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HEW FROBRTIERS OF ECONOMIC THINKING

15GMH of our most urgent prohlamsﬁuﬂiﬁwiﬂﬂﬁnﬂalspring frmm
the nesd of adjusting the forme of our snaial 1ife to the tachnnlogy
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The sphere of 11fe n which such ad justment would have g%f{lﬁbbhh
primarily to be made is of courss the sconomic, that 13 the wey-we
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edge- -seeiﬂtiﬁﬁuprian_tnhgi_ own? Thet is the
quéstion.

'Let"ﬁs reﬁaat the pragmatle definitlon of Whe econonle
sphers of 1life = "the way we make sure that we do not go without
the necessities of 1ifé.“ Do we &etﬁally fear that we might liter~
ally starve? And if some of us someblimea do? 1s 1t for most of ua
most of the time even approximately true? And then thﬂra are the
leanders of American industry who earn saveral hunde ed dollars B ye&ar
anﬂiii;ely the leavel of our productlion eweza much to thelr axertlon.
Do these esxertlons scbtually spring from fear of otherwlse starving?
And Af not, is thls fear of thelrs even an appreclable factor in
tﬁat achievement of supep-abundant plenty?

Hot at all. The Trobrian Islendsra of the South Sea grnﬁ .
normslly twiece az mueh yam frult as thiey need and allow 1t to rot.
They E;;:g:‘their eéoncmic Ilifa in termg of plenty, whlle according
to our standeards we are surrounded by scarcity. We, acearding to
thelr standards, are 2urrocurded by plenty but freeze ocmr economle
life in terms of scareity. That is why we are able to acoept the

fiction that the millioneires are achbuated by fear of stervatlon.




But the trufh.bahind the fiction 1z that in prineciple a men
rmst either sarn his wages or maks profit. tharwiaa he goes wlthout
an ineome, and how can he then be sure of ﬁruviding himself even with
the necessltles of 1ife?

It is to insure that everybody tries to =mell whatever he may
possess in order to make an income that our soelety is organized as
it is. And everything else has been subordinated to the requirements
of the system. The prcﬁerty owner sells the use éf hils cap;tal or
land, the worker sells the use of his labor power == and thelr lncomes
are sctually prices which they atiain on the market: price of the uze
of gapitai ecalled interaﬁt; price of the use of land, called rent;
price of the use of labor power, cgllé& wages . The entrapf&nuar_aallﬁ
his services and is racﬂmpénﬂad by'prufit - & diffa;enca of the
price of co8t gooda and product. IHla income also depends ﬁn thea
market .

I Ag you s8e, the market system determinea their Ilncomea which
are prlces determlned by different markets: markets for the use of
labor power, capitai, land, or whatever they possess. OUnly the en=
trepremer has o direet market forhis services: he must take the
risks. That's may be why he tends to diaappagr in lafga-scale-in—
dustry being replaced bj the manager who gets his safe salary.

I am not golng to go mueh further inte the twmture of our
economy here. My peint was to show that we rightly sssume that our
market economy appeels to whet we crll "economic mﬂtivaaﬁ that is,
fear of hunger and hope of gain.

But by calling hungsr and gain economie motives do we not pre-
Judge the mx very posslbillitles of the adjustment of the economle

sphere of 1ife? Let us conslder the polng.




In one sense the answer must be yves. Sinces market economy
takes care of the production and distribution ﬁf material goeds,
and hunger and gain [as we define them] are insuring the working of
that system, 1% is justified to call them economle motives since
théy happen to bs thé motlve on whiech the economic system rests.

Bub are they economle in any other sense? Are they intrin-
sically economlc? In the aense in which assthetic motlves or relie
glous motlves are aesthetie or religious, that is, as the outcoms
end expression of an experiapce the quallty of which i3 self evi-
dent? HNot at alls There ls nothing economlc about hunger: if a man
iz humgry there 1s nothlng spesclfic he can do. It 1s certalnly no
indleation how to go about production. It may induce him to commit
robbery, but that 18 not economlc sctivity. Neilther is the cersbral
drive of gain speciflcally economic. Its idea and maybe lts urge,
if #such a thing exlsts, have no connection with the production and
distrlbution of mmterlal goods, unless sueh a connection be provided
by some elaborate sconomlc mechanism, -- wmx which would be beggling
the gqueation.

The polint 1s of very real importance. Unless we see this
clearly we must assume that an economic system 1is neceagarily run
on economle motives, meaning motives which are intrinsically economic
such a3 we uncritically assume hunger and gain to be. |

No worde and no more unsclentific narrowing down of our fresdom .
of aotion is concaivabla; The task of adjusting our aconomia system
to technology anﬂ Justice would have become insoluble.

