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Abstract

This thesis is basically in line with a common standpoint according
to which Adam Smith’s methodology deserves to be given the main
priority in order {o understand best his system of moral philosophy or
‘social science' in a modern sense. In this connection Smith's ‘meta-
physics’ is treated as an extremely important element to which our
attention has to be drawn when we are concerned with his system of
social science. This point of view differs primarily from an interpre-
tative framework which seems to be still influential; a perspective
from which a linkage between metaphysics and science is ignored.
Instead, this work is based on the argument that metaphysics which may
be defined as confirmable yet irrefutable (thus extra-scientific)
doctrines is at work in the background of scientific activities in
such a way that the former proposes an outline of scientific research
in terms of providing a general outlook whereby a coherent type of
data may be sorted out, arranged and organized. The ‘predominant’ aim
of this work on the basis of the view just mentioned is to seek a
linkage between GSmith's study of npatural theology, which 1is
responsible for providing an influential metaphysical doctrine, and
other disciplines such as ethics and economics in his scheme of moral

philosophy.

I begin by identifying Smiih’s three metaphysical doctrines, the
doctrine of mechanistic determinism, organismic philosophy, and the
belief in a benevolent God (Chapter 2). Chapter 3 is designed to
identify Smith's metatheoretical principles which, in conjunction with
his metaphysics which is rooted in his theological outlook, serve to
regulate or shape his ‘theoretical’ analysis of man and society. The
three metatheoretical principles identified are the law of the
heterogeneity, the belief in harmony, and the faith in progress.
While Chapters 2 and 3 belong to a methodological discussion in a
broad sense in the present work, they are not concerned with a
methodological problem which is usually handled in relation to Smith’'s

method of inquiry. Chapter 4 is thus addressed to the treatment of
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Smith’s views on the nature of scientific knowledge, on the rules of
procedures related to theoretical construction, and on how scientific
results thus formulated are accepted and justified. 1In this chapter
it is observed that Smith's view of science is in line with a realist
position within a broadly empiricist philosophical tradition. These
three chapters can be seen as those which illuminate ‘principles’' that
are important in understanding Smith's ‘analytic’ {reatment of the
individual and society. On the basis of this knowledge the subsequent
chapters (Chapters 5 to 7) are intended to demonstrate and justify
those ‘principles’ which are noted in the earlier part. Chapter 5 is
therefore devoted to the clarification of the characteristics of
Smith's ethical theory by reference to his metaphysical and
metatheoretical principles. Smith's moral theory shows that it rules
out the possibilities of conflict in moral discourse; he suggests the
progress of moral values, just as he envisages the progress of legal
codes and of wealth through time; both his theory of conscience, and
his equation of a science of morals with normative ethics (and also
the problem of meta-ethics) are inextricably bound up with his
organismic philosophy. Chapter 6 deals with the application of the
same ‘principles’ to parts of Smith's theoretical analysis in the
Wealth of Nations. 1t is observed that Smith's view of long-term
economic evolution is in line with a type of an exchange economy which
shows a steady growith, which is attributed to the point that Smith is
bound to the concept of progress as a metatheoretical principle. An
examination of his theory of value and distribution reveals that at
the analytic level he is not interested in aspects of conflict and
exploitation 1imn economic transactions; and despite a certain
similarity of the observation about the negative effects of the
division of labour, the difference of treatment in the formal analysis
between Smith and Marx is due to the difference of the world view
which is provided by their respective metaphysics. Chapter 7 is
concerned with the bearing of Smith's religious conviction and its
associated principles on his political attitude in economic affairs.
This discussion is offered in connection with the proposition noted in
the earlier part that metaphysics may have political suggestiveness

(as well as methodo—logical suggestiveness).
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Abbreviations and References on Works of Adam Smith

I have employed throughout this thesis the Glasgow Edition of the
Works and Correspondence of Adam Smith, which was published as a

series of volumes from 1976 onwards. The usages of the Glasgow Edition

are used for

abbreviations and references in the notes of each

chapter. The abbreviations of Smith's written and reported works are

listed below.

Corr.

EPS

Ancient logics
Ancient Physics
Astronomy
External Senses

Imitative Arts

Stewart

LY (A
LT (B)
LRBL
T™S
WN

In the Glasgow Edition,

Correspondence of Adam Smith

Essays on Philosophical Subjects, included among
which are:
‘The History of the Ancient Logics and Metaphysics’
‘The History of the Ancient Physics’
‘The History of Astronomy’
‘Of the External Senses’
‘Of the Nature of that Imitation which take place
in what are called the Imitative Arts’

Dugald Stewart, ‘Account of the Life and Writings
of Adam Smith’

Lectures on Jurisprudence, Report of 1762-3
Lectures on Jurisprudence, Report dated 1766
Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettires

The Theory of Moral Sentiments

An Inquiry Iinto the Nature and Causes of the
Wealth of Nations, which is referred to as The
Wealth of Nations

WN was edited by R.H. Campbell, A.S.

Skinner, and W.B. Todd (1876); TMS, by D.D. Raphael and A.L. Macfie

(1876>; Corr.,
by R.L. Meek,

Wightman (19807,

and LRBL, by J.C. Bryce (1883).

by E.C. Mossner and I.S. Ross (1977); LI(A) and LI (B),

Raphael, and P.G. Stein (1978); EPS, by W. P.D.

The Glasgow Edition

was published by Clarendon Press, Oxford.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Today, Adam Smith is principally renowned for his remarkable
contribution to the subject of economics. The author of the Wealth of
Nations opened up a new epoch in the history of economic thought in an
endeavour to connect together diverse economic phenomena by virtue of
a few principles, and to offer a systematic economic analysis, which
his predecessors failed to achieve. But Smith was more than a great
economist. Smith had a wide range of interests. Before Smith became
a professor at the University of Glasgow, he gave a course of lectures
whose subjects were of a literary nature. At an early stage of his
career Smith was also interested in natural science and mathematics,
and his essays on philosophical subjects were the products of his
youthful concerns. However, above all, Smith’'s greatest concern in
his lifetime was in the subject of moral philosophy, as the
publication of his major two books, the Theory of Moral Sentiments and
the Wealth of Nations, suggests. It is thus not surprising that since
the so-called ‘Adam Smith renaissance’ around the bicentennial
celebration of the publication of the FWealth of Nations, a large
number of scholars bhave talked about Smith's contribution to the
social sciences in a modern sense.'> The present study is likewise

proposed as an attempt to understand Smith’s system of social science.

To begin with, we shall need to know the subjects of Smith’'s moral
philosophy lectures, and the content of each subject within moral
philosophy. As is known from the report of John Millar, the lectures
on moral philosophy were divided into four subjects embracing natural
theology, ethics, jurisprudence, and economics. The outline of the

contents of each subject which was described by Millar is as follows:

His course of lectures on this subject was divided into four
parts. The first contained Natural Theology; in which he
considered the proofs of the being and attributes of God, and
those principles of the human mind upon which religion is
founded. The second comprehended Ethics, strictly so called, and
consisted chiefly of the doctrines which he afterwards published
in his Theory of Moral Sentiments. In the third part, he treated
at more length of that branch of morality which relates to
justice, and which, being susceptible of precise and accurate
- 1 —




INTRODUCTICN

rules, is for that reason capable of a full and particular
explanation. ... In the last part of his lectures, he examined
those political regulations which are founded, not upon the
principle of justice, but that of expediency, and which are
calculated to increase the riches, the power, and the prosperity
of a State. ... What he delivered on these subjects contained the
substance of the work he afterwards published under the title of
An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. ="

The first part of moral philosophy lectures was Natural Theology. But
Smith’s lecture notes were perhaps burnt on his demand before death,
and no writing on the subject has up to now survived, although some
evidence remaining in other writings provides us with an idea of his
theological views. Ethics constituted the second part, and as the
above report of Millar tells us, its content was comprised in the
Theory of Moral Seniiments, where Smith's general theory of morality
appears. The third part was Jurisprudence, which was thought to be
‘that branch of morality which relates to justice’. Smith failed to
publish a book on this subject, but it was one of the works which he
projected up to his last days.®>. Two sets of students' notes survive.
The final course of moral philosoephy lectures was encompassed by
Political Economy, whose contents later became in substance Smith's
notable classic, the Wealth of Nations. The lectures on Political
Economy, though it composed a distinct part of his moral philosophy,
in Smith's plan, actually found its place in the framework of natural
Jurisprudence, which was considered by him as ‘a theory of the general
principles which ought to run through and be the foundation of the
laws of nations’.“”> Looked at from this point of view we can observe
that in the lectures on moral philosophy Smith started with natural
theology, worked on to ethics, and then proceeded to jurisprudence and

political economy.

