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Eighteenth-century Economics

Peter Groenewegen is one of the world’s foremost scholars of eighteenth-
century economics — the era that saw the effective ‘mainstreaming’ of the
discipline in the work of Smith, Turgot and Quesnay. This collection of essays
amounts to the definitive guide to eighteenth-century economics and is a must
for any economist’s bookshelves.

Eighteenth-century Economics represents four decades of Peter Groenewegen’s
research of that period. Presented in chronological order, the essays read not
only as an authoritative summary of the period, but also as a guide to the evolu-
tion of Groenewegen’s writings down the years. There can be no doubt that this
book is truly indispensable to any serious economist and will prove a valuable
resource for students of the history of economic thought.

Peter Groenewegen is Professor of Economics at the University of Sydney.
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Preface

There comes a time in life when past work can be reviewed with an eye to
making it accessible in a new form. My long academic career in the history of
economics makes me think that this might well be the case with my essays in
this field, contributed over four decades to academic journals, books and confer-
ence proceedings. The contents of the material here reprinted is discussed in
detail in the subsequent Prelude, together with my reasons for choosing them
for inclusion. My Acknowledgments convey my thanks to former publishers and
those who assisted with this publication. However, I might here take the oppor-
tunity to offer a general thanks to my teachers in the history of economics,
formal and informal. Their specific contributions are generally indicated in an
appropriate footnote. However, their willingness to comment on material in
draft, occasionally from someone whom they had never met, is praiseworthy. It
indicates one type of unpaid work many academics are willing to do in the
advancement of their discipline. This is one of the many joys of academic life
that needs regular celebration.
Long may this tradition continue.

Peter Groenewegen
The University of Sydney
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Prelude

The essays on eighteenth-century economics collected in this volume represent
four decades of my research on this subject. These began with my postgraduate
studies in the 1960s and have continued as part of my activities as a university
teacher at the University of Sydney specialising in the history of economics. In
1961 and 1962, I wrote a Master of Economics thesis at the University of
Sydney on the Economics of A.R.J. Turgot; in 1963-5 1 completed a Ph.D.
thesis at the London School of Economics on the history of the theory of value,
production and distribution from 1650 to 1776. Many of the articles reprinted
in this volume — particularly Chapters 4, 7, 8, 16, 17, 18 and 20 — derive from
this graduate research although, not surprisingly, in each case they embody a
great deal of additional work and reflect the impact of advice from eminent
scholars in the history of economics.

In 1976, 1 spent a period of study leave from Sydney at the University of
Florence in Piero Barucci’s history of economics department. There I worked on
eighteenth-century Italian economics, particularly that of Beccaria, Verri,
Genovesi and Galiani, as reprinted in the Custodi edition of Italian economic
classics. Some fruits of this research are visible in Chapters 1 and 15. In 1982,
[ began a series of reprints of classics in economics, largely, but not totally,
drawn from the eighteenth century. Chapters 13 and 14 present extracts from
introductions to two of these reprints, while Chapter 10 recounts some of my
early experiences in this venture. When in 1989 I formed a Centre for the
Study of the History of Economic Thought at the University of Sydney, with
the encouragement and support from its then Vice Chancellor, the late
Professor J. M. Ward, the reprints were published under its auspices. The series
was completed in 2000 with a reprint of a work by Boisguilbert, his 1704 A
Treatise on the Nature of Wealth, Money and Taxation. The Centre also organised
a number of one-day (or longer) workshops and conferences, of which Chapter
11 marks an early instance. The proceedings of many of the later meetings
tended to be published in book form, including a study on women and
economics (1994), economics and ethics (1996) and one on physicians and
political economy (2001). The most recent in fact also covers much early
economics by investigating the links between medicine and economics by way
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of six case studies of physician-economists, only one of whom lived in the nine-
teenth century.

The chapters not mentioned so far in nearly all cases derive from conference
presentations or from public addresses, published subsequently either in the offi-
cial proceedings of these conferences, or in refereed journals, or both. Chapter 2
is an exception, since it has never before been published. It deals with the emer-
gence of economics as a science, one of the more formal problems in the history
of economics, examining the various time periods selected in other historical
studies, partly in terms of the preferred definition of economics (or political
economy) which they implied. This paper had been presented in 1972 at a
British History of Economic Thought Conference organised at Birmingham by
T. W. Hutcheson and subsequently (1973) in much revised form at the Third
Conference of Economists in Adelaide (Australia). A decade and a half later I
used some of its contents in Chapter 3, a review article on the origins of modern
economics (appropriately concentrating on a book by Hutcheson which had
appeared in 1988). However, there is no real overlap between these two essays
as reprinted here. The lapse of a quarter century from its first writing to its re-
editing meant that [ felt free to change much of its contents, greatly condensing
the argument and improving the style, while at the same time conserving what
was valuable among the ideas on that topic by their presentation in a more
coherent, concise and simplified form. The degree of success | have achieved in
this task can be left to the judgement of my readers. Chapters 6, 9, and 23 are
also papers from conferences, presented in Paris, Grenoble and Lecce respec-
tively; Chapters 12 and 22 were both originally presented as public lectures.
The first was sponsored by Macquarie University (Sydney, Australia) as its first
Henry George Memorial Lecture (subsequent Henry George Memorial
Lecturers have included eminent historians of economics such as Mark Blaug).
The second, more significantly, was presented on the occasion of the bicente-
nary of the publication of the Wealth of Nations, at a meeting sponsored by the
Economic Society of Australia (New South Wales Branch). It deals with
Smith’s almost unique starting point for his economic treatise, the division of
labour, placing it in its historical setting on the basis of what was then contem-
porary division of labour research. Finally, Chapters 5 and 21, which do not
neatly fall into these categories, originated respectively as part of the introduc-
tion for a German facsimile reprint of a scarce tract, and as a review article for
the Economic Record.

Omissions from this volume

Two other issues at least ought to be raised in this prelude. First, in making this
selection, what items from my published work on eighteenth-century economics
have been omitted? Two broad sets of omissions immediately suggest them-
selves, though some potential inclusions were excluded for reasons of
duplication or lack of requisite quality. First, I have not included any of my
entries for major books of reference dealing with aspects of eighteenth-century
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economics, of which my substantial number of articles for the New Palgrave
Dictionary are by far the most important. Their relative brevity in many
instances provides a good rationale for such non-inclusion, while in the case of
relevant longer pieces, there is considerable duplication with some of the essays
here included (for example, my articles on ‘Division of Labour’ and on ‘Turgot’
for the New Palgrave overlap considerably with essays included in this volume,
especially in the case of the second). The other major omissions are from my
book reviews, as distinct from review articles. I have been an ardent book
reviewer since the early 1960s, most frequently of books devoted to the history
of economic thought. Again, their relative brevity precluded them from being
included in this collection, even if many of them embody themes drawn from
eighteenth-century economics.

A number of specific omissions may also be mentioned. These include my
first scholarly publication on the history of economics in a non-Australian
journal, namely a brief note on the authorship of The Natural and Political
Observations upon the Bills of Mortality. This appeared in the Journal of the History
of Ideas in 1967, but was written, and first submitted, during 1964. It is very
short. A paper on the ‘International Foundations of Political Economy. An
Alternative Perspective’, included in a volume on Pre-Classical Economic
Thought (edited by S. Todd Lowry) in 1987 has been omitted because its
contents somewhat duplicate those of Chapter 6 on ‘The French connection’.
Duplication likewise explains the following omissions: my introduction to
Turgot’s ‘Reflections’ for the facsimile reprint of this text in the ‘Klassiker der
National Okonomie’ series (1990); the chapter on Quesnay in the Physicians
and Political Economy book (2001); my article ‘Boisguilbert: Theory of Money,
Circular Flow, Effective Demand, Distribution of Wealth’, which appeared in
History of Economics Review (2001); a review article, ‘Professor Vaggi and the
Physiocrats’, for Research in the History of Economic Thought and Methodology
(1992); and two papers on Verri's Meditazione for conferences on Italian
economics whose proceedings were published in 1994 and 1999.

A chronological table of contents in terms of writing the
essays

[t has been suggested to me that it would also be of interest to readers of this
volume to have a listing of the essays included in this volume in the order in
which they were written. A table of contents constructed in this way is
provided below, following this Prelude. The following comments on this listing
elaborate on aspects of the development of my research interests in eighteenth-
century economics, and also provide further relevant background to the writing
of each piece included.

A review article opens the chronological list. I was offered Mizuta’s catalogue
of Adam Smith’s Library to review for the Economic Record and requested
whether I could submit it at article length. I had become interested in the
contents of Smith’s library through my work on Turgot, in which [ had
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researched possible influences of his work on Smith. The final section of the
review deals specifically with this topic, and therefore acts as a good lead-in to
the third of the essays in chronological order, ‘Turgot and Adam Smith’
(Chapter 22). That essay reviewed the Turgot/Smith controversy by examining
in turn the evidence on their meetings in Paris, the issue of their alleged corre-
spondence, and Smith’s actual access to Turgot’s major writings. It also
examined some points of similarity in their economics, both in terms of specific
theoretical contributions and the structure of their treatises. It concluded that
similarities in their work derived largely from their shared heritage in economic
literature, a type of explanation for this type of issue encountered in several
other essays in this volume. I might add that this essay had a long gestation
period, and greatly benefited from comments by Jacob Viner, Ronald Meek (the
external examiner of my Ph.D.) and Andrew Skinner.

The second essay published in 1969 (Chapter 4) drew heavily on a chapter
of my Ph.D. thesis, and was commissioned by an editor of the journal in which
it appeared. It examines attitudes to labour in the writings of the classical
economists, with specific reference to the association between wages and prices
as a sort of classical view on cost-push explanations of inflation, and the denial
of such a link by Ricardo and Wicksell. It also looked at the impact of wages on
productivity as a potential offsetting factor in this relationship, by examining in
turn ‘the economy of high, and low wages’ arguments, and the effects of wage
costs on introducing more capital-intensive methods of production. Its publica-
tion sparked off the fifth essay chronologically (Chapter 7) since the editor of
the Journal of Industrial Relations (who had read and enjoyed my article on atti-
tudes to labour) asked me to submit a paper on a similar theme for his journal.
The employment and machinery topic fitted the bill, the first part of which also
drew heavily on the contents of my Ph.D. thesis.

