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Veblen and Marx

THI study of Thorstein Veblen can be intellectually stimulating, yct
very frustrating, His writings abound in playfnl skepticism, hitter
irony, and thinly veiled social criticism. lle moralized even when he
cluimed to be ethically aloot or neutral. He dealt in large generalizas
tions which were at various times sweeping ethical prm'u;mn(:cuu;nls,
deductions from basic postulates, or broad descriptive slateinents
bascd on wide observation and factual evidence which he neglected
to cite. e did not try to distinguish bhetween his ethical and analytical
propositions or Lis Jdeductive and inductive statements. Ilis readers
Ceed not be reminded of his famboyant, discursive, repetitious style
of writing.

Seldom is Veblen's argument subicct to precise, unambi
pretation. 1le defined his basic concepts the most gencral terms.
ile resorted to the use of emnotionally loaded terms or catchwords,
which for him often had ulterior meanings at odds with customary
usage. He borrowed concepts, principles, and evidence freely and
sometimes indiscriminately from psychology, anthropology, sociology,
economic history, and even biology. Using these varied matcerials, he
advanced his argument slowly and cumbersomncly, often proceeding
on several levels of mcaning. Consequently, his analysis 1s usually sub-
ject to misunderstanding and conflicting interpretations.

rions inter-

4 I
Veblen's work, however, poses  nuny challenging  problems for
analysis in cconomics and related social sciences. These issues pro-
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vide rich opportunities for fundamental tneuiry, despite his often
puzzling treatment of them, We may roughly group into four cate-
gories the major problems involved in evaluating Veblen or using his
type of analysis. These clusses of issucs pertain to the genceral ap-
proach of economic theory, the analysis of economic {léwln[mwnt
the making of value judgments about economic institutions, and lh(:

Chnrting of future institutional Ch;mge.‘

In Veblen's view has to

voted 1o the study of process and ol in cConomic

CCONOIMICS

ployed such concepts as _instincts, habits, cultural lag, and also in-

volutionary science de-
. ' life.” 1le in-
sisted that the chief task of economics is analysis of the evolution and
performance of economic institutions. This analysis required the

study of human nature and social behavior, in which Veblen em-

stitutions. Technological advance was the most dynamic force in
institutional change, and he dichotomized between technology and
lastitutions. For our own culture this dichotomy took the form of

mdustrx VEIsus Imsinessi the machine process versus business enter-

prise. When we examine Veblen or attempt to work in his broad field
of inquiry, we must assess the relevance and usefulness of his ap-
proach, postulates, and analytical concepts.

Veblen designed his general approach so as to analyze economic
development and institutional change. We need to know whether he
had an adequate theory of change. Issues of technological determinism
are involved; and we must ask whether technological advance gOV-
erns cultural change, whether institutions merely retard rlumgv
whether psychological and cultural factors play an ‘impnrt;mt part i:;
the process of change. Questions also arise as to the role of the state
national patriotism, religion, class conflict, and reason. In one wm;

or another, Veblen exposes us to all these issues of g theory of _eco-
nomic change.

] “xh . ¥ : .
UM.{H[ reviews of Veblen’s theoretieal position are foand in Allan G, Cruchy
;\!mfﬂru Fconomic Thought: The American Contribution (New York: l’wnliv;
. (). 4 | )
l:;}l:},)l.)‘li’]),[)pl:-l. 31-132; Jolm A. Hobson, Veblen (London: Chapman and Hall
J30 §; and Paul T. Foman Contemporary Fe T |
, : y Leonomic Thought (New York: Harpe
1928), pp. 107-192. it (New York: 1 e
i | . . !‘ - * * 44 -4
A ‘Vthh'_'na I:‘“h"g theoretical essay s Why Is Fconomics Not an Evolutionary
Sdciencer (1898), reprinted in his The Place of Science in Modern Civilisation aned

()t’lt:?l‘ Essays (New York: Huebsch, 1919), pp- 26881, This volume contains most
of his theoretical papers., |
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These problems require, or else readily permit, value judgments
about economic institutions and their functioning. Veblen otten made
veiled or barbed ethical judgments about the prevailing cconomic

order. e uppmcnﬂy 1'cgunlcd all economic institutions---at least all

those he chose to discuss—as inhibitory of progress, and theretore

ulhicully uhjuuliunuhlc. Much uncertainty ])wvails I'Lagflglill!f his at-

titude toward socialism, democracy, and, in his _terms, desivable in-

stitutional _changes. He used  maximum  production  or  industrial

clliciency as his normative yardstick and injected ethical norms into
his instinct categories. As he used it, his analysis appears necessarily
to involve ethical judgments; consequently, the issue arises whether
this is inevitable with his type of analysis.

The charting of futwre economic change or social reconstruction
involves a dual problem. There is the task ot predicting what will
likely happen, or what can realistically be achieved or expected
through concerted action. It appropriate for this task, Veblen's evo-
lutionary approach and theory of social change should permit an-
swers to the analytical and factual questions of what can be predicted
to be probable or workable. There is also the normative question of
the desirability ot these predicted developments. Theve are thus is-
sues of how capitalism will change, and how it should be changed.
Such questions also arise with respect to monopoly, state intervention,
nationalism, imperialism, class conflict, and socialism.

The tour groups or types of problems are directly or nmplicitly
posed in all of Veblen's writihgs,® particularly in his cvaluation ot
Karl Marx and later Marxian socialists. Veblen’s analysis of NMarx
throws light on these problems and should help us to understand his
own waork. There is no question that he was greatly interested in
Marx. We need to determine the extent to which he borrowed di-

rectly from Marx, the degree to which he was-——as both Marxists and
non-Marxists  sometimes  claim—a  cleverly  camouflaged  Marsian
theorist himsclt, and the degree to which he only pretended to adopt
Marxian doctrines. To examine Veblen’s ideas about Marxisin should

|iL:ll} l)l'(]\’iilu a4 cross-scctional view of his whole intellectual lmsilinn.

*Veblen's wittings, aclivities, and interests ave well described in ]nnul:h -
man, Thorstein Veblen and His America {New York: Viking, 1935).
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The major reason for Veblen’s interest in Marx is not far to seck
Veblen's main_ objective was the critical evaluation of Auu*-ricm;
capitalism.! For this purpose he necded a_theory of capitalism which
would explain its evolution and ftmctinning.“in attempting to lay the
basis for an evolutionary economics, he elaborated a critique of m'lhn:
dox theory and also Marxian theory. He regarded Marx as an im-
portant original thinker who had asked essentially the right questions
Marx had studied the evolution of economic imlilutinns; stressing thtt;
role of economic forces in their evolution. TIe had altempted to pre-
dict the future of capitalism and to pass cthical judgments on ca 11
talisin. Veblen was readily  attracted by these elements in Mnrl‘c'q
system, and he had a continuing interest in Marvian doctrines and ;n-—
cialist programs. N |

itorts to compare Veblen and Marx have been many in number
and strikingly varied in results. Such comparison is niwpnrvntly as
treacherous as it is challenging. Veblen has heen v:lrimtsly d(‘qcrihv(.l
as Marxist, utopian-socialist, agrarian-populist, and ;mnr(‘histi in his

orie . . .
lf. ntation. His social philosophy has been tevimed nihilistic, totali-
tarian, technocratic, and democratic. His basice ideas have been deemed

' (:ru('hy, op. cit, p. 8().