Given this summary of the subjects of Smith’'s moral philosophy, a
meaningful question arises as to what would be the relationships
between those different subjects within moral philosophy. Obviously,
a great difficulty in dealing with this problem lies in the fact that
Smith did not succeed in completing his planned project, and published
just the two major books in his lifetime. Nevertheless, it seems that

there have been many successful studies on this matter.




INTRODUCTION

The discussions about the relation of the Theory of Moral
Sentiments to the Wealth of Nations were, in the past, one of the most
interesting debates among Smithian commentators. A number of
nineteenth century interpreters found that there was a fundamental
incompatibility between the two books; the so—called the ‘Adam Smith
Problem’. For example, it was claimed by H.T.Buckle that ‘In the
Moral Sentiments, he ascribes our actions to sympathy; in his Wealth
of Nations, he ascribes them to selfishness. A short view of these two
works will prove the existence of this fundamental difference’. s>
That 1is, such &a contention implies that GSmith put forward an
altruistic theory in the former work, while he came to propose an
egoistic theory in the latter, which was seen to arise from a later
change in his concern. But this argument which suggested an
inconsistency between Smith's ethical and economic works in respect of
the sources of human motivation and virtue has been refuted since the
late nineteenth century,®’ so that these days few are likely to
believe the ‘Adam Smith Problem' in the original sense to hold true.
Now it is'a commonplace that the former book contains Smith’s complete
account of moral psychology including the treatment of self-interest,
whilst the latter book is built up on the assumption of a narrower
human motivation of self-love, together with the basic premiss that

the minimum state of justice is satisfied.

On the other hand, many recent studies, which were made possible by
the discovery of the two sets of students’ notes on jurisprudence,
contributed to the work of establishing Smith's planned intentions.
Those studies focussed attention on a project of seeking the links
between Smith's main books, in terms of the recovery of his
jurisprudence or politics. For example, D.Winch made an endeavour to
establish Smith's politics in the context of his ethics and economics,
providing a wide-ranging historical reading about several political
problems of his day. More importantly, K.Baakonssen demonstrated both
that Smith's moral theory provided the basis for his framework of
natural jurisprudence, thus pointing out the ethical and philosophical
foundations of the latter, and that his political and economic
arguments were the products of the application of the theory of law

and government to particular historical situations.”? It 1is

...3._




INTRODUCTION
noteworthy that these studies supplied the ‘eventual’ answer to the

guestion which first brought about the ‘Adam Smith Problem'.

It seems, accordingly, that at present we can assume a systematic
unity in the light of the relations between the different studies of
man in society which Smith taught in the couirse of moral philosophy,
namely, ethics, jurisprudence or peolitics, and economics. But another
gquestion remains to be raised when our interest is to look at the
relationship between the subjects within his moral philosophy. That
is, what is the relation between natural theology, and the studies of
man in society (mainly ethics and economics)? A number of authors
have tried to give an answer to this question. On the basis of their
answers those who have engaged in this matter may be divided into two
main groups, {(if we ignore slight differences of opinion even within
each group). Firstly, many among the earlier commentators were
inclined to hold that Smith’s theological view was intimately
connected with his ethical and economic doctrines, suggesting that the
latter was ‘logically’ deduced from the former. On this type of
interpretation, Smith's theoretical products in the study of society
were based on a deduction from his belief in & natural order in the
universe. Secondly, there is another position on this matter, which
rightly criticizes the first line of interpretation on the ground that
Smith's science of sociely is based on causal analysis only. In this
view, Smith's religious conviction is in no sense essential to, and
has no place in, his science of society. Whereas it is admitted that
Smith's theological outlook is part of his whole system, it is denied
that he relies on it for the naturalistic analysis of society.®?
Smith's principal concern is with an accurate description of social
facts and a causal explanation of them, following the logic of
science. There is no room for a linkage between his theological
belief and science, at least in the way that the former group of
commentators found. Smith's theology is, at the very most, an
appendage to his study of nature and society. It is even conceded
that Smith's famous term, ‘the invisible hand’, contains a theological
meaning. Yet the ‘invisible hand' is claimed to play no role at all
in direct relation to his scientific inquiry. This is the conclusion

which is usually common to the second line of interpreters.




INTRODUCTION

The second position on the relétionship between Smith’'s natural
theclogy and the science of man represents recent conventional wisdom
in the sense that today a number of interpreters seem to accept it.
Accordingly, it may be said that the subject in which Smith's
religious conviction manifested itself now remains, in a sense,
perfectly isclated from his ‘scientific' studies of society. 1In this
vein it is very interesting to observe initially the remark of Jacob

Viner.

Modern professors of economics and of ethics operate in
disciplines which have been secularized to the point where the
religious elements and implications which once were an integral
part of them have been painstakingly eliminated. It is in the
nature of historians of thought, however, to manifest a
propensity to find that their heroes had the same views as they
themselves expound, for in the intellectual world this is the
greatest honor they can confer upon their heroes. 1If perchance
Adam Smith is a hero to them, they follow one or the other of the
two available methods of dealing with the religious ingredients
of Smith's thought. They either put on mental blinders which hide
from their sight these aberrations of Smith's thought, or they
treat them as merely traditional and in Smith's day fashionable
ornaments to what is essentially naturalistic and rational
analysis... For these writers the teleological aspects of Smith’'s
thought have only nuisance value. >

Viner's message 1is clear: the practitioners have a psychological
propensity to ignore, from today’s convention and perspective,
religious factors which were basic to certain classical writings, say,
Smith's work. This may well be true, but it can be noticed that there
has been the same tendency among many contemporary historians of
thought, as well as among the practitioners. Hence, in my view, the
tendency to isolate entirely Smith's scientific performance from the
religious ingredients is not that which can be ascribed simply to a
' psychological propensity’; one similar to the inclination by which
‘to see it [a classical workl as leading in a straight line to the
discipline’s present vantage', as Xuhn once stated in The Structure of
Scientific Revolution. While I am ready to admit that in the case of
Smith such a psychological propensity which Viner notes has actually
worked, yet I think that a more fundamental source of the recent
popular opinion above mentioned appears to rest partly on the view of

science which one believes to be genuine.

_5_




INTRODUCTION

A popular view of science in modern times has told us the
following. '©> Science starts with experience. Science as knowledge
is derived in some rigorous way from observation and experiment.
Inductive reasoning from the facts acquired by observation and
experiment leads to the formulation of scientific theories, and the
results of scientific theories are verified by appeal to observation
and experimentation. At the same time it is stressed that personal
value judgment or preference and speculation do, and should, find no
place in science. The movement of logical positivism in this century
has brought this view of science up to an extreme form of empiricism
All that cennot be derived from observation and experiment are
conceived to have the status of non—-science. In this view of science,
metaphysical statements are seen to be neither true nor false, but
meaningless. This view of science became a standard view in the past
(before 1960s) and still has not a little influence today. What is of
particular importance for our purpose is that metaphysics has no place
in science according to this view. It is unscientific and has nothing

to do with science proper.