During the late 1960s I also drew further for journal articles on the contents
of my Master’s thesis on Turgot. Originally, I had intended to follow the model
of Meek’s Economics of Physiocracy (1962) of combining a set of translations (in
my case of Turgot’s work) with a set of my own essays on that subject. In the
event, the translations were published without the essays (Groenewegen, 1977)
but a number of Turgot essays were completed and published: on the theory of
value, exchange and price for History of Political Economy (1970) and one on his
theory of capital and interest for the Economic Journal (1971). From the same
period comes my essay on the emergence of economics as a science, which
exploited my knowledge of pre-Smithian economics and an interest in the
methodology of the history of economics. It may be recalled that the late 1960s
and early 1970s showed considerable interest in such methodology issues but my
paper missed the bus, as it were, and was never published, despite several
attempts to secure publication in its original and rather lengthy form.

During these years, | began work on a secondary research interest, which was
also useful for my teaching: public finance in general, and taxation reform in
particular. For much of the second half of the 1970s, I was busily engaged in
writing a public finance text for Australian students, and my public finance
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research in fact distracted me from much publishing in the history of economics
until the end of the 1980s. With one exception, what was published in this field
between 1977 and 1989 reflected invitations to contribute a paper by editors of
journals, often to commemorate centenaries of economic works. Thus my 1977
‘Adam Smith and the Division of Labour’ (Chapter 22) was a lecture given to
the Economic Society of Australia (New South Wales Branch) to celebrate the
bicentenary of the publication of the Wealth of Nations; the 1983 article in
History of Political Economy (Chapter 19) commemorated the bicentenary of
Turgot’s death. The 1982 Turgot article (Chapter 18) was an invited contribu-
tion to a Japanese journal to commemorate the same event. The essay “Turgot,
Beccaria and Smith’ (1983) was my contribution to a volume on Italian
Economics Past and Present edited with Joseph Halevi for the University of
Sydney Foundation of Italian Studies with which I was involved, while the
lecture on the Physiocrats and the single tax (1984) resulted from an invitation
from Macquarie University to give the first Henry George Memorial Lecture.

The piece on Quesnay’s first economic publication, the article ‘Fermier’,
marks a further step in my academic career as historian of economics: the
publishing of a series of reprints of classics in the history of economics. I had
started this in 1982, and the Quesnay translation to which this item (Chapter
13) was an introduction was the second in a series, it will be recalled, eventually
completed in 2000. It explains the background to Quesnay’s activities as an
economist for the decade 1756-66, and reflected my long standing interests in
Physiocracy. It was also a desire to repair the omission of a translation of
Quesnay’s first article on economics from Meek’s Quesnay translations
published in his Economics of Physiocracy (1962), despite its importance for
history of capital theory reasons. The 1987 reflections on Pietro Verri’s political
economy (Chapter 15) written at the request of Pierro Roggi, drew on the work
[ had done on Verri for the fourth reprint (published in 1986), a translation of
Verri’s Meditazione sulla economia politica. The 1989 piece on the origins of
modern economics (Chapter 3) was a review article inspired by Hutcheson’s
Before Adam Smith. For some of its chapters, this had drawn extensively on my
entries for The New Palgrave Dictionary, which 1 was also then preparing for
publication in 1987.

The last eight essays were all published during the 1990s. The essay on
laissez-faire (1991) and the paper on the ‘French connection’ (1994) were both
designed to highlight the importance of French writers during the formative
period of economics of the decades before Adam Smith, all too frequently
played down by English speaking historians of economics (Chapters 11 and 6
respectively). The 1992 essay on editing the classics recounted difficulties expe-
rienced by an antipodean editor and was presented at a European conference
devoted to examining the nature of such editorial tasks. The first of the 1998
essays (Chapter 14) produces the fruits of one of the more recent efforts in my
reprint series, the translation of Du Pont’s essay on the origins and progress of a
new science. The other 1998 essay (Chapter 5) is also an introduction to a
reprint of an economic classic: this time of Boisguilbert’s Le Détail de la France
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sous le regne de Louis XIV by the Verlag Wirtschaft und Finanzen, and originally
appeared in German. This leaves the three 1999 essays. The one on Steuart and
Cantillon (Chapter 9) was prepared for a conference on Steuart organised by
Ramon Tortajada at the Chateau de Vizille in 1995 (it was the English version,
originally published by Routledge; the French version appeared in Economies et
Sociétés nos. 11 and 12). The second article, with Tony Aspromourgos (Chapter
8) was written for the essays in honour of Pierangelo Garegnani (edited by Gary
Mongiovi and Fabio Petri) as a historical contribution to a key aspect of the
classical surplus approach to economic theorising. The final essay (Chapter 23),
which is also the last in this volume, was one of two lectures on the classical
theory of economic growth given at the University of Lecce (southern Italy) at
the invitation of Cosimo Perrotta. It looked at Smith’s optimistic view of
economic growth possibilities, supported by his faith in the virtually unlimited
possibilities opened up by a modern, industrial division of labour and the rises in
labour productivity which this generated. This burst of publication in the
history of economics was greatly assisted by my position as an Australian
Research Council Senior Research Fellow during the first half of the 1990s,
which enabled concentration on history of economics research and eliminated
much of my teaching and administrative responsibilities.

Design

Finally, I note that the design of this collection reflects a belief (perhaps
immodest) of the enduring value of these contributions as studies on an impor-
tant era in the history of economics. Much of its contents has not been widely
available before. This applies particularly strongly to most of the first ten chap-
ters, if not the first fifteen, and perhaps likewise to the final three. On the other
hand, four of the five Turgot pieces are quite well known, having been
published in widely disseminated journals (Economic Jowrnal, History of Political
Economy, Scottish Jowrnal of Political Economy); those published in Australian,
French, German, Italian and Japanese publications have had a far more limited
exposure. Whether such wider circulation of these pieces is of as great a value as
[ presume it to be, can also be left to my readers to decide. In any case, | wish
them an enjoyable journey through the vagaries of eighteenth-century and
occasionally earlier economic thought, as reflected in the following pieces,
thereby repeating an earlier voyage enjoyed by myself over the last four decades.

Peter Groenewegen,

Sydney, August 2001
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1 Turgot, Beccaria and Smith’

Introduction

It is well known and documented (Winch, 1970; Schumpeter, 1959) that the
third quarter of the eighteenth century marks perhaps the most important
period in the history of economic thought, since it is at the end of this period
that economics emerged as a separate and new science (cf. Shackle, 1967, p. 2).
During the 1760s and 1770s political economy gradually distinguished and
emancipated itself from its roots in moral and political philosophy, and from the
fragmented economic literature produced in the previous two centuries by
merchants and administrators, which constituted its foundations (Schumpeter,
1954, esp. ch. 1). This period, with one major exception (Cantillon, 1959) saw
the publication of the first general treatises on the subject, and the construction
of systems of classical political economy which emphasised the reproduction of
annual wealth, capital accumulation, value, distribution and growth. Such
systems concentrated considerably less on the earlier preoccupations of
economic writers, that is, matters of trade, money, credit and public finance, the
practical issues which had inspired the eatlier pamphleteers. In addition, this
period saw the publication of the first economic journals, the establishment of
the first chairs in political economy at European universities,” and the gradual
beginning of what can be described as an economics profession.

The reasons for the timing of this phenomenon in the history of political
economy are substantially found in the developments in general intellectual
thought which took place in the eighteenth century. As Leslie Stephen (1902)
has convincingly demonstrated, the mid-eighteenth century marks the begin-
ning of secular social science freed from the theological encumbrances which
had hampered its development in earlier centuries. The great landmark of this
liberation is Montesquieu’s I'Esprit des Lois published in 1748. This birth of a
secular social science is confirmed in the blossoming of intellectual inquiry in
fields such as history, sociology, politics, jurisprudence and political economy
which flourished particularly in France and Scotland (the Enlightenment), but
whose influence was spread over the whole civilised (European) world. The
quality of this inquiry was enhanced by the growing acceptance of scientific
method in the social sciences, pioneered at the end of the seventeenth century
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by the scientific and philosophic endeavours of Newton and Locke, whose
influence was spread over the whole of Europe during the eighteenth century
(for its influence on economics, see Letwin, 1963). As Pope put it so effectively
in the eighteenth century:

Nature and Nature’s laws lay hid in night.
God said: ‘Let Newton be’, and all was light.

The fruits of the new physical theory of knowledge which owed its existence to
Newton and Locke were reaped as far as the social sciences were concerned in
the rich harvest produced by the Enlightenment in this area during the second
half of the eighteenth century (see Cassirer, 1951, esp. ch. 2).

In the history of political economy, three figures of the Enlightenment stand
out at the end of the third quarter of the century: Turgot, Beccaria and Smith.*
Turgot, the philosopher, administrator and economist, at this time reached the
greatest heights of his illustrious career in his position as Finance Minister
(Controleur-général) of France from 1774 to 1776. Beccaria, philosopher,
academic and administrator, was by then prominent as a social reformer and
administrator following his period as professor of economics from 1768 to 1771
at the Palatine school in Milan. Adam Smith, the philosopher and academic,
was putting the finishing touches to his magnum opus in political economy,
which was published in 1776 as An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the
Wealth of Nations. Of these three figures from the Enlightenment who all wrote
extensively on political economy, only one, Adam Smith, has been given a
prominent place in the history of economic thought. Turgot has generally been
given a more minor, but nevertheless relatively important place, while Beccaria
has been almost totally ignored in the histories of economics.

