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Warren J. Samuels
We honor here today two of the truly outstanding historians of economic thought in the world.  

Anthony Waterman

Anthony has an extraordinary combination of skills:  those of an Anglican clergyman, those of a technical economist, and those of an intellectual historian
That combination is reflected in the wide range and quality of his published work.   He has both a firm and a deep grasp of materials and a comparable sense of subtlety and nuance.  
Anthony is, without doubt, one of, if not the, leading scholar in the world in the field of Economics and Religion.

He is deeply interested in and exceedingly knowledgeable about the relationships between theology and economics.  He studies the tensions between individual and polity, between economic and theological conceptual​ization, and between various different approaches to resolve those conflicts.  
Anthony’s work is not only in religion and economics, though most, but by no means all, of his writings have theological aspects or themes.  
I am delighted to have published seven of Anthony’s writings, including two books, and to have contributed to his Festschrift.

Anthony’s work on Christian Political Economy between 1798-1833 [Revolution, Economics and Religion, CUP 1991] and on Malthus have explored how Christian theology and economics met in response to Malthus’ Essay and formed an alliance to repulse various forms of revolution.  Of course, not all of Christian theology and Christianity accepted economics and not all economists accepted theology.  And various churchmen were not happy with the degree to which the modern Western economic system was adopted, revolutionary or not.  Winch has written on the same set of topics.
Anthony has argued that the key concept is theodicy, which he defines as “any attempt to explain the occurrence of ‘evil’ in a universe which is assumed to have ‘meaning’ and/or ‘purpose’.” There are those who would say that there is more to theology than that and I think Anthony would agree.  There are those who would say that “evil” is a difficult and recondite category and I think Anthony would agree, though without discarding the concept.  Others would say that scarcity involves ineluctable choice and reciprocal externalities, hence opportunity cost, hence occasions of tragedy, and that this is more substantive and richer than the concept of “evil”—with which Anthony would partly agree and partly disagree.  As for religion performing the psychic balm and social control roles, I think Anthony would agree, albeit with some reluctance, inasmuch as Christianity to him has a deeper meaning.  As between a deity who created our world and then, like the watchmaker, let it run on its own, and a deity who also is active in our world, in part as a personal deity, I think Anthony’s position is the latter.
For the historian of economic thought, the 18th and early 19th centuries is a critical period in the relations between sacred and secular and between theology and economics, with two systems of morality, somewhat overlapping.  The panorama of ideas on these subjects if very complex, laden with subtlety and nuance on the one hand, and with perceptions and preferences on the other.  Almost every statement that can be made, for example, on the significance of religion for the Enlightenment, or, more generally, on its sources, has its opposite statement, often more than one, and there seems to be truth value in all of them.  Anthony’s article with Flavio Comim (in Guido Erreygers’ Economics and Interdisciplinary Exchange) argues that theology and economics were at peace with one another; others tell a different story.  Anthony’s book, Revolution, Economics and Religion, fills lacunae and tells part of the story.  It is a major contribution.  
Anthony has combined his theology and economics in a particular way.  The three Roberts—Ekelund, Hebert and Tollison—have told a very different story, in their Marketplace of Christianity, applying their economics to explain Christianity.  Anthony’s work tells a story that is intellectual history.  What is holy for Anthony but responsive to intellectual currents, is corporate-policy dependent for the other three.  What is history, what is design strategy, what is interpretation, what is the application of a discursive system?  Even Adam Smith undertook some economic analysis of religion:  the behavior of the sellers of religion, the progress of the Reformation, and so on.
I look forward to the publication of his new book, The Replacement of Christian Theology by Economic Theory in the Normative Discourse of Politics.  It should be another solid, impressive contribution.

Donald Winch

Donald Winch has written more books and articles which I would have liked to have written myself, than perhaps any other historian of economics with the exception of Bob Coats.

Winch is the grandmaster of historiography in the history of economic thought.
He is a thorough, deep, perceptive, highly nuanced, subtle, brilliant intellectual historian; he knows that economics deals with ideas, that these ideas relate to the most important topics having to do with society, economy and polity, that they can be combined in various ways, and that these ideas are also facts in society.
Winch specializes in the mutual influence between ideas and policies, between politics and economics, and the development of political economy since the time of Adam Smith.   The central aspect of Winch’s work is how ideas enter and participate in the policy process which they describe and/or for which they prescribe.  The meaning of ideas resides only in part in their provenance and in the putative definition of reality which they provide; their meaning also derives from the consequences they engender.  Winch’s writings are richly laden with details of ideas, policies, circumstances, consequences and their recursive relationships.