1t would be truer to say that at no time before the setting up

o' market economy has the economle system made the Individual's feap

of hunger & moblve for his partleipation in production. The community




as ﬁ wiais whole may be -- and usually is ~-= céntinucusly concerned
about food, but this concern is not passed on to the individual in

the form affa concern about his Indlvidual share as depending upon

his particlpation In bhunt or catch, tillaga-ar harvest. In primitive
goclety lnstitutional 3afagﬁarda are provided agalnst fear of hunger

as an individual'a.mntiva forp actlion in the economle sphere. The same
is true of medleval of soclety, and indeed, even of the mercantile aya-

tem. The tendency ls throughout to aveid what we call the economic

' Incentive. Thils doss not mean that the connection between scelal

dividend and the smount of the shafe in it, can be severed -~ thls
would be cobviously impessible. Wo more than 1s available caﬁ be
distributed and under many seonomle Institutions a man's share may
depend upen hiz own exertions. But that i3 not the point. 4An indi-~
vidnal's fear of huhgar iz entirely different from hlas apprshension
of ,peing better or less better off, and 1t 1= precisely ths whip of
hunger which 18 absent 13 poorer socletles than our own.

‘‘his 1z even truer of the motive of galn made on exchange.
It 1ls elther entirely ebaent or inéafar g8 1t 1s present, 1t 1s oa-
traclzed ﬁna put under a negative premium. Surely many mm excesptions
will cémﬂ Lo your mind . But thelr impertancs should not be exag-
gerated. We tend to look at the past with the eyes of the preszent
and Pacognize tne familiar trends more easily than the tinfamiliar
ones. What cnunts is the character of the dominent inst’tuticns of an
age, 8ince these set the limit to the growth and scope of the secondary
ones. The presente of merchants nedd not 1lmply the dominance of com-
mereial attltudes as the prasaﬁca of monastaries today doanr nnt'm&ka
society inter-manastic. The pressonce of markefs iz 2 harmless fact anﬁ

the use of money is as a rile, & subordinate trait. It does not lmply




a moneterlzed society and the préaﬁncﬁ of markets 1n an economy does
not in any way involve the ﬁXiStBnCﬂ.ﬂf & market accnomy;

ow what is this market economy of ours which 1s run on eco-
nemnl ¢ mﬂtiveﬂ and the sd justment of which looms so large ftoday?

It is the dominance of the market pattern. Primitive soclety iz based
on kinshlp systems. IFeudal soclety, on the personal tis. Our soclsty
1=z embeddaed In the market pattarn.

Ths eriterion iz z2impla. The mere prasence of marketz need
not involve the exlsternce of markets for labor and land. Theza two
pillara of social exlistence &re everywhere sheltersed from the action
of the merket. I'or what we in our Jjargon- eall labor and land is merely
the economist's name for man and hils natural enviromment. As soon as
these are urgﬁnized in marksts, that is the fate of man and his habitat
are left to the actlon of the market, then and then only, has the market
grown into the dominant institution of the society ~- like kinship,
monas tery, feudal tle, and other types of socletles.

Formerly this is exzpressed In thlz. The market system becomes
autonomous and antomatic, for once the factors of preduction, lahbor
and land, have markets of thelr own then ecapitael, whick is & combination
of labor snd lsnd, can mova frem one market tokanﬂthar oriented on the
simgle ;igt of egqualizing ‘prﬁfits. This is whet we mean by self'-
regulating market system, that ls, by a system of markets comprising
EhE frée marketa for labor and land.

How elearly such a égatam could not exiat for s day without
destroylng the human socleby dellivered up te it. Wen would perish,
nature wovld return to dust In the grips of this blind mill -- a towsr
of Babel whirling 1tself to deatruction.




Haturaily, such & state of affaira has never actually existed
falthough some economic theorists still postulate it as the foundatlon
of practical policles]. The rise of the market patitern to dominance

waa accompanled by & movement In the oppeosite directlon, protecting

- the substance of human secclety -- man and nature -=- agalnst the work-

ing of the Saﬁaniﬂ mill. Especially labor and land were never coms

pletely abandonsd to its merey, while unfortunately our mind and
thoughts were -- &nﬁ indeed, had to be, -~ exposed to the deslceating
samum of econcmistle prejudice. The inﬂtitutioﬁﬂ, however extreme,
werc at least met by instituticnal counterforces, protecting society
to some extent; but In the fleld of philcsﬂphip‘and religious thought;
the commerciaelist influence reigned supreme. Thus, cur picture of man

economlatic .
was deeply Influenced by mExxkix assumpbtlons and so was our view of man's

‘freedom to shape his world accerding to his ideals.

Az regards man

- g e,




	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_001.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_002.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_003.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_004.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_005.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_006.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_007.pdf
	Con_20_Fol_07_Pg_008.pdf