One major exception® to this last proposition is the work of Schumpeter
(1959) who spoke of the great ‘triumvirate’ of Turgot, Beccaria and Smith (p.
245) and who provides interesting comparisons of these three economists on a
number of occasions (pp. 179-80, 245, 248-9). The following quotations illus-
trate the basis on which these comparisons were made:

For the moment, we concentrate upon Beccaria, the Italian, and A. Smith.
The similarity between the two men and their performances is indeed
striking. There is even some similarity in their social backgrounds and loca-
tions. There is similarity in their lives — and in those attitudes that are
conditioned by one’s pursuits — though Beccaria was much more a public
servant than A. Smith. ... Both were sovereign lords of a vast intellectual
realm that extended far beyond what, even then, was possible for ordinary
mortals to embrace. Beccaria presumably knew more mathematics than A.
Smith, but A. Smith seems to have known more astronomy and physics.
Neither was merely an economist ... Turgot’s brilliant achievements, his
unchallenged place in the history of our science, and his evident title to
membership in the triumvirate in which Beccaria and A. Smith are his
colleagues are sufficient reasons why it is desirable to look for a moment at
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the man and his career ... If we now try to compare Turgot’s scientific
personality with those of Beccaria and A. Smith, significant similarities
strike us first: all three were polyhistoric in learning and range of vision: all
three stood outside the arena of business and political pursuits: all three
displayed single-minded devotion to the duty in hand. Turgot was undoubt-
edly the most brilliant of the three, though his brilliance was somewhat
tinged with superficiality, not in economics, but in his outlying intellectual
domains. The main difference, from the standpoint of their scientific
achievement, is that A. Smith expended very little of his energies on non-
scientific work, Beccaria very much, and Turgot, from 1761 on, almost all
he had. During the thirteen years at Limoges, Turgot can have had but
scanty leisure; during his (nearly) two years of ministerial office, practically
none: his creative work must have been done between the ages of 18 and
24. And this explains all there is to explain, not indeed about the compara-
tive merits of the three works in question, but about the different degrees to
which they were finished works at all.

(Schumpeter, 1959, pp. 179-80, 245, 248)

The broad comparison of the work, life and personalities of these three major
economists from Italy, France and Scotland at the end of that quarter century
during which economics emerged as a science, which Schumpeter draws only in
bold outlines in his remarks quoted above, provides a major part of the purpose
for this paper. The main emphasis, not surprisingly, will be on their economics
(and in particular the sources of that economics) and thereby this paper will
improve the understanding of this crucial period in the development of the
science. This task is achieved as follows. The second section of the paper
provides a biographical sketch of the three economists, giving details of their
respective careers with considerable concentration on their intellectual pursuits.
The third provides a comparative outline of the economic systems they
constructed in their major treatises on the subject.® The fourth section looks at
the basic sources of this economics, particularly the common sources, and the
final section elicits some of the conclusions which can be derived from this
comparative study in the history of economic thought.

The purpose of this paper is, however, wider than a mere comparison of these
three authors. [ts more substantial aim is by such a comparison to illuminate the
origins of classical political economy and to delineate its major characteristics,
as contained in these three formulations of the classical system of political
economy in the eighteenth century. By demonstrating first the unity of ideas in
the economic systems of Turgot, Beccaria and Smith, the distinction between
pre-Adamite (Blaug, 1962, ch. 1) and classical political economy starting with
Smith, becomes less meaningful, and support is given to Marx’s more perceptive
contention (Marx, 1859, pp. 52-3) that classical political economy developed
from the works of Petty and Boisguilbert in the mid-to-late seventeenth century
and more or less concluded with the works of Ricardo and Sismondi in the
1820s. Although this paper does not demonstrate agreement with all of Marx’s
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contentions in this context, it does support the broad thrust of his argument as
far as the eighteenth century is concerned, as the final section of the paper
makes clear.

Three philosophers of the eighteenth century

In order to provide a simple overview of the lives of Smith, Turgot and Beccaria
which facilitates comparison, Table 1.1 gives a chronology of their lives which
emphasises the dates of publication of their major works, the details of their
education and appointments, and additional chronological information which
places them in context. This table is not intended to be comprehensive, since
its purpose is to provide reference material used in the discussion of this and the
fourth section of the paper.

The first point to be noted is that Turgot, Beccaria and Smith were all
complete products of the eighteenth century. All three were born and died
within that century. Of the three, Smith had by far the longest life (sixty-seven
years) and was also first born (1723). Beccaria, who survived Smith by nearly
four years, lived for fifty-six years, while of the three Turgot had the shortest life:
he died in 1781 at the age of fifty-three. As Schumpeter indicated in the
passage quoted, these data are not unimportant. It may also be noted that
despite their different birth years they nevertheless produced the work for
which they became famous during their lifetime in the late 1750s and early
1760s. At the age of thirty-six, Smith made his name with the publication of
the Theory of Moral Sentiments, the first edition of which was published in 1759;
Beccaria, at only twenty-six, published his Dei Delitti e delle Pene in 1764; while
Turgot at age twenty-nine had clearly established his substantial intellectual
reputation with his Encyclopédie articles published in 1756 and 1757. From the
chart, it can also be deduced that Turgot was the most precocious of the three:
his first piece on economics which has been preserved’ was written at the age of
twenty-one (the letter to 'Abbé de Cicé on paper money); Beccaria’s first work
on economics appeared when he was twenty-four, while Smith’s first published
work, the review of Samuel Johnson’s Dictionary, did not appear until 1755
when he was thirty-one.

Interesting comparisons can also be made on their educational experience.
All three enjoyed extensive formal education at schools and at universities, but
some differences may be noted. There are variations in the length of their
formal education, and the same can be said about the extent to which they
enjoyed the educational experience of foreign travel.

What details there are on Smith’s education have been chronicled by Rae
(1895) as supplemented by Scott (1937). These can be briefly summarised.
Smith attended the Burgh school of Kirkcaldy for approximately seven years
(1730-7), a school described by Rae (p. 5) as ‘one of the best secondary schools
of Scotland at that period’.® He commenced Latin probably in 1733, and was
‘marked’ during this period of his schooling, as Rae (p. 8) put it, for ‘his studious
disposition, his love of reading, and his power of memory’. At the age of fifteen
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he matriculated and entered the University of Glasgow, where he took his M.A.
with distinction in 1740, having studied mathematics and natural philosophy,”
as well as the classics, logic and moral philosophy. Here he was influenced by
Dunlop in Latin and Greek, Simpson in mathematics, and especially by the
‘never-to-be forgotten Hutcheson’ in philosophy, an influence which must have
been of considerable importance in developing his interest in economic ques-
tions (see Taylor, 1965). In 1740 he was awarded a Snell exhibition to Balliol
College, Oxford for over six years, a period which according to Rae he never
regretted. Rae adds that his sojourn in Oxford allowed him the leisure for
private reading of the classics as well as of modern literature: these included the
[talian poets whom he could ‘quote easily’ and the French classics ‘on account
of their style’ (Rae, 1895, pp. 22-3); Scott, 1937, p. 40). In 1746, he gave up
the Snell exhibition because he could not accept its condition of taking holy
orders in the Anglican church, and with that decision his formal education of
sixteen years concluded.

Details of Turgot’s schooling are as follows. His early schooling was at the
Colleges of Duplessis and Bourgogne, and at the latter he was introduced to the
work of Newton and Locke, the fathers of experimental science. In 1743 he
entered the Séminaire de Saint-Sulpice, from which he obtained the Bachelor
of Theology in 1748 with distinction. His thesis was regarded as brilliant. This
allowed him to enter the Sorbonne in June 1749, where he was elected Prior for
1750. During this period (1749-50) he composed the two orations'® on the
Benefits of Christianity and on the Successive Advances of the Human Mind, as well
as a number of other philosophical works which have been preserved and which
demonstrate his familiarity with Lockean philosophy and Newtonian physics.!!
As in the case of Smith, his contemporaries recollected his prodigious memory,
his love of reading and his studious disposition. He was versed in seven foreign
languages (Greek, Latin, Hebrew, Spanish, German, Italian and English, the
last three of which he spoke fluently) as well as his native French. Early in
1751, he left the Sorbonne because he did not want the ecclesiastical career
which as a third son was the choice made for him. The length of Turgot’s formal
education is difficult to assess, since no dates are available for his early
schooling. As in the case of Smith, this may be estimated to have lasted for six
to eight years, which together with his higher education at Saint-Sulpice (five
years) and the Sorbonne (two years) gives a total of thirteen to fifteen years (see
Dakin, 1965, pp. 7-13).

The details of Beccaria’s education are even more fragmentary but they
appear to have followed a similar pattern. His early schooling took place at the
Farensiano Jesuit College in Parma, where he specialised in mathematics,
Newtonian physics and languages, particularly French. This period, as Venturi
(1965, pp. 458-9) put it, demonstrated his lucidity and his precocious intelli-
gence. His preliminary schooling lasted from 1746 till 1754. He then entered
the University of Pavia, where he graduated in law on 13 September 1758.12
Although his preliminary education was therefore of similar duration to that of
Turgot and Smith, his university education lasted for only four years as com-
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pared with seven for Turgot and nine for Smith (Romagnoli, 1958, 1, p. XCIV;
Venturi, 1965, pp. 458-9).

In the context of education it is also of interest to mention the travel experi-
ences of the three authors, where, rather surprisingly it turns out that Smith was
the more experienced traveller. As is well known, the greater part of Smith’s life
was spent in Scotland (Kirkcaldy, Glasgow and Edinburgh). In addition he lived
for some time in Oxford and in London. His famous travels to France as tutor to
the Duke of Buccleugh took place in the three years 1764-6, but were largely
spent in Paris (February 1764 and December 1765 to October 1766) and
Toulouse (February 1764 to September—October 1765), apart from a short visit
to Geneva largely for the purpose of visiting Voltaire (October—December
1765). Turgot travelled widely within France, particularly in the years 1753 to
1756, when he accompanied Gournay on a tour of inspection of French
industry which covered Bourgogne, Lyonnais, Dauphiné, Provence, Languedoc,
le Maine, Anjou and Bretagne (see Say, 1887, p. 59) and also within the inten-
dancy of Limoges on official duties from 1761 to 1774. The major part of his life
was spent in Paris. He apparently experienced only one short trip abroad in
1760, when he visited the Swiss Alps and Geneva, the latter largely for a visit
to Voltaire. Beccaria’s travels were extensive if his tours in Italy and Vienna on
official duties are included. His foreign travel otherwise was confined to a three-
month visit to France (October—December 1766) which included time spent in
Paris where he was feted by D’Alembert, Diderot, d’Holbach and Helvétius.!3

The details of their respective subsequent careers can be more quickly
provided. Certain important differences can be noted here which, as
Schumpeter has pointed out, influenced the quality of their performance in
economics.

