CHAPTER VI

GENERAL CHARACTHRISTICS OF JrVONS' TIPE OF THEORY

o « 4f; 1‘*§h‘:Pr9fhce t¢ The Theory of Political
Economy Jevons wrote:-

~~ "In this work I have attempted to treat Economy
" asa caleulns of Pleasure and Pain ...... The
'~Theory of Econemy thus treated presents a close
;analagy to the science of Statical Mechanics, and
Z'the Laws of Bxchange are found to resemble the
‘iaié‘of Equilibrium of a lever ..... The nature
',/§f~weh1th and Value is exnlained‘by the
consideration of idefinitply small amounts of
pleasure and pain, Just as the thory of GStatics
‘13 made to rest upon the eauality of indefinitely

,small amourts of energy." nl

”"Apparently, a very ocutstanding, differentiating

charkcteristic ef Jevons' type of economic theory that

¢ﬁﬁ£§§8§§d_w1th clsssical political economy is the

w—

B 1303. Jevong, ghg Theo gy of Po;it;eal Economy,
5tht Qdo, Fs Vi-“ﬁi' S



r‘diffc?aut traaemant of value., Jevons' main purpoag |
was to uﬁhstitnto for Mill's Theory of Value the |
doctrino zhat"value depends entirely upon utility.‘g
Thin ﬂunld 1up1y that Jevons entered upon an analysis
af deaamd ns a fagtor in datermininv exchange values,
whqta§§ ¥311=and~thefother~c1assica1 writers had put

thsirgéﬁphasis‘upon‘the analysis of cost.

~Jevons, however, failed to explain thorwuphly
thglfaaegiaa of cost variations in value cctermination.

Thuimgrsxght may well have been intentional,

- In analysing demand Jevans had undoubtedly
’introduced tha paycholoxical factor as his starting
point, "An examination of the nature and intensity of
man's unhts,”’ha maintained, "shows that this connection
bct§§¢§ the§'g1v¢a to Political Economy its scientifie
bahicoﬁs-wfhia'doea not necessarily mean that he
idgntifi§d 51hse1f with any particular syc-tem of psychology,
bﬁt ﬁ3relykbecause hé wanted to develop a subjective

theory of‘value and exchanre.

’His»methcd of approach was, therefore, one

: ;;_:_W,.S',‘:J@YOHS. ibid., p.l.
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af 'puyeho&ogieal individuelisn." He pointed out
%hat aenaaniﬂ ketiea is based upon egtimates ef
fnt11i§y3 Or jﬁggg,uf satisfaction to be sained. "In
tho a&u&lo se%a of barter ....... the whole thing is
a qacﬁtiam ef ﬂireat estimation of utility eceeess It

is'with the ﬁiraet personal estimates of utility that
th& aeaaasis% s&arts.““

It aay be qf intpreat to note that Jevons
vent haek to Jaremy Bﬁﬂhham in his eheics of a psyehalezieal
f&undatiaa, net because the latter himself had cantribatgd
mueh te e@enuaics, bnt beeause he had farnulated wdth |

considarable precisiea the notionq about husan nature.

0 H w4

Javcns' acheme of work is another differentiating
eharaeteriatie of his type of economic theory. He did
not doal vith as complate a system as Fill, partly
becanse ha was not interested 1n the same problems and

partly bccanoe of hia narrower conception of pnlitical

econouy.

Adam Smith in ons covered

a very wide range of subjects, ranzing from Value and

ﬁis@rﬁb&tia& to Public Finance, etc, ficardo narrowed
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Ltha diseusaiea and ‘conaidered Distributiun as the most
riaparttﬁt grohlgm in political eeeﬁemy, thouﬁh he

also éotlt with Honay and Taxation elaborately. whea 1
we eﬁma ee Joha Staart Mill, we a?ain ‘have a rar more
elab@rate schame of treatmert than any other elaasical
aconamisth H&ll had succgsqively dealt with the
preéuctien ef uealth a topic on which Smith had laid

| 1ai:£isis but which Kicardo reglected; with
axehange, the snhject in which both Smith and Rieardo
wart int&rusted and with which they dealt rather fully
as undcr the general theory of value; with distributien,
the prabahle futurs of ‘the working. classe%, and the

revenue of the atata, etc.

