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INTRODUCTION

Warren ] Samuels

Mc&igan State ljnl'versz'[y

John P. Henderson worked on this personal and intellectual biography of
David Ricardo throughout much of his scholarly career. His 1956 doctoral
dissertation at the University of Maryland, written under Dudley Dillard, was
entitted 4 Reinterpretation of Ricardo’s Theory of Value. For many years
thereafter, Henderson researched the heritage, life, times, and ideas of David Ri-
cardo. He did so, in part, in areas and fields normally far removed from the work of
the historian of economic thought, though not from the biographer. He worked on
Jewish and financial history. He visited the places that figured in the life of
Ricardo. All this ceased, alas, by about 1983. Thereafter, despite the pleadings of
friends and colleagues for him to resume writing activity, Henderson was often too
ill--including the recurrence of tuberculosis initially suffered as a child--to work
seriously on the project. Accordingly, the first eight chapters of this book comprise
Henderson's manuscript as he had left it as of 1983. Chapter nine is constructed
from two pieces which he said were intended to be the basis of that chapter (or were
adapted for other use from a draft, now missing, of that chapter). Chapter thirteen
consists of an essay writien by Henderson which here serves as a conclusion. The
remaining chapters have been writien by John B. Davis, based in part on dis-
cussions with Henderson as to what he would have covered'

Henderson was born April 23, 1919 in Sudbury, Ontario, Canada. The family
moved to California when he was one year old He was struck with
osteotuberculosis at age three and spent most of his childhood in bed. He entered
first grade at age 12 in Vallgjo, California and graduated from the University of
California, Berkeley in 1944 with a B.A. in history, having accomplished public
school and university in thirteen years. He received the Ph.D. from the University
of Maryland in 1956. He previously taught at Michigan State College, the Uni-
versity of Buffalo and Stanford University. He subsequently taught at the
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Universities of Pittsburgh and Illinois before joining the Michigan State University
faculty in 1958. He specialized in the history of economic thought, labor econom-
ics, and economic development. His teaching and research assignments included
work in Nigeria, Zambia, and Uganda. He served in numerous positions in faculty
governance and administration at Michigan State. He was vice president of the
History of Economics Society and edited several professional journals and was on
the editorial board of others. He published four books and some three dozen articles
in economics, law, and other journals. He was active as a consultant to numerous
state and federal agencies and with many attorneys in personal injury, wrongful
death and industrial relations disputes, often testifying in court as an expert witness.
He died February 16, 1995, after a prolonged illness.

Henderson had his own preferred approach to the study of Ricardo's value
theory, profoundly influenced by that of Piero Sraffa. His Sraffian intellectual
predilection strongly affects but does not overwhelmingly dictate the interpretation
of Ricardo's life and work given in these pages. Sraffa's work clearly helped
Henderson determine, to his own satisfaction at least, what was important in
Ricardo's work--not just his value theory but his entire corpus of economics.
Perhaps it is most accurate to say that Henderson was influenced both by Sraffa's
view of Ricardo and by the information provided by Sraffa’'s monumental collection
of Ricardo's Works.

Several points must be made in this and other regards: First, although he
builds and comments on the interpretive literature, this is Henderson's statement
and not a running commentary or gloss on the secondary literature. He does posi-
tion himself, however, with regard to some of that literature on various topics,
especially, if not solely, the earlier literature.

Second, inasmuch as Henderson ceased serious work on the project sometime
around 1983, the text does not reflect the significant literature published since 1983,
perhaps even earlier, perhaps since 1979, especially that written and induced by
Samuel Hollander, Terry Peach and Donald Winch, among others, including, for
example, collateral works such as Paloma Diaz-Mas, ed., Sephardim: The Jews
Jfrom Spain (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992). Henderson was familiar
with Samuel Hollander's The Economics of David Ricardo (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1979), on which we had several discussions over the years, but he
did not amend his work to either reflect or deal with Hollander's arguments; his
take on Ricardo's economics was already firmly established. I believe he did not
deal with Hollander (among others) for several reasons: he had already formed his
view of what he wanted to say, Hollander simply had a different account of
Ricardian economics to relate, and he did not want to convert his book to a series of
glosses or commentaries on the literature with different stories. Perhaps if he had
worked at full strength until he produced a completed manuscript I might have
convinced him to prepare an appendix dealing with Hollander and the others. On
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the other hand, I could then and still can appreciate his desire to tell his own story,
period. Scholarship does, however, require paying attention to the work of others.
Henderson does this to a substantial degree, at least to the work of others until 1979
or 1983, but not completely, and the reader must be aware of this.

Third, inasmuch as relatively little of the post-1983 literature deals with the
life and times of Ricardo, very little if anything of fundamental importance in
Henderson's account and interpretation of the life would likely have been changed
because of those publications. As for the theory, I doubt if any post-1979 literature
would have led Henderson to change his view of Ricardo on value theory or on any
other technical topic. We discussed some of that literature and I sensed no serious
modification.

It is therefore particularly important to appreciate that although Henderson
was familiar with substantially all of the important Ricardo literature to 1979 (and
with some written thereafter), and although he could have written an extensive and
interesting critique of that literature, this biography of Ricardo is not a critique--al-
though, again, he does distinguish his interpretation on various points from the
positions established in the principal writings on Ricardo to that time. This book is
a distillation of what he learned and thought important about Ricardo, his heritage,
his times, and his theories, building upon the scholarship as it existed by ¢.1983.
This is Henderson's account of Ricardo's life and economics. Surely another
scholar could have written a more or less different account, but in various respects,
perhaps especially in matters of Ricardo's personal biography, this is the first
comprehensive treatment and the one from which any and all future Ricardo
biographies will have to begin.

The picture of Ricardo which Henderson presents is more comprehensive,
deeper, richer, and more finely nuanced than any that existed before Henderson laid
down his pen (I mean that literally: he wrote his text and notes by hand on yellow
legal pads). Henderson shows that many of the uses to which the mainstream of
economic thought has put Ricardo's ideas have, regrettably, not only obscured the
humanity of the man but exercised myopia in interpreting and characterizing his
system of thought. Much of the latter is due to the practice of Whig history of
economic thought, in which Ricardo is both understood and assessed on the basis of
hegemonic neoclassicism (and Ricardo would face no better a fate if a Marxist
standpoint were substituted, although the Marxist would be more sensitive to
different topics and nuances). The Whig history of Ricardo has not been entirely
successful, in large part because neo-Ricardianism has been active in establishing
its interpretation of Ricardo and the classical tradition. Henderson is to be seen as a
contributor to the neo-Ricardian movement.

As for David Ricardo himself, much less is known of the details of his life and
career than, for example, John Maynard Keynes, for whom his biographers, notably
Don Moggridge and Robert Skidelsky, have an abundance of materials, due in part
to the relative recency of Keynes's life and in part to the enormous surviving paper
trail of that major modern writer. (We know even less about the details of the life of
Adam Smith than about Ricardo.) Still, even with an ample paper trail, researchers
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have had to dig. Henderson, for his part, has blended three modes of biographical
procedure, neither perfect and conclusive but each of value. He has combined (1)
careful use of established knowledge of putative fact, however often enough equiv-
ocal in interpretation; (2) disciplined exercise of perceptive intuition and reasoning
as to what likely did happen and why; and (3) broad reference to cultural and
historical background. The result is a personal biography which is in some respects
a combination of fact and interpretation and in other respects, especially those
having to do with ideas and theories, that is, intellectual biography, a combination
of fact and interpretation.

Some of Henderson's intuition and reasoning pertains to the psychology of
David Ricardo the human being. Here Henderson relies on the insights of Erik
Erikson. The result is restrained, certainly not exuberant, psycho-biography. The
psychological analysis is an aid in understanding and interpretation, not an off-
putting device with which to generate major arguments or conclusions. Even
referring to Henderson's study as psycho-biography is a bit of an exaggeration, but
that element is present. Indeed, a good biography requires some psychological
analysis, and Erikson's framework is for the most part rather commonsensical.
(Some readers may find objectionable the occasional Freudian analysis and the long
parallel discussion of Martin Luther, but Henderson has both his reasons and his
discretion as an author.) At any rate, every author needs a design strategy, or, to
change the metaphor, pegs on which to hang his story, and the theory of crises of
the human life cycle is used by Henderson for such a purpose. As someone who
appreciates the difficulty, even the impossibility, of comprehending (the basis of)
his own motivations, I can appreciate the utility and the limits of trying to figure out
others' conscious and subconscious motivations, which is the interpretive course
which Henderson deemed useful to him. Henderson is, appropriately, generally
careful and restrained in his interpretive attribution of the psychological character
of sources of Ricardo's behavior.

Along these same lines, among the attributes of the aforementioned
biographies of Keynes are their respective authors' willingness to address both
motive and cultural and social circumstance. Indeed, both are extraordinarily rich
and highly nuanced in the depth and importance of the issues raised in the course of
presenting Keynes's life. Here, too, the design strategies include psychology as a
basis of comprehension and interpretation, perhaps less explicitly manifest than in
Henderson's treatment of Ricardo but present nonetheless.

As part of his discussion of the cultural and ideological climate in which
Ricardo lived, Henderson relates how classical economic liberalism was one facet of
a great wave of individualism extending to religious, political, and other spheres.
For example, he stresses the common dilemma of the Quakers and Jews on religious
freedom. As Davis points out in his chapter on Ricardo in parliament, following
Henderson's lead, religious toleration was important to the man. Further, the rise of
the commercial nexus in the City was very much a matter of individual powers and
rights (as John R. Commons was later to make clear in his Legal Foundations of
Capitalism). Subsequent conflict over class and related legal-economic structures--
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centering on the further question: individualism for whom and in what?--may well
have obscured this movement.

But the distinctive character of Henderson's biography resides not only in its
wide use of Sraffa's Ricardo materials, its resonance with Sraffa's approach to
Ricardian value theory, its theory of biography, and its effort to relate Ricardo to
contemporary movements of thought and policy. It also resides in its approach to
Ricardo the person. Henderson's biography is premised upon and gives effect to a
particular approach to the man. Henderson sees Ricardo as the product of his
personal intellectual history and that as a function of the history of the Sephardic
Jews. Ricardo was not just an unusually brilliant individual. He did not just exist at
a particularly exciting time--exciting from the standpoints of English economic and
political history and of the development of economic theory. He was an unusual
person with a particular intellectual heritage and, Henderson both argues and
pursues in detail, that heritage meant something to what he did, and the way he did
it, as a stock jobber, a parliamentarian, and an economist.

Just what did the history of the Jews mean? The Jews were successful in
commercial and financial terms, because of their being prohibited from other
economic activities and because of their developed skills. When national economic
development came to depend upon what the Jews had mastered, alliances central to
national political conflicts emerged around and against their role in the economy.
Henderson very effectively goes from writing a history of the Jews to a history of the
emergence of the national economy given the history of the Jews. Ricardo was
positioned on account of both historical developments. This is important to
understand and to appreciate his special role historically and uniqueness
intellectually. Ricardo is to be understood in terms of his Sephardic culture
generally but especially in terms of the history of the Sephardim in the developing
national economy.

Accordingly, the reader will not come to David Ricardo directly or in depth for
quite some pages. First, one will encounter both the general Sephardic heritage and
the particular experience of the Ricardo family, the latter a heritage of Sephardic
background, family history, and London finance. Only then does Henderson relate
further details of Ricardo's own family and his early financial career. Only then do
we come to the life and relationships of Ricardo the economic theorist. It is
Henderson's understanding that one cannot know who Ricardo was until one knows
his Jewish religious and family background and especially the history of the
Sephardim in the developing national economy.

One cannot appreciate too strongly the importance of Henderson's historical
approach to biography. One cannot understand Ricardo, Henderson maintains,
unless one sees him to be the product of a history, even though this is an important
and not always well appreciated view of biography generally. This does not signify
Henderson's Marxist convictions, for example, a naive historical materialism.
Henderson truly and honestly believed individuals to be products of history. Other
biographers say this, but it is often more of a cliché for them. Individual attributes

do count--no other contemporary of Ricardo became a Ricardo--and while our
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contemporary culture is very individualist, it may be a verdict of future generations
that good biography was rarcly done in our period. Henderson needs to be
appreciated on this score.

I first met John Henderson in 1968 when 1 first visited and later moved to
Michigan State University. He had been working on Ricardo's biography for some
time and was to work further on the project for the next fifteen years. We discussed
his work often. He always insisted that to know Ricardo one must know his
personal and intellectual, that is, Sephardic Jewish, origins as well as his family's
and his personal experience in City finance. Ricardo was indeed, for Henderson, a
product of his heritage. The conventional wisdom, I think, has emphasized his role
as a stock jobber. For Henderson, that is not irrelevant but the experience was
practiced and interpreted on the basis of Ricardo's Sephardic Jewish origins.

I have noted that Henderson had a particular affection for Sraffa's approach
but did not overwhelmingly adopt that approach in writing Ricardo's intellectual
biography; the biography is not a brief for Sraffa (though it is a paean to his
creation of Ricardo's Works). The reader should be aware that Henderson was, with
Jeff Biddle and myself, a member of the dissertation committee of Ercument Aksoy.
Aksoy's dissertation, subsequently published,” examined the problem of the multiple
interpretation of Ricardo in the light of the problem of the hermeneutic circle.
Although Aksoy, too, was impressed with Sraffa's approach, he had to maintain a
certain agnostic approach in view of the problem of the hermeneutic circle. I
mention the Aksoy committee and dissertation because, although Henderson shared
Aksoy's proclivity for Sraffa's interpretation of Ricardo, he fully and unreservedly
supported the agnostic approach taken by--yes, to some extent imposed upon--
Aksoy.