In this connection it will be interesting to note the distinction
between ‘vision' and ‘economic (or scientific) analysis’ which was
made by Joseph Schumpeter, one of the great historians of economic
thought. According to him, vision 1is f‘ideological almost by
definition ... {sincel it embodies the picture of things as we see
them'. It is also equivalent to ‘the way in which we wish to see
them'. This vision, in Schumpeter's view, is related to ‘a preanalytic
cognitive act’, and ‘enters on the very ground floor’. On the other
hand, economic (or scientific) analysis comes after that preanalytic
cognitive act based on vision, and consists of the purely analytic
effort of applying the technique of analysis to selected material,
following the rules of procedure. This stage of analytic effort is
said to be ‘almost as much exempt from ideological influence as vision
is subject to it’'. It seems clear that Schumpeter follows the logic
of logical positivism. Schumpeter separates ‘economic (or scientific)
analysis' proper from vision, by which he appears to mean the factors
such as the world view, ideology, value judgments, and personal hopes
and aspirations; he argues that there is no interrelationship between
scientific analysis and vision. The one is rational and objective,

_6_




INTRODUCTION
while the other is irrational and subjective. The logical face of
science marked by the rules of procedure and the technique of analysis
serves to correct errors brought about by vision, and scientific
knowledge grows in this preocess.'?’ Finally, in this way, if we
consider the popular view of science in the past, and, as I believe,
suppose its probable connection with many Smithian commentators of the
second group before noted, it is hardly surprising that they offered a
low opinion concerning the place of natural theology in Smith’'s scheme

of moral philosophy.

However, the decline of logical positivism came as a result of a
large number of criticisms against it. There is one thing of special
interest in this connection: the wvital role which metaphysical
doctrines play in conjunction with scientific inquiry and analysis.
The theme already formulated by some historians of science, has been
reinstated and clarified by some Popperian philosophers of science.
Metaphysical doctrines are statements about the intrinsic nature of
things in the universe. And they can be considered as the world view
of a theorist only in such a sense.'®> Metaphysical doctrines inform
us about the hidden existence of something in the universe of which we
may have only confirming evidence. They are 1inconclusively
confirmable, yet unverifiable and unfalsifiable. Accordingly, there
is no way of checking them by means of experiment and observation.
This is the reason that they become meaningless statements by the
standards of a logical ©positivist. Nonetheless, they are
methodologically suggestive since they function in a way that exerts a
regulative influence on the construction of scientific theories. They
tell us ways of seeing and examining the world, so that they come to
limit or rule out a certain range of theoretical possibilities.
Finally, they have moral or political suggestiveness.'®’ These days
it seems commonplace among contemporary philosophers of science that

metaphysics is influential in scientific activity.

Looked at in this way it will be obvious that the part that
metaphysics plays in relation to scientific inquiry and analysis
should not be left out of consideration, in the way that many
positivist interpreters of Smith's work have done. This provides a
good reason for the reconsideration of the role and place of the

- 7 -




INTRODUCTION
‘first’ subject of Smith's moral philosophy, natural theology, in
conjunction with his studies of man in society. The main purpose of
the present work is to make more apparent an intimate linkage between
Smith's natural theology and his ‘theoretical’ system of ethics and
economics, by reference to the theme just described about the
relationship between metaphysics and science. It is my belief that if
we fail to draw proper attention to the relstionship between Smith's
religious conviction (metaphysics) and his ‘analytical’ studies of
ethics and economics (science), we might stay content with a less

correct state of exegesis with respect to his work.

In my view, there is a great misunderstanding which has occurred
owing to the failure of the existing commentaries to shed light on the
precise relationship between Smith's theological outlook and science
of society. The point is, as a matter of fact, very important in that
it has found its final end in the conclusion of the ‘duality’ of
Smith's philosophic and historical vision. Viner's famous paper
brought to the attention of commentators the broad existence of the
flaws in the natural order in the Wealth of Nations, or a large number
of cases where the ‘invisible hand' does not work in the book.'+> On
account of this Viner found a discrepancy between Smith’'s major two
books: while Smith's system of ethics was developed on the basis of a
harmonious order in nature, his system of economics departed partially
from the presupposition. This is a divergence between the two books
which is ‘impossible of reconciliation even by such heroic means as
one writer has adopted of appeal to the existence in Smith’s thought
of a Kantian dualism’.'S> In this vein Viner says: ‘His philosophical
speculations about a harmonious order in nature undoubtedly made it
easier for him to reach a laissez faire policy, though I believe that
the significance of the natural order in Smith’'s economic doctrines

has been grossly exaggerated'.'®”

In a similar context, some reference should be made to A.Macfie’s
contention. Macfie initially agrees with Viner's aforementioned
opinion about the Wealth of Nations. But Macfie, unlike Viner,
correctly notes both that Smith does not deduce logically his moral
theory from his theological faith, and that the Theory of Moral
Sentiments likewise reveals the dark side of social 1life. The

_8_




INTRODUCTION
‘irreconcilable conflict’ between the happy and the dark sides of
human life is, Macfie claims, much sharper within the earlier book

than between the two books. Macfie concludes:

There is in fact conflict within both books. In the Moral
Sentiments the optimistic theism (deduced from faith) is in
conflict with the inductive sympathy—spectator argument, and with
the firm grasp of the seamier side of human nature and life. In
the Wealth of Nations, theism naturally hardly appears at the
level of economic discourse. But the opposition between the ideal
picture of free and equal competition backed by fair play and
Justice, and the harsh facts of business is just a reflection of
the Moral Sentiments opposition. In a systembuilding, synthetic
thinker like Smith, such oppositions are to be expected. Smith
after all is stating a form of faith which was general in his
school...'7?

In brief, the bright and the dark sides of human life had been present
from the outset within Smith's major two books; and given that Smith
recognized the dark side of life from the outset in both writings,
there is no reason to think that his ethical and economic doctrines
were grounded on his religious faith in a benevolent Deity.
Eventually, Smith's religious view, Macfie asserts, is no more than a
mere expression of a convention which was domipnant in his day, and to
such an extent should be seen to have no connection with his study of

society.

After all, we are returning to the recent popular view about the
relation of Smith's natural theology to his science of society. But
what here is of great significance is that as a result of these
studies commentators have come to see the two Smiths, or the
‘coexistence’ of the two contrasting features within both books,
namely, the ‘beatific’ and the ‘seamy’ aspects of Smith's argument,
both of which are claimed to be independent of Smith's theological
outlook. This kind of perception seems to have opened several doors
for the study of Smith's work. In this connection there are two
things to note. One of them is about Smith’'s method of inquiry. It
has been claimed that Smith makes ‘parallel’ use of two distinctive
methods, absiract and empirical, or ideal and real.'®” Another result
concerns the duality of Smith's philosophic vision.'®>  However, I

think that if we come to understand properly the role that Smith's

_9_




INTRODUCTION
theological view as metaphysics plays in his science of society, we

are able to reach a different yet more coherent result.