4
y ,|\|‘ff‘lfl,ﬂ? fmd h.-inrrx‘ are rrlmp:ln-r;l in Af‘thur K. Davis, “Sociological Elements in
| t en's Fx ﬂl']ﬂl;]ll(_‘ Vheory,” Jour. Pol. Fcon., LI ( June, F945), 132149 Dosf-
--I;;El:,:;l:}};.]i;ft]‘;ix_,f;;l:I;;hy_’ r;]}:r:l ;'u'.;. Abhram L, llil'll'i}i, “Hypes of Tonstitationalism” and
oy, 721._744{} m“:lm‘.(l IIm(fl:r:;llr:ui]]‘;lr;l;l) ';E;Tt;l[;lii;l'l,’]' Jour. Pol. Econ, X1, (Dec,
! Al. L PO ) ) 3474 Hobso TERNAT S : THCT, ¢
'he Portable Veblen (New Yok Viking, 1918), ”l‘i{lil:lmllf'r: 1:.:2:{'1'“?:;::.l':{ l;l':{ IFll {f;‘ll
llllE.}:}f';r‘li M}n}c]:.:;; i}};:_"?{r AI ’h*.\'!‘hnu’f of Sociology (New York: Farar 1& Il:ilwlmrl:
o , “.‘ 1. , r;m.r}f C. Mitehell, Lectare Notes on Types of Feonomic

1eoriy (mimeco.: New York: Augrastus M, K:*lh-}', 19419, 11,218 221 939931 2148
\Vl:‘.‘i'(l‘)’ C. Mitchell, ed., What Veblen Taupht (New \':nk* \'-:ilirlli:dll‘;l‘ﬁ)! o
xlvif - xhviii: ﬂfrmth?y Rectew, TX (_lul)-'——/\uj,-;., 1907 ). series {.nf 'nlirl‘l::ﬁ fi 1\" ‘-| II]P.
—=sce especially those by Solomon Adler, Paul A ‘Hill’illl- .‘\I'II.HIT K l;t "‘t *} N;
ltilul M: Sweezy; David Riesman, Thorstein Vellen, A (Trifil'nf Interpr ;r 'ff'ln IH(l l":l'“
'irnrk: Sg‘ril)n_ﬂr, 1053); Eric Roll, A History of Feonomic Thoueht ’( rlr:f ':{';' N::F
:,“;L:_ Irun;l.l(‘rv:]l';lll, ”_)'12_)’ PP fiHR-—SUﬂ; Bernard Huu-nhr;:, The 1’uf+r;r‘s of
mc.rh o (Washington, D.C.: Public Aflairs Press, 1956): and Puanl M. Sweo
[he Influence of Marvian Economies on American 'Ih;mglul *uiul l‘r'"lk' “tt“
Danald Drew Fghert and Stow Persons, eds., Soctalism aned f\rm'n'trun I ” “;: e
ton: Princeton University Press, 1952) ) 1 473477, | e e
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both original and borrowed, largely from Marx. He has been depicted
4s an economic determinist of the Marxian varicty, and his views on
cluss conflict and the role of the state have been called essentially
Marxian: he has been claimed, tolerated, amended, and rejected by
writers of a Marxian outlook.¥ It would scem that Veblen is often be-
licved to be turning to the left in his grave. Marxists who put Veblen
in a favorable light typically seek for outward similaritics in the
wrilings of Veblen and Marx. They stress the similar descriptions
and predictions made by Marx and Veblen but often ignore difter-
ences in approach and postulates. [f they take notice of the latter,
they distinguish between Veblen's dubious analysis and penctrating
insights, which are then sclectively correlated with those of Mara’

In comparing these two theorists, however, it is essential to give
precedence to their basic approaches and premises. Veblen's own
theoretical position and his criticisin of orthodox theory should be
kept in nind when his evaluation of Marx’s postulates and doctrines
i ovamined. Forthermore, Veblen's eaplicit eritique of Marx should
obviously be given proper weight in any comparison of the two men,

Veblen urged that cconomies Le made an evolutionary scicncee of Le-
havior.® It should explain the cvolution aud pertormance of cconomie
Cdonted Darwinian  postulates ot evolu-

s of teleoloy

institutions. e cxplit:illy
chanve and tolerated no conce
or natural Lov. But he was no social Darwinian in the ac-

incevitabilit

tionay
novnalit
cepted sense of this ter, for he brooked no assumption of beneheent
ad he

tendencies or inevitable improvement i social evolution. Inste
stressed cumulative change, brute causation, and blind drift, no doubt

with a touch ot dialectieal lmlcmic.
or Veblen the :slmly ol homine mdure waits essential Lo econoie

theory. lHe umf'isugml institutions as changing slowly Dbut incessantly
by a process of habituation under the dual impact of materiil cir-
cumstances aud human nature. To anadyze tlie role of human nature,

* See the shading of opinion found in the series on Veblen in the AMonthly e

vicwo, IX (July-Aug, 1457 ).

tCf the Leatient of Veblen i Roll opo it pp 153-500. Roll says that Veblon
was concerned mainly with the ideological o lr:i)fa-lmlngicul ”:-mlnunll'uulnn:” ol
the pecuniary culture, or the “epiphenomena of capitalisin,” that his analysis i

woth and lnihguitlt‘tl, Lt thadt his historical innighlh’ are ulten valuabilde, Scee NN

Lhe attiches i Lhe ﬂhul”lh‘; Rovicw ciled above.
" yoe Veblen's “\Vhy Is 1Sconumics Not an BEvolwtionary Scwence? in Place of

Scicned, pp. 50-81,
133



The Foundations of Evolutionary Economics: 1890-1973 |

FForest (3. Hill

he used the concepts of habity and instincts. He often spoke of the
M of thought and action which condition fimmediate behavior

and coalesce into institutions cnntr(}lling mass behavior. He Nty ]Ewe_

oversimplified when he conceived of institutions merely as collective
habits and of habituation as the process by which institutions evolve.

The concept of justinets has attracted more eriticisin than any other
aspect of Veblen's work. e seemed to conceijve of the instinets he
employed-—the  parental bent, workmamship, emulation, and  idle
curiosity-—as biological in essence and part of the “Darwinian” scheme
ot things. However, he distinguished instinets from tropisms or sheer
physiological reflexes; and his instinets took on « surprisingly social
and even rational character. He asserted tiat these instinets define the
basic or generic ends of human behavior and that they involve a

rational choice of means to satisly these ends.® Ilis instinet scheme per-

mitted the clash of ends and the confusion of means and ends. Yor in-
stance, the ends set l}y the lmrvnt;ll bent or desire Lo promote coin-
munity welfare could conflict with those defined by emulation or the
sell-regarding instinct. Frnther, since the instinet of workmanship
served only proximate ends, the Latter conld take on the significance
of ends in themselves at the cxpense ol “genervically human” ends, Of
course, workmanship could also become the servant of emulation
rather than of the parcntal bent.

Veblen clearly conceived that the instinets imotivated behavior in an,

institutional context. Loxisting institutions regubited social behavior,
often imposing ends (]i'«.'t‘-rgt'nt from the instinctive ends. Veblen usod
the term “imbecile institutions” to (Iv:qign:ttu those social institutions,
typically private property and nationalisim, which thwarted generically
human ends. In a sense, institutions ceased being means and hecame
cnds in themselveg

and repressive, absurd ends at that.