'& 3fJ§v0ns;'however, did not consider such a
very wiée range of subjects as the classical econoaists.
The central feature of his work is on exchanre, while
the questicn of distribution is also discussed at
length. Discnasion on public revenues and expenditures
is anly ineidental while the famous problem of
population is definitely 1eft out of his work. For
Jevons, ‘the great problem of the ircrease of population
as cempared with the increase of food supply is a
matter af ne cenaera to the economist, The theory of
productian, public revenues and expenditures, the

‘theary af eensuaptian, and a wide range oz other subjaets,



wera in hia eyea not only legitimate but verywiaportaﬁt

He believed,
,howsvar, %hat thiq sclence as a xholc would be developed

mattars f@r the sceasmist to cansider.

,more rapid y if we practised the principle cf divisien
of labour That is prinarily why he contracted his

field of atudy by restrmc*in; himaclf to a fundamental
ranza et problems.

L Jevons ‘undertook to work out the problems
ef exehaags &na distributian relating to a "statie
scatu“ so aa te render possible a purely scientifie
| analysis, haaed upon the hypothetico~deductiVe methed
in 1nvestigltion and reasoning, and in exposition and
solution, upoa a mathematical method. W¥hen so
workod eut it would give a set of economic theories,
the validiey of which could not be challenred “but thpy
would be thaories which vould not explain economic o
phenauana actually encountered in a society which is
changing 1n all ways - in ‘population, accurulation |
of eapital, techniques of production and political
instituticns, etc. | |
E Efo reaehthe whole truth about economic
phegégena, hawuver, ‘these fnndamertax statie investi?atiens

‘“fths*static state” have to be supplementsd




thoao whinh the historical economists had been doinr.

Cenfiﬁing himself te static problemq Jevcn wa s able

to. da?alop what is known as the abstract or pure economie
theory. ?his is ensther characteristic of his

At this juncture, it r2y help us to appreciate
Jevens' typa cf*work if we examire a little further
same ef the fundamental corcaptﬂ uraerlyinﬁ ‘his whole
Theary ef Political Leonomy. I =hell not e1aerate on
the'aﬁﬁu&l eontents ‘of these cencepts,kbht merely bring

autiﬁhéisigﬁificéht ané characteristic points.

¢ of Pain |

Béntham said that pleasure and pain had
seven7§1mﬂssions which must be taken into account by
peopla uﬁfking the social sciences: intensity, duration,
futurityg'eeftainty, purity, and extent. dJevons, |
houavér;Lligited himself to the circumstances of intensity
and dﬁrﬁtibn,‘éhd'cansidered the other dimensions as
eitherVif?;iéﬁiht to the sélution of economic problems
or’bejénd’dﬁantificetion. H

Qhereaa Bentham found it necessary to have &
achame’for maasurinp pleasures and painﬂ for th¢ kind

of sccial science that he wus trylﬂ} to develop, Jevons



on tha athar hsad did not employ any units for measuring

the intensity of pleasures, because he said we could

not me&snre these cuantities, but the ohvious question

53 how can He u%e ‘plu Sure sno pads Lo explein ‘6'!h§t

nrepla ara éoirq if we ernrat sensure them?  Javens
xaems to suggeat that we do not measnry the nleamire as

a igrce,shieh,ia soine to pnsh,a rercon in & certain
directién,,hut,ha?ing observed that 2 person roes in
acertaia éireeﬁian we infer the amount of his pleasures
ha_has‘ébtained. In other words, we measure pleasure
and,pgin_indireétly, by its influence upon our actions,

If we havé alreadyactéd, then we can measure the
different pleasures by adoptine di{ferant lines of action,
hut therekisyohly-ona narticular lire of action vhich

~ives us the rreatest plesisure amons all other poscible

liners of action.

Evidently, Jevons' conception of a unit of
measure for bleasures and pains is directly borrowed from
ventham's felicific calculuq, which attempts to explain
vhy men do certain thiners accordin~ to that pleasure-
pain scheme. Because of this Jevors' tyme of theory
has been much criticised becauce it 35 hageé cxplicitly

upon a hedonistic foundetion provided by Hentham.

Voreover, Jevons had described this theory as



"the mmehnﬁics of utility and self-intorest,” K and arrued

that,a trﬁe eeaaaaic thwery couls anly be attainﬁd by

ﬂoinq back te bhn rrf”f «nvir*ﬂ af hungr petion - \hich

oy d
EOCRr S

za in tho caurse ~f our a‘tﬂw 1 A watﬁqfv our meterial
‘-iints O"

i Préfééﬁér Linnel Kobhire remprked thot ther
iink whith psycholo-icnl hedonis: ip Jevona' theory had
not marpiy’bttn irnored but oven delihorotely repﬁdiated?
in ﬁaﬂern~aeonuaieg, he argnéd thers 13 na theory
of nleasurg and pain, for we nre concerpsd shrply with

the loaie of choice.