The aim of the present study is to examine the relation between
natural theology and other disciplines like ethics and economics in
Smith’s scheme of moral philosophy. And in the course of discussion
attention will therefore be drawn to meny present interpretations
which are related to the argument of the ‘two Smiths’, or the duality
of Smith's vision. I suggest that such commentaries are misleading
owing to the failure to make out the exact relation between Smith's
religious faith and his ‘analytic’' treatment of the individual and
society. For this stated purpose, in Chapter 2, I shall begin with
introducing the achievements in the contemporary philosophy of
science, which are designed to establish that metaphysics is in fact
influential in scientific inquiry in the way which is not merely
methodologically, but morally or politically suggestive. I shall
proceed to draw attention to Smith’s three metaphysical doctrines
which correspond, I think, with what we mean by metaphysics as defined
above; the doctrine of mechanistic determinism, organismic philosophy,
and the belief in a benevolent Deity. The account of the role of the
doctrine of mechanistic determinism will be very limited, and no more
discussion in particular conjunction with the doctrine will be offered
in subsequent chapters, for it is a doctrine too familiar to us, and
its implications are usually well-known. But we shall have some
occasions to examine the methodological implications of normative
organicism, since its role in ©Smith's work has generally been
overlooked. Of course, our major attention will be given to the part
which Smith's religious faith in a benevolent God plays in relation to
his ‘formal’ or ‘theoretical’ analysis 6f morality and economics. For
the sake of this we shall try to identify Smith's metatheoretical
principles which are inextricably associated with his theological view
concerning God's benevolence. By ‘metatheoretical’ principles I means
those which, in conjunction with a metaphysical docirine, ‘concretely’
perform an organizing or guiding role in scientific inquiry by way of
proposing or ruling out a certain range of theoretical possibilities.
It is also worth noting that a metatheoretical principle, as I propose
it, has the similar characteristic as metaphysics. That is,such a
principle has confirming evidence, yet is not subject to an empirical
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test in terms of observations. Chapter 3 will be devoted to this
task, and it will be seen that I identify three principles in the
metatheoretical dimension, namely, the law of the heterogeneity of
purposes, the belief in harmony <(or the principle of ruling out
conflici), and the faith in progress. 1In my view, the identification
of these three elements in the metatheoretical dimension is of the
highest importance for our purpose, because they serve as the
organizing principles in theory construction, and as a result help us
to confirm the linkage of Smith's metaphysics derived from his study
on natural theology to scientific investigation. Meanwhile, while the
discussion about Smith's metaphysical and metatheoretical principles
may be considered as a broadly methodological issue in relation to the
present study, it is evident that such discussion does not give us
information about his views on the nature of scientific knowledge, on
the rules of procedure relating to theory construction, and on how to
justify formulated theories. This issue will be treated in Chapter 4,
where Smith's conception of science is deemed to stand in the realist
tradition of science. In the subsequent chapters (Chapters 5 to 7) we
shall address ourselves to a project of demonstrating and justifying
the themes which were proposed in the previous chapters. In summary,
the following can be said. The present thesis falls into two parts,
though I do not try to make an explicitly visible division in terms of
a title. Chapters 2 to 4 which are intended as Part I will be
addressed to the elucidation of what may be regarded as ‘principles’,
and Chapters 5 to 7 which can be seen as Part II are concerned with
their application to parts of Smith's analysis in his major work
within the scheme of moral philosophy, the Theory of Moral Sentiments
and the Wealth of Nations. However, it is important to bear in mind
that whereas my treatment of ‘principles’ aims to be exhaustive, I do
not attempt to cover the whole range of Smith's thought. Hence, I do
not try to handle the aspects of Smith's thought in association with
the doctrine of mechanistic determinism, and the principle of the
heterogeneity of purposes. The implications and role of such ideas
are ordinarily well-known, or have properly been treated by others.
On the same ground I will not aim to examine Smith's historical work
in detail, in conjunction with the metatheoretical principle 6f

progress.
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Finally, a few remarks need to be made with regard to the intended
scope of the present study. Firstly, this study is not intended to
evaluate the adequacy of Smith's arguments. This does not imply that
Smith's arguments are perfectly complete and correct, looked at from
today's perspective and knowledge. Instead, 1 believe that a
sympathetic approach to his system should initially be made before any
evaluation is made about it. Here I am trying to follow Bertrand
Russell’s advice that ‘in studying a philosopher, the right attitude
is neither reverence nor contempt, but first a kind of hypothetical
sympathy, until it is possible to know what it feels like to believe
in his theories’.=°? Seen in this connection it is likely to be
important that Smith has to be understood and considered in the
context of his times. It is well-known that Smith lived at a time
when the terms, philosophy and science, were used synonymously.='’
This does not simply imply, as one usually thinks, that philesophy and
science were considered to be the disciplines which sought the nearly
same type of activity. Yet it alsoc means that at least up to Smith's
time, philosophical speculations which today we usually talk about, in
scope, as such and such were ‘consciously' closely linked to
scientific activities.==> Is the fact that a scientist takes
seriously the importance of the idea of a benevolent God’'s government
of the universe in scientific inquiry incompatible with the fact that
at the same time he stresses the importance of scientific inquiry
independent of theology and philosophy? Certainly, it is not. I think
that Smith, like Newton, conceived the one to be compatible with the
other without contradiction and circularity. A modern commentator
made a similar point, and yet went on to point out that Smith's
thinking in that way ‘is, in the end, circular’'.=3> A more
sympathetic approach, I suppose, may help to understand Smith's
original intentions without ascribing such a defect to him In my
view, Smith does not find his arguments to be circular, because he
would think that his theological or philosophical speculation, as it
is drawn from, and confirmed by, observation of facts, becomes a
presupposition <(or a metaphysical idea I shall later note) of
scientific investigation which is no longer dependent on the latter.

This is an approach which I am going to adopt in the present study.
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Secondly, it is highiy significant to keep in mind that the
dominant concern of the present study lies in an account with respect
to the relation of an influential metaphysical idea to ‘scientific’
systems of ethics and economics. In other words, my main aim is to
show the intimate relationship between Smith’'s theological view and
his ‘formal’ or ‘theoretical' analysis of morals and an economy. It
will be quite sirange if we talk about the oneness or the duality of a
writer's world view or vision on the basis of his description of the
reality at the practical level rather than from the conclusions of his
theoretical system. This implies, on the other hand, a requirement of
the evident distinction between Smith's theoretical doctrines and
other statements, or Smith the theorist and Smith the observer. It is

well-known, for example, that the Weallh of Nations is not like the

textbooks of the present-day positive economics. Empirical or
historical statements, and policy recommendations as well as
theoretical analysis all are parts of the book. I shall have, from

time to time, some occasions to collect the facts which Smith honestly
recognizes in conjunction with the negative aspects of social life,
but it will be done just with a view to revealing that Smith is so
well-balanced about the diverse spectra of reality, and not a naive,
speculative thinker who is liable to overlook them. Donald Winch's
Adam Smith's Politics, for example, offers a discussion in connection
with Smith's description of the dark features of human life such as
the enormous conflict arising from sectional interests and faction,
and the deleterious effects of the division of labour, etc.. Yet I
will not go into & detailed treatment of OSmith’s description
concerning the negative aspects of human activities, although I do not
believe it to be undeserving of attention,®4> since I am primarily
interested in the elucidation of the relation between natural theology
and the ‘science’ of man in society. 1In brief, in order to show the
influence of Smith's study about natural theology on his system of
‘social science', my focus will be on the ‘theoretical’ dimension to
his work, whilst I do not intend to overlook both the importance of
Smith's discussion on the practical dimension, and the merit of other
studies which have been concerned with its aspects. This 1is
inevitable, both for my stated narrower purpose, and because it will
usually be agreed that an author's philosophic vision has to be found
in his ‘theoretical’ work.
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Finally, it is to be noted that the present study aims to give more
clarification to Smith's ideas. Hence, no attempt will be made to
handle the problems of how far Smith's ideas depended on his
predecessors, and have had some influence on his successors. But there
are places where Mandeville and Marx are treated in some detail. The
places are intended to note the differences of a perception of reality

which a different set of world view or vision brings.
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and 224.

24) The fact that Smith was not blind to the dark feature of human
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negative side as an object of theoretical analysis, he attempted, in
the face of those facts, to find many, whether voluntary or non-
voluntary, socialization mechanism which channels the negative
respects of human activities into social benefit. We shall have an
occasion to observe it later.
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Chapter 2: Adam Smith's Metaphysics