The instincts used by Veblen constituted, together with the role

- e il

of habits, his conce

tion _of _human nature. He believed that bacic
human nature was unclmnging or at least had been stable for cen-
turies. Nevertheless, human nature was pliable in the context of shift-
ing social conditions. ('Jh:mging institutions and material circumstances
could indefinitely deflect human nature, or the set of instinetive drives,

without permanently ultvring it A]t]mngh tnstitutions counld thus

" For Veblen’s analysis of instinets, see cspecially The Instinet of Workmanship
and the State of the Industrial Arts (New York: Macmillan, 1911,

1.34
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frustrate or overrule generically human ends l’OI' a Fune,t t]},l,sll?:‘:;:
of things might be unstable or temporary; l?mns lm.siz nature mig
reassert itself, though not inevitably in any given perloi .1 S
Sociologists in particular have asserted that ‘:’eblun uae:u lulau :I“r N
as ethical norms, or at least read social values into them. s chary

" I- b -
sse “instincts” as the basis for
ie no doubt warranted, for he used these “instincts™ a

criticizing institutions, even for tﬂ!’l]'-ling'lht:fli l?]bej;(l::;in{[;fui::i
employed workmanship as a norm, ]m?gmg t.ne l;;m. bAt oo
nomic institutions by the criterion .of mdustr.ml. e 1c1em:‘y.1 o
times he used the parental bent and idle curiosity as nmms]. y i -
curiosity Le usuully meant intt.tllectua.l freedom, purf} ln:::seau‘f:-1 ;,u(l))l;:ll;v
fettered experimentation and inventiveness—values he un )
herished. | .
Lh:;;]’:lzn’s instinets scam to_involve a compounded ampwak?ﬁi?,‘:ﬂ
lllil?\'l.‘i up a fixed or stuble human nature, and yet they are Rexible and

. o . » '
are conditioned by institutions. They are apparently biological, bu

they

' 3 1 ature 2w involve
norms.  Despite  their ostensibly physiological nature, they iy o
L] h . - . \ ..‘ l;‘ 1-. ll(l-l

an intellectual element in the form of rational choice of means

: ’ " Rt » AN X . nll
ko set the ends of human action and even serve as ethic
8

instincts as the parental bent and emulation come iulfj C(‘I‘rll[ll;:tl T\:ll}l:
cach other man institutional context, and wu_rkn'r.mslnp Cinl ru: :'u
subservient to cither of them. There 1s (:(m‘[h(:tinot. mfly :unu;:_l.h 1“3,
stincts but also between them and prevuilmg ufstlt.uu(mal. 1\ t,ﬁ 1:]2::
analysis often ran primuri]y in terms of the msflltutl.mtsl t‘l{,.lllhbl(,)“”l;
with the instincts left in the background as his forma umul y
of human nature and brought to the {orefront only as CI‘ll-(_,lld Im:
evaluating institutions. All in all, his social psychology 5.,';_;(-:'1115 t'u l:;
loss akin to that of William McDougall than to that of William Jan

Ol ]ulm ])L‘:WL“:)’.” .
Veblen clearly needed a theory of human nature, or a se Ay

it Slullhty MM 1);1ugt:rt, The Phil“ﬁl”}‘hy ‘;f r{:“j”:ii”“;’U:::" ll(l}Nvl\;ST;.:;;;
King's Crown, 1950), pp. 7lf'72; D;w.l:_w‘r, 1{!!1. Ci .q,l“uuu ,}J ), -_) m:j D of Feon.
T 1. yareons. “Sociolovicial Elements in Economic Thought,” Qu . i Loay:
e . Nt o i b .51, s, S
The Freudian Psychology and Veblews 5{.1““1 Fheory | }L-w~ 1-:11-1-1‘”“!1%}‘1- \;/t"lxlt-l:
1048 ), pp. (G589, 114-123. 131-138. With rmjpgtft to .l n;}, }Lu II‘SI- " uml- o
and Frend made by Schucider, see ilso ]ulm. 5. Gambs, I:iyt:‘ul ll} } '!Um-\,t.,-m
mand: A Beappraisal of Institutional Economics {New York: Columbia Y

ress, 1946, o ,
ht??‘fl lh:l)ll'lll op. cit., p. 189 and Mitchell, What Veblen Faught, p. xxatv.
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sumptions about jt. However, he did not need

have, a theory of instinets in te acee

he seized upon a llwn-lmpulur the

—- not-uncommon practice of his—:andd redefined the

OWn purpose. s “instinets” beeame inore social,
[ — b -'_—-—.-.“ - -

normative in character than
m - .

and proball
led sense of the term,

~dhid not

.[‘m'imps
Ory as a means of guining attention

llu‘nr}f for hiy

the usua
pedagogical maneuver, he was able to

tional change, and even evalu
avoid the need to formulate
judgmcnts explicit. Furthe

gorics. By this

attract notice, analyze institu-
ate institutions. 11¢ coule

his own ethical OIS

r, he could procee
(quily into human motives and the

he by-lmssvd these prol
the value and ¢

| thus seemingly
and make his value
d without inquiring Mmoye
process of habitnation
lems by manipulating the “insting”

l:u*ity of hig Elllili}’SiS thf'mhy sitflered,
These pnﬂluinlﬂs of ecvolution

mitted Veblen to analyze the
tral to his analysis

Althmlgh

concept,

ary ('h;mgt! and haman nature per-
process of economic e

was the evolution of CConomic
the influence of human nature

material force affecting ¢

]

\'cinpuwut. Con-

institutions under
and material circumstances. The chief
Accumulated scientific knowle

ed skills. With human nature
primary factors p]u}f

il .

technolopy, defined
dyre, industrial tecl)-

assumed stable, the
g upon cconomic change were tochnnlngv and
institutions. These constituted Veble

n's fundinnental tlirlmtmn}:
he often phrased as the machine

which
process and bhusiness enterprise, or
industrial and pecuniary employments. Spurred on by wnrkm;tmhip
advance was the dynamic {
emulative instinet

and idle curiosity, technological

socinl chnnge. Influenced hy the

actor in
L DCINISSive or re

dnstitutions pliyed
stuctive role. Guided by the parental bent, techno.-

lt}gi(‘.ﬂl advance could improve material welfare were it not for the
(:ll:lnge~msisting character of institutions.