Professor hierinsg, who alsc took up this
point, thaught otherwise, Jeavons! unoualified hedonism,
he arrued appears to he & dAancerouc foundntion far a
science, but on closer examinstion it reveals that Jevons
nlacec the very broadert of interoretstiorns unon the

hedonistic principlef Yor, dovons explained, "Call any
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motive which attracts us to a certain course of conduct
. | H | | ’

pleasure; and call any motive which deters us from that

chQuc§' paiq;‘qu it becomes impossible to deny that

all actions are governed by nleasure and nain."g

QLMDQWPQ of Ut il.;: Ty

yltymay be noticed that Jevons had simplified
the application of Yentham's felicific calculus
drastically, and by colns a9, he had develonad Bentham's
scheme ofanalysis in one very imnortant direction,
“hat is; the addition of the idea ofkuti;ityle to thé
jdea of aééounting for behaviour in terms of pleasure
and ?ﬂiﬂ- Ihis important addition that Jevons makes to

the whdle analysis is nct total utility and final

- T — - -
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10 ,
"Jevons accepted Yentham's definition of utility.

"Ry utility is meant that property in any object, vhereby
it tends to produce benefit, advantape, pleasure, rood,
ST happiness‘(all this in the present case comes to the
same thing),ver‘what'comea again to the same thing to
prevent the happening of mischief, pain, evil, O dered:
unhappiness, to thc party whoce interest lkhcgnzh ered:
1f'tge party be the community in general, then tne

happinéssﬂﬁf‘the commnity: if a particulﬁr individual

: 1 7 . dﬂﬂl.a n
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Fw Jama, t.he “mmx derree of utility is
a mnwmuml m { % ), which is equal to the
:lnu‘ﬂ& in the auantity of feelins which is obtained
by the mnsm of final increment of a stock of poods,
divim by the increase in the rhysical quantity of
poodse ﬁil cencept should de distinruished from the
more recent mem of "merginal utility” which is

just & muy of feeling obtained from the use of

4 | to the stock, but not a ratio, These
two concepts, while used for the same theorstical

purpese ere, from a strictly lozical point of view, quite
different things. This is a subtle but not wum:-tant

difference.

. f&’JéWns, the central problem of economics,

we mj reean, is the problem of exchanre velue, His

'11 walras and Karl I?_n*r{, (:\xsgg:ﬁq
wppertcd the same theory ol value 8 ’

:ﬁ?&iﬁ-’;m of difference being oné of terminolorye.
walras often used the hin:hly concentrated and therefore .
rather ambignous term mritg“ (rarete) instead of Jevons
"final degres O of utilit enzer, on the other hand,
approached his subjﬁet y way of an elaborate analysis |
ogpthe eemie significance e£ ;woodsﬂand he establ‘iyzhpd
the dootrine of the diffemnt orders” of p‘;gode, a ry

s theory. MNencer 8
chamﬂ&ri;::g ﬁw:i“ tm:yof Jevons, %:hmx?;s




theury of exchanga value rests upon the

theory of utility,
k’hieh 13 tm Ngtg EP@!! the

thwerv of pleasure and psia;

Jevons ﬁives a clear account of the conditiong
nacessary for a competitive market, summarising them
in hia,Lawraf Iagaffarenca‘ But the introduction of the
soncept of 'Trading Eédies' in the workine of the market
mgchanién'sbﬁas’io confuse his theary of exehanég, For,
hile he defines a market as consistin: of 'two or
more parséns':doﬁling in two or more tommodities, without
¢1scussing how differently the market mechanism will
work if thore are only two parties and two eoanoditiea,
or very naay nara, his ccncﬁpt of the 'Trading Bodies'
seems to be intended to make one model cover both two-
narty aﬁd*tﬁt—eannddity barter, and a competitive
sarket in a monetary economy. Consequently, neither
case is formulated with precision.

