his talents and trouble as his brother shop-keeper of the city. L.60 a-year must be
allowed to be a very moderate allowance for the possession of such various
acquirements; indeed, it is less than the wages of a butler, who besides L.50 or L.60 a-
year is fed into the bargain. But not to overstrain the argument, I am willing to put it at
the lowest. Now, supposing interest at five per cent, in order that the country tradesman
with his capital of L.300 may gain for himself a salary of L.00, it is necessary that during
the course of the year he sell goods to the amount of his stock with a Gross Profit upon
them of twenty-five per cent. And on this supposition, be it remarked, there remains for
profits of enterprise, after deducting those of capital at five per cent, a salary only, and
that a very modest one; for insurance against risk, and for surplus gains, nothing,
absolutely nothing.

Now, let us take the case of the grocer in the city, in whose business a capital of L.SOOO
may easily be employed. If, during the year, he sell goods to that amount at only ten per
cent, gross profit, there will
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remain to him, after deducting the interest on his ca* pital at five per cent, as before,
L.150 for the profits of enterprise, thus leaving L.90 over and above his salary which we
suppose to be L.60 as in the former case. So that charging on his merchandize ten per
cent, he has L.90 for a premium against loss and for surplus gains; whereas, the country
shop-keeper though making twenty-five per cent, on his stock, gains his salary and
nothing more. It is impossible, I think, to prove in a more satisfactory manner, that the
lai”~ dealer can afford to sell much cheaper than the small, and this because it requires
so much lower a per cen-tage on the value sold, to pay the salary of the master, where
the total value is great than where it is comparatively trifling.

Bui the above example will serve to prove some” thing more. It shows the advantage of
selling a large quantity at a lower price and rate of gross profit, rather than a small
quantity at a higher price; for the city grocer in charging only ten per cent, had surplus
gains to a considerable amount, greater than even his whole salary, while the village
grocer, with his gross profit of twenty-five per cent, had no surplus gains at all. And this
points out the reason of the proverb that money makes money, and proves that the
greater are a person's gains, the more easy does it become still further to increase them.
The chief difficulty is in the commencement, for as the profits of enterprise then
comprehend little but a simple salary from which a person must live, it must be very
hard

to save any thing out of it, whereas, this capability must increase in proportion to the
surplus gains, which grow in a greater ratio than the capital and business extend.

« But this extension of business and accumulation of gtock are limited by the extent of
the market. Where it is small, no degree of industry and talents can ever make a large
fortune, because, beyond a certain point, there is no room for the employment of the
gains realized. A person cannot take upon himself a great variety of occupations with
much prospect of success, for his attention would thus be too much divided, and hence,
the probability of failure in ally exceedingly increased. So that when once a man has
vested in his own branch of trade all the stock to which the wants of his customers can
give employment, there is nothing left for him but to lay out his future gains at interest,
and content himself with the net profits of capital. Hence, it is in cities only that large



fortunes are ever rapidly made, for there a master can always enlarge his business along
with his capital; and if he get credit, even to a much greater extent than his omti funds
permit. For the same reason, no very colossal fortunes are ever made hy farming; for
there is a limit easily attained, beyond which the constant superin-tendance of the
agriculturist becomes impossible, without which, however, success is necessarily doubt-
fiil. The difference between this last case and the former, is this, that the business of
farming is limited by its very nature; whereas, in the other instance, it
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is only the want of customers, and the thinly-peopled neighbourhood which set bounds
to the employment of stock.

Supposing then, the trade to be one in which fresh capital can always be vested without
losing the personal superintendance of the head of the establishment, and that the
market is sufficiently extensive, we have found why the more any business enlarges, the
greater is the facility for its ftirther progression, and why the rich man's fortune
accumulates in a far more rapid proportion than that of the poor.

And this leads directly to a very important consequence, namely, that the concentration
of capital in the hands of a comparatively small number of masters is more favourable to
its rapid accumulation, and the increase of national wealth, than its subdivision among
a larger body of persons ; and, hence, that a gi-eat equality of fortunes, however
desirable it may be in other respects, is not the state of things most conducive to the
augmentation of the riches of a coim-try. Thus, taking the example above given, we find
that the head of an establishment having a capital of L.3000, would be able, by selling
his goods at the moderate gross profit of 10 per cent, to realize his salary and L.90 in
addition, forming a fund out of which savings can easily be made. Now, were this capital
split into ten parts, each belonging to a separate individual, we should have instead of
one capital of L..3000, fe?i of L.300. But we have seen that a master possessing 1..300 of
capital, can gain nothing but

his salary even in charging 25 per cent, on his merchandise. And as this is the fiind for
the mainte* tenance of himself and family, of course his power of accumulating must be
very small, and can be possible at all, only by very strict economy. Such is the case of
every one of the tegi small traders, so that their united capabilities of saving must be
very limited, as compared with those of the single rich master. And this instance proves
the general truth above stated; and were the difference of fortunes greater, the more
would the disparity appear between the facilities for amassing wealth in the opposite
instances.

This cause of a more rapid accumulation of wealth where large capitals are employed by
a few, rather than small ones by many, is quite distinct from another arising out of these
diflFerent states, but which tends to a similar result; namely, the better direction that
can be given to the instruments of production in the former case than in the latter.
Where masters have the command of large capitals, they can introduce the most perfect
division of labour, they can adopt all the newly-invented and most improved machines
for economising it, however costly in the first instance these may be; and they can afford
to lay out large sums in improvements from which little return can be expected for a
length of time, as is particularly the case with rich farmers. Hence, the master who
carries on the business of production on a large scale, has great advantages over him,
whose establishment is limited by the want of funds of his own, or
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of power to borrow them, and he can generally create a greater return in proportion to
the expense. In a word, land, labour, and capital, are more productive in his hands.
Consequently, on this account also, the concentration of stock in the hands of a
comparatively small number of masters, is more fevourable to the increase of national
wealth, than its dispersion among many.

Having thus fully allowed the more rapid advance of national wealth to be expected
from the concentration of capital, and having stated the causes, aris” ing out of this
concentration, to which the more rapid advance is immediately to be attributed, I must
be allowed to add a few observations which may tend to limit our admiration for this
state of things.

And, in the first place, I would remark, in reference to the cause first mentioned, that
although the master who sets in motion an extensive capital, has greater facilities for
saving than several minor ones whose united funds are equal to his, yet it does not
necessarily follow, that he actually does accumulate more. For we must remember that it
is a principle of human nature, that wants increase with the means, desires with the
opportunities of satisfying them. Thus, the merchant or manufacturer who in the
beginning of his career was satisfied with a comfortable, though humble house, in the
commerecial part of the city, by and by must have a more spacious mansion, and in a
more fashionable situation; his wife perhaps pines for a house in the country, hence, the
necessity

for two establishments; his daughters must be hand*' somely dressed, have piano and
harp masters, and singing masters, servants to attend them; and for all, equipages are
indispensable. Thus it happens in many cases, that the more a man makes, the less he
saves; for even if he were himself economically inclined, his family would spend for him.
Not only do the desires rise with the increase of fortune, but generally in a far greater
proportion, so true is it that Man is insatiable.

On the other hand, the little master-capitalist, whose desires are repressed by the
impossibility of gratifying them, generally lives very frugally, and contrives to save even
with his limited capability. So that, in practice, the concentration of capital in the hands
of a few is not quite so fiivourable to accumulation, as the causes above stated would at
first lead us to imagine.

But even allowing, as I am willing to do, that the concentration of capital is in reality
favourable to the amount of national wealth, yet it does not follow necessarily from that
admission that it is upon the whole advantageous or desirable. For we must always bear
in mind, that the manner in which riches are divided and distributed, is a matter of no
less consequence than their absolute quantity. Division and distribution,* not less than
production, belong to

* By Division of Wealth I mean Division of Capitals; by Distribution, the Partition of the
Gross Produce amon” labourers, masters, capitalists, and landlords.

political economy. But perhaps this truth has not always been attended to by writers
upon this subject so much as it ought to have been, and hence many prejudices have
been entertained by the pubtic in regard to the science of wealth. Political economists
have often been looked upon as cold-blooded calculators, who, provided the national
riches and power increased, were careless of the welfare of individuals, who would be
content that the great mass of the population should gain a bare subsistence, if the
profits of master-capitalists were thereby augmented, and who could behold with
indifference children condemned to toil for ten or twelve hours a-day, in close, over-
heated cotton-mills, and adults for fifteen or sixteen, so that the country maintained its



character for manufacturing pre-eminence. In this case as in others, the sins of a few
have been attributed to many, and even the science itself covered with unmerited
obloquy. No doubt, writers may be found whose opinions are not very diftbrent from
those above stated, whose sympathies are all on the side of the rich masters, and who,
provided wealth be produced, care little for the price paid for it, the excessive toil and
prematiure death of the labouring poor. Others, again, also led away by their too
exclusive admiration for amount of wealth, have attempted to prove that no such
hardships attend the mode in which it is often created, and that a spinner who labours
for fifteen or sixteen hours in the atmosphere of a cotton-mill, is likely to enjoy as much
health and

happiness as the rustic who spends a great part of his life under the open c”opy of
heaven. All the world, it would appear, have been in error since the beginning of time, in
supposing free air and a coun* try situation favourable to human life and enjoyment.
When such opini(ms were broached by writers on political economy, it is no wonder that
some degree of discredit should have attached itself to a science, which, as treated by
them, seemed repugnant to common sense, and the first principles of humanity.

It is therefore of the greater consequence to attend to the source whence these
erroneous views may be supposed to flow. And this I conceive to be, the giving too
exclusive an attention to the Production of wealth, as if the Amount thereof were the one
thing needful, and the Division and Distribution of compara” tively trifling importance.

Now, these last are not only of themselves a matter of the greatest moment, but belong
to political economy quite as much as the other. Whatever harsh views, then, may have
been taken by some writers, by attending too exclusively to one branch of the inquiry,
these form no just objection to the science itself, but only to their too narrow way of
considering the subject.

If the question, By what means can the greatest amount of wealth be produced ? be one
grand practical problem which political economy is destined to

solve, another, and no less important one is. What mode of division and distribution of
this wealth would be most conducive to the general happiness ? Therefore, after
showing that the concentration of capital in the hands of a comparatively small niunber
of masters, is more favourable to the increase of national wealth, than its dispersion
amongst a more nmnerous body, it does not necessarily follow, that the former mode of
distribution is to be preferred.

If Wealth be of any avail to human happiness—”and who will deny it ?—the more people
possessed of it, the better, particularly if we consider that poverty is a far greater evil,
than much riches in the hands of any individual is a good. It may then be assumed as a
general principle, that the larger the number of persons not entirely dependent upon
their daily labour for subsistence, the better it is for any country. And though wealth
should accumulate more slowly under these circumstances, than where the inhabitants
are chiefly divided into two classes, that of great capitalists, and proletaires, as the
French call those who, having no accumulated fund, live precariously from day to day,
yet can we for a moment doubt which state of things is most conducive to the welfare of
the great mass of the population ? and therefore to national prosperity in the only true
sense of the word ? A pretty sort of national prosperity would that be, in which the
increase of the general wealth should go chiefly to swell the abready enormous incomes
of a few

great master-capitalists, and to enlarge the numbers of a beggarly class of labourers!



Our sister island affords an example of a prosperity of this last description. There can be
no doubt that the wealth of Ireland has increased exceedingly since the narrow and most
unjust restrictions imposed upon its commerce by Great Britain have been done away
with. This is proved by the progressive increase in its exports and imports since the
Union. Indeed, so very remarkable is this increase, that M. Storch has dedicated a long
note to the subject, it being one of the most remarkable instances of rapid advance in
national prosperity with which he was acquainted.*

To the inhabitants of Great Britain, who know something of the real condition of the
people of Ireland, it cannot but be a matter of astonishment to hear that country
brought forward as foremost in the race of improvement. Now, I do not question the
facts brought forward by the Russian economist. These facts may be quite true; but what
do they prove ? They prove the very point upon which I am now insisting, that a nation
may increase greatly in wealth, and yet the mass of the population be little the better.
Notwithstanding this unexampled prosperity, are the peasantry of that country less
miserably poor than formerly ? Are famines less frequent, epidemics less fatal, riots and
murders more uncommon?

* See Note A.
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I would not, however, be supposed to mean, that the only consequences of this rapid
increase in the wealth of Ireland since the throwing open of its trade, have been the
augmentation of the fortunes of those already rich, and an immense enlargement of the
population. A great permanent good has un* doubtedly arisen to Ireland since its
productive powers were set at liberty, which consists in the greater numbers and wealth
of the middle classes, in the towns particularly, who, I have no doubt, form a much more
important body than they did forty or fifty years ago. The force of the Catholics exerted
in the cause of emancipation is one proof of this, for the greater part of the landed
property of the island is in the hands of Protestants. Still, the countrv at large has
benefited much less from the sudden increase of its riches that followed the Union, than
it would have done under a better distribution of the mass of wealth. There can be no
doubt that it would be in a far more happy condition, one of much more real prosperity,
if a considerably smaller amount of productions were more equally divided among the
inhabitants. For, notwithstanding the great wealth of somc” and the easy circumstances
of 7na7iy, the ma”ss of the people is the most miserable in Europe. It seems impossible
to bring forward a more striking example to prove the importance of that branch of
political economy which treats of the Distribution of Riches.

From the principles above expounded, which go to

prove that a concentration of capital is fiivourable to accumulation, it follows that an
equality of partition among all the members of a family, however desirable it may be on
other accounts, is not the state of things most conducive to a rapid increase in the
wealth of a nation. I do not here allude to the subdivision of landed property, that is a
thing quite distinct from the equal partition of capital, and has pecidiar inconveniences
of its own, while on the other hand it does not follow because the concentration of
capital is &-vourable to accumulation, that therefore that of land is so likewise. The
principles which proved that a small niunber of rich master-capitalists had greater
facilities for amassing wealth, than a larger body of poor ones, derived from a
consideration of the nature of profits of enterprise, do not at all apply to the case of
landholders, considered merely as owners of the soil. In that capacity they neither are
capitalists, nor do they exercise any branch of industry. But all the arguments which
tend to show that the actual savings of the rich trader or manufacturer will not be in



proportion to his facilities for making them, on account of the tendency to extravagance
which grows along with his fortune, bear with tenfold force on the case of the great
landlord, who, of all classes of persons, is notoriously most apt to live up to his income,
and even beyond it, which small proprietors but very seldom do. For these reasons, and
others, land and capital must be carefully distinguished, and it is only in reference to the
latter that I consider it to follow

R

as a consequence from the principles above established, that the system of equal
division among all the children of a family, is not the most favourable to the increase in
the amount of national wealth * Notwithstanding this drawback, the equal partition of
maceoMe property is highly desirable, the advantages of such a division greatly
outweighing the above inconvenience.

Whatever may be the opinions of an author on any esubject, truth and candour require
that he state the evils attached to that system, which yet, upon the whole, he regards as
preferable to any other.

We now come to another consequence of our principles. If the concentration of capital
in the hands of a comparatively small number of masters, be the state of things which
gives the greatest facilities for saving, on account of the surplus gahis being
proportionally so much larger as the capital employed increases, it must also afford the
most ample means for the collection of a public revenue. The same arguments which
show, that one master who employs a capital of L..3000 in his business, can accumulate
much more easily than ten persons having each L.300 engaged in production, prove also
that the former can pay a larger sum to government without much hardship, than all the
others put together.

* If subdivision of landed estates leads necessarily to that of farms, then indeed the
same ailment may be used. And this, as we shall see hereafter, is in reality the case. But
the very important subject of division of land cannot be treated till after a full inquiry
into the Theory of Rent.

Therefore it follows, that of two nations supposed to possess equal amounts of wealth,
the one in which master-capitalists were fewer but richer, (and consequently the class
ofproletaires more numerous,) would be able to raise a larger revenue for the exigencies
of the state, than the other, in which capital was more dispersed. Therefore the former
would be able to maintain larger fleets and armies, and for a longer period, and on this
account would be more powerful than the latter.

In the above case, the two nations are supposed to be equal in riches. The superior
capabilities of the one over the other, in raising a public revenue, and maintaining fleets
and armies, depends entu-ely on a different division. But if we consider that the same
jnode of division which is favourable to a large State revenue, is also that most
conducive to a rapid increase of national wealth, as formerly shown, we can easily
suppose that that country in which capital is less dispersed, will probably be more
powerful, not only from the manner in which wealth is divided, but also from its greater
amount* Thus, concentration of capital is both an immediate and remote cause of the
greater political importance of that people among whom it prevails. For these reasons.
Great Britain is now, and is likely to continue, more powerful in proportion to its extent,
than France.

There is still another way m which, it may be thought, a great equality of fortunes is
unfavourable, though remotely, to the national wealth, and that is,
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by its effects upon the spirit of enterprise. A man's activity, it will be said, and truly,
depends upon big desires; in proportion to their intensity, will be the energy of his
conduct. Now, nothing is more calculated to moderate desire than the circumstance of
liying in a society, of which none of the members arc greatly elevated one above another
in point of riches. It is ambition of the honours, luxuries, and general distinction which
wait upon great wealth, as well as a dread of the stigma which» in enterprising and com*
mercial communities, pubUc opinion attaches to those not actively employed in the
improvement of their fortune, that alone can induce persons already &i raised above the
fear of want, to engage in industrious occupations. But the greater the equality of
fortunes” the less do the advantages” real or supposed, of supeu rior riches, present
themselves to view, and the less is the tranquillity of the man of moderate means liable
to be disturbed by dreams of grandeur and power. Hence a great spur to enterprise is
done away with, or deadened at least, and when once it has become usual for persons of
middling fortunes to live upon the interest of their capitals, without toiling to improve
them, public opinion becomes changed, and no longer stigmatises such people as idle
and useless.

He, who, in a certain situation, surrounded by his superiors in fortune, though not in
birth, has been accustomed to consider himself quite a poor man, and could not endure
the idea of living quietly upon

Trhat he already possessed; if transported to another country, (without supposing his
income to go at all £trther in the purchase of necessaries and comforts than in his
former place of residence,) might suddenly find himself quite on a par with his
associates, and hence his ardour for bettering his condition would certainly decline.
Such is the argument in full that may he argued against a considerable equality of
fortunes, as un&vourable to the progress of a nation's prosperity, by deadening the spirit
of enterprise.

But however specious it may at first sight appear, upon a nearer view, it will, I think, be
found erroneous. I have been induced to touch upon this objection for two reasons; first,
because having had occasion to mention certain effects arismg fi*om a great equality of
fortunes, which seemed to prove that state of things not the one most favourable to a
rapid increase of national wealth or national power, I wished at the same time to do
away with any arguments against it, which appear to me void of foundation. And, in the
second place, I thought that a consideration of this objection might throw some
additional light on the nature of the industry exercised by the master of an
establishment.

What I consider the fundamental error of the above argument is, the supposing it to be
of any consequence to the nation whether capital be employed by its owner, or by any
other person, provided it be employed at all. Those persons whose desire of bettering
their condition is deadened by the general equality of fortune
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around them, are supposed to live upon the interest of their capitals, and if so, these
capitals must be engaged in some branch of productive industry.* And who can say, they
are not likely to be turned to as much advantage by him who borrows with the view of
enlarging the sphere of his transactions, as by the owner in person ? In fact, from what
has been above shown, it follows, that of the two, it is more for the interest of the
national wealth, that one individual should charge himself with the management of the
funds of several small capitalists, than that each should engage in a separate



employment of his own.

It is impossible then that the nation can at all suffer from the want of enterprise in those
possessors of capital who are content to live upon the interest of their fortunes, so long
as individuals are found able Sind willing to turn them to account. And if by any chance
the numbers composing the former class should increase so much, that a difficulty
should arise of finding persons to whom their ifunds could safely and advantageously be
trusted, the rate of interest would fall so low from the increajsed competition of the
lenders, that many of them finding it impossible to exist on it alone, would therefore be
obliged to enter into 6ome active occupation. Thus, the evil, if it be one, carries along
with it a principle of self-<5orrection»

* No doubt capital may be lent to gpoverument also, or other unproductive borrowers,
but this is not peculiar to any one state of society, and certainly is likely to happen, at
least as frequently m here much iuef|uality of fortunes prevails, as where they arc more
upon a par.

J
Therefore a great equality of fortunes cannot be found fault with on these grounds.

And this brings me to take notice of a remarkable diflFerence between the nature of the
labour of the master of an establishment, and that of the common workmen. It can
rarely if ever happen that one of these last can do as much as two, fer less as three oi his
brethren in the same occupation, but the toil of one master may easily replace that of ten
or more of his comrades. Who will say that any great manufacturer engaged in the
cotton, silk, or woollen trade, cannot just as well superintend the employment of a
capital of ten or fifteen thousand pounds, as of one thousand ? ConsequetLtly, the
labour of one person can stand instead of that of ten or fifteen. The same is true, though
not to the same extent, of Arming. Within certain limits, a tract of land can in most cases
be just as well cultivated by one rich agriculturist, as by five or six poorer tenants or
proprietors. Now, this economy of labour is the very fundamental cause of the
superiority which the great master has been above proved to have over the smaller, both
as regards the price at which he can afford to sell his products, and his &cilities for
saving. Instead of many masters having to get the reward of their trouble out of the
united value of the several returns to their industry, one only has to pay himself. No
wonder then that he can afford to sell cheaper, and yet have a greater surplus above his
salary than all the others put together.
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Thus we see that an increase in the numbers of masters of industryi does not necessarily
constitute a new fountain of riches; whereas eveiy able-bodied ordinary labourer joined
to the population of a country, is a certain addition to the sources of its wealth.

CHAPTER VII.
ON RENT.

In commencing the inquiry into the distribution of wealth, I mentioned the different
classes of persons entitled to a share in the gross produce of industry, and enumerated
Labourers, Masters, Capitalists, and Landlords, as owners of three grand sources of
production, Labour, Capital, and Land; the only sources for the use of wluch some
compensation can be demanded. I also took notice, that it is not until population has
made some progress in a countiy, that any thing is paid for land, and therefore
concluded, that there must be causes regulating the respective shares of the labourer,



master, and capitalist, anterior to, and altogether independent of those which
afterwards determine the portion of the landlord. Having now investigated the former
class of causes, having treated of Wages and Profits, without any reference to Rent, this
last remains to be considered.

In this inquiry, several points are to be attended to. First, we must accurately determine
what is meant by Rent.

Secondly, we must state the Causes which give rise to Rent in general, whether high or
low, great or

small, the causes, in short, from which it results, that there is any such thing as rent at
all.

Thirdly, it is to be seen what are the Causes which Limit its Amount.

Lastly, it will remain to be known whether the creation of Rent occasions any Change in
Wages and Profits, or in the Value and Price of Commodities.

m

It may perhaps be necessary to repeat, in the first place, what has already been
remarked, that it is not the surface alone of the land which affords rent, but also the
bowels of the earth, whence minerals are drawn, and internal waters abounding in fish.
The very same principles apply to these, but at present I shall confine my observations
more particularly to land taken in its more limited and usual signification.*

Rent, in its most general sense, is that portion of the gross produce of the land or waters
which remains to the owner of these sources of wealtli, after replac* ing the fixed capital
expended, and paying according to the usual rate, the wages of labour, and the profits of
the master-capitalist. But though this is the sense generally given to it in Political
Economyj, it is far from being always taken in this strict signification in the usual
intercourse of society. It is constantly mixed up and confounded with the interest paid
for

* Giying the most enlarged meaning to the word, Mr. Malthas has thns defined land. "
The soil, mines, waters, and fisheries of the habitable globe. It is the main source of raw
materials and food."—Z7</f« nitiont in Political Economy,

the use of capital. Thus, when a farmer takes the lease of a certain extent of ground, the
whole sum which he pays to the landlord goes under the denomination of rent, though
some part of it may be in reality the interest or net profit of capital previously expended
in ameliorating the soil. Another portion of the sum total is probably nothing more than
a compensation paid for the use of a house and farm offices erected at the expense of the
landlord. Now, the rent of a dwelling-house has nothing to do with the primary
distribution of the gross produce, it forms no part of the primitive revenue of the society,
for a building of this kind is essentially unproductive. The rent, then, as it is called,
which is paid for it, must be drawn f5pom a source of revenue previously existing,
whether land, labour, or capital.

Rent being understood as above strictly defined, and not according to the popular and
loose signification, it is to be seen how it comes to pass, after paying all the expenses of
production, together with the profits of the master-capitalist, that in certain cases, a
surplus should remain. What at first cannot but strike us, is, that this seems at variance
with the conclusion formerly arrived at, as to the value of commodities being regulated
by the cost of raising them. Ac-(iordingly, I shall have to point out in the course of the



following inquiry, some limitations to which this principle is liable.
Rent of land seems to owe its origin to two causes”

1. The Limited Quantity of land best adapted fat Cultivation.

2. The existence of Property in Land.

The land best adapted for cultivation is either that of the greatest natural fertility, or else
the most advantageously situated for getting the produce disposed of, lying contiguous
to a navigable river, or the sea, or in the neighbourhood of a populous district Now, land
of this description, particularly that &-voured chiefly by situation, is in every country
more or less limited. In the infency, indeed, of society, perhaps even for a considerable
time subsequent to the commencement of cultivation, land of the best quality may be
said to be unlimited in reference to the number of people able to turn it to account More
may still be lying in a state of nature, than there are hands to till it, or mouths to
consume the produce vrhich it is capable of bearing. In such a state of things, the best
land may be had for nothing, as much as the rain which waters the ground, or the
Streams which flow from the mountains. The price of agricultural produce, like that of
other things, will be regulated by the cost of raising it, it will suffice for wages and
profits, but will leave no surplus for rent. I however, population and cultivation
continue to increase and extend, it is evident that a time must come sooner or latter,
when the whole of the most fertile and best situated land shall have already been
subjected to the plough. What then will be the consequence of a still enlarging demand
for agricul-

°3

tural produce ? Of course it will rise in price. K there be no other lands capable of
cultivation, there will be no means of increasing the supply in proportion to the demand.
Consequently, the price instantly becomes one of monoply, and may rise to any height
according to the wants of the consumers, and their powers of purchasing.

In the mean time, if those who cultivate the land, have, by the authority of government,
been able to appropriate it, they wiU enjoy extraordinary profits from the high price of
com, &c., which cannot be brought down by competition. Should Ihese gains become
great, some of the owners of land might be glad to subsist on a part of them, provided
they could find any one to take the trouble of managing the farm, and who, at the same
time, would engage to pay them a portion of the produce.

On the other hand, there will probably be found men possessed of some capital, and
anxious to employ it in agricultural pursuits, but who are at a loss how to set about it
from the want of new land fit for tillage. These are just the persons to suit the
landowners desirous of ease and retirement. A bargain is struck between them and the
master-capitalists. The competition among the latter will prevent them deriving from
the employment of their stock more than the ordinary profits; the rest of the produce, or
of its value, will be paid to the landlord under the name of rent.

Rent then is originally nothing else than an extraordinary profit derived from the high
price of

1
202 ON RENT.

com, which high price is owing to the scantiness of the supply as compared with the



demand, which again ultimately depends upon the limited quantity of good land.
Consequently, in the commencement at all events, rent is an effect of high price, not a
cause thereof. It adds nothing to the national wealth, but as is the case in all
monopolies, whether natural or artificial, what is gained by one set of men is lost by
another. In the present instance, the high price paid for raw produce by the consumer
serves to swell I

the incomes of the proprietors of land. A portion of wealth is thus transferred from the
pockets of one class of persons to those of another, and nothing more.

ITiat rent is not the effect of an addition to the |

quantUy of commodities, but to their tdite only, is evident from this, that the very same
land, with the very same produce, may at one time afford this revenue, at another not.
Land, in the back settlements of America, of the highest fertility, and bearing exuberant
crops, gives no rent, while sunilar soil in England would yield a very high one. We are
therefore warranted in concluding that the best soils in the latter country formerly gave
none, however abundant may have been the return. By and by, rent will be created on
the banks of the Ohio and Illinois, as well as on those of the Thames and Severn.

It seems evident that the existence of rent, as a separate branch of revenue, depends
upon both the causes above stated, and not upon one alone. If the

quantity of the most favoured land were unlimited, however great the increase of
population and the consequent demand might be, still, as the supply could be
proportionally enlarged at no greater cost of production than before” no reason can be
shown why the price of com should rise any more than that of any other commodity
whatsoever. The limitation in the quantity of the best land is therefore a circumstance
essential to that rise of price, and hence to the origin of rent. Still, unless the right of
property in the soil were generally recognised, no rent as distinct from profits would be
paid to any one. Supposing that in such a state of things cultivation could at all be
carried on, the present occupier might no doubt derive extraordinary profits from the
high price of his produce, but could never be able to let any portion of territory on
condition of receiving a part of these great profits under the denomination of rent. For
he could not secure to any person the undisturbed possession of the farm even for a
year, and every one would think himself as much entitled to it as the occupier. The
institution of property in land is then essential to the separation of rent from profits as a
distinct branch of revenue belonging to a particular class. Indeed, this is so obvious as
not to require being at all dwelt upon, though, for the sake of accuracy, the simple
statement of such a cause is necessary.

Having traced the causes which give rise to rent in general, it is now to be seen what are
those

which limit its amount. In the preceding observ»* tions, it has been supposed, for the
sake of simplicityv that there is but one quality of land susceptible oi cultivation, and on
that 1" ypothesis it has been shown that at whatever period in the progress of society the
whole shall be tilled and occupied, upon a farther demand for raw produce, its price will
rise above what has been called a remunerating price, and rent will in consequence be
created. It is the more neces* sary to insist upon this point, as it has been ima* ~ed that
rent essentially depends upon the difference in the fertility of soils. But we have seen
that it may arise where there exists land fit for cul* tivation of but one quality only,
provided it be limited in extent. The circumstance of there being other soils inferior in
point of fertility or situation, but stili* capable of affording some produce on the
application of labour and capital, does not give origin to rent on lands more highly



favoured, but on the contrary* limits its amount. Were it not for the existence of these
second rate tracts of country, so soon as the only land fit for raising com was all taken in,
no limit could be assigned to the rise in raw produce, and the consequent increase in
rents, but what might result fi'om a stationary population.* But these inferior soils set
bounds to the progressive rise. After the

« I of coarse suppose the country to be confined to its own resourcesi, and destitute of
foreign commerce, by means of wbich supplies of corn may be brought from a distance,
so as to keep down prices and rents at home.

price of corn has advanced to a certain degree above what is sufficient to pay all the
expenses attendant on the cultivation of the best lands, it may become profitable to
employ capital and labour in the clear-mg and improving those not quite so good. Thus
a fresh supply of vegetable food is poured into the market, and a fin*ther rise in its price
prevented.

But this increased quantity of agricultural products cannot lower the price to what it
once was, for, as by the supposition the lands newly taken in are inferior in fertility or
situation to the old, and consequently more expei”ive in the cultivation, a perma”-
nently higher value of com becomes an indispensable condition of the supply. Were it to
fall, these lands would be abandoned, till a deficiency m the quantity rf grain brought to
market should again elevate its price. This price, then, comes to be regulated by the cost
of raising produce on the inferior soils. We have seen that it cannot permanently fall
below this, neither can it for any considerable period be much above it, so long as fresh
supplies can be obtained from tliese second-rate lands. These last, it is evident, will
afford a profit before the price of grain rises so high as to yield a rent upon them, and
this profit will offer a sufficient motive for taking them in. The cultivator will not wait
for such an augmentation in the value of agricultural products as may seciure him an
extraordinary profit; he will be satisfied with one

not inferior to what can be gained in other occu”
B
patioiis. Consequently, the lands last brought und” tillage will afford no rent.

Moreover, aa the oost of raising produce on these last regulates the prige not only of
what is grown on them, but also of that which is obtained from the most &voured soils,
since it puts a stop for a period to its farther advance, it must therefore limit the rise of
rent on the lands first brought under the plough. Whatever may be the difference in the
gross return to equal capitals expended on the re* spective soils in question, rent cannot
go beyond this. If, for instance, an acre of the most fertile ground should yield eight
quarters of wheat, while another of second-rate quality with the very same expenditure
gives but six, two quarters, or the value of the same, would be the rent paid for the
former. For if wk quarters be sufficient to afford a fair profit in the one case, so will it in
the other, since by the supposition the capitals advanced were equal. A|id the compe”
tition among those anxious to vest their stock and employ their industry in the
cultivation of the soil, will enable the proprietors of estates to obtain from the farmer all
above the ordinary compensation for the use of his capital, for his risk and trouble. Six
quarters being, it seems, in the present state of things” sufficient for these purposes,
two will remain over to the landlord. Thus it is that the rise of rent on thQ best lands is
limited by the cost of raising produce on those in some degree inferior.

It is evideirt that this series of events may be constantly renewed so long as the demand
for raw produce and its price continues progressively to advance, and so long as there



exists any land in the country not yet taken in, but capable of being turned to
agricultural purposes. On every fresh increase in the price of com, an augmented rent
will be demanded, and can be paid, on soil of the best quality, and the same will for the
first time be created on that which previously gave none. This rise in the price of grain,
and consequently the amount of this augmented or newly created rent, will again be
limited by the price at which com can be grown with a profit on land still inferior in
point of fertility or situation. As before, whatever may be the difference in the return to
equal capitals expended on land, that difference will constitute rent. Thus, when soil of
the first quality gave a produce of eight quarters per acre, and that of a second-rate
nature only sax, we found that two quarters would be the amount of rent paid for the
former. Should the tracts next brought into cultivation, on an equal expense being
bestowed upon them, return no more than four quarters, and yet continue to be tilled,
then, it is evident, that at the actual prices, this amount of produce would give a fair,
that is, the ordinary rate of profit. But if it does so on one sort of land, so will it on
another, the capitals expended being still supposed the same. €k)nse-quently, the
farmers who cultivate the superior soils will not be able, on the expiration of their leases,
t/\

keep for themselves more than four quarters; the surplus will go to the landlords. This
surplus in the one case will now be four quarters, and in the other, where no rent was
formerly paid, it will be two. Still, the land last taken in affords, none.

This series of changes may be repeated again and again, until there remain no more new
land capable of bearing crop, and no possibility of further improvement of the old. For it
is clear, that a fresh supply of grain, whether obtained from virgin soils, or by the
application of more labour and fixed capital to those already under tillage, will equally
have the effect of putting a stop to the further rise of prices and rents. Until both these
means of increasing the produce are exhausted, its price cannot be permanently
elevated above that which is sufficient to remunerate the grower who gets the smallest
return in proportion to the expense. Should cultivation ever extend to such a degree,
that no more com could in any way be raised from the soil, then indeed (always
supposing foreign supply out of the question,) there would be no limit to the possible
rise in the price of grain, and consequently in rents, except a stationary or de* creasing
demand resulting from similar states of the population. Then the price of com would be
that of an unlimited monopoly, whereas formerly this monopoly had its bounds. In such
a state of things, even the land last taken in might afford rent, for what is to prevent the
price of its produce rising above that which is simply sufficient to remunerate the former
9

As soon as it does get beyond this, the landlord will demand a rent” and cannot fail of
finding persons able and willing to pay it.

That the condition of China is not far removed from this, seems not improbable, more
particularly as the policy of its government, as we know, is so much opposed to foreign
commerce. But though we are obliged to turn to China in order to find an example of a
country, in which the whole of the territory capable of bearing the most ordinary
products is cultivated to the utmost, yet we may find states nearer home, where all the
land on which certain peculiar crops can be raised, has long been made the most of This
is the case in France, and in other wine countries, with those soils which give grapes
affording a liquor of singular excellence. The territory whence such choice wines can be
derived is never extensive, and sometimes exceedingly limited. These lands having long
been so highly cultivated, that no more produce can by any means be drawn from them,
its price has by degrees been elevated far above what is sufficient to pay the expenses of
raising even that portion of it which has occasioned the greatest outlay. All this land,



then, even the least productive, yields a rent to the proprietor.