Veblen ndaptm_l this basic dic

lmtnmy to the analysis of
change by developing

i llwnry of accupationg] {Iim-ilrlim-.«:.
the stgnilicance of i contrast hetween

employments, or “business”

eCONOmic c]mnge is often

economic
Here Ly
Pectniary and industrial

' Allhnugh his th{*nr}f of
Interpreted as t(:‘!('lnmlngir

11 t*xplnlullinm Instead of

determinism, Ne elaborated the
which mediated between m

e stressed the inluence

and "indnstr}h’

he strove for 0 psyclmlngir

il determinism,
trine of cconomie

accepting a doc-

psy(.‘imlngi(‘ul NeXUS
aterial forces and institutional el

ange.
of occupation or type of (‘m]ﬂnynw
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b instittilrons,
Srmation of Labits of thought which “[yimlhm-d u‘ll“ ast occupit
the it}lllhllltn‘ll i in{illbif)’ and gi;ml Clll‘l)(}l‘;llllillb, 11 " with
I an age o lili“-" liiili lll'L:lltili'liihl”lly industrial ijr I)U“”l"j“);l’l Iiusi-
tons were . l.}u.uni] “E:pi lininy influcnces upon iltllliltplifs' l.&](iII Crnary
marhedly Lillh:”.l“‘ t- ‘lli ]llmllght in tenns of ownership an lhi? m
hess pursuils hu-;m.m- :y sted the institutional status e HII{] l h.l i‘l'uli-
gain; they 1‘{:1.&]1-)’ l*::*;r‘ild] - LOWEVEr, WOTe 51#111101:‘[11(-. lli:;mLUH
systein, hlcll n “”: tal discipline. The thinking of uuluhlllt" o and
cally {li“Ur_":l_“ mbii X nore in terms of mechanical Su{lllL_I::L,“;i”“
and  techmictis liui" " lim-ms. They gradually |usi m."”_p‘ltllfi““u[
muluriul Cause-al i :ilcii' lti)’““y to ln-cvuiling iilstlilltitjllb “il;l.ﬁh'“
ob pecuniary w[ihi‘i:b;clwmr Lecaune indifferent or hostile to ownershity
as their conceephi | : .
ancd profic - tional disciplines in Veblen's theory ot Clm:gii
The role ob occupatt ,‘. oxamine his critiue of Miln' . W1i l
Lecomes clearer when W Jing to Veblen's basic dichotomy N
Lchological theory contornming Ul .. The theory illustrates his
paysen P blain institutional change. Fhe | Y stnptions 1
designed toexp .i' » essential plucc ol psyclmluglcul “bi‘““'l’r lh.lm
cinplutsis upott “i =L'idicu|cd the “cconomic man” of orthodox N :i:rii/
cconomic theory. 1 L. 1 o Darwinian assumptions ulmul‘lmm.ui 'lhl .
with its outnioded o rJmt' | or (i)’n'uni{: I)Y nature, wilh tlur'; WJ_" S
He regarded men u}s e e rhit u;d action, shaped by the changing
and motives, or hi;lﬂ;b} r{i}:':lh:::l:x{:irmumrnt. e therelore rﬂlﬂ{:l.ﬂll]ll'lltf;liil
llhllul'ijll n“d‘liﬂ):tl ::i:ﬁ’] .‘[hnt men passively suukkplcusum .-ll*li' ,imlily
sumphions ”i lu-(].li c:ﬂclllutiun, that men uuruluil)f l“ifi“’““"

P, anml"“.jt li.l_mil lr-ltimml effort to maximmze Sullshlt,lliill. .
and l“m“]ny.:.“i:,m: of orthodox psychological usslumll)iulmai{;: o
Veblen's criticts o conomic theory. His technmqgue
strate his mulluuﬁl ’i‘l[hi:i:lllt::::fi:rh;:: e ln.{][ml] tor its llllsi;llL:Lil_lill:;
to attack a tlwmyj] : - (;xl)liﬂit ln'(_:illiﬁﬂs- Altlmugh he mulmlntm_ﬁ
conceptlons as WL‘ : ¢ ;-Udiulill“s dervived from a theory, he Wdlb u.:;u;“h)l
selectively uvnluulb'l 'l syremises. Iis critique of orthodox theory s i;_ -
contont l|H ;lwl"tuiilii:li'llcs the method and even the substance o :

be noted, Tor 1 '

criticism of Narx, | y together classical and “*"“Llilmmil
vobien Wiis- ‘.“:i‘ili:hl:; l:i:i:l]\ on orthodox theory. Although this

theorists in his swee |

v . D7 L
, nts,” Place of Science, pp. 2
wniary Eaployments, L 1920).
" TR trial and Pecuntary w York: Huchsch, 192
“ See his h:lhihtil;ltt vosts and the Connnon Man (New Ywmk
., st ¢ Bl L 4¢
323, awmd 1'hie Veste
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procedhire tended to blur individual  differences among  theorists
purtif._:nlnrly some of the neoclassicists, Veblen deemed it Qll[rit‘i{‘l;;
for his purpose. His nhjvvlh'e was of course Lo (l:'wlul) an t‘\’(}illlitﬂl'll‘ :
CCOnOMics (*xphlining imstitutional clmngc, With this PUrpose in vi"u?
he rejccted the preconceptions and lmslulnlm ol lmditim‘ml thm:r |
especially its static approach and hedonistic assumplions. As tuﬁc):’{
above, he opposed all concepts of nataral Liw and nnrmnlitviin CeO-
I?(}Illl‘{':‘ theory, desm'ibiug such theory as taxonomic and sintic Ie
l{kexVISe rejected its psychological assumplions of hedonism *’Hl(-] r-
: ll(Jl-*l:-.’ll calculation, chm'ging that they were hased on Hunl“mnilv ulil‘i—
tartanism and other pre-Darwinian l}syclmlngicul riew*;l f

111

| When Veblen turned to an evaluation of NMarxian thcnry he fol
3 L ‘ ’ -

]nwed the same method of attack.™ He first criticized its basic postit
-ll B i 3 i . » " ¥ - | h -'.
]...t(is ind then examined some of its spectlic doctrines, He expressed
Heh rey: : as ' ' " " oo
gh regard for Marx as a theorist possessing an original, logical
powerful mind and a keen i ‘ inns e
| K cen interest in C]Iilllg{‘r and institutions. e
Yecoernn; : Al - ' 1 | N |
ccognized that Muarx was both theorist and propagandist, therebhy
contrasti - ’ '
Hrasting Marx's logical grasp and polemics. J{e distinguished be-

tween Marx' ‘ £
| t Marx’s theory of value and theory of development, rejecting

Marx's ‘¢ al sv
arx’s conceptual svstem was pre-Darvwinian and had to be revised
ﬂhmg Darwinian lines. o

In Veblen’s vie v .

Cl“l- M hLi fV(!l)lt“S view, Marxs preconceptions were derived from two
{ lltf b : Yoy * .

Fﬂlhﬁ;h\‘bt | soll_:rt;es., Ccerman legelian phllnsuphy and English liberal-utilj-

arlan thought, Marx’s conception of social change was one of neo-

I]‘e (} -'_ . . . . \ - - .
V: 'gl lianism oy Ilt.g(,lmn materialisin witlh romantic overtones that
(_} } \ ‘. . . L - . n » e Td R | ’
u; termed “sublimatod materinlism.” The materialistic int{'rpmh
tion of i ' of o | "
llsmry presupposed a dialectical process of develtrpmvnt Or

NOFress——; ' ' :
1 grflss an unfolding process moving i terins of “inner necessity”
toward a final goal. T ‘ =
< { SHYN rl l] YO0 . y 1
goal. The clasg struggle constituted the dialectic, and

the fn; : ‘1ali '

. Iul term was socialism or the classless socicty. Veblen rejected
l » L k . e e . | | .
;!tt u:]ugual concept of a final goal as pre-Darwinian

lary 0 IR OO vy ee s un T '
drew other major preconceptions from the Benthamite utili-

" “The Socialist I
Karl Marx. 1. The

lf;:mmuiux of Karl Marx and Il F'ollowers: | Fhe Theories of
Ater Marxism™ (1908, 1907). Place of Science, PP 40':)-—450
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Veblen and Mary

tarians aud classtcal ceonomists, im:lmling Ricardo and the Ricardian

socialists. In Veblew’s opinion, Marx uncritically adopted natural (4 \*.‘ M
vights and natural law preconceptions and a hedonistic psychologry ol W%Mﬂf&s

rational scll-interest. On these bases Naoy claborated s Libor theory fQG

of vatue, with labor the sonrcee and measie of vahie, and the corol-
Ly doctiines of labor’s right to its tull product, ol surplus valng, N
of exploitation of labor. Te atwibuted rational scll-interest not only

o individuals but to entire classes, thereby explaning their asserted
Jen rejected the

of value, along

solidarity and motiviition 1 the class 5ll‘ugglu. Vel

stool rational class interest and the Libor theor

CONCe
with its corollaries and natueal rights basis.