Let me comment on the preceding paragraph, at the instigation of John Davis,
as it may contain more Samuels than Henderson. Intellectually, Henderson
appreciated Aksoy's hermeneutic-circle argument. But both Henderson and Aksoy
felt that Sraffa was correct. Henderson came out of a traditional left-Marxist
background and was no agnostic in the sense used here. Henderson, for all his
agreement with the limits imposed by recognizing the hermeneutic circle, insisted
upon in the case of Aksoy by Samuels and Jeff Biddle, surely thought he had got it
right as a neo-Ricardian Sraffian. The reader must be clear on this point.

Henderson does derive great insight from both Sraffa and from Erikson, as
well as others. None of these scholars, however, lead Henderson; our author is his
own man; he uses the formulations and insights of others, but is not driven by them.

Henderson's personal interaction with Sraffa and Maurice Dobb ought to be
noted. Henderson met with them at Cambridge while researching Ricardo. He
related to John Davis (and to me many years earlier) an occasion at which they
lunched and had substantive discussions. He asked Sraffa in a sort of teasing way
whether Production of Commodities assumed constant returns to scale (an often
debated point), and Dobb laughed and said that he'd never get an answer out of him
on that! Sraffa sat stone-faced. The point is that more than acknowledgment of
their help is called for. That was the heady period of the capital controversy, and
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there was almost a conspiratorial air to things. Both Sraffa and Dobb were
committed Marxists and undoubtedly this is the way Henderson related to them.
Accordingly this biography of Ricardo must be placed in the tradition from which it
is drawn.

Henderson's affection for Sraffa is exceeded, I think, only by that for David
Ricardo himself. Does Henderson commit the cardinal sin of the biographer, and
lionize his subject? My opinion does not count; each reader will have to pursue
his or her own judgment. What is certain, is that each reader will have a deeper
and more profound understanding and respect for Ricardo. This man, whom so
many know for his theories of rent, labor theory of value, international trade, and
increasing returns, and for his conflicts with Thomas Robert Malthus over the
theories of gluts and value, was a living, working individual, and, as Henderson
shows, a remarkable human being.

Many are the topics which the reader must interpret and assess for him- or
herself, for example, religion. How important was religion both for Ricardo and o
Ricardo? What impact, consciously or unconsciously, did it have on his life's
work--business, political economy, and politics? Would he have been a different
person had he been raised differently? Similarly regarding ideology: How impor-
tant was the mind-set of his own stockjobbing carcer and of a commercial and
manufacturing society in the formulation of his ideas? Was it the source of his
preconceptions and presuppositions, and, if so, what of it (what does it mean for the
nature and limitations of his, and other, economic theories)? Furthermore, what is
omitted from his total system of ideas by the conventional textbook treatment of
Ricardo? Is Ricardo an example of the proposition that a great writer is always
more complex and more subtle than he or she is typically made out to be?

Likely the most controversial argument by Henderson involves his
interpretation of Ricardo's theory of value, presented in Chapter VIII with echoes in
Chapter IX. The reader must be prepared to comsider a rather simple and
straightforward question which has vastly varied and subtly nuanced answers:
What is a theory of value a theory of? Henderson argues both that a theory of value
need not be a theory of price and that a theory of value which is not a theory of price
can itself be, or attempt to do, several different things. He argues, in effect, that
only if these considerations are effectively understood, can one appreciate the
differences between Ricardo and Malthus and between Ricardo and many later
writers.

Lest one think that I am unduly extolling the virtues of Ricardo, let me note
(as many have done before me) a defect of his analysis--a defect on the one hand so
human and on the other so prevalent in economics. I refer to his position on bullion
insofar as it differs from the Bullion Report (which topic Henderson discusses in
Chapter VI). Here we have a good example of what Schumpeter called the
"Ricardian Vice." Ricardo affirms that the price level is a function of the quantity
of money and rejects the role of all other factors, such as demand and shocks in
general. On the basis of his adherence to a narrow view of the quantity theory, he
not only reaches presumptuous recommendations for policy but also presumptuous
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conclusions as to economic reality. If the actual economy on some matter or in
some respect, X, is a function of several possible variables, say, A, B, C,D . . . N,
then it is especially myopic (and perhaps also ideologically and politically driven) to
affirm that X is a function--and by implication at least, always a function--of, say,
B, because (perhaps) one has a nicely formulated theory of B (in the case of the
quantity theory, it is altogether both nicely and diversely formulated). So that in
one instance B might actually be the governing variable but in another, A or C, etc.
This being the case totally detracts from neither the attractiveness of Ricardo nor
the putative greater complexity and subtlety of Ricardo claimed above--any more
than recognizing that William Stanley Jevons (among others) practiced a broader
economics than his narrow definition of the field would lead one to expect, or
recognizing that Carl Menger had a more affirmative view of history and
organicism than his stylized position in the Methodenstreit and on economic theory
in general would lead one to believe. Of course one also should note that Malthus,
too, was somewhat a man of one cause; as Henderson points out in Chapter VII,
whereas Ricardo attributed inflation to an excessive note issue, Malthus found the
cause to reside in excessive population.’

Further apropos of the "Ricardian vice," in Chapter VII Henderson treats its
practice as a factor distinguishing Ricardo from Malthus. I would differ: Both
dealt with aggregates and both applied theory to policy questions; the difference was
that Ricardo sought major institutional change, whereas Malthus sought to maintain
the old regime. But Henderson is extremely perceptive when he characterizes
Malthus's position as "biased toward resolving all contingencies prior to the
implementation of policy," for herein lies a critical difference, that between
deliberative policies in the legal/political arena opening up, indeed motivated by
opportunities for, change, and policies of reinforcing and perpetuating the
institutional status quo by avoiding consideration of deliberative change. One is
tempted to call the latter nondeliberative change but that characterization is
deficient on several counts, for example, because (1) the status quo is itself in part a
function of past acts of deliberative legal change (albeit often with unintended and
unforeseen consequences); (2) efforts to avoid "deliberative” change themselves
often involve deliberation, including disingenuity; and (3) change within the status
quo is both deliberative and nondeliberative, with elements of the former within the
domain of the latter, for example, decisions made within the existing structure of
nominally "private" power. In other words, policy is ubiquitous, and Malthus's
efforts to avoid "policy" reduce to avoiding legal change of law--which is always the
fundamental issue.

The question is a matter of taste but I found that one of the most intriguing
aspects of Henderson's biography concerns the conflict of world views among
Ricardo and his fellow political economists. For some, the world is described and
evaluated on the basis of the preconceptions of an agrarian and landed property
society; for others, the preconceptions of a middle-class, capital-accumulating
society. Modern economic theory has the preconceptions of the latter group, in part
because of the past social construction of the economy on the basis of the
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preconceptions of this very group. The problem is not necessarily to challenge these
preconceptions and the society erected on their foundations, but to comprehend it
and its limits in terms of those preconceptions. As George Shackle might have put
it, modern economic theory, like the modern mind, poses only those questions
which the terms of that theory allows itself to be asked. In Ricardo's day, during
the infancy of political economy, there were more questions being asked and on
quite different terms.

The point I want to make is a more general one. It also applies, for example,
to the conflict between Malthus and Ricardo over the theory of value and, by
extension, to the entire history of value theory. The point is this: Different writers
focus on different specifications of problems. Different writers focusing on the
same problem focus on different facets and different variables. Even though they
use common words ("value," "cost,” and so on), the meanings which they attribute
to them vary considerably. For any particular work, each writer tends to define it in
such a way as to give effect to, or build in, his or her own problem-definition and/or
his or her own theory. Henderson very aptly contrasts Ricardo's and Malthus's
theories of value ultimately in such a way. In this context, some theories are non-
competitive though they may nonetheless be commensurable. Two theories of value
may define the problem of value differently and produce different theories; the
different definitions of the problem of value are competitive but the theories qua
theories are not competitive, though they are commensurable (comparable). Each
theory explains a different problem, a different definition of the problem of value.
Insofar as they explain a different problem, they are noncompetitive as theories,
though, again, the problem-definitions (with their respective claims for social space
and attention) are competitive. (Marshall's scissors' analysis brilliantly finessed
much of this for neoclassical price theory.) Finally, one can envision a matrix
formed by the different problem definitions--the different definitions of the problem
of value--and by the different facets and variables taken up by each theory as well as
by the different theories themselves.

In the present instance, of course, more is involved than the analytical,
empirical and other relationships between different theories of value (and other rival
theories). Also present is the question of what Ricardo "really” meant, subsidiary to
which is the further question of interpreting the evolution of his ideas. Henderson,
for his part, insists that the publication by Sraffa of Ricardo's Works was a major
contribution to such historiography. For Henderson, the Works are a major source
into Ricardo the human being and Ricardo the economic theorist.

In the Spring of 1994 I realized, after much wishful thinking and
procrastination, that Henderson was not going to be able to complete the work,
despite my and others' occasional efforts to prod him to do so. It appeared to me
that either the manuscript was going to pass into oblivion or someone would have to
superintend its preparation for publication. The latter was obviously the preferred
operative alternative--it would be an intellectual tragedy for Henderson's enormous
efforts to have been in vain--and the sooner the better. As a close friend and
colleague, and especially one who shared work in the field of the history of
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economic thought,’ it became clear to me that I had to undertake the project; not
doing so would be regrettable for Henderson, for our colleagues in the field, and for
myself. Fortunately, I could count on the assistance, however limited, of both Hen-
derson himself and his wife Margaret. Henderson's assistance to both John Davis
and me continued until mid-December 1994, when he took seriously ill, eventually
becoming comatose, until passing away on 16 February 1995.

Early on I decided that, due both to the pressure of my own research and
relative lack of expertise, someone else had to be recruited to complete the
manuscript. John Davis had written his dissertation on Ricardo's machinery
chapter under Henderson and me, and had since become a productive scholar of
both quality and note. Moreover, Davis and I shared many of Henderson's views
about Ricardo. With Henderson's permission I proposed this to Davis and he
agreed. John Davis wrote chapters X, X1, and XII. Also with Henderson's permis-
sion, I recruited another former student, Gil Davis, no relation to John, to help with
the technical editing.

The reader must appreciate that except for relatively minor editorial alterations
in the nature of light editing (sometimes using suggestions marked in margins by
various earlier readers, and in a few cases introducing alterations of my own, in no
case involving a matter of substance), I have not insinuated myself into this work. I
say that not to dissociate myself from something disagreeable, which is hardly the
case; if I did not respect the work I would not have devoted so much time and
energy to it, collegiality and friendship notwithstanding. (That is not to say that I
agree with every word.) My point is, rather, to underscore to the reader that this is
Henderson's and not my work. To him should be directed all credit--as well as all
criticism--except insofar as criticism may pertain to my editing or to Davis's
chapters, which are intended to say what Henderson would have said if he had been
able to write them.

Throughout the many years in which Henderson worked on David Ricardo, he
was helped in various ways by many, many people, by no means all of whose names
can I retrieve from his records and memory. But, so far as I can tell, they include
the following: William Breit, Dudley Dillard, Maurice Dobb, William Grampp,
Alexander Guttmann, Arnold Heertje, James P. Henderson, Margaret Henderson,
Ben Hitchcock, Herbert Kisch, Don Lammers, Jacob R. Marcus, Ronald Meek,
Piero Sraffa, William Thweatt and Mary Jo Tormey. Several of them--as well as
Bruce Caldwell, William Campbell, Huimin Chung, Ross Emmett, Riccardo Faucci,
Kirk Johnson, D. P. O'Brien and Steven Weiland--have helped me. All of them,
and perhaps still others, deserve his fondest and more sincere gratitude.

I add my own name to that list so as to record my fond discoveries of materials
in his files which I had come upon, in my own reading and research, and passed
along to him, as well as edited copies of earlier versions of his chapters. While
editing the manuscript my memory occasionally returned to reading both Ricardo's
Works in the early 1960's and Henderson's manuscript, chapter by chapter in
various versions, fifteen years or so ago, and with much pleasure, both then and
now. I was also led to reread certain writings and to read others for the first time,
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both a source of great pleasure and contributing to the situation that the work was
its own reward.

I also want to thank Zachary Rolnik for his enthusiastic support for the project
for well over a decade. His help, and more recently that of Christopher Collins and
others, is very much appreciated.

I should also note that Henderson read widely in areas both immediately and
tangentially related to Ricardo's life and work. This is evident in the piles of note
cards given to me by him and Margaret Henderson (and which are surely
incomplete). Not all his research was cited directly in the work, so they do not all
show up in the list of references.

This is as good a point as any to remark both that Henderson was dedicated to
writing Ricardo's biography--it was the major thread of his intellectual life--and that
he very much enjoyed himself doing the research and writing. That is why his
abrupt cessation of activities on the project in 1983 was so sad to his friends.

I want to thank Herbert Johnson and JAI Press Inc. for permission to include
materials originally published in Research in the History of Economic Thought and
Methodology, volume 2, 1984, pp. 65-124. These are the essays on "Ricardo and
the Provident Institutions," "The Political Economy Club: Robert Torrens and the
Decline of Ricardo's Influence," and "Malthus and the Edinburgh Review." I also
want to thank R. K. Meiners for permission to include materials originally
published in Centennial Review. These are the essays on "Adam Smith, Ricardo
and Economic Theory," volume 21, Spring 1977, pp. 118-139, and "David Ricardo
and Religious Liberty," volume 25, Summer 1981, pp. 294-313.

No one, however, can ignore the enormous debt which Henderson (and many
other scholars) owe to Piero Sraffa and Arnold Heertje for their enormous
accomplishments in ferreting out so many details of Ricardo's family and life. Hen-
derson, for all his original on-site research, could not so readily and effectively, if at
all, have written this work without the aid of their published research, not to
mention private discussions. Of course, Henderson both borrowed from and found
re-enforcement for some of his own ideas in the work of others; one example is the
interpretation of the role of Ricardo's theory of value affirmed by S. G. Checkland.

I also want to thank Gilbert B. Davis, John B. Davis, Margaret Henderson, and
John P. Henderson himself for invaluable help in preparing this manuscipt for
publication. Gil Davis and I shared the editing work, with some input from John
Davis. Some errors and problems likely remain, perhaps due to the division of
labor between two editors (problems "falling between the cracks," as the expression
goes); I take full responsibility for all of them, both those which I may have failed to
correct and those which I may have inadvertently introduced. Margaret Henderson
also prepared the camera-ready copy.