This instance is exactly in point, and proves what would be the case with wheat and
barley lands, po-tatoe grounds, &c., supposing that all the territory capable of raising
these crops should in time be fully cultivated. Hie only difference is in the immensely

greater sur&ce calculated for such products, which must put off to a far distant day, the
period when no &rther return of them can by any means be drawn fix>m the soil.

Having now traced the causes which give origin to rent, and those which set limits to its
rise, it remains to be seen, rent being once created, whether it in any manner affects the
value of the products of the soil.

Since it has been shown that rent is the effect of a high price of agricultural produce, not
the cattse” this question may appear already decided. Prices and values, it may be
thought, are quite independent of rent.

But though this is true of rent in its origin, and in respect to those commodities the price
of which first rises high enough to afford such a revenue, still it is possible that it may
afterwards influence the value of other agricultural productions.

Whatever the most ordinary food of the people may be, since this is required in a greater
quantity than any thing else, it will soonest reach that price at which rent may be paid.
The lands then on which such food is raised, will be the first on which this income is
created. But though the demand for the principal article of consumption increases much
faster than that for any thing else, particularly in the early stages of a nation's progress,
yet as society advances in wealth and population, a demand for other productions which
mainly depend on the soil, arises and extends with

more or less rapidity. The chief of these are animal food for man, and grass and other
vegetable substances required for the maintenance of cattle, and of the numerous
horses, oxen, &c. employed in the business of agriculture, for the transport of
merchandise, in travelling and war, for ea”ie and luxury*

In the first periods of national advancement, the demand for animal food is usually very
limited, and can be supplied by merely catching the wild creatures peculiar to the
country, which roam through the woods, or over the open plains. In such circumstances,
the price of these animals is regulated entirely by the labour necessary to take or slay
them, and may be very low indeed, " At Buenos Ayres," says Adam Smith,* *' we are told
by UUoa, that four reals, one and twenty pence halfpenny sterling, was forty or fifty
years ago, the ordinary price of an ox chosen firom a herd of two or three himdred." " An
ox there," he says, " costs little more than the labour of catching him." Nay, we are told,
that even beggars are sometimes seen on horseback in the streets of Buenos Ayres.

By and by, however, all the animals which can be procured in this way no longer fiilly
supply the increasing demand for batcher's meat. The price of cattle rises accordingly,
and may contintie to do so for some time. A greater number of persons, no doubt, will be
induced to employ their skill and labour in hunting, and thug the market may for a
period be in some degree more amply provided. But the progres«s

* Wealth of Nations, Book i. Chap. xi.

of cukiyation driving away the animals from the im-diate neighbourhood, their pursuers
must extend the range of their excursions, and, therefore, it will every day become more
difficult to obtain a supply to meet the constantly increasing demand. The price then
cannot but rise. In consequence of this, the occupiers of land will, in the course of time,



find it their interest to catch some of these wild creatures when young, in order to tame
them, and establish a domestic race of cattle, ready always to be brought to market.
With this view, it is necessary that some land should be set apart for grazing, and the
beasts prevented from straying, either by a suitable fence, or the presence of a herd-boy
or shepherd. But what are the lands which will be employed for this purpose ? We
cannot suppose that the cultivator will give up isome of his best com fields in order to
feed cattle, which now, for the first time only, are thought worth rearing at all. The
higher the price of com, the more will this be out of the question; and if rent be already
paid for these soils, it must be quite apparent that they cannot be abandoned to live
produce, which by the suppositicm begins to afibrd a profit only, on the taming and
keeping. The lands then set apart for this new scheme, must either be those which have
never hitherto been considered worth cultivating, or at all ev*itSy the least fertile of
those already under tillage. For a considerable time, it is probable that the former only
will be devoted to this use. The beasts will be allowed to roam over a certain extent of
coun-

trfy as they do at this day in the Highlands of Scot* land. The price of cattle will be
regulated chiefly by the quantity of labour employed in tending them, and also, in some
degree, by the expense of food and shelter required during the most severe part of the
winter. In some parts even of Scotland, however, the cattle remain out all the year. This
is particularly the case in the Western Islands, where the proximity of the sea greatly
tempers the climate, so that snow scarcely ever lies long on the plains.

But as peculation increases, the supply of animal food obtained in this manner is
insufiicient to keep pace with the constant enlargement of the demand. Its price in
consequence again rises, till at length it becomes worth while to convert some of the
poorest corn-lands from tillage to pasturage. Enclosures will then be introduced, and
capital expended for increasing the quantity, and improving the quality of the herbage.

Another effect of this rise of price will be, that some rent, however small, can be paid for
the uninclosed and unimproved wastes, supposing them to be private property; for if
even at the old value of cattle a suitable profit could be made on the rearing, there must
now be something more than this, which will become the revenue of the landlord. As the
gross produce of these districts is itself but very small, of course that part of it wUch
goes for rent must be little indeed, but still, over a large tract of country it may amount
to something.

Thus, by means of the increased demand for animal food, the landlords derive a revenue
from those districts, which otherwise would perhaps never have afforded any rent
whatsoever, nor even profit. Nothing can well be conceived more barren than the
mountains in many parts of Scotland, yet they bring in some income to their
proprietors, from the high price of the cattle and sheep which they maintain, which
again is owing to the great demand frx>m the populous r*ons of the south. We cannot
suppose that these bills could ever have yielded a com rent. I am aware that it has been
asserted that the rents given by Highland tenants are owing to certain fertile spots,
adjacent to rivers for instance, forming a part of their farms, so that the valley pays for
the mountain.* This of course may sometimes be the case, but that it is always so, is
certainly incorrect. Every one at all acquainted with Scotland must know, that rents are
paid by many hill-tenants whose whole farms conast of moorland only, except perhaps a
patch of indifier-ent oats or barley grown about the door. To suppose that rents of a
hundred pounds or more could ever be paid out of this sorry produce, is quite out of the
question. In fact, it is well known that cattle is often the only thing looked to for this
purpose.



We see, moreover, from what has been said above” that uncultivated districts will
probably be the first to pay a cattle rent, because they are the first that can be dedicated
to this branch of production, (the rest of tibe

* See Mr. Mill's Elements of Political Economy, Oh. ii. Seet. 1.

country being, by the supposition, already engaged by tillage.) The case is exactly the
reverse of that of corn lands, of which the most fertile afford this revenue prior to all
others. It must be remembered that this rent is exceedingly small, however, and
becomes important, only from the extent of territory over which it is levied. Neither can
we suppose that all waste lands will pay rent, for some are so wet, others so stony or
sandy, as to be good for little or nothing.

As the supply obtained from these unimproved regions is after all but scanty, and can by
no means suffice for a large population, the price of cattle continues to rise until it
becomes profitable to turn some of the inferior com lands into grass. As soon as grazing
is introduced into cultivated districts, inclo-sures become necessary, and means will be
taken to improve the pasture so as to rear as great a number of beasts as possible on a
certain space of ground. Still, as the amount of human food which can be drawn from a
cattle field is very much below that which the same land would give in com, no soils will
be thrown out of tillage, till the deficiency in the Quantity of live produce shall be amply
compensated by its high Price. . It must therefore rise very considerably above that of
com, before it can be substituted for the latter. Thus, the price of cattle comes to depend,
in part, upon that of com.

To some this conclusion may at first appear singular. It is only in the very early periods
of society that the price of bullocks, sheep, &c. is regulated like

that of most things, by the cost of piwjuring them. At first, as we have seen, they cost
nothing but the labour of catching, and their price must have been regulated
accordingly. By and by, this is determined by the expenses of tending cattle over large
uncultivated districts, and taking care of them during the winter. Thus far then the
general law as to value and price holds good. But afterwards it is not so. If the price of
live stock did not rise far above what it costs to rear them, no tolerable corn-land could
ever be given up to the feeding of cattle. Though the revenue of the cultivator might be
greater in proportion to his expenses, yet the gross produce would undoubtedly be much
smaller, and consequently the sum total of his profits. No corn-land therefore can be
turned into pasturage, until the price of cattle has risen, so that a pound of meat shall be
far dearer than the same weight of bread, the value of the product making up for its very
inferior quantity. The higher rate of profit will then compensate the farmer for the
smaller amount of it which can be drawn firom the same extent of groimd.

After much of the poorer com land has been turn* ed into pasture, should the demand
still continue to increase faster than the supply, the price of cattle would rise stiU
higher. Rent, it is evident, will then begin to be created on those grazing farms which,
when in com, afibrded none. In fact, we may suppose that the period when rent is first
paid for them, will be almost contemporaneous with their being turned

into grass, or at furthest, at the expiration of the existing leases. For it is only the
extraordinary rale of profit which tempts the tenant to leave off the cultivation of com,
the gross produce of which is so much greater. But this high profit can last only so long
as the present leases. Afterwards a part of it will be demanded as rent. Thus, the
introduction of grazing consequent on the high price of cattle, though it diminishes very
much the quantity of human food which can be raised fi'om the soil, does yet increase
that proportion of it which comes under the head of Net Revenue, and so gives origin to



rent on lands which, when in com, paid none. This result i* seen very clearly in the
higher country of Scotland, where the change from com to pasture, from small arable
&rms to large grazing ones, can be accounted for only by the greater rent obtained by
the landlord from the substitution of cattle for grain. That the gross produce of the soil
has much diminished there can be no doubt, forthe population has fallen offvery much
in those parts. The landlords are those most interested in this change, and who
therefore promote it as much as possible.

As to the better soils which do already afford a revenue to the proprietor, it is evident
that com will continue to be raised upon them, until the increasing demand for meat,
and the inadequate supply obtained from the inferior lands, shall have raised the price
of cattle to such a degree, that live stock will afford a greater rept than grain. Grood
arable ground cannot be turned into pasture until this happen.

Thus the price of cattle comes to be regulated, in party by the rent paid on corn-lands,
and ultimately by the price of grain.

Even the very best lands may in time be “ven up to grass, which they certainly could
not, had not the price of live stock premmsly risen so high as to aflford a rent at least as
great as might be drawn from the same soils if under tillage. Thus we see that the price
of cattle, unlike that of most things, does not depend entirely upon cost of production,
except in the in&ncy of society, that afterwards it rises far above this, and at last
becomes regulated by the rent already paid on arable grounds. A price sufficient to give
this rent becomes essential to the continued supply. The rent that might be paid by the
best land now in pasture, were it devoted to com, serves for the time to regulate the
price of cattle. If it got above what is sufficient for this purpose, more of this quality of
soil would be thrown out of tillage into grass; if it fell below it, a contrary eflfect would
follow. In one way or the other, then, by an increased or diminished supply of animal
food, the former ratio between it and grain would be restored. Thus it appears that the
rent paid for com land is truly the cause of the high |Mrice of cattle.

From all that precedes the conclusion, then, is the following:—Although rent
unquestionably owes its origin to a high price of com, or whatever may be the principal
vegetable food of the people, yet when once created, it prevents the supply of other
produc-

tions of the soil, such as animals, and grass for the subsistence of animals, from
becoming immediately equal to the demand, and so keeps up their price until they rise
sufficiently to give as good a rent as com. In this manner the rent paid for one species of
produce becomes the cause of the high value of others. Bent, then, in its origin, is an
effect of high price, but afterwards becomes itself a ccmse of the high price of various
objects of rural industry.

We have seen also that some small rent will pro-» bably first be paid from the cattle
reared on uncultivated wastes, before any land already under tillage can be given up to
the feeding of live stock, and that the poorer corn fields will be dedicated to this purpose
previous to the more fertile, and will sooner yield a cattle rent. Nor in this conclusion is
there any thing contradictory to that arrived at in treating of the origin of rent, when it
was proved that the most fertile soils first afford this revenue. It only shows that when
once land has been cultivated for com, and rent created, a new class of facts is
introduced which have a powerful influence on the future progress of rural industry, and
on the rent derived from other products. If the country were occupied for the first time
by a purely pa”storal people, then no doubt it might be supposed, that the best lands
only would for a period be devoted to the feeding of cattle, and on these» just as in the
case of com, that rent would first be created. But after great part of the territory is



already dedicated to the raising of

gram, the case becomes very different Lands which return a considerable amount of
profits, and perhaps of rent also, cannot be “ven up at once to the feed* ing of a few
head of cattle. Before this becomes possible the price must rise very much, so much as to
afford some rent even on waste grounds,—”"very small at first, no doubt, in proportion
to their extent, but likely to augment with the increasing demand for animal food. We
may remark, too, that the cause of rent in the present case is similar to that which gives
origm to a com rent, namely, the limited quantity of land which for the time can be
turned to the rearing of live stock. The only difference is, that in the former instance this
limitation depends upon nature, in the other it is the effect of art, that is, of cultivation.
In consequence of this difference, the operation of the general cause in the two cases in
question, is first felt by lands of very different, nay, opposite qualities.

We must also bear in mind, that there is a wide diversity between corn and cattle, in this
respect— that the expense of raising the former increases ex” actly in proportion as the
fertility of the soil decreases, while with the latter it is not necessarily so. Of course good
land will always feed more animals than bad; but it does not follow that in proportion to
their number, those bred on the latter cost more than others reared on the former. In a
populous district, no doubt, where com and grass are intermingled, and where
consequently grazing requires

either fences or constant tending, the. poorer the soil, and therefore in proportion to the
beasts fed on it, the larger the spsjce, the more may be supposed to. be the expense of
enclosures or of labour. But in a country like the Highlands of Scotland, where therd is
little or nothing to injure, no fences and very little tending are required. The cattle are
allowed to roam over an extensive region, and if the owner merely send a man or boy
from time to time to see that none have strayed beyond due bounds, it is sufficient. The
chief expense is in winter, so long as snow lies on the ground, when the animals must be
housed and fed. But, as formerly observed, there are parts even of Scotland, where, from
the mildness caused by the neighbourhood of the sea, this is not necessary. Still less in
southern countries, can shelter in winter be required. Besides, even if indispensable, it is
an expense not peculiar to any one soil, but common to the rich and poor, the improved
and unimproved. It is probable, therefore,* that no where are cattle and sheep reared at
less cost than on these uncultivated wastes. Consequently, though the produce may be
small, yet rent will form as large a proportion of the whole as on the best grazing farms
in the country. We need not then be surprised that the landlords should so soon begin to
derive a revenue from these districts.

As a farther illustration of the above principles, we may take the instance of wood, Wood
we know is

T

found in such abundance in most new countries, ihat nothing can be obtained for it in
exchange. Far from being an object of wealth, it is regarded merely BB an incumbrance
to be got rid of as speedily as possible. Even in this state of the country, there may be
some particular localities, however, in which not only a profit, but even a rent, may be
drawn from timber. Although wood is of no value at home, yet abroad it may bear a high
price; therefore, if there be any ready means of transport, some gain from it may be
derived. Forests, then, situated near the sea, or a navigable river, will afibrd a profit to
their proprietors in proportion to the expense of cutting and bringing doWn trees or
planks to the port And if the quantity of wood in such favourable situations be of limited
extent, no reason can be shown why the price at the harbour may not rise high enough
not only to recompense the owner for his outlay of capital, but also to give a surplus



which properly speaking is Rent. These forest lands are exactly analogous to the most
fertile or best situated com fields, on whigh we found that rent first begins to be created.
If the price rises as high as we have supposed, persons will easily be found willing to
take these woods on lease, paying to the proprietor a portion of the return, or of its
value, as rent, just as in the case of the arable districts. And the cause of this high price,
and consequently of the rent, is the same in both cases, namely, the limited quantity of
land best adapted for the growth of com or of wood, or best

situated in respect to markets. In both instances” also, it is necessary that the lands be
appropriated, for no one would pay a rent for what was conunon to all. This evidently is
supposed.

As a proof from experience of the truth of these principles, I may mention what is
stated by M. Storch, that the woods of the Russian provinces having a free
communication with the Baltic, find in the other countries of Europe a market which
they could not enjoy on the spot, and that in this way they often afford a very
considerable revenue to the proprietor. According to a calculation made in 1799, it
appears that the rent given for the woods situated on the Dwina and its tributaries,
amounts to a sixth part of the price which foreigners pay for the timber at the port of
Riga. Now, the above writer observes, that few agricultural productions yield a greater.*
Adam Smith also states, that the forests of Norway afford some rent.

This high price of wood is confined to certain localities, however. In the interior of new
countries where forests prevail, it is from its abundance, destitute of all value in
exchange. Such is the case in the back settlements of America, where every man can take
away as much wood as he pleases to cut down, and if the lands be appropriated, the
owner will be but too happy to get rid of the encumbrance. But in proportion as the
country advances in popula-

* Conn d*£con. Polit. liv. iv. ch. xiii.

tion and cultivation, the forests gradually disappear, partly by the extension of tillage,
partly from the injury done to the young trees by the nmnerous herds of cattle kept by
the inhabitants. It is in this latter way that the forests which formerly covered many of
the mountainous districts of Scotland, have been totally destroyed. No sooner does the
young plant appear above ground, than it is browsed upon or trodden under foot by
cattle and flocks of sheep. Nay, so injurious are trees to the herbage, that graziers are
most anxious to get rid of them, and thus a general destruction ensues. I have myself
seen on the mountains of Savoy, the recent remains of most splendid pine forests, which
had been hacked and ruined more than cut, with a view to their decay, and the
improvement of the pasture. Thus a tract of hill which previously scarcely supported a
score of milk cows, now easily maintains four times that number, besides many goats.*

The scarcity of wood thus produced, as well as the increasing demand for it, to supply
the wants of a larger population, whether for firing, or for building and rural purposes,
cannot but give a value to that which at first had none. Thus the price of wood gradually
increases with the progress of society. Now, if some natural woods still exist, it is evident

« The keeping of cows is a principal branch of raral industry in the Alps. There is a much
better market for butter, but especially cheese, than for butcher*s meat. In Savoy, the
price of the latter is not more than twopence halfpenny the pound, about double that of
bread.
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that the owners will in time come to derive a revenue from the sale of the annual
cuttings. At first the price will be only sufficient to afford a profit on the expense
necessary for felling and transporting the timber, but as the value of wood ferther rises,
something more than this will be obtained, which surplus will constitute rent. Rent then
in this case, exactly as in that of pasture groimds, will first be paid by the lands worst
adapted for com, which have not been thought so well worth cultivating as others. No
doubt, this will in the conmiencement be very small, but as population advances, it wUl
gradually increase.

The causes, moreover, why rent is first paid by these natural woodlands, are the same as
in the former case of uncultivated wastes. Land already bearing crops of grain,
supporting a population of labourers, yielding profit to the cultivator, and perhaps rent
also, cannot all at once be given up to growing trees.* The price of timber must rise very
considerably before this can be advisable, and in the mean time, some rent may be
created on the formerly neglected tracts, from a produce which owes its existence to the
bounty of Nature alone. So far, then, these last enjoy a monopoly, the result of the
general cidtiyation of the country, but which of course has no Bounds.

Secondly, no where can timber be obtained at a

* More especially must this be trae where the owner of the land is also the cultivator,
and therefore derives a revenue from profits as well as rent. But this will be shown at
large by and by.

smaller cost than from such lands. There are the woods already grown without the aid of
man, without the outlay of capital necessary for trenching; planting, dndning, or
fencing. Because some rent can be got from such natural woods, it by no means follows
that it would be worth while for any proprietor to be at the expense of raising them by
art The price might not be sufficient to pay the profit on such an outlay, far less to leave
any thing over. Notwithstanding the general destruction of the Scottish forests, some
have been saved from the general wreck, and the primeval firs of Braemar and
Strathspey afford some rent to their Highland lords. In Scotland, natural oak copses are
found very gene*, rally upon the steep banks of rivers and lakes, and from the high price
of the bark so useful in tanning, yield, in time of war especially, a very considerable
income to the proprietors. The wood, moreover, grown upon hills is generally of a
superior quality to that raised upon plains, being harder and more compact, though
perhaps of less bulk. The soils most adapted for com are not the most proper for oth»
productions, for this in particular, and I may add, the vine. The best wheat field might
make the worst vineyard.

But if the natural woods still remaining in the country are not sufficient to meet the
increasing de-mands of the population, it is certam that the price will rise, until it may
become profitable for proprietors to lay out some of their poorest lands in planta”

tions. That the poorest lands only would at first be set apart for this purpose, is clear, for
it would be ad-yantageous to employ inferior soils in this way, long before the price rise
high enough (if ever it do,) to tempt the owners to convert good corn-fields into woods.
Should the country be one not possessing any extensive tracts of moorland or mountain,
the price will the sooner reach that point at which it may be profitable to turn arable
lands into forest It is evident, however, that no arable land will be thus dealt with, until
the price of wood be such as to give a rent at least equal to that paid by the same soil



when un« der com. A price sufficient for this rent becomes an indispensable condition
of the supply, supposing all the waste spaces fit for wood already occupied by that
production. Until it reach that height no fresh supply can be obtained. Thus, the price of
wood, as formerly we found in the case of cattle, comes in the progress of society to be
influenced by the rent of corn-lands. First, it is regulated by the rent of inferior soils,
and if these suffice not for the demand, it will rise until it can give a rent equal to that
already paid by those somewhat superior.

There can, I think, be no doubt, that the high price of fire-wood in France is owing to
this cause. The extensive tracts of territory allowed to remain in forest must pay a rent
as high as corn-lands of equal fertility, otherwise they would quickly be cleared and
cultivated. This rent becomes a condition of the supply quite as. indispensable, as that
the price of wood should

be sufficient to pay the wages and profits oi'-the labourers and master-capitalist
employed in cutting down, and transporting it from one place to anpther. I may remark
here, that as wood is a much more bulky commodity than com, it is far easier and Jess
expensive to procure the latter from abroad, than the former. From this it follows, that
as the population of a country advances, a period will necessarily arrive |

(particidarly if there be no moimtain tracts fit only for wood,) when wood-land will have
a tendency to encroach upon the com land, it being more advantageous to get the latter
in part from abroad, and raise the former at home. Thus, the process which took place in
the infancy of society is reversed. It is evident that this tendency will be greatly
increased, if wood form the principal fuel of the inhabitants. This circumstance cannot
but make an immense difference, inasmuch as the consumption must be far greater in
this way, than in all others put together, it behig both so general and so rapid. Many
proprietors in France derive a great part of their income from woods, which, being cut
periodically, and allowed to shoot up again, afford them an annual rent of the most
constant kind. Now, if this continue to be the favourite and general fuel of the country, it
is cle”, for the reason above stated, that a greater and greater portion of the present
com-land must in time be turned into forest. It is comparatively easy to get com from
foreign countries, whereas the cost of bringing fire-wood would be immense. As the
price of the

. latter rises in proportion to the increasing wants of - the population, it will become
more and more profitable to plant trees than to grow com, which last must therefore be
sought for at a distance from home.

Nothing can prevent this consummation, (supposing France to progress in population
and prosperity,) except the substitution of coal for wood; which in all probability will
take place, if not imiversally, at least to a great extent. The increasing price of the latter
will hasten this result; the higher it rises, the greater being the temptation to use coal in
its stead. For, according to the principles above laid down, the price of wood will not fell,
although the supply be increased so as to meet the wants of the people, for, if to procure
this greater supply, it be necessary to turn good corn-land into forest, the price must
continue permanently high, so as to afford as much rent as be-,fore. Indeed, within
these few years, coal is much more burnt in Paris than formerly. At present, the
difference in the expense of the two is not great, though rather in favour of the last. This
difference will probably become greater, however, the one, as we have seen, having a
tendency to rise, while the other will probably fell from increased fecilities of
communication.*

* Coals are very dear in Paris, thirty francs, or twenty-four shillings being nsaally paid
for a thousand pound weight. This is at the rate of about fifty shillings the ton. In many



places of Great Britain, they can be had for ten. If even at this price they are cheaper
than wood, it may

« be judged how dear the latter must be. The transport of wood to Paris costs less than
we might suppose for so bulky a commodity, it being floated down the Seine and its
tributaries, much of it without boats, but

'<- merely formed into rafts. Therefore, we may conclude, that the price

What has been said of the tendency of wood to take the place of com, as a country
becomes densely peo” pled, is still more evidently true of cattle, and grksB for the use of
cattle and other tame animals. The transport of sheep and oxen by sea, particularly for
long distances, when so much space must be oceuj”ed by their necessary food, is a
matter of great inconvenience and expense. The introduction of steam-boats by
shortening the time of passage, has no doubt dimi<-nished this difficulty, as is proved
by the quantity of live stock now exported from Ireland; but for long distances, it must
still exist to a great extent I un« derstand that the expense of transporting cattle by these
conveyances from Scotland to the London market is very considerable, so that none but
prime beasts can be sent in this way. It appears, moreover, that the animals suffer much
in their condition from a sea voyage of not more than fifty hours.* For cattle, then, bred
at home, for milch-cows, for the numerous horses employed in agriculture, internal
commerce, travelling, or kept for state and amusement, it is evi« dent that a greater and
greater quantity of grass, hay> or other substances on which these animals are generally
supported, must be required. But hay being an article of great bulk, is brought from
foreign countries at an immense expense as compared with com.

on the spot where it is gfrown must be considerable, a great part at least of which makes
up the rent of the landlord.

* See House of Commons' Report on Railroads. Slaughtered animals, however, are now
sent up from Scotland to London in great quantities, during the winter.

Therefore, it will be the interest of the nation more and more to turn its corn-lands into
pasture and hay-iields, and to procure a constantly increasing supply of com from
abroad.

That such is the tendency of things in England at the present day, there can be no doubt.
Grass is every where increasing at the expense of corn. This is more particularly
remarkable in the neighbourhood of large towns, such as London. The great quantity of
grass required for the consumption of the numerous cows which supply the metropolis
with milk, of the cattle who are brought up to be slaughtered, and of the horses
employed either for trade or luxury within the capital, and in its immediate vicinity, all
occasion a constant demand for that sort of produce which, from its bulk, cannot be
brought from the more distant parts of the country without a very great expense.*

If this expense be so felt even within the country itself, a country too whose means of
communication are equal, if not superior to any in the world, how much more must it
become sensible when this com-

* Fresh milk being an article which evidently cannot be brought from far, the extent of
land from which it can be procured for the supply of an immense town like London is
very inadequate, so that although every expedient is resorted to to increase this supply,
by augmenting the quantity of food drawn from the soil dedicated to the support of
cows, yet the market is after all but badly provided with this necessary. Hence, its very
high price, and the consequent temptation to adulterate. What wretched stuff is London



milk I Matthew Bramble scarcely exaggerated when he called it a miserable compound
of chalk and water. Railroads, however, from the quickness with which they can
transport produce, will open up a new district for milk at a greater distance from the
metropolis, and so tend to bring to market a more genuine juice of the cow. See House
of Commons' Report on Railroads.

modity is to be brought from foreign lands. It is probable, then, that the whole surface
will gradually resemble the district immediately surrounding the metropolis, in which
grass-fields greatly predominate over com. As the neighbourhood of the capital enjoys in
this respect a natural monopoly, which can hardly be broken down by the competition of
the more remote provinces, so does the whole land of the country in reference to foreign
states. The consideration of this natural monopoly, which must always keep up the price
of cattle, and the food of them and other animals, may serve to reconcile the landlords to
the abandonment of the artificial monopoly of com.

There is one case of rent, as it is called, which I may mention, in order to show the
distinction between it and rent properly so denominated. This is the revenue which
many proprietors in the Highlands of Scotland now derive fi"om letting their moors for
the shooting season. An income of this kind is evidently quite different fi'om rent, bs it is
not paid out of the produce of the soil, for the game killed is not looked upon as an
article of gain, nor brought to market. The pleasure of killing is alone regarded, not the
profit which might be made. As the rent ~ven is not drawn from the produce of the soil,
it must therefore be taken from some other source, that is, from some independent
branch of national industry. Consequently, this revenue is not a primary but a
secmidari/ one, according to the meaning I have before affixed

to these words. It is not in the least dependent on the price of grouse or deer, but simply
upon the proportion between the quantity of shooting grounds to be let, and the number
and wealth of those who are eager to hire them for the sake of sport. Still, even this
revenue is tdtimately owing to causes similar to those from which rent, properly so
called, originates, namely, the limited quantity of land fit for raising certain sorts of
produce, and the existence of the right of property. Were grouse lands unlimited or
unappropriated, no one, of course, would give any thing for the use of them.

But to return. We have found that the price of certain rural products, such as cattle, hay,
and wood, rises in the progress of society &r above the cost of production, and comes at
last to be regulated by the rent paid for com lands equal in fertility to the best soils
dedicated to grass or wood. For, when arable fields are “ven up to wood, hay, or pasture,
they are abandoned to these purposes entirely, and cease to be subjected to the plough.
At least, this is generally the case. There are pasture lands, no doubt, in Scotland for
instance, of which the herbage deteriorates after a certain number of years, and which
therefore require to be ploughed up from time to time, and again are laid down in grass,
after having given one or two crops of oats or barley. Still, the pasture is the chief thing
looked to for paying the rent, the rest is only occasional, and at distant inter-

vals. Where the soil and climate are more £arVoiir-able, as in England, the oldest
grazing fields are considered the best.

No arable lands, then, can be devoted to wood, hay, or pasture, and so withdrawn
entirely or chiefly from the dominion of the plough, until wood, hay, or cattle will give as
good a rent as com grown on fields of equal fertility. There are, however, other products
of the earth, some of them intended for the food of animals, which, as they do not
require the soil to be given up solely or principally to them, may be grown even on the
best lands, although their price be not sufficient to pay any rent, such as turnips,
vetches, tares, potatoes, &c. The soils even best adapted for wheat or other grain cannot



always bear these without being exhausted; rather than let the lands lie altogether idle,
the farmer will then cultivate the other sorts of produce in the interval of his com crops,
if their price be but enough to pay the necessary expenses. He looks to the wheat for the
payment of his rent, though from the rest he may derive a suitable profit for himself The
price, then, of these last will not at all depend upon rent, but upon cost of production
alone. The same observation applies to oats and barley, raised in the interval of wheat
crops. As, however, the demand for these objects of agriculture increases with the
progress of society, the supply obtained in this manner from the best soils may not be
sufficient, the price will rise, and they also will begin to afford a rent, which, just

a” in the case of wheat, will be limited by the expense of growing them on soils
somewhat inferior. Indeed, it is well known, that in a due rotation of crops lies one of
the principal secrets of good farming. Since the improvement of agriculture, fallows
have become much less frequent than they used to be. In the instances last mentioned,
rent, it is clear, b the effect of high price, not the coMse.

Hay is a crop peculiar in this respect, that it is grown both naturally and artificially.
Thus we have meadow grass and rye grass, for which last the land must be prepared by
tillage and sowing. So long as the quantity raised in this manner from arable fields in the
interval of corn crops, and the meadow hay obtained from wet places along the beds of
streams, are enough fi)r the consumption, so long will there be no temptation to give up
good soils entirely to grass. But as the demand increases, the supply thus procured is not
sufficient, therefore the price rises until grass alone will afford a rent equal at least to
that hitherto paid by some com lands. Grass lands will then give a rent as great as that of
com lands of equal fertility; neither, it is evident, can they yield much more, otherwise
the quantity of them would be increased, until the supply of hay should in some degree
bring down its price.

From what has been above said, we should expect to find the greatest extent of meadow
land in the richest and most populous countries. Accordingly, in England and Holland,
there is much more than in

France or Scotland. In the last, there is very little meadow ground. Enough of hay to
meet the consumption is obtained, we may suppose, by an occasional crop, without
devoting much land to the express purpose. The use of this article must indeed be fitr
less in proportion to its population in Scotland than in England, so much poorer is it,
and consequently so many fewer horses are kept for the pleasures of the rich, and so
much less does butcher's meat form part of the food of the people. Besides, the great
extent of waste country fit only for cattle and sheep, must render less necessary the
conversion of good com land into grass.

* One consequence of the increase of pasture at the

expence of com, which arises as a country advances in wealth, and particularly as
manufacturing and oom-mercial industry extend, is the enlargement of farms, and the
diminution of the rural population. Supposing the income to be the same, or nearly so,
landlords generally prefer letting their lands in large farms, because there is much less
trouble in collecting rents from a few, than from many; and also because they consider
themselves more secure in having to do with persons of considerable capital, than with
little tenants, who have seldom much funds in reserve in case of a fedlure in the year's
crop. Shoidd then the rent derived from letting to a few not be quite equal in nominal
amount to what they might obtain by a more minute subdivision of holdings, yet the
greater

2



but also in value, consequent on the substitution of pasture for com, and of the tendency
of large properties to feivour this change, I have before spoken.

On this subject I cannot, I think, do better than extract the following passage translated
from M. Say.* " One woidd not perhaps believe, if we did not take pains to reflect upon
it, that the plough, the harrow, and other similar machines, of which the origin is lost in
the night of time, have powerfully contributed to procure for man a great part, not only
of the necessaries of life, but also of the superfluities which he now enjoys, and of which
probably he would otherwise never have had even an idea. If, however, the various
operations which the soil requires could be performed only by means of the hoe, the
spade, and other instruments as little expeditious, if we could not bring animals to
conciur in the work, which in political economy are considered as machines, it is
probable that in order to obtain a quantity of food sufficient for our present popidation,
it would be necessary to employ the whole number of hands which are now engaged in
manufactures. The plough, then, has permitted a certain number of persons to give
themselves up to the arts, even those of the most futile description, and what is better,
to the cultiva- .. ' --tion of the mental facidties."

Now, what is true of spade husbandry in particular, is so likewise, though not in the
same degree, of

* Traite d'Economie PoUUqae, liv. i. ch. vii.

X

cultivation by small proprietors or tenants in general, as compared with &nning carried
on on a larger scale by rich capitalists possessing the means of adopting all new
improvements in agriculture. The surplus which remains to the latter, after feeding all
the persons employed, will be not only proportionally, but absolutely greater, though the
gross produce be less.

Supposing, then, this surplus to be more consider-ahle on the large farm system than on
the small, it is clear that the fund from which an effective demand is created for
manufactures, and the means of supporting a larger population employed in fabricating
them, are so much the more copious. Therefore, there is reason to believe that this
branch of industry will increase the more rapidly on that account, and hence that the
period will the sooner arrive, when the demand from this quarter for butcher's meat will
encou-.rage the conversion of com land into pasture.

But shoidd we even suppose the surplus fund above mentioned to be pretty much the
same in the two opposite modes of industry, still there would be a great difference in the
distribution thereof In the one case, it would come into the hands of a comparatively
small number of persons, tenants, and landlords ; in the other, it would be divided
amongst an immense body of small proprietors. But the wants of the latter class are very
different from those of the former. They are confined, as may easily be imagined, so far
as manufactures are concerned, to

those of a coarse description, whereas, great landlords and even wealthy tenants, spend
a considerable part of their incomes in articles of a finer and more costly nature. Their
demand will consequently encourage the setting up of a greater variety of manufactures,
in some one or more of which there will be the stronger probability of arriving at
perfection, so as to permit of the products being sent abroad, which new market must
favour the further extension and improvement of such branches of industry. Besides,
the finer kinds of wrought goods are those best calculated for the foreign trade, as
containing great value in little bulk.



For these reasons, from the amount of demand as well as its nature, I consider the
concentration of landed property and &rms more favouj*able than their subdivision to a
rapid growth of the manufacturing business of the country, and consequently of its
commerce also. And it is the extension of these branches of production which chiefly
creates an in-creasing demand for milk and butcher's meat, and renders it in certain
situations advantageous for landlords that grass should be raised in preference to com. I
also observed above, that the subdivision of landed property being un&vourable to the
accumulation of large capitals, was on this account adverse to the progress of
manufactures, and therefore again to the demand for meat, milk, &c.

We likewise found, independently of all difference in the demand for these agricultural
products, that

it must generally be much more advantageous for a small proprietor to cultivate his land
chiefly for com, potatoes, or other vegetable food, than to lay it down in grass, while the
interest of the great landlord may be just the reverse. Therefore, on every view of the
question, the subdivision of landed property and &rms is opposed to the extension of
pasture at the expense of com.