In st Veblen renounced Mary's basic preconceptions. Nars
Hegeliun coneeption of social change and chissical assumpltions aboul
human belhavior had to be climinated. Although Veblen rejectad ats
foundations, he did not claim that he had demolishied Marx’s system.
lustead, he sought to make it “Darwinian” by inserting new premises.
e also wanted to retain something of Marx's approach, problems,
and emphasis. e may have felt that Mara's theory of econonmic de-

\ft:luln'lmnt could be s;llvalgt'tl if its foundations were ;uhr{llmhil)f ¢ -
a vutse for his

viscd Some students assert that Lie used Darwinisin as
It may be, however, that he uscd

own implicit or attenuated Narxison,
an ostensibly revised Marxism as a vehicle for his “Pavwimsm,” his

OW1L lllUtJl')’ Of  CCcONOIC dcvclulmurul. Ile clewrly asserted Lits own

conceplinal scheme in his “revision” of Marsian theory” Fhis revision
may have been a clever pedagogical device for prescating his own
theoretical scheme and 1lmwing attention 1o it as somehow mn;wking
of Marxisin. If Veblen had this design, it should be discernible in his

treatimment of individual Marxtan Jdoctrines and Liter Marxian socialists.
of Marxian doctrines. tt

number

Veblen individually assessed  a
The Jabor theory of value Marx took from the liberal-utilitarian school.
Marx treated it as implicit, or simply postulated it Although it was
merely tantological, e gave it a nonnative role in his larger theory.
Veblen regarded the labor thory ot value as irrelevant to Marx's main
problems, the explunation of cconomic change and the creation ol
a functioning socialist order.

The doctrine of the rvight ot Liboy to its
of the Libor theory of value. It, too, was from the nataral rvights tra-

Lall product was a corollary

" Ihhl
139



Cot) Fhe Found,

ATl

stwonys of Evolutionary Economacs: 189 1973 1

orest (). 1l

dition and had 2 normative function. Vel
that labor had o natural 1 IR

cn disputed the WCINISe

}I'{HIII{'I._ Lastead, he siiggrested that

the real issne way o distribation of imconte which would crnable the
M e T T— —— — “h— e
imdustrial system to fllll{'_lit}ﬂ.

The theories of <o us value andd
laries and likewise Bl ‘1
sonoed lll;ll these theon

The relevant

explottation

were hather corol-
normative meanmg for Noax, Veblen rea-
cs must he rejected in the form stitoed by NI
roblenms conld he analyzed in tenms of snrplug
instead of suwrplus vitlue. Surplos product conld bhe used as a Llool to
study exploitation, witl cemphasis centered on the el
the serviceability, cost, and pric
ically exceeded cosy hut feld short
analysis adequate for the proble

Marx’s theory of

AV X,

noduact

ations hetween
e of commaoditics. S{?rvi(‘t‘ﬂhi]ity typ-
of price. Veblen deemed this type of
m Marx had posed.

accumulation was ticd to the theoric
vitlue and the reserve army of the

nesses of hotly,

s of surplus
unemployed, possessing the weak-

‘ @ Marx related these theories i
&mi capital increased, wages and demand ag
2V 3V, P

considered the

such a way that, ag

1l _employment fell " Vehlen

theory of the reserve army quite valnerable, since it

m%imp]i{:d continuwal  population rrovwty regardless of economice  con.

ditions, a view which was highly doubtful and e
Darwinian principles.

‘l't;linl}’ contrary to

Veblen asserted that the theory of inereasinge misery was not fie-

hm ‘P thally true. Over the decades, wiages had not tended to o]l helow
h A subsistence; absolute misery had not increased. The ISSUEe WS one
wﬂ}uf refative instead of absolute misery, for dissatisfaction increased
along with the growing inequality of wealth and income. He insisted

that problems of labor’s material welfare and vnrest he analvzed in

such terms s standards of liring, IH*L'lmiau'y cmmualation, and -
success.”’

CCONONC

The theor

of the ¢l
”{!gt‘]i;m conception

ass struggle. Veblen ;lrgll('d, was a te

manifesting the drive of “inner
also had a strong hedonistic bias, sinee
Lion and cguated self-interest
would not ine

lt*nlngiml
neegssity.” It
it presupposed rational calenla-
and class interest The class strugple
vitably resalt in sociilism, nor could it be viewed as g
_rational process. It was more 1 "psytlmlngiml" than a "nnm-ri;llist?
process, for sentiment entere into it
cireumstances.

as well as reason and material
The chicf “sentiments” that Veblen sty

ssed were pol-
itics, nationalisim, imperialism, and religion. He

ranted with Marx

140
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that the class slrng_glu centered on private

L1
' ' Cclass Cleavace: potential contlict L LchO
cver, hie (lucstmnr(l the line of class cleavage; potential Y Con

L
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iwopert

" " N : e e vestod
not between the “haves” and “have nols _lml between the

iy L dilon or comn-
aterests or absentee owners and the undarlygr m_Lm_l L]

ll i - ll - . . hhlj 15 lllt.l'

- "- }

shaced the Narsian class sty -

e thus re

gs - l\’t'lail)’.
cnougli ccononue adve opl . T E——
de witli his theory of occupational disciphines, wlich he felt pro

' Tl ' Jdil ';ll Iltn'(‘{‘h
the necessary l'}h‘,’(‘llnlilgitill link between changing maten
and sintting class attitudes.
Veblen did not L:.\J)Iiull I s et
v r | * > e IS Mt e
LNCrCashiy concentration and 1mmulml), the tend ency ot |

assess other Marxian doctrines sach as

' | > state, upoerialisn.
o decline, arises and depreession, the role ol the state, and imy

* st . He
Liis silence llilBlil Sugest that he \CCe , ) |

‘, b ‘] - ]l d i‘l] - y ‘t..l' t:lll]l-illllllqi

1§ ey ac ' ituted the
Attention to then in his other writings. They actually const
‘ il

core ' ' s 0 : vhaps felt that
core o Lis theorctical and lastorical ulmlzhm e l)t,llmpb

these doctrines were less trannncled by ql\luﬁrx"s ilt:rgt:him and l:lut‘lilj'nn:i:l:.l.
I}ru'uuu-l)lir.m:; and ware suhjurt to L‘Ilil]fl'lt;l! m{luu‘lyh clm _‘ :L_:Li“_lv
mevits. In his Theory of Business Enterprisc \ ul}l‘un dea l{h n.ll_l " \
with ¢ciises and tluprvsainu uhmg bhaes (quite nnhihe M‘H}TH_I.I Ht- :
His theories of the state and nmperialism showed “lflw;“:{l FOSCIL };qi.li

to Narsian theay; in fact, he is olten accused 1# tung* lllu-u: ‘i_]:l::
Marxian sources. Althowgh hie was well acquainted  with socialis

112 WL S WL Eerent
literatine on these subjects, hie treated them 1 a somewhat di

\\’il)'. l ll‘

L - | ‘- . Fl - l IIII
1‘ t ' L | L3

’ ters have IS CACCSSIVE
determinist. As a result, Marxian writers have objected to his t};l L'b l-
- u - . \ 4 . . Y . 1 ; ||r Il t]
concern with pulitiuu] and psyt-lmluguzul factors 1o s ana ysis ¢
ST .t 10
impurmhsm and the state.