Adam Smith followed his departure from Oxford in 1746 with two years in
Kirkcaldy with his mother, a period about which virtually nothing is known. In
1748 he moved to Edinburgh to earn his living as a freelance lecturer. In the
winter of 1748-9, and the two subsequent winters, he lectured on rhetoric and
belles-lettres, but these lectures were supplemented, at least during 17501, with
lectures on more philosophical topics. These have been variously described as
dealing with jurisprudence, or the ‘history of civil society’ or the history of
philosophy, and appear to have included economic material. In 1751 he was
appointed Professor of Logic at the University of Glasgow, a chair he exchanged
for that of Moral Philosophy in April 1752. In the later years of his academic
career he busied himself with university administration (as Quaestor of the
Library from 1758 to 1760, Dean of Arts from 1760 to 1763 and Vice Rector
from 1761 to 1763). He resigned his chair early in 1764 on becoming tutor to
the Duke of Buccleugh during the latter’s travels in Europe; this position ended
in November 1766 and provided him with an income of £300 per annum for life
(an income, to put it in perspective, double his early Glasgow professorial earn-
ings of approximately £150). This annuity allowed him a leisurely life in
London and Kirkcaldy, essential for writing the Wealth of Nations. This book
was commenced in the first half of 1764 (when Smith was bored during his
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prolonged stay at Toulouse) and finally sent to press in the second half of 1775,
eleven years later. In 1778 he obtained the position of Commissioner of
Customs for Scotland (£500 per annum) and of Salt Duties (£100 per annum),
positions which though they were not strenuous, occupied much of his time and
energy. During this period, as Rae put it, ‘his mother, his friends, his books —
these were Smith’s great joys’. But his mother’s death deprived him of the first
in 1784, and ill health thereafter gradually deprived him of the other two. In
short, Smith’s life was devoted to intellectual pursuits in his thirteen years in
the chair at Glasgow, his ten years of writing the Wealth of Nations and, to a
lesser extent, his twelve years as a government official.

Turgot’s career can be briefly described. After leaving the Sorbonne early in
1751, he obtained a number of legal positions in 1752 and 1753, stepping-
stones to the position of intendant which he aimed for, but did not procure
until 1761. In that year Bertin assigned him the district of Limoges, the
province he administered until 1774. In May 1774 he was appointed first as
Minister of the Navy, and then from the end of August 1774 to May 1776 as
Finance Minister. This position left him no leisure whatsoever. The last five
years of his life were spent in retirement in Paris, where he busied himself with
scientific experiments, particularly in meteorology, with reading and with his
friends. During his retirement his health rapidly deteriorated, particularly from
the attacks of gout he had suffered since 1760, and which eventually caused his
death in March 1781. Fifteen of Turgot’s thirty years of life after leaving the
university were spent in important administrative posts; of the remaining
fifteen, five were spent in retirement and ten in the comparative leisure of his
minor legal positions from 1751 to 1761.

Beccaria’s career reveals considerable similarities to those of Smith and
Turgot. For ten years after graduating from the university. Beccaria enjoyed the
life of a ‘literato’ and philosopher, being (by his own account) converted to the
new philosophy in 1761 through a reading of Montesquieu’s Lettres Persanes
(Beccaria to Morellet, 26 January 1766, in Romagnoli, 1958, 11, p. 865). From
1764 to 1766 he contributed essays to the journal, Il Caffe, founded by himself
and his friends Pietro and Alessandro Verri on the model of The Spectator. In
addition, he published the work on crime and punishment that made him
famous in European intellectual society. After his trip to France in 1766 and
negotiations in 1767 with the Russian court to enter the service of Catherine
the Great, he was offered the new chair of cameral science at Milan in 1768, a
position he held till March 1771. From that time onwards, Beccaria was
involved in administrative government positions relating to economic affairs,
health and the administration of justice, until his death in 1794. Like Turgot,
Beccaria followed his university education with a decade of comparative leisure
filled with intellectual pursuits and then full-time government administration;
like Smith he was a full-time academic, but for a much shorter period of time.

Their literary output must also be briefly compared. As Schumpeter points
out, all three were polymaths whose intellectual interests ranged over the whole
of learning from mathematics and the natural sciences to many aspects of what
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are now called the social sciences. These wide interests are reflected in their
published writings, but it can be said at the outset that only Smith published
lengthy books. By contrast, Turgot and Beccaria produced only relatively short
works.

Smith’s collected works, now published in six hefty volumes together with a
volume of correspondence, include as major parts the work which made him
famous during his lifetime: The Theory of Moral Sentiments (first published in
1759 with later editions in 1761, 1767, 1774, 1781 and the sixth definitive
revised and enlarged edition of 1791) and his Wealth of Nations, which takes up
two volumes in the collected works (first published 1776, with further editions
in 1778, 1784, 1786, 1789 and a posthumous edition of 1791). Apart from these
he published in 1748 an edition of William Hamilton’s Poems on Several
Occasions to which he contributed a short preface, two essays for the Edinburgh
Review in 1755 (one a perceptive review of Samuel Johnson’s A Dictionary of the
English Language, the other a plea to the editors of that short-lived journal for
reviews of non-Scottish books, written in the form of a comparative essay on
the state of learning in Britain and Europe), an essay entitled ‘Considerations
Concerning the First Formation of Languages’, published in 1761 with the
second edition of Theory of Moral Sentiments, and finally his Essays on
Philosophical Subjects, published posthumously in 1795, covering astronomy,
physics, classical philosophy, poety, painting, sculpture, music and dancing as
well as an analysis of the external senses. The final two volumes of his works
consist of his lectures on rhetoric and belles-lettres (delivered in Edinburgh) and
his lectures on jurisprudence delivered during the last two years of his professor-
ship at Glasgow, the contents of which cannot be easily summarised.!*

The most complete edition of Turgot’s works (edited by Schelle in 1913-23)
is made up of five large volumes which contain his writings as well as docu-
ments relating to his life and official activities. A perusal of its contents will
reveal no large books, very few works published during his lifetime,!®> a number
of unfinished manuscripts and, by far the greatest part, memoranda produced in
his official capacity as Intendant of Limoges and Finance Minister. The wide
range of his interests is revealed in his early works produced at Saint-Sulpice
and the Sorbonne, and during the ten years before he became fully occupied in
the public service.!0 It can be illustrated by the entries he wrote and was asked
to write for the Encyclopédie: ‘Etymologie’, ‘Existence’ and ‘Expansibilité’; were
published in 1756, ‘Foire’ and ‘Fondations’ in 1757. In 1759 Diderot asked him
to contribute ‘Humiditée’, ‘Idée’, ‘Idéalisme’, ‘Intérét de I'argent’, ‘Impdt’,
‘Immatérialisme’, ‘Inspecteur’ and ‘Intendant de province’. Du Pont suggests he
was also asked to contribute those on ‘Grammaire générale’, ‘Hopital
‘Inspecteurs’, ‘Origine des langues’, ‘Mendacité’, ‘Probabilité’; and ‘Sensations’
(see Groenewegen, 1977, p. xv, n27, n28). In addition, his interests can be
gauged from the extraordinary list of projected works which he produced in his
youth: these range from a tragedy to a treatise on luxury, and include as well
works on universal history, origin of languages, love and marriage, political
geography, natural theology, morality, economics and the natural sciences.
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What is remarkable about this list, as Meek (1973, p. 2) put it, is that he
managed to contribute to most of these subjects or at least to maintain an active
interest in them during his short lifetime of fifty-four years.

Beccaria’s readily available work is contained in the two volumes edited by
Romagnoli (1958), one of which is virtually wholly devoted to memoranda
written when he was a public servant, and to his correspondence. The first
volume contains the works produced during the ten years when he was living
the life of a philosopher and academic during the 1760s. These commence with
his pamphlet on the monetary problems of Milan (published in 1762), his trea-
tise ‘Of Crime and Punishment’ (first published in 1764 but reprinted and
translated frequently during his lifetime), his contributions to the periodical Il
Caffé (published between 1764 and 1766) which deal with subjects as diverse as
the Pharaohs, the sense of smell, smuggling,!? style, periodicals as a form of
publication, and the delights of the imagination, and conclude with his book
Investigations Concerning the Nature of Style (published in 1770). The last three
works in this volume, only one of which was published during his lifetime,
relate to his professorship in Milan: they are his plan for the teaching of polit-
ical economy (written in 1769), his inaugural lecture (delivered on 9 January
1769 and published contemporaneously), and his lectures not published till
1804, under the title Element di Economia Pubblica. The sixty-odd documents
which form the contents of the second volume are devoted to matters of
economic administration, monetary questions, public health and penal and law
reform. They also include some juvenile verse (‘The Bibliomaniac’, ‘The
Earthquake of Lisbon’ and ‘The Harvest’) and fragments from manuscripts
which include thoughts on matter, on barbarism and on civilisation of nations
and the primitive state of mankind, and on the customs and habits of nations.
These last works illustrate the interest in change and progress which he shared
with Turgot and Smith, and which are evaluated later in this chapter.