2.1. Introduction

In ancient and medieval times, philosophy and science were part of
a single system of thought and were not distingﬁished from each
other. This was true at least up to Smith's day, although in the

seventeenth century the chain between philosophy and science was

gradually becoming broken. As is well-known, Smith made almost
interchangeable use of these terms °‘philosophy’ and ‘science'. But,
since the nineteenth century philosophy and science have been

completely separated from one another, and nowadays tend to be
regarded as distinct types of discipline. Each has different aims and
methods. Generally speaking, science is believed to be concerned with
providing definite technical knowledge 1like descriptive laws or
principles from which we can derive observational facts and which can
be tested by experiment and observation. Philosophy 1is seen as a
study which is designed to promote an understanding of the universe,
like science, appealing to human reason, yet dealing with speculations
on matters concerning which it is implausible to reach precise
knowledge, since it can not be tested in terms of observational facts.
Once the rift between philosophy and science occurred in this way, it
was common that the scientists were averse to the philosophical
speculations which seemed to them often to lack definite method and
expression, and to treat insoluble problems, whereas the philosophers
lost interest in specific sciences which narrowed more and more in
scope. Moreover, it seems that the rise of logical positivism in the
early decades of this century has widened the breach between
philosophy and science. For logical positivism, which is an extreme
form of empiricism which claims that a body of knowledge can be
identified, and has a meaning as science to the extent that it can be
verified by appeal to facts acquired by virtue of experiment or
observation, demanded a2 strict distinction between them and liberation
from the philosophical speculations which can not be empirically
checked.
-17 -
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However, it is unfortunate that in modern times philosophy and
science tend, among most people, to be considered as two entirely
different fields of knowledge. For science and philosophy are in fact
‘two ends of one chain'.'> Science is a first-order discipline which
seeks from statements about experience specific laws. Philosophy is a
second-order discipline which supplies the ‘intelligible principles’
that help us to understand why various types of phenomena occur in a
particular way. For example, suppose that we observe the motions of
celestial bodies such as the motion of planets around the sun, and can
show why such physical phenomena follow and that they are derived from
Newtonian laws of motion. Yet, it remains obscure why these facts
occur and why these laws account for them, wunless there is a
philosophical speculation or an intelligible principle, which is far
from our immediate experience, to the effect that the universe is
composed of atoms with their associated central forces. Because of
this thing science and philosophy are said to constitute both ends of
a single chain from observed facts to intelligible principles. The
most creative scientists, as distinct from most ordinary practitioners
and teachers of science, were fully aware of this 1link between
philosophy and science. Hence, Albert Einstein, one of the most

creative physicists, stated the matter in this light:

I can say with certainty that the ablest students whom I met as a
teacher were deeply interested in the theory of knowledge. I
mean by “ablest students” those who excelled not omnly in skill
but in independence of judgment. They liked to start discussions
about the axioms and methods of science and proved by their
obstinacy in the defense of their opinions that this issue was
one important to them. =?

Looked at in this way it is evident that an intimate link between
science and philosophy, though we distinguish those two fields, is
inevitable. Fortunately it seems that recently there is a growing
concern in the philosophy of science among scientists, and on the
other hand, philosophers have also been increasingly prepared to study
science and its history.®> The decline of logical positivism in the
last three decades, I believe, is closely bound up with this kind of
collaboration between scientists and philosophers, which has brought
about the rapid advancement of the philosophy of science in recent
decades.
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Given this, there seems to be enough ground on which on the basis
of the current performances of the philosophy of science we examine
the présent comment on Smith. Asis well-known, Smith's work has been
hailed as a scientific system since his day. Governor Pownall of
Massachusetts, one of Smith's contemporary critics, considered the
Wealth of Nations as ‘'INSTITUTE OF THE PRINCIPIA of those laws of
motion’.“> Dugald Stewart, Smith's first biographer, wrote that ‘it
may be doubted, with respect to Mr. Smith's Inquiry. if there exists
any book beyond the circle of the mathematical and physical sciences,
which is at once so agreeable in its arrangement to the rules of a
sound logic, and so accessible to the examination of ordinary
readers’'.®> This kind of appreciations of his later book continues up
to now. ©> Gimilarly, Smith's earlier work on ethics, the Theory of
Moral Sentiments, has been judged as a scientific treatise as well.7?
While it should be accepted that such scientific characteristic of his
work is important in its own right, yet I believe that we do not have
to exclude an enterprise which connects his philosophical background
with his scientific activities, on the ground above noted, i.e., that
philosophy and science are both ends of the f‘same’ chain, direct
observations and intelligible principles. It will be so more because
Smith himself used interchangeably the two terms,philosophy and
science, without distinction. Therefore, in the next section we
shall first devote ourselves to a task of noticing recent achievements
in the philosophy of science which have been made possible by the
reactions of the Popperian school against logical positivism. It is
claimed that metaphysical speculations are influential in scientific
projects in a way that is methodologically suggestive. Metaphysics
may have moral or political suggestiveness as well. In the final
section we shall proceed to identify Smith's metaphysical doctirines,
which I believe to have a regulative influence on his scientific

researches.

2.2. Metaphysics and Science

At present it seems to be a common—place among contemporary
philosophers and historians of science that metaphysical speculations
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are significant in science. More concretely, it is agreed that
science and its advancement are guided by metaphysical ideas which are
formulated in such a way that it can not be checked by the ordinary
criteria of scientific appraisal.®”> But it is important to note that
this kind of recognition was scarcely popular before the 1960s when
logical positivism came under increasing attack. To begin with, we
briefly need to mention some features of logical positivism, for the
purpose at hand and because logical positivism as a movement has been

greatly influential for over half the twentieth century.

It is said that logical positivism®’ emerged in the 1920s, and that
its most active part was played by the members of the Vienna Circle.
Afterwards, it was developed by a number of philosophers and
scientists. Even though logical positivism is a product of the early
twentieth century, it has close link with positivism which has found a
place in the history of philosophy. The main characteristic of
logical positivism is that scientific knowledge is derived only from
the facts of experiénce or observation. Observation and induction
lead to the formulation of scientific theories. Those theories must
be put in a form which is verifiable by observation and experiment, in
order to gain the status of science, as distinguished from non-
science. And they can be justified as scientific and meaningful only
to the extent to which they are verified by appeal to empirical
observation and experimentation. In this connection we can observe
two central propositions of logical positivism; firstly, a scientific
statement must fulfil the criterion of verifiability, and secondly, it
should be tested by the process of verification. As a consequence
metaphysical statements which deal with the world as a whole and its
essence are thought to be neither true nor false, but a collection of
meaningless statements, since they do noit meet the requirement of
verifiability and can not be checked by empirical method. '°> The
same goes for value judgments and normative statements.’'’> Because
saying that something is good is almost equivalent to saying that it
is desirable, and it is thus not translatable into any empirical
statements at all, value judgments are not verifiable and do not
belong to the domain of all rational enquiries. It is therefore not
strange to find an anti-metaphysical attitude of logical positivism
On that ground we can understand the reason that logical positivists,
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like nominalists, absolﬁtely rejected metaphysical speculation. In
fact, it is admitted that positivism, although it was wrong in
presuming that it fought metaphysics as a whole, for it was
metaphysics as well and actually fought bad metaphysics, has been
useful in that it urged scientists to exclude irrational or pseudo-
scientific practices in scientific explanations,i.e., not to seek to
account for reality in terms of abstract metaphysical entities which
do not allow for empirical specification. Moreover, it is important
to note that logical positivism was partly proposed as a means of
social reforms, of helping ordinary people to remove irrational
prejudice and ideological fanaticism in public affairs by way of

offering a scientific approach. '2?>

At all events the main theses of logical positivism have been
considerably weakened by a number of criticisms put forward by two
groups of the science of philosophers; the Popperian School, and others
who adopt so-called Weltanschauungen approach such as M Polany,
N. R. Hansen, T.S.Kuhn and P.K.Feyerabend. Now, among many themes
arrived at by those criticisms there is one thing which is of
particular importance for our purpose. That is related to the
restricted language of logical positivism which renders implausible
the appreciation as to the vital part that metaphysical doctrines
play in conjunction with scientific investigation. As mentioned
earlier, logical positivists maintain that experience or observation
is the only way of acquiring knowledge about the real world. Behind
this argument is one of the main assumptions of logical positivism; an
assumption ip which there are no such things as synthetic a priori
propesitions, namely, propositions that are valid independently of
experience while at the same time telling us something about the real
world. They make a strict distinction between analytic and synthetic
propositions. For them ‘analytic’ statements mean statements which
are tautoleogical or necessarily true. Those analytic statements are
therefore ones which can be validated independently of observation or
experiment. They have nothing to do with the discovery of the real as
distinct from the linguistic world. ‘Synthetic’ statements are
statements which are not analytic. On this assumption metaphysical
propositions, as above pointed out, remain neither true nor false, but
meaningless. This conclusion is inevitable, given the
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‘analytic/empirical’ dichotomy. Yet, there was a reaction against
this assumption. Certainly, there exisis a synthetic a priori
proposition which describes the factual world despite its truth or
falsity being logically independent of observation. It is claimed
that ‘All-some’ statements, such as ‘Every event has a cause’, belong
to it, and must be considered as true-or-false despite their
unverifiability—cumunfalsifiability. Many normal metaphysical
doctrines can be typified by a special sort of ‘all-some’ statement.
On this basis it is pointed out that metaphysical ideas are

indeterminately confirmable yet irrefutable.'®’