. - e |
The Wity Veblen evaluated Mnmun_ qnctnm,b would sugeest that

' ' 1OSC 1S OW ords he made
he “revised” Marxisii for his own purpose. In his own w

| ' . 18 areli: l“'.l]ul‘*
it “Darwinian,” substituting cumubative causation tor Hegelian
i L] 3

' freed ity its clussical,
tics I Uml}luiniug CCONONMIC L‘hung_c. tle freed it from its

- . | ness Enterprise { Noew Yoirk: Sontbner, 1904),
“ See especially he Theory of H“*;“;:” L[“t;{:”!“;{l:dt(,w LYmL' Macmillan, 1915).
. ' T¥ 1iitl v . a . .
il Germang and the Industrial Revolu ' [ L
i:n}: I;”I““,“.b“i -J:m] Abscnteo {)u'm'!'ahf}‘ aned Business L“nf:prlu, in Necent Times
UM y & "
. . N . lj-};})*
{ New Yok Thachschy, 192 . ) 8145
o Tlli:: crificisii is ulh',u Ilhtllt? l;)’ lluli:ﬂ!ll, U}J. cil ., l)ll, 1.38--145.
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Irorest ¢ 11ill
hedonistic bias and abandoned the Tabor the
doctrines. In a real sense. Mar
lems were

01\ of valne and related

Vieblenism: Mary's
nven Veblen's solutions throueh use o

xism bhecame wobh-

f Vieblen's approach.
and conclusions. NMarxian insights no doubt lived on, but

tlur}' took root in Veblenian ground and flowered in
splendor.

yostuliates

Veblenian

1V

Veblen maintained A lage and apparentiv svmpathetic interegt

- d . . . -
in Later Marxian SOClist wrilerg b

He indicated some tpproval of
at least on (he anadvtical side. The felt that they were
getting away from the cntangling, irrelevant Tabor the
lul-:iug a

the l't‘r\’i.’s'l'mll'ﬁls,

ory ol valae,
more realistic view of the oise strnagrale,
their determinisin, T

mental factors wer

and moderating
Veblenian fashion, he sugeested that environ-

¢ impinging on Marxism, e grasped the paradox
that c:'lumging material conditions  were

Marxian theory of change along with the
structure of changing society.

altering the  deterministic
whole ideological super-
The environmental changes lwnring
ost hv:wily on Narvist thonght were the t'h;mgiug postulates  of
kuuwlcdgﬂ, the extgencies of Marxism ag political platform ensnarled
in parly politics, and major shifts in the indastriag] scene. He saw
socialism I)(‘(ruming more Darwinian inder these inflnences. He s
ingly approved of this change: he was probably
thinking hy injt‘('ling his own views
tion of socialjst ll‘umght.

M
t‘ngnging m wishful
into conjectinres about the evoly-

Toward the Cerman Socital Democerats however Veblen showed
‘-—_-_'__—_—-——_-—.____________ S—— — bl

definite hostility. " e described how they were citnghit apy i a Process

of adaptation and compromise. They

had compromised with the Libor

utionism  and  ameliorative Pro-
grams, with the agricoltin) population by

ship, and with nationalism by toler
imperialist policy. As a party ol reform, they had vielded to the exigen-
cies of the industrial and political situation. and their
look had deteriorated. T pPointe

movement by cinbracing husiness

:I{‘{'l‘lltillg peasant owner-

ating  chaavinism, jingoism, and

soctalist ont-
'dly asked whether this representedd

" The Socialist Fconomicos of Karl Marx
Noarxism,” in Place of Seienee, pp. 431-456,
“ihid pp- 447-456.

andd s Pollowers: L The I.ater
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tdespre: ' it be
a sterilization of socialist llmuglit and how w:dup:uul i mig

even oulside Germany.

' :the hie as al
The question Las been widely debated whether Veblen was
" - e » . - . ) ' Y i . : lltrk,ulw
Lheart a_socialist. Although he sometimes implied that he was, I

answered  the {11wsliuu———pcrlmps i1) |mrt' for .1)cf.|a1g:.l)glc;:ll tr;:ublu:?_.
He had some sympathy with new trends in snum_hst thoug 1]. :uf ‘-,l
mained suspicious ol socialist muvun?unts. A:s h:- l:}l-]f:‘lv!w}‘:ﬁ:il;:_
aspect of the gquestion, he took delight in the "shoc (,- e | ul et
ing socialism. This device elfectively ullmclfﬁt]‘ult{:lllltlfl, .-.ntt ; -
was not above manipualating the issue of socialisim so as to u,“wlt)f ¥
own criticisms of capitalist institutions. [fc always cxl?rcssud :.)l’mlmn)I
for the underdog, especially when the umlcrdug. slllnf.atl Tf"-'u‘l-t Lipl;ll
interest which served as a springboard for luunuhu_ig-lns critici *u ll;*l.b
about capitalism. 1le thus spoke up tor llfc fcmnu.:;t]s‘, ,l*hfi f:‘ntl;:;:
Coxey’s Army, and the Industrial Workers ot lh{-: W t; ,‘t:u:, 1 ¢ thes :
topics served his purpose well. Tle also wrnh:: ‘Wl‘l‘!I apparen ‘.b)i:‘:‘lli. \,1
about the Russian Revolution and Bolshevism, Mnn).f wulu:i rm_h
taken his scemingly favorable remarks about Bolshevism l]u blblll?
Liis covert if not outright approval. Ilere was another ready i}*l},l,"l”,_l-.
tunity to detend the unpopular underdog and tlltfrglmy -att.rt‘lﬁt' ll):Ld}.t.‘ﬂ
attention to his own views. His writings on such Cl]!lll()\'ﬁlhl.l n[ n;.-
as the LW.W., the Russian Revolution, and Bulsluv;vm‘m dc;;:f ]m.unl.y.
with the problems and prospects of American (,‘:all)lhll'lbl?]‘. \'l.lll um:
than Lis usual subterfuge and irony, Veblen used socialism as an o)
portunc and effcctive attention-getter. o e
Those who insist that Veblen was really a socialist ‘lm?u | l;“rl-l;.trh
primacily npon "A Moemorandum on a *I"m‘clI(:uth‘-FUS(WleI (_l . .Lt.‘li
nictans,” ansaticle he published in The Dial .lll IU'IU.' In 1ll\|t,lb;¢,u:;<‘
to predict, or even advocate, that a soviet of L"llglllcclb lhf(, T-, J)" u:
industrial workers might take over the industrial system in this coun

try. He used s theory of m:n:ulmtimml 1|i5riplinv5 1o make this de

" See varions essays reprinted in Veblew's Pssays e Oue Fffltlltgilli_f_ (}:‘th::_ 'l.l'li-- In,l*
l--m; Avdzzooni (Noew York: Viking, 1934), l‘Hlll?t'i.Ill)’ i he l?:‘n'lnu:uu Sl “:,;
\;' nen (IIH‘I‘H pp- SOG4, “The Avny ol the Commanweal”™ (1891), pp. 97

tre o . ‘ : ryeyep a4 . ST
1O3: " 1Fanw Labor and the LW W7 (1918), pp. 319333, Iplulz.lu,.vlbul lhr':l l'\;:jl; ;t)l

l{; Whom?” (1919), pp. 399-414; and “Between Bobshevism and War™ (1921,
. 37449, o L .