This exercise in comparative biography!® supplements the broad compara-
tive picture of this ‘triumvirate’ as presented by Schumpeter, and highlights the
similarities as well as the differences in their respective lives. To the similarities
noted by Schumpeter a few can be added. All three received a good education
which included an early introduction and training in the new scientific
methodology pioneered by Newton and Locke. All three were greatly interested
in literature and language, including style, grammar, etymology and the origins
of language. All three explored the idea of historical progress and the cause of
the change which transformed humankind from a savage state to civilisation,
and the effects of such changes on customs, manners, institutions and the arts,
and they contributed to these subjects in varying degrees. In addition, all three
had linguistic abilities of a high order, prodigious memories, studious disposi-
tions and were widely read. Viewed in this perspective they were all sublime
products of their age, gatherers of and contributors to the fruits of enlighten-
ment. Finally, they all combined this knowledge in the construction of systems
of political economy, completed in varying degrees, which are now considered
part of their crowning intellectual achievements. The major difference in their
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lives (as noted by Schumpeter) — the comparison of their economic systems — is
discussed in the next section.

Three systems of classical political economy

The economic systems of Turgot, Beccaria and Smith were all produced within
the decade commencing in 1765, and although there are differences between the
theoretical skeletons on which these systems were constructed, they share the
common feature of being primarily concerned with the production and repro-
duction of wealth. Turgot’s major economic work, ‘Reflections on the
Production and Distribution of Wealth’, was hurriedly composed and completed
in November 1766; it is a short work of 101 paragraphs or sections, and was not
intended as a major work at all (for details of its writing see Groenewegen,
1977, pp. xvi—xxi). Beccaria’s Elementi was written during 1771-2 as his lecture
notes; this is a much larger work than that of Turgot but is clearly unfinished,
since the best available version of the text (Romagnoli, 1958) does not include
the fifth part on the subject of ‘police’ (that is, on public regulation, science,
education, law and order) or the material on taxation in Part IV on finance
which Beccaria announced in his introduction (Romagnoli, 1958, pp. 383-5).
Smith’s Wealth of Nations, commenced in 1764 and completed over eleven years
(nine of which were virtually completely devoted to it) is by far the largest of
the three and was of course a finished and highly polished product, which more-
over had the benefit of one substantial revision in the four editions subsequent
to the first which were published during Smith’s lifetime. As Schumpeter has
suggested, this type of background should be remembered in comparing the
scientific merit of the three works.

To make such a comparison, the logical sequence on which their argument is
constructed must be briefly set out. As already indicated, all three economists
regarded the reproduction and the increase of wealth as the primary objective of
their inquiries. Smith and Turgot acknowledged this explicitly in their respec-
tive titles. Beccaria stated this by defining ‘economia pubblica’ as the art of
preserving and increasing the wealth of nations and of putting it to its best
possible use (Beccaria, 1958, I, p. 383). The manner in which this common
subject matter is developed in the three works is, however, different. To facili-
tate the analysis of these three different approaches, Table 1.2 provides a
comparative table of contents of the three works, which allows a convenient
overview of their theoretical framework but which, unfortunately, cannot really
explain the rationale behind the manner in which the three developed their
subject matter. This rationale must therefore be briefly discussed.

Smith’s inquiry into the nature and causes of the wealth of nations, or to put
it another way, his analysis of the principal object of political economy (see
Smith, 1776, p. 428) is conducted by first elucidating the principles underlying
economic development, then analysing its historical progress, then critically
investigating the policy principles developed by alternative systems of political
economy, before concluding with a discussion of the role and share of the state
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in economic development. Book I therefore deals with the productivity of
labour and the distribution of wealth, the subject matter covered in the first
three and final four chapters of the book. This links the major cause of the
wealth of nations with the first objective of political economy: how the people
secure a revenue or subsistence for themselves. The apparent digression on
money and value in the four intervening chapters is part of a logical chain of
reasoning which links labour productivity to the division of labour (ch. 1), the
division of labour to exchange and the extent of the market (chs 2-3), the
development of exchange to the origin and use of money (ch. 4), the theory of
money to the problem of value measurement (ch. 5), the measure of value to
the theory of value and the determination of market and natural price (chs
6-7) and finally the three component parts of price to wages, profit and rent,
the means by which the three classes of society obtain their subsistence and
which Smith defined as the problem of the distribution of wealth. Book II on
capital theory is immediately linked to the division of labour in its introduc-
tion, tackling its subject matter of ‘the nature, accumulation and employment
of stock’ in chapters 1, 3 and 5 and in addition examining the relationship
between money and stock, banking and credit (ch. 2) and the determination of
the rate of interest (ch. 4). Book III applies these basic principles in the
construction of a historical survey of economic development in Europe from
the fall of the Roman Empire, and thereby provides the bridge between princi-
ples and their application in economic policy. Book IV critically evaluates the
principles for enriching the people (and the state) developed by contemporary
systems of political economy, partly in the light of the principles already devel-
oped in the earlier books, before Smith analyses his own prescriptions for the
involvement of the state in economic progress (Book V). This is an impressive
and highly effective method of analysing how economic growth affects the
revenue and welfare of the various classes of society and of the state, and
constitutes a major contribution to the economic dynamics of the evolution of
civil society.

Turgot’s analytical framework is similarly concerned with the theory of
economic development in civil society, but his analysis is confined to the final
two stages of that development — agricultural and commercial (capitalist)
society — and to its effects on the classes of society rather than on the state.!” If
the division of the ‘Reflections’ into parts, adopted by Du Pont for its publica-
tion in the Ephémérides, is followed (as is done in Table 1.3), then Part I can be
described as dealing with the characteristics of agricultural society, while Parts
II and III deal with the changes in these characteristics induced by its transfor-
mation into commercial or capitalist society. The key features of this analysis
are the manner in which the development of trade and money, and especially
the accumulation of capital, alter the composition of national wealth, the
annual revenue, the class structure in society and the manner in which these
classes obtain their subsistence. The order in which this material is developed
indicates Turgot’s essentially materialistic approach to the economic develop-
ment of civil society, as the summary in the following paragraphs indicates.



Table 1.3 Sources and authorities known to Smith, Turgot and Beccaria

Authorities cited in Present in Cited elsewhere  Cited by Beccaria
Wealth of Nations Turgot’s library by Turgot

Cantillon, Essai sur la Nature du Item 2704 S 111 500 R 1340 (a)
Commerce en Général (1755)

Child, Josiah, A New Discourse of S1372-76

Trade (1694)

Davenant, Charles, Political and
Commercial Works (1711)

Decker, Matthew, Essay on the Items
Causes of the Decline of Foreign 2229-2231%
Trade (1740)

Du Tot, Réflexions Politiques sur les  Item 2740 G112 R1I 845

Finances et le Commerce (1738)

Fleetwood, William, Chronicon Item 2217

Preciosum (1707)

Gee, Joshua, Trade and Navigation  Item 2224*

of Great Britain Considered (1729)

Hobbes, T., Leviathan (1651) Item 2546 R118

Hume, David, History of England ~ Items 2171-4, G 107 S1II 150

(1754 and 1778) 2183*

Essays Moral Political and Literary ~ Item 603 G 100 R 129,376, 11,
(1752) 4002-03 864-869

Hutcheson, Frances, A Short Item 2569
Introduction in Moral Philosophy
(1747)

A System of Moral Philosophy
(1755)

King, Charles, The British Item 2223%*
Merchant (1721)

King, Gregory, Natural and Political R 1422
Observations (1688)

Law, John, Money and Trade G2,3,4,57 RI599
Considered (1705)

Locke, John, Essay on Civil
Government (1690)

Considerations on the Consequences In works (1767) G 47 R113 187,203,
of Covering Interest and Raising the 536
Value of Money(1691)

Further Considerations Concerning  Item 4677 G4, 11 RIS
Raising the Value of Money(1696)

Magens, Nicolas, Universal
Merchant (1753)



Table 1.3 Continued

Authorities cited in Present in Cited elsewhere  Cited by Beccaria
Wealth of Nations Turgot’s library by Turgot

Mandeville, Bernard, Fable of the
Bees (1723)

Melon, V.E, Essai Politique sur le Item 4447 S 111, 500 R1375-376,11
Commerce (1734) 845

Mercier, de la Riviere, L' Ordre Items 556-557
Naturel et Essentiel des Sociétés
Politiques (1767)

Mirabeau, V.R., L'ami des Hommes Item 2644 G123
(1756)
Théorie de I'impot (1760) Item 2677 G 106, 107,
108, 123
Philosophie Rurale (1766) Item 2650 G 106, 118,123
Montesquieu, 'Esprit des Lois Items 556, 567 G 152, 159 RI9, 10, 46, 63,
(1748) 204, 375

Mun, Thomas, England’s Treasure
by Forraign Trade (1664)

Quesnay, Francois, Physiocratie Item 571 S 676-677 (b)
(Ed. Du Pont) (1767-1768)

Steuart, Sir James, Principles of I[tem 2636

Political Oeconomy (1767)

Tucker, Josiah, Not listed as Items 225,

authority but well represented in 2218, 2713
Smith’s Library, M 147-8

Turgot, Reflections on the Item 2668
Production and Distribution of

Wealth (1766)

Uztariz, Theory and Practice of [tem 2705%* R1376
Commerce (1751)

WORKS IN SMITH’S LIBRARY
NOT LISTED AS
AUTHORITIES

Beccaria, Opere M 71
Berkeley, George, The Querist

(1735) M 71

Condillac, Le Commerce et le Item 2709 RI 203,222 11
Gouvernement (1776) M 83 866, 868 (c)
Ephémérides Du Citoyen [tem 2466

(1761-1769) M 91

Forbonnais, Eléments du Commerce Item 2703 RI112,14andR

(1754) M 94 11 845
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Table 1.3  Continued

Authorities cited in Present in Cited elsewhere  Cited by Beccaria
Wealth of Nations Turgot’s library by Turgot

Principles et Observations Item 2640 R II 845
Economiques (1767) M 94

Recherche et Consid[r1]érations sur ~ Item 2061 R I 845

les Finances(1758) M94

Harris, Joseph, Essay Upon Money
and Coins (1757) M 101

Herbert, C.J., Essai sur le Police Item 2985
Générale des Grains (1755) M 102

Le Trosne, Receuil de Plusieurs Item 2722
Morceaux Economiques (1760) M
112

Verri, P., Meditazione Sulla (d)
Economia Politica (1771) M 149

Notes:

Column on Smith: M = Mizuta (1967) plus page reference.