The example of France offers a strong corroboration of the truth of these remarks. In
that country where the soil is so much divided, of meadow or pasture land there is very
little. What cattle there are, are kept almost entirely within doors, except for a short
period at the close of autumn, when they are let out to the fields for an annual excursion,
to browse on the scanty gleanings of the crop. Hence the use of artificial grasses is
universal Even in the neighbourhood of great towns there is little or no pasture or
meadow to be seen. Up to the very walls of Paris, the whole surface is under tillage,—a
most striking contrast to the country near London.

Some of the consequences of a concentration or subdivision of properties and farms,
considered as influencing the change from tillage to pasture, the numbers of the
agricultural population, and the progress of manufacturing and conmiercial wealth, I
have thus endeavoured to trace.

As a convincing proof of what has been above stated, that the owners of very small
landed proper-

ties consider the principal, or at least a very important part of the advantages thence
derived, to arise to them not in their capacity of landlord, capitalist, or master, but of
labourer, I may remark the very high price paid for the possession of the soil in those
countries where it is greatly subdivided. In many parts of France, forty years' purchase
is commonly paid for land, at which price the rent would give but two and a half per
cent, on the money, whereas the ordinary rate of interest in that country is certainly
above five per cent. Indeed, I am told, that to all but government, and individuals of the
very first security, it is far higher.*

It is evident, then, that the buyers of these small fspots of ground do not look either to
rent or profits for their sole or principal support, but to the fruits of their manual labour.
Land is considered advantageous chiefly as a never-failing source of employment for
themselves and the more advanced members of their families, and hence as a security
against want. This alone can explain the very high price given for it, and the fact that
when a property in France is sold, it is generally found better to dispose of it in lots than
undivided. This high price, in con-

~ T haye seen it asserted that little proprietors and mannfacturers pay eight, ten, and
even twelve per cent. Six per cent, at least is said to be commonly given with the first



landed security. An inquiry was set on foot at the time of the creation of what is called
the " Caisse Hypo-thecaire," when it was established that the real interest on mortgages
varied from five to twelve, and even fifteen per cent Thus the mean is about eight per
cent

junction with an elevated rate of interest, is certainly very remarkable. Before the
Bevolution, as we learn from Adam Smith, twenty years' purchase was commonly paid
for land in that country. Nothing can more forcibly prove the effect produced on its
value by splitting it up into small properties.

Our sister island affords us an example of a state of things which in some respects bears
an analogy tc that just mentioned, though in others it differs. The very high rents paid
for land in that country must be explained on a principle sindlar to the above. Instead of
the face of the soil being occupied by a number of small proprietors, as in France, it is
held in lease by a host of petty tenants, who pay an exorbitant rent. Land is frequently
let and sub-let to an astonishing degree, so that sometimes, as I am told, no less than ten
different persons have an interest in it, as receivers of part of the produce, before we
arrive at the actual cultivators. Each of these must be regarded in the light of a landlord,
and his revenue must be considered as derived from rent, for it arises neither from his
labour nor his capital. The head proprietor lets his domain to the first tenant for a small
rent, this one to another, and so on tUl it comes into the hands of those who actually
turn it to account. Though the rent received by each may be small, yet upon the whole it
amounts to a great proportion of the gross produce of the soil, all of which is paid by the
cultivators to those immediately above them.

"« In fact, the rents given in Ireland are immense, far greater than the same quality of
land affords in most other countries. The causes of this, it will now not be difficult to
explain. They seem to be three in number, first, the over-population of the agricul* tural
districts; secondly, the custom of sub”letting; thirdly, the use of potatoes as the
common food of the people.

From the first of these causes it arises that the price of rural labour is in Ireland
extremely low, and the demand for it precarious. Hence, the practice of sub-letting
being once introduced, the occupation of a small patch of ground became the principal
means of gaining a subsistence, and the only tolerable security against starvation.

Again, fi*om the immense number of persona eager on this account to obtain land, the
proprietor or his representative has it in his power to drive a very hard bargain with
them, leaving to the cultivator but a small part of the annual produce, the rest being all
paid to himself as rent. These poor people do not take a farm with the same view as a
rich English capitalist, who considers it as the means of employing his stock and his
abilities to the best advantage, and who therefore never consents to pay his landlord
more than he expects will remain after a due compensation for his skill, trouble, and
expenditure. Such is not the case of a poor Irish cotter. Land is to him the sole source of
subsistence, his only hope against want. Obtain it he must, at whatever cost, even

though he should promise to pay a rent so great, as to leave him but a miserable
pittance, out of which to obtain both his profits and the wages of his labour. It is much
more as the means of constant employment for the latter, than as a source of profit, that
he looks upon land. In this respect his case bears a strong resemblance to that of the
small French proprietor. As the one consents to disburse a large sum once for all, to
purchase the soil, so the other agrees to give an immense annual payment for it, and
both fi”r the same reason, namely, that they regard it principally as something on which
their labour may be constantly employed; while the great competition arising out of this
view of the matter, in the one case of small buyers, in the other of petty tenants,



prevents them getting it on more reasonable terms.

Thus far there is an analogy between the case of the small landed French proprietor and
the little Irish tenant, though of course I do not mean for an instant to compare their
situations in other respects. The one having been in possession of funds, his laying them
out in piurchasing land was a matter of option, whereas the miserable cotter must
engage to pay an exorbitant rent or starve. The former, having once got possession of his
little estate, has all the produce to himself, whereas the latter is obliged to give away the
greater part of it to his superior, or else run the chance of being turned out houseless
and pennyless. No doubt, in the case of the small French proprietor, the pride of
possessing land, the

difficulty of placing funds from the want of provincial banks, and the scepticism of the
peasantry as to the security of government stocks, all tend, in conjunction with the
circumstances above stated, to account for the predilection shown for the soil, and
consequently its high price.

Because rent in the case we have just considered swallows up a great part of the whole
produce of the soil, it is not, I conceive, less properly so called on that accoimt.
According to the definition given in the commencement of this inquiry, rent is that
portion of the gross produce of the land, which remains to the owner of that source of
wealth, after replacing the fixed capital expended, and paying, according to the usual
rate, the wages of labour and the profits of the master-capitalist.

, Now; the high rents paid in Ireland agree with tills definition perfectly. The reason of
their being so high has just been explained, it is principally because the wages of labour
are so very low, particularly those of the miserable cotter tenants, while, from the great
competition for land, the advantage of these low wages is felt not by the master-
capitalist as in other countries, but by the landlord. Consequently, a much larger
proportion of the whole produce remains over for rent after paying that labour, even
though we should suppose the profits of the petty farmer not to be at an unusually low
ratQ. As he combines in his own person the characters of labourer, capitalist, and
master, it is not easy to say



how much of his petty income belongs to him in the one capacity, how much in the
others; certain however it is, that his remuneration altogether is exceedingly scanty, as
compared with the reward obtained in other parts of the world, from the union of as
much capital, skill, and labour. Therefore, a much larger share of the produce must go to
form the rent of the landlord.

But there is still another circumstance which contributes to swell this proportion. This is
the third cause above stated, namely, the use of potatoes as the conunon food of the
people. From what was said imder the head of gross profits, it appears that the
productiveness of agricultural industry, is a main cause on which they depend. Now, as
the quantity of human food raised at a given cost from a field of potatoes, is very much
greater than could be drawn from the same soil if under wheat, it follows, that it the
people subsist on the former, a far smaller proportion of the whole produce will suffice
for maintaining the labourers employed. Therefore a larger proportion will remain for
the master-capitalist. On this account, profits ought to be higher in those countries
where the common food of the people is potatoes, rice, Indian corn, or any other plant
which gives an abundant return. But as in Ireland, from the circumstances above
explained, great part of these high profits go to augment rent, it follows, that the latter
branch of revenue, not the former, is benefited by the cause now under review.

If the smaU former cannot pay his landlord with-out trenching upon his fixed capital,
then indeed it would be quite improper to consider as rent all that should come into the
pockets of the latter. Part of it at least could not agree with the definition “ven above; it
would not constitute a surplus remaining after replacing the fixed capital expended, and
paying wages and profits, but would be a deduction from the first. If, again, wages and
profits were so low as to be insufficient to maintain the present labouring and farming
population, and to enable them to bring up a race equally numerous and strong to
replace them, then the whole of rent could not be regarded as net revenue. But that is
quite another question. The subject of net revenue is distinct from that either of profits
or rent, and must be treated in its proper place.

Before concluding this subject, I cannot help re« marking, that never in any coimtry was
a system devised so well calculated to squeeze the last drop out of the orange as that just
described as prevailing in Ireland. It is impossible to conceive a plan more ingeniously
contrived for the oppression of the miserable tenantry than that of sub-letting through
many degrees. It arose, no doubt, in part from the great poverty .of the people, in part
from the troubled state of the country; and, so long as it lasts, must prevent the
formation of any thing like a class of independent capitalists. When land is let, as in
Eng-

land and elsewhere, by the proprietor, directly to those who occupy and cultivate it,
whatever is paid as rent becomes the possession of one individual, who has therefore a
sole and great interest in the soil which is truly and properly his own. Now, as most men
are inclined to look with complacency on what belongs exclusively to themselves, a part
of the agreeable feeling with which he regards his woods and fields becomes reflected
upon the farmers and labourers employed upon them. Hence, in the natural course of
things, an amiable intercourse springs up between landlord and tenant, and in times of
difficulty from the failure of crops, or an unusually low price of agricultural produce,
some remission of rent is very frequently accorded. Instances of this are in England of
constant occurrence. But imder the subletting system of Ireland, nothing similar can
take placci So many people have an interest in the soil as receivers of rent, that no one in
feet has a right to consider himself in particular as the proprietor, and therefore no one
can have the feeling of exclusive possession, which attaches a man not only to the land,
but also to those who till and occupy it; nor docs any person consider himself alone



responsible for the condition of the peasantry and tenantry who dwell upon the ground.
Besides, it by no means follows, that a proprietor has it in his power to relieve the
cultivators by a diminution of rent in times of difiiculty. The individual who most
properly is the owner of the soil, that is the head landlord who lets

2

the estate in the first instance, does not, as the case supposes, receive his revenue from
them, but from some middle-man who sub-lets to another, and he perhaps to a third,
and so on till at last it comes into the hands of those who really turn it to account.
However desirous then the original landlord may be to alleviate the condition of the
resident tenantry, he has it not in his power, for he has no transactions with them, he
has nothing to do with them.*

The only persons who come in contact with the occupiers are those under whom they
immediately hold their farms. Now, those persons cannot, if they would, grant any
considerable reduction in difficult times, for they also have their landlord or superior
tenant to pay, and unless they can force the wretched cultivator to come forward with
the whole amount of his rent, they must themselves fail in their engagements. Thus does
this system of sub-letting and middle-men not only prevent the original owner from
taking any great interest in his estate and tenantry, and put them completely in the
power of others who, properly speaking, are not proprietors at all, nor have the feelings
of proprietors; but also it

* The Marquis of Lansdowne, the Duke of Devonshire, and other great English lords
who have vast estates in Ireland, are in this condition. Nominally, they are proprietors
of the soil, though in reality bat a small part of what is paid as rent conies into their
pockets. The troubled state of Ireland, after the great confiscations, rendered the
English who obtained lands in that country glad to let them on very long leases, and at a
very low rate, to any one who would take the trouble of managing the property. These
again have sub-let them, and so on.

hinders any one in the chain of those who let or sublet, the great lord downwards, from
having the potcer to relieve the occupiers, even if he had the mil. It seems impossible to
conceive any system more calcu-« lated for oppression.

I(
CHAPTER VIII.
ON THE DIVISION OF LANDED PROPERTY. ECONOMICAL CONSEQUENCES.

In terminating the investigation into the subject of Profits, I took occasion to make some
remarks on the respective advantages or disadvantages of a Concentration or
Subdivision of Capital in the hands of Masters of Establishments, so far as the amount
of national wealth is concerned. At the same time I took care to separate the case of
Division of Capitals from that of Division of Land, and mentioned that the latter would
more properly come to be treated, after the doctrine of Rent, Now, during the discussion
of this last subject, the question of the effects of a Concentration or Subdivision of
Landed Property has already been touched upon. Still, before entirely quitting this
branch of our inquiry, it may not be considered out of place to enter more fiilly into this
very important topic, and in particular to apply to it those principles already established
when treating of Profits.

Subdivision of Landed Property is in itself certainly a very different thing from the
Subdivision of Ca-



pital, and of Industrious Occupations, for the Landowner, as such, is not necessarily
either a possessor of capital, or one who employs it productively. But we shall find that
the former unavoidably brings about the two latter.

When land comes to be much subdivided, it is quite impossible that the proprietor can
live upon the rent alone, for his estate is too small to afibrd a revenue of this kind
sufficient for the maintenance of himself and family. He is therefore obliged to turn
farmer, if not labourer also, in order to swell his income by uniting Profits and Wages to
Rent. Whatever little capital he may possess will then be employed in the cidtivation of
his ground. Now, when all the land of a country is divided among a number of small
proprietors, each being the farmer of his own small domain, of course there can be no
place for culture on a great scale, for where is the rich capitalist to turn for soil to occupy
and till ? And though all the land should not be in this condition, yet the greater the
extent of territory much subdivided, the less can there be in the possession of those
owners whose large estates permit them, either to cultivate them in person on a great
scale, or else to let them to wealthy tenants. Therefore, the subdivision of landed
property necessarily tends to exclude cidtivation by rich and enlightened farmers, and to
enlarge immensely the number of agricultural establishments. Besides, when a farmer
divides his land among his sons, he cannot but make a partition of the stock upon it,
(un-

less he intend that one or more of them should sell or let his portion,) for it would be
absurd to leave small patches of ground, without the means of turning them to account.
If he divide his land, he must then divide his capital also, more or less equally; and of
course the same sentiment that prompted him to bequeath his immoveable property in
equal lots, or nearly so, would induce him to make a similar distribution of his moveable
wealth. If, indeed, the property was large enough to be split among his sons, each of the
shares remaining still sufficient to maintain its owner from the rent alone, then the
Either might accumulate his personal riches upon one of his children in preference to
the others. But when the estate is too small for this, when each of the survivors, in order
to live by his land, must cultivate it himself, there is no choice; if the family acres are
divided, so likewise must the capital necessary for their due improvement. Thus, we see,
that a subdivision of landed property leads directly to a subdivision of farming
establishments, and renders unavoidable a similar partition of the capital employed in
agriculture.

Now, in order to discover what may be the effects of this on national wealth, we have
only to refer to what has been already said under the head of profits, in respect to the
division or concentration of capital and employments. We there found that, so far as the
mass of riches in any country is concerned, it was more advantageous that the
productive stock of the society should be managed by a few great masters, than
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by many small ones. It is not necessary again to go over the arguments which prove this,
it is sufficient to turn to them as stated in their proper place. Whatever was there shown
to be true of productive industry in general ™ must of course apply to agriculture, as well
as other employments. It only remidns then to be seen, whether there are any
Circumstances peculiar to it, which tend either to limit or extend the effects of the
General Causes.

Among the circumstances peculiar to agriculture that limit the effect of those general
causes w hich influence all occupations, I may, in the first place, mention, that, from its



very nature, farming is a business which cannot be carried on on so extensive as ale as
commerce or manufactures. The extent of surface over which a large farm spreads, is a
main obstacle to this. The larger it is, the more difficult for the eye of the master to be
everywhere present, without which, the probability of success in his undertakings must
always be greatly diminished. This is a hindrance which evidently does not apply to any
manufacturing establishment, necessarily confined to the walls of a building, or the
enclosure of a court. Even the merchant is not obliged to make any longer journey than
from his counting-house to the wharf, . for by means of letters he can manage his af&urs
at a distance; though of course he must always be more at the mercy of others than the
manu&eturer, whether he deal in a small way or in a great.

Besides this, the business of farming is one that peculiarly requires the vigilant
superintendence of a master, for it cannot be reduced to the same routine as many
others. Go into a cotton mill, and you may be sure that what you see to-<iay, is a
specimen of the whole year; spring or autumn, summer or winter, makes no difference.
One unvaried routine perpetually goes on. But on a large farm there is a constant
change, always some accident to be guarded against or remedied, its condition
depending upon that most uncertain of all things, the weather. A sudden flood comes
on, or a violent storm of wind or snow, crops, cattle, and fences are in danger, prompt
measures must be taken, or all is damaged or lost. Neither is all land alike; the same
treatment will therefore not do for all, nor will they raise with advantage the same
produce. To these difierences the farmer must attend. He must be ever on the alert to
see his ground well cleared of weeds, his fences in order, his drains kept clean, above all,
he must lose no opportunity of housing his hay and corn before bad weather sets in.
Besides, a great deal of practical knowledge is required in order to determine the
rotation of crops best adapted to the soil and climate, and to change it if necessary. So
that the business of a former is one demanding not only very considerable skill, but also
perpetual watchfulness and readiness to adopt expedients fitted for the occasion. No
wonder then if good farmers are rare as compared with the number of bad or indifferent
ones, and if consequently they are

highly valued. But all these diflficulties must increase with the extent of land
superintended by one man, and a limit is therefore soon attained, beyond which an
increase in the size of farms becomes no longer advisable.

Again, if the ferm were very large, too much time and labour would be wasted in
removing each day the instruments of agriculture to the extremity of the ground, and in
bringing home the com and other produce. Of a necessity, therefore, some minor
establishment would be formed, for the convenience of the remoter districts, and thus
the farm would in reality become split into two or more, neither of which, however,
would have the benefit of the exclusive superintendence of the head.*

For all these reasons, agriculture cannot with advantage be conducted on a scale so
extensive as either manufactures or commerce; and therefore in the case of the former,
more moderate establishments are preferable for national as well as individual wealth.

The above argument only goes to show that the business of agriculture, as conducted by
any individual,

« Another cause which renders large capitals of much less utility in agriculture than in
inanttfaotures, is this, that division of labour cannot be pushed at all to the same extent
in the former as in the latter; for this simple reason, that, whereas in the one all the
necessary operations can be carried on simultaneously by different individuals; in the
other, they must follow in rotation, according to the change of seasons. Therefore in
agriculture, the same person must successively put his hand to many occupations, and,



consequently, one advantage of laige capitals, which consists in favouring a minute
division of labour, is, in a great measure, lost.

is limited not merely by the amount of capital which he can command, but also by the
very nature of the occupation ; but these limits may still be suflBciently wide to make an
inunense difference between the largest extent of ground which can be managed with
advantage by one man, and the smallest farm in any country.

The next argument, if good for any thing, tends to prove the superiority of the small
farming system over the great.

In discussing the doctrine of rent, we came to the conclusion, for reasons there laid
down, that the system of all others most favourable to the amount of the gross produce
of the soil, was that of cultivation carried on by a number of small proprietors, each
working his own little bit of land: and that the fiu:-ther this subdivision of property and
farms was car-ried, the greater was likely to be the total return, spade husbandry giving
the most ample of all.

It cannot, indeed, be denied, that very remarkable effects may be produced in the course
of ages by the labour of man under the small culture system, even when applied in the
most disadvantageous circumstances. The whole country extending from Ghent to
Antwerp, called the Pays de Waes” is cultivated in this manner, looking like one vast
garden more than an arable district, and is abundantly prolific. The fields are all small,
each raised towards the centre, and surrounded by a pretty deep ditch, expedients
necessary in that low land. Yet the soil by na” tiu'e was nothing but a barren sand, as is
evident from

every spot which has escaped cultivation, such b3 the sides of the roads universally, and
occasional tracts here and there not yet reclaimed. They begin by planting firs, which in
so poor land arrive at no great height, but serve by the falling of the leaves to give a
commencement of fertility. Thus by little and little has the district been brought to its
present very rich state. The same is the case aroimd Bruges, where the soil originally
was nothing but sea sand, but by the art bestowed upon it for centuries, it has become
covered with a fine vegetable mould. In many places, however, the sand may still be
seen peeping up at the surface. There can be no doubt that nothing but the system of
small farms could have wrought so wonderful a change. In the Pays de Waes I was told
that the largest were those of two horses. It never could have answered the purpose of a
great capitalist, who looks to profits alone, to have attempted to improve so
unpromising a soil. But the small farmer, especially if at the same time proprietor, is
quite differently situated. He is naturally attached to the spot on which he has spent his
youth, and which is now his own, and feels'-. a pride in seeing it in a high state of
improvement. Besides, as he knows that every addition to the produce will belong
exclusively to himself, he is interested in sparing no toil to increase the total amount. He
does not nicely calculate whether much of what he thus gains is not dearly purchased,
for to labour he has been always accustomed, and if by firesh exer-

lions he can force his land and capital to produce -even but a little more, he is content to
make them. Thus we find from experience, that when a property is too small fully to
employ a man, who must there-. fore in great part depend for subsistence on day la -
hour, he nevertheless finds time to cultivate his little spot of ground. For this he toils
late and rises early, no sacrifice of ease is too great for him. Much may be done in this
way at odd moments, a temps perdu as the French call it.

If the little proprietor have children, sons especially, they assist him in his work, and as
he must support them whether they toil or not, their labour is all gain to him. He



maintains them not because they are his servants, but because they are his ofl*-spring.
Therefore, though their exertions may not be very productively applied, they must be far
better than nothing to the head of the family. Perhaps it might not be worth his while to
hire one day labourer, but if he have sons, he may well make them work rather than
support them in idleness. When his own land through their means has been culti-'Vated
to the utmost, then, but not till then, will he allow them to work for others.

For these reasons, a small farmer, especially if a proprietor also, will bestow upon the
land a much greater quantity of labour than a rich master-capitalist, who looks to profits
alone, could find it his interest to hire, and on this account will be able to draw more
from it than the latter, and even to make

fertile soil of that which the other vwould never undertake to reclaim. The Pays de Waes,
and the country around Bruges, I consider as an exemplification of this truth. In other
parts of Belgium, as in Brabant and all the upper country extending from Brussels to
Maestricht, Liege and Namur, where the soil is naturally fertile, and does not require the
same minute attention and expenditure of labour as in East and West Flanders, farms
are commonly much larger.

In mountainous countries also, where land is much divided, the patience and industry of
the little proprietor are most remarkable. Thus, in the Alps of Savoy we see cultivated
fields at an astonishing height above the valleys, and in situations to at” tain which, by
the help of good limbs and a good stafl” most travellers would think no contemptible
feat. When we consider that the implements of husbandry are to be brought up to such
elevated spots, and the crop to be transported to the bottom, we may form some notion
of the exertions to which these little landowners submit.

It may then be fully granted that the plan of cultivation by small proprietors is that by
which the greatest amount of produce may be drawn from the soil. But does it therefore
follow that it is most conducive to the wealth of a country ? The reason why the gross
produce is so great under this system, is because so much labour has been bestowed
upon the land. There can be no doubt, however, from the

principles bearing on all branches of industry, which we arrived at when considering the
doctrine of Profits, as well as from the observations peculiarly applicable to Agriculture,
made under the head of Rent, that the gross produce, though absolutely greater, will be
less in proportion to the quantity of labour expended, whether ordinary or of
superintendence, than when land is occupied by a comparatively small body of rich,
intelligent, and enterprising master-capitalists. In other words, labour is less productive
in the former case than in the latter. Therefore, in the one instance as compared with the
other, there is a waste of the principal source of wealth.* If the gross produce of the soil
be greater, there will on the other hand be a deficiency in every thing else. This is the
pith of the question. Unquestionably, the amount of national riches will be more
considerable, where a smaller part of the population is employed upon the land, but
with a larger proportional return to their exertions, while the rest are left free to engage
in commerce and manufactures, which we may be sure they will not, unless these two
last branches of industry be found at least as profitable as the former. There may be less
of agricultural produce in this case than in the former, but this will be much more than
balanced by an excess of every other kind of wealth. Nay, even of agricultural products
there inay be more, not raised at home indeed, but obtained from

* *' La plus grande des economies/* said Talleyrand; *' c'est Tecono-mie des hommes."

abroad in exchange for manu&ctures. The error then lies in this, that it is overlooked
that the large amount of gross produce obtained by petty cultivation, is purchased by a



falling off in every thing else, so that upon the whole, the total return to the industry of
the country is less than where labour is more advantageously applied. Petty cultivation,
when pushed to its &rthest extent, terminates in spade husbandry, and in it therefore
the utmost consequences of a minute subdivision of land, must be seen. There is no
doubt that a country cultivated in this way could be made to produce much more than
under any other system of agriculture, and were food the only necessary of man, that
therefore it might support a much larger population from the growth of its own soil.*
But then, the wealth of this population would be reduced to a bare subsistence, the
whole crop, or nearly all, would be consumed by those employed in raising it, and there
would be little or nothing over to purchase home or foreign manufactures, the
productions of art, or the works of genius, and no means of supporting a population
engaged in such occupations. And even though persons might be found willing to addict
themselves to the arts and sciences without expectation of pecuniary reward, yet none
could be rich enough to have

* Of two fields of equal extent and fertility, cultivated, the one by the plough, the other
by the spade, the latter will always give the moi” ample return. On some soils, clay for
instance, the difference, I am told, is greater than on others, but on all it is coDsiderable.

leisure to follow such pursuits. Thus, gradually an universal barbarism would
overspread the land.

I have said that under a system of spade husbandry, a larger produce could be raised,
and hence a more numerous population supported, from the growth of the soil of any
particular countiy” than by any other plan of agriculture. But a nation greatly advanced
in manu&ctures and commerce, may ne-* vertheless nourish fiu* more people than one
exclusively agricultural whose land is cultivated by the spade. For the produce of the soil
of any country is necessarily limited by the extent of territory, whereas, to the increase
of manufactures no bounds are known. As long as these advance, and can be
advantageously exchanged for the various articles of food raised in foreign parts, so long
may the population go on and multiply. And we may be sure, that whenever food comes
commonly to be imported from abroad, it is more advantageous for the nation to do so,
than to force the lands at home to produce a greater quantity.

Thus it appears, that the reason why a country cultivated by the spade would be very
populous, is simply because the great mass of the people would be employed in raising
food and that alone. But it seems to me quite evident, that the same country, simply by a
different distribution of its labour and capital, and without supposing the amount of
either increased, might support a population quite as great.

and more abundantly supplied with food, provided their wants, as in the above instance,
were restricted chiefly to that most indispensable of all necessaries.

After all the good lands have been cultivated in the manner best suited to turn them to
advantage, that is, to get the greatest return with the smallest expense of labour, if
manufactures are resorted to solely as the means of procuring subsistence from foreign
countries, a much greater quantity of food may thus be obtained than could be raised by
the labour of the same number of persons employed in turning up with the spade an
ungrateful soil at home. Thus, supposing the population to be the same, it would be
much more amply fed; or it might increase, and yet be as well off as that supported by
spade husbandry.

In a highly civilized community, however, where luxury and the arts have made great
progress, only a part, perhaps a minority of the people, is engaged either in raising food,
or in fabricating commodities to be sent abroad and exchanged for food; the rest* if not



taken up with the service of the state, the liberal professions, or the cultivation of
literature and science, are employed in producing the comforts and elegancies of life
consumed at home, or in ministering to the mere follies and caprices of the great. No
wonder, then, if the number of inhabitants should be less than it might be even under
the disadvan” tageous system of spade husbandry, so very much

smaller a proportion of them being occupied in increasing the supply of food either
directly or indirectly. But if they be fewer, they are, on the other hand, incomparably
richer, and both on that account, and because the mode of employing labour to the most
advantage is better understood, and therefore the capabilities greater for a further
accumulation of wealth, there will be more scope for a future extension of the
population.

So much for the notion, because a minute subdivision of land is &vourable to the
amount of gross produce raised from the soil of any particular country, that, therefore, it
is the system most conducive to the national riches* We have now seen that this is quite
erroneous. I have only to add, that in France and Ireland a much larger proportion of
the population is employed in agriculture than in England, owing, in great measure, to
the subdivision of properties m the one case, and of farms only in the other. Are these
coimtries then more wealthy than England? The contrary is notorious.

But Ireland, as is supposed, supports in one way or another a greater number of
inhabitants in proportion to its extent, than even the southern division of Great Britain,
the richest and best cultivated district in Europe. Allowing this to be the case, (which
however seems scarcely to be true,) the reason is, that the vast majority of the people is
employed in raising food alone, and that too a kind of which the

crop affords a greater quantity of human subsistence than most others *

One word more, and I have done with this subject. No one, I presume, will contend, that
it is a good plan, so far as national wealth is concerned, to force barren moors and
mountains to give a scanty produce, by means of a great expenditure of labour and
capital. But the case is exactly the same, whether this labour and capital be applied in
the above manner, or in painfully extracting a further return from lands already
cultivated. In this way, the crop raised on an acre may indeed be very great, but still the
sources of national wealth are as much wasted in the one instance as in the other. So
false is the notion, that a system under which any given extent of surface may be made
to grow the greatest possible quantity, is therefore advantageous to the general riches.
The large return is looked to, but not the price given for it, " that original purchase-
money which was paid for all things," namely, labour. K the latter be considerable; so
likewise, no doubt, wiU be the former; but in comparing the one with the other, the
produce may after all be scanty.

« M. de Stael says (Lettres sur TAngleteire), « In EngflaDd thejr reckon 3J acres to each
inhabitant; in Ireland, only 2| on an average, aud scarcely an acre in the most populous
provinces.'*

By a reference to the population returns for 1831, however, I do not find this to be the
case. Comparing the number of inhabitants with the extent respectively, the average
appears to be nearly the same, whatever may be the differences in certain districts. But
no part of Ireland can be nearly so populous as the country for twenty miles round
Manchester.

Having dismissed the argument in support of a minute division of landed property and
of farms as favourable to the wealth of a country, an argument derived from the



circumstance of the gross produce being in such cases generally very great; we may now
turn to another consideration which may be urged in the same view, to prove that great
estates are adverse to national riches.

When discussing the subject of profits, I mentioned, that although great master-
capitalists had proportionally much more facility for saving out of their gains than those
who conducted business on a smaller scale; yet that their actual accumulations were far
from being always in accordance with their capabilities, by reason of the taste for
expense, which is apt often to increase even faster than the means of its gratification.
Now, if this observation apply to those whose fortunes are the fruit of their own
exertions, and who may well be supposed highly to value that which they have spent
their lives in acquiring; mu(sh more will it hold good of great land-owners, who, from
infancy, brought up in the lap of luxury, have not, by experience of the want of riches,
formed a due estimation of the advantages of possessing them, are not attached to them
by that most powerful tie, personal labour employed in their acquisition, have never
been used to economy, of which the habit often lasts when no longer required, and
instead of hearing it lauded as a virtue, have been rather taught to con-

sider it good in a shopkeeper, but unworthy of a gentleman. These are not persons very
likely to save. Nay, it is notorious, that so far from saving, no class is so apt to run into
debt as that of great landed proprietors. They not only live up to their revenue, but
frequently squander unproductively borrowed capital, whether lent to them in money or
in tradesmen's goods; and thus instead of increasing the national wealth, they absolutely
diminish it. On this account it would appear, that great estates are unfavourable to the
riches of a country.

Very different is the case of the small or even the moderate proprietor of land. The
former is the most industrious and prudent of mortals. At the same time that he toils
more than any day labourer, he has much more foresight and economy. The idea of his
being a proprietor, of having something secure to rely on for his subsistence, gives him a
dignity in his own eyes, which preserves him from those excesses into which mere
journeymen are apt to run. Besides, the very possession of a little gives a desire for
more, as well as renders the acquisition of easier attainment, according to the principle,
that the richer one is, the greater is the facility for a further increase of wealth. Whereas,
the poor day labourer having nothing to begin with, finds his wages accumulate so
slowly, that he thinks it hardly worth while to save, and therefore is the more readily led
into temptation. In France, the industry and prudence of the little
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proprietor are quite notorious, while their great land owners are, I believe, as much in
debt as our own *

Thus the subdivision of the soil is eminently favourable to economy, and on that account
to the increase of national wealth, while the concentration of the same just as certainly
leads to extravagance.

No set of men are so apt to live beyond their income as those whose wants are greater
than their means” be these last what they may. The same cause wdll also render them
very dependent in a political point of view. Now, great land-owners, or even those who,
in a country where vast estates are common, would be considered but as moderate
proprietors, are especially in this case. They have a rank to maintain, a name to support,
handed down perhaps from distant ages, a reputation for costly hospitality to keep up.
Nothing is so expensive as family pride, for it demands not an occasional extravagance
only, but a permanently large and ostentatious establishment. The wants then of landed



gentlemen are numerous and costly, so that their rents, however large, barely if at all
suffice for their indulgence. For this reason they are always in need, either for
themselves or some member of their family, and, therefore, they naturally

* It appears by an official account furnished two years ago by the person styled
Directeur general de Venregistrement, that the yalue of all property under mortgage in
France, amounted at that time to 11 milliards, 233 millions of francs, equal to more than
449 millions sterling. Now, the interest on this at 6 per cent., which is below the
average, would amount to nearly 27 millions sterling, a sum not much inferior to what is
annaally paid for the national debt of Oreat Britain.

Z
become dependent upon government for its patronage.

The more family pride prevails in any country, the more extravagant and the more
dependent will be the landed gentry. This explains why proprietors in Scotland live in
general much more expensively than those of equal fortunes in England, although the
national tendency is rather the other way, and at the same time accounts for the want of
public spirit, which was formerly attributed, with too much justice I fear, to the land-
owners of the northern division of our island. Of all the classes of his Majesty's subjects,
the most submissive to the ministry of the day, was the Scottish nobility; and why ? They
were proud, and poor in proportion to their pride.

Of course I do not mean to say that all great proprietors live beyond their income,
oreven spend the whole of it unproductively. Many of them undertake improvements of
unquestionable advantage to the country.

It sometimes happens that a landlord assists a tenant in the expenses necessary for
reclaiming land, draining, enclosing, or otherwise turning it to advantage. This is no
uncommon practice in Scotland, and probably in other countries also; without
supposing the Metayer sj”stem to prevail, as it does still in many parts of the
continent.* As for the land in the im-

* Under the Metayer systein of agricuUare, the landlord furnishes his tenant Tiith the
capital necessary for workings the farm, and the whole produce is divided, in general
equally”™ between them.

mediate vicinity of his house, this, we may well suppose, he will spare no expense in
improving to the utmost.

Many even of these ameliorations which are considered as ornamental more than
profitable, are yet far from destitute of utility. There are various changes which it would
not be worth a farmer's while to undertake, because the profit would either be too long
in coming in, or might never be sufficient to remunerate him, but which a proprietor
will often accomplish. And though his funds may not in this way be expended in the
manner 7nost advantageous to the country at large, still it is better than if they were
employed altogether unproductively.

How many great proprietors spend a portion of their income in planting ? Witness the
enormous extent of mountainous ground in Scotland, covered with thriving woods
within the last thirty years. Now, all this is certainly an addition to the wealth of the
nation ; and even though the owners may never derive a great profit from them in
proportion to the expense, still, both they and the country in general will be richer, than
if the sums spent in planting had been squandered in feasting and entertainments.



Thus much it seemed proper to say in justice to great landlords, though it by no means
follows that the same, or even more improvements would not be made by smaller
proprietors. These observations only go to prove that the former are not quite so

useless to the country in an economical point of vie” as might by some be supposed.
Splendid instances indeed there are of persons whose ample fortunes have been
employed in a maimer most beneficial to the agriculture of their native land, their vast
posses” sions enabling them to make expensive experiments with a view to a general
improvement of the systems of cultivation. The name of Mr. Coke is on this account
justly celebrated, and not the less so from the rarity of such examples. Landlords who
make this use of their great revenues are real benefactors to their country, and cannot be
too highly commended. Would that such cases were more numerous!