Also due thanks are my wife, Sylvia, for a variety of assistance, sometimes
tedious, and for her unflagging support; and our daughter Susan, especially for
recruiting Melanie McCurdy for library research in New York City. Melanie
identified and/or located several of Henderson's references which I thought might be
beyond rescue.
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John Davis wishes to acknowledge the help of Giles Dostaler, Christian
Gehrke, Heinz Kurz, Murray Milgate, Warren Samuels and Philippe Steiner for
comments on his chapters.

Alas, Henderson was not perfectly meticulous in his record keeping and I have
been unable to identify several of his sources. Many more were identified and
located but I had to become reconciled that not all would be found. These have
been identified in the text with a question mark within square brackets: [?]. Much
reliance for the identification of authors has been placed on Frank W. Fetter's "The
Authorship of Economic Articles in the Edinburgh Review, 1802-1847." Journal of
Political Economy, vol. 61 (June 1953), pp. 232-259.

The reader will have to make his or her own adjustments for the enthusiasm
with which I help make Henderson's Ricardo available. We were good friends and
colleagues, so some myopia is to be expected. Whatever, the reader is in for a good
read.

Joseph Schumpeter, in his review of Keynes's Essays in Biography, wrote
that "Biography is the art of focusing an epoch and an environment in the story of
an individual." ® Schumpeter also writes that "The great difficulty of a biography
like this consists in making one connected whole of its two elements, disposition of
a life and exposition of scientific achievements, which are so refractory to being
welded together. This difficulty has in this instance [Keynes's essay on Alfred
Marshall] been solved in such masterly fashion as to make any commendation
inadequate."” Henderson's biography of Ricardo, the reader will find, is similarly
masterful.

With great sadness I report the death, on 9 August 1996, of Gilbert Brian
Davis at the age of 46. Gil, who was born 4 October 1949, received his
undergraduate degree from Kalamazoo College and the doctorate from Michigan
State University, where he had been our student. He was a visiting professor of
economics at the University of Michigan Business School. He is survived by his
wife, Brenda Turner, an attorney. Gil was a splendid teacher, a fine intellect, and a
genuinely decent person. His work as co-editor of this biography was first rate. We
shall miss him.

Notes

! On a page headed “Notes for Preface or Introduction,” Henderson indicated he would discuss (1) that it is
not true that suposedly little is known of Ricardo, a lot is known of the Sephardim; (2) how Keynes
“did in” Ricardo, “just as bad as Jevons,” and that Fetter (senior) was wrong on Ricardo’s value
theory; (3) the importance of Dobb, “to whom R was important”—that in Robert Brady’s course (at
Berkeley), one needed to understand Dobb’s first chapter, “hence to R;” and (4) “Thesis—not time for
Labor Theory.”

2 Ercument Aksoy, The Problem of the Multiple Interpretation of Ricardo, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press,
1988.

* This is also a matter of symbolic logic. If'S or R can cause T, and if T is known to exist, then one does not
know a priori whether S or R is the cause in this particular case. The determination of cause is in part
amatter of factual evidence, but data, or fact, is itself theory dependent (theory laden), and it is here
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that the role of a striking or ideologically loaded theory—such as the quantity theory—can lead to
presumptuous identification of one cause over the other(s).

* The text derives from the following; “The forty years from 1870 saw the creation of a Great Theory or
Grand System of Economics, in one sense complete and self-sufficient, able, on its own terms, to
answer all questions which those terms allowed, ...Only a few questions, that lay outside the terms on
which the Great Theory allowed itself to be consulted, remained as scraps to satisfy the prowlers round
the edge of the camp.” G. L. S. Shackle, The Years of High Theory, New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1967, pp. 4, 5.

5 As I reflect on our profesional relationship, I am struck that, with the exceptions of Introductions to the
Klassiker der National-Okonomie reprint series editions of Malthus’s Essay on Population and
Principles of Political Economy, we wrote nothing jointly. This is perhaps explained by his
preoccupation with Ricardo and mine with Smith (and other subjects).

¢ Joseph A. Schumpeter, Review of John Maynard Keynes, Essays in Biography, Economic Journal, vol. 43
(1933), p. 652.

7 Ibid, p. 654.
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THE MULTIPLE ROLE OF
THE BIOGRAPHER

The biographer is, as it were, a hybrid: he is a historian-
psychologist-sociologist-man-of-letters.
Daniel J. Levinson (1978, p. 43)

This book is an intellectual biography of an outstanding and unusual
Englishman, David Ricardo. He was born on Broad Street, in the center of the
ancient City of London, on 18 April 1772. Reared in a highly orthodox Sephardic
family, young Ricardo's initial interaction with the broader English society came
when he entered his father's stockbrokerage business at age fourteen.

Owing to his success as a stockbroker and his superior intellectual capacities,
Ricardo became active in English economic and social affairs during the crucial
first decades of the nineteenth century. He withdrew from the Jewish enclave in
which he had been reared, becoming in a brief time an active and highly successful
participant in the wider arenas of English society. The story of his life bridges both
the world of the Sephardic enclave, and that of the English society which
encompassed it. Once he began to participate in the surrounding culture, he
suspended the habits and practices of his Sephardic upbringing, even though there
were many remnants. It is not unreasonable to argue, as subsequent discussions
will detail, that a major reason David Ricardo was capable of making his great
contributions to economic theory and was able to foster and support the
fundamental humanitarian ideas which he held, stemmed primarily from the fact
that he was raised in the Jewish enclave, rather than the mainstream of English
society. Since he was an "outsider," he was able to penetrate the veil of custom and
tradition which covered the English economic and social system.

For example, David Ricardo was the first Jewish-born member of the House of
Commons. He was the first Jew to become an accepted member of English society,
even though his connections with that society were largely of an intellectual and
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political kind. For a time, he was even sheriff of Gloucestershire, an honorary title
more typically conferred by the Crown upon country gentlemen and squires whose
ancestors held similar titles. Undoubtedly, he was the first sheriff of any of the
shires who had been born on Broad Street and had made his reputation and fortune
in the infamous environment of Exchange Alley.

Ricardo died on his country estate in Gloucestershire on 11 September 1823.
He was buried in hallowed ground a short distance away in Hardenhuish. He was
accompanied to his grave by seven brothers, three sons, three sons-in-law, three
brothers-in-law, and Joseph Hume, a fellow Member of Parliament—seven in
excess of a minyan.! Significantly, there were no women at Ricardo's burial, also a
traditional orthodox Jewish practice.

Just how much significance should be attached to these traditional aspects of
his burial is open to some question, for Ricardo had broken his association with the
Jewish religion long before, when he married a Christian woman in his twenty-first
year. But despite his separation from the family religion, he was the favorite son,
and the favorite brother of all his many siblings. Several of his brothers and sisters
left the faith, but several others remained orthodox Sephardic Jews, and it could
well have been in deference to their wishes that Ricardo was accompanied to his
grave in a traditional fashion.

The current resident of David Ricardo's country estate, Gatcomb Park, is
Princess Anne; the site of his London house, on Grosvenor Square, is occupied by
the Embassy of the United States of America. Ricardo would be highly amused, for
a man less pretentious and unassuming would have been difficult to find in the first
quarter of the nineteenth century. As for his wife and children, they would have
looked upon these recent happenings with great awe, and would have considered
them an honor.

Ricardo's accumulated wealth provided him with the financial opportunity and
the leisure to pursue his intellectual activities; the same wealth provided his family
with the means to engage in conspicuous consumption and emulate the grand
manner of living of the English landed aristocracy. The fact that as an economist-
politician he proposed and pursued policies which were an anathema to the same
landed aristocracy makes his story that much more meaningful and exciting.

Almost any serious scholarly work concerned with the sociopolitical events of
early nineteenth century England will make some reference to the activities and
influence of David Ricardo. In most instances these citations center on Ricardo's
theoretical thrusts with his friend, critic, and fellow economist, Robert Malthus. As
a consequence, those who are familiar with the history, economics, or politics of
England during the post-Napoleonic era have read of Ricardo, and may even know
something of his economic theories. If one is an economist, that familiarity is more
extensive, even though the significance and meaning of his contribution to the

! Minyan is the English expression for the Hebrew word ten. As Hebrew is written without vowels, there
could be several English spellings. Minyan is significant in that no public reading of prayers from the Tora
or the Talmud can be recited except in the presence of ten males who have been bar mitzvahed. A minyan is
necessary for a circumcision, bar mitzvah, prayer for the dead, a burial, or any service ina synagogue.
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development of economics is subject to conflicting interpretations. In writing this
biography I have a dual purpose, and it is believed appropriate in this initial chapter
to set the stage so that these purposes may be better understood, and perhaps
appreciated.

In Sections 1 and 2 of this chapter, my chief concern is with the general
reader, as different from economists, since I believe Ricardo's story is too interesting
to be limited to the members of the profession. Ricardo was not merely an
economist. And the typical view that he was a dull and dreary man, who wrote
even drier economic theory, a pessimist and cynic, needs to be put to rest. When
his life and ideas are set against the backdrop of an English society in transition
from an agricultural to an industrial state, Ricardo the individual takes on
dimensions and characteristics which are quite contrary to the prevailing picture.
His story is set out in detail in the remaining chapters, and the brief synopsis here is
merely to whet the appetite for the full fare. This, then, is my primary purpose: to
tell the life story of David Ricardo.

If the first two sections are intended for the generalist's palate, Sections 3, 4
and 5 are served up primarily for economists, even though I hope to make the issues
understandable to non-economists as well. These essential issues involve the fact
that Ricardian economics has always been controversial, as has most economics.
Ricardo himself lived with this controversy and thrived on it, but after he died the
debate took on added dimensions, and there has been growing disparity in
interpretations of Ricardianism. There is much confusion in the economics
literature as to just what Ricardo meant, and what his economics said, despite the
fact that almost everyone agrees he was one of the great economists. He is the
"economist's economist."

With the publication in the 1950s of the first of Piero Sraffa's eleven-volume
edition of Ricardo's Works, containing his speeches, drafts of manuscripts,
correspondence, and books and pamphlets, one would have expected that the
profession would at long last have been able to develop a better perception of
Ricardian economics. But that has not happened, at least in my view, and this is
my second purpose in writing this volume: to present my perception of his
economics and what it meant.

The major difficulty with interpreting Ricardo arises, to some extent, from
conflicting paradigms. The way in which he viewed the functioning of the economy
was quite different from the paradigm dominating the profession today. It is my
intention to show the development of Ricardo's own paradigm, not to evaluate his
contribution in terms of how he failed to write within the neoclassical framework.
As the discussion in Sections 3-5 suggests, that difference has been one of the major
reasons for the intensity of the controversy over what he meant and explains why it
has lasted for such a long time.

The final section of this chapter delineates what I understand to be intellectual
biography, as opposed to biography that simply traces the events of an individual's
life. The development of ideas emerges in the course of the social and personal life
of an individual, and to understand and to convey how the pieces fit together in the



18 The Multiple Role of The Biographer

matrix of a lifetime requires that the biographer plays many roles. The title of this
initial chapter, therefore, is chosen to convey at the outset the complexity, the
diversity, and the intensity with which I have labored over the life of David Ricardo.

Ricar(lo's Tllree Careers

Measured against normal life expectancies of his time, let alone ours, David
Ricardo lived an abbreviated life. Two score and eleven years is a brief period in
which to attain success in one career, much less three. Ricardo first distinguished
himself as a highly successful businessman, then became one of the greatest
economists of all time, and finally had a brief but outstanding carcer as a
parliamentarian.

David entered his father's business at age fourteen and eventually acquired a
substantial reputation as a broker. When at twenty-one he parted with his father
over religious differences, he was able to enter business on his own with a line of
credit extended by independent sources. He was so successful that he retired twenty
years later with a fortune in excess of £500,000. He succeeded not only from a
personal financial standpoint; he was a leading member of the London Stock
Exchange, where he played a major role in establishing higher standards of conduct
for brokers, a problem which had plagued the Exchange from its beginning. As was
his father, David Ricardo was one of the most trusted and respected members of the
Exchange. As a loan contractor for the British Government during the Napoleonic
Wars, he was bullish on Britain, and that contributed greatly to his financial
success. He marshaled the major share of the funds necessary to wage the wars;
Wellington provided the military generalship, the students from the playing fields
of Eton, the land forces.

Ricardo's second career began at age thirty-six, while he was still a
stockbroker. As he became more and more interested in the broader economic and
social characteristics of English society, he began to write. His first efforts were in
the form of three anonymous letters to the editor of the Morning Chronicle. As
might be expected, he concentrated upon the causes of wartime inflation, which he
attributed to the excessive and uncontrolled issue of bank notes by the Bank of
England. Others attempted to argue that the inflation resulted from trade
imbalances or structural changes in the economy caused by the war. These initial
letters developed the theoretical framework for Ricardo’s later contributions to the
quantity theory of money, and his views on money and banking regulation.

As the war drew to an end in 1815, Ricardo turned his attention to agricultural
issucs, more precisely the economic consequences of agricultural protection. It was
in this area, of course, that he became most famous as an economist. It is ironic
that Ricardo is almost universally associated with the concept of rent, and the
conditions which make it a category of income. This emphasis greatly
misrepresents his main contributions to economic theory. It cannot be denied that
Ricardo was interested in the analysis of rent, but his purpose was to draw attention
to the fact that rent was an effect, not a cause. As Joan Robinson later was to write,
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"(T)he whole of the earnings of /and in the economist's sense is rent in the
economist's sense" (Robinson 1933, p. 102; italics in original).