Column on Turgot: Item number in Tsuda (1974)* denotes the work was present in Turgot’s library
in translation; S = Schelle (1913-23) volume and page reference; G = Groenewegen (1977) page
reference.

Column on Beccaria: R = Romagnoli (1958), volume and page reference; (a) Although Cantillon is
not cited directly the influence of his work on Beccaria is so striking that he must have been studied
by Beccaria, as Romagnoli points out in the pages cited; (b) Beccaria cites Quesnay’s article
‘Fermiers’ from the Encyclopédie R 1 451; (c) All general references to Condillac; (d) Although not
cited by Beccaria, he must have read it.

* Denotes works in French translation only in Turgot’s Library.

In an agricultural society, although there is already a need for division of
labour and exchange (sections 1-4), the non-agricultural occupations are still
relatively unimportant. Society is therefore divided into proprietors who own
the land, the people concerned with agricultural production who produce the
greater part of national wealth, and finally the artisans who produce the non-
agricultural commodities required by the first two classes and who receive their
subsistence in return (section 5, pp. 7-18). Two types of income share arise in
such a society: the surplus product or rent for the landowners, who are the sole
owners of the national wealth (section 19) and the wages, reduced to subsis-
tence by competition, for those who have no property except for their ability to
work (section 6). The extraction of the surplus from the working classes by the
proprietors has changed according to the various modes of agricultural produc-
tion which have been practised (sections 20-8), that is, slavery, bondage to the
soil, vassalage, sharecropping and, finally, the leasing of land to farmers who
supply their own capital for the cultivation of the land for which they pay a
regular and pre-determined money rent. This last method, as Turgot put it, is
only utilised by countries which are already developed and wealthy; the fourth
method was used by less developed and less wealthy areas. Hence France was in
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a stage of agricultural transition, since both of these methods were used in
various parts of the country (sections 26-7). The discussion of the principle of
capitalist farming leads Turgot naturally into a discussion of capital and the
nature of commercial (capitalist) society.

The second part of the ‘Reflections’ opens with the statement that there is a
further way of earning a revenue, which depends neither on work nor on land
ownership: this is living off the revenue from money or interest. This requires a
discussion of money (section 30), value and exchange (sections 31-48) and a
discussion of capital accumulation, the need for capital in all sections of
industry and the origin of profit (sections 49-55, 59-60, 62-71). Since this
form of property permits the receipt of an income without labour, it has to be
distinguished from the other form, land (sections 56-8) and consequently the
division of society into classes presented in the first part is modified. With the
advent of capital, society is divided into landlords who draw a revenue from
their property in moveable wealth, and finally those without property who draw
a revenue from their labour (sections 61 and 65). The third part discusses the
legitimacy and determination of interest (sections 72-90), the division of
wealth into real and personal property — land and capital from which the prin-
cipal of loans has to be eliminated to avoid double counting (sections 91-2) —
and the question of whether the revenue of capital is as disposable as that of
land (sections 93-9); it then concludes with further remarks on the
savings/investment process and the role of money therein (sections 100-1). In
his ‘Reflections’, Turgot demonstrates that the progress of wealth takes place
through the accumulation of capital, which transforms production in all sectors
of the economy and which in addition transforms the division of social classes
from that appropriate in an agricultural society to that of landlords, capitalists
and labourers. Many of the details of this picture of the history of civil society
can be filled in from Turgot’s other economic work, in particular in relation to
his views of the state and its role in economic development.

Beccaria views the object of political economy in a manner very similar to
that of Smith. It is defined as that part of the science of legislation and politics
which is used to increase the opulence of the subjects and of the state (Beccaria,
1958, I, p. 34) and which concerns itself with the art of maintaining and
increasing the wealth of the nation which can only be achieved by the labour of
useful and productive men (ibid., pp. 350-1). This science embraces four
important subjects, namely agriculture, manufactures, commerce, and finance or
the perception and use of the revenue of the people and of the sovereign (ibid.,
p. 341).20 The elements of the subject therefore divide themselves naturally
into four parts according to these four branches of economic activity, but just as
all science has universal principles, this discussion must be preceded by the
general principles of political economy (ibid. p. 385). In addition, the ordering
of this material is important: the foundation of all economic activity is agricul-
ture, which provides the basic food, clothing and lodging for humankind and is
therefore discussed first; most of these prime materials have to be altered and
modified by ‘industrious hands’ to make them suitable for other uses, hence
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manufacture is the second part of political economy. The growth of production
creates abundance and hence trade, value, circulation and money — the third
part of political economy, which follows naturally from agriculture and manu-
facturing. This labour of man, whether in agriculture or manufacture or in their
mutual exchange, can only take place in peace and tranquillity, that is, under
protection of ‘arms and the law’ against external aggression and against the
‘oreed of their fellow citizens’. This requires taxation to meet the cost of such
protection and gives rise to the fourth part of the subject: (public) finance.
Finally, these activities of humankind must be guided by laws moral and phys-
ical and hence by science, education, good order, security and public peace — in
short, all that is included under the heading of ‘Police’ — for the fifth and last
part of political economy (ibid., pp. 383-5).

Since Beccaria regards political economy as the science of the legislator and
statesman, much advice is proffered in the discussion of the first two objects of
political economy for the improvement of agriculture and manufactures in order
to increase national wealth. Beccaria’s discussion of agriculture, for example, is
therefore largely an analysis of the causes of its decline and the policy remedies
for this, an argument which is largely conducted on physiocratic lines.2! The
decline of agriculture is ascribed to the low price of produce, poverty and low
living standards and hence insufficient incentives for rural workers, deficiencies
in transportation and other impediments to the circulation of agricultural
produce such as the prohibition of foreign trade, lack of capital in agriculture
and a system of taxation which frequently more than exhausts the net product of
agriculture (Beccaria, 1958, I, pp. 437-47). The remedies are free trade in corn,
the basic agricultural commodity, taxation of the net rather than the gross
product, and improvements in transport in order to improve the returns on
farming and thereby to provide the means to transform agriculture from small-
to large-scale farming (ibid., pp. 452—7). Similarly, in Part III dealing with manu-
factures, there is an analysis of the causes of the decline in manufactures, which
include artificial government regulations and restrictions, high taxes, as well as
lack of investment in manufactures because of the attractiveness of high interest
rates paid by the banks, which diverts capital to less productive uses. The reme-
dies here are the encouragement of free competition by removing restrictive
practices such as guilds, the regulation of industry, excessive taxes, restrictions
on trade and a low rate of interest. In addition, a flourishing agriculture is seen as
providing the best possible stimulus to manufactures (ibid., pp. 528-38).

Beccaria’s Elementi is not, however, exclusively concerned with practical
policy prescriptions for the improvement of agriculture, manufactures and trade.
His treatment of commerce in the last completed part of the work, which he
himself described as the most interesting part of the subject after agriculture
(ibid., p. 551), contains theoretical discussions of value, money, credit, interest,
the foreign exchanges, and circulation and competition, which provide a more
detailed elucidation of the principles underlying the policy prescriptions of
earlier parts, and which were only hastily sketched in the introductory chapters
of the first part. The introduction to Part IV provides a further justification of
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the order of the contents: commerce is fostered by the extension of man’s types
of want; such wants are limited in societies of hunters, are expanded but still
quite limited in pastoral society, and do not really come into their own until the
development of agriculture stimulates manufactures and trade. Beccaria there-
fore also subscribed to the four stages theory which had been developed by
Turgot and Smith,2% and it is this historical consideration, as has already been
indicated, which inspired the design of the book. In addition, the analysis of
commerce provides the principles which tie together the various branches of
political economy dealing with private activities in agriculture and manufac-
tures, and with state activities in the areas of public finance and ‘police’.

The differences in these approaches should not obscure the tremendous simi-
larity underlying their organisational framework which has just been outlined.
All three developed the principles of political economy within the historical
framework provided by the four stages theory, in which the principles of
commercial society, which all three saw emerging within their respective coun-
tries (albeit in different degrees), are carefully analysed. In this analysis, all
three emphasise the role of the economic surplus (net product or net revenue)
as the key factor in economic development, because this surplus provides the
means by which industry in general can be improved, living standards raised for
the people as a whole, commerce expanded, and revenue supplied for the neces-
sary activities of the state in providing the essential services of defence and
justice and the preservation of property required for such development. All
three, moreover, emphasise the obstacles to such development by pointing to
the legacy of policy mistakes in restrictions on trade and competition, taxation,
transport and communications which had created obstacles to capital accumula-
tion and hence the improvement of agriculture and manufactures. The vision of
the three economists, to use Schumpeter’s concept, is essentially the same: it
basically provides for the same scope in the subject and clearly contains all the
basic characteristics which define classical political economy.

The similarities between the three books are not confined to these broad
principles: the treatment of particular aspects of political economy is also
frequently very similar. This is particularly so in the case of the theory of value,
which may serve as an illustration of the manner in which the three writers
almost simultaneously reached similar conclusions, and may at the same time
allow some reflections on differences in their work. Similar comparisons could
be provided on their theory of money, exchange rates, and so on, but space does
not permit such detailed analysis.

The basic feature of the theory of value and price which Smith, Beccaria and
Turgot held in common is a dual influence in the determination of prices: the
market and the cost of production. Smith’s discussion of price determination in
the Wealth of Nations is so well known that it requires no further elucidation,
but it should be noted that its essential features were already included in the
accounts of his Lectures at Glasgow which have been preserved. In the Lectures,
Smith distinguished the market price from the natural price, analysed the
market price in terms of demand (including therein the wealth of buyers) and
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the relative scarcity of the good in question, and then defined the natural price
as the necessary cost of production, especially labour costs but including the
profits of stock. The interrelationship between the two prices is also clearly
expressed in the accounts of the Lectures (Meek et al., pp. 353-61, 495-9).
Similarly, Turgot (though not in his ‘Reflections’) distinguished a fundamental
value and an exchange value, the first being determined by cost of production
(raw materials, labour costs and interest on advances), the second by supply and
demand. As in the case of Smith, the interrelationship between these prices is
clearly explained (Groenewegen, 1977, p. 120, nl16; and see Groenewegen,
1982, pp. 128-9). Likewise, Beccaria analyses value and price in terms of
exchange in the market where competition between the buyers and sellers
determines the price, but where that market price is ultimately regulated by the
labour costs of the good, including that of raw materials and transportation
(Beccaria, 1958, I, pp. 388-9, 555-62).