However much we may be struck by a few such splendid instances, there can be no
doubt that a great inequality of fortune, more especially when derived from land, is
highly conducive to all sorts of unproductive consumption, whether for the purposes of
luxury or ostentation; whereas a general equality of incomes is just as favourable to
economy. Ostentation, above all things, runs away with a man's fortune, for where there
is no proof of expence, the love of display cannot be gratified. Cost is the very element
on which it feeds, and cheapness here, so far fi*om being an advantage, is of all things
mr>st to be shunned. But ostentation as well as luxury is the child of inequality of
fortune, for it is to prove superior riches that the expenses of ostentation are incurred.
Where all were

equal or nearly so, how could this passion be born and nourished ? It is the genuine
offspring of superior wealth, and is fostered by its parent.

I have formerly had occasion to refute the argument in favour of a great inequality of
fortunes, drawn from the notion of its giving a spur to enterprise, and we now see, that it
is positively injurious to the national riches by creating habits of extravagance. Thig;
taste for expense, which belongs more or less to all classes of men possessed of superior
wealth, we have found to be in a peculiar degree the besetting sin of great landed
proprietors. And we must«4dways remember that saving, that is, productive
e*vpenditure” is quite as fertile a source of increase in national or individual wealth, as
an improvement in the powers of labour and capital. This is the grand circumstance
which counterbalances, in part at least, the obstacles which may arise to the progress of
riches in any country, from a minute subdivision of land, leading to a less advantageous
application of those powers. For, as has been observed, the little proprietor is quite ss
remarkable for industry and economy, as the great for extravagance.

Having now treated of the Circumstances, real or. supposed, peculiar to agricultiu-e,
which tend to limit the effect of those General Causes which influence all occupations,
and render large establishments commonly more advantageous to the national wealth
than

a greater number of small ones; it remains to be seen, whether, on the other hand, there
are any Circumstances proper to agriculture which go along with the General Causes,
and make the subdivision of landed property and of &rms, especially unfiivourable to
the riches of a country.

In the first place, I may remark, that this subdivision of land constantly going on, must
occasion a great waste of that part of the wealth of a nation, which consists inbuildings,
whether dwelling-houses, or offices constructed either for luxury, or for carrying on the
business oftjultivation. The proprietor of a moderate estate builds, we may suppose, for
his own use, a comfortable mansion on his ground, which he surroimds with stables,



coach-houses, and other such tenements suitable to a man of his fortune. He dies,
leaving five or six children, among whom the land is to be divided. What is then to
become of his house and offices ? They must evidently be on too extensive a scale for any
of his descendants to occupy, for if they were in proportion to the estate when
undivided, they must be quite out of character with only a fifth or sixth part of the
whole. None of his children, then, can be rich enough to keep up such buildings, and to
maintain the number of servants required to have them always in order. The son to
whom the paternal mansion is allotted, must therefore confine himself merely to a
comer of the dwelling-house, and thus the rest will gradually &11 into disrepair; or he
will pull it

down altogether, and build another more m accordance with his fortune. In either case,
there is a waste of the national wealth.

The same thing will happen whatever may have been the size of the estate originally, if it
is to be subdivided. It is not necessary to suppose the proprietor to have been a
gentleman living from his rents alone, and occupying a spacious house, surrounded with
all the luxuries that great riches can purchase. He may have been but a yeoman
cultivating his own domain: still, the dwelling, stables and &rm buildings suitable to a
person of his means, and to the extent of land which he had in his own hands, would be
all too great for one whose estate had been reduced perhaps by four-fifths. Thus, in all
cases, the subdivision of landed property must lead to the waste of an important part of
the wealth of the nation, consisting in country houses and farm-oflSces of every
description.

At the present day, we have an example of this on a great scale in France, where so many
old substantial mansions are either falling into ruins, or are pulled down for the sake of
the materials.* If the division of land continue to go on as it has done for the last twenty
years, there will soon be scarcely a considerable country house of any antiquity
inhabited and in good repair, from one extremity of that kingdom to

* An aasociatioD, well known under the name of the Bande Noir€y and which will
presently be taken notice of, greatly accelerates this destruction.

the other. New mansions may indeed be raised, or old ones maintained by those who,
having made fortunes by trade or manufactures, have purchased lands with a portion of
their riches; but these aLso, for the reasons above stated, will not be likely to have a long
duration. The loss of wealth by the premature decay or destruction of that which
otherwise might have lasted for ages, cannot but be very considerable.

Perhaps it may be said, that people aware of this, will probably build in a much less
substantial manner, that country houses will be erected to last only for a short time, as
in some parts of London for forty years. But even supposing this to follow, another evil
would be imavoidable, the evil of having insecure and uncomfortable dwellings,
dwellings where to dance is perilous, where thin walls protect neither from the cold of
winter, nor the heats of summer. It is evident also, that an isolated abode in the country
cannot, with any regard to safety, be built in so slight a manner as a house in town,
which receives support and defence from those adjacent.

Another objection which may be thought particularly to apply to small farms and small
properties, is drawn from the ignorance and attachment to old routine, into which an
agricultural population is at all times apt to fall, but which will become more fixed and
incurable, where cultivation is committed to a numerous and poor set of people.
Undoubtedly there is truth in this remark. The opportunities of instruc-



tion possessed by small agriculturists, derived either from books or personal
observation of the usages of Other countries or districts, must of course be limited as
their means, even supposing their minds ready to receive such instruction.
Improvements of all kinds, whether in the breed of cattle, the processes of cultivation, or
the construction of rural implements, will be more slowly adopted by such a class of
producers” than where land is occupied by a rich and more intelligent tenantry. In all
the particulars just mentioned, it is certain that at the present day, agriculture is in a
very backward state over by fer the greater part of the kingdom of France. Cattle of all
description, whether intended for food or labour, and the implements of husbandry, are
lamentably bad.* But it would not be fair to attribute this inferiority ' exclusively to the
minute division of properties. It is one of the inheritances of the old times, when land
was in general sufficiently concentrated in the hands of a few. Agriculture, of all things,
is not improved in a day, but there can be no doubt that it is in a far better state now
than before the Revolution. In a country not possessed of a body of farmers with large
capitals, the breaking up of the extensive domains of

* ** If we except some parts of French Flanders, of Alsace, of Normandy, &c. on almost
all the lands owned or farmed hj our little proprietors, the horses, males, asses, oxen,
cows, and sheep, are of a degenerate breed." Again, " In five-sixths of France, the
instruments of husbandry are still of the rudest form. They are so badly combined, they
are so ill adapted for draught, that their employment causes the loss of a half, two-
thirds, and sometimes of three-fourths of the animal force exercised.**—Dupin, " Petit
Proprietaire."

the nobility, must have been of iminense advantage to the cultivation of the country.
For, as has been observed, there is no questioning the superiority of the system of small
proprietors over that of small tenants. Still less then can it be doubted, how &r
preferable it is to the Metayer plan which formerly prevailed very generally in France,
and still does in the southern part of that kingdom, to a very considerable degree.

Much too may be done for the enlightenment of the small proprietors by the institution
of agricultural societies, such as are now formed or forming in different parts of France,
which offer premiums for the best specimens in every department of rural industry ; and
by the creation of model farms for the practical exemplification of all new
improvements.

Of such a &rm, an account is given us at full length by M. Dupin, in his little work " Le
Petit Proprie-taire/* It is situated within six leagues of Nancy, in the valley of the
Meurthe, at a place called Roville. It is composed of 190 hectares, and seems to embrace
every thing necessary for a practical school of agriculture, even a work-shop for the
construction of ploughs and other rural implements, and a distillery for potatoes.* We
are told that " at Roville, owing to an improvement in the instruments of labour, and a
more judicious employment of them, five horses and nine oxen perform as much work,
nay more than from thirty to five and thirty beasts of draught formerly

* The hectare is a good deal more than two English acres.

employed in cultivating the same domain." The mean produce of a hectare of ground in
tiie department of the Meurthe, is estimated at 28 francs 50 centimes, all expenses
deducted, whereas that of the same extent of land in the fum of Roville, is valued at 59
francs, more than double of the general average.* In 1822 this fann began to be worked
on its present plan. A greater division of labour has been introduced than has generaUy
been thought practicable in agriculture. Thus there is, 1. The chefdes attdages” or head-
man who presides over the work performed by animals. 2. The chefde main d”*ceuvre”
who directs the works executed by men. 3. The irrigator, who takes the charge of the



waters in all the lower parts, superintends the operations which the improvement of the
meadows requires, the hay crop, the drying of the arable lands in winter, &;c. 4. The
shepherd. 5. The marcaire”™ with the assistants under him, for taking care of the fatted
animals, the cows and pigs." We can easily conceive the immense ad-vantages which
may be derived from such establish-ments.

But of all the objections that can be urged against
* The account of the farm is thus given :—

Total of receipts » 47,733 francs.

Total of expenses . . 36,470

Excess of receipts . . 11,563

which, divided among 190 hectares, gives about 59 francs for each. This example, so far
as it goes, tends to show how much a scientific cultivation on a great scale tends to
increase the net produce, not only proportionally, but absolutely, agreeably to what was
said on that head in the chapter on Rent

a minute subdivision of landed property, the strongest unquestionably is derived from
the tendency which this system may be supposed to have, to run into an extreme. What
is good within certain limits, may, when carried beyond that point, be highly injurious to
the prosperity of a nation. This, I think, is manifestly true with the case before us. It is
unnecessary to enter here at large into the consequences of an extremely minute
partition of land, having already dwelt upon them when discussing the consequences of
spade husbandry, the last term in the series of progressive division. We then found, that
were such a system of cultivation universally established, all or nearly all the produce of
the soil would be consumed by those who raised it, that there would be little or no
surplus for the purchase of home manufactures, or objects of foreign commerce, or for
the maintenance of a population engaged in such branches of industry ; none for the
acquisition of works of art or genius, or for the subsistence of a class of men devoted to
these glorious pursuits. In short, that the subdivision of land pushed to its ultimate
term, led directly to barbarism.

Now, what is true of this system in its last stage, must apply.to it, though in a less
degree, before it reaches that point. Many and great evils will result from the minute
partition of land, without supposing it carried so far as to replace the plough by the
spade. If a farm be not too extensive to be superintended by one cultivator possessed of
capital and in-

telligence, it is impossible to suppose that it could be managed as well and as
economically when split into twenty separate tenements. This follows of course from the
general principles common to all occupa” tions already laid down. In the case of
agriculture in particular, we may easily conceive what a waste of capital there must be,
when farms become so small as not to give full employment even to one horse and
plough. This is the very circumstance which would gradually lead to the substitution of
the spade, for it would be far too expensive to keep a horse for the cultivation of a mere
spot of ground. But, before farms become so very minute, the waste of capital or of
labour might still be considerable. Thus, suppose an extent of land at present occupied
by one individual, and which fully employs five and twenty horses. If this farm come to
be divided into ten separate and equal establishments, it is evident that as two horses
will not suffice for each, three must in every case be required ; so that a space formerly
worked with twenty-five horses, cannot now be tilled without thirty. In order to avoid



this expense, if the cultivators content themselves with two horses a-piece, it is clear that
much must be done by the spade. In the one instance there is a waste of capital, in the
other of labour.

One way, indeed, to obviate this inconvenience would be, that several small proprietors
should keep a horse and plough between them. An association of this sort might, if
generally practised, be highly ad-

vantageouSy and something similar is in truth quite indispensable to the coexistence of
plough husbandry, and the use of animal power, with the continued subdivision of land.
It is easy, however, to foresee to how many disputes this joint-stock work must give
rise.* Take, again, any of the more costly agricultural machines, a thrashing-mill for
instance. For one or two, probably even half a dozen very small proprietors, the expense
of such an instrument would be quite out of the question, for besides the orig”al cost
and repairs, there must be several horses to move it, wherever water power is not to be
found. And how are even half a dozen people to be got to agree on the respective shares
they are to take in such an undertaking as the buUding, repairing, and working of a
thrashing-mill ? This instance will give us some idea of the obstacles which a minute
partition of land creates to the introduction of improvements in agricultural industry.

The evils of an excessive division of land being fully admitted, it may, however, be said,
that the practice of leaving property in the soil equally shared

* A more feasible plan is that iu which the petty cultivatora hire from their more wealthy
neighbours horses and ploughs for the occasion. This to my own knowledge is practised
in Savoy, where land 18 much dirided among small proprietors. The plough, oxen, and a
man to guide, are all hired for so much a-day. Notwithstanding this expedient, spade
husbandry is much used. Many, I suppose, cannot afford the expense eyen of hiring, and
so rather give their own Ubour. Besides, the larger gross produce obtained by the spade
is a main object with very small proprietors. The same expedient is adopted in
8witzcrhiud, but there also the spade is much employed.

among all the children of a family, does not neces* sarily lead to this too great
subdivision, but that the very experience of these evils suggests a cure, so that the
system corrects itself. In other words, that the owners finding it contrary to their
interests to break up the farm, wiU keep it entire *

There are various ways in which this is possible. First, all the children, on the death of
their father, who is supposed to leave his estate equally amongst them, may agree to live
together, and to cultivate the land in common. This it is evident, may be possible
enough, so long as they remain single, but must become more and more inconvenient,
perhaps impossible, when they marry and have fiunilies. They might, no doubt, still
continue to labour in common, though they occupied separate houses on the property.
But the natural love that every man has for possessing something exclusively belonging
to himself, must always be opposed to this system, but especially when the members no
longer live together, and have wives and children of their own. A separate interest then
springs up, which ill accords with a community of property.

Secondly, one of the sons may take upon himself the sole management of the conmion
possession, en-

* 1d the fourth number of the Westminster RevieMr, there is a very able'article on the
subject now before ds, in which the writer, ai”oin” against the privilege of
primogeniture, fully allows the'evils of a great subdivision of farms, but collects all his
force to prove that the equal partition of landed property leads to no such result. On this



account I have been induced to dwell on the point in question longer perhaps than to
many may Seem necessary.

gaging to pay annually to each of the others a due portion of the total return, until he be
able to give them a principal in money equal to their shares in land. They, on the other
hand, may be supposed to go and seek their fortune where best they may. But
independently of the difficulty of a man's making his way in the world when he has so
very little to b~ in with, as must be the case with him whose income is derived from a
small bit of land, which is not supposed to be sold, and the value of which his brother
may perhaps never be able to pay him in capital; we must bear in mind how very much
opposed this plan is, to all the habits and feelings of the little proprietor. He is naturally
attached to the soil on which he has been brought up, and to a country life and pursuits;
he detests the idea of removal to any other spot, and still more of a change of
occupation.* All persons educated among the fields and woods have these sentiments,
more or less, inherent in them, but the little proprietor above all others. The notion of
having a bit of land which he can call his own

* A remarkable instance of the attachment of country people to the place of their birth, I
remember to have beard mentioned by M. Say in one of his public lectures at Paris. He
had been at considerable trouble and expense in removing” a number of labourers from
the de* partment of the Oise, where it seems they were badly off, to another part of
France, where he knew they could get employment on better terms. Well, in no long
time they were all back again in their former situation. It is the poorest and most
numerous class which is most firmly rooted to the soil, chiefly from a total ignorance of
any other place than that in which they have been born and brought up. It is almost as
great an effort for a poor labourer to change his pariah, as for a rich man to change his
country.

faipds \dm am”ing]j to the soil, aad it must fae a stremg inducement indeed that can
lead him to quit it, and embark his fortunes on t"e uncertain ocean of a world to 1*iin
upknown.

However ijtiuch a certain class of writers may snee” at the brutal ignorai”ce, as it is
called, of the rustic who would rather vegetate on his native spot of ground than
endeavour to push his forti*ie elsewhere, who would prefer seeing the family estate
disadvan-tageously cut up, to separating himself from it for ever, still it cannot be
denied that men have feelings often sufficiently strong to make theni act contrary lo
their material interests, even when th”se are evidently seen. Much more must this be
the case, when the expediency, in an economical point of view, is perhaps not so clear to
the individual concerned, af to more cool and enlightened' observers. We mus” always
reipember that man has interests of various kinds, and though wealth be a principal
object of desire, it is far from being the only one.*

«

* It were well bad this very erident proposition been always attended to. But tboQu”™h
allowed perbaps in words, it has in our days been often foi”~tten in ai“ument Thus,
when it is said that man is exclusively governed by his interest, if by this word be meant
every kind of iotarest material and immaterial, the statement may be quite correct. But
this sense being too vague for the purpose of certain writers, they have contrived to
foi”et it in the course of their investigations, and have substituted another and much
more restricted signification of the term. When taken to mean merely that coarse,
palpable interest which can be touched, tasted, and handled, then, though the
conclusions drawn from such a definition may be perfectly logical, yet as the premises
on which they are founded, namely, that in this sense man is exclusively governed by his



interest, are decidedly erroneous, of course the deductions, if not entirely fidse, must at
least be liable to great limi-

2a

It may, however, be asked, Why must the little proprietor change his place of residence
and his occupation ? May he not let his land to his brother or any other person, and
serve for hire as a day labourer, either on his own ground, or in the neighbourhood.
Thus, his taste for a country life might be gratified, and yet the paternal estate kept
entire. Let us then see whether his interest, merely as wealth is concerned, would really
prompt him thus to act.

His land, it is said, might be let, and rent obtsuned for it, his little capital lent, and
interest received for it, and his labour ofiered to others. But, in this way, it is evident, he
would realise only three kinds of revenue instead of four. He would receive rent,
interest, and wages, but no profits of enterprise. In order to gain them, he must
superintend the cultivation of his own ground, and if so, it will surely be better for him
to employ his own labour and that of his family upon it, than to hire others for the
purpose. Therefore, in no way can his land, capital, and labour, bring him in so large an
income on the whole, as by tilling with his ot”ti hands his little property. Nor is this all.
Were he to let his little patch of land, not only would he lose the profits of enterprise,

tatioDS. Epicurus ooniidered Pleasure as the summum banum, and in his sense of the
word, perhaps” he was right. His disciples, however, chose to take it in its more usual
and confined sigfnifioation, and thus what in the hands of the master was really a
system of phiioeophy, became in those of his followers a mere excuse for immorality and
profaneness.

O-~O00w »-
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but also he would be deprived of that which affords a profitable occupation for all his
extra hours. It is not always that a day labourer can find full employment. On such
occasions his own land affords a sure resource against the waste of time, and usefully
engages those hours or days which otherwise would be spent in idleness. It must
therefore manifestly be the interest of the peasant to keep his small estate in his own
hands. It has already been remarked how much work is really done in this way at odd
moments. Besides, the feelings of security thence derived is a most urgent motive to this
line of conduct. By having a property of his own in which he may usefully vest his
labour, he is in a degree relieved from that sense of dependence and precariousness
which is felt by those who rely solely on others for employment and subsistence. So
strong indeed do I believe this motive to be, that even could it be proved that the
peasant might probably make more in the course of the year by selling or letting his little
patrimony, and serving others as a day labourer, and also, what is important, could he
be made sensible of this, still he would prefer the feeling of independence and security
arising from keeping it in his own hands, to the imcertain prospect of a larger income.
Security is one of the first wants of man, and its attainment the principal object of all
law and government.

In what has here been said, I am sufficiently borne out by the experience we have of
France and other countries where the system of equal partition pre-

vails. The exceedingly high price there paid for land by the peasantry, amply proves how
much thej hold to it So £Bur, indeed, is this partiality carried, that Iq Savoy, to my



personal knowledge, it b very common for the country people to buy land on credit, and
work the price out of the soil, paying it by instalments.

Thirdly, i£, in order to pay off his brother's portions, the one who took upon himself the
charge of the whole property should borrow money on mortgage, this would put him in
a very dependent and disagreeable position, being all his life hampered with a debt,
which he might never be able to discharge. Instead of having his brothers for creditors,
he would have strangers, who, no doubt, would be more rigidly exacting of their dues.*

Rather than place himself in such a position, it would be better that the whole should be
sold, and the price divided, which forms the fourth' way in which each may have a share
of the common inheritance, and yet the landed estate remain entire. But, besides that
this requires the consent of all the parties, which must often be impossible to obtain, I
may remark, that much the same motives will operate to prevent this arrangement,
which we foimd to exist in the second case, K they are to remain where they were, and
work as day-labourers, the arguments against

* In France, at the present day, the high interest of monej borrowed on niortga”, before
noticed, most effectually prevent this expedient ajcainst diyision of farms beingf much
resorted to.

selling, as drawn from pecuniary considerations, and the feeling of security, are exactly
similar to those against letting. The possession of a capital obtained by the sale might
indeed enable them to become fanners on other people's land. But, in this way, they
would realize but three sorts of revenue out of the four, for to rent they would not be
entitled, and though their income might nevertheless be as great or greater, on account
of the larger amoimt of gross profit derived from a capital more considerable, and
perhaps its better application, yet they could not enjoy the same feeling of security and
independence which are among the principal charms of landed property. To a change of
place and of occjupation, on the other hand, powerful motives are opposed, attachment
to the spot of one's nativity, where care-less childhood and buoyant youth have alike
been passed, and love of coimtry habits and country recreations. Can we suppose that a
set of rustics, who all their lives have been employed in the labours of the field, and
whose hours of leisure have been given up to village amusements, will change their
habits in a moment when the head of the family dies, and quit the only sort of business
with which they are familiar, to go and learn new trades, and mingle in societies to them
indifferent or disagreeable ? Surely it requires no very deep knowledge of human nature,
to prove that such sudden transformations are of rare occurrence. Man is the creature of
habit, especially as years advance, but an agricultural population most

of all, as is shown by their great attachment to routine, and the difficulty of making them
change any of their old established customs.

But even suppose the estate to be sold, still, it by no means follows that it is sold
undivided. Nay, the contrary, is, to say the least, fully as probable. The reasons for this
opinion may be seen above, under the head of rent. We there saw that when once landed
property becomes an object of general desire to the rural population of any country, and
is considered principally as a subject on which their labour and little stock may find
constant employment, it will bear a much higher price than where it is looked upon
chiefly as an advantageous investment for capital, in which last case, its value will
depend upon the rate of interest. In proof of this, I instanced the price of land in France
at' the present day, where notwithstanding interest is higher than in England, forty
years'purchase is not uncommonly paid for that species of property. And what renders
the proof more complete is, that before the Revolution, and consequently before the
breaking up of the large domains, not more than twenty years' purchase was usually



given.

Partly from the above reasons, partly from the incessant division of fortunes
diminishing the number of persons capable of bidding for any considerable extent of
ground, it now constantly happens in France, that when an estate of any size is to be
sold, it is found more advantageous to dispose of it in lots than undivided. M. Dupin
informs us, that so great is the

competition for land among the peasantry, that companies as well as wealthy
individuals sometimes buy an estate for the express purpose of selling it again in lots.
He states that a man will work for twenty years in order to purchase a piece of ground,
for which he pays a price out of all proportion with the rent. The existence of these
companiiBS is a fact well known. They are called the Bande Noire, being so stigmatised
by the nobles, because, when they purchase an old domain, for the sake of disposing of it
to the peasantry at a much higher rate, they demolish the ancient mansion and sell the
materials. Associations of this sort exist not only in France, but in other countries where
the system of equal partition prevails, in Savoy for instance, where, since the French
invasion that practice has been commonly introduced. The difference between the price
paid for land by these companies, and that at which they sell it to the people, is, I am
told, astonishingly great.

Thus does experience support the truth of the statement I have made, that in a country
where equality of partition was universal, even if all the members of a &mily should
agree to sell the patrimonial acres, from a consciousness that it was more for their
interest so to do, than for each to cultivate his little share, still, the property may not,
after all, remain entire.

These are the different expedients which we may suppose resorted to, in order to put a
stop to the too great subdivision of land, consequent upon equality of

partition among ail the children of a fianilj, and though one or other of them may
occasionally be adc”ted, especially among the upper classes, yet so many are the
obstacles to such expefents, that I cannot conceiye they will ever become so general as
eftctually to check the undue splitting of farming establishments. At most, they will only
retard in certain localities the natural tendency of things, but cannot prevent these
fix>m ultimately running their course.

But as land, whatever it may be in mathematics” is in real life certainly not divisible ad
infinitum” this partition constantly progressing, must some time or other come to a
stop. Now” what-is to arrest it ? I confess I see no cause sufficiently powerfid, but what
shall limit the increase of population. When land has become universally cut up to such
a degree, that if again split into parts, a family could not possibly be supported on a
fraction of it, then indeed will an effectual stop be put to its division. But some may say,
what is to hinder the little proprietor firom serving as a day-labourer for hire, if his time
and strength are more than sufficient for the cultivation of his'own patch of ground, and
if he cannot support his family from it alone ? But those who make this objection forget,
that although this would be very possible, and is in reality practised, in countries where
the system has not yet been pushed to its ultimate consequences, yet in a state of
society, sudi as dbove supposed, no one would stand in need of labourers; for when land

was once universally split up into small properties, each cultivated by its owner, every
person would be in the same condition, having plenty of labour to dispose of, and
demanding none. The value of labour would in such a case be reduced to little or
nothing. The peculiar and essential tendency of the small proprietor system is to fix
people to the soil, and to cause more persons to be occupied upon it than can find fiill



and profitable employment for their capital and industry. The population of a country in
which this i”rstem prevails, may not be so great as that of another where labour is better
applied, and most likely it will not increase so rapidly from the smallness of the net
produce. For, it is on the amount of the net produce that the fiiture enlargement of the
population mustdepend. But, unless the preventive check operate with peculiar force, it
will have a strong tendency to become redimdant, and each family sufficing for the
cultivation of its own domain, there will be little room for any extra laboiurers. In such a
state of society, these could not find subsistence; in order to live, it would be necessary
to have a bit of ground, and some little capital to work it. Hence, a great competition for
land, and its high price, whether sold or let.*

It appears then that when once land had become exceedingly subdivided, the market
price of labour would be reduced to little or nothing, and the occu-

* This priaciple has helped as to explain the high Irish rents. See Chiq>ter on Rent.

piers of the soil would have no resource beyond the cultivation of their own little
properties. When these came to be so small, that a family could not be supported on the
produce of the separate portions, supposing division pushed still farther, then indeed
the progress of population must be arrested, either by a decrease in marriages, or by the
horrible check of £unine and disease. And the population becoming stationary, ofcourse
the fiirther division of land would cease. Here, then, we arrive at the natural limits of the
system.

For some time, however, before this limit was attained, the condition of the little
proprietor would be very miserable. The state of the small cultivator in a country where
there are none but very small ones, must be far more precarious than that of a day la.
bourer in other parts of the world. Depending entirely for subsistence on the produce of
his little farm, if any accident befall the crop, which, from the mutability of the season,
and from sudden storms, must be sometimes expected, he has no resource, for, as has
been shewn, nobody stands in need of his labour, which is therefore worth nothing.
Labour is useful to him, only because he has a spot of ground on whioh to apply it, in the
market it is of little or no value. If his own crop fail for one year, how then is he to
subsist till the revolution of the seasons brings round another? Unless he previously
have accumulated something, starvation must stare him in the &ce. Surely the condition
of a day labourer in most other countries is preferable to this. His labour is not

bound down as it were to a spot, there to be exercised with advantage, or no where else;
on the contrary, if he does not find employment in one quarter, he generally will in
another. In reality, his life is more free, and his existence more secure than that of the
petty proprietor, in a country where the subdivision of land has become universal. Of
course, it is only on this latter supposition that the small proprietor is worse off than the
day labourer, for until the splitting of territorial possessions has become so general as to
render labour of little value in the market, he combines the advantages which belong to
both conditions. But it is the ultimate consequences of any system which we must
steadily bear in view, and not suffer our sight to be dazzled by temporary appearances,
however brilliant. This observation I consider particularly to apply to the subject before
us. Within certain limits, the division of landed property must be looked upon as highly
desirable, as the source of great advantages, moral, political, and economical. But once
establish the custom of equal partition among all the members of a femily, and there is
the”greatest danger that these limits will be passed, and the system pushed on till it
terminate in universal poverty and barbarism.

Even in more fortimate circumstances, the life of very small proprietors has its peculiar
evils. We have already seen that they toil much more than any day labourer coidd be



induced to do. Indeed, they are perhaps oflen incUned to over-work themselves.
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Their life is also far firom devoid of anxiety, for as they depend on the coming crop, not
only for imine-diate subsistence, but likewise for the reimbursement of their little
capital, a failure in the return would endanger all. In this respect they are subject to
much greater care and watchfulness than he who has nothing to depend on but his daily
labour. They are perpetually tormented with the fear of some disaster, and with
thoughts of what can be done to prevent it, while at the period of harvest in particular,
they can rest neither by day nor by night, till the crop is secured. From these evils at
least, the common labourer is free.

The principle I have endeavoured to establish is this, that no causes seem sufficiently
powerful to give an effectual check to the division of properties and fanps but those
which arrest the progress of population. The extent, then, to which the.former is carried,
will depend upon the latter, and the extreme consequences of the system may be long of
being felt, or may even be completely obviated, where the preventive check, consisting
in prudence and foresight, is so strong as to retard very much the increase of population,
or to put a stop to it altogether. Prom this cause, no doubt, it happens that in certain
coim-tries wherQ the system of equal partition has long prevailed, its evil consequences
have not yet been fully felt. Such is the case in a great part of Switzerland, in many
cantons of which scarcely a very poor person is to be seen, and no beggars, but an air of

comfort and neatness universally prevails.* Gentry there are hardly any, a general
equality prevails, and all have a competence. I know of no spectacle more agreeable than
is presented to the traveller in that really happy country.

It must, however, be allowed that, this is not a feii* representation of every part of that
little republic. In some cantons, the Valais for instance, poverty is sufficiently manifest,
and disease its usual attendant; while in others, as Berne, a landed aristocracy is not
unknown-f But, in the most favourable view of the case, however much we may be
delighted with the aspect of a country where the small proprietor system has long
prevailed, and allowing this system to have been one main cause of its prosperity,
though free government and a pure religion must also be taken into account, yet we
must hesitate before concluding that what is a source of happiness in a limited district,
would be beneficial if universaUy adopted. It would indeed be rash to pronounce that
plan in general desirable, the tendency of which certainly is to establish a general
mediocrity not of for-tui”e only, but of knowledge and intelligence, and to

* M. de Stael informs lu that in the part of Switzerland more par-tioolarly known to him,
the increase of popolation for forty years pre-Tious had been little perceptible. * Lettres
sur TAngleterre/' lettre y.

t A singular usage prevaik in the canton of Berne. It is there the custom, as I am told on
good authority, to give the land to the youngest. This may help to explain the greater
prevalence of aristocracy in that canton. It is but fair to remark, that both in internal
prosperity, and in political influence, Berne has always been particularly distinguished
among the confederate states.

prevent the growth of superiority in every depart-ment. I have said that in many parts of
Switzerland gentry are almost miknown. Accordingly, little farmers, graziers, and cow-
feeders, compose the legislative assemblies of those districts. How &r such persons are
fitted for the offices they discharge, w”e * may in part learn from the late squabbles and
split-' ting of cantons already sufficiently small. But were they even better calculated



than they appear to be for the business of legislation, surely the same talents which may
serve to regulate the petty affiiirs of a Swiss canton, might be totally unequal to conduct
the various and complicated interests of an extensive kingdom. But the constant
division of land must tend more and more to do away with that class of persons, who,
being freed from the necessity of bodily labour, have leisure to devote themselves to
intellectual pursuits, whether with a view to take a part in the government of their
country, or to aid in nourishing the torch of science, and transmitting it from generation
to generation. A small state surrounded by nations differently circumstanced, and from
whose literary stores it can freely borrow, is in a very different condition from what it
woidd be if left to its own resources. But it is to the consequences of the practice under
consideration, supposing it to be generally adopted, that we must chiefly look.

Since we have foimd that the only effectual check to the continued subdivision of land,
arises from the

slow increase, and ultimately stationary condition of the population, it becomes a
question of great interest, whether the small proprietor system be or be not favourable
to a rapid augmentation of inhabitants. Many seem to take it for granted, that no plan is
so likely to lead to this result as the one we are now considering. In this, I confess, I
think them completely mistaken.

In what class of persons do we find the most improvidence ? In that which possesses
nothing, but is dependent entirely on daily labour for support. As soon as a man has
something he can call his own, the desire of improving his condition gains strength by a
nearer prospect of the possibility of success. Having something to lose, he is no longer
careless, having the hope of more, he becomes prudent and economical. When, on the
other hand, a man is possessed of little or nothing beyond his daily bread, and the
clothes on his back, so distant is the view of an improved existence, and so difficult the
first steps towards it, that it seems less worth while to resist the present temptation.
Hence, in all countries, the lowest class of all is the most reckless and improvident; and
the greater the necessity for restraint, the less is it practised. How infinitely more
imprudent is the miserable Irish cotter than the well-fed and well lodged English
labourer !

But nothing is so likely to quicken foresight and curb present indulgence, as the
possession of a small bit of ground. Tliis gives the dignity and feeling of

independence which property of 6very kind has a tendency to inspire, but landed
property especially. A man actuated by such sentiments is not likely to run into follies or
extravagancies, above all, to form imprudent matrimonial connexions, which he well
knows must entail poverty upon himself and his posterity.

So £ir as our experience extends, it fidly corroborates the truth of the above conclusions.
I have already alluded to the case of Switzerland, where the preventive check to
population has been very powerfully felt. But an example of this kind, on a much greater
scale, is offered to us by the extensive kingdom of France, in which, as we know, equality
among all the children of a family b imiversally practised, and, for the most part, even
enforced by law. Now, we know, from the results of the census taken every five years in
that country, that the population has for some time past increased much more slowly
than in the other great monarchies of Europe. The difference in this respect between it
and Great Britun and Prussia is very striking indeed. Even in Austria the population
augments much more quickly than in France.*

* According to M. Dupin, of all the great states of Europe, Prottia 18 that which has
increased the roost rapidly io popalation since the peace of 1815, and France the least



Prussia would double its inhabitants in 26 years. Great Britain in 4<2, Russia in 66,
Austria in 69, and France in 105. ** Forces Productives et Commerciales de la France.*
Pfcris, 1827, Lir. i. Ch. iv.

Perhaps the slow progress of population in the last country, may also in part be
attributed to the slow increase of wealth, which, if true, would tend to prove how
uniaTOurable is the system of diTisioa to the

The observations just made apply only where land is occupied by a number of small
proprietors. The case is very different where it is held by a small tenantry. The petty
tenant is neither a proprietor, nor has the feelings of one. He is always dependent more
or less upon his landlord, which serves to keep down his spirit, and he knows that the
ameliorations he may bestow upon the soil do not descend as a heritage to his children,
but after a time, become beneficial only to his superior. He cannot, therefore, be
supposed to have either the dignity, industry, or foresight of the little proprietor.

Accordingly, the most striking instances we know of an excessive subdivision of farming
establishments, and of the evils resulting from it, are to be found in

advance of national opulence. The example of France as compared with England affords,
so far as it goes, a corroboration of th*e truth of tvhat has been said above ; ** That the
population of a country in which this system prevails may not be so great as that of one
where labour is better applied, and most likely it will not increase so rapidly, from the
smallness of the net produce.”" Another cause of this slow increase is the greater
prevalence of the preventive check. Labour and capital are employed in most branches
of industry, probably less productively in France than in England. The work of M. Dupin
just quoted, bears ample testimony to this. On the other hand, notwithstanding the gay
character of our neighbours, they are more prudent and less extravagant than we.
Comparatively speaking, it may be said, that the English get rich by toil, the French by
economy. For the inferiority of the French in production, three causes in particular have
been assigned by the Commiiisioners of inquiry appointed at different times. First, the
bad slate of internal communications; secondly” the high rate of interest resulting from
the want of credit; thirdly, the inferior skill of the workmen and roasters as compared
with the English. The two former causes apply to all branches of industry; the last to
some only, particularly the mechanical arts, for in the chemical, our neighbours are our
equals in knowledge and address, and often, I believe, our superiors.