This conceptualization of land income was neither original nor unique with
Ricardo, as he pointed out on numerous occasions. What was unique was his policy
recommendation. His theoretical work and later political carcer were directed
toward achieving an economic system in which rent would be gradually reduced as
a category of income. The fact that rent occurred at all was only a consequence of a
system that led to a misallocation of resources. The source of that distortion of
resources was an intruding legislature, controlled by landed interests.

Ricardo's formulation of his analysis of rent and its consequences occupied
only a few months of his time, but he spent years arguing in support of his
conclusion that agricultural protection should be ended. After leaving the stock
exchange in 1815, he devoted his thought and writings to the role that capital
played in the process of commodity production in a market system. He sought to
analyze the influence of the different quantities of capital and labor in the numerous
sectors of the economy and to formulate a system that would reveal the
consequences of these diversities as they affected the two productive categories of
income, wages and profits. Rent, the income from land, played no causal role in the
distribution of capital and labor among the numerous industries in the system, for
rent was always an effect, not a cause. In the major portions of Ricardo's economic
writings after 1815, rent played a minor and diminishing role.

Ricardo was the first theorist to analyze the intricacies of capital accumulation,
and the consequences of the diversity of capital formation among industries. He
attempted to explain the effects of this diversity upon the value and price of
commodities and, therefore, wages and profits. Ricardo’s great theoretical
contribution, accordingly, was his analysis of the labor-capital process of industrial
production, and not the labor-land process of agricultural production.

Until recently, scholars in the history of economic theory mistakenly have
stressed Ricardo's critique of the labor-land process of production, rather than his
unique contribution to the consequences of differing degrees of labor and capital in
the various segments of the economy. Ricardo's predecessors were, indeed, the
Physiocrats, such as Quesnay and Turgot, but his successors were the analysts of
capital formation, the likes of Marx, Bohm-Bawerk, and Wicksteed. Ricardo’s
great contribution was in the direction of his successors, not that of his intellectual
ancestors.

Ricardo Tlxe Man And His Times

To achieve the great transition from a society dominated by a labor-land
production system to one in which the emphasis is upon a labor-capital process,
several distinct change agents are required, as well as the institutionalization of new
forms of economic and social activity. One such change agent is that of technology,
another the installation of a system of money and credit, while a third is the
institutionalization of an emphasis upon the need for capital accumulation, rather
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than a stress upon conspicuous consumption at the hands of the land owning class.
A land-labor production system is geared to the maintenance of minimum
agricultural subsistence for the great majority of society, while there is surplus
consumption for the minority aristocracy. Luxury and wasteful consumption for the
nobility and clergy are desired ends, while an excess of consumption on the part of
the masses is typically viewed as being sinful and self-destructive. The lot of the
peasant and serf is misery; the lot of the aristocracy of church and state is wealth,
and it is always strange how much wealth for the aristocracy a poor society can
generate. Prior to Martin Luther, few Western theologians had given much
consideration to whether the aristocracy of church and state might also find the path
to sin through excessive consumption.

In a labor-capital production system there is subsistence consumption for the
masses and surplus accumulation by the nouveau riche. To be sure, the process of
accumulation leads to conspicuous consumption, but this is not the primary
emphasis in the early stages of the transition. The process of capital accumulation
yields a greater net product, and this increased output presumably allows for an
increase in real wages for the majority, or an increase in the subsistence level. How
rapidly that level rises is, of course, one of the great controversies of economic and
social history, as is the issue of whether a system of collective ownership of capital
would not yield a more rapid rate of accumulation, because there would be a greater
net increase in the total product each year. So far as England was concerned, the
accumulation model applies, especially during the transition which bridged the late
cighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. A rise in the level of subsistence
occurred after 1775, as Adam Smith claimed in his Wealth of Nations, even though
many of his contemporaries denied that the great majority of the people were
improving their economic and social status as the result of the growth of capital
accumulation. As one eminent authority has observed:

The later eighteenth century, according to the modern school
of social historians, is regarded as the beginning of a dark age, in
which there was a progressive degradation of the standards of life,
under the blight of a growing industrialism, while the earlier part
of the century is considered a golden age, one of those periods
when English working-class prosperity was at its height. The
social history of London obstinately and emphatically refuses to
adjust to this formula. There is a cleavage, certainly, about the
middle of the century, but it is improvement, not deterioration,
which can be traced about 1750 and becomes marked between
1780 and 1820.

(George 1966, p. 15; italics added)

Ricardo's years coincided with this marked transition. England, of course, was
the first economy to experience this change, and as Marx was to stress many years
later, the land of Ricardo's birth became the classic model for the study of such a
transformation. In 1772, when Ricardo was born, England was still predominantly
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a labor-land production system, but by 1823, the year of his death, the floodgates of
industrial capitalism had been flung open. More important, of course, Ricardo was
active in bringing about the change, although he was a more effective agent in some
areas than in others.

In the area of new technology, for example, Ricardo took no part in developing
new systems of husbandry, steel-making, or even mine-dredging. But in the growth
of money and credit markets, he was an active and highly successful participant. In
order for money capital to accumulate, so that physical capital can eventually
perform its role of revolutionizing the old system of production, the centralization of
such markets is essential. The accumulation of money capital preceded the
accumulation of physical capital, the former occurring as an outgrowth of the
expansion of both the public and private debt. The growth of debt was a
prerequisite for the creation of the bricks and mortar which built the factories of the
industrial system, not to mention the British fleet, which allowed England to
dominate the seas and build a colonial empire.

As a third-generation stockbroker, David Ricardo was born, reared, and
nurtured in the money and credit markets of Western Europe. In the growth of
these crucial institutions, it was the Jews, especially the Sephardim of Amsterdam
and London, who played a dominant role, and it was to this environment and
background that Ricardo owed much of his success.

While technology and the growth of new financial institutions were of major
consequence to England's transformation, important also were the new ideologies,
the necessary new conceptualizations of social, economic, and political affairs. It
was upon the formulations of these ideas that Ricardo centered his second and third
careers.

Although this book must of necessity be mainly concerned with Ricardo the
economic theorist, it is at the same time an intellectual biography, not merely an
exposition and analysis of Ricardian economics. Of course, much attention will be
given to the development of his economic ideas, but an intellectual biography also is
an integrative narrative of the personal, social, and theoretical aspects of a
particular individual's life. Accordingly, it is essential to appreciate and understand
not only Ricardo's economics and his views on sociopolitical matters, but also what
manner of man he was and how he reacted to his environment, that broad social
milien which encompasses not only friends, allies, family, and comrades in arms,
but also antagonists.

Much can be learned of an individual's personality and character from a study
of his relations with friends, foes, and allies. Ricardo had many of each. In one
sense, his greatest comrade-in-arms was James Mill, especially because of their
common outlook on political matters. But Mill was not Ricardo's intellectual equal
in economic theory; his only peer was his chief antagonist, Robert Malthus the
economist. Yet Ricardo and Malthus also were the greatest of friends. For twelve
years they debated, argued, and even wrote pamphlets and books attacking one
another's views, but to the end there was always that warm respect which only
mature and honest men have for those who disagree with them. In August 1823,
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after Ricardo had once more set down in correspondence what he believed was his
final summary of a particular theoretical topic which he and Malthus had been
debating for some months, he added a paragraph which proved to be not only
prophetic but also a loving tribute to an old friend and foe.

And now my dear Malthus I have done. Like other
disputants after much discussion we each retain our own opinions.
These discussions however never influence our friendship; I
should not like you more than I do if you agreed in opinion with
me.

(Works, Vol. IX, p. 382. David Ricardoto Robert Malthus,
31 August 1823)

Eleven days later Ricardo was dead.

David Ricardo was a man with a distinct habit of thought and action, a highly
developed system of values, and a lifestyle of work and leisure. One of his greatest
pleasures was discussing with his friends the theoretical aspects of the economic,
social, and political questions of the times, at a good dinner with the best wine. It
was in this fashion that he was instrumental in founding a "school of thought," in
the broad sense in which that term must be understood. From these dinners at
Ricardo's home eventually emerged the Political Economy Club, which still meets
regularly in London, though there are probably no true Ricardians in attendance.
Ricardo is worthy of an intellectual biography because he was more than a great
economic theorist. He was a man of considerable compassion, a quality that has not
always been recognized. This quality, as well as his egalitarianism and humility,
emerges in his speeches in the House of Commons, while pursuing his third career.

Initially, Ricardo entered Parliament at the urging of James Mill, who saw it
as an opportunity to advance their economic and political views. These were,
specifically, support of monetary reform, removal of agricultural protection from the
competition of continental imports, and extension of suffrage to a greater
percentage of the populace. Given the character of the unreformed Parliament,
Ricardo became a member of the House of Commons in a generally accepted
fashion of the time, by buying a seat and representing a rotten borough of central
Ireland.

Although he was neither Whig nor Tory, his political activities were important
to him, and his attendance in Commons was constant, an unusual practice except
for the leaders. To a large extent, his major speeches, as well as his committee
assignments, were centered on monetary and agricultural topics. But after Waterloo
it became all too evident that while England's successes at war had led to great
economic advantages in trade and commerce, tremendous domestic issues
transcended such foreign economic preoccupations.

Paramount among England's ills in the first quarter of the nineteenth century
was the unrepresentativeness of Parliament. Accordingly, Ricardo was one of a
small but growing number of radicals who struggled to remove the heavy hand of
the ancient regime, which still controlled both houses, especially the Commons.
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There was a connection, of course, between the advancement of Ricardo's program
for economic reform and his advocacy of political reform. So long as
representatives from the rotten boroughs controlled a majority of the Commons—
the "place men" as they were called—agricultural protection would remain intact.
Nor did the place men show any interest in monetary reforms or in instituting
controls over the Bank of England. The extension of suffrage, therefore, was the
key to freeing Parliament from the control of the agricultural interests. If
representation were given to the new industrial cities of the north and midlands,
and greater representation to older centers such as London and Westminster, only
then could agricultural and monetary reform have any chance of success.

In a letter to an old friend from his days in the stock exchange, Ricardo wrote

A Government is free in proportion to the facility with which the
people can overthrow it. . . . The fear of insurrection, and of the
people combining to make a general effort are the great checks on
all governments—these we might have through the means of a
reformed House of Commons—now we have them by the privilege
which the people have of meeting—I cannot consent to weaken
the latter check without having some security for the obtaining of
the former. . . .
( Works, Vol. VIII, p. 133. David Ricardo to
Hutches Trower, 12 November 1819.)

At about the same time, Ricardo also drafted a paper on reform:

The really efficient power of Government is, then, in the hands of
the wealthy aristocracy ... What is the consequence of this?—A
compromise between the aristocracy and the monarchy; and all
the power and influence which Government gives are divided
between them. . . . The check on this Government, which
operates on behalf of the people, is the good sense and
information of the people themselves, operating through the
means of a free press, which controls not only the Sovereign and
his Ministers, but the Aristocracy, and the House of Commons,
which is under its influence. . .. Experience proves that the
liberty of the press is insufficient to correct or prevent . .
abuses, and that nothing can be effectual to that purpose but
placing the check in a more regular manner in the people, by
making the House of Commons really and truly representative of
the people. . .. If then, we could get a House of Commons
chosen by the people, . . . we should have a controlling body
whose sole business and duty it would be to obtain good
government.
(Works, “ Observations on Parliamentary Reform,”
Vol. V, pp. 496-498.

% Ricardo”s views on Parliamentary Reform were well known, and while this particular piece was published
posthumously (Scotsman, 24 April 1824), it was written in the summer of 1818. Ibid, p. 491.
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Ricardo was not alone in his views on the need for Parliamentary reform, his
friend Jeremy Bentham being one example. The idea that a people should have the
right to change their form of government fundamentally was very much accepted in
the early 1800s. The United States of America and France had experienced new
forms, as had the English themselves to a lesser extent in the sixteenth century. By
the 1820s the long reign of the post-Restoration Parliament had just about run its
course, and with new economic and social forces changing the character of English
society, the imperative for new political forms was quite obvious to men like David
Ricardo. Eventually, the Reform Act of 1832 went some distance in bringing about
the needed changes.

The origins of Ricardo's political views, and his strong egalitarian and
humanitarian instincts, have typically been associated with his friends, James Mill
and Jeremy Bentham, both ardent philosophical radicals in the tradition of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. But as subsequent analysis will reveal,
Ricardo's ideas predated his association with his radical friends and should more
correctly be traced to his Sephardic origins. Certainly, he was reinforced in his
social outlook through his friendship with James Mill, and to a lesser extent
Bentham, but the democratic spirit Ricardo championed originated not in Mill's
Scotland, but in the Sephardic enclave of London.

Besides the question of political reform, England in the post-Napoleonic era
still struggled over the issue of religious dissent. Compared to other contemporary
societies, England was very liberal in these matters. OQut of the English
Reformation a degree of religious toleration had emerged which granted a wide
latitude to any individual in the choice of which form of Protestant Christianity he
or she might choose. The spectrum ranged from the High Church of England to the
various sects of dissenting Congregationalists. But any belief outside this range was
not allowed, or at least could not be expressed.

The largest excluded religious group was the Roman Catholics. During the
several centuries since the Reformation, the exclusion of Roman Catholics from
effective participation in English society had become firmly established. The issue
was inextricably tied to the political status of Ireland, the home of the overwhelming
majority of Roman Catholics in the British Isles. Connected also was the issue of
succession to the throne, although that problem had been temporarily settled with
the installation of the Hanoverians. In the meantime, the Irish-Catholic problem
was a blight upon the record of religious freedom in England.

There was also the dubious status of the Jews. England was one of the most
chauvinistic and prejudiced countries in Western Europe. Of the difficulties that
stemmed from that source, David Ricardo knew first hand. In 1823 he wrote to the
leader of a movement to emancipate the Jews in England:

It appears to me a disgrace to the age we live in, that a part
of the inhabitants of this country are still suffering under
disabilities imposed upon them in a less enlightened time. The
Jews have most reason to complain, for they are frequently
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reproached for dishonesty, which is the natural effect of the
political degradation in which they are kept. I cannot help
thinking that the time is approaching when these ill-founded
prejudices against men, on account of their religious opinions,
will disappear, and I should be happy if I in any way should be a
humble instrument in accelerating their fall.