A difference between Smith on the one hand, and Turgot and Beccaria on
the other in the context of value should also be noted. Both Turgot and
Beccaria place far more emphasis in their analysis of value on the manner in
which commodities are traded, and both provide models of isolated exchange
under various assumptions to illustrate how the exchange ratio between two
isolated individuals trading wine and wheat is determined. They explain the
considerations which enter into such exchanges and the inferences to be drawn
from the mean valuation of the commodities which are traded (Beccaria, 1958,
pp- 556-8). Turgot in like manner in the ‘Reflections’ (sections 31-3) examines
the price formation of an isolated exchange, and carries out this analysis much
more extensively in his unfinished paper ‘Value and Money’ (in Groenewegen,
1977, pp. 144-8). This type of analysis, with its apparently greater emphasis on
subjective considerations in the determination of value, has no real counterpart
in the writings of Smith, which can be partly explained by differences in their
education.??

Before concluding this section, a few other points of comparison relevant to
the purpose of this paper must be noted. In the first place, there are differences
between the work of Beccaria and that of Smith and Turgot which have so far
not been noted. One of these is the extensive treatment of population in
Beccaria, which has no counterpart in the work of either Smith or Turgot. On
the other hand, although Beccaria is fully aware of the importance of capital in
production, which he derived from Quesnay’s work as has already been
mentioned, his analysis of capital is nowhere systematically developed in the
manner in which it is by Turgot and Smith. Furthermore, Beccaria presents no
systematic treatment of the theory of distribution as an analysis of the manner
in which national revenue is distributed among the classes of society. There are
remarks which support a subsistence theory of wages (Beccaria, 1958, 1, pp.
398-9, 522-3); there is material on the rate of interest and rent; but there is no
general discussion of income shares. It is of course possible that such a discus-
sion may have been presented if Beccaria had analysed problems of taxation in
the context of his proposed outline.24
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A difference between Smith’s work and that of Turgot and Beccaria which
should also briefly be noted is the difference in treatment of the division of
labour in their analysis of economic progress. Smith’s heavy emphasis on this
factor, and his detailed analysis of both the social division of labour and the
industrial division of labour, are not matched in the work of the other two,
though both were clearly aware of its importance and discussed it right at the
beginning of their work (see Beccaria, 1958, part I, ch. 1, section 9; Turgot,
sections 3—4). There are also differences in their support of free trade and
laissez-faire: Turgot was here perhaps the most dogmatic, Smith less so, and
Beccaria least of all. Nevertheless, all three regarded the removal of many of the
existing barriers to trade and other artificial restrictions on industry, such as
those of the guilds, as important policy measures to enhance the improvement
of agriculture and manufactures.

The key similarity between the three major systems of political economy
which have just been examined is their classical content. In their respective
analyses of the reproduction of wealth, Turgot, Beccaria and Smith emphasised
the role of economic surplus, its distribution among social classes and its
disposal within this reproductive process, thereby indicating that they had
appreciated the major contribution of Quesnay (and prior to him, though to a
lesser extent, that of Cantillon) which had emphasised the interdependence of
production, circulation and distribution. In addition, their works embodied the
classical dichotomy between market price and natural price as one of the foun-
dations of the classical theory of reproduction. This tradition can be traced back
to the work of Petty. Furthermore, all three placed their analyses firmly within
the schema of historical progress, and thereby demonstrated their faith in the
application (to the social sciences) of the new experimental method of Newton
and Locke. The three thus made history their laboratory. These issues are
further explored in the concluding sections.

The international foundations of classical political economy

In an earlier comparison of Turgot and Adam Smith (Groenewegen, 1969, p.
287; below p. 373) it was concluded that the striking similarities which had
been observed in the economic works of these two men could be explained by
the common intellectual heritage which they shared. That conclusion, which
was highly relevant to the settlement of the old Turgot/Smith controversies, can
now be expanded and enriched when in addition the economic work of
Beccaria is compared with that of his two illustrious contemporaries. Such a
comparison, as Schumpeter to some extent indicated, sheds light on the qualities
which were required to produce the three great works in the literature of polit-
ical economy which were written in that crucial period of the third quarter of
the eighteenth century, when economics emerged as a science. The similarity in
thrust of the three works under consideration, combined with an analysis of the
intellectual influences of the three authors under consideration, can be shown to
be an important factor in explaining the birth of classical political economy.
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Such an inquiry moreover transcends the earlier inquiries into the ‘nationality of
political economy’ (e.g. Jevons, 1881) by demonstrating the role of the interna-
tional transmission of ideas in this period, and hence explaining aspects of the
sociology of the new science of political economy in the 1760s and 1770s.

Material regarding influences on the three economists in question is now
relatively abundant. For Smith, there is the careful editorial documentation of
his sources in the recent edition of his Lectures (Meek et al., 1978) and Wealth of
Nations (Campbell et al., 1976), the catalogue of his library (Mizuta, 1967) and
the information contained in his collected correspondence (Mossner and Ross,
1977) and in his early works, particularly the second of his two articles for the
Edinburgh Review (Lindgren, 1967, pp. 15-28). For Turgot, apart from the
evidence contained in his works and in his extensive correspondence (Schelle,
1913-23) there is the annotated three-volume edition of the catalogue of his
library (Tsuda, 1974). For Beccaria, although there is unfortunately no library
catalogue available, there is considerable evidence of the influence on his work
and particularly on his economics, which he himself provided in his inaugural
lecture of 1769 and in his intellectual autobiographical letter to I’Abbé
Morellet written in 1766 (Romagnoli, 1958, 1, pp. 365-77 and 11, pp. 862-70).
Taken together with the biographical details already given, these data provide a
great deal of information from which the major sources of their economics can
be deduced.

Before proceeding to a detailed treatment of the sources of their economics,
a more general observation on their intellectual background must be made. In
the introduction to this chapter it was indicated that the roots of the
Enlightenment lay in the scientific revolution achieved at the end of the seven-
teenth century in England through the work of Newton and Locke, which was
carried over into Europe partly through the efforts of Voltaire (1733, especially
letters 12—17). It was shown in the second section of this chapter that in their
early education Smith, Turgot and Beccaria were all exposed to the thoughts of
these important authors, and had absorbed this new experimental method
which guided the scientific thought and practice of the age. This is demon-
strated by their appeal to history and its use in their work on the social sciences.
All three were therefore products of the Enlightenment in the full sense of the
word, as a result of their early introduction to the scientific advances which
brought about the age of reason in the eighteenth century. Moreover, they all
carried the implications of this scientific revolution over into their work on the
social sciences.?>

Progress in the development of the social sciences during the second half of
the eighteenth century was given an additional boost by the publication in
1748 of Montesquieu’s masterpiece, ['Esprit des Lois, which liberated the social
sciences from their former theological encumbrances and which induced enor-
mous activity in history, sociology, political philosophy, jurisprudence and, of
course, political economy. The impact of Montesquieu’s work on Smith,
Beccaria and Turgot is both great and demonstrable, but in some ways also quite
different in each of the three cases, since the work appeared when there were
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substantial differences in the degree of maturity they had attained (Beccaria was
only ten years old, Turgot was twenty-one, Smith twenty-five). This influence
of Montesquieu on the three writers, which in a sense is already part of the
influence on their economics, must be discussed in more detail because it is
such an important part of their common heritage.

The influence of Montesquieu on Smith has been well documented by
Smithian scholars and was also clearly recognised by his contemporaries. Scott
(1937, p. 112) reports that Smith was writing his ‘final course’ of Edinburgh
lectures when Montesquieu’s work appeared in 1748, but provides no real
appraisal of his influence on these lectures apart from — and this is in the
context of the controversy over plagiarism between Ferguson and Smith?¢ —
quoting Alexander Carlyle’s statement that Ferguson ‘had derived many notions
from a French author [i.e. Montesquieu] and that Smith had been there before
him’ (ibid., p. 119). John Millar, who was Smith’s student at Glasgow, puts the
matter of Montesquieu’s influence in better perspective: ‘Upon this subject [i.e.
the lectures on jurisprudence] he followed the plan that seems to be suggested by
Montesquieu, endeavouring to trace the gradual progress of jurisprudence ...
from the rudest to the most refined ages’ (cited in Meek et al., 1978, p. 3). The
index of authorities produced in the edition of the two versions of Smith’s
Glasgow Lectures (ibid., pp. 32, 605, which lists well over twenty entries on
Montesquieu) confirms Millar’s view that Smith frequently used Montesquieu
as an authority in constructing the Lectures. Similarly, the index of authorities
in the Wealth of Nations (Campbell et al., 1976, p. 1015) clearly indicates that
Montesquieu was a source much used in that book. There can be no doubt
about the fact that Smith’s work on the social sciences derived considerable
inspiration from Montesquieu’s pioneering project.

Montesquieu’s influence on Turgot can also be easily documented and is
reflected in his first piece on economics, the ‘Letter on Paper Money’ written in
early April 1749, that is, within less than six months of the publication of
UEsprit des Lois (in Groenewegen, 1977, p. xii, n12). Even earlier, in 1748,
Turgot had prepared critical notes on Montesquieu’s emphasis on the influence
of climate which permeates his I'Esprit des Lois. These criticisms were developed
in Turgot’s fragment on ‘Universal History’ (see Meek, 1973, pp. 5-6, 89, which
provides an English text of this work: in it Turgot was critical of Montesquieu’s
climate explanation of the differences in the development of nations). Turgot’s
profound admiration for Montesquieu’s contribution to political economy is
expressed in a letter to Caillard (Schelle 1913-23, 111, pp. 499-501) where he is
listed as one of the pioneers of the science,2’ and it is further demonstrated by
the fact that Turgot continued to regard him as an authority in his later work.
(Montesquieu is cited, for example, in Turgot’s 1770 ‘Paper on Lending at
Interest’, in Groenewegen, 1977, pp. 52, 159). Turgot’s excursions into the
social sciences clearly owed much to Montesquieu.