Given the logical structure of metaphysical propositions which
logical positivists failed to precisely apprehend, a related concern
is to see what role metaphysics performs in connection with scientific
enquiry. Metaphysical doctrines are usually regarded as doctrines
which make claims about the fundamental nature of reality in the arena
under investigation, and yet provide speculative world pictures that
are not ordinarily as criticizable as scientific hypotheses. As

pointed out before, it is noteworthy that these metaphysical doctrines

are methodologically an significant source of scientific
investigation. In this light Popper suggested: ‘not a few doctrines
which are metaphysical ... could be interpreted as typical

hypostatization of methodological rules’.'<> 1In a place where Popper
makes criticism about positivism, he points out that scientific
advancement and discovery must have been impossible without recourse

to metaphysical ideas:

The fact that value judgments influence my proposals does not
mean that I am making the mistake of which I have accused the
positivists—that of trying to kill metaphysics by calling it
names. I do not even go so far as to assert that metaphysics has
ne value for empirical science. For it cannot be denied that
along with metaphysical ideas which have obstructed the advance
of science there have been others — such as speculative atomism -
which have aided it. And looking at the matter from the
psychological angle, I am inclined to think that scientific
discovery is impossible without faith in ideas which are of a
purely speculative kind ...; a faith which is completely
unwarranted from the point of view of science, and which, to
that extent, is metaphysical.'Ss?

Hence, it 1is evident that Popper recognizes sufficiently a very
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considerable effect of metaphysical ideas on scientific problems in

the context of discovery as distinct from that of justification.

Meanwhile, it is also worth noting in a similar vein that in a
historical perspective J.Agassi presented a close 1link between
science and metaphysics. According to him, scientific problems which
were 1in intimate association with metaphysical problems of a given
period were frequently chosen as scientific research projects, and
scientific outcomes were sought in order to implement topical
metaphysical issues. Viewed historically, investigators who are
conceived to be important in the history of science, Agassi claimed,
have very often responded in this way, although it is also true that
there are many scientific researches which are not directly tied to

metaphysics. '®> As Agassi concluded:

I do not know why the significant events in the history of
science should be metaphysically significant, but I have so far
found it almost always to be the case. I suggest the theory that
significance with respect +to (pure) science is usually
significance with respect to science's metaphysical frameworks.
It is understandable that if metaphysical frameworks are research
projects they should be taken very seriously ... Yet those
projects viewed later as significant show a capacity to throw
light on current metaphysical issue. 1 can see no other
explanation of the situation but that is essentially metaphysical
interest which gives (purely scientific) significance to this
part of science rather than to that; hence, most (pure)
scientists are more interested in metaphysics than they seem to
be. 175

Metaphysics should therefore be given a much more significant role
within scientific inquiry than is generally expected. Logical
positivism has had a bad effect on this sort of perception and brought

about a gap between the philosophy and the history of science.

In what follows we shall clearly need to take note of the main
features of metaphysical doctrines in association with science.’®?
Firstly, as noted, metaphysical doctrines are views about the
intrinsic nature of things in the universe. Secondly, they are
inconclusively confirmable,and yet unverifiable and unfalsifiable.
Hence there exists no way of testing them empirically by virtue of

experiment or observation. Thirdly, they are methodologically
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suggestive. They do have a regulative influence on first-order
scientific theories. As Watkins claimed: ‘they do not so much convey
information as outline a programme of research. They express ways of
seeing the world which in turn suggest ways of exploring it. They do
not compete with scientific theories but suggest the shape of
scientific theories to come : they are second-order doctrines about
the kinds of first-order theories which ought eventually to
triumph’'. '®? In other words, metaphysics underlying a programme of
research will exert a regulative role in theory construction in terms
both of proposing a certain range of theoretical feasibilities, and of
ruliing out a certain range of other theoretical feasibilities. Since
in this way the specific metaphysical ideas underlying a programme of
research function as methodological prescriptions, they forbid the
formation of empirical hypotheses which are incompatible with them:
‘Although haunted—universe doctrines I[metaphysical statements]l are
unempirical in the sense that they are compatible with every
conceivable finite set of observation statements, they are not
analytic or vacuous, but synthetic or factual, because’ there are
empirical theories with which they will not be compatible’.=°?
Finally, metaphysical <doctrines may have moral or political
suggestiveness, although they do not entail a particular moral or
political view. The moral and political attitudes of investigators
may thus be affected by them. It can be concluded that in this way
metaphysics plays a multilateral part in scientific inquiry by virtue
of shaping and binding together into one system various types of

belief. 21>

What has been so far observed in conjunction with the influential
role which metaphysical ideas have played in the formation of
scientific theories and the advancement of science is the claim made
by philosophers and historians of science of this century who
disagree with logical positivists about the place of metaphysics
within science. However, it is interesting to find that a
contemporary of Smith, Dugald Stewart, presented a theme which lends
support to current philosophers and historians of science already
named. Stewart was convinced that the metaphysical principles may be
of great use in guiding scientific researches.*=> In order to
elucidate his argument, Stewart took an instance with reference to
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Harvey’s discovery of a circulation of the blood. In Stewart's view,
Harvey held a metaphysical doctrine that Nature does nothing in vain,
and such a metaphysical doctrine played a decisive role in the
discovery of the circulation of the blood. Stewart's quotation from

Robert Boyle, a great pioneer chemist, shows this clearly:

I remember, that when I asked our famous Rarvey ... what were the
things which induced him to think of a circulation of the blood ?
He answered me, that when he took notice that the valves in the
veins of so many parts of the body were so placed, that they gave
free passage of the blood towards the heart, but opposed the
passage of the venal blood the contrary way, he was invited to
think, that so provident a cause as Nature had not placed so many
valves without design; and no design seemed more probable than
that, since the blood could not well, because of the interposing
valves, be sent by the veins to the limbs, it should be sent
through the arteries, and return through the veins, whose valves
did not oppose its course that way.==>

This statement is remarkable, I suppose, in the sense that it
illustrates the thesis above mentioned; the thesis that metaphysics is
methodologically suggestive, and influences the choice and the results
of scientific research projects. Indeed, it provides us a good case
where scientific inquiries which are conventionally deemed to be
significant are cognitively bound up with the metaphysical
speculations of a particular time. In addition, it is of great
importance to note that Stewart's discussion plainly reveals that such
a view of metaphysics as a coordinating agent in scientific inquiry is
not a product of this century, even though it is true that more
apparent perception and more rational examinations concerning the
relationship between metaphysics and science are sought now than

they were.

Smith was likewise aware, I believe, that metaphysics is intimately
related to the field of scientific research, though he made it less
obvious. Smith's perception about it may be found in his essays on
the ancient physics and metaphysics. In his essay on the ancient
logics and metaphysics Smith says that metaphysics was ‘apprehended to
go before it [physicsl, in the order in which the knowledge of Nature
ought to communicated’.®4> And he later adds: ‘many of the doctrines
of that system [system of the ancient physicsl, which seem to us, who
have been long accustomed toc another, the most incomprehensible,
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necessarily flow from this metaphysical notion'.=8> A similar
statement appears in his discussion of Aristotle‘s view of physics in
the essay on the ancient physics. Smith talks about ‘the Metaphysics

upon which it [Aristotle’s opinion of physics] is grounded'.=s?