2b

countries where the system of small tenantry prevails. We have only to turn to Ireland as
an example of this. Assuredly, that island could never have arrived at its present
wretched condition, but for the plan of sub-letting, which has covered the land with mud
cabins and potatoe gardens. This system coming into operation among a people
naturally reckless and improvident, accustomed to marry mider twenty years of age, has
there been pushed to its ultimate consequences, and its further progress is now checked
only by the scourges of famine and pestilence. By far the greater part of the excesses
committed in that country are in reality owing to a squabble for land, with-out a portion
of which there is no security against starvation. Most of the cruelties exercised arise
from vengeance for being dispossessed of the only means of gaining a livelihood, and
have not robbery for their object. No doubt, crimes are perpetrated on account of tithes
also; but as compared with the other, this is but a trifling source of commotion. To turn
a tenant out of a farm is often as much as a man's life is worth.

I say that the holding a bit of land is the only way of gaining a subsistence, for exactly in
agreement with what, from theory, we found would be the ultimate consequences of the



system of division, there is such a superabundance of labour, that very little indeed can
be got for it; so that those who wish to turn it to account, are obliged to take a journey to
England for that purpose.

Before the introduction of large grazing farms, the

system of cultivation by small tenants was very prevalent in the Highlands of Scotland.
But this class of persons was in general very poor and needy, always in arrear of rent,
and therefore at the mercy of the landlord. And as Mr. Malthus observes, in no part of
Great Britain was the population so redundant as in that district of the island. This is the
case in some places still, as on the banks of Loch Tay, where the small patches of com
and potatoes mark the minute subdivision of tenements.

The great check to imprudent marriages among country people is, the diflSculty of
getting a bit of ground for building a cottage to shelter the young couple, and from
which something like a provision for a family may be expected. By the practice of
splitting £gtrms, the first obstacle to their union is removed, and an illusory prospect of
secure subsistence held out, and where the character of those who occupy the soil has
not been elevated by the feelings which property has a strong tendency to create, there
we may well suppose that a redundant and miserable population will spread over the
land.

It is now time to inquire what further proo& can be derived from experience, in support
of the conclusions above arrived at from reasoning, that where it is the custom to leave
landed property equally among all the children of a family, a great subdivision of the soil
will really take place, in spite of the inconve” niences which niay be found to attend it;
and that

all the expedients which may be devised, iu order to prevent this partition, will not be so
commonly adopted as to make any material difference in the general result. And here we
must again have recourse to the example of France, as being the country with which we
are best acquainted, and the only one where we have an opportunity of seeing the
system tried on wot extensive scale.

In 1827, not forty years had elapsed since the famous law was passed enforcing the
equal division of all kinds of property among the sons and daughters of a family. And
though by the present law, a father has always the power to dispose as he pleases of a
certain portion of his fortune, varying according to the number of his children, but in all
cases sufficient to allow of his making one son twice as rich as any of his brothers, yet so
completely has the spirit of the legislative enactment passed into the minds of the
people, that this permission is very very rarely actdd upon. Were the compulsory
disposition abolished to” morrow, there would probably be no change in the practice,
popular feeling and custom would be found as powerful as law. But whether the system
of equality be the effect of the one or the other, whether voluntary or compulsory, can
make no difference in its economical results. Now, let us see what has been the influence
of this system on the division of the soil. In 1827, not forty years, as I have observed,
since the law was passed, the number of landed proprietors in France had increased to
four millions, as we learn

from M. C. Dupin, an excellent authority on all such matters. We shall have some idea of
the enormous difference between France and England in this respect, when we know
that the number of landed estates in the latter kingdom is but thirty-two thousand.* If
we take, then, the very moderate computation of four individuals, on the average, to a
family, we shall have sixteen millions of individuals in France having a direct interest in
the soil as proprietors, or as the wives and children of such. Now, this is exactly one half



of the whole population of the kingdom. If we supposed families to average five
individuals each, then the number of persons in the above condition would be twenty
millions, or nearly two-thirds of all the inhabitants* " Since the Revolution," says M.
Dupin, in his larger work, " almost four-fiiths of the agricultural population have
become proprietors, and enjoy, as heads of families, a landed revenue of more than 64
francs," equal to about two pounds eleven shillings. Such was the state of landed
property at ter scarcely forty years' trial of the system of equality.f And we know, for a
certainty, that during the fifteen

* As by Eoffland, forei”ers almost aWays mean Great Britain; I suppose that, in the
above statement of M. Dupin, Scotland is comprehended. Be this as it may, the
difference is immense. See the " Petit Proprietaire.”

f It is proper to remark, that, strictly speaking, the practice of equal division did uotfirst
begin in France at the Revolution, but existed pre-yiously in some parts, especially in
those districts where the Roman laiv prevailed; pai/s de droit ecrit. Thus, we find Arthur
Young already deploring the consequences ofthe splitting of properties. The fact is
corroborated by M. de Stael. ** Lettres sur 1'Angleterre," liCttre IV.

years from 1815 to 1830, subdiviBion has gone on at a very rapid rate. This is a fact
ascertained bj an actual survey of the property of the country at differ-- ent times during
that period. It is proved, moreover/ by the continued decrease in the number of persons
qualified to elect the members of the Chamber of Deputies. Under the government
subverted by the Revolution of July, this privilege was confined to those paying 300
francs, or twelve pounds sterling”, direct taxes. By direct taxes, is meant not only the
land-tax, whi h, however, is by fiur the most important of all the public burdens, but also
the taxes on doors and windows, on furniture and the person, besides the patente paid
by people in business, which varies with the extent of their dealings. But, as I have said,
the land-tax is by far the most considerable of all the taxes, whether direct or indirect,
and amounted, according to the budget for 1828, to 211 millions of francs, or nearly 8i”
millions sterling, being more than a fifth of the whole public revenue. The total of the
direct taxes for the same year was 289 millions of francs. Now, when the Bourbons first
i*etumed, the body of electors was about 130,000, which number, however, in fiifteen
years, had declined to 80,000, chiefly in consequence of the splitting of landed property.
In 1815, there were 130,000 proprietors, whether of land or of houses, having estates
sufliciently large to permit of their paying twelve pounds of direct taxes to government;
in 1830, no more than 80,000 were found rich enough to be as-

a

sessed to that amount. This surely is very startling* But, to continue* Soon after the last
Revolution, the common qualification for elector was lowered from 800 francs to 200,
from twelve to eight pounds; and for some particular classes of persons whose capacity
was supposed to be proved by their literary station, or by the exercise of some one of the
learned professions, this was still £trther reduced to four pounds. But with all this, the
number of electors in France is still no more than 180,000. Supposing npne of these to
pay less than eight pounds, (which is not likely to be the case, for a few, as I have
observed, may exercise that function on being rated at four pounds only,) it then
follows, that, of the four million of small landed proprietors existing in that country, as
well as of the proprietors of houses, there are not above 180,000 whose possessions are
sufficiently ample to permit of their contributing so much as eight pounds directly to
government, although, in 1835, the land-tax amount” ed to 250 millions of francs, or 10
millions sterling, fully a fourth of the whole State revenue, and the total of direct taxes to
359 millions of francs.”



In the year 1829,1 was present at a lecture, on this very subject of the division of landed
property in France, delivered by M. Comte, son-in-law of the late celebrated political
economist M. Say, and him-

* It was stated the other day in oue of the best French nevirspapers. Journal des Debate
: *< There are bits of land which figure on the rolls of direct taxes for 5 centimes (one
halfpenny”) and which, consequently, are worth about 20 francs (16 shillings). Many
are rated at 10 and

15 centimes” and are, therefore, worth 40 or 60 francs."
2

self the author of several much esteemed publicaiions: The lecturer, like all other
Frenchman of the present school, was evidently attached to the system of equality ; but
still, it was clear, that the fitcts which he had collected were so very remarkable, as in
some degree to stagger his preconceived opinion. Sonie of these facts I shall now
mention. In 1825, the number of immoveable profperties in France was stated in the
official documents at ten millions. But we must not consider the number of proprietors
equal by any means to this, and that for two reasons. First, the same individual has in
some instances more possessions than one, quite separate from each other; secondly,
the real number of properties is less than it appears to be, from the same being
sometimes counted twice over. This depends upon the peculiar manner in which the
assessment for the land-tax is made. A sum is first fixed for each departmeiit by the
annual law of Finance, then this amount is divided among the an-ondissemeiits by the
council general of the department, again the sum allotted to each arrondissement is
subdivided among the cofnmunes or parishes” by the council of the arrondissement;
lastly, the portion of each commune is distributed among the separate properties by
persons appointed for that purpose. In this way, it is the communes in the last instance
which are charged with the assessment, and as the number of properties in each,
commune is reckoned separately, if an estate happen to lie partly in one, partly in
another, it will be rated in both

for the part belonging to each respectively; and thus in summing up the whole number
of properties in the kingdom, there will sometimes appear to be two, where in reality
there is but one. Now, as the communes are very numerous, we can easily conceive that
this double reckoning must frequently happen. We must also bear in mind, that the
above estimation of properties includes houses as well as land. Thus much I thought it
necessary to say, in order that the reader might not suppose, that, in 1825, any thing like
10 millions of landed proprietors existed in France. Indeed we learn from M. Dupin,
that about this time there were foiu* millions of these. But to proceed. In 1825, then,
there were in France ten millions of estimated properties. Of these there were but
17,000 paying, in that year, one thousand francs (forty pounds) of direct taxes and
upwards. Descending in the scale, the number of properties becomes more and more
considerable, as we lower the sum at which they are assessed, until we arrive at those
which contribute to the State only 20 francs, (16 shillings) and under. Of these there
were no fewer than 7 millions. But this is not all. In comparing the returns for 1826
with those for 1825, we find a most astonishing increase in the number of properties in
that one year. They had altogether increased by more than 200,000, biit those paying
1000 francs and upwards, had diminished by no less than di.fourth. Continuing to
descend in the scale.

the number had diminished, but less and less in pro” portion as the assessment
lowered, until arriving at those contributing from 20 to 30 francs, when first an increase
was found. But in the last class, paying 20 francs and under, the enlargement of



numbers was very great, not less than upwards of half a million; so that whereas, in
1825, there were of this description but 7”* million of properties, in 1826 there were
more than 8 millions. These facts require no comment.*

In addition to the above, I may mention, that whereas M. Dupin stated, as we have seen,
in a work published in 1827, the number of actual proprietors of the soil to be four
millions; only two years after, he observed in the Chamber of Deputies that there were
four millions and a half of families possessed of land. The remarks of the same writer
ftiUy confirm the truth of what has been before said, that the splitting up of territorial
possessions is favoured not only directly by the law and custom of equality among all the
children of a family, but also by a circumstance, which no doubt may be traced to the
same custom as its origin, namely, that an estate sells better when cut. up into lots, than
when kept entire. The immediate cause of this is the great competition for land

* By an account published id 1835, I perceive that, according to the latest survey, the
number of coles (quotas) for the direct taxes, which expresses the estimated number of
properties, whether in land or houses, has risen to 10,814,000. In 1826, it was
10,296,000, and in the preceding year, less by upwards of 200,000.

on the part of the peasantry, the reasons for which, in a former part of this Essay, I have
already endeavoured to explain.

But other proofs from experience still remain be-hixid.

So far as my own observation has extended, in those countries where the system of
equal partition prevails, the peasants always cultivate with their own hands that portion
of ground which falls to their share, rarely, if ever, disposing of it in any other way;
unless it were too large for them fully to turn to account, in which case they might let a
part. However minute may be the family inheritance, it must still be subdivided among
the sons at least, if not the daughters. In whatever country I have travelled where the
above system is practised, the constant answer to my inquiries, as to what became of the
family estate after the death of the father, has been, that each takes his share to occupy
and cultivate himself. In France, Savoy and Switzerland, I never got any other
statement. Among the upper classes, I am aware that the case is often different. Family
arrangements are frequently made, by which the patrimony in land is preserved entire.
But with the peasantry, who form the great number, the re-' verse almost always occurs.

Indeed, the very aspect of the land in those countries where the system of equal
partition has long prevailed, and in particular the substitution of spade for

plough husbandry, is sufficient to prove its minute subdivision.

A great deal of territory in Flanders, Savoy, and Switzerland is cultivated in this
primitive manner. M. De Stael, who resided in the Canton de Vaud” where the plan of
equality has long been established, in arguing against the privilege of primogeniture,
does not deny that the district around Coppet, the place of his abode, was split up into
very minute properties. " Around me,*' says he, " the lands are divided to such a degree,
that the greater nrnnber of properties are less than an acre."* This precisely agrees with
my own experience of Switzerland. I have often spoken to these petty proprietors, who
have pointed out to me the extent of their domains, sometimes but a small'fraction of an
acre.

Let us now see what is the actual condition of that inunense body of persons who in
France are owners of the soil. The picture” wliich M. Dupin

« *o Lettres sur rAng”leterre," Lettre V. The French arpent is rery nearly the same as the



English acre. M. de 8tael, after having mada the above assertion, goes on to say, that in
spite of this, no conn try in Europe presents such a picture of prosperity. '* Far from the
population being redundant, labour is there higher than in any other continental
state.** In 1835, the price of conamou labour about Lausanne was ten batz a-day, equal
nearly to fifteeopence, which, as provisions are reasonable, must be considered good
wages. The best wheatea bread is three-halfpence the pound, and meat fourpence-
balfpenny. Groceries also are cheap, since little or no duty is paid. We are surprised to
find colonial produce lower in the heart of the continent than in the sea-port towns of
England and France. 1 have already mentioned, on the authority of M. de Stael, that the
population of that part of Switzerland had for forty years been nearly stationary.-

draws of their comforts is not very brilliant. " In going from Paris to Caen through the
department of the Eure, (a division of ancient Normandy,) we are equally surprised and
afflicted to find, in a rich and fertile country, in the midst of a superb district,
habitations of the most miserable description, covered with thatch, and constructed in a
rude manner with wood and mud” such in short as are still to be seen in three-fourths
of the kingdom."

" In Picardy, the progress of agriculture, the increase of manure, resulting from an
augmentation in the number of cattle, and from a better employment of some mineral
substances for that purpose, have allowed a great quantity of land to be cultivated for,
wheat, which formerly was sown with rye. By these means, the little agriculturist has
come to be better off in the most improved parts of France, but he is still very badly fed
in the rest of the kingdom." " Petit Proprietaire."

Again, " Near two-thirds of the inhabitants of France are almost entirely deprived of
animal food, and more than a third is fed solely on oats, buckwheat, chesnuts, Indian
com, or potatoes." Forces Productives de la France, ch. iv.

In travelling through the department of the North or French Flanders, the richest and
best cultivated of all the departments of that extensive country, the information I
received perfectly agreed with this account. It was quite evident to me that the small
proprietor is not nearly so well fed there, as our

agricultural day labourers are in England. Beer iB a luxury too expensive for him, and
since that district produces neither wine nor cyder, water is his only beverage. His diet is
almost exclusively vegetable, meat being a rare indulgence. K any, it is pork. M. Dupin
tells us that nearly four millions of pigs are slaughtered yearly in France. " It is," says he,
" the food of the little agriculturist.** Now, should we suppose this aliment to be
confined entirely to the rural population, which b far from being the case, for a great
deal of it is consumed in the towns, and dressed up in various ways by the pork-dealers;
yet even on this assumption, not more than one of these animals, on an average, would
fall to the share of each landed proprietor's family in the course of a whole year. For, as
we have seen, the number of these families is four million and upwards.

These facts and statements do not give us a high idea of the comforts of the very
numerous body of French landed proprietors. But while they serve to show that the
subdivision of the soil has not been sufficient to put the mass of the rural population in
easy circumstances, we must not therefore conclude that their poverty is owing to that
cause. If they are poor now, they were much more so before the Revolution, as we learn
from the testimony of travellers who visited France prior to that event, particularly of
Arthur Young. The breaking up of the great estates which then took place, cannot but
have very much improved the condition of the great body

of the people, for a time at least. It is therefore quite natural that they should at present



be better off than formerly, whether the system of division be on the Jong run good or
bad. Considering how recent still is the splitting of the vast possessions of the
aristocracy, we ought then rather to wonder that the condition of the people is not more
comfortable than we find it to be.

During the course of a summer spent in Savoy, I had frequent opportunities of studying
the effects of the system now under consideration. The French law of succession was
introduced into that country at an early period of the Revolutionary war, and though
since the peace of 1815, the old code, namely, the Roman, has been revived, yet the
practice of dividing equally has still continued. At least this is the case as regards the
sons, for now the daughters get only a legitimate portion, which is but a fraction of the
third or of the half With the exception, then, of what goes to the daughters, which
exactly corresponds with the allowance of the Roman law as finally determined by
Justinian, the rest is shared equally among the sons.* It would appear that previous to
the French invasion, though the law was the same as now, yet the practice was different,
for the division of land dates only from that event. Already it has

* By the Roman law, if a father left four chiMrea or fewer, the legitimate portion to be
divided among them was one-third, if five or more, one-half. Thus, in every case the
father could dispose of half his property as he pleased, and often of two-thirds. At an
earlier period of the Roman annals the legitimate portion was only a fourth.

been carried very far. All accounts agree in stating that a great increase of population
has taken place within the last forty years.* Nor is the condition of the inhabitants by
any means enviable. Their food is exclusively vegetable, consisting of bread composed
chiefly of rye, for of wheat the peasantry eat very little, Indian corn, potatoes, and all
sorts of garden productions, especially turnips. But their two greatest wants are fodder
for the working cattle, and fuel. It is impossible to conceive any thing more miserable
than the expedients they are obliged to have recourse to for the former, such as the
leaves obtained by lopping trees and pruning hedges. This is part of their winter
provision. We cannot therefore be surprised to learn in how wretched a condition are
the poor beasts at the opening of spring. They are often so weak as to be unable to stand.
Nor do the people sufler less from a want of fuel. In winter they are obliged to crowd
together into the stables to keep themselves warm. Formerly the country was covered
with woods, but these within the last forty years have been in a great degree destroyed.
So urgent are the wants of these little proprietors, that they cannot afford to let a wood
grow to any height, but are perpetually cutting it, so that it never comes” to any thing.
This is highly charac-

* One fact which struck me as a proof that a great increase bad lately taken place in the
population was, that in the finest part of Savoy extendinji” northward from Chambcry,
very few old persons were to be seen. This, in a country certainly not unhealthy, seemed
to show that they were the remaining representatives of a less numerous people.

teristic of the poor, to whom the present is all in all. On many of the mountains are seen
the beginnings of fine forests, but as the young plants are lopped every three years or so,
very little good is ever got from them. In Switzerland, the system of division has gone
hand in hand with free government and general education, while in Savoy these last
advantages have hitherto been wanting. This may serve to explain the different states of
these two countries, although that system prevails in both. It is proper, however, to
observe, that the Savoyard peasantry, though poor, are decidedly moral, while their
manners are courteous, equally removed from rudeness and servility.

I have thus taken a survey of the circumstances peculiar to agriculture, which may be
supposed either to limit or to extend the influence of those general causes which act



upon all occupations, and make it commonly more advantageous to the amount of
national wealth, that production should be carried on by a comparatively small number
of rich master-capitalists, than by many small ones. The conclusion we are forced to
draw from the whole discussion is, that although agriculture cannot with advantage be
conducted on so extensive a scale as manufactures or commerce, yet the general causes
befora mentioned, are, in the case before us, fortified by others peculiar to itself, which
render a minute subdivision of ferm-ing establishments particularly unfavourable to the

riches of a country. And we found that a subdivi-
2c

Aon of &niis mtist foDow that of landed propertifi® We were thus led to investigate the
probable elects cf that system, according to which land is left equally among all the
children of a fiunily. Here we todt occasion to notice the habits of the little proprietor,
which are as fitvourable to accumidation as those of the great to extravagance. But we
found, though cultivation by small proprietors is certdnly prefisr-able in all respects to
that by a small tenantry, yet H cannot be considered so conducive to the wealth of a
nation, as that carried on by a body of rich and ea-terprising master-capitalists. Still,
this of itself might not be a sufficient reason for rejecting the "stem of equality, for the
happiness resulting to the great mass of the rural population from this partition of
property among them, might far outweigh the inconvenience of a smaller absolute
amount of riches. And thisistheconclusionat which, as in the case of moveable property,
I shoidd certainly be inclined to rest, could I see any efl*tual check upon a too great
subdivi”on of the soil. For such a check we have looked in vain« Nothing id likely to
stop it but the population becoming stationary. However mui”h, then, we may . be
delighted with the idea of a country in which property in land is widely diffused, where a
great portion of the rural mhabitants enjoy the blessings whidi flow from the possession
of a small domain” competence, dignity and independence of character, fbre-sight”
prudence, and a spirit of economy \ yet when the system of equal division has pufie been
&irly in-

troduced, as there is the greatest danger of its being pushed so &r as to terminate in
universal poverty and barbarism; we are forced (though reluctantly) to decide against
the expediency of a plan which is Ukely to lead ultimately to such disastrous
consequences. Whatever may be the evils of a too great concentration of landed
property, they are small in comparison with those which result from its exoes« sive
division.

. I am therefore of opinion that in this case an exception ought to be made to the general
rule. Perfect liberty of testation should in all cases be allowed, but where a person dies
without a will, every kind of property ought by law to be divided equally among the sons
and daughters of the deceased, except land. Here the legislature is bound to interfere,
and without restraining the right of bequest, to prevent the evils to be dreaded from an
excessive partition of the soil, by *ving its sanction to the custom of preserving estates
entire. This sanction would Be quite sufficient to render the practice general, and it
would not be at all necesidary to have recourse to entails of any description, whether
perpetual or temporary, these expedients for concentrating property being Hable to
insuperable objections. Because a great subdivision of land is bad, must we therefore
fun into the oppo”te extreme ? As in case then of a person dying intestate, the
legislature is to select otie of his descendants as heir to his landed possessions, of course
the eldest of the family will naturally be fixed upon.

A



But, at the same time, the law ought to oblige him to pay to each of his brothers and
sistere a suitable portion in money, varying of course with the value of the property.

The practice of leaving the land to the eldest soil is to be defended on the very same
grounds on which the right of property itself rests, general expediency. 1£ this
expediency be clearly made out, there is no more injustice in the one case than in the
other. A poor man who is obliged to toil all day to gain a scanty subsistence for himself
and family, may think his lot very hard indeed, when compared with that of the great
lord, who though he perhaps does nothing but saunter about, or shoot partridges, yet
&res sumptuously every day. Still, the instant the right of exclusive property of any kind
is introduced, from that moment inequality springs up, and though it may be
moderated, can never be entirely prevented. There will always then be the possibility of
a frequent comparison between the poor and industrious man” and the rich and idle
one, but no rational person on that account thinks of objecting to the institution of

property.

- In like manner, though it may appear very shocking that one out of a family should
alone inherit the territorial possessions of the father, yet if, upon the whole, this custom
be more conducive tp the common prosperity of the country than the contrary system,
the younger brothers and sisters have no right to complain. Besides, by the plan which I
have recom-
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mended, a &ther has it always in his power to will the division of his lands if he thinks it
can be done without inconvenience. A great concentration of estates is by no means to
be wished for,—”both this and the opposite extreme are to be avoided, and the only
mode by which I conceive a medium attainable, is that just now proposed.

CHAPTER IX.
POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SAME.

The above view of the advantages and disadvantages of a division of landed property,
has been almost exclusively an economical one, which, strictly speak* ing, was alone
suited to the nature of a work like the present. I have not at all entered into the Moral
and Political consequences of the system, which branch of the subject is quite distinct
£rom the other, and of itself opens a vast field for speculation. But I cannot quit
altogether this most interestmg and important question, without offering a few
observations upon these points also, although not belonging to the science of political
economy.

In considering the political expediency of a subdivision of landed property, what first
strikes us is, that this must mainly depend upon the nature of the government of the
country. The same degree of partition which may be excellent, nay indispensable, in a
republic, would probably be fatal to a monarchy. By a republic I of course mean a really
democratical government, for the term has often been applied where there was little
popular in the institutions, ex-

FOUnGAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SAME. Sdg

ceptuig tiie ahsefi”e of royalty, or at least where an aristocraey had a great share of
power.



Kothiiig I llinik is more certain llian that a purely popular govenuH”it cannot exiBt
without a eonsider-able equality of fortunes, eq>ecially of territorial pos” fiessions, and
it seems scarcely less doubtful that no monardiy caa be secure without a landed
aristocracy. The nature of the goyernment then* which w” wish to introduce or support,
murt determine whether the system we are contemplatiug be pohtically expedient
orcriherwise. This only let us cai”ully beur ki mind, that we cannot reconcile
ccmtradictionsi, and that if we desire the end, we must also adopt the means ne”
cessary fiir tiiat end.

A fflonarchy, for instance” surrounded with repub” lican institutions” is a political
moiuster which muirt BOOH devour itself. This is the great faitdt which the first
National Assembly of France ecnnmitted. The great majority of that body wished for a
monarchy* And I have no doubt they sincerely wished it; but they tookgood care to
rend” it impossible, by creating institutions of too popular a nature, to exist along with
royalty. « Most of these soon passed away, swept off by the revolutionary torrent, but not
so the law of succession.* This is the grand event of the first

* This kw has nndei”otie several modifications. By a kw passed in April 1791, the
AssembUe Constiiuanie decreed the equal division of all the propert J of » person dying
intestate among his deaoendanti, without distinction of sex or primogenitore, bat did
not interfere with the liberty of testation. This was reserved for the Nntional Convea*
tion, which, by a law passed in the second year of the RepabycaD*era>
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Beyolution,—"it has outlived imperial despotism and Bourbon subtlety and
violence,—"has changed the aspect of France from one end to the other,—"and has by
degrees so deeply fixed itself in the affections d the people, that to attempt now to alter
it would seem little short of msanity. But there can be no doubt that so long as it does
exist, the monarchy can never be very secure.

Here, then, is the position in which that kingdom is now placed in consequence of the
above law: Royalty has no adequate support, and yet a republic is impossible. It is
perhaps hardly necessary to mention the reasons for this last assertion, but, in shorty
they are these:—"First, the ancient habits of the people, formed under a monarchy, and
totally opposed to self-government; secondly, the character of the people, gay, fond of
pleasure, easily excited, fickle, and destitute of perseverance, quite diflferent from' that
steady, commercial, calculating disposition which is most essential to check the natural
inconstancy and rashness of purely popular governments: thirdly, the

(D”cret dtt 17 Nivose ao.2.) permitted a proprietor to dispose of no more tban a tenth of
bis sabBtance, if he left heirs in the direct line, and a sixth if he lefl only collaterals. All
the rest was to be divided equally among the children, or failing these, among the other
heirs. Beside” the disposable portion could not be left to one child in preference to
others, but only to strangers; if it went to the lawful heirs, it likewise was to be divided
equally. By the Code Napoleon, which is now the law of the land, if a father leave one
child, he may dispose as ho pleases of one half of his property, if two, of a third, if three
or more, of a fourth; all the rest muat be divided equally between them, as is the case
with the whole, if he die intestate.

M
POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SAME. 401

\



iGLaUonal taste for military glory; lastly, the political state of the other countries of
Europe, the sovereigns of which would hevdr quietly suffer a great republic in their
iminediateneighboui”ood. Thewarswhichwould unavoidably arise, would speedily put
an end to the democratical government, whether successful on its part or not: on the
latter supposition, through foreign interference or internal tumult; on the former,
through the ambition of a victorious general.

While, then, the law of succession has rendered monarchy insecure, it has not of itself
been suflBcient to make a republic possible. Hence, a great uncertainty cannot but hang
over the future destinies of France, which past experience is not calculated to dispel. The
frequent changes of government in that country within the last forty years, from the
extreme of licence to the extreme of despotism, and the perpetual disturbances ever
since the present dynasty came, to the throne, are sufficiently known to alL. Such are the
evils to be apprehended from wishing ah end, and yet rejecting the means indispensable
to its existence and duration.

The example of France ought to be a warning to all nations engaged in the paths of
Reform, to abstain from pushing change so far as to endanger that form of government
which it is intended to support. If the object be to alter the form of government entirely,
it is then a different question, and to be argued on its own grounds. The case I allude to
is that, in which
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it is the wish of the ma|oritj to preserve this form entire, but to remedy the evils of die
system, as fiir as may be.

It is the es;>eciai duty of all public men who have this in view, to see clearly where their
measures lead, and to remember that there are many changes ia themselves good
abstractedly, that is without reference to the existing state of things, which yet may
compromise the safety of those institutions which tibey are as far as any from desiring to
see subverted* Hius, su;”sing it allowed that the equal division of landed property
among all the children of a &mily, is of itself the best possible system where the
drcumstancet permity yet it by no means follows, on that account, that we ought to wish
for its adoption. If the government of the country be monarchical, and if we ieel
convinced that this form is best adapted on the whole to the state of society in whidi we
are placed, or even that the dangers attendant on a change are too great to be risked, we
must make up our minds te bear the inconveniences which attach to this as well as to all
other human institutions. For, it is not Monarchy or Aristocracy only that has its
unavoidable evils; Democracy has others peculiar to itself which no less constantly
attend it. What it is above ail things necessary to be convinced oi” is, that there an
certain advantages which naturally exclude each other, so that it is imposidble to enjoy
both in perfecti<m at the same time. A well guarded monarchy cannot enjoy the same
equality as a truly popular state, nor
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evince the astoniisdikig ea” gy of really d"nooratical governments; while, on the oilier
hand, we AoiM in vain expect the same stability in a rqmblic, as under regal a&d
aristociatical sway. We must then decide which system we on tbe whole prefer; and
having made our election, we are bound to adhere to the olgect of our choice,
notwithstanding the evils which necessarily attend it, and howev” much these may be
checked by die bringing in of an opposing principle, we must well remember that
conidstently with the safety of what we widi to support, they never can be altogether
prevented.



If a system have any force and vitality at aU, it caimot but be liable to some excess, and
therefore some evil. These can be completely obviated, only by reducing it to absolute
imbecility. It is the same in the cafe of an individual: a man without passbns could do no
evil, for the same reason liiat he could do no good. In like manner, i"* at the present day,
the t)1d aristocracy of France cannot injure, neither can it serve the body politic; it is
reduced to a state of nothingness.

These observations naturally” suggest themselves in connection with the subject of
succession to property in general, particularly landed property, for of all po” Utical
questions that can be agitated, this is beyond comparison the most important. It is the
very keystone of the arch of the State. For where the property is, there, sooner or later,
will the poww be also.
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-These are natural allies™ which but rarely, and for a short period, are ever separated.

The desire of power is a natural consequence of the possession of superior wealth. Such
is the constitution of human nature, that the satis&ction of one want only gives rise to
another, by rendering possible the acquisition of its object; for, we never ardently wish
for what we know to be unattainable. Thus, the man satiated with riches, begins to feel a
love for other distinctions which wealth places within his reach,— the merchant, for
instance, whose coffers overflow with gold, pants for the honour of aristocratical
acquaintance and connections.

But of all distinctions, none is so capable of firing the desires of the opulent, as power.
No body of men, then, whose wealth is superior to that of their countrymen in general,
will ever be contented with only an equal share of political authority. Rule they will, by
fair means or by foul;—if not by' influence and secret corruption, force will either
establish their sway, or ruin at once their power and their fortunes.

Now, where land is usually transmitted in unbroken masses from father to'~sbn, not
only is that inequality of wealth maintained which serves to create inequality of power,
but each generation of proprietors derives strength from those which went before. It has
not to commence its work anew, but finds the ground ready prepared, the seed sown,
the crop ripening. An unity of purpose and of efforts is preserved through

POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SAME. 405

a succession of ages, which cannot but fortify amazingly the authority of the landed
aristocracy.

The circumstance, too, of each family being fixed to a spot is an immense advantage ; as
they are always operating in the same sphere, their influence must be far greater than if
occasionally they were trying their strength in one place, occasionally in another. How
paramount formerly was the authority of a Scottish proprietor orer the people on his
estate, and how strong is it still wherever land has been long in the hands of the same
race. . This unity of design and efforts, not only among all the territorial aristocracy of
the present day, but also among their ancestors from generation to generation,
tendinginvariablyto one end, the strengthening of their power, is the main source of the
force possessed by a rich body of hereditary land-owners; and hence, of the stability of
any government which they may choose to support. In every thing, small or great, to
know exactly the end you wish to attain, and steadily to march towards it, is a principal
cause of success.

But where the perpetual subdivision of land has destroyed all those family influences,



which, springing originally from the possession of superior wealth, are afterwards
strengthened by habit and association, there is no longer any body of proprietors knit
together by the feeling of a common interest, the love of ascendancy, and strenuously
uniting in the defence of existing institutions, with which their own power must stand or
fall. But it may be said that the immense
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increase m the number of proprietors ef tte woU” which regolts from the practice of
equalitj in sacoe” aion, tends greatly to strengthen the goyemm*it" by enlisting in its
support a much larger class of per« sons, who may be supposed particularly attached to
order, and fearfiil of any change which might endao-" ger their Ettle possessions, to
them so dear. It must; however, be remembered, that the feelmg common to this
numerous body of small land-owners would be that of attachment to good government
in general, rather than strong affection for any one in particular. The benefit which any
individual of this class derives from good government, such as security for person and
property, is more of a negative than a positive kind, and is especially of a nature, the
prodigious advantage of which is never fully recognized until lost. Should any plausible
scheme be proposed, either by ambitious or well-meaning men, which may promise,
under a new form of government, equal security, with fewer public burthens, what is to
prevent the body of small landed proprietors from £5tvouring a change ? Nothing but
the dread of some unforeseen evil, not a passionate feeling of preference for existing
institutions. But the instant the mind of man is free from any predominant and definite
desire, there is no end to scheming and irresolution. The intellect becomes like a ship
without a rudder, driven this way and that at the mercy of each successive wave. Man
requires, above all things, a strong desire to give unity and consistency to his actions.
That
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absence of all aDteoedent preference for any parti** cular system, which prevents
prejudice, and is there* lore the state of mind best suited to one philosophise in” in his
closet, will not do in the real business of life. The very habit of weighing ail the probable
advantages and disadvantages of any proposed step, is exceedingly contrary to that
rapidity and energy whidi action requires. Now, if even in the case of an individual who
has no one to considt but himself the inconvenience of this too dispassionate and
deliberative character is greatly felt in practice, what must it be when we have to unite
the conflicting opinions of many," the incurable diversity of which, on all subjects short
of demonstration," is so notorious ?*

The general love of good government, then, which is common to all possessed of some
property, is no preservative against change, and the dangers which accompany it, until
these persons become convinced not only that the existing institutions are, upon the
whole, good, but that they 'are the best possible. But how can they ever be sure of that
unless they try others ? And when can all the possible combinations be gone through,
which the fertile ingenuity of man is able to devise ? So little is a general love for good
government capable of fixing people to any one in particular.

When, however, the country has been long convulsed and fatigued by a succession of
changes, a

! [ Paley.
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feeling will be apt to arise, which will give some stability to government, and replace to a
certain extent that passionate attachment to existing institutions, which, amidst so
much vacillation, can have no time to grow up. This feeling will be, not a strong love for
what is, but a dread of the unknown conse-quences of change, of the evils of which the
natioa has already seen so much. Thus, a conservative spirit will be created, particularly
among the proprietors of land, which, however, may very probably not continue much
beyond the present generation. A new race will soon spring up, who, no doubt, may hear
of the ills their country has suflFered from perpetual changes of government, but will
not have witnessed them, and the impression produced will be in proportion to the
difference between oral and ocular experience.

But, even should we suppose the numerous body of small proprietors to be sufficiently
attached to the government of their country, and not at all desirous of new experiments,
yet they cannot have the same ardent love for existing institutions, which animates an
aristocracy, who derives from them not only security for person and property, in
common with the rest of the community, but in addition to these general advantages, all
the sweets of ascendancy—:dis-tinction, power, and emolument. Now, to give stability to
any government, it is not enough that the great mass of persons of property, or even a
numerical majority of the nation should be well disposed
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towards it; but the question is, is this feeling so strong as to permit of their exposing
themselves in its defence to £itigue, danger, and death ? That is the real point to be
considered.