Beccaria’s indebtedness to Montesquieu as an influence on the development
of his thought is in many ways even more striking than that of Turgot and
Adam Smith. In the autobiographical letter to Morellet (26 January 1766)
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already referred to, Beccaria wrote that he owed his conversion to philosophy in
1761, when he was twenty-three, to a reading of Montesquieu’s Lettres Persanes
(Romagnoli, 1958, 11, p. 865). In an earlier letter to Carli (dated 4 August
1762), written when he had just published his first work on economics — the
study of the monetary problems of Milan — he praises the genius of Montesquieu
on monetary questions (ibid., II, p. 845). Indeed, Beccaria’s first work quotes
several times from Montesquieu’s I'Esprit des Lois (ibid., I, pp. 8, 10) while his
later works in their introductions refer to the important contributions of the
‘immortal’ Montesquieu. (See introduction to Dei Delitti e delle Pene in ibid., I, p.
46; opening chapter of Ricerche Intorno alla Natura dello Stile in ibid., 1, p. 204;
and his tribute to early economists given in his inaugural lecture at Milan, in
ibid., 1, p. 376).28 There is, however, only one direct reference to Montesquieu
in the Elementi (ibid., I, p. 405) and this occurs on the subject of population.

These general influences — that is, those provided by the new scientific spirit
initiated by Newton and Locke and by the historical approach of Montesquieu
— have clearly left their mark on the whole of the work of Smith, Turgot and
Beccaria. These influences provided a major inspiration and offered a method
by which to tackle social science investigations in general. This common back-
ground, which they of course shared with all the (second generation)?? social
thinkers of the eighteenth century in varying degrees, also greatly influenced
their approach to political economy, and is undoubtedly one of the reasons for
the similarity in the thrust of their writings on the subject, discussed in the
previous section.

Such broad influences, however, tell only part of the story. Just as their
general approach to political economy was inspired by the vision of the age
with its belief in the experimental method and its usefulness in explaining the
history of civil society, so in the development of their views on certain crucial
topics of political economy, they shared a common heritage in many of the clas-
sics of economic literature which were available at the time they were writing.
By the end of the 1750s and the early 1760s, there existed a number of recog-
nised authorities in the economic writings of Europe which formed the
foundations on which the new science of political economy was created in the
next decade. The existence of such recognised authorities and their importance
for the economic writings of Smith, Turgot and Beccaria can be easily demon-
strated.

Both Turgot and Beccaria provided explicit opinions on the important
contributions to this literature: the former in a letter to Caillard already cited,
the latter in his inaugural lecture. These general statements must be briefly
examined before proceeding to a more detailed discussion of the economic
heritage. In the context of Du Pont’s criticism of Melon,® Turgot wrote: ‘a
person who entered the world after Montesquieu, Hume, Cantillon, Quesnay
and M. de Gournay, is less struck by Melon’s merit of being first [to write on
economic matters in France] because he does not appreciate it’ (Turgot to
Caillard, 1 January 1771, in Schelle 1913-23, III, p. 500). Turgot in this

comment identified Cantillon, Montesquieu, Hume, Quesnay and Gournay as
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the most important persons in advancing the state of economic knowledge in
the 1750s and 1760s. Beccaria in his inaugural lecture paid tribute to Bacon,
Vauban, Melon, the ‘immortal’ Montesquieu, Uztariz, Ulloa, Hume and
Genovesi, a selection of names which was probably partly inspired by his desire
to present the new science in which he had just been appointed a professor as
an internationally recognised one (Romagnoli, 1958, I, pp. 375-6).

Smith left no similar remarks. However, a good indication of the existence of
generally recognised economic authorities in the 1750s and 1760s is obtained if
the list of those authorities cited in the Wealth of Nations is compared with
those known to have been familiar to Turgot (either from the catalogue of his
library or from other sources) and those cited by Beccaria in his works on
economics or referred to by him in his correspondence. From such an analysis
(the results of which are presented in Table 1.3) it can be seen that the authors
explicitly selected as particularly important in the development of political
economy by Turgot and Beccaria were also highly regarded by Adam Smith,
while in addition it can be demonstrated that there was a striking similarity (as
well as some differences) in the sources on which these three authors drew in
the construction of their political economy.

Table 1.3 also demonstrates a number of common authors on economics who
had been studied by Turgot, Smith and Beccaria. These include particularly
Richard Cantillon, Montesquieu, David Hume and Francois Quesnay as well as
Locke, but in addition Du Tot, Forbonnais, Hobbes, Law, Melon and Uztariz.
The common sources for Turgot and Smith are even more striking — nearly
every important work on economics cited by Adam Smith was also familiar to
Turgot, while a full and detailed comparison of the contents of their libraries
would reveal that the same conclusion would apply to many less important
sources cited in the Wealth of Nations.

It need hardly be demonstrated that key features from the work of Locke,
Cantillon, Montesquieu, Hume and Quesnay provided the major building
blocks from which the new science of political economy was constructed in the
succeeding decades by Turgot, Smith and Beccaria. Locke, apart from providing
some important doctrines on value, money and trade, more importantly
supplied a political framework based on liberty and private property. Cantillon
provided an integrated picture of trade and commerce which revealed the inter-
dependence of classes, population, production, circulation, trade, value and
money, and thereby provided the first general treatise on economics.
Montesquieu in his ['Esprit des Lois put forward the ideas for the basic historical
framework into which the economic material could be inserted. Hume’s essays
elaborated and improved on the earlier theories of trade, money, interest and
credit, and consequently, by solving many of the contemporary problems in
trade and monetary theory, cleared the way for concentrating on production.
Similarly, his history influenced all three. Finally, and perhaps most importantly,
Quesnay demonstrated the importance of capital and accumulation in agricul-
tural production, and completed Cantillon’s system of interdependence in his
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scheme of the annual circulation, distribution and reproduction of wealth, and
the role of surplus in this process.

The manner in which Smith, Turgot and Beccaria put these elements
together was discussed in the previous section. Some of the differences can now
be partly explained by the sources of their respective systems. Take first the
major difference between Beccaria on the one hand, and Turgot and Smith on
the other, i.e. the lack of an effective distribution theory in Beccaria’s work.
This omission from Beccaria’s political economy can be explained by his much
lesser acquaintance with the literature of physiocracy, which seems paradoxical
in the light of the strong physiocratic flavour in the second part of the Elementi.
From a knowledge of the sources he used, that paradox is easily explained.
Much of the apparent physiocratic flavour in Beccaria’s work was derived from
Cantillon’s Essai, which stressed the role of the landlords in influencing the
direction of economic activity and the manner in which this could be analysed
in terms of the circular flow (Cantillon, 1959, I, chs 12-15, II, ch. 3). This was
further enhanced by Beccaria’s knowledge of Quesnay’s article ‘Fermiers’, with
its emphasis on capital requirements in distinguishing between ‘la grande et la
petite culture’ which clearly influenced some of the chapters in Part II of the
Elemend. His discussion of the regulation of trade in staple commodities
(Beccaria, 1958, part 11, ch. 5) was probably influenced by Quesnay’s second
article in the Encyclopédie, ‘Grains’, which Beccaria also would have read, since
he had access at least to the early volumes of that work. From the evidence in
his writing, and particularly from that contained in his inaugural lecture, it can
be concluded that this was probably as far as his acquaintance with physiocratic
economics went,’! and hence the absence of treatment of distribution theory is
explained by his lack of knowledge of the Tableau in its published forms in the
second edition of 'Ami des Hommes, in Philosophie Rurale and in Du Pont’s
Physiocratie. On the other hand, in the material on value, money, banking,
credit and commerce, where he shared the basic sources with Turgot and Smith,
there are only few substantial differences between the three economists.

This comparative analysis also sheds light on an issue which puzzled the late
Ronald Meek (1973, pp. 30-3): why did Turgot analyse a society in which ‘the
capitalist system has consolidated itself in all fields of economic activity’? (ibid.,
p. 31). Meek’s final paragraph in this discussion (ibid., p. 33) in which it is
argued that Turgot’s capitalism ‘was still relatively backward as compared with
Adam Smith’s’, is not convincing, particularly in the light of Meek’s own
discussion in the two preceding paragraphs (ibid., pp. 32-3). Turgot’s class
division for capitalist society into ‘Entrepreneurs, Manufacturers and Master-
craftsmen, all owners of large capitals which they invest profitably as advances for
setting men at work’ and the class of ‘simple artisans who have no other prop-
erty than their arms, who advance only their daily labour, and receive no profit
but their wages’ (‘Reflections’, section 61) is just as ‘modern’ as that of Adam
Smith, particularly when it is remembered that Turgot commenced Part II of his
‘Reflections’ with the statement that modern society produces another way of
being rich, ‘without labouring and without possessing lands’ (‘Reflections’,
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section 29) which significantly alters the distribution of wealth in agricultural
society. These arguments from the ‘Reflections’ clearly destroy Meek’s infer-
ences concerning Turgot’s ‘capitalists’ (Meek, 1973, p. 33), as was fully realised
by Marx (1962, pp. 54-9). Turgot’s ‘modernity’ in this matter is explained by his
considerable knowledge of industry in France, which he derived from the tours
of inspection of industry and commerce which he made together with Gournay
in the mid-1750s, and from his acquaintance with the industrial problems of the
iron industry in Limoges, which he discussed in a number of papers (e.g. his
‘Paper on Lending at Interest’ in Groenewegen, 1977, pp. 149-50). Given his
superb historical sense as illustrated by the development of the four stages
theory, these observations would have impressed him greatly as the distin-
guishing characteristics between the fourth stage of capitalist society and the
third stage of agriculture which was beginning to fade away.>?

A further conclusion which can be derived fro