In the system of the ancient physics, everything in the sublunary
region is comprised of the four elements, fire, air, water, and earth,
whereas the heavenly bodies consisted of a fifth element. It was
believed that all the qualities and laws of succession of everything
surrounding the Earth could be deduced out of the four elements. By
the way, it was impressed on Aristotle that from the moon upward
things are never subject to generation and decay, whilst things below
the moon are subject to generation, alteration, and corruption. The
heavenly bodies are eternal and incorruptible, but the terrestrial
things are on the contrary generated and destructible. And it was
thought that the motion of the celestial spheres whose movement is
circular brought about the generation of all the forms and species by
virtue of the mixtures of those four elements which otherwise would
have remained in the state of eternal rest, and caused their
corruption and decay as well. With this in mind Smith summarizes

Aristotle’s view:

he seems to express himself plainly enough: that the First
Heaven, that of the Fixed Stars, from which are derived the
motions of all the rest, is revolved by an eternal, immoveable,
unchangeable, unextended being, whose essence consists in
intelligence ... : that the inferior Planetary Spheres derived
each of them its peculiar revolution from an inferior being of
the same kind; eternal, immoveable, unextended, and necessarily
intelligent ... ; and that therefore whatever was below the Moon
was abandoned by the gods to the direction of Nature, and Chance,
and Necessity. For though those celestial beings were, by the
revolutions of their several Spheres, the original causes of the
generation and corruption of all sublunary forms, they were
causes who neither knew nor intended the effects which they
produced. =7°

In Smith's estimate, this kind of account emerged from ‘prejudices
which ... are not very philosophical’. Nonetheless, it was ‘extremely
natural’,®%> in the sense that Aristotle's theology closely connected
with his metaphysics was thought to lead te such arguments in his

system of physics. Aristotle’s metaphysical doctrine®®> is that
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everything in the universe is constantly developing towards somefhing
better than before, or has more form and actuality after the change
than before. For him God consists of pure form and pure actuality,
and exists eternally without any change. God is thus perfect and
thinks only about what 1is perfect, for otherwise it would be
derogation of His perfection. On the other hand, the world of
sensible things is imperfect despite its continual evolution towards
more form and actuality, because there matter, which is regarded as a
potentiality of form, can not entirely removed. As a result it is
supposed that God has no idea of the sublunary world. In this
connection Aristotle, Smith maintains, found that ‘The revolutions of
the Heavens, by their grandeur and constancy, excited his admiration,
and seemed ... to be effects not unworthy a Divine Intelligence.
Whereas the meanness of many things, the disorder and confusion of all
things below, exciting no such agreeable emotion, seemed to have no
marks of being directed by that Supreme Understanding’.=°®> Now it
should be evident that Smith takes note of a relationship between
metaphysics and science in terms of an instance of Aristotle's view of

physics.

It is of course to be recognized that Smith seems to object to
excessive concentration on metaphysics. It is seen in the Wealth of
Nations where he talks about the content of contemporary European
university education. In Smith's outlook metaphysics is the ‘subject
in which, after a few very simple and almost obvious truths, the most
careful attention can discover nothing but obscurity and uncertainty,
and can consequently produce nothing but subtleties and sophisms'.®}?
In fact this staitement implies that Smith was well aware that
metaphysics is a discipline which 1is untestable and thus
unempirical.®=> On the contrary, physics is a ‘subject of experiment
and observation’; one ‘in which a careful attention is capable of
making so many useful discoveries’. But, a problem is that in the
university curriculum metaphysics relative to physics was ‘cultivated
not only as the more sublime, but, for the purposes of a particular
profession, as the more useful science of the two’.3®3> 1In this light
Smith 1is critical of current university education. However it is
important to realize that beyond his criticism of undue concentration
on metaphysics Smith does not think the discipline to be an useless
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subject. He believes that there are ‘a few very simple and almost
obvious truths' in metaphysical discussions. More interestingly,
Smith's apparent statement of a requirement of metaphysical
discussions appears in a letter to Thomas Cadell, a publisher, where
he recommends a book of his friend, John Bruce, and very briefly
comments on that book: 'It is as free of Metaphysics as is possible
for any work upon that subject to be. Its fault, in my opinion, is
that it is too free of them. But what is a fault to me, may very
probably, be a recommendation to the Public’.®<> It can be concluded
that metaphysics seems to be considered by Smith as a discipline which
is acceptable and not useless if its treatment is confined to a
certain degree, for the discipline does not merely help us to perceive
‘a few very simple and almost obvious truths’, but also has an
influence on scientific activities. Looked at in this way it is
unlikely that Smith lends support to the assertion that for him
‘metaphysics is an unimportant pre-scientific activity of significance

only to those who have an interest in theology’.=S>

Now, given our observation concerning a link between metaphysics
and science, and Smith's perception about it, it seems that a matter
which has to be treated before going further is to examine the present
commentaries put forward in this connection. I find that there have
so far been, broadly speaking, two lines of argument as to Smith's
metaphysics (mainly related to his theological outlook and natural
law) and its effects on his ethical and economic doctrines. 1In the
first group of commentators are those who were primarily historians of
economic thought and who largely found a ‘logical’ connection between
Smith’s metaphysics, and his scientific theories and practical
thought. ==> These commentators tended to see that from a priori
assumption concerning a harmonious and beneficial order in nature
Smith deductively drew his system of ethics and economics. For
example, Leslie Stephen argued for a logical connection between
Smith's theology and moral theory. In Stephen’s outlook, the members
of Shaftesbury's school including Adam Smith maintain that ‘The
morality most naturally connects itself with that philosophical Deism

These doctrines [of moralityl are a logical result from their
fundamental conception. God is to them the informing and sustaining
Spirit, manifested through the universe and recognised by the human
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soul’.#7> It is interesting to observe that a similar argument is

made for Smith's economic doctrines. As J.K.Ingram put it:

there is another vicious species of deduction ... in which the
premises are not facts ascertained by observation, but the same a
priori assumptions, half theological half metaphysical,
respecting a supposed harmonious and beneficent natural order of
things ... In his view, Nature has made provision for social
wellbeing by the principle of the buman constitution which
prompts every man to better his condition; the individual aims
only at his private gain, but in doing so is “led by an invisible
hand” to promote the public good, which was no part of his
intention ; human institutions, by interfering with the action of
this principle in the pname of public interest, defeat their own
end; but, when all systems of preference or restraint are taken
away, “the obvious and simple system of natural liberty
established itself of its own accord.” This theory is, of
course, not explicitly presented by Smith as a foundation of his
economic doctrines, but it is really the secret substratum on
which they rest. 3>

This type of commentaries informs us that Smith's scientific theories
and practical programme are logically entailed by his metaphysics

which talks about a natural order in the universe.

On the other hand, commentators in the second group were inclined
to be averse to such a linkage between Smith's metaphysics and
science.®®> They, like the former group of interpreters, were ready
to accept fully that Smith assumed a doctrine of a harmonious order
in nature. But they rejected the view that Smith drew on his
metaphysics for his study of society. It was claimed that his
metaphysics was not not an essential part or a major premiss of his

science. As H.J.Bittermann put it.:

Viewed synthetically, his metaphysics and theology were part of
this view. Likewise was his normative economics. Analytically,
each part was built up on its own assumptions and evidence. The
technique was empirical, the faith underlying it was the belief
that the study of man would provide the answer to fundamental
questions. ... He did not look to Providence for direct aid in
the economic and moral improvement of mankind. Man had to act
in his own behalf with the powers and sentiments that were part
of his nature. #°?

On this sort of interpretation Smith himself proceeded to the study of

society on the basis of the empirical method. Smith consistently
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attempts to account for social phenomena in terms of the natural
principles of human mind. Granted that Smith is an empiricist, there
is no reason to believe that his scientific theories are corollaries

of his metaphysics.