Classical Political Economy and Colonies (1965)
Winch’s first book had begun as a dissertation written under Jacob Viner at Princeton.  It is a brilliant dissection and analysis of how a particular theory could be combined with diverse other considerations to yield a variable and sometimes awkward combination of positions.  It demonstrated Winch’s ability to deal with contradictory elements in the making of policy, the result being the transformation of the meaning of imperialism from its commercial to its military (or from its economic to its political) form.  In this transformation the self-serving rationalization of imperialism seems to have changed from one lauding the presumed results of the navigation-law system for Britain to one congratulating themselves for bringing all manner of civilized ways to the indigenous peoples.  

Winch shows the varying ways that the classical economists fitted colonies into their general scheme.  One reason why this is such an absorbing book is that it shows how the major figures of classical economics used their analytical apparatus to examine a particular problem and what likely is bound to happen when an economic theory developed to deal with one problem is called upon to deal with another.  By watching the way the apparatus functions we gain new insights into its component parts and the manner in which individual components were related to one another.  We also learn a good deal about the kinds of problems to which they felt this apparatus could be directed, and the ways in which their preconceptions and preoccupations influenced their approach to policy issues.
David Ricardo is quoted by Nathan Rosenberg thusly:
“The difficulty of the doctrine of expediency or utility is to know how to balance one object of utility against another—there being no standard in nature, it must vary with the tastes, the passions and the habits of mankind.”
If the policy process is a pragmatic and incremental process of working things out, then the muddling through, which may be its most salient characteristic, is amply evident in all combinations of the component parts of the subject, Classical political economy and colonies.
Economics and Policy:  A Historical Study (1969)
Economics and Policy deals with the period from 1900 to the decade near to whose end it was written, the 1960s .  Given Winch’s choice of time period  and his concentration on the details of policy making, the centrality of Keynes to Winch’s story grows.  The reception given the book by the reviewers turns, therefore, on the reviewer’s attitude towards Keynes and unemployment.

The obvious juxtapositions between the microeconomic and the macroeconomic points of view, between acceptance and rejection of the concept of the invisible hand, aptly lends itself to a study of the history of economic thought—theory and policy—that dominated the post-War period.  This account plays itself out against the backdrop of Winch’s strategy in writing the book, namely, to provide “primarily and distinctively, an account of the constant interchanges … between economic thought and economic policy, between the professional economists and the professional politicians, and between intellectual propositions and the enquiries of political economists and the problems of society itself” (Winch 1969, p. 7).  
To a degree, though not directly taken up by Winch, these interactions reflect the struggle for status and power both among economists within the discipline (and to some extent outside of it) and among the politicians who strive to be statesmen and the political authority.  The struggle for status and power is in part a contest to determine whose notion of when a problem exists will count and in part also a struggle for status.  Because ideas have consequences, the marketing of ideas has policy consequences, and because policy is the mode of reconstructing the economy, it too has consequences.  Substantially all of the reviewers acknowledge Winch’s objective and the enormous extent to which it explains his coverage.  Paul Streeten, for example, noting “the interaction between economic thought and policy,” adds “the relation between economic ideas and economic events, and the forces making for change within a system of ideas.”
The Economic Advisory Council, 1930-1939 (with Susan Howson; 1977)
The Economic Advisory Council was a body formed to bring economic advice to the government.  Neither the Council nor its successor, the Committee on Economic Information, had practical effect on either the formulation or implementation of policies.

One view attributed the lack of success in influencing national policy in part because its heterogeneous membership ensured conflicts between different views, and in part because the Government’s determination to maintain the gold standard left it with no room to maneuver.  The differing views were those by “Robbins, who advocated deflationary policies in 1932 when Keynes was pressing for reflation; and by Pigou, who was skeptical of any plan to increase employment other than by improving technical efficiency and industrial organization.”

The relevant differences were among the Council’s members and not the reviewers of the book, all of whom looked favorably on its authors and on the accuracy of the story they told.  One presumably could contrast the economists and the politicians, as in Economics and Policy.  However, Lionel Robbins made two relevant points.  The first is that,
This is a valuable contribution to knowledge.  It is valuable ... as a faithful chronicle of the events and influences with which it deals.  As one who now regards with mixed feelings his own activities in two of the investigations that it records, I can testify both to the accuracy and to  the scrupulous fairness with which it analyzes the issues at stake; and I doubt whether the whole record need ever be done again.

and secondly, apropos the admission that “the influence was very indirect and indeed very fragile,”

This, in my judgment, sprang from a deficiency inherent in the place of the Council in the machinery of government, namely the lack of connection with a specifically responsible minister … [For] unless there is direct integration in the main administrative system, any organization of this sort is doomed to function more or less in a quasi-academic void.