l l"“ Réprinted in The Engineers and the Price System (New York: Hacbsch, 1921),
pp- 138 -16Y.
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velopment scem plausible and worthy  of contemplation. Virtually
all students and critics of Veblen have taken this essay literally, al-
though both groups have regarded it as an nnrealistic, it not absard,
picce of analysis. There is no reason to snppose that he deemed this
seemingly socialistic program to be practical. Indeed, he said, some-
what inconspicuously, that a soviet of technictans was most unlikely
in this country in the foresceable future. The cngeineers and workers

were far too conservative and ancritically Inyul lo business |}rinviph*s

for this development to be imminent. At no time did he either aid or

disavow the early Technocracy movement.

Veblen's soviet or technicians idea may have been essentially a
clever expository device for sarveying the waste, conflicts, and frustra-
tions of modern industrial capitalism. e used this deviee as a formal
yardstick or null hypothesis for assessing, and displaying these de-
ficiencies, especially the waste caused by the restrictive practices of
modern business enterprise and business unionism. This essay was
a provocative way of sunining up the implications ot a scries ot essays
collected together in The Engineers and the Price System.?' By clab-
orating an ostensibly straightforward but controversial and probably
outlandish “socialistic” scheme, Veblen effectively reiterated his eritieal
appraisal of capitalistic institutions.

The nature of Veblen’s value system is continuadly at issue in any
examination of his writings. Although he was not an admitted reformer,
he cvinced some anxiety for reform in his wartime and postwar cssays,
written mainly between 1917 and 1920.2% 1le was typically too pes-
simistic or cynical to avow specific reform proposals, and he eschewed
the making of formal value judgments. He was temperamentally in-
clined to express judgments by indirection or suggestion, and he
delighted in declaring that he intended no moral overtones when he

*1

Dmpk}ycd such terms as “waste” and “sabotage.” His ethical views

have been described as either populist, utopian, or utopian socialist

in natwe, He used the term “industrial l‘(’fl'}ll'}]i{.'" to indicate an eco-

*The earlier essays in this collection are entitled: “On the Nature and Use of
Sabotage,” “The Industrinl System and the Captains of Industry,” ""The Captains
of Finance and the Engineers,” “On the Nature of a Revolutionary Overtnm,” and
“On the Circumstances Which Make for a Change.”

2 For these articles, see Essays in Qur Chaaging Order. 'The essays collected in
The Engincers and the Price System wnd The Vested Interests were also written
in this period.
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nomic order devoted to umlgiug gumls instead of pm[ils, to creatmg
serviceability rather than pecuniary vilues. He never did make the
nature of his Tindasteial republic” very clear. 1t has been interpreted
(s o1 sochlist order, and he sometimes appeared o suggest this hine
sulf.

Veblen wrote most eaplicitly about his “industrial ve
Nl‘.:i:L'll!tl Poinls in the Theory of Socialism,” #4 his first article n
ceonomics (which dates back to his year at Corncll University m
1891-1592). In this essay he contemplated  extensive  government
ownership and control of industry. 1le spoke vagucely of the national-
ioation ol industries under modern constitutional fonns sucli as em-

h\_m

incent Jdomain and the power {0 tax. He uppurcntly cnvisugml the

F—'.'-""'H_

e e e — m—

merging of govermnent and industry along constitutional lines ol
organization, so that the country’s industey aund political system wuuhlﬁ
both be organized and rugulul{:(l according to accepted principles ol
4 constitutional republic. What he actually contemplated perbiaps
resembled outright socialism as then understood less than it reseimbles
the current concept ol the mixed cconomy or welfare state,

itte more can be said about Veblen's value system. As noled above,
he used industriad efliciency and maximuny production as norm, whitlo
Lis Ciustinets” 1o doubt served as cthical norms. He criticized  the
“iobecile institutions” which functioned at variance with these stated
or implivd horms. All the cconomic mstitutions he stressed uplmruntly

fell within this category. e characterized all stitutions, at lcast all

those he criticized, as regressive or only permissive of change. e

Las been criticized, even called an anarchist, for failing to sce tliad

nistibitions Lhave a HeCessary l'ugulnlm‘y function and are esscutial to

society. He was [ar from clear on this issue and may Liave beoen nts-

understood. 1le nowhere uxl)liuilly stated that institutions per se were

that his “industrial vo

unnceessary or undesirable, nor did he den
yaltern, In any case, Veblen had

wublic” coustituted an institutional

little to Sy about the sl)cciliu kind of institutional reorganization hiee

l‘ugurdm] as feasible and desirable. It as signiﬁcuut that his close

students and tollowers have been gm;llly interested in soctal control

and retorm along democratic tines. The question arises whether Veb-

lon intended to luwve this inlluence. Hle muasl have been aowarve ol ol

Lut he did not bother to endorse or disavow il.

# Reprinted in The Place of Science, pp. 387 -408.

ywablic” in “Some
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The frequent cllorts Lo compare Nary and Veblen are clearly ap-
propriate in view of the significance and intlnence af their theoretical
systems. Such comparisons e challenging  and instroctive, even
thongh they vary widely and are incapablo of being made precise
and delinitive. This brief stnvey of Veblen's evaluation of Narx per-
mits a few tentative comparisons of their strengths and weaknesses.
1t should be noted that the strengths indicated are relative and far
from .*;t'lf-suﬂ'icivnl, while the weaknesses are often troublesome and
debilitating. There are areas in whicly both men were strong, in which
Marx was strong and Veblen weak, in which Veblen was strong but
Marx weak, and in which both were weak.

On several points both Marx and Veblen shiowed strength, They

chose as their_central problem the analysis of _capitalisi and insti-

tutional_change. They bravely originated comprehensive theories of
cconomic development, with emphasis upon and

the causal forces involved. They achieved a great breadth of analvsis

wocess, evolution

which included social chiamgee, economic history, analvtical principles
from other disciplines, and a huoge bodv of Lactual materials, They
and de

had n strong theoretical interest 1ny orises wesstons at o thne

when these subjects were neglected and little understood. In addition,
they were quite willing, cach in his own way, to criticize cconmnic
institutions and conditions. They felt) indeed, that it was their moral
or intellectual duty to pass judgment upon the cconomie order.