I carry my principles of toleration very far,—I do not know
how, or why any line should be drawn, and am prepared to
maintain that we have no more justifiable ground for shutting the
mouth of the Atheist than that of any man. I am sure it will be
shut, for no man will persevere in avowing opinions which bring
on him the hatred and ill will of a great majority of his fellow

men.
(Works, Vol. IX, p. 278; Ricardo to Isaac
Goldsmid, 4 April 1823)

As Ricardo indicated, there were also those who professed no belief in any
deity or supreme being: the free-thinkers and atheists. Their views were a logical
extension of one line of thought emerging from the Reformation: If the Roman
Catholic church did not have the right to dictate how man must deal with his God,
then the ultimate authority of any institutionalized religion could legitimately be
called into question.

If one permitted the authority of any established church, be it Roman or
Anglican, to be questioned, then eventually any and all religions would be
questioned. In Ricardo's opinion, did not the category of complete religious
freedom contain the subset of those who did not believe in any "future state"?
Moreover, if one held such beliefs, did he not have the right to proselytize and
convert others to his way of thinking, just as the Methodists and the Anglicans
proselytized? In 1822, the government of George III disagreed, several individuals
were sent to jail for a year and fined £500 for distributing certain atheist pamphlets
that contained An Appendix to the Theological Works of Thomas Paine (Carlile
1821). After serving their terms, these people had no means of paying the £500
fine. In March 1823, speaking on behalf of a petition for the release of prisoners,
Ricardo was reported as saying:

He must now inform the House that after a long and attentive
consideration of the question, he had made up his mind that
prosecution ought never to be instituted for religious opinions.
All religious opinions, however absurd and extravagant, might be
conscientiously believed by some individuals. Why, then, was one
man to set up his ideas on the subject as the criterion from which
no other was to be allowed to differ with impunity? Why was one
man to be considered infallible, and all his fellow men as frail and
erring creatures? Such a doctrine ought not to be tolerated: it
savoured too much of the Inquisition to be received as genuine in
a free country like England.

(Works, Vol. V, p. 280; speech delivered
26 March 1823

* When Ricardo was a member of parliament, speeches were reported by newspapermen, with the result that
the past and present tense were sometimes interspersed. This procedure led to errors and poor grammar.
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In what proved to be his last speech to his fellow parliamentarians, Ricardo
again spoke on the need for religious freedom and against taking a judicial oath
which professed a belief in God.

No man had a right to say to another, "My opinion upon
religion is right, and yours is not only wrong when you differ from
me, but I am entitled to punish you for that difference." Such an
arrogant assumption of will was intolerable, and was an outrage
upon the benignant influence of religion. They might talk of
ribaldry and levity, but there was nothing more intolerable than
the proposition which he had just stated, and which was nothing
less than the power contended for by the advocates of these
prosecutions for mere opinions upon points of faith. Then, what
an absurd and immoral mode did the law provide for estimating
the credit of a man's faith before his testimony was legally
admissible! When the question was put to a witness, "Do you
believe in a future state?" If he were a conscientious man,
entertaining seriously such an opinion, his answer must be in the
negative, and the law said he should not be heard; but if he were
an immoral man, and disregarded truth, and said, "I do believe in
a future state,”" although in his conscience he disbelieved in it,
then his evidence was admissible, and his hypocrisy and falsehood
secured him credibility. Now, there would be some sense in the
law, if it declined tempting the hypocrisy of the individual, or his
fear of the world's hostility or prejudice, and let in other evidence
to establish, from previous knowledge of the individual, whether
or not he ought not to be admitted as a witness; but as it stood, it
was absurd and ridiculous; and when he (Mr. R) was charged
upon this ground with a desire to do away with the sanctity of an
oath, his reply was, "I do not desire to diminish the sacredness of
the obligation; but I do desire to get rid of the hypocrisy by which
that oath may be evaded."

(Works, Vol. V, p. 326; speech delivered 1 July 1823)

Ricardo and the Economists

Ricardo's economic theory was not much more popular than his views on
politics or religion. To be sure, he had any number of supporters of his view that
there should be free trade in grain and perhaps some type of monetary reform. For
those who advocated a greater degree of industrialization for England, it was highly
desirable to import the cheaper grains of Eastern Europe, since the lower prices of
food would prevent pressure from building for higher money wages. This latter
argument was the touchstone of Ricardo's analysis in his 1815 pamphlet, An Essay



]0]1[[ P. Hendex‘son 27

on the Influence of a Low Price of Corn on the Profits of Stock, Showing the
Inexpediency of Restrictions on Importation (Works, Vol. IV, pp. 9-41), and others
were thinking along the same line, particularly Edward West (West 1815) and
Robert Torrens (Torrens 1815). In fact the full titles of the three pamphlets
published in February 1815 by Ricardo, West, and Torrens were remarkably similar.
West went off to India and had no further appreciable effect upon the development
of economic theory; Torrens continued to be active and, along with Ricardo and
Malthus, was one of the leading economic theorists of the period.

The three leading economists of the post-Napoleonic era—Ricardo, Malthus,
and Torrens—agreed on very few points of theory. Ricardo and Torrens concurred
about removing protection from agriculture, but their views on value and monetary
theory were quite different. Malthus, while differing with Torrens on the issue of
protection, was equally critical of Ricardo's value theory. Of the three contenders
for dominance in economic theory between 1815 and 1823, Ricardo was foremost.
In debate, in both the written and spoken word, he was the most successful, but
because he took the most extreme positions, he had the fewest supporters.

When J.M. Keynes wrote that "Ricardo conquered England as completely as
the Holy Inquisition conquered Spain" (Keynes 1936, p. 32), he had in mind that
most economists agreed with Ricardo that the possibility of general gluts could be
ignored. Keynes could not have meant that Ricardo's general economic theory was
dominant, because that was not the case, and Keynes was correct only in that very
narrow sense. Malthus's assessment, given in a letter to Sismondi, was probably
more accurate:

The Edinburgh Review has so entirely adopted Mr. Ricardo's
system of Political Economy that it is probable neither you nor I
shall be mentioned in it. I know indeed that a review of your
work was written and sent, but it appears to have been rejected
through the influence of the gentleman [McCulloch] who is the
principal writer in the department of Political Economy, and who
is known to have adopted fully and entirely all Mr. Ricardo's
views. The article however which you have so ably controverted
in the sheet you were so good as to send me was written by
another convert of the name of Torrens. In general however, I
would say that though Mr. Ricardo's doctrines have certainly
captivated some very able men, they are not spread very much
among the great body of political Economists and I am inclined to
think that many of them will not stand the tests of examination
and experience.

(Works, Vol. VIIL, pp. 376-377; Robert Malthus to J. C. L.
Sismondi, 12 March 1821)
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If Malthus was correct, and the decline of Ricardo's influence tends to bear
him out,* why has Ricardo been held in such high esteem? The detailed answer is
to be found in this book, in the study of his ideas.

Much of the failure of Ricardian theory to survive is blamed upon John
Ramsey McCulloch, the only disciple who stood by him until the last. McCulloch
was in charge of the political economy section of the Edinburgh Review, and it
always helps to have a journal editor in one's camp, even if it is published in
faraway Scotland. But after Ricardo's death, McCulloch was unable to garner the
support which Ricardo had enjoyed among members of the Political Economy Club,
and he was unequal to the theoretical task required to maintain the supremacy of
Ricardo's views. Moreover, as early as 1821, rifts were developing between Ricardo
and McCulloch on the effects of machinery, and while McCulloch continued to
champion Ricardian principles, he was no match for men like Torrens and Malthus.

The arena in which Ricardian principles were debated most vigorously was the
Political Economy Club, not the pages of the Edinburgh Review. In the Club which
he had been very instrumental in starting, Ricardo had few supporters among those
who counted. Malthus, of course, was the professor in residence, and while he
claimed to Sismondi that Torrens was a Ricardo convert, that was not true. Again,
a distinction must be drawn between agreement on conclusions of policy and
agreement on first principles of economic theory. Torrens was a great advocate of
free trade and a strong supporter of the rent theory of the free traders. But Torrens
rejected not only Ricardo's value theory, but also his derivation of the theory of
profits and wages. It is not surprising, therefore, that by 1831 Torrens was claiming
"that all the great principles of Ricardo's work had been successively abandoned"
(Political Economy Club, 1921, p. 223). In 1828, Torrens even proposed that the
Club accept a new set of definitions in order to have a common nomenclature. His
definition for value was "the general power of purchasing" (Political Economy Club,
1921, p. 30). Whether this definition was accepted, it is not known, but it suggests
the swing to a demand-dominated theory, rather than one grounded in production,
as Ricardo would have insisted.

Nassau Senior became a member of the Political Economy Club in 1823, and
he could hardly have been expected to be a Ricardian. In 1836, John Stuart Mill
also became a member. Although Mill kept the name of Ricardo alive, it was
primarily because of the personal relationship of his youth, not because he agreed
with Ricardo's theory. His father had not been to a Political Economy Club meeting
since 1822, so the Millian influence was absent during the time that Torrens and
Malthus were reshaping its orientation.

Once Ricardo was dead, his doctrine lost much of its power and character. He
was a great persuader and expositor, not only in a small group, but also in the
House of Commons, where he was highly respected. He stood head and shoulders
above all his fellow political economists, save perhaps Malthus. The power of
Ricardo's personality, his great warmth, and above all the razor sharpness of his

4 See Meek 1967, pp. 51-74 ("The Decline of Ricardian Economics in England"); Schumpeter 1954, pp.
469-480 and passim;, Roll 1971, pp. 318-342; and Dobb 1973, pp. 96-110.
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mind were tremendous strengths in dealing with his detractors. His ability to argue
successfully and to drive home his conclusions contributed to his prestige and
reputation. John Lewis Mallet remarked in 1831 that

it is a great drawback on Ricardo's work that it is almost a sealed
book to all but men capable of pursuing abstract reasoning by a
strict and mathematical analysis; and this, after all, with anything
but certainty of arriving at the truth.

(Political Economy Club 1921, p. 224)

But it would be an error to attribute the eclipse of Ricardian economics to the
success or failure of any one individual, even the originator. It cannot be denied
that Malthus, Torrens, and McCulloch each played a role, just as Ricardo's
premature death was of great significance. But even had he lived, Ricardo would
not have been able to carry the day with his fellow Political Economy Club
members. Ideologically, he was moving in one direction, the majority in another.
His thoughts on many subjects were at odds with most of his contemporaries except
James Mill.

Among the topics discussed by the Political Economy Club, in the late 1820s
and 1830s, two recurred often as reported in the Minutes:

1.Are there any circumstances in which Machinery, in
competition with Manual Labour, can be injurious to the
Labouring class?

2.What have been the effects of the Factory Regulation Act;
and should any, and what, alterations be made in it?

The answers of most club members would be easy to predict, as would Ricardo's.
But more significant is the fact that by the late 1820s the land question had dropped
from discussion; arguments had begun to focus on the significance of wages in
particular industries, such as mining and manufactures. The shift was to the
consideration of individual sectors and away from Ricardo’s emphasis upon
aggregate wages and profits.

The architects of a new theory of value and profits were numerous, with
Samuel Bailey, Senior, and Montifort Longfield following the groundwork of J.B.
Say, Malthus, and Torrens. Maurice Dobb fit all of these pieces together (Dobb
1973, Chapter 4), and the mosaic he constructed is an excellent view of the
changing social and economic conditions of England in the mid-nineteenth century.
The transformation was so dramatic, from the lionization to the rejection of
Ricardo, that by 1870 W. Stanley Jevons could claim that the "able but wrong-
headed man, David Ricardo, shunted the car of economic science on to a wrong
line" (Jevons 1931, p. 51).

Despite the critics, the spirit of Ricardo continued to dominate much economic
thinking, if for no other reason than that he was the "economist's economist." All
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of his theory was incorrect, according to his detractors, but Ricardo still lived.
Why? There are several explanations.

One reason was that Ricardo's monetary and trade theories remained intact,
representing perhaps some of the best theoretical formulations which have been
made on the subject. Ricardo's theory of money, which became the standard
doctrine for almost all economists, was that

the quantity of money, viewed both as a standard of value and a
medium of exchange, was irrelevant to the determination of any of
these essential relationships [of exchange]. Since money
represented merely a convenient technique of exchange, either for
calculation or as an exchange-intermediary, it could make no
difference to the essential productive relationships, and hence
could not (in the last analysis) affect the system of exchange-
ratios. An increase or decrease in the quantity of money, since it
would ultimately tend to affect all prices equally, would leave the
relation between them unaffected.

(Dobb 1940, p. 39)

The concept of the neutrality of money can be traced to Adam Smith, of
course, since it represented the major ingredient of his antimercantilist doctrine.
But in Ricardo's monetary formulations, the idea acquired a new significance,
becoming almost a truism of economic reasoning, until Keynes threw it over in the
General Theory. Coupled with Ricardo's monetary view was his theory of the
international exchange of commodities, the veil of money was pushed aside to
reveal the actual conditions of exchange and labor specialization, grounded in the
respective productive capacities of the trading nations. Trade between two
individuals living in different countries was comparable to trade between two people
in Sussex, in the sense that it was dependent upon the productivity of labor in the
different vents of trade. Money was merely a veil in both cases, albeit confounded
by two currencies in the foreign example.

Ricardo's formulations of monetary and trade theory were so dominant that
economists ignored the fact that the basis of his international exchange was but a
special case of the Ricardian theory of embodied labor. Even the most vociferous
anti-Ricardians—those who rejected as nonsense his hypothesis that the ratios of
exchange value were a function of the amount of embodied labor—nonetheless were
able to accept the law of comparative advantage as illustrated by the number of
bushels of grain or tons of steel that workers in two countries could produce in a
day's time. In this type of formulation, the usual textbook presentation of the law of
comparative advantage is analogous to Adam Smith's exchange between the hunters
of beaver and deer.