Thiis remark serves to explain how it comes to pass, that an active minority may
frequently effectuate a change in government in opposition to the wishes of the great
mass of the people. As far as wishes go, they are all on the side of the powers that be; but
when it becomes necessary to make sacrifices of per«-sonal ease, fortune and safety,
then political sympathies may not be sufficiently energetic to bear them out. And the
same lukewarmness which prevented them exerting themselves in defence of the old
government, while it existed, will make them submit quietly to the new, or to any other
whioh may in time succeed.

Very different is the case when land is held by a rich and powerful Aristocracy, who, in
defending the existing state of things, maintain not only the caus@ of order in general,
but the privileges of their own class in particular. This double motive is sufficiently
strong to subdue the natural indolence of man, and to rouse his energies in actife
opposition to all innovation which may threaten, even remotely, that sys-. tem with
which his wealth and authority are insepar rably connected. The very smallness of the
body is highly favourable to its efforts, by rendering combination much more easy.
When, on the contrary,

land is divided amongst a countless host of little
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owners, individual spirit is peuralysed by the diffiooltj of union.

These, then, are the causes which render the great subdivision of fortunes, particulartj
of land, iui&-vourable to the stability of government. They may be reduced to two; first,
the want of an especial interest in existing institutions, so strong as firmly to fix the
affections of any considerable body of persons. "Hie mass may be well disposed, but it is
too inert to be of essential service in time of need.* Second* ly, the difficulty of union



among proprietors, from their great number, their limited circumstances, which do not
permit of many of them meeting fine” quently, and from tiie want of any smaller body,
ac* customed to influence those below them on oommem occajsions, and therefore
ready to direct, and sure to be obeyed on any extraordinary emergency.

Now, whatever the nature of the changes may be which threaten the existing
government, whether they tend to extend or limit the degree of liberty at present
enjoyed, the catastrophe will be greatly facilitated by this subdivision of property, and
consequent absence of an aiistocratical body. This is an important circumstance to bear
in mind. It is not alone the assertors of popular rights who will find the system of
equality favourable to their views, but also the

« The law of Sulon against neuters, which, by many, has heea thought 60 extraordinary,
was evidently aimed at that host of ioert irii4 Ivkevrarm dtizent, wbo” in times of dvil
commotion, suffer thiitfB to take their course, and so prepare the triumph of a
pmssioaate minority.
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crafty demagogue or fortunatte general who seeks to rise on the ruins of his country's
freedom. The same inertness and want of nnicm which allow the fonner to bring about a
revolution under popular colours, ex"en thot”™ op|>osed to the wishes of the majority,
will also enable the latter on another occasion to hoist the standard of civil or military
despotism.

But despotism its” is not likely to be much more stable than any other more pc*ular
government, 99 lofog as the state of pioperty remains the same.

Hie civil authority of Robespierre lasted but a mo« m”irt, and all the military renown of
Bonaparte could never have secured the throne, even of his immediate successor”
although foreign powers had not interfered. Where the people have been once
thoroughly imfoaed with notions of liberty, they never will submit for any length of time
to absolute sway. They may give ikito it for a season when wearied out by a “ries of
poputer changes and commotions; but as soon as the remembrance of the”e begin to
fisde, and a new generation springs up, who have not witnessed them, down will fkll the
temporary fabric. Thus the government will vacillate between the 0j”site extremes of
popular licence and despotism without ever being able to fix itself between the two.

Tlie truth of these reasonings is exemplified in the history of all the republics of the
ancients which really were democratical, such as Athens> Syracuse, and many otiber
Grecian states, in the Italian republics
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of the middle ages, in the commonwealth of Eng*-* land, and the revolutionary
governments of France.

America cannot be considered as an exception, for its constitution is not yet fifty years
old, and it is placed in circumstances quite peculiar. Two of these, it may here be
sufficient to mention, which are essential ; first, it can have no land wars of any
consequence, for it has no neighbours; it is therefore free from one of the grand dangers
to which republics are exposed—"military rule. Secondly, as yet it has no body of poor,
an extent of virgin territory, fertile as boundless, rendering that impossible. It is there*
fore removed from the other rock on which demo” cratical governments have split, the
turbulence of the needy part of the population.



In countries, on the other hand, where the mass of the people has never heard of
popular rights, much less enjoyed the exercise of them, though the monarch has nothing
to fear from the resistance of the democracy, yet if his throne be unsupported by a body
of rich proprietors, it will be perpetually in danger from the ambition of the leaders of
the army, or the turbulence of a pampered and discontented soldiery. The want of a
landed aristocracy has been a main causd of the instability of all eastern governments, of
the throne of the Caesars, as of that of the Mohammeds, and thus explains the so long
stationary or declining condition of many of the fidrest provinces of the earth. Where a
successM general, or a band
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<tf Praetorian cohorts, Turkish guards, or Janissariesr, cxmld at any time change the
destinies of an empire, what room could there be for progress in wealth, security and
cirilization ?*

Perhaps in no coimtry in the world is the power of the monarch so completely unlimited
as in Persia. The people, as in all other eastern governments, have no influence; and of
aristocracy, there is scarcely a vestige left. The consequences of this state of things is
truly appalling. In addition to the other evils of unlimited sway, (the perpetual insecurity
of person and property, the terror consequent thereon, the constant exactions of the
Shah himself, and of all those placed in authority under him,) Persia has been from time
to time exposed to all the horrors of a disputed succession; its provinces have been
ravaged by war from one end of the kingdom to the other, and such of the higher classes
as have not perished in the struggle have many of them been cut ofi”* by the watchful
jealousy of the conqueror. Each of these wars has only tended to render the authority of
the successful Shah still more unlimited than that of his

* Talking of the Turkish gaards who, called in to protect, soon learned to goyem the
feeble caliphs of Bagdad, Gibbon observes: '* As often as the Tarks were inflamed by
fear, or rage, or avarice, these caliphs were dragged by the feet, exposed naked to the
scorching sun, beaten with iron clubs, and compelled to purchase, by the abdication of
their dignity, a short reprieve of inevitable fate." " So uniform ar” the mischiefs of
military despotism, that 1 seem to repeat the story of the pnstorians of Rome." - This
was a sad falling off from the times of the renowned caliph Ilarun al Rashid. See **
Decline and Fall" vol. z. chap. lii.
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prodeoesBors, by decuninaking and inpovcrislui” these rwaksy wbkh alone could preset
the sliglitesl bar to the gratification of his wilL.* These perpetual wars may be traced to
the want of any efficient an»> toeracy, (fbr the mass of the pec”le are politicallj no-
thii”*) who, by rallying round one standard, might put a stop to thoee di*utes” so fiital
to the interests <” all, but to theirs especially.!

If, on the other hand, we take a review of those governments which have been most
remarkable k» the history of the world for duration and pow», we shall find invariably
whatever £lfer”ice there ntaj have been in their outward forms, that in erne essential
point they all agree, the presence in their coi» < position of at least a considerable
mixture of arns- f tocracy.

Of these the most remariLaUe instances are, Rome in the ancient world—Great Britain
in the modem. It is surprising that the first has not been more dwdtt upon, as affording
an astonishing example of the " fects resulting firom the union of democratical energy
with aristocratic stability. The whole internal history of the Roman republic presents a



view of one long struggle between these opposing powers” which

* " What blood hare I not shed/* said Aga Mohamnied Sliab, <* that this boy (his
nephaw and saccessor) may rei” in paaoe V*

f See Narrative of a Journey in Khorasan in the year 1821-2, by James B. Fraser.

An instance of a disputed snocession has lately occurred in Persia. T" *Jiftjf sons of the
late Fatih Ali Shah have been fighting for his throne.

must therefore hare been poretty equaUy balanced On the one hand were the popular
ai“embUei, aud popular electioBS, ~e tribonesf of the peoi” » and latterlj one at lea”™ of
the consisLs. On the Qther> the aanate and the patridan body, at &rst both of the
consuls and most other magistrates, which aftei?*” wards, however, were diosfen from
both ofderg. I have no doubt, that the unexamined power and duration of this wonderful
state was prineipaUy owing tn the happy mixture of these two dements in Ha
oomgposition. In modem tirne” the example of England is scarcely less remarkable.
Have all the abases practised by its anstocracy prerented it &om arriving at a pitch of
power and prosperity murivaUed by any country of the same extent, since the fall of the
Rodman empire ? And where in modem times shall we find an example of a kingdom
which, for sa long a period, has enjoyed the happy union of Liberty with Order?* I may
also mention Venice as it existed during

* For a long tune past, this fttniggle between the aristocracy and democracy has been
going on in Great Britain, just as in ancient Home, without at all interfering with the
internal prosperity oc foreign gran-denr of the state. Of late years, the contest has
become particularly warm, and the democratical element has made great conquests over
its aotagonisL Witness the Reform bill, &c. In the very able article on " Government** in
the Supplement to the £acyclopfedia Britanoica, an attempt is made to prove that two
opposing powers never can coexist in any goyemment This is the most extraordinary
instance I know, of an endeavour to disprove a fact by reasoning. I say tifaeU for who
can seriously deny the presence in the EngUsh constitutioa of a democratical as well as
an aristocratical element ? It it asked by the writer, how can one power be prevented
firc*m swallowing up this
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nearly fourteen hundred years” and Russia as it still iSy as striking instances of the
power and duratioxi of aristocratical governments. Since in the former of these, during
its later periods at leasts the influence of the democracy had sunk to nothing, and as in
the latter it has not yet risen into importance, these states, while they afford us
remarkable examples of ihe advantages of aristocracies, "ve us no less con* vincing
proo& of their injustice and oppression. But they nevertheless serve to establish the
point which at present I am concerned to make out, that stability is the peculiar and
inseparable character of such go* vemments. This is one main cause why Russia is a
neighbour so much to be dreaded by the rest of £u« rope.

other ? Even Allowing that this is likely to be the case uUimaUly” yet 10 the mean time,
they may exist together for a very long period, for oeotaries eyen, not indeed in perfect
amity, perhaps always at war with each other openly or secretly, but the stniggle may,
from Tarious dr* cnmstauces, he lengthened out amazingly, without any recourse to
arms on either side. This is likely to be the last stage of the oonte”t. In proof of this, I
need only refer to the histories of Rome and Great Britain. The whole internal history of
the Roman Republic is, as I have said, nothing but an account of the struggle between
the aristocracy and democracy. This never ended till both were crushed by the ambition



of the military leaders. And be it well remarked, that down to the time of Tiberius
Gracchus, the contest was a bloodless one. Besides the increase of needy citizens, and
the consequent Tirulence of civil dissentions, the extension of conquests, and hence the
great ar* mies required to be kept on foot, at a distance from home, and for a length of
time sufficient to sink the citizen in the soldier, was a main cause of tlie ruin of the
liberties of Rome. Nothing can resist a devoted army and a victorious commander, but
the sanctity which surrounds an ancient dynasty of kings, supported by the material aid
of a powerful aristocracy. Bnt for the above cause, it is impoesible to skf, how much
longer the mixed government of Rome might have lasted.
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Though some of the Muscovite Czars have met with violent deaths, jet these events have
not in the least disturbed the tranquillity of the state. Every thing has gone on just as
before, only one Emperor the more bas been enclosed in the tombs of his ancestors. In
our own days, the stability of the government has been put to a still more remarkable
test. The heir to the crown, a prince in the prime of life, and remarkable for any thing
rather than softness of character, we have seen set aside for his younger brother,
without even an attempt at a struggle; for in the military insurrection at St. Petersburgh,
so prompt* ly quelled, Constantine took no part. Is it possible to produce a more
striking instance of the stability of governments supported by aristocracies ? For,
though the sovereign of Russia styles himself autocrat, and is nominally despotic, since
the constitution provides no check to his authority, yet is his power in reality limited, as
well as upheld within these limits, by a rich and most influential nobility. Compare this
instance of Russia with that of Persia given above, both of them countries in which the
power of the sovereign is nominally unrestrained, but in the latter of which only it is
really so, (though in neither the people have any influence), and how enormous is the
difierenoe! In the one, notwithstanding serfdom, wealth and population increase
rapidly, and all the other elements of civilization are developing then> selveSy slowly
perhaps, but surely, &voured by the undisturbed tranquillity which, for many
generations.
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that exteofiiTe monarchy has not ceased to enjojr. In the other, war, rapine, and
desolation prevail.



Both theory and experience, then, proye that m” tocracy and that alone can give
stability, and therefore that sameportioH of it, at all ev*its, is an indispensable
ingredient in every government whidbL can hope for permanence; whether the people
has risen into sufficient importance to influence state affiurs, w whether it has not.

But the law or custom of equal division of land among the children of a &mily,
completely annihilates aristocracy. Are we not then forced to conclude against such a
practice?

CHAPTER X.
MORAL CONSEQUENCES.

Having now treated of the Economijcal and Political Consequences of an equal division
of landed property among all the children of a family, it only remains for me to compare
the Moral EflEects of this and of tho opposite system.

in the first place I may remark, that one of the most conmion arguments against the
plan of equality is, that whereas by the right of primogeniture, only one member of the
&mily is doomed to idleness” i$” on the contrary, all got an equal share of thepoteraak
inheritance, none would be obliged to work. Better one idle man than many.

Tins objection, I must confess, seems to. me exceed-iagly superficial and short-sighted.
In truth, what” ever might be the inmiediate consequences of the system of equality,
supposing it now first mtroduced, it appears to me that its more permanent and
ultimate effects would be exactly the reverse of what is above asserted. The evils of the
custom will be pre-dsely of an opposite nature, arising from the want of any class of men
freed from the necessity of earning a subsistence.

Supposing the rights of primogeniture abolished for the first time in any countiy, it
might certain!j happen that the younger sons of wealthy &niilies»

who, under the former system must have attempted to push their fortunes, now finding
that they have enough to live upon, would be content without seeking to increase their
incomes. But this, if an evil at all, which is by no means clear, (for if a man has no
occasion to labour for his livelihood, why should he ?) is not likely to be of long
continuance; for if the members of the present generation do not improve their
fortunes, it is evident, that when these come to be subdivided equally among their
children, each of them will be poorer than his father, and will therefore find a necessity
for entering into some gainfiil employment. If people do nothing to increase their
fortunes, there is little danger but that in one, or at most two generations, their
descendants will become sufficiently needy to induce them to exert themselves. Truly
that is a singular objection which, if good for any thing, would prove that the system
argued agsunst would make every body so rich as to free from the obligation of toiling!

Unfortunately, so golden an expedient has not yet been hit upon. Man, we are told, was
condemned upon the fell, " to eat bread in the sweat of his face,** and assuredly the
primeval curse hgs not yet departed from him, nor is likely to do so by any plans which
we can devise.

The real evils of the system of equality are, as I

have said, of a nature exactly the reverse of those supposed in the above objection. Its
tendency is to throw a level over all men, to prevent the rising up of any class exempted
by their easy circumstances from the necessity of earning a support, and to destroy all
leisure” that most indispensable condition of improvement in knowledge and



civilization. The importance of such a class to any conununity cannot be over-rated, for
upon it all progress depends.

Whether we consider the interest which every country has in enlightened legislation, in
the advancement of the arts and sciences, in the elegancies and refinements of life and
manners, and above all, in the prevalence of a high religious and moral feeling
throughout society, we shall be alike forced to admit how great is the value to the nation
at large, of a body of persons, who, being freed from the drudgery of gain, have time to
cultivate their mental faculties.

Bonaparte called the English a nation of shopkeepers. He might with far greater justice
have applied this term to the Americans. In the United States, the shop is every thing.
The passion for money-making is predominant and universal. The image of Mammon is
worshipped with undivided adoration from the rocks of Maine to the swamps of
Louisiana. For the pursuit of wealth, the arts and sciences, literature, refinement of
mind and manners, even gaiety and amusements are alike neglected* Now, however
well suited such a system may be for

cultivating and pe<” >liDg an exteas&ve and feitile ter-ritory, still, it cannot be
considered as the model of all that is most delightful and most ifli{»roved in the
condition of society.

Such, however, is the state of things whidti the custom of equal diviiaon, after it has
existed fco* some time, has a tendency to produce. Gradually the number of persons
whose fortunes afford them leisure for intellectual pursuits” becomes fewer and fewer.
Hiis follows directly from the whole of the preceding disquisition. We have seen an
instance of this fact on a grand scale in the extensive kingdom of France, where the body
of rich proprietors, whether of lands X} T houses, decreases so rapidly.*

Some of the inconveniences which flow from the want of a dass of gentry, have been
already mentioned, when alluding to the state of Switzerland, and

* Where manufactares and commerce floarisfa, the effects of the system of equal
partition of lauded property may in part be counteracted; for as gr”at fortunes are not
unfrequently nmde in the above branches, land will be purchased in masses, and
therefore there will be some con-Tsentratioaas well as division. At all events, there will
be some IdmtPBi for the sons of rich manufacturers and merchants will have their time
at command. But we must remember, that when laud has once become an object of
desire to the peasantry, as happens wfaereyer the s* tern x>f paitition has long
prevailed” then the high price to he paid for it will discourage rich capitalists from thus
vesting their funds. Be-«idee> the small surplus which remains on the little culture
plan, ai%«r feeding all the persons employed, must greatly tend to discourage
manufactures and commerce, as has been shown in the chapter on nent. One
ctrownstance which essentially distinguishes agriculture from the ether great branches
of industry is, that large fortunes are never made by it. Therefore if land do not change
hands, and be purchased by opu-"lent mftnttfecturers and merchants, it most go on
snhdividiog. This i» OM resfiOB why equal partition, which we fuUy allow to be
desirable in the case of moveable property, may be injurious when applied to land.

need not therefore be here repeated. But in addi-tkm to what has there been said as to
the difficulty t>f fin<Ung proper persons for exercising the important business of
legislation, when, from the subdivision of landed property, the above class has nearly
disappeared, how, I would ask, without a resident gentry, are all the other subordinate
offices to be filled, no less necessary to the well-being of every civilized community?
Where are we to look for persons fit to exercise the duties of justices of the peace,



members of i»t>vincial assemblies, (such as the councils of Departments and
Arrondissements in France,) members of country municipalities, trustees fi>r roads,
which, above all things, require a local superintend-ance, lastly, of jurymen? Can we
really suppose that all these functions can be equally well performed by a set of pe<”ie
who, for the most part of their time, are occupied in the business of cultivating their
little properties, and who therefore can have little leisui” for reading, reflection, or
communing with others?

In France, since the Revolution of July, different laws have been passed of a liberal
nature, for the purpose of extending the elective system to the various local subdivisions
of the kingdom. Since the period of the AssemlUe ConstituaTde" tlie territory has be”i
split, first into Departments” these inta so many Arrondissements, and the last again
into Communes. Now, the otgect <rf the laws just alluded to, was to give to each of these
divisions a council for managing

its local ai&irs, elected by a certain body of the people. The intention of the laws was
excellent, but hitherto in many Communes it has not been found possible to put them in
execution, from the want of suitable men. A very short time ago, it was openlj asserted
in the Chamber of Deputies, and the state™ ment was received with symptoms of assent,
that in two-thirds of the Communes of the kingdom, there was great difficulty in finding
any person having the conmion acquirements of reading and writing, and at the same
time willing to exercise the duties of mayor or assistant. For, in France, the office of
mayor is one of the very few unpaid. And though we should suppose this to be an
exaggeration, yet what a state of things must that be in which such an assertion could be
hazarded ? No doubt the progress of primary education may expel this dense ignorance,
and afford in country situations, individuals better qualified than at present, for public
employments, if not better inclined. Yet, had the class of gentry been more numerous, a
want of proper persons could never have been felt; nor are the evils resulting from the
absence of such a class, ever likely to be altogetiier obviated.

I have heard very enlightened Frenchmen complain of the evils experienced in many
localities, in consequence of the ignorance and general inferiority of that order of men
who fulfil the duties of justices of the peace, and occupy the benches of the lower judicial
tribunals. The justices of the peace are so very

mmierous a body, that, where there is no gentry willing to discharge the business
gratuitously, it is impossible for any government to afford to pay the office so highly as
to induce people of talent and education to depend upon it for their livelihood. Hence,
the duties must be performed by a very inferior sort of persons. The pay, not only of
justices of the peace, ia miserably small in France, but that of the members of the lower
tribunals also, who are likewise very Humerous, for they decide many of those causes
which in England come before the magistrates assembled in Quarter Sessions. It would
be well for those who object to the unpaid magistracy of Great Britain, first to obtain
some information as to the consequences of an opposite system.

One argument against making an eldest son, as it is called, is derived from the imbecility
which is said to attach to those bom to superior wealth; and, in proof of this, the old
nobility of France and Spain have been adduced. But when it is asserted that leisure is
indispensable to knowledge, no one supposes this alone to be sufficient. If it be shown to
be a necessary condition, it is enough. The contact of the democracy with the aristocracy
forces the latter to improve their leisure, otherwise they would lose their influence. In a
society where the people have some power, so many are the motives to exertion, so
various is the field of activity, from the Quarter Sessions or a County Meeting up to the
National Senate, that



the higher orders are strongly impelled to turn their
2 £

time to account. In a word, primogeniture grvM leisure; and popular opinion, desire of
distinction, fear of losing caste, all insure that in general it will ncit be thrown away. No
argument then can be derived from the experience of despotic kingdoms, agiunst the
utility of the practice in more popular states. Hie nobles of Spain and France sank into
insignifieanoe because they had no sphere of activity, but in many respects, they were
perhaps quite on a par with the rest of their countrymen. Their inferiority was m
reference to their station, rather than to other classes. In Great Britain, besides the
numerous body of gentry, are not the members of the House of Lords at least as
accomplished individuals as any in the country! Now, most of these were bom to
fortune.

We come now to a very grave objection which may be made to the privilege attached to
primog”ture” namely, that it sows dissention among the memb” Rs of a family, between
brothers and sisters, as well as between father and son. Were this objection well
founded, it woidd go far to decide the question against the privilege; for could that be
good, of which the effects were so contrary to morality ?

Let us first consider how it influences the feelings of the children one towards another.

Were the custom of enriching one member of a family at the expense of the others
introduced for the first time into any country, I can easily conceive that its efiects would
be to stir up jealousy against the fevoured individual. What more unjust, if all the

rmQU>to consequences of an opposite practice be kept out of view» than that the mere
circumstance of be* ing bom a year or two sooner” should make such a difference in the
prospects of the eldest, and those of his brethren ? This is a reflection which cannot but
occiu* to the mind, where Custom has not produced that acquiescence in the many,
which in the few is owing to deep meditation. But the fiict is, that cus”™ tom does
produce that acquiescence, when once the practice has become fairly establii*ed. It is
then thought quite natural that the landed estate should go undivided to the eldest, and
the younger members of the family no more think of complaining of such an usage, than
that they are not all bom kings and emperors. They see that the system is universal, or at
least most conunon, and is fsivoured by the laws of the state, therefore it is not the
consequences of a parent's partiality. It must then have arisen from some views g(
general utility. If they reflect at all upon the subject, these are the ideas which are likely
to i”ring up, and to prevent any feeling of jealousy towards their more favoured brother.

That such is really the tmth, I think sufiiciently proved by the example of Great Britain,
where one certainly does not often hear of the ill-will of younger brothers towards their
elder. In fact, I believe dis-sentions to be much more common among the former. This is
quite natiu*al. All acknowledged superiority does away with jealousy, which can exist
only where there is doubt, and therefore room for

competition. From its very nature, this is a passiaa: which can exist only between equals,
or those who think themselves so; where inequality is allowed and undisputed, it cannot
spring up. There is then much more probability of jealousy among the younger meia-
bers of a family, than between them and the elder, who is considered to occupy a station
apart, and to whom the rest have from their infimey been accustomed to pay a certain
deference.

Let us now see how the relation between parent and children is influenced by the



privilege of the eldest. To the notion of any bad feeling being created by it from the
younger members of the family towards the &ther, a sufficient answer has been given in
discussing the former part of the objection. For the same reason that no jealousy is felt
towards the favoured individual by his brothers and sisters, no resentment is roused
against the parent. The custom is observed to be general, and is encouraged by the laws
of the state, it is not therefore the result of blind favouritism, but of some supposed
public utility. But where there is no ground for suspecting undue partiality, there is no
cause for bitterness of spirit, either against him who gives, or him who receives the
benefit.

We may therefore safely conclude, that the practice we are now considering has no effect
in stirring up hostile feeling on the part of the younger children towards their parent.

But how stands the case between the eldest son and the father ? Here, I confess, we
touch one of the

weak” parte of the subject of primogeniture. It must be allowed that the tendency of this
system is to create jealousy between the present possessor of a domain and his heir
apparent, from the same cause that often alienates a monarch from his son and
successor. The difference is so great between the actual condition of the eldest son, and
the station which he will be called upon to fill on the death of his father, between the
dependence in which he now lives, atid the brilliant prospect of wealth and distinction
which lies before him, that something like a wish may sometimes arise for the removal
of that obstacle which alone intervenes between his present state and his future
destinies. Such is the tendency of the human mind to look forward, and to gild even an
impromis-ing future with the rays of hope, while it longs to leap at once the gulph of
time which divides it from the objects of desire, that we may well believe, where the view
is really so inviting, it will be no easy task to divert the eyes from that smiling land which
lies before them. Impatience of the present, is the natural consequence of dwelling on
the future; and from impatience to irritability against the obstacle which opposes our
wishes, there is but one step.

The father, on the other hand, who hbnseJfwas once en eldest son” cannot but be well
acquainted with the feelings peculiar to one, is consequently ready to suspect such
wishes and such impatience, even where they do not really exist, and is therefore apt, by
the coldness of his demeanour, to lessen affection and give

origin to such thoughts, where as yet they had not sprung up. Thus gradually an
estrangement b”;iiis between the parties, which may frequently increase till it
terminiri”® in open rupture.

That such is really the tendency of the privil*e of primogeniture, is unfortunately
confirmed by what we witness in England at the present day, whece nothing is more
common than to see the eldest sons of the aristocracy on cool terms, if not at absolute
variance with their &thers. In the whole moral condition of society in that country, I
know of nothing tnore deplorable than this.

But the privilege attached to the eldest is not the only cause of this unhappy state ¢”
things. It is greatly assisted by another cause, the mode of education generally adopted
in England. The sons of tiie aristocracy are usually sent from home at a tender age, to
schools where they are boarded for the greater part of the year, and they visit their
relations for a few weeks only, twice or thrice during that period. When first a boy is sent
to school, he looks forward to the time of his return for the holidays with intense
pleasure, but as years advance, continued absence gradually weans his affections from
the paternal roof, and loosens the ties of infancy and childhood. As the boy ripens into



the youth, he acquires a love for being his own master, a feeling so natural to all, and the
freedom from control which is felt at school, (except where the general regulations of
the place interfere,) fosters this premature attachment toinde-

peadence wd self-will The father*s house is no longer n happy beacon, whjidi* amidst all
the drudgery of learning, sheds a light upon his path, but is looked lipoQ rather as a sort
of gentle prison, of which the parent is governor. The young man, accust(Hned to do
what he pleases at school, and who has even enjoyed the luxury of tyrannizing over his
youngers, feels the constraint of home insupportable. Thus, the affections of the son are
estranged from the father, and he becomes an alien in the halls of his an-eestors* The
same system of external education which was begun at school, is continued at the
university, with this difference only, that the vaications are longer. But by this thne, the
hatred of constraint has already taken such hold o£ the mind, and the liberty enjoyed "
college so encourages this antipathy, that the character will still be stamped much more
abroad than at home, which will be always associated with unpleasant ideas of control

When filial attachment is thus destroyed, it is not wonderful that those ideas of future
grandeur, and that impatient longing for the period of liberty, wealth, and distinction,
which the rights of primogeniture have a tendency to create, should gradually rise up in
the mind.

That such are the consequences of the English system of education co-operating with
the rights of primogeniture, and not of the latter cause alone, I think evident from the
example of Scotland, where the pri-

vileges of the eldest are allowed even to a greater ex” tent than in England, but where
sons are brought up in quite a different manner.

In the northern division of Great Britain, there are no such establishments as large
boarding-schools for boys, but they are sent to places of education during the day only,
and return home before night, generally to dinner. The system followed at the
universities is the same as at school. Thus the tie which unites children to the paternal
roof is never l»roken, the constraint which has always been experienced is never felt,
and filial affection, continuing up to years of manhood, stifles those ambitious views
which might otherwise be engendered in the mind of the eldest by the prospect before
him, and prevents the growth of that most horrible of all desires, impatience for a pa*
rent's death. Thus it happens that disputes between a fiither and his eldest son are just
as rare in Scot* land, as in England they are of frequent occur* rence.*

The example of the northern division of the king* dom, seems to me to prove that the
jealousies and dissensions between a &ther and his heir, which the privilege of
primogeniture has certainly a tendency

* Nothing to my mind more clearly proves the sort of terms on which fathers and sons
so often live in England than the use of the phrase governor, so much applied to the
former by the latter. This word exactly defines the kind of relation which is felt to subsist
between them. Never in my life did I hear such an epithet” or any one analogous, given
in Scotland by a child to a parent.

to create, may, by a proper system of education, b” greatly diminished, if not entirely
prevented.*

But besides the system of education, there is still an* other circumstance of much
importance to be attended to, and which may serve in great part to explain the
misunderstandings apt to spring up between a father and his eldest son, where the



rights of primogeniture are generally acknowledged, and that is, that along with the
practice of leaving the landed property to the first-bom, is very frequently associated the
insti* tution of entails. Now, this makes a wide difference in the case. The system which
I was led to recommend, by no means embraced the permission of en-

* Thk, M well as some unfavoorable effects upon the general tone of moral sentiment
caused hy the recognition of the rights of primogeni-tare, has not escaped the notice of
an able writer, and very keen oh-seryer of manners. Monsieur de Stae]. In his Lettrea
surVAngleterre” be attributes to this cause the degree of sympathy shown in favour of
beirs-apparent, and the consequent want of feeling manifested towards the old, who, it
seems to be thought, cannot be too soon pushed aside, to make way for the rising sun. It
would appear that every year added to the life of the aged, is considered as so much
deducted from the le«> gitimate rights and pleasures of the young. Men are at all times
su£B-ciently prone to regard youth with partiality, for with it is associated both the idea
of joy in tiie present, and hope in the future. But when, as in the case before us, that
future is really splendid, the idea is apt to present itself, What a pity it should be so long
delayed I The next feeling akin to this, is a wish for the removal of the only obstacle
which retards the fulfilment of those brilliant prospects. ** If the old gentleman were
but out of the way," is a desire not only secretly felt, but often even openly expressed.

M. de Stael, in general a great admirer of England, has remarked that the death of a
father or of an elder brother whose estate is expected, is on the stage of that country
made a subject for jokes, which are not only tolerated, but even applauded, but which
among the French would revolt the least delicate audience. This corruption of moral
sentiment he attributes to the cause now under consideration.

tailing property, but otherwise gave the ftther stricted liberty of disposing of his land as
he pleased, provided only, that in case of his dying intestate, the estate should descend
to the eldest son, with suitable burdens on it for the younger children. Where the rights
of primogeniture are general, but optional on the part of the fitther, the heir knows that
he must behave himself otherwise he may be placed on a level with his brothers and
sisters, or even entirely disinherited. This is a check which tends to prevent any
outrageous conduct on his part. But where the property is entailed upon him, he knows
that his parent has no power of keeping him out of it, be his demeanour what it may.
Thus, all authority on the part of the &ther is done away with, and the most powerful
check to filial disobedience removed. Among the many evils of entails, this is not the
least.

These are the principal moral and political arga-ments which have occurred to me for
and against the equality of succession to landed property; and if from economical
considerations we were before constrained to come to a decision un&vourable to the
practice, it must, I think, be allowed that this decision is powerfully supported by views
of political expediency; and that the moral objections brought in opposition to it, are by
no means of sufficient weight to invalidate this conclusion.

The excessive dislike felt in some countries to the principle of inequality in succession, is
owing probably

not SO much to the principle m itself as to the extremes to which it has been pushed.
From it has arisen the introduction of entails» the total impoverishment of all the
younger children of a family for the saJce of making one great, and the concentration of
all the land in the kingdom in the hands of a very small number of persons. Far be it
from me to defend any such abuses of the principle in question.

According to the old adage, " Corruptio optimi pessima," and so it is with the case before



us.
It is the principle alone that I am concerned to establish, not its extravagant applicatipn.

Just as the abuses of the Roman Catholic religion have prejudiced the minds of too
many in France against any religion at all, so has the excess to which the privileges of
primogeniture were carried under the old government, given a complete detestation for
the custom in general. The hardships, moreover, of the laws of succession, were
aggravated by their great diversity throughout that kingdom. No uniform system
prevailed, so that the younger members of a fiimily in one province saw themselves
much worse off than those perhaps in another adjoining. The customs in regard to the
sort of possessions which conferred a privilege on the eldest, in some places the lands of
the nobility alone giving this right, in others, all lands indiscriminately, were no more
uniform than the portions of the inheritance reserved for the younger sons or daughters,
In almost all places where cus-

torn was the only law» the most insignificant dowry was considered sufficient to exclude
a daughter from all share in the succession. In certain parts it was necessary that this
dowry shoidd have been conferred by the father, in others, it was required to have been
bestowed by the father and mother, or by the &ther in the lifetime of the mother; in
others again, if given either by the fiither, mother, grand&ther or grandmother, it was
enough. In Normandy, the daughters could demand no part of the heritage of their
father and mother, either from their brothers or their children, except in case of
marriage. According to the customs of Anjou, Touraine, and Maine, the daughter
portioned with a chaplet of roses, could ask for nothing more.*

In a country where such customs as these formerly prevailed, it is no wonder that all
inequality should now be looked upon with hatred. But we have no occasion to revert to
France under the old government, for instances of the rights of primogeniture pushed to
the extreme. Our own country will furnish us with sufficient examples, especially the
northern division of the kingdom. It is there alone, where perpetual entails are found.
Nothing can exceed the cruel effects of such institutions in particular cases. When the
owner of an es”te entailed on the male line happens to die, leaving

* Speech of M. Chabot (de rAUier) od the law relative to succes-810D8, delivered before
the Tribunes and Legislative Body; 26 Oermi-nal, ail. xi. (April 15, 1803.)

daughters only, the property goes away, perhi”s to a distant relation, and the children of
the former possessor, accustomed from their infancy to all the indulgences of wealth,
are in a moment thrown destitute upon the world. K entails are at all to be preserved,
surely it ought not to be allowed thus barbarously to disinherit the daughters of a house.
At all events, they ought to come in, felling the brothers. In other respects” the
strictness of Scottish entails has of late years been somewhat relaxed, by the permission
now granted to the present holder, to settle one-third of the rent as a jointure on his
widow, and three years' entire rent as the total portion of the younger children.* But to
however great an excess the rights of primogeniture may have been pushed, we ought
always to remember that it is highly unphilosophical to object to a principle altogether,
merely from the extravagant application made of it in certain ages and coimtries. There
is nothing in the nature of things to prevent the recognition of the principle in question,
and at the same time its limitation within reasonable bounds.

Having thus brought to a conclusion the series of arguments by which it seems to me to
be proved, that in the case of landed property an exception ought to be made to the
general principle of equality in suc-



* That 18 in the case of there being three children, or more. If there be but one child, one
yearns rent only can be left; if two, two years* rent

cession, it now only remains for me to say a few words on the policy of a compulsory
division.

If the preceding reasonings have been sufficient to prove that the system of equal
partition applied to land is bad, even when the result of the free-will of heads of families;
of course we must object to their being prevented by law from making a different set*-
tlement. But the plan of conipulsory division has disadvantages peculiar to itself some of
which it may not be out of place here briefly to enumerate.