‘Jevons writes:
. "The keyatohe of the whole Theory of Gxchanse
'1*nnd of the prineipal problens of iconomics, lies
| lu this proposition - The ratio of exchange of
any twe ¢emmodities will be the reciprocal of
 'the ratio af the firal de?rees of utility of
'the qu&ntities of commodity available for

w12
‘eensuuptian after the exchange is completed.™ "
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Th&s. in essence, is Jevons' proposed solution
of the greblga n! exshange,

| Bcfinin? oxeharg@? as the substitution of a
rraater utilizy fbr a smaller, Jovors qtatos clearly ard
renrrsetly the enﬂditions rscnawzr“ for exchar*e tn
take ﬁlsee.',lcvama atstma thsk for exahanﬁe to take
place, the relﬁtive mrrwiﬁal si-mificance of the
commodity roeeivad aust excerd that of the egmgadity
riven up in th& essc of each party to the exchange.
for 155%33@&,,5!C@§,be the utility of A's book to &,
Us be the utility of A's book to B, V} be the utility
of B's book to A, and Vp the utility of B's book to
B, them, comcludes Jevons, "the conditions of exchanze
are simply V3 > Uj and Uz > Vp." 13

| f’Aiticking labour and cost of production
theorioinof:VilﬁekJévons concludes that labour once
spaaefigjgaag and lost forever, and thus has nc influence
on ehé fhzaf: value of any article. However, he
continues, theugh labour is never the cause of value,
it 1s in 8 larwe proportior of cases thﬁeietsrmi'ivp
Cireumstances. This is thr case because value depends

solely om the final derree of utility, which varies as

e A o B 3, R T AR
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we cmm Bare or less of the commodity, but to eet

mory . ar less of the. Ctomuodity, we spend more or less

labour 4n obtainine a supply. In other wvords, labour

affects supply, anc supply affects
which governs walue, or the

the degree of utility,
retio of exchanze. ihis
icea i?‘b?‘?flwa“d brilliantly summed wp as follows:
 "Cost of production determines supply;
 Supply determines final de?res of utility;
. Final dogrwe of utility determines value. “lk

Lﬁter economists, however, have Fauné
various 6ifTicu1ties with this chain of reasoning.
;arshali, for instﬁnce, hes criticised that thia is
Sust a nbfc éLHBOrrbs saralysis of the process by which
cost of produetion determines value, as “icardo and
111 had ebntendad. Professor Hiepins, too, thourht
th=t there appeared to be ssmethin~ slirhtly naive in

this chain of causation, brcause cost of procuction

| 15
alone could mot determine ~upply.

The Jevonsian m-thod of measurine utility seems

RS PR RIS ——
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to be based on th: belief that e crn renk not only
stilities but also differences ir utilities. It seems
to surrest thet 1t is pnssible to say not only that we
nrefer a Psrticnls:,X‘to a particular Y and the Y to

a oy but ‘l@ﬁtbﬁt our pr¢ference of the X over the Y

s 1e88 ?h““;§§3; of the T over 4, 1if this mﬂthed‘ |
nf measnreaeﬁt of utility is acceptable, then it ieplies
that we can atvach numerical valuss to utilities without
any fnrther.appeal to intuition. To cunte lr, Uzpa's
«xample, “if the,in&ividualkfiﬁés his preference fsr

the motor ear over the bicycle greater than that of

the bicyele over nothinc /the motor cor, the bicycle

and nothing being in addition to whet he has ~ot in

the sero position), (them) this means that if utility
of nothing is sero and utility of wotor cer is unity,
utility of the bdcjcle‘must be somethins between zero
and 0.5; ‘There wust be, however, a rood which is
exaectly in the middle betweer ths motor car and nothinge,
the individual‘é prefbfence‘of this rrood over nothinp
heing exactiy‘the same as hic nreference ;g the motor
car over it. Utility of thiz rood is 0.5 Te way
nroceed further in this way, sO that we can nake the limits

163.A. 03?&, "Peasura“lw utility axé prshﬁbility -
A sisp lifiad rendarinf, in ihe couomAC Journal, Vol. 00,
1956*‘3 Pg ke 21,
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on either side of the bicycle move closcp ard closer,

and d@t%iﬁﬁ th? lat.t&r's “tility with as aﬁch aewmey

as we iiks.

'Itkis obviouﬁ im this sxammle tﬁat the
Jovonsian method does nnt remire sny‘intuitive Bmeasurment
of pitb?r‘utilities or the differences in them., We
just need to rank the Gifferences, the ability ¢o say
that we prefer one good to =some other more, exactly
as much or less than we preter:the latter to yet snother
zood, and 80 en, until we deter~ine the wltimete utility

nf a poods

ﬁr. Olga feels that this kind of measurecment
is not n‘nciantific one, at least not in the modern
sense of tﬁc‘ncr&. lhis is bhecause "rankine of differences
in utiliti requirés the ability to »roject oneself in
tvo differemt eituations, one before havinc zet the
bicycleaﬁd~one‘after hsvine 7ot it; and es in fact
robody ean be in two situations st the same time, the

raﬁkingkcanne©,be verified by experiment or observation."l7