A second reason for the continuing influence of Ricardo was the fact that,
intuitively, one could hardly ignore primary emphasis upon production. In stressing
the pre-eminence of the exchange of commodities which somehow already existed,
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the early members of the neoclassical tradition ignored Ricardo's stress upon
production conditions. In his Principles, Ricardo was explicit on the matter:

in speaking then of commodities, of their exchangeable value, and
of the laws which regulate their relative prices, we mean always
such commodities only as can be increased in quantity by the
exertion of human industry and on the production of which
competition operates without restraint.

(Works, Vol. I, p. 12; italics added)

Compare this formulation of the producion conditions with the exchange
theory of Carl Menger:

Suppose . . . a hunter has a great abundance of furs . . . but
only a very small store of foodstuffs. . . [and] a nearby farmer is
assumed to be in precisely the opposite position.

(Menger 1950, p. 176)

Menger's exchange system was one of trading inventories, or a marketing
exchange relation, and not one associated with the conditions which will allow the
commodities to be produced under competition over a continuum. In Menger's
world, "bygones are bygones" and the original costs associated with the production
of the goods exchanged by the hunter and farmer are irrelevant to the exchange
system. The analysis of two people meeting in Menger's forest to trade their
respective surpluses ignores the issue of whether they will return to do so another
day. Somehow, economists have always returned to the material conditions of the
production process, since they can hardly be ignored. It was for this reason that
Alfred Marshall developed his famous scissors analogy, with the result that he
insisted upon restoring the Ricardian emphasis upon supply, even though he gave it
a peculiar neoclassical twist by stressing its pre-eminence only in the long run.

The third reason Ricardo persisted was his formulation of the special case of
agriculture. In neoclassical times, it became the general case of all economic
activity of the firm, with its well-behaved production function, along with the
requisite "stages." Over the relevant range of output variation to which a sector or
industry would be subject, Ricardo assumed that the facility of production or the
homogeneity of inputs was constant, except in the case of agriculture. Because of
the niggardliness of nature, it was necessary to bring "land of a worse quality, or
less favorably situated into cultivation” (Works, Vol. 1V, p. 14). As a result, the real
cost of cultivation rose, along with rent, as the agricultural sector became subject to
diminishing returns. In setting out the conditions of production in the special case
of agriculture, Ricardo formulated the economic theory of an industry subject to a
rising supply price, with its resultant effects upon rents, wages, and profits. While
his examples in the Essay on Profits were mainly concerned with production
occurring at the extensive margin of cultivation, those found in the Principles
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suggest the possibility and likelihood of cultivation at the intensive margin.
Nonetheless, in both instances, the results are rising supply prices (Robinson 1941).

Ricardo's special case of agriculture, what might be called his "rent theory,"
was not singularly his. He openly admitted that the theoretical aspects were also
worked out by Malthus, Torrens, and West. But Malthus's FEssay into the Nature
and Progress of Rent (1815) was exclusively theoretical, and in no way was it
intended to be directly associated with the restrictions on the importation of corn.
For Ricardo, of course, the theory of rent was an integral part of his theoretical
schema; although a special case, it was essential to his theory of profits.

In one sense, Ricardo used Malthus's Fssay on rent to refute the latter's
support of agricultural protection. Accordingly, while the theory of the rising
supply price of agricultural production was the work of Malthus, it was with
Ricardo that rent theory became associated, due to the theory's key role in his
system.

To sum up, a great body of economic theory owes its origins to the work of
Ricardo. As Knight has shown, the whole corpus of the modern theory of the firm,
based upon the three-stage production function, can be traced to Ricardo's
formulation of diminishing returns (Knight 1935). What Knight did not stress, of
course, even though he found him guilty of "seven aberrations," was Ricardo's
limitation of diminishing returns to agriculture. Neoclassical economics also has
ignored the Ricardian general case of constant returns over the relevant range of
output for firms in manufacturing. Nevertheless, Ricardo's special case of
agricultural production, his monetary and trade theories, and his emphasis upon the
overall and fundamental production aspects of political economy, all could not very
easily be expunged from the body of economic theory, despite what Jevons said
about Ricardo's wrongheadedness.

But if Ricardo is still viewed as one of the greatest of theorists, what of his
value theory? In Ricardo's Principles, that first chapter was viewed as being
"muddled," for Ricardo wrote that "labour” is "the foundation of all value." As
early as the 1830s, the chapter presented problems. Ronald L. Meek has noted that

the majority of economists were very much aware of the
dangerous use to which a number of radical writers were putting

Ricardian concepts . . .
(Meek 1967, p. 70)

As time passed, and a certain unemployed European political economist
worked away in the British Museum, Ricardo's labor theory acquired a new
significance and importance. Writing in the 1890s, after having taught the same
interpretations at Cambridge for several decades, Herbert S. Foxwell claimed:

I am more and more impressed, as I study the literature of
socialism, with the far-reaching, disastrous consequences of the
unfortunate colour given to economic teaching by Ricardo . . . it
was Ricardo's crude generalizations which gave modern socialism
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its fancied scientific basis, and provoked, if they did not justify, its
revolutionary form. There are times when we are disposed to
underrate the value of that drill in method which is a principal
part of academic training. At such times we should think of
Ricardo. Ricardo, and still more those who popularized him, may
stand as an example for all time of the extreme danger which may
arise from the unscientific use of hypothesis in social speculations,
from the failure to appreciate the limited application to actual
affairs of a highly artificial and arbitrary analysis. His ingenious,
though perhaps over-elaborated reasonings became positively
mischievous and misleading when they were unhesitatingly
applied to determine grave practical issues without the smallest
sense of the thoroughly abstract and unreal character of the
assumptions on which they were founded. Thus, as Jevons has
observed, Ricardo gave the whole course of English economics a
wrong twist. It became unhistorical and unrealistic; it lost its
scientific independence and became the tool of a political party.
At one time, indeed it went very near to losing its rightful
authority in legislation and affairs; nor did it regain its old
position until by the greater precision of the theorists on the one
side, and the broader treatment of real questions by the historical
school on the other side, this elementary blunder in method was
rectified. Meanwhile, by a singular irony of fate, it happened that
Ricardo, by this imperfect presentation of economic doctrine, did
more than any intentionally socialist writer to sap the foundations
of that form of society which he was trying to explain, and which
he believed to be typical and natural, if not, indeed the ideal social

state.
(Foxwell 1899, pp. X1.-XLII)

To rescue Ricardo from such charges, it became necessary to separate him
from the labor theory of value. Marshall was foremost in these efforts:

Ricardo's theory of cost of production in relation to value
occupies so important a place in the history of economics that any
misunderstanding as to its real character must necessarily be very
mischievous; and unfortunately it is so expressed as almost to
invite misunderstanding. . . . he knew that demand played an
essential part in governing value, but . . . he regarded its action as
less obscure than that of cost of production, and therefore passed it
lightly over in the notes which he made for the use of his friends,

and himself; for he never essayed to write a formal treatise.
(Marshall 1930, p. 503)

Ricardo was now a Marshallian seamstress, scissors in hand.
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In an Appendix, "Ricardo’s Theory of Value," Marshall alleged that Ricardo's
"exposition is as confused as his thought is profound," and that his words must be
given "interpretation” when they appear "ambiguous." He "seems to be feeling his
way towards the distinction between marginal and total utility." Moreover,
Marshall claimed that Ricardo

delighted in short phrases, and he thought that his readers would
always supply for themselves the explanation of which he had
given them a hint. . . And he was more guilty than almost anyone
else of the bad habit of endeavoring to express great economic
doctrines in short sentences.

(Marshall 1930, p. 816)

As for Ricardo's Principles, it

makes no pretense to be systematic. . . . if in writing it he had in
view any readers at all, they were chiefly those statesmen and
businessmen with whom he associated. So he purposely omitted
many things which were necessary for the logical completeness of
his argument, but which they would regard as obvious.

(Marshall 1930, p. 813.)

Anyone who was as active a pamphleteer as Ricardo, and who pushed his
Principles through three editions, would be surprised to learn that he was merely
passing sketchy notes amongst a small circle of friends. There is little doubt that
Ricardo was not proficient at writing or that he did not intend to write a treatise.
But to contend that he did not intend to convey the theory expressed in his
Principles is a distortion.

Jacob Hollander claimed that the textual changes in Ricardo's second edition
of the Principles should be regarded as "highly significant" since they showed "an
appreciable increase of reserve in the advocacy of ‘embodied labour' as a universal
measure of value" (Hollander 1904, pp. 479, 481). Hollander also argued that the
numerous revisions in the third edition made the chapter entitled "On Value" very
different in "content and tendency" from its earlier formulations, since greater
emphasis was given in this version to the "modifications of the principles which
determine relative value." Hollander attributed Ricardo's modifications to his
recognition of the effects of variations in the durability of capital. (Hollander 1895,
p- 72).

The same type of interpretation was given by Edwin Cannan, who spoke of
Ricardo's "unwilling admission of the influence of interest on capital as a
modification of the pure labour-cost theory of value" (Cannan 1929, pp. 185-196)
[?7]. Cannan further claimed that Ricardo's discussion of the role of capital in the
determination of value was "weak from the beginning, and he weakened more and
more as time went on and criticism multiplied."
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As a consequence of the assessments by Marshall, Hollander, and Cannan, the
traditional view of Ricardo's theory of value was that he modified or retreated from
the position taken in the first edition of Principles of Political Economy. Although
it usually was assumed that he began with a theory that the quantity of embodied
labor determined the ratios of exchange value, Ricardo was alleged to have rejected
this formulation in subsequent editions. The reason for his retreat, it was claimed,
was his recognition that varying degrees of durable capital also influenced the
exchange value of commodities.

It was this view that permeated textbooks in economic thought as late as the
1930s and even into the 1940s. Most agreed with Alexander Gray that Ricardo
"appears to have been increasingly dissatisfied" with the labor theory of value (Gray
1931, p. 189)—so dissatisfied that he was compelled "finally to abandon this theory
in its purity" (Haney 1949, p. 288).°

One political economist considered Ricardo's labor-embodied theory of value
to be the essential foundation upon which the classical system of analysis rested.
That man, of course, was Marx. Initially, when he published his first work in
economics, known as the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts or the 1844
Manuscripts, Marx had rejected the labor theory of value of English classical
economics, since he was then mainly influenced by the romantic writings of the
French socialists. These, having taken their economics from Sismondi, were
thoroughly anti-Ricardian. Later, in commenting on this period, Marx said that
while his own academic training and professional experience with the fields of
jurisprudence, history, and especially philosophy stood him in good stead for his
editorial work with Die Rheinische Zeitung, he was "embarrassed . . . [when] I had
to take part in discussions concerning so-called material [political economy]
interest." Accordingly, at that stage of his career, Marx's circle of experience in
both Germany and France was such that economic issues were discussed only in
terms of the framework of the writings of Hegel and Proudhon; the English classical
economists were ignored (Marx 1904, pp. 9-15).

Marx's conversion to English classical theory, and particularly the work of
Ricardo, came in 1845, when he accompanied his comrade Friedrich Engels to
Manchester. Marx spent the summer there reading Smith, Ricardo, Malthus, and
especially the works of the Ricardian socialists. It was at this time that he found the
third source of his political economy. He now had his trinumvirate: Hegel's
methodology, the perfectibility hypothesis of the successors to Condorcet (the
French socialists), and Ricardo's economics.

In 1847, Marx published The Poverty of Philosophy, his critique of Proudhon's
latest volume, The Philosophy of Poverty. In contrasting Proudhon to Ricardo,
Marx observed:

Ricardo takes his starting point from present-day society to
demonstrate to us how it constitutes value—M. Proudhon takes

% Gide and Rist (1948, p. 156) remarked that Ricardo "acknowledged his failure to explain value.” For this
reason this famous book in the history of economic thought did not even discuss Ricardo's value theory.
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constituted value as his starting point to construct a new social
world with the aid of this value. . . . Ricardo's theory of values is
the scientific interpretation of actual economic life; M. Proudhon's
theory of values is the utopian interpretation of Ricardo's theory.
Ricardo established the truth of his formula by deriving it from
economic relations, and by explaining this way all phenomena,
even those like ground rent, accumulation of capital and the
relation of wages to profits, which at first sight seem to contradict

it; it is precisely that which makes his doctrine a scientific system.
(Marx 1847, p. 61)

Two years later, in August 1849, Marx was forced to leave Paris and migrate
to London. Ironically, during his first months there. Marx lived in rooms over a
coffechouse on Grosvenor Square (McClellan 1973, p. 226), the same square on
which Ricardo had had his fashionable London residence some three decades
earlier. The following June, Marx obtained his pass to the reading room of the
British Museum (McClellan 1973, p. 242), where he devoted most of the rest of his
life to the study of political economy, mostly Ricardian.

It would be extremely difficult to find an economist other than Ricardo, with
perhaps the exception of Adam Smith, who has been claimed as the authority for so
many diverse interpretations of economic theory. One explanation is that Ricardo
changed his opinion as time passed, and his economic analysis was, therefore,
regularly revised. He was always adjusting his theory, even up to the time of his
death, and revisions were major.

What was the direction of these changes. and why did they occur? Again, the
answer shall be found in this book.

Sra”a's Ricar(lo

The event which permitted a resolution of the conflicting interpretations
and partial evaluations of Ricardo's economics was the publication of Piero Sraffa's
eleven-volume edition of the Works and Correspondence of David Ricardo (1951-
1973). All else is prologue.