In the first place, this system may with justice be objected to, as a most unnecessary
intermeddling with the private concerns of families. Liberty ought in all cases to be the
general rule, restriction the exception. In most civilized countries, accordingly, it has
been looked upon as a salutary practice to allow proprietors perfect freedom to dispose
of at least a great part of their possessions, the law wisely supposing them to be the best
judges how they should be left. Vain would be the idea that the law by one unchangeable
rule could suit the numerous varieties of individual circumstances, better than the
persons themselves interested. Unless some very strong case could be made out in
favour of an exception, the general rule of liberty should here be maintained. The first
objection then to compulsory division is, that it goes against general principle. If again
we enter more particularly into the consequences of this system, we cannot but be
struck with the evils which are apt to result from interfering with the power of a father

in the disposal of his property. The authority of a parent must be considerably lessened
where the child-* ren know that, be their conduct what it may, their interests in the
inheritance cannot thereby be affected. The law having determined that the family
possessions shall all be equally divided amongst them, where better motives do not
secure good behaviour, these will not be strengthened by views of pecuniary advantage.
A son naturally unruly may therefore fly m his father's fiau” e, without the latter having
any effectual means of bringing him to order.

The law of compulsory division, then, has the same tendency to loosen the paternal
authority in reference to all the memb”* of his family, which the very opposite practice
of entails has in regard to the eldest alone. N<Mr is this all. The system in question is no
less injurious to the interests of tlie children in general, than to the authority of the head
of the house. Not to mention that the dutiM and disobedient are thus put upon a level,.
and that the father has no means of recompensing the exemplary conduct of the former,
by assigning to him a larger share in the in”-heritance; how highly unjust is it that all
the fiunily *ould suffer from the disorder and extravagance of one. The son who, during
his parent's life-time, has squandered all he could get, and has incurred debts which the
father was obliged to pay, thus lessening the common inheritance, finds himself
afterwards as well off as his brothers and sisters who have always led a regular life. At
least the portion of the former

ought to be diminished by reason of his excesses ; but under the system of compulsory
division, instead of the burthen being borne by the culprit alone, it is equally supported
by the innocent and the guilty.

The law of compulsory division may be considered as a permanent satire against
parents; it eyidentlj takes for granted that they are too tyrannical, too csr-pricious, or
too much interested in the grandeur of their name, to do equal justice to all their
children. But upon what experience of human nature is this opinion founded? Evidently
upon a very limited one indeed,—upon what has been found to take place in those



countries where the law, instead of establishing equality as the general rule, and
inequality as the exception, has adopted a policy altogether the reverse. Now, the effect
of laws in modifying the moral sentiments of a nation is too palpable to be disputed.
Where it was decreed by the highest authority in the state, that the first-bom had a right
to all, and the younger to nothing, it is not astonishing that &mily pride, thus
encouraged by the ruling powers, should” in many instances, have overcome the natural
feelings of paternity. But, to argue against the equity of &thers in general, from the
experience of such a condition of society as this, in which the genuine sentiments of
human nature were perverted by unjust legislation, is surely to found conclusions upon
a very narrow basis. Besides, the hardships often felt under such a system, particularly
by the daughters of a house, were most

fiiequently such as the parent had no power of pre” venting. The land had been entailed,
perhaps by a remote ancestor, who very probably might have had some way of providing
for his own younger children, and could not be supposed to feel very warmly for the
interests of those yet unborn, who might belong to his descendants.

Desire of perpetuating the grandeur of a family may easily overcome any scruples on
this head, even where it might not be sufficient to stifle the love for one's own immediate
offspring. But effectually to prevent all evil from this source, it is sufficient to prohibit
entails, at least those which are perpetual.

In countries where the law of compulsory division has been adopted, as in France, for
instance, during the Revolution, the principal object has unquestionably been to
annihilate the aristocracy, and to produce an approximation towards a general equality
of fortimes. Now, granting, for the sake of argument, an equal division of all kinds of
property among the members of a i mily, to be desirable, still, it by no means follows
that it is" necessary to encroach upon the hberty of testation, in order to secure that
object.

The very circumstance of the passing of the law seems, in a good measm*e, to prove its
inutility, for, in a country where the opinion of the people, as expressed by their
representatives, was so much in favour of equality, what occasion could there be for
enforcing it ? Why not allow that opinion to manifest itself freely, encouraging it by such
means only

of

as do not interfere with the liberty of individual witt! Th” 1*islature should neyer resort
to direct eornpul-sion, when, by indirect ways> it can arrive at ihe same end. By simply
decreeing, that all the property of every man dying intestate should be divided equally
among his children, the same general result would be obtained, and yet the exceptions
required in particular cases provided for. It is in the highest degree improbable, that a
law of this sort could loag subfflst, without influencing the sentiments of those at first
opposed to it” in favour of ihe practice it wajs in* tended to encourage. Besides, the
number of persons who die without making a will is very great. So that, were it even
granted that an equal partition of land, as of other property, is a consummation to be
wished for, still, the law of compulsion wotdd be quite unnecessary, and for that reason
alone ought to be rejected. This, it is true, is only a negative argu* ment against it. But
we have before seen that it is liable to positive and weighty objections. »

Having already had occasion more than once to refer to the subject of entails, I shall
conclude this long inquiry into the best mode of succession to landed property, by some
observations on these institutions. These may be considered as the extreme application
of the principle of inequality, as the law of compulsory division is of that of equality. The



following are the principal evils which belong to them.
In the first place, it may be objected to entails”

I

in an economical point of view, that they prevent a proprietor from making those
improvements on his estate which otherwise he would be induced to effectuate, for the
owner of land so tied up can neidier sell any portion of his domains with a view to ame”
liorate the rest, nor borrow money for that or any other purpose.

This inconvenience has been felt with particular severity in those countries where no
body of Tanners existed, possessed of considerable capitals, whose stock might to a
great degree supply the place of those funds which the landlord was unable to procure.
This was one principal cause of the very backward state of agriculture in France before
the Revolution. Many of the great possessions of the nobles were left half uncultivated.
The change produced by breaking up these vast and waste properties was the main
source of the force displayed by France in the revolutionary wars—”a force which arose
partly from material, partly from moral causes. The great and rapid extension given to
the cultivation of the soil afforded the means of making these extraordinary exertions,
and the inte”-rest which the new and numerous body of proprietors had in supporting
that cause to which they were indebted for their territorial possessions, afforded a
powerful motive for upholding the new order of things.

K this evil consequence of entails has been less felt in Great Britain, it is because the
middle classes, from which farmers are derived, have long been both

numerous and wealthy in that country. Besides, in England, perpetual entails have not
been allowed.

The second objection which may be brought against entails is, that it is very unjust to
the great body of the community, thus to favour the monopoly of land by a few great
families, and so to deprive all the rest of the nation of the security, independence, and
pleasure attached to the possession of a landed property, and a country life. Of the
natural partiality of man for this mode of existence, no better proof seems to be wanted
than what occurs in those countries where land is frequently sold in small portions.

I have before mentioned the very high price paid lor the possession of the soil in France,
and stated that a man will often toil for many years in order to accumulate enough to
buy a small piece of ground, for which he pays a sum out of all proportion with the rent.
And though, for the reasons previously detailed, the small proprietor finds it less
disadvantageous to give so enormous a price, than one who looks to the rent alone, yet
without supposing a partiality for land on account of the security, independence, and
pleasure supposed to be derived from its possession, we could not fully account for its
being so eagerly demanded. In every coimtry, in fact, the revenue derived from land is
somewhat less in proportion to the sums paid for it, than what can be obtained from any
other investment of capital.

Thirdly, entails are highly objectionable on this ground, that they serve to defraud
creditors, reliev-r

lag the family of the debtor from the legitimate consequences of extravagance, and
putting the yoke on the neck of those by whom it ought not to be borne.

When the owner of an entailed estate dies, whatever debts he may have incurred are
that instant cancelled, and the heir enters on the possessions of his ancestors free from



all incumbrance. It Is quite unnecessary to dwell on the injustice of such a system as
this. But some will say, why do people trust the holders of land thus tied up ? They
cannot but be aware how the law stands, and if they give credit, they do so at their own
peril, and with their eyes open to the possible consequences. In answer to this, it may be
said, in regard to tradesmen not giving credit, particularly in countries where entails are
general, that they had much better shut up shop at once, for if they refuse to sell to the
great on their own terms, they may be very certain that they shall

not sell to them at all. By refusing to deal with even one member of the aristocracy they
are liable to see themselves deserted by the whole body, for the nobility and gentry have
a fellow feeling for one another. What then would be the consequence of their sturdily
refusing credit to all! The ruin of their business would be the inevitable result, and the
elevation of some fortunate rival who had been found more complacent to the wishes of
the rich and powerful. The error of the objection lies in this, that unless the refusal of
credit became ge”

2

neral, it never could be practised at all, for otherwise, if there be danger in trusting,
there is certain min in the opposite conduct. And again, that it is utter* ly impossible
such a denial should ever become ge* nerd, so long as there are needy tradesmen who,
having little to lose, will run any risks for ihe sake of getting into employment. This
reasoning is abundantly confirmed by experience. So great is the competition in all the
ordinary branches of trade, that notwithstanding the danger that may be incurred by
selling on credit to those whose heirs are not bound to discharge their debts» it very
rarely happens that trust is refused, except in some notorious instances. The fear of
being supplanted in business overcomes that of not being paid.

The above objections are all made with a reference to the general advantage of the
community.

The following are derived from a consideration of the particular interests of those
fiunilies in whose &-vour entails are established. But having already touched upon some
of these evils, it will be the less necessary to dwell long upon this part of the subject.
Where entails are strict, the injustice exercised towards all the younger children of a
&mily, to the daughters especially, for the sake of making one great, must be evident to
all. I say to the daughters especially, for the sons may, even without any fortune to begin
with, perhaps succeed in making their way in the world, favoured by the interest of their
elder brotiier and high relations. But what is to become of the

scions of a lordly house ? Nursed from their iniwcy in the lap of luxury, unaocostomed
to want of any kind, and therefore totally unfit for exertion to ward it oS, (even though
pride should permit them to demean the family name by industrious occupations) when
the &ther dies, how hard must be their lot! They must now exchange weall”, ease, and
distinction, for poverty, dependence, and the prospect of perpetual celibacy.

In JPraace under the (dd government, the system of entails was found in all its parity.
As there was little or no provision for the younger gons and daugh-ter8» they were
thrust, the latter especially, into con--Y”xts and monasteries” as the best security
against want, or the disgrace of the family dignity. Where entails are not so strict as to
prevent some settlement being made on the junior members of the house, perh24>s the
sons have not much reason to complain of liiose institutions, which secure to them in
their pursuits the advantage of high aristocratical interest, and but for which they might
perhaps have been bom in a very inferior station. The fate of the «daughters is much
more severe.



But of all the evils which entails bring upon indi” viduals, none can be compared with
the sudden poverty to which a fiunily of girls is at once reduced, when the father dies
without leaving a son, and the estate being settled in the nude line” goes away perhaps
to a distant relation.. To this I have before al™ luded. The permission of such institutions
as these,

by which the interests of women are sacrificed to tHe vain-glory of a name, is a disgrace
to the legislature of any civilized community. So long as the property remains in the
same &mily, the daughter” have at all events the protection of a brother's roof in case of
need, but when it goes to other relations, what resource is left for those who never
before knew indigence and woe ?

There is another family evil belonging to entails, and which has already been mentioned,
namely, that the authority of the father over his eldest son is thereby greatly weakened;
and while all effectual control over the turbulence of the one is removed, the degree of
restriction to which the heir is subjected only induces him to look eagerly forward to
that bright period when a weary expectancy shall give place to possession.* On the other
hand, the father is effectually prevented from rewarding the filial piety of the rest of his
children, of a daughter perhaps, whose anxious and unwearied attentions have soothed
and prolonged his declining years. If he have amassed no moveable property, he may die
with the certainty that the comfort and prop of his age shall be left in a state of
destitution.

If all these effects of entails have not been felt to the fullest extent in every country
where they have prevailed, it has been either because the system has

* I once beard the owner of an entailed estate as&ign this as a reason for sending” his
eldest son oat to India. " An heir/* said he, *' who remains at home has nothing to do
but to wish for his father's death !**

not been strictly acted up to, or because other causes have served to modify its results.
Thus, in England, the proper consequences of these institutions have not been so
palpably visible as in France or Scotland, partly because there entails were never
perpetual, partly because the English aristocracy have more frequently condescended,
through the means of matrimonial alliances, to fill their empty chests, and portion a
numerous ofispring by supplies drawn from plebeian coffers. In Scotland, however,
where they have not, as in old France, the resource of monasteries, the chief portion of
the younger sons has long consisted in the family interest, by which they are sent to seek
their fortunes in all the comers of the globe, while the daughters most frequently
remain, for ever single, at home.

When, on the other hand, the legislature attempts to remedy some of the evils of entails,
not by giving permission to sell a part of the property, but by allowing it to be burdened
to a certain extent, it is then the eldest of the family who begins to feel the smarting of
the sore. He comes into possession of an extensive estate with a large nominal income,
but of which in reality he may not enjoy one-half. The rest, we may suppose, goes to pay
a widow's jointure, the portions of the younger children, and other burdens.* Still, he
has to support the name and state of a man whose fortune is estimated not by what he
ac-

* Entailed estates in Scotland may now be burdened to a certain extent on account of
improvements.

CHAPTER XI.



GENERAL SUMMARY.

Having now concluded that important, division of the science of Political Economy
which treats of the Primary Distribution of Wealth, it may be well before dismissing the
subject to take a summary view of the doctrine above laid down.

We have seen, in the first place, that there are four classes of persons who in one way or
another concur in the business of production, and who therefore are entitled each to a
share in the common result. These are Labourers, Masters, Capitalists, and Landlords,
the last of whom is in many cases out* of the question, often even in agricultural
industry.

Now, it is evident, that the greater the productiveness of labour, capital, and land, the
more will there be to be distributed between these different descriptions of persons, who
receive amongst them the whole of the produce. Again, the degree of productiveness
being given, the amount of each share must depend upon the proportion in which the
division is effected. The welfare of all then rests upon these two circumstances. 1. The
total amount of the produce ; 2. The ratio in which it is shared.

The former of these depends upon the degree of productiveness of labour, capital, and
land; the latter upon the following causes.

If we consider the four classes above mentioned, as regards the part they take in raising
wealth, we shall find that they may be reduced to two, of which the one operates more
with the mind, the other more with the body, or by means of extraneous matter. The
former we may call the Intellectual, the latter the Material class. The labour of the
master as such, is chiefly that of the head; it is for him to lay the plan of production,
while he must depend upon the concurrence of the others for the agents or instruments
by which alone it can be put in execution. In his character of master, he is not essentially
an owner either of land or capital, nor yet a common labourer who toils with his hands.
He is an intelUgent being, having capital at his com-mand. Now, as on the one hand, his
intelligence can go Httle way by itself towards increasing the sum of human comforts,
and as on the other, the owners of the material sources of wealth have need of a
directing head who may turn them to the best advantage, it comes to pass, that two
classes of men, so radically different, have a mutual occasion for each other. The one
body is composed of masters only, the other of labourers, capitalists, and proprietors of
land united. From this contrast in their character and position, arises a difference in
their interests. The object of the members of the second class, is to kt their labour,
capital, or land to those who will engage to pay for
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the use of them, that is to the masters. The last” <» the other hand” are desirous of
hiring these instruments of production, expecting, after paying all charges, to have over
a sufficient remuneration for their own trouble and risk. The one class, then, wishing to
let these instruments, and the other to hire them, we may naturallj suppose that the
former is anxious to receive as much as it can for the loanu while the latter strives to
give as little as possible.

The competition between these two opposing classes determines the share of each. Not
that all the three divisions of the second make conmion cause, and combine against the
masters, but the struggle is carried on separately between these last, and each of the
three sections of their antagonists.



From the above it follows, that the amount received by the labourer, capitalist, and
landlord, can always be easily ascertained, because it is specified in the agreement,
whereas the sum realized by the master being never stated, is generally known with
difficulty, and by indirect means. Even the individual himself does not always know
exactly his own gains.

Now, it has been remarked, that the master is never reduced to the necessity of
demanding the use of the land of some proprietor, for the sake of turning his talents to
account, since, if the country be newly settled, much of the soil will belong to no one,
and* may be occupied by the first comer; or it may be purchased either with his own
fiinds or borrowed capital; and, lastly, all the numerous branches of conunerce and

mamifactiires are open to him. From this, it follows, that even in old countries, the
owners of land have it not in their power to reduce the profits of fanners much below
that rate which is usual in other occupations; still less, below what is commonly made by
agriculturists cultiyating their own possessions. In the early stages of society, where
much of the territory is still unclaimed, there can, it is evident, be no room for
competition between proprietors and masters, for the latter can assume the former
character when-erer they please. So long as this state lasts, the share of the latter must
depend entirely on the competition between him on the one side, and capitalists and
labourers on the other. As yet the class of landlords or receivers of rent does not exist.
For the present, then, they may be left out of the question, and our attention exclusively
directed to the three others.

The competition above referred to between the different classes, expresses a fact which
depends upon the simple principle of each wishing to get for himself as much as
possible of the gross produce. Now, the question is, what lunits this possibility ?,

First, as concerns the labourers, we have seen that the proportion of the whole which
falls to their share, will depend proadmatehf on the ratio existing between the quantity
of labour offered, and the amount of fimds, that is, the circulating capital, destined for
paying that labour. Now, the quantity of labour is made up of two elements; the number
of persons desirous of being em-

ployed, and the number of hours during the day, and of days during the year, usually
dedicated to work.

LUimately” however, this share will depend, on the one hand, upon the degree of
productiveness of the labour and capital employed in raising the necessaries of life; on
the other, upon the mode of living rendered necessary by the nature of the climate, or
considered by opinion as necessary to the existence of the labourer. The former of these
ultimate causes affects not only the amount received by the labourer, in other words>
his real wages; but, as was shown under the head of Gross Profits, modifies also the
proportion of the whole produce which &lls to his share. This one observation, however,
must be attended to, that an improved productiveness which increases real wages tends
to diminish the proportion received by the labourer, sa that the former may rise, while
the latter is stationary or even less than before.

Secondly, the share of the capitalist depends upon the following causes.

1. Upon the proportion existing between the capital offered on loan, and that demanded
to be borrowed.

2. Upon the greater or less surplus called Gross Profit which the masters expect to have
over, to be divided between them and the capitalists, after paying the whole cost of



production. Now, it is evident, that supposing this cause in no way to affect the amount
of fimds cither offered or demanded on loan, still it must influence greatly the degree of
pertinacity among

the borrowers, disposing them more or less readily to submit to the terms of the lenders.
Where much is made by capital, much can be afforded for its use. But it is probable that
the cause we are now consider-* ing acts also remotely on the rate of interest, by
increasing or diminishing the number of borrowers, or the amount of capital demanded;
for where gross pro* fits are high, more persons are tempted to enter into business upon
borrowed funds, and those already so engaged, are induced to enlarge their dealings.
When, on the contrary, profits are low, a contrary effect takes place. We have seen,
moreover, that the influence of this cause alone would be felt, were it not that, on the
one hand, great sums are often borrowed by govern-* ment and individuals without any
view to productive employment; while, on the other, the proportion of capital to be lent
has a constant tendency to increase with the riches of the country.

Since interest, or the revenue of the capitalist, depends so much upon the rate of gross
profits, it becomes essential to know by what this is regulated. Accordingly, it has been
shown at considerable length, that the causes by which this is determined are of two
kinds. 1. The degree of productiveness of the labour and capital employed in raising the
necessaries of life, and the various elements of fixed capital. 2. The rate of real wages.

Thirdly, the share of the master depends, partly on

the rate of gross profit, and consequently on the causes
hy which it is regulated; partly on the rate of interest
2a

or net profit, and therefore on the causes by which this also is determined. He is, as we
have seen, the great distributor of the wealth of the society, the agent through whom the
other classes receive their portion of the gross produce. And when once the custom is
established of paying these portions in money, it is he also who immediately supplies
the consumers with all the various objects of which they may stand in need.

These are the causes which determine the ratio in which the total return shall be divided
between labourers, capitalists, and masters, previous to the creation of rent in land, and
which still continue to operate after that event. The only difference now is, that in
consequence of the advanced price of some artides of raw produce, the owners of certain
lands can de* mand, and the masters or &rmers are able to pay, a portion of the whole
to the proprietor of the soil-For, since the produce of these lands remains the same,
while its price or value* has augmented in consequence of a new demand which cannot
be met with as great facility as formerly, it follows that the master can now pay both his
labourers and capitalist at as high a rate as before, though with a smaller share of the
gross return. If the articles which have risen in value be a part of the customary food of
the working class, their share, so far as these are con-cemed, will no doubt be the same
as previously; for the advanced value of that which they must consume can be of no
advantage to them. But a smaller part

of the gross produce will dow suffice for obtaining b; purchase all those other
commodities which they were in the habit of procuring by exchange, whether different
kinds of food, clothes, furniture, or fuel. Therefore, with a less share upon the whole of
the gross produce, the labourer will be quite as well off as formerly. No change,
moreover, is supposed to take place in the interest of capital, which being the same sum



as before, must now form a less proportion of the total return which has risen in value.
But, since the shares of both these classes, labourers and capitalists, are diminished, it
follows that a larger proportion of the whole will be retained by the roaster or iamier.
Besides the ordinary profits of enterprise, there will in consequence be a sum over,
which, if he continue to cultivate his own grounds, he may not distinguish from his
other gains by a peculiar appellation, but which, if he let them to another, he will insist
on receiving under the name of rent. Thus arises a new order of persons in the society,
who, without any trouble or risk on their part, derive an income &om their lands, just as
capitalists live upon the interest of their funds without the necessity of personal
superintendence. We likewise perceive that the creation of this new revenue, which,
whether it be paid away or not under that name, essentially constitutes rent, cannot take
place without diminishing the proportion of the total return formerly receivid by the
other classes, though real wages, the rate uf interest, and the ordinary profits of
enterprise are

¥

thereby in no wise affected. Were that proportion not diminished, one or all would m
reality be increased.

When the rise in price takes place, were the distribution to go on as before, each of the
three sets of persons would be benefited; but as they cannot long continue to gain more
than their fellows in other situations and employments, the owner of land is able to
draw all the advantage to himself, and by retaining a part of the produce, to disturb the
proportion in which it was formerly divided. It is then perfectly correct to say that the
creation of rent is the immediate cause of the change in the ancient order of
distribution, though the rise in price be a more remote one.

It seems scarcely necessary to add, however, that rent can influence distribution only
where it actually exists. But as no branches of industry except agriculture afford this
revenue, and as even very many lands are exempt from it, it follows that in all these
cases, its creation can in no way affect the proportion in which the gross produce is
divided between labourers, capitalists, and masters.

It has been shown that rent originates on the most fertile or most favourably situated
lands, from a permanent increase in the price of certain articles of produce, owing to the
impossibility of meeting the increasing demand for them, without a proportionally
greater expenditure of labour and capital. Now, this impossibility can arise from nothing
but the limited quantity of the best soils, or of those most advantageously placed. This
then is one fundamental

cause of rent. But however limited this quantity might be, were it not imiversally
appropriated, no one would ever consent to pay for the use of any portion thereof. The
existence of rent, then, as an independent revenue, not only necessarily supposes the
institution of property in land, but also that all the best soils have already been taken
possession of Therefore, the second cause essential to its creation is, the universal
appropriation of the most highly favoured lands.

Nor is it absolutely necessary to suppose that all these are cultivated; for, if one or more
great proprietors should have a fancy for keeping a large part of their domains under
wood to enjoy the delights of the chace, or should dedicate a portion of them to garden
and pleasure ground, the price of corn &a might rise sufficiently to create a rent upon
the estates of those who were inclined to make a more profitable use.of their
possessions, even before all the best land in the country was turned to account. I
mention this case merely to show, that the universal appropriation of the superior soils



is essential to the origin of this branch of income, while that they should be all
cultivated, is not so strictly necessary.

Having determined to what rent owes its origin, the next question is, what are the limits
to its rise ? We have seen that it is prevented from getting beyond a certain point, by the
existence of other lands less fertile or less favourably situated, no doubt, than those first
occupied, but capable, at the same time, of

raising some produce. The supply thus obtained prevents for a time the further rise in
price, and puts a stop to the increase of rent. Were it not for these inferior soils, when
once all those fit for cultivation had been made the most of, there could be no limit to
the augmentation in the price of raw produce, and consequently in rent, except what
arose from a stationary or declining population.* But as lands even of very low fertility
can be made to yield something, and as they may in time be very materially improved,
not to mention the additional returns to be drawn from those already cultivated, it must
be long before a nation can arrive at that state in which its territory could produce no
more. Then, and then only, would the increase of rent be really unlimited, except by the
cause above stated.

As rent owes its origin to the limited quantity of the best land, so it is indebted for its
rise after a certain period, to the limited quantity of that of second-rate quality; and
again, after another lapse of time, it owes its further increase to the restricted extent of
th”t of third-rate fertility, and so on. Thus, land of each different quality limits the rise
of rent on all those above it, while being itself not unbounded, these limits are
necessarily temporary.

It has also been pointed out, that while rent in its origin is the effect of the high price of
certain.articles the growth of the soil; being once created, it acts in

* This of course supposes a foreign supply to be out of the questioD*

its turn as a cause of an increase in the price of other raw products, such as grass, cattle,
and wood; and that owing to this rise, even poor and totally uncultivated lands may give
some rent to the proprietor. It has likewise, I think, been proved that these would afford
some revenue of this description, before it could be advisable to convert with this view
any arable ground into pasture or forest, and therefore that waste lands would be the
first to yield a rent from this species of produce. Hence the preference shown by great
proprietors in poor districts, such as the hill country of Scotland, to grass over corn. On
indifferent soils and in cold climates, the one gives a rent long before the other.

One observation more it may not be useless to repeat before concluding this subject.
Were there but one species of commodity produced by the industry of man, or were
exchange unknown, then the condition of each class of persons concerned in
distribution, would entirely depend upon the productiveness of capital and labour in
that employment in which they were engaged, and on the ratio in which the total
produce was divided. But when a separation of trades takes place, and exchange is
introduced, then the easy or difficult circumstances of these different sets of people,
depend quite as much on the degree of productiveness of labour and capital in other
occupations, as in their own, often indeed much more so. For, in the case of articles of
primary necessity, we have seen that this productiveness affects distribu-

tion universally. And even though the proportianyr and therefore the quantity”®
belonging to each class, should not be influenced by the condition of other branches of



industry, yet its power of purchasing-would thereby be materially aflected. The state of
things in any one employment remaining the same, and the ratio of division undergoing
no change, it is clear that the greater the productiveness of labour and capital in all
other departments, the greater vrill be the sum of almost all the elements of wealth
which the shares of the labourers, masters, capitalists, and landlords engaged in that
one employment, will re* spectively enable them to command. Every class, then, is
interested in the universal productiveness of industry, as much as in the increase of its
own share of the common stock, at the expense of its compe* titors.

CHAPTER XII.
ON THE NATIONAL REVENUE.

The term Revenue is one of such constant use in all works of political economy, and so
frequently occurs in the course of the present Essay, that clearly to understand its
meaning becomes of first-rate importance. At the same time, it is a term which could not
well be explained in the commencement, because a thorough knowledge of the whole
theory of distribution is required for that purpose.

This point is of the greater moment, since, by some of the best writers, the word
Revenue has been employed very vaguely, and even confounded with the annual gross
produce of industry.” How then are we to distinguish it from the latter ?

I may remark, in the first instance, that revenue itself being usually divided into gross
and net, it will be advisable first to determine in what the former of these consists.
Wherever the contrary is not specified, gross revenue must always be understood.

* M. Storch must be classed amongst this number. In his excellent ** Cours d'Economie
Politiqae,** he runs into this mistake. "* En un mot," says he; " le re vena d'une nation
est egal » sa production an* nuelle,” and so on. Ch. xiv. liv. iii.

Revenue may be defined to be, that portion of the annual gross produce of any country,
which either is actually employed in satisfying immediately the physical wants of its
inhabitants during the course of the year, or which may be so employed, without at all
impairing the sources of national wealth. And as it ministers to the necessities of men
immediately” so, if it assist production at all, it is but remotely.

To revenue then belong, in the first place, the rents of the Landlord, the Net-profits or
Interest of the Cs” pitalist. and the Profits of Enterprise apperteining to the Master. In
respect to all these there can be no doubt. It is quite evident that whatever be the
portion of the annual Gross Produce which is divided into these difierent firactions, the
whole of that porti(»i either is really consumed by its respective owners, or at least may
be so, solely to satisfy the wants of nature, and without any view to a future production,
but at the same time without at all interfering with the previously existing sources of
public wealth. All that is produced in the course of a year destined to make up Rent or
Gross Profit, may be consumed in any way the possessors of these incomes think fit,
without in the least impairing the quantity or quality of the land, labour, or capital of the
society. So far then the case is clear.

But what are we to say of Wages ? « Are they also a part of the National Revenue ?

Were we to suppose that wages, instead of being advanced, as they generally are, by the
master, were not

paid until the completion of the product, the present instance would not appear more
doubtful than theJ preceding. The labourer receiving a part of the finished commodity



as the reward of his exertions” might, it is clear, consume this in kind, or what amounts
to the same thing, exchange it for other necessaries of life for the use of himself and
family, without at all encroaching upon the sources of public riches. Neither land,
capital, nor labour, would thereby be at all impaired or diminished. The first is of course
quite out of the question; and for the second, we must remember what has been
observed in the beginning of this Essay, that when we talk of capital as one of the
sources of national wealth in conjunction with labour, fixed capital alone can be meant,
that is, all conmionly included under the more gene” ral term, except what is advanced
as wages, which is called circulating.

This is a distinction of the greatest consequence.

The capital which alone is immediaidy a source or agent of national wealth, consists in
all those elements formerly enumerated, such as the seed of the agriculturist and the
raw materials of manufactures, implements and machines of every description,
buildings used for productive purposes, cattle, whether working or otherwise,
substances collected for the amelioration of land, and for the necessary renewal and
repairs of all the above objects. All this is called fixed capital, in opposition to that which
is advanced as wages, and

termed circulating. And it may very properly be 8a Btyled» not so much on account of
its being more du* rable, as because when employed in production it remains constantly
in the hands of its owner, or at least of him who turns it to account; while the other, in
order to serve its possessor, must pass away alt(”-ther from himself, and become the
property of others. The former, while being employed, leads imniediatelt/ to production,
but in the mean time actually benefits no one; the latter conduces only remotely to the
creation of wealth, though in proportion as consumed, it ministers to all the physical
wants of the labouring population.* Therefore, the whole of it may be applied by them to
their daily necessities, without at all impairing the sources of national wealth. On the
contrary, since thus alone can the strength of the labourers be maintained, and their
numbers kept up, the springs of public riches are thereby remotely fed. Now, were we to
take the case at first supposed, of the labourers not being paid until the completion of
the product, and receiving their share of the whole result in kind” it is clear that no
circulating capital could be required. This observation is alone sufficient to show that
this species of capital is not an immediate agent in production, nor even essential to it at
all; but as 1 have said, merely a convenience rendered ne-

* The one is immediate”™ productiFe, but does not immediately sa” tisfy pbysical wants;
tbe other immediately satisfies physical wants, but is not immediately productive.
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cessary by the deplorable poverty of the mass of the people.*

The following cases will render this still more evi* dent. Let us suppose two districts, of
which the one being in the possession of a comparatively small num« ber of persons, is
let out into farms of considerable extent, and cultivated by labourers employed by the
tenant, while the other is divided among many very small proprietors, each of whom,
assisted merely by the members of his own family, is able to make the most of his little
estate. In the first case, it is clear, that the fEirmer will have occasion for circulating
capital, in order to pay the wages of his day-labourers, supposing them to be
remunerated in the usual manner. But, in the second instance, there will be no necessity
whatever for a similar fimd. Necessity there could not be, for each proprietor having no
more land than he can fitly turn to accoimt with the aid of his own family, would have
no occasion for hiring labourers to assist. Now, as he and the members of his house



receive no pay from others, they must of course subsist on their own resources imtil the
completion of their present work, that is, on something derived fi"om a former
production. All that is essentially required for the maintenance of the existing quantity
of labour, is, that the physical wants of the working people be amply supplied; and
assuredly there can be no reason why the creation of wealth should

not go on as well when they are their own paymas” ters, and live during one year on
what they raised during the preceding, as when they must depend for subsistence on the
funds advanced to them by a wealthy capitalist. Now, the case here brought forward is
not merely an imaginary though possible one, invented for the sake of illustration, but is
really found to exist in many countries. Various are the re”ons of Europe in which much
of the land is in the hands of proprietors so small as to require no assistance in
cultivating their little estates, beyond the members of their own &milies. France, Savoy,
Switzerland, and Belgium, abound with such lowly lords of the soil-Thus we see, that
whether wages be paid in kindf and not imtil the completion of the work, (which, while
the simplest way of viewing the case, is also that which goes to the bottom of the
transaction between labourers and their employers,) or whether they be advanced by
degrees out of a fimd called circulating capital, can make no real difference. In either
mode, they may be applied immediately to satisfy the physical wants of men, vrithout in
the least impairing the sources of national wealth; for if they assist production, it is but
remotely, by means of that very support which they afford to the working classes.
Therefore, wages completely agree with the characters by which Revenue has been
above defined, and consequently must be classed along with rent and gross profits
under this denomination.
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From the above, it follows, that if the usual classification be retained, by which the
whole wealth of the society, or simply its annual reproduction, is divided into capital
and revenue, we must be careful to state that fixed capital alone is meant. **"*” as we
have just seen, that styled circulating is ir ty the revenue of the labourers, and may with
L "e considered as their share in the common rea >f industry, advanced to them' in
another form. e total riches of a nation, or merely its annual gi s produce, may then
either of them be divided in fixed capital and revenue.

Thus we have found, that revenue differs from the annual gross produce, simply by the
absence of all those objects which go to keep up fixed capital, and have therefore solved
the question with which we set out. All except this may be consumed in satisfying the
immediate wants of the population during the course of a year, without in the least
intrenching on the different sources of national prosperity.

From all now said, the distinction between capital (that is fixed capital) and revenue is
clearly established. The former is composed of all those material objects which are
immediately productive, but only remotely satisfy the physical wants of men; the latter
is made up of those which immediately minister to those wants, and if productive at all,
are so only remotdy.

Havipg now traced the distinction between gross produce and revenue, which is but a
part of the

(ormeTf it remains to be seen whether the latter may not itself be subdivided, as it
usually has been, into gross and net, and if so, wherein conflists the real difference
between them. Revenue, we have seen, is employed in ministering to the physical wants
of men. Now, since in order that production may go on, it is necessary that people live, it
follows, that some portion of revenue is indispensable to the future progress of wealth.



So far then, revenue, though not an immediate agent in production” is remotely
essential to its continuance.

Now, the question is, how much revenue is necessary to be created, in order that the
present sources of riches may not be impaired, and the national prosperity in
consequence decline? This we may call Necessary Revenue.*

In order to come to a conclusion on this subject, let us examine the different parts of
which revenue is made up.

First, as to the rent of the landlord, we may, without hesitation, pronounce, that it forms
no part of necessary revenue. The reason of this is, that it is never essential that land
should afford a rent in order to secure its cultivation. If it “ves a sufficient profit, after
paying all expenses, it is enough. There are various ways in which land of this
description may be turned to account. First, it may be culti-vated by the proprietor
himself either by his own or

* This phrase is borrpwed from M, Storch.
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borrowed capital, the usual return to which, without any surplus as rent, will be quite a
suflBcient inducement not to let the soil be idle. Secondly, it may be placed by the owner
under the care of an upper servant, receiving fixed wages as a recompense for his
trouble in superintending the farm.* In this case also, of course, the capital is supplied
by the proprietor. This last is a mode much employed in countries where estates are
large, and of course in the possession of gentry, who, while they let to tenants the
greater part of their domains, prefer keeping in their own power the lands more
immediately contiguous to their habitations. But being themselves, from their habits of
life, extremely unfit for the profession of farmers, they are obliged to trust mainly to
some experienced person for the proper management of the business of agriculture.
Now, it must be remarked, that it woidd be the interest of the proprietor to cultivate his
estate in one or other of these ways, not only though it should afibrd no rent properly so
called, but even though it should give less than the ordinary rate of gross profits. Having
the land, it will be of advantage to him to turn it to account, provided it will yield but a
little more than the net profits or interest of capital. K it will return nothing beyond, as
well live on the income of that capital lent to another, but if it can be made to pro-

« This sort of person is called bailiff or land-stewart in England-grieve in Scotland.
JtH
duoe more, that (Surplus, small thou” it be, may be sufficient to induce him to cultivate.