Within the present context, there are certain arcas in which Mary

———

showed strength and Veblen weakness, Mary made his valoe judyg.
ments explicit, while Veblen typically did not. Nary was more forth-
right than Veblen, despite the fact that careful examination ot
Veblen's writings substantially reveals his ethical norms. As alveady
noted, Veblen contusion by implanting norms i his un-
certain “instincts” and by characterizing institutions in such a_way

- -_nll:—-.-——u-'ﬁl: —-J-—u._—mm-_.,.. —-_— —_——ear . Pl L ~ -

__llmt all institutions seemed absurd and unnccessiry, As with value

woduced

jndgments, Marx gave overt attention to policy, which Veblen alimost
never did. Marx nsed his theory and norms to formalate firm pre-
dictions and policies. Veblen made only highly gqualified predictions,
and on only a few bricf occasions during and just atter World War 1
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did hie discuss [thi‘)’ issues 1 terins ol Lils oWl ;uml)'bls il lu'rh*l'-
cnees. Phese Liroad dfferences Letween the two men l..u‘guly rellected
Nars s strony nplimimn and sense of mission and Veblen's posshinsn,

ax was weak and Veblen strong in certalil

lhfl.ilix'rl)' hl}t‘;lellg, N
civnificant respects. Veblen was much more willing and able than
NMarx to study the ps chological processes involved in cconomic de-
velopment. Vieblen of course had the advantage of acceess to later

I}r;)'rlmluu,irul Lknow ledge, while Mars had the disadvantage ol his

e —— —— PR

lluguli;m and classical-utilitarian pl‘L_fLrnm-vplinns. Naax ilfj:illl_i_li‘tl L)l

WHCTCLD

Vieblen did not. While Marx was constrained by Lis cconomic de-

terminisin to stress the role of ratioualdity and material forces moeco-

nomic change, Veblen was able to devote attention 1o Labits

sentiments, Mars oversimplified class divisions and motivation, wlnle
Scutunctils, class_divisions

Vobloen 1‘ucugniu-tl the (:mnplcxily of class plmnmnulm*
Veblew's framework ol occu yationad  disciplines was _inore flexible

i Marx's doctrine of_class stru rode Dhased u

yon ritional cliass -

Lerests. Veblen redrew the lines of class cleavage, which he saw as
g S -

gradually shifting. He was more realistic in grasping the tendencies
of modern trade unionism, the role of “sentiment,” and the signithicaned
of special classes such as farmers, financiers, techmicians, and oradt
Cnionists. In addition, Veblen's analysis was nore upun*mindml anl
Lis predictions ach more teatative and guarded than was possible
i Nhars's system of analysis, with its determinism and inevitability.

Wiiting later with the henefit of greater knowledge, Veblen devolod

el —ere—— eSS

Lore attention than Narx did_to_the changimy structure and_per-

-

o — =k

fornance of industry, mcluding monopoly _tendencies, separation ol

darm ———im el w— -—— SR TE Jw §T T A
- ———_ e L -

Both Marx and Veblen showed similar weaknesses i several areas
of analysis. Facli was addicted to the speculative method and lh“.
use ob sweeping generalizations. They indulged in a good deal ol
speculative Listory, cspecially about the "hlugus" of economic develop

ownership and control, and the vole of credit and_corporation finance

ment. Both were somewhat averse to the use of statistics and quan:
titative theorizing,. A Itigh dcgruu of determinism is found in it
theoretical analyses, especially in Narx. The choice here is hetween

-h * 3 . N4 b ., ! ) 1. .
dialectical causation and “bhrute causation, between vational  cliss
.
woveblen's Theory of Business Enterprise 1s Dow 4 classic in this area, aud bis
Abscntec Uu?n{.‘r.ship is written along the same hoes.

1-{7
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hﬁurust and occupulimml discil_ﬂinvs, between cconomic determinism
and technological determinism. Veblen overstressed the yole of tech-
nology in social change, though not as much as is commonly supposed;
and he compensated for this by analyzing the psychological processes

e el L i el e e el

involved. His theory of occupational disciplines, however, has never
been considered very realistic. Although his critigue of Marx's psy-

chological premises was essentially valid, he raised doubts by his
analysis of instincts and the habituation process by which institutions
change. Both men built norms into their analytical postulates, Marx
in his labor theory of value and Veblen in his “instincts” and in con-
copts such as industrial efficiency, serviceability, waste, and sabotage.
Although Veblen was more indirect and cautions than Marx in making
value judgments, neither, unfortunately, was willing or patient enough
to distinguish properly between his positive and normative analyscs,

As might be expected in the light of recent advances in the theory
of employment and business cycles, both Marx and Veblen were
deficient as regards the process of income determination implied in
their theories of economic development. Their analyses of capital
accumulation, underconsumption, and inequality of income were thus
inadequate. This lack of a proper conception of income determina-
tion weakened their theorics of development and especially their
theories of crises and depression.®® Their analyses contributed, how-
ever, to theoretical interest and progress in these ficlds. Veblen's writ-
ings influenced Wesley Mitchell's business cycle analysis, and they
also contained elements which were later systematized in the Keynesian
theory of income determination.="

Both Marx and Veblen developed one-sided theories of the state.
Marx did not foresce, and Veblen barely acknowledged, the pos-
sibility that social legislation and social control of industry might
greatly mcliorate the defects of capitalisn. Thev chose to view the
state as the defender of the status gquo, without granting that govern-
ment intervention might perpetuate capitalism imdciinitely by improv-
ing its performance. Neither of them foresaw, in other words, that

the state could become a lmwcrfnl instrument of reform within o still

® Concerning this problem in Marx, see Joan Robinson, An Fssay on Marxian
Ieonomics (London: Macmillan, 1952).

» Cf. Rutledge Vining, “Snggestions of Keynes i the Writings of Veblen,”
Jour. of Pol. Econ., XLV (Oct., 1939), 692-704.
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Veblen and Marx

j ituli | a4 consequence v showed
prudumumull)f capitalist cconomy. As a consequence, they sh

Little concern for inuncdiate lmlicy of a mcliorative nature. bip o sun-

ilar vein, Marx failed to sec that trade unions wonld become a_major
s ) | ) o L

orce in improving wages and working conditions, \ﬂ"lﬁ!!ihyﬁbiﬂl‘;il | TC-

garded trade unions as restrictive_and_ ol little consequence foreco-

TN Tl

reform, immediate policy, and |
to design and apply their theorics to

nceeded changes within the institutional framework prcvuilmg in their
day.#* This fuilure, which reflected their normative as well as their

thicorctical oricntation, was undoubtedly their greatest weakness.,

<G E. Ayres, The Theory of Econountic Progress (Ch
Noith Carolina Pross, 1044), p- 278, Cruchy, op. cid., pp.
0P,
Are Weapons:

The History and Use of Tdeas (New York: Viking, 1939), pp k30

138; and Leo Rogin, The Meaning and Validity of Economic Theory (New Yok

Harper, 1956}, pp- 3G1-369, 100410,
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. ‘I'his negative and inadequate treatinent of the state,
Abor unions shows that both men failed
mcet the task of formulating

upvl Hill: University ot
103, 129-130; [{obson,
il pPp- L3 - 136; Homan, opn il pp. 167--16G8, 176, 178; M l.crner, ddeas