The list of reviewers of Sraffa’s Works was impressive: Austin Robinson,
T.W. Hutchison, George J. Stigler, S.G. Checkland, David McCord Wright,
Vincent W. Bladen, Dudley Dillard, Arthur W. Marget, J.A. LaNauze, and Oswald
St. Clair. These were the reviewers in the economics journals, as opposed to the
popular press, and they should be regarded as representative of the profession's
evaluation of Sraffa's endeavors. Praise was strong; "rare scholarship. . . .
meticulous care. . . . and erudition" (Stigler 1953, p. 586); "monumental" (Marget
1952, p. 159); and one of "the greatest of all feats of economic scholarship”
(Checkland 1952a, p. 372) were some of the terms the critics used.

Despite these accolades for Sraffa's editorial skills, few reviewers discussed the
implications of his general "Introduction," the main content of which was addressed
to the issue of whether Ricardo discarded the labor theory of value in subsequent
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editions of the Principles. In fact, only two reviewers even discussed the evidence
showing how Ricardo took up the issue of value in an attempt to elaborate and
refine his theory of profits. None suggested that Ricardo was interested in value
theory as a means of determining the distribution of gross income between wages,
profits, and rents. His concept of value was designed for a purpose quite distinct
from the one which concerned neoclassical economists;® consequently, most of the
reviewers left the confusion right where they had found it. It must be stressed that
not all were unaware of the significance of Sraffa's "Introduction," and while
several dealt with the significant issue of Ricardo's theory of profits, still others
were of the opinion that perhaps Ricardo was not a very good theorist after all.
Hutchison expressed views which reiterated those originally set out by Foxwell, to
the effect that it was not desirable for economists to study Ricardo, since such study
merely added credence to the respectability of Marxist theory (Hutchison 1952, pp.
416, 419-421).

If an opinion is warranted, it is that the reviewers of Sraffa's Ricardo either
did not agree with Ricardo's original theoretical structure, or else they did not
understand it. This could also be said about the interpretation and understanding of
the "Introduction" and its significance. Reading these reviews years later, there is
little recognition of the contemporary significance of Ricardo's work, except perhaps
that he was incorrect about Say's law, gluts, and all that. Not all reviewers were in
agreement, as might be expected, but no one hinted that perhaps within a decade
there would be a grand rehabilitation of Ricardian theory. This occurred when
Sraffa published Production of Commodities (Sraffa 1960, pp. VII, 95), which was
Ricardo once more, as one writer put it. Sraffa’s volume represented an extensive
analysis of the overall evaluation of commodities by use of a standard unit, an issue
first raised by Sraffa in his "Introduction." Both of these contributions should be
viewed as raising essentially the same issue, a critique of subjective value theory
and a statement of the Ricardian approach, by making the exchange value of
commodities ultimately dependent upon the determination of the distribution of
relative shares between wages and profits. It was as a consequence of Sraffa's work
that, in 1971, Paul Samuelson claimed that it has become the "age of Leontieff and
Sraffa" (Samuelson 1971, p. 400; for an answer to Samuelson's claim, see A. L.
Levine 1974, pp. 872-881).

There was general acknowledgment that Sraffa's Ricardo should lead to a new
understanding and appreciation of the development of theory, but most reviewers

¢ Joan Robinson described the working of Marshall's scissors: "The main theme of this book is the analysis
of value. It is not easy to explain what the analysis is, without making it appear extremely mysterious and
extremely foolish. The point may be put like this: You see two men, one of whom is giving a banana to the
other, and is taking a penny from him. You ask, How is it that a banana costs a penny rather than any other
sum? The most obvious line of attack on this question is to break it up into two fresh questions: How does it
happen that the one man will take a penny for a banana? and: How does it happen that the other man will
give a penny for a banana? In short the natural thing is to divide up the problem under two heads: Supply
and Demand." (Robinson 1933, pp. 6-7)
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themselves, shied away from such evaluations.” In many instances, reviews were
perfunctory (Sayers 1952; Ray 1952), and in my opinion Sraffa's Works never has
been accorded the analysis it deserves.

Interestingly enough, the most perceptive reviewers, those who were willing to
evaluate Ricardo against his own historical background rather than their own, were
two economic historians, S. G. Checkland (Checkland 1952a, 1952b, 1953-1954,
1956) and Dudley Dillard (Dillard 1953, 1956). Checkland brought to his several
reviews a vast knowledge of Ricardian England, enriched by his own research
(Checkland 1949, 1953). His perception and awareness of the development of
Ricardo's economic analysis was clear, as was his knowledge of earlier
interpretations which had attempted to separate Ricardo from the labor theory of
value. As to Marshall's claim that Ricardo was writing for only a small circle of
friends, Checkland said:

We discover thereby that certain legends will comfort us no
more. No longer can we point to the difficulties of reading
Ricardo, and remark that he was a poor expositor who excused
himself from greater lucidity on the ground that he was writing
for pundits.

(Checkland 1952a, p. 373)

As to the labor theory of value, he claimed that Sraffa

. . . further deprives us of the legend, begun by Professors
Hollander and Cannan, that Ricardo in successive editions was in

retreat from the labour theory of value.
(Checkland 1952a, p. 373)

With respect to Marshall's claim that Ricardo was "feeling his way towards utility,"
Checkland recognized that very early on Ricardo was "attacking Say's subjective
utility approach" (Checkland 1953, p. 322).

As subsequent discussion will reveal, it is one of the ironies of the history of
economic thought that Ricardo has been identified as a Benthamite, and a follower
of the felicific calculus. Bentham's own claim in this respect® was not only self-
serving but totally incorrect. Ricardo's ideas on social issues were shaped long

7 Austin Robinson referred to a need for "a review of the work as a whole at a later date, when it is possible to
consider all the volumes together and to appreciate the light that the correspondence throws on the
development of Ricardo's thought and his meaning at certain disputable points." (A. Robinson 1951, p. 848)

An editorial note attached to Arthur W. Marget's review (Marget 1951, p. 274), promised a Marget
evaluation of all ten volumes, when they became available. Marget's comprehensive analysis never
materialized.

Vincent W. Bladen observed that "the publication of this definitive and superb edition of Ricardo can
stimulate the study of his work; it should lead to reinterpretation and new evaluation. The material is,
however so massive, that this fruit will not come quickly to harvest." (Bladen 1952, p. 403)

8 "I was the spiritual father of Mill, and Mill was the spiritual father of Ricardo: so that Ricardo was my
spiritual grandson . . ." Quoted in Halevy 1972, p. 266.
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before he met Bentham or Mill, and his economics shows no evidence of having
been influenced by Bentham's felicity, as Checkland correctly observed.

Being first and foremost a pamphleteer and polemicist, Ricardo did not
commence with the intention of writing a treatise on value theory. But in the course
of his running controversy with Malthus over the determinants of the distribution
between aggregate profits, wages and rents, he was pushed into disaggregation.
The decomposition of the aggregates led Ricardo to the complexities of a theory of
value, one grounded in the various inputs to production, as against a simple demand
and supply analysis. Contrary to Marx's claim that Ricardo started with the theory
of value (Marx 1847, p. 61), more correctly it was with the theory of value and
prices that Ricardo attempted to complete his theoretical schema. Moreover, Marx
himself did not commence with a theory of value as the 1844 Manuscripts attest; it
is doubtful if any economic theorist "started" with a theory of value, even though
that is the topic of the first chapter of most major works. The great advantage of
Sraffa's Ricardo is that it allows one to explain the precise evolution of his thinking
in matters theoretical, since the correspondence and memorabilia reveal the precise
evolution of his economic theories. Such detail is missing on the lives of the great
majority of economists, but as Keynes once remarked, from Sraffa "nothing is hid"
(Keynes 1933, p. 138).

Although Checkland posed Ricardo's basic problem, he did not stress the need
or the significance of a standard measure of value. In this respect he missed the
theoretical issue of evaluation. As Sraffa suggested in the "Introduction”, and later
worked it out in Production of Commodities, the choice of a standard unit of value
is the key to linking the distribution of aggregate profits and wages with the system
of determinant prices. To borrow Marshall's phraseology, Ricardo was indeed
"fecling his way," not toward a utility theory of value, but to one based upon a
notion of absolute value, a conceptualization akin to Marx, rather than to
neoclassical theory.

The significance of Ricardo's measure of value did not escape Dudley Dillard,
as he observed:

Ricardo felt it would be a great advantage to have an
invariable measure of value, comparable to a foot or yard in
measuring length, against which all other values could be
compared in order to ascertain which of two commodities had
altered in (absolute) value when their ratio of exchange
(exchangeable value) altered. He acknowledged that a perfect,
that is, invariable, measure of absolute value was in practice
impossible, but he was interested in ascertaining what the criteria
of an ideal measure of absolute value would be. . . . The practical
conclusions are not basically different from those of the
Principles. The following passage from the manuscript {written
shortly before his death] seems to indicate that Ricardo continued
to view labor as the measure of value and also as the source of
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value: "Everything is originally purchased by labour—nothing
that has value can be produced without it . . . . That the greater or
less quantity of labour worked up in commodities can be the only
cause of their alteration in value is completely made out as soon as
we are agreed that all commodities are the produce of labour and

would have no value but for the labour expended upon them."
(Dillard 1953, p. 98)

The Post-Sraffa Literature

Several conclusions are warranted about the profession's evaluation of Sraffa's
Ricardo. No reviewer in the professional journals wrote with all eleven volumes in
hand. Their publication over twenty-two years’ meant that reviews were piecemeal.
Although several urged that a "definitive" evaluation be prepared when everything
was available, this was never done, and fragmentary reviews do not constitute such
an evaluation.

Since the appearance of Sraffa's Ricardo, numerous articles have been
published, but these have dealt mainly with particular aspects of Ricardian theory.
None provides an overall assessment, although some reevaluation and
reinterpretation of Ricardo's economics has come to light.'® In addition to articles
on his theory, several books have been devoted to various aspects of Ricardo's work.
Of special importance was Carl S. Shoup's Ricardo on Taxation (1960) and Mark
Blaug's Ricardian Economics (1958). The former, while in preparation long before
the appearance of Sraffa's Ricardo, was greatly revised in the light of the new
correspondence that was made available, as well as some of the other new material.
But since Shoup's volume was limited to an analysis of Ricardo's theories on
taxation, it by no means comes close to being an overall evaluation of Ricardian
political economy.

Blaug's volume was broader than Shoup's in scope, since it analyzed Ricardo's
economic system, but it was as much concerned with post-Ricardian theory as with
the original system. Written from a neoclassical viewpoint, Blaug's Ricardian
Economics is not so much devoted to the development of Ricardo's thinking and

® In 1933, when Keynes published his paper on Malthus, he commented on the missing letters of Malthus to
Ricardo. He concluded his discussion by observing, "But Mr. Piero Sraffa . . . has discovered the missing
letters in his researches for the forthcoming complete and definitive edition of the Works of David Ricardo,
which he is preparing for the Royal Economic Society to be published in the course of the present year."
(Keynes 1933, p. 138, italics added)

The "present year" turned out to be 1951, not 1933. Moreover, it not only took Sraffa twenty-one years to

publish the first four volumes of Ricardo's Works, but another twenty-two years passed before the publication
of the eleventh volume. The Principles (vol. I), Ricardo's Notes on Malthus (vol. II), and two volumes of
pamphlets (vols. IIl and IV) appeared in 1951. The next year, 1952, Ricardo's Speeches in Parliament (vol.
V), and the four volumes of correspondence were published, followed in 1955 by a volume of Biographical
Miscellany (vol. X). The General Index (vol. X1), promised in 1951, was published in 1973.
!9 The most significant literature centered in the 1960's on the so-called Cambridge controversy over the role
of capital. The dispute owes much of its origin to Sraffa's critique of neoclassical theory in his Production of
Commodities, the latter being an extension to his "Introduction” to the Ricardo Works. Cf. Harcourt 1972.
pp. X, 272; M. Blaug 1974, pp. ix, 102.
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writing on economics, as it is to evaluating that economics in historical perspective.
Moreover, the emphasis which Ricardo gave to value theory throughout his life
would suggest that he considered the issue fundamental to his whole system. Blaug
does not agree with Ricardo's own view and devotes only six pages to the labor
theory of value. Blaug did not consider the theory analytically significant to
Ricardo's system in contrast to writers such as Sraffa (Works, Vol. 1, especially p.
xxx-xlix), Dobb (1973, Chapter 3, especially pp. 73-84), and even Schumpeter
(1954, p. 588). Blaug's work, while the most detailed volume to appear after the
publication of Sraffa's Ricardo, still does not provide the kind of interpretation
which the eleven volumes make possible. Since Blaug did not intend an intellectual
biography, or even a biography, his book should not be viewed as attempting a
definitive evaluation of the development of Ricardo's thinking.

Two other volumes on Ricardo should be mentioned, one by Michael Gootzeit
(1975) and the other by David Weatherall (1976). The first of these is a somewhat
terse and abbreviated statement of certain elements of Ricardo's monetary system,
the Corn Law controversy, and some aspects of his system of production and
distribution. The book was not intended as biography, or a definitive work, and its
abbreviated style and stress on why Ricardo was wrong so frequently, especially in
the light of neoclassical theory, hardly emphasizes Ricardo's contribution to
€CONOICS.

The Weatherall biography does contribute to an understanding of Ricardo's
life. Its major defect is that it does not pretend to evaluate his economic thought or
its development, even though there are chapters on the Principles and the Corn Law
controversy.

On the positive side, Weatherall relies not only upon Sraffa's Ricardo, but also
scems to be the only author aware that Sraffa published eleven volumes altogether.
Moreover, Weatherall had the advice and aid of Professor Arnold Heertje of the
University of Amsterdam, a matter of considerable importance."' It was Heertje
who aided Sraffa in compiling the index to the Works, the highly elusive and
belatedly published eleventh volume.'”