I suppose that there is a certain truth in the contention of the
second group of scholars. Indeed Smith makes it clear that scientific
explanations must be grounded on efficient causes. In the Theory of
Moral Sentiments he stresses a distinction between the discovery of a
general order which might be reached by contemplative observations of
the world, and the exposition of the structure and order of the world.
In Smith's day such a distinction was popular in the natural
sciences. Therefore, when we try to explain, for instance, the
phenomena of bodies such as the digestion of the food and the
circulation of the blood, we ‘distinguish the efficient from the final
cause of their several motions and organizations’ and ‘never endeavour
to account for them from those purposes as from their efficient
causes, nor imagine that the blood circulates, or that the food
digests of its own accord, and with a view or intention to the
purposes of circulation or digestion’. In Smith's opinion this was
not usually the case in the moral sciences; ‘though, in accounting for
the operations of bodies, we never fail to distinguish in this manner
the efficient from the final cause, in accounting for those of the
mind we are very apt to confound these two different things with one
another’.<'> And it is now commonly agreed that in line with this
methodological discussion Smith always makes the natural principles
of human mind known through empirical observation the basis for the
explanation of social facts. In so far as Smith is concerned with
efficient causes, his method can be seen as empirical. In this way
his empiricism and scientific activity can be properly isolated from
any other matter like his metaphysics. It is thus unfortunate to see
that Smith's metaphysics is a presupposition of his scientific
analysis, and that his ethical and economic doctrines depend on the
former. As I find, this appears to be the logic of the reasoning of

the second type of commentators. <=’

In my view, the latter type of comment plainly enough has a merit
from which we benefit. Smith's approach to scientific problems is
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what can be called empirical. He does not start from metaphysics or a
priori assumptions when he indulges himself in the explanations of
social phenomena. His science is based on efficient causes or the
principles of human nature. This is absolutely genuine and what we
accept without question. Seen in this way the former type of comment
which c¢laims a ‘logical’ connection between Smith’s metaphysics and
science has no ground. However, I do not think that the second sort
of commentary is entirely correct. Such interpretations have been
made, 1 believe, in the main from the positivist perspective. By the
critique of the view which found the 1logical linkage belween
metaphysics and science they have made us suppose that for Smith the
former can be completely separated from the latter. An evident
implication of such comments is that for Smith there is no way in
which his metaphysics may have an influence on his scientific study.
On account of this I do not wish to subscribe to the ‘perspective’ of
such interpretations. I object to such a standpoint generally on the
ground above noted, i.e., since the history of science has been
inextricably bound up with metaphysics, in a way that metaphysics as
‘extra-scientific' doctrines is methodologically suggestive. And I
disagree with such a perspective specifically, because it provides a
basis for a view in which Smith’s work finds expression in a duality
of his philosophical and historical vision. <3’ This is a ground on
which an examination of a relationship between metaphysics and

science 1is likely to be helpful.

2.3. Metaphysical Doctrines

It is evident that Smith never talks about what are his
metaphysical doctrines. But I suppose that they can be inferred from
the examination of the background which coloured concepts such as
‘nature' and the ‘natural order of things’ or ‘patural law' which
frequently appear in his work. Before going further it is noteworthy
that for those who wished to primarily stress Smith as a ‘scientist’,
the meaning of the term of ‘nature’ and its related idea of ‘natural
law’ tended to be confined to what is observed and empirical law drawn
from it. As T.D. Campbell made it <clear: ‘The term is certainly
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grossly over-used ... and this 1leads to many ambiguities and
obscurities, but a study of its multiple uses shows that Smith,
following in the Aristotelian tradition, is able to give it an
empirical cash value. What is natural, for Smith, is either what
normally happens, or, more typically, that which normally take place,
or would take place, in the absence of some distinctively human
factor’, and ‘It is almost always possible to render Smith's use of
‘natural’ by the word ‘actual’ provided it is realized that he means
what is normally the case’.=<> There is a good deal of truth in this
remark. Indeed, it is necessary to isolate this factor from others in
order to appreciate Smith as scientist. However, this is too
narrow a view, which seems to reflect a modern perspective. That
view prevents us, I think, from making out what Smith meant by such
concepts, which is likely to be inevitable not just for precise
evaluation, but alse for criticism. For example, this view appears to
lead to a mistaken account in explaining the reason why Smith simply

equates description with prescription.

In any case, we seem to be able to identify three types of
tradition in connection with the concept of ‘nature’ and its related
idea of ‘natural law' which Smith uses. In his writings the ideas
based on those tiraditions are indeed at the outset blended, and
interdependent of each other. But it does not mean that they can not

be isolated for examination.

2.3.1. The Doctrine of Mechanistic Determinism

Firstly, what can be pointed out as a metaphysical proposition
which lies in the background of Smith's scientific thought is his
doctrine of mechanistic determinism #5” In the natural sciences the
doctrine of mechanistic determinism means that every event in the
whole universe is subject to strict natural laws which would account
for it on the basis of mechanical causation. Similarly, the doctrine
enables Smith to  believe that for every social fact there exists
natural laws which would explain it in the same manner as the
operations of a machine are explained. This doctrine urges
investigators to discover the laws which precisely determine each of
the separate events while at the same time prohibiting them from, say,
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proposing & probabilistic hypothesis or making a statistical

assertion.

This type of view can originally be traced back to classical Greek
civilization, and played an important part in regulating the
scientific projects of many prominent thinkers in Europe. As Alfred
Whitehead stated it: ‘there can be no living science unliess there is a
widespread instinctive conviction in the existence of an Order of
Things, and, in particular, of an Order of Nature’.#%> There may be
no doubt that Smith exactly shared Whitehead's opinion of the kind.
Smith’s perception as to the requirement in science of the assumption
of strict necessitation finds expression in his essay on the history
of ancient physics. According to him, for the ancient philosophers
the natural phenomena around the Earth were too various and
complicated to allow them to discover with ease natural laws which

connect them together.

the variety of meteors in the air, of clouds, rainbows, thundef,
lightning, winds, rain, hail, snow, is vastly greater; and the
order of their succession seems to be still more irregular and
unconstant. The species of fossils, minerals, plants, animals,
which are found in the Waters, and near the surface of the Earth,
are still more intricately diversified; and if we regard the
different manners of their production, their mutual influence in
altering, destroying, supporting one another, the orders of their
succession seem to admit of an almost infinite variety. If the
imagination, therefore, when it considered the appearances in the
Heavens, was often perplexed, and driven out of its natural
career, it would be much more exposed to the same embarrassment,
when it directed its attention to the objects which the Earth
presented to it, and when it endeavoured to trace their progress
and successive revolutions. 47?2

Hence, what was most required under these circumstances is to assume
that there exist strict laws of causality in which a few causes
explain those diversified natural phenomena. And this is what the
ancient philosophers did actually do before they constructed a system

of their physics. As Smith put it:

To introduce order and coherence into the mind's conception of

this seeming chaos of dissimilar and disjointed appearances, it

was necessary to deduce all their qualities, operations, and laws

of succession, from those of some particular things ... But ...

it was impossible to deduce the qualities and laws of succession,

observed in the more uncommon appearances of Nature, from those
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of such as were more familiar, if those customary objects were
not supposed, however disguised in their appearance, to enter
into the composition of those rarer and more singular phaenomena.
To render, therefore, this lower part of the great theatre of
nature a coherent spectacle to the imagination, it became
necessary to suppose, first, That all the strange objects of
which it consisted were made up out of a few ...: and secondly,
That all their qualities, operations, and rules of succession,
were no more than different diversifications of those to which it
had long been accustomed, in these primary and elementary
objects. 42>

This statement clearly shows that Smith was well aware that
scientific researches were impossible without at least such a
presupposition as strict natural laws. This type of belief was given
a new prominence in the seventeenth century. As is well-known, Isaac
Newton played an enormous role in legitimatizing the search for
natural laws and in confirming that doctrine in the mind of 1later
generations. Newton's view about the business of natural sciences is
as follows: ‘Natural philosophy consists in discovering the frame and
operation of nature, and reducing them, as far as may be, to general
rules or laws -—— establishing these rules by observations and
experiments, and thence deducing the causes and effects of things'.<2®?
It is important to note that in the same veinS®’> Newton declared the
so—called principle of parsimony, i.e., that because Nature is marked
by simplicity, or works by means of a few causes, scientific
explanations in terms of a small number of principles have & supremacy
over the contrary cases. The classic argument emerges in Newton’s

statement with regard to the ‘first rule of reasoning in philosophy'.

We are to admit no more causes of natural things than such as are
both true and sufficient to explain their appearances. To this
purpose the philosophers say that Nature does nothing in vain,
and more is in vain when less will serve; for Nature is pleased
with simplicity, and affects not the pomp of superfluous
causes. ®'?

And this assumption was combined with machanistic cosmology; the idea
in which the universe consists of particles permanently moving and
impinging on each other through emptiy space, and which consequently
expresses 