Thirdly, the land may be let along with other ground to a tenant, who, while he pays his
rent entirely from the better soils, wiU nevertheless find it his interest to till the inferior,
if they be likely to yield a fair profit. This is a circumstanoe which happens continually,
and gives rise to the erroneous idea of rent being paid by lands of very low fertility* The
proprietor receiving a certain sum for the whole, concludes, perhaps naturally enough,
that he derives a revenue from all, whereas, it is possibly to a small part only that he is
indebted for his income. The fermer, on the other hand, must have a certain ex* tent of
ground in order to employ his capital, and will consent to pay a high rent for the good,
only on condition of having a certain quantity of the more indifferent thrown in along
with it, to be improved and cultivated at pleasure. And even a tenant will find it
advantageous to turn his capital on land, though it should not give quite the ordinary
rate of gross pro-" fits, for, being engaged in the business of farmings he cannot



superintend the employment of that capital in any other branch of industry, and will
there-fi)re be glad to derive from it, applied to agriculture” a revenue but slightly
superior to its interest. This of course will especially be the case where leases are of long
duration. From all this it follows, that rent is never essential to the cultivation of land,
which will be turned to productive account, whether it be

paid or not Therefore rent cjan form no part of what I have called Necessary revenue.

It is not, however, the same with the gross profits of capital and enterprise. If no profit
were made tipon capital, there could be no inducement whatevei? to employ it in
production, and moreover, the own-' ers would be obliged to have recourse to it for
satis* fying their physical wants. Therefore, both from choice and necessity, it would be
consumed without a return. It follows, that some gross profit is abso” lutely essential in
order that production should go on at all, except so far as labour could act alone. Even if
profit be very low, there will be a strong inducement to capitalists to emigrate to foreign
coun-* tries, or at least to vest their funds in foreign securities, not to dwell upon those
who, from the small-ness of the annual return, may be led to spend their stock
unproductively. Therefore, in order to prevent the diminution of the national capital, "it
is necessary that gross profit fall not below a certain rate. What that rate may be, it is of
course impossible to say. It may vary in different countries, and at different periods in
the same, according to the facility for secure foreign investments, and the prudence or
improvidence of the people. Suffice it to observe, that in any place, at a certain period,
there is a point below which gross profits cannot fall without endangering one of the
main sources of national wealth. Now, whatever may be the lowest rate required to
obviate that evil, constitutes a portion of the Necessary

revenue of the society, according to the definitioa above laid down.

In regard to the net profits of capital, the case seems to be different. Though gross
profits were to fall so low, that it could answer the purposes neither of the master to
borrow capital for productive employment, nor of the owner to lend it, the former not
finding it worth his while to incur risk and trouble for so small a remuneration, and the
latter not being able to live on interest alone, yet it by no means follows that stock would
be squandered without any return. The only difference would be, that capitalists would
be obliged to undertake the management of their own funds, and the class of rentiers
would cease. But so far as national wealth is concerned, this is a matter of perfect
indifference; provided the capital of the country be productively employed, it signifies
little by whom, whether by the owners themselves, or by those who borrow it for like
purposes. The only diversity is, that when a revenue can be derived from capital,
independently of personal superintendence, gross profits are capable of subdivision into
net profits and those of enterprise, and may become the property of different
individuals; where-aS) on the contrary supposition, these two incomes being always
united in the same person, would be perfectly undistinguishable.

It therefore does not seem essential to the keeping up of the public wealth, that capital
should be capable of affording a revenue to its owner separate from

that of its employer. We must, however, bear in mind, that in proportion as it becomes
more necei»-sary for the former to superintend the direction of his own funds, the
greater is the temptation to remove his substance to other lands where a higher interest
may enable him to live at ease. Should gross profits &11 so low as not to exceed the
interest obtained in adjoining countries, this temptation to remove funds in large
quantities would probably become irresistible. Therefore, again, it appears, that a
certam rate of gross profit is essential to the keeping up of the national capital without
diminution, and is therefore a part of the necessary revenue of the society; though it



does not seem equally indispensable that it should be so elevated as to afford separate
incomes to the owner and the employer.

The only branch of revenue which still remains to be considered is that of wages. Now,
as it is with ihe capitalist, so with the labourer. If no profit were made by the one, there
could neither be any motive to employ his funds in production, nor the power of doing
so long. In like manner, if the other earned nothing for his pains he could have no
inducement to labour, and no means of sustaining his strength; nor even his existence.
The capitalist may support himself for a time on his funds, though they yield no
increase, but if the labourer gain nothing, he must soon perish. Some amount of wages
then is most strictly essential to the keeping up of this primary source of wealth. Neither
is it enough
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that the revenue which goes for this purpose, b* sufficient to preserve the existing race.
It must also enable them to bring up to the age of manhood a .number|of strong and
healthy children, so as fiilly to esustain the actual force of the population. Unless it do
this, one of the principal springs of public riches must be enfeebled, for the quantity of
labour must decline more and more.

, Now, the amount of wages necessary for this end eannot”be”exactly stated, any more
than the rate of profit'essential to prevent the diminution of the na-tional * capital. It will
vary exceedingly from two causes in particular; 1. The nature of the climate. .2. Ilie state
of opinion.

Whatever reason physiologists may assign for the fact, jt seems to be indisputable, that
natives of cold regions require much more nourii“bment than those of wanner
[countries. The difference even hetween England and Southern Italy seems great in this
re-fpect,”and I have no doubt that the quantity of food consumed by a Sussex clown or
London drayman wouldJappear monstrous to the frugal Neapolitan, accustomed to
support existence on a little ice and macaroni. In climates more opposed, the contrast is
still greater. Thus we are told by Captain Boss, that”an"" Esquimau is in the habit of
eating twenty pounds a-day” of flesh, seal oil, or salmon, without inconvenience, while,
as he observes, he is neither more strong nor active than the spirited Arab who satisfies
the”wants of nature with a simple repast of
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tMurley-meaLl.* Even the Gan”iaa boatmen consume, Its we are told» eight or ten
pounds of moat daily. “the Northern Germans have long been celebrated 4bT the
quantity of food they contrive to devour, and ~o one, I would venture to say, accustomed
to more frugal living, ever witnessed a dinner among that people, without having his
ideas greatly enlarged as to the wonderful capacity of the human stomach. If we now
turn to India and other tropical regions, how extraordinary is the contrast!

F)rom the above, and many other similar facts, it seems pretty dearly established, that
the natives of cold countries consume, and therefore probably require, more food than
the inhabitants of milder di*itrict”; Besides this, they have many pressing wants' of
another kind, but little, if at all, felt by the latter, such as that of fuel, clothes, and warm
habitations. The people of fine climates being much in the open air, home and home
comforts are to them comparatively unimportant, whereas to those who, for the most
part of the year, inhale a ¢(dd and humid atmosv phere, they are all in all. It is not easy
under the sky of England, completely to enter into that idea of happiness which the
Roman poet considers as true felicity.



" Prostrati in gramine molH Propiter aqtm rtmin, sab ramis arborit aHie Nod magnis
opibus jocunde corpora curaut/'t

* See Captain Ross's second voyage to the Polar rcgiou”;. f Lucretius, Lib. ii.

Secondly” Though opinion cannot alter the nature of things, and render that essential to
existence "Udt is not strictly so, still, since the belief of what is necessary influences
men as much as the reality, it follows, that in the present case there is little difference
between them. If the labourers suppose certain comforts to be indispensable, they will
make it a point to obtain them, and if fully determined, they are sure in general to
succeed. But for this purpose they must not scruple to submit to sacrifices, for these are
the unavoidable condition of their triumph. In this case moral restraint is the price to be
paid. If their present allowance be not such as they consider essential to their comfort,
they must forbear to marry. Thus the labouring population will decline for a time, until
the rate of wages has in consequence risen sufficiently to enable them to command
those articles which they consider indispensable.

We see, then, that whether from positive necessity or from opinion, a certain rate of
wages is required to prevent the quantity of labour from being diminished, and the
progress of national wealth arrested in one of its principal sources. But as opinion is
mutable on most subjects, so on this it differs widely in different countries. In some, the
mass of the people are not content unless they possess a very considerable share of the
good things of life, while in others, as in Ireland, marriage is undertaken without a
scruple, if there be but a plot of potatoes to support
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the £uDily, and a mud cabin to receive the happy couple.

We must then satisfy ourselves with saying, that in every country there is a standard,
below which wages cannot fall without causing a decline in the numbers of the people,
and consequently in the quantity of labour employed in production, though this
standard is far from being the same in all parts of the globe.

Having now analyzed Revenue, and found that of the different parts of which it is made
up, a certain rate of gross profit and of wages is essential to the sustaining of the
national wealth without diminution, while rent and net profits are not indispensable to
that end, it follows that the two former alone constitute Necessary revenue, according to
the definition above given. The rate required for that purpose, and which as we have
seen varies much in different ages and countries, may, for the sake of convenience, be
called Necessary profits and Necessary wages,* provided it be clearly understood not
that these must always be realised, for as regards wages this notion has formerly been
refuted,f but simply that unless they be, the public riches cannot but decline. Now, if we
subtract the amouiit of necessary revenue from gross, the remainder will constitute the
Net revenue of the society. It wiU therefore comprehend the whole of the rent of land
and of the net profits of ca-

* These phrases are taken from M. Storcb. f See chapter on Wages.

pital, and may include a paart of the* profits oi enterprise, as well as of the wages of
labour. For, if the profits of enterprise be of themselves superior to what I have called
necessary profits, i.e. if they alone would, at their present rate, be more than sufficient *
to ensure the undiminished employment of capital in production, then that surplus will
form a portion of net revenue. In like manner, all that the labourers receive above what
is necessary for keeping up the existing numbers and strength of the population, must



come under the same category.

These then are the elements of which the net revenue of the society is composed; the
whole of rent and net profits of capital, wherever they exist, and possibly a part of the
profits of enterprise and of the wages of labour.

tt is here requisite, however, to take notice of a possible case, in order to shovv that the
sum of all the net revenues possessed by the dillerent classes, and which, so far as those
classes are separately concerned, really belong to that head, still does not of necessity
~ve a fair estimate of the net revenue of the nation at large. Thus, were we to suppose
that the reward of the labourers was in any country so low as not only to deprive them of
all diare in the net income of the society, but even to prevent them from fully sustaining
their race, it follows that, in or-der to have a just idea of the real net revenue of the
nation, it would be necessary to deduct from the amoimt of income possessed by the
higher classes as

much as if added to that already earned by the lower, would make up at least necessary
wages. If, after making this deduction, some net revenue should still remain to the
former, that surplus alone would deserve, in a national point of view, to be
comprehended under that head. For, if the landlords, capitalists, and masters were to
spend unproductively the whole of wht might Surly U considered M tL Net in-come,
there can be no doubt that the public wealth would decline. But the essential notion
attached to this term is, that portion of the annual return, which, if employed
productively, will certainly augment the national riches, and, if otherwise, will at least
not impair them. Therefore, it clearly appears, that in such a case, the whole net income
of the different classes, would not fairly represent that of the country.

The above case has proved that the sum of the net-revenues of the different classes is
not of necessity a true criterion of that of the community. But there are other causes
which sometimes render the net incomes of individuals a very unfair measure of that of
the whole nation. As soon as exchange is introduced, the value of comnK)dities becomes
to individuals, or even classes, of quite as much importance as their quantity. A sudden
fall in the price of any article may be the source of ruin to many, while it increases the
fortunes of others. K the fell be very great, the purchasers of the commodity in question
may find their own net revenues augmented at the expense of

the necessary revenue of the producers, perhaps ev”i of their capital.* In such a case,
the net incomes of individuals afford an unfiur estimate of that of the community, for if
the reyenues of one set of people be particularly high, it is only because those of another
are unusually low, or reduced to nothing. In order, therefore, to determine the proper
net revenue of the society, we must deduct from the gauns of the former as much as
would be required to leave to the latter at least their necessary revenue. In like manner,
an extraordinary rise in the price of any commodity, independent of any increase in its
cost of production, augments the net incomes of one set of persons at the expense of
others, though, as these generally have it in their option to consimie less of the article in
question, an event of this sort is rarely so ruinous to the fortunes of any as the opposite
occurrence, a great and sudden £stll. It does not therefore often happen that the
necessary revenue of any considerable number of people is, on that account, materially,
if at all, encroached upon.

The tendency of all monopolies is exactly the same. Their effect is permanently to raise
the price of some article of consumption above what in a state of freedom would be
sufficient to secure its continued supply, and therefore they divert just so much of the
revenue of the rest of the society, in order to fill the



* If the fall be great, the incomes of all classes interested in the pro* Auction may suffer,
whether landlords, capitalists, masters, or labourers.

Qoffers of the &.youred few. Although, to say the very least, monopolies can never
increase the wealth of a nation, for what they give to one they take from another; still, if
they do not actually encroach upon the necessary revenue of any class, the profits thence
derived must be considered a part of the net income of the society. No doubt this would
be quite as great upon the whole, nay, in all probability much greater, if all restrictions
were done away with; but that is not the present question. We simply wish to know,
supposing monopolies to exist, whether the extraordinary profits derived from them are
to be classed or not as a part of the net revenue of the country. And we see that this will
depend upon the degree in which they trench upon the incomes of the rest of the
community. Should they be so oppressive as seriously to encroach upon the necessary
revenue of other classes, a deduction must be made from them on this account,
otherwise the whole will belong to the national net revenue.

Net revenue, then, we find, is that portion of the annual gross produce from which alone
any increase of the national wealth can take place, for, as we have seen, all the rest is
necessary merely to keep it up to its present amount. For the same reason, it is the only
part of the yearly return which may be spent in any way its owner pleases, without
diminishing the general prosperity. Having also shown the difference between it and
gross revenue, and unfolded the ele-

ments of which it is made up, little more remains to be said upon this subject.

Before concluding the chapter, however, it may be well to notice certain consequences
which naturaUy flow from the principles above laid down.

In the first place, it is clear, from the definition just given of net revenue, that this is the
only fimd fit)m which government can freely draw those taxes neces” sary for the public
administration, without encroaching on the present sources of national wesdth. If these
burthens swallow up the whole of the net re-venue of the society, an effectual stop, no
doubts wiB be put to the further progress of riches; but if they do not go beyond this
point, there will be no abso* lute declension thereof. The moment, however, thL» fund
becomes no longer sufficient to satisfy the increasing exigencies of the state, necessary
revenue” and capital will be broken in upon, and the public prosperitymust
consequently be seriously endangered.

From this, it follows, that so &r as the Treasuiy is concerned, the net revenue of the
community is alone of importance. And since a nation is formidable to its neighbours,
and occupies a distinguished rank in the political world, solely in proportion to the
income of which its government can dispose, at least so far asr wealth is power, we must
conclude, that an imposing position in respect to foreign states, is due entirely to the
amount of net revenue possessed by the conununi-""'
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tj at lai*. The degree of consequence of any coun-*: try in the eyes of others, will depend
then not upon, its gross but net produce, which is but a different term: for net revenue.*

Hence it may very well happen, that of two countries, the one which is superior to the
other in extent of territory, in population, and in gross produce, may nevertheless be
inferior in political power and importance to its rival. This will be the case, should the
net produce of the latter be greater than that of the former. How then is it possible that a
smaller total return should afford a larger net revenue ? This will depend upon the



respective wisdom and skill with which the various sources of production are tiimed to
account in the two countries. In the one periiaps, all monopolies and restrictions are
done away with, large capitals accumulated in the hands of individuals enable them to
introduce a very minute division of labour, to purchase the most expensive machines,
and in other ways greatly facilitate production in agriculture, manuJEsu”ures, and
conmierce; the intercourse between the various parts of the kingdom being freed from
all duties on transit, is at the same time rendered easy and economical by excellent
highways, and numerous canals and rsulroads,. and by the wisdom of the government, a
free trade is proclaimed with all nations. By all these mean£r

* Gross Produce, as we bare seen above, is not tbe same tbing as Oross Revenae, for it
includes this last as well as something more, but Net Prodore aiid Net ReYenae are
identtcaL

are the sources of wealth rendered more fruitful, and consequently the net revenue
mcreased, so as to bear a far higher proportion to the whole produce, than in a country
placed in opposite circumstances. Although, then, the gross produce may be greater in
the latter, as it must be, if its territory and population be both very superior, yet not only
the ratio of the net return to the total result may be more considerable in the former
case, but even its absolute amount. For, if industry labour under many disadvantages,
the net revenue of the society may be reduced to very little indeed.

In proof of this, I may refer to the discussions which grew out of our inquiry into the
doctrine of rent. We there saw that no system of agriculture is so calculated to increase
the gross produce of the soil, as that of cultivation by very small proprietors, each
employed on his own little estate, and especially if the spade and rake be substituted for
the plough and harrow. The reason of which we found to be, that on no other plan could
any thing like the same quantity of labour be bestowed on the land. But as this labour is
assisted only by the very simplest implements, and every sort of expensive machinery is
out of the question, the result is, that in proportion to the toil, the return is after all but
scanty. The net revenue of a country cultivated in this manner would consequently be
small, though its territory might be very extended, and its population numerous, and
therefore from what has been said above, its political
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importance would be less than these might seem to warrant.

It appears, then, that political power, and therefore security to a certain extent against
foreign invasion, are among the happy consequences of a large net revenue. Nor is this
all. Since that is the fimd from which alone any savings can be made, and fresh capital
accumulated, it follows that the larger its amount, the greater will be the facility for
those savings, and the more rapid the increase of national wealth. Therefore, a country
possessing an ample net produce, cannot be long without a large gross produce also,
procured in some way or another. I say procured in some way or another, for those
changes which tend to favour the net revenue of the society, may frequently diminish,
not for a time only, but even permanently, the produce of certain branches of industry.

Thus, the most improved system of fitrming, carried on by persons possessed of large
capitals, will not succeed in raising from the soil the same amount as can be obtained by
little proprietors, each cultivating his own patch of ground. Still, the large net income
resulting from the former mode of proceeding, by facilitating the augmentation of
capital, will lead to the increase of manu&cturing and commercial industry, and thus
ultimately give rise, in all probability, to a more abundant gross produce, than could
have been realised in the same lapse of time, had the



other system of husbandry been persisted in. This

produce, it is true, will be, in the first instance at least, of a very different sort. It will
comprise more of fiibricated, and less of agricultural riches. But as much of the former
will be sent abroad to be ex” changed for com, raw materials, &c., it will follow that by
the time commerce has done its work, that is; when the production is fully completed,
there will be less disparity between the two kinds of wealth existing in the country, than
might at first be imagined.

Whatever, then> tends to favour the increase of net revenue, leads also in the long run
to an ample gross produce both agricultural and manufiwrtured, though a great part of
the fi“rmer may not be of native growth.

It is in vain, however, to deny that the t”*iden<7 in certain claases, in master-capitalists
and great landlords for instance, to sacrifice every thing for the increase of net revenue,
is attended with very serious inconveniences. No change, such as the ccmver-rion of
circulating capital into fixed, can be brought about for the sake of raising rent or profit,
without diminishing, for a time at least, the annual produce” lessening the quantity of
labour set in motion throi®* out the community, and consequently injuring the working
classes. CSuuiges of this description, in rural industry, have a peculiar tendency to
render redundant a part of the existing agricultural popular tion, and therefore to thin
their numbers firom distress, in some cases for a long period, in others pro-> bably for
ever. Thus many people who, under a
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different system, would have found employment in the country, are compelled to Uve in
towns, and addict themselves to other branches of industry. Now, independently of the
suffering connected with a total change of occupation, there is good reason to believe
that an increase of the manufacturing population at the expence of the agricultural is,
beyond a certain point, by no means to be wished. A variety of ills, moral, political, and
economical, seems inseparable from an over-growth of the former.

Besides all this, there are certain changes of system in agriculture, which, while they
certainly lessen greatly the total produce of the soil, do not necessarily augment the sum
even of its net revenue. Of this kind is the conversion of com land into grass. Be-cause
rent is raised by such an alteration, it does not follow that the iotci net revenue derived
from land is thereby increased. For, if while the former species of mcome is augmented,
less capital can now be vested in rural occupations than formerly, a less amami of profit
will be realized. Consequently, rent and profit together may make up a sum not greats
than before, perhaps even less. It will be said, no doubt, that the capital thus set free
from agriculture, will find some other investment. This I do not mean to deny. Still, it
must be allowed, that it is deprived of at least one profitable employment, and that too
upon the whole, probably the most &vourable to the happiness of the people. Besides,
part is so mixed.

up with the soil as to become inseparable from it, and the rest is likely to suffer
considerable diminution in value, in that change of shape which it must undergo in
passing from one branch of industry to another. K that capital belong to the farmer,
however, and not to the landlord, it may be the interest of the latter to adopt the new
system at the expiration of the lease. Whatever the loss may be, it cannot in this case
affect him. At all events, supposing that less capital than formerly can now be vested in
rural occupations, not only the class of agricultural labourers, but that of farmers also,
will suffer from the change. The same fimds, which previously sufficed for a moderate
extent of ground, will now stock a much larger. Therefore &rms will be less numerous,



and part of the existing tenantry thrown completely out of employment.*

The conversion of com land into hay and pasture fields will then have a peculiar
tendency to swell the population of towns at the expense of the coimtiy, because, in that
case, not the agricultural labourers only, but capital also, with its owners, will be sent

r

* This difference between the interests of landlord and teoan” in respect to the system
of agrioultore, is so well ondentood in soige parts of Scotland, that a clause is often
inserted in the lease to prevent the latter from ploughing up more than a certain portion
of land. A rmnarkable instance in point recurs just now to my memory. A te> nant on an
estate with which I am well acquainted, who had often tried to eyade this agreement,
having at length collected secretly all the horses and ploughs he could find, commenced
his operations at fiiight-fall» and before break of day> had tamed np every foot of grsss
in his possession.

from the one to the other. This effect will likewise be permanent.

There is every reason to suppose, that the above change will go on throughout Great
Britain more and more. It is an easj af&ir to bring com from abroad, to transport hay,
fresh meat, and milk, diffi* cult and costly” if not impossible. Therefore, as so” dety
advances, the latter will gradually take the place of the former. Now, we have seen under
the head of Rent, that the system of large landed properties, so prevalent in Great
Britain, favours exceedingly the same change, and consequently tends to diminish the
i“umber of people employed upon the son, and to promote the aggrandizement of cities.

A manufacturing population consumes much more animal food than an agricultural.
The vicissitudes to which they are so liable, instead of making them provident, as might
be wished, tend on the contrary to dissipation and extravagance. When wages are good,
as they know not how long they may continue so, it seems less worth while to save, and
they determine to enjoy at least the passing hour. Besides, the very hardness of the
labour, together with its wearisome uniformity, make some compensation the more
necessary, Man cannot live altogether without pleasure, * and the more painful and
laborious his ordinary condition, the more will he feel the necessity at times for some
extraordinary excitement. Intense exertion and none at all lead to the same result;
excess, in the one case to expel ennui; in the other, to recruit

for a moment exhausted nature, and solace a toUsome and monotonous existence.*

Hence the disgustmg scenes of drunkenness so fire* quent in manu&cturing towns, and
the costly repasts which the workmen are accustomed to indulge in so long as their
wages permit. From the prevalence of these luxurious habits, much more meat is
consumed by the laboilring population in towns than in the country. Besides, the latter
cannot so easily obtain exactly that sm” quantity which they may require, and just at the
moment they wish. And if the peasantry be themselves proprietors or petty tenants”
there is no doubt that they will support themselves” as &r as they can, on the produce of
their little fiurms, which, for the reasons before stated, will be chiefly of a vegetable
nature.

Thus does the increase of the manufu”uring population create a furth” demand for
butcher's meat, and so fitvour still more the conversion of com land into pasture. Not to
mention, that the rapid fortunes made by master manu&cturers, and the great addi-

* GoUiera, irhooe life is one of the hardest and most disagfreeable that can be imagined,
being spent in great [>art under ground amid foul air and dirty water, are notoriously



improvident. Barely, if ever, do they save, although their wages are high; they live, when
they can, sumptuously, and run into all kinds of excesses. I have visited cotton mills
where the best spinners earned L.IO a month, and a family could commonly gain L*150
a year; yet such was the extreme improvidence of the workmen, that when a letter came
to any of them at the end of the week, just before pay day, they were obliged to borrow of
the master a sixpence for the postage, and whenever the mills stopped for repaira or
from any other cause, they went about begging. The French are more temperate both in
toil and in pleasure than the English.

tdon thence arising to the numbers and wealth of the middle classes, greatly promote
the same change, by augmenting exceedingly the consumption of all kinds of
agricultural productions, particularly of hay and butcher's meat, which, as formerly
shewn, are likely to rise in price much more than conk

What is the practical conclusion to be deduced from all this ? Simply the following: that
in a country such as Great Britain, where the current runs -so strong in &your of an
increase of the manufacturing population rather than of the agricultural, it ough;!; not
to be the policy of the L”slature still farther to pro* mote this tendency. Were it not for
the extreme concentration of landed property, there is little doubt that the disproportion
between them would be &r less than it is. Now, the evils, whether economical or
political, to be' apprehended from an overgrown manufacturing population, are very
serious. The larger this class becomes, the greater is the propor* tioD of it employed in
fabricating commodities for foreign markets, and who consequently must depend for
their support partly upon the ready sale of these articles abroad, partly on the
uninterrupted importation of food from distant shores. And not to dwell upon the last of
these events, but supposing it allowed that there can be no danger of want of supplies,
provided there be the means of paying for them, still, these means are liable to be cut off
by various accidents. War, prohibitory tariff, above all, the

competition of rival states, and the growth of mana* &ctures in those regions which now
import them, all tend to render the foreign much more uncertain than the home market.
And when to these disturhing causes, are added changes of &shion, which render the
demand for manufactures so liahle to yaeillation even within the country itself, we shall
then have something like an adequate idea of the extensive fluctuation to which those
branches of industry are exposed, which are set in motion chiefly for other nations.

Mr. Malthus has remarked, that it cannot be considered a natural, that is, a permanent
state of things, for cotton to be grovm in the Carolinas, shipped for Liverpool, and again
exported to America in its finished condition. The time must come when the United
States will fabricate for themselves. The same observation may be applied to other
nations. It is quite clear, that unless there be some extraordinary natural advantages
peculiar to Great Britain, it cannot have any right to suppose that it shall always supply
the greater part of the world with manu&c-tures at a cheaper rate than that at which
they can be raised in the respective countries. Much less is it entitled to imagine that no
other people can ever come into competition with it, and furnish neighbouring or
distant lands on as cheap terms as itself. At least, this remark is true, unless, as just
observed. Great Britain possess some unrivalled natmral facilities for manufacturing
industry. The abundance and cheapness of coal is perhaps the only remarkable gift

whereby it is distinguished among the nations of the earth. As for the excellent
subdivision of labour, and the great improvements in machinery, which tend so much to
the cheapness of commodities, there is nothing in all this which may not be adopted by
foreign states. Indeed, the rapid advances made in France and other continental
countries since the termination of the last war, sufBciently prove this. In the former, in



particular, all cotton goods have fallen amazingly in price within the last twenty years.
Besides, it is impossible to know what mines of coal retnain yet to be discovered on the
continent. There is good reason to believe that this substance exists in very many parts
where it has not yet been worked, and requires only capital to bring it to light. In
Belgium and the south of France, quantities are even now obt"ned, and in North
America it is already made use of, and is said to be abundant. Water-power also may be
employed in many places to great advantage, and with manifest economy. The greater
part of the manu&ectories of Rouen are thus moved.

These circumstances founded on the permanent nature of things, joined to the
unavoidable accidents of war and prohibitory legislation, sufficiently prove how
uncertain is that fabric of prosperity, built upon a vast manu&cturing industry destined
to supply foreign nations. And when reverses do come, as come they must, the misery
thence arising will be incalculable. Thousands, perhaps millions, may be almost totally
deprived of employment and subsistence, or be
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left to depend upon the precarious charity of their fellow-countrymen, a consummation
of human wretchedness from which the mind recoils with horror. Nor is the evil less in a
political point of yiew. The existence of an immense population brought together within
a small compass, and therefore ready to be worked upon by designing men, liable
moreover to the niost extreme vicissitudes of fortune, and prevented by continuity of toil
from ever becoming deeply instructed, cannot but be a permanent source of danger to
any government, and to popular institutions especially. Republican forms in such a state
of society would manifestly be out of the question, for nothing but a powerful standing
army could ever secure the public tranquillity. Already more than once, has the deeply
founded state of England, strong with all that can support a government, strong in its
monarchy, its aristocracy, and its miUtary force, trmbled at the intelligence of riots in
the manufacturing districts. What, then, in similar conjimctures, would become of a
feebler rule ? Have we not within these two years, seen a single city of France, a city of
weavers, almost a match for the government, and able to prolong tiie contest for more
than a week ? A govemmait, too, protected by one of the largest armies in Chris”
tendom? The fear of such events must tend to induce the upper and middle classes to
give up some of the securities against arbitrary power, for the sake of maintaining public
order. Of this, examples have already occurred in our own country.

These remarks point out some of the evils to be apprehended from an overgrown
manu&cturing population. From this, as well as from what has gone before, the
consequence which I deduce is, that in a country such as Great Britain, where, partly
from the extreme concentration of landed property, partly from the natural progress of
society, the above population has so strong a tendency to increase as compared with the
agricultural, and even, as we have seen, at its expense, it becomes the duty of
government, at'all events not to encourage this unavoidable movement.

I” indeed, in order to check this progression, a system of restrictions on the importation
of com or other vegetable food were now for the first time proposed, I should certainly
be very slow in agreeing to such an expedient. But when these regulations have already
existed for a length of time, so that the con-dition of a great number of individuals has
become dependent upon their continuance, the case is very different. The abolition of
the restrictions would then have the effect of depriving of employment a part of the
agricultural population, and of sending them to swell the crowds in manufacturing
towns. At least this would be the result, supposing the restrictions removed to be really
of importance. It is impossible to evade this dilemma. K an abolition of the com laws



would not considerably lower the price of bread, (as some would have us believe), it is
then perfectly evident that at least they are harmless. Unless this consequence were to
follow from doing

away with them, it is a matter of very little importance to the nation, whether they be
allowed or not any longer to cumber the statute book. - The amount of good would be
limited to the sweeping away a useless law, and that would be all. But for so trifling a
benefit it seems scarcely worth while making so great a clamour. The strenuous
advocates for abolition must then, to be consistent, agree that such an event would'
make a material difference in the price of bread, &o. But this could not happen without
throwing out of cultivation a great deal of inferior land on which com was before grown,
and therefore must render redundant the population so employed. It is then a very great
mistake to suppose, as many have done, that the com laws concern only landlords, and
thatthey alone are interested in their continuance. The labourers would be more affected
by their abolition than any other class; for least of aJl can they endure any diminution of
income. No doubt, the common answer to this will be, they can go and seek employment
elsewhere. But where are they to go ? In agriculture there can be Uttle chance of their
finding occupation, for the reasons just assigned. They must therefore repair to large
towns, and try, as best they may, to fit those hands which formerly guided the plough, to
drive the shuttle or push a spinning-jenny. The degree of misery which, in the mean
time, would affect these redundant labourers, it is unnecessary to dilate upon; and in the
end, the disproportion between the agricul®
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taral and manufisu”uring population would be still £urther increased, a consummation
by no means to be wished. Nor is this all. The change we are now considering would
press very hard upon those tenants and little proprietors, who had sunk capital in the
improvement of inferior soils paying no rent. No considerable fall in the price of grain
could happen without trenching seriously upon the profits of that capital, since at no
time is the land supposed to have afforded the other species of revenue. And as the
funds in question cannot be withdrawn from the ground, with which they have become
identified, there is no way in which the. tenant or small proprietor can escape his loss. K
he do not consent to abandon altogether the capital thus vested, he must continue to
cultivate the land by firesh outlays, though at a manifest disadvantage.

But without insisting any longer upon this point, let us suppose that the farmer finding
it impossible any longer to support himself by agriculture, is both anxious and able to
realize his capital, and transport it elsewhere. Now, not to dwell upon the losses he is
likely to sustain firom the fall in the price of all those articles which compose that
capital, of which com is a principal one, a fall occasioned in part by the number of sales
by persons similarly situated with himself in part by the abolition of all restrictions on
importation, what after all is to become of him ? No doubt, he also is to turn
manu£su;turer, a bitter change, eviBn if possible, to one bred up under the canopy of
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heaven, and accustomed from his infancy to rural pursuits only. His chances also of
success must be veiy doubtful. For a long time, at least, his situation cannot be very
enviable. He will be something like the farmer of Tilsbury Vale, mentioned by the poet
Wordsworth, who, when transplanted to London, used to be chiefly occupied in
watching the clouds as they passed over the street, and whose favourite resort was
Smithfield and the Haymarket.

The same evils which a£fect the tenantry, would be felt by small proprietors cultivating



their own estates, and in a still greater degree, since not their profitif only, but rent also
would be diminished. And though in England this class of persons may not be very
numerous, yet in arguing generally, they must be taken into account. Many of these
could not even d”ve much benefit, if any, from the fall of money-wages likely to ensue
sooner or later from the decline in the price of com, as they rarely if ever employ any
labour but that of their own family.

It is not, of course, my object here, to write a formal treatise on the com laws. All that I
wish to show is, that the evils which would result from a total abolition of restrictions in
a countiy which has long been accustomed to them, would be greater than the advocates
of such a measure seem generally to admit, and that instead of affecting rich landlords
only, it would injure very much the important classes of agricultural labourers, tenants,
and small proprietors. We have seen also, that it could not take place with-

out a considerable destruction of capital vested in the soil, and a loss of much more
unavoidable in changing from one employment to another. All these incon-veniencies
greatly diminish, at all events, the benefit to be expected from throwing quite open the
trade in com. And though after a time this injury might cease to be felt, and the amount
of national wealth increase beyond what it could have done imder the restrictive system,
as would probably be the case, yet it seems to me very doubtful how far this ought to be
considered a sufficient good to induce the legislature to create so great a present evil;
particularly when we consider that the above advantage must be purchased by a still
ferther increase of the manufacturing population at the expense of the agricultural, the
former of which, by the supposition, is already so numerous as to be not only a frequent
source of misery to individuals, but even a cause of danger to the State.

K then a plan can be devised, which, in keeping up the present average price of com,
shall not entail upon the country those ruinous fluctuations which are apt to occur
wherever the value of that necessary of life is generally much higher than in other
kingdoms, it will perhaps be well to adhere to such a system. No doubt, this might be
attained by granting a bounty on exportation equal to the duty on importation, so that in
case of a superabundant crop, the farmers might be relieved by sending it abroad. This,
however, would render necessary a considerable tax, to

which the country might not be very wilUng to submit. In lieu of this, the present com
Uw of “t*"bod seems to have answered prettj well, as, ever fdnce its enactment, the
price of grain has been on the whole steady, and in general lower than in precetUng
years. It seems scarcely oecessaiy to add, that the same reasons which would induce me
to combat any le-strictioos, were they now for the first time proposed, would prompt me
strenuously to resist any addition to the duties already existing. Here general principles
become agun applicable. I to retrace the steps we have already taken, be a course of
very doubtful wisdom, at least let us not proceed &rther in the same career. Such an
attempt, besides being opposed to all sound ideas of Political Economy, could not foil to
excite the passions of different classes of sociely ag” nst each other, and scatter the
brands of civU discord througfaout the community.
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