This is not a matter of the history of economic thought; it is rather one of administrative theory and the history of his administrative experience.  Whether or not it is in some respect or sense due to Winch, I am unable to say.
Adam Smith’s Politics:  An Essay in Historiographic Revision (1978)

In this essay Winch takes issue with the laissez-faire or non-interventionist approach to interpreting Smith on the economic role of government.  
One of Winch’s arguments is historiographical:  Economists of the present day should neither project their ideas backward in time to specific figures nor attempt to capture or enroll economists of the past in their program so as to cast luster upon both it and themselves.  
His principal substantive argument is that contrary to the view that Smith had a laissez-faire or noninterventionist theory of the economic role of government, Smith must be seen to have had a serious place for government in his larger system of social science.  Thirty or so years after publication of Winch’s book, this sophisticated version of Smith has by no means caught up with the ideologically driven one.

Winch takes up Smith’s position with regard to civic humanism, the political consequences of commerce, and other political theories.  Laissez-faire is not absent but Winch’s target is the idea that Smith was a supporter of “liberal capitalism.”  Winch’s is an historical philosophical account of Smith.  At the heart of Smith’s politics were several conflicts:  that of the moral system of commercial society versus the moral system of an agricultural society with a landed aristocracy and that of the security of private property versus change of law, both of which were due to the transition from one stage of society to another.  Most interpreters, but not Winch, have neglected to recognize two things about property in Smith’s system.  One is that change of stage meant wholesale, albeit gradual, change of the structure of property rights; the other is that the operation of a particular stage would require incremental changes in the structure of property rights.

Smith’s was a transitional position, combining (a)  applause for the new system then being created with (b) a skepticism based on received moral and legal rules.  This skepticism, however, did not lead him to use law to prevent the transformation taking place
That Noble Science of Politics (with Stefan Collini and John Burrow; 1984)

This book deals with the nineteenth-century history of the discipline of politics, a history of attempts at its social construction and of creating a discipline separate from political economy, which brings us back to whether the political and economic can meaningfully each be defined as excluding or including the other.

Here is the ascendency of Utilitarianism and the development of resistance to it, the ascendancy of Utilitarian deductivism and of political economy, and the shifts away from these to a quasi-inductivist science of politics.  Conflicts are between politics and political economy, between deductivism and inductivism, between the analysis of society at a point in time and in a process of becoming, between enthusiasm and skepticism, between orthodoxy and heterodoxy, between reliance on presumed abstract assumptions about human nature and observation of the effects of policy choice and custom, and so on.  The problem is that “political” meant different things at different time—and that is the story developed in the book.

Malthus (1987)

Winch covers a wide range of variations on a few themes of Malthus’s.  One is the theory of population and its changing theoretical specification and its changing reliance upon one or another check.  Another is Malthus’s role as a Christian moralist and his combination of criticisms of and solutions for a commercial society.  Another is his combination of  theology and Utilitarianism and the application of the latter to calculations amounting to an economics of religious doctrine.  I am reminded of the late twentieth-century suggestion that cigarette smoking could be designated a sin.  Then there is the totality of Malthus’s technical economics, driven in part, by his relatively slight faith in the capacity of the competitive market economy to operate flawlessly.  The key, in part, is Winch’s ability to situate Malthus in the context of political controversies.  Some issues are the relative treatment of Malthus’s political economy and demography and the relation of demography and political economy.

Riches and Poverty (1996)

Winch embraces the social construction view of economics and an intellectual history of political economy in Britain, 1750-1834, concentrating on Smith’s science of the legislator, Smith and Burke on factious citizens, and Malthus as political moralist.  His focus is on the “relations of rich and poor,”  including the chaning concept of the poor as created by God to the concept of poverty, a man-made economic condition.  
Malthus and his work seen as critical in process of reinterpretation and, as an unintended consequence, the desecularisation of political economy, in which the theology of laissez-faire was central, albeit an act of faith.
Edmund Burke sought to dampen if not eliminate, and certainly not to tolerate, differences of opinion on matters of fundamental belief; neither deism nor Unitarianism was acceptable; he was against the separation of church and state.
We now can eagerly await Winch’s\next book, which I understand to be a sequel to Riches and Poverty, dealing with the contribution of political economy to public debate during 1848-1914.
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