But of all the scholars who have studied Ricardo over the last 169 years, Piero
Sraffa undoubtedly understands and has done more research than anyone else.
Consequently, if anyone has ever been qualified to prepare the definitive evaluation
of Ricardo's life and contributions to economics, Sraffa is that person. But the
closest he ever came was his publication of Biographical Miscellany.
Unfortunately, Sraffa actually wrote only approximately ninety pages of that
volume, the rest confined to various family letters. Included also is the obituary

! In 1973, Heertje read a paper, on the Amsterdam origins of the Ricardo family, before the Jewish Historical
Society of England (British Museum) (Heertje 1974). Weatherall relies heavily upon the Heertje manuscript
for his chapter on the history of the Ricardo family. Chapter three of this volume is likewise greatly
dependent upon Heertje's paper which I was able to locate in 1975, prior to the publication of Weatherall's
volume.

2 Maurice Dobb claimed in 1975 that as early as 1956 he had prepared an index to Sraffa's, Works but
"Sraffa did not like my index, so he sacked me and said he would find someone else to prepare it the way he
wanted." Conversation with Maurice Dobb, Cambridge, May 1975.
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written by his brother Moses and Ricardo's own account of the Grand Tour which
he took with his wife and daughters in 1822.

Certainly, I do not suggest that Sraffa prepared only ninety pages on Ricardo
and his work. Far from it. Scattered throughout the ten volumes is a mass of
material of his own: footnotes, background sketches, and annotations to the
numerous pamphlets and speeches of Ricardo. These not only provide useful
factual information, but also greater insight, especially into the manner in which
Ricardo lived and thought. Sraffa is the single most important source of all that is
now known about Ricardo, his life, and his works. As that source, Sraffa deserves a
unique place in the history of economic thought in general and economic theory in
particular. All who labor in the Ricardian vineyards owe him our respect and our
admiration, for his is one of the greatest achievements in the history of the
discipline. The remaining chapters of this volume will give evidence, time and time
again, of my dependence upon his accomplishments. What remains is the
integration and analysis of those contributions. A full intellectual biography of
David Ricardo is not only warranted, but also long overdue.

The Ingre(lien{s of Biograp]]y

An intellectual biography draws from several disciplines. Of first importance
is the development of the individual's intellectual powers, and this would suggest a
biographer must have first-hand knowledge of the field in which his subject was
interested. That is, because David Ricardo was a political economist, someone
familiar with economics should be his biographer. But the biographer also must be
in sympathy with his subject's theoretical orientation, if for no other reason than to
be able to present a perceptive image of the individual's contribution to the field (in
my case, see Henderson 1955, 1956, 1959, 1976, 1977).

The biographer also must draw upon the work of various types of historians.
Foremost are the social historians, since the social conditions surrounding his
subject provide essential data. Most typically, social history, of which economic
history is a branch, is concerned with

the daily life of the inhabitants of the land in past ages: this
includes the human as well as the economic relation of different
classes to one another, the character of family and household life,
the conditions of labour and of leisure, the attitude of man to
nature, the culture of each age as it arose out of these general
conditions of life, and took ever changing forms in religion,
literature and music, architecture, learning and thought.

Social historians are concerned with the broad forces of change which move
across the centuries rather than with the day-to-day events of a particular court or
palace. Social history is macroscopic, while that which deals with kings and queens
often is microscopic. In one sense, social history is history devoid of politics, since
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it stresses the importance of the overriding forces of change which set off one age
from another.

Social historians have nothing against kings and queens, or even prime
ministers, but they assign little if any influence to the role of particular individuals
in the course of history. Some historians believe in the great man theory of history,
or that history is the result of particular activities. According to social historians,
change occurs not because certain individuals behave in a certain manner, but
because of the overall patterns of group phenomena, and these take their direction
from some dialectic process. The dialectic may be idealistic or materialistic. One
of the greatest of the social historians was, of course, Marx, and he believed that an
individual was significant in the historical process only through his membership in
a class; it was the interaction between classes which forced the dialectic and shaped
the pattern of individual behavior. Hegel had it the other way around, and hence
their differences.

For the biographer, the mold of the social historian presents a problem: a
biography obviously must assign some importance to the activities of the person
about whom it is being written. If David Ricardo, for example, did not have any
influence upon the course of history, then there is little need to know much about
his ideas, how they developed, what kind of person he was, or how he interacted
with his contemporaries. Such knowledge might be interesting, but it would be of
no historical importance. It has been said of the contributions of Ricardo, and his
contemporary and critic, Malthus, that

there is much to be said for the view that the corn laws were of
little use to the landed interest and did little harm to the
consumer, and that most of the arguments brought forward on
either side of the question were economically unsound or

exaggerated.
(Woodward 1962, p. 62)

The author of these words, Llewellyn Woodward, would not say that
individuals have never influenced the course of history, or that the ideas of all men
are of no significance, but he is selective as a social historian and does not attach a
great deal of significance to economic ideas. In other words, it is possible to be a
social historian and still believe that some individuals matter; some matter, while
others do not. Even Marx would admit the influence of individuals, perhaps as
leaders of the classes or subclasses, pushing or nudging the dialectic along its
course. The dialectic process is not a continuum; it is a series of vicissitudes, and
so, at times, individuals do count.

In the age in which a particular individual lives, there are interruptions in the
pace of life. These may be of great importance in some ages, while in others the
movement may be slight. Not all ages experience violent interruptions; some are
characterized by relatively peaceful and slowly evolving changes. The age of David
Ricardo was marked by a quickening of the social process. It stemmed from the
transition of a society dominated by the system of labor-land production to one
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characterized by labor-capital activity. The social and economic forces which
brought about such change are the subject of social history, and it is against this
background that the activities and behavior of individuals must be studied. It is to
social history, therefore, that the author of an intellectual history owes most
allegiance and responsibility. Only an appreciation of the times in which Ricardo
lived, and the forces of change that were loose in the land, can provide the requisite
ingredients for evaluating his thought and activity, let alone the characteristics he
revealed within that context.

Against the forces of change in the social and economic fabric of society, an
individual may respond with at least four distinct patterns of behavior. The nature
of the response, its intensity, and its duration are each manifestations of the
personality formation of the particular individual. Some men see life as it is and
ask why, others ask what it may become. The study of individual behavior in
response to various stimuli involves the area of psychology, a discipline upon which
a biographer draws.

One response to social changes is to view them as unrighteous and detrimental
to the human spirit. This reaction usually leads to escape, an extreme form being
monasticism. The individual seeks refuge from the consequences of living in a
world of which he does not approve or cannot accept. Escapism is not necessarily
limited to times of significant and perceptible changes in the pace of social and
economic life, but the frequency of such behavior is apt to intensify at such times.

A second response to changing ways of life, perhaps brought about through the
emergence of new technologies or the quickened encroachment of market forces on
people's daily lives, is to deny that such events are occurring. This is the behavior
of the solipsist, whose mind discerns no changing forms of social activity, for the
only reality is that which the individual believes exists.

The third type of reaction to new forms of behavior is that of the opportunist.
He views new social institutions as welcome, for they provide yet another method by
which the individual may achieve success. The individual accepts these changes for
what they are worth. He pays little if any attention to the broader social
implications of the new ways of life; he is myopic, perceiving the new institutions
only in terms of his own self-interest. They create a tide of new currents in which
he can swim.

The fourth attitude an individual may take toward new forms is to accept
them, but at the same time search out ways to modify and adjust their possible
impact. This type of individual seeks the implications of changing events. He may
work for changes at the margin, or for those more radical in content. The person
who seeks modification is the policy-maker, recognizing that a policy may be of
small or great magnitude and significance.

Describing this fourth type of individual requires an intellectual biography. If
an individual seeks modifications and advocates some degree of control over new
and emerging forms of behavior, then he will be a man of ideas. Moreover, if he
participates in the new processes and is active in the social and economic world, he
will not find much time left for the serious analysis of events. Reflective thinking
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requires leisure, and the interruption of the process is extremely frustrating to a man
of thought."?

While he was still an active member of the London Exchange, David Ricardo
began thinking and writing about English monetary matters. Once the opportunity
presented itself, he retired from business in order to avoid daily interruptions and to
seek solitude in which to think and write. But there is an ironic twist to Ricardo's
retirement. He had made his fortune in the stock market, trading in the public and
private debt, and if he had followed the trends of the times, he would have invested
his holdings in the burgeoning English manufacturing sector. Instead, Ricardo used
his accumulated wealth to purchase land. Apparently, he believed he would not
have to worry about declining values and could take less time over personal
business affairs. He could relax, think, and write.

Of the four categories of reaction to which I have alluded, David Ricardo
obviously falls into the fourth. During England's transition from a labor-land to a
labor-capital system, many new institutions and social customs arose, not to
mention the great changes that took place in the daily lives of Englishmen. As this
process unfolded, Ricardo became a reformer—not an escapist, solipsist, or
opportunist—an intellectual who was never satisfied with the world as he saw it.

As I have indicated, to write an intellectual biography, one must know the
discipline which engaged the subject, as well as the social history out of which his
particular theory and policy developed. But one also must learn something of the
individual, including the way he interacted with others, his own behavior patterns
and personality structure. Here, the biographer approaches the area of psychology,
including the new group of historians, those who write psychohistory. To some
degree they are the modern advocates of the great man theory. They place much
stress upon the role of the structure of a man's personality, and they suggest that the
individual is responsible for the events which occur during his lifetime. Personality
disorder, for example, thus becomes a causal factor in history. But psychohistorians
frequently place their subjects in a strait-jacket, for within their theoretical
structure, individuals can respond in only a limited number of ways. Similarly, in a
Freudian theoretical structure, biological instincts drive an individual to maximize

3 Schumpeter claimed that the major reason John Stuart Mill was not the greatest mind of the nineteenth
century, as his father had intended, was that John had to report to the East India Company each day, where his
duties consisted of opening the mail as it came in from Company agents in the field. Mill did not have to
answer the mail, all he did was to decide which branch of the Company should handle the correspondence.
The job required only a few hours a day, and had been obtained by James Mill for his son, because he could
leave him very little in the way of a legacy. The job, however brief as it was, represented an interruption, with
Schumpeter observing that "not only interruption but also the mere anticipation of possible interruption
paralyzes creative research." (Schumpeter 1954, p. 528)

That Schumpeter was correct about the effects of interruption upon reflective effort, there is not much
doubt. Adam Smith obtained his long period of peace, by accompanying the future Duke of Buccleuch on the
Grand Tour; Ricardo made his fortune and retired early, while Malthus had the sinecure of a parsonage
where he did not do anything except officiate at funerals. He also taught at the East India College, as the
Company subsidized yet another economist. From then on, the economists who counted had the protection of
Oxbridge, where the Dons are not expected to do much except think and write. The great exception was
Marx, who let his family starve, and when things got too bad there was always another loan from his comrade,
Engels. Marx did not have the protection of a university, he just let his family suffer, while he wrote of the
system's over-production.
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gratification, independent of the social process. The drive of these instincts, the id,
comes into opposition with the ego and superego in a predetermined fashion, and it
is assumed that this framework is applicable in all situations.

In the process of writing about the life of David Ricardo, I was impressed by
the applicability of the psychoanalytical life-cycle hypothesis of Erik H. Erikson
(Erikson 1962, 1975). An individual experiences a number of conflicts in the
course of a lifetime, and these lead to a number of compromises between the
individual and society. Whereas Freud tended to restrict his analysis to the
intrapsychic conflicts of infancy and early childhood, as they influenced the
formation of the personality, Erikson is more concerned with the later conflicts of
life. As psychoanalysts, both Freud and Erikson are, of course, concerned with the
process of conflict as it leads to personality disorder, where the resolutions lead to a
neurosis, one that contributes to the success or failure of the individual.

What struck me about the Erikson life-cycle hypothesis was its applicability to
Ricardo's life. While Ricardo was a success, just as Erikson's Luther was, the
former does not appear to have suffered emotionally from passing through the
several crises, or certainly not to the degree that Luther did. The delineation of
Erikson's life-cycle hypothesis will indicate just what it is that I have in mind.

In infancy the conflict between the individual and society naturally revolves
around the dependency relation between the child and the parents, with strong
instinctual drives during the oral, anal, and phallic stages of development. This
part of the schema is almost identical to Freud's, but Erikson believes these early
childhood conflicts are followed by the crises of adulthood: identity, intimacy,
generativity, and ego integrity.

The identity crisis occurs in late adolescence, as the young adult comes in
conflict with the goals of his parents, and as he attempts to work out his own goal
according to his aspirations and developing ideals. The conflict of intimacy occurs
when the young adult attaches himself to new personalities and develops new
relationships, which replace the old relations with the parents, severed during the
resolution of the identity crisis. Some individuals, of course, never resolve the
identity crisis, never strike out on their own. If there is no separation from the
parents, the individual will probably never experience the intimacy crisis.

Generativity is the crisis of middle adulthood. The individual's own
immediate concerns are given less importance, and more attention is attached to the
needs of others, such as one's children, or even society at large. Generativity is
characteristic of the active and socially oriented individual. The final crisis is
aging, or late adulthood. The important biological and social roles of the individual
decrease as he experiences and struggles with the problem of accepting the
approach of old age. Naturally, adjustment at this stage of life is dependent upon
how well the individual has resolved the earlier crises.

David Ricardo's life shows a remarkable conformity to Erikson's life-cycle
hypothesis. There was an identity crisis, at the time when he broke with his
parents, left the Sephardic enclave, married outside the faith, and entered upon his
own business career. The period of intimacy followed, wherein he developed new
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relations, most of which were far removed from his previous activities, as he entered
his second career as a political economist. He had great success in his new
relations, and this can be attributed to the degree of his adjustment during the
identity crisis. Ricardo's period of generativity began when he became primarily
concerned with social issues, and began to write and become interested in politics.
There is also great evidence of increasing concern with his family, as his own
immediate desires were reduced in importance. He accepted a new life-style, in part
because he could afford it, but mainly because his wife and children desired it. As
for the aging crisis, Ricardo died in his fifty-first year, and he never had to grapple
with the possibility of declining social and biological roles. However, he wrote in a
letter to his friend, James Mill:

You are mistaken in supposing that because I consider life
on the whole as not a very desirable thing to retain after 60, that
therefore I am discontented with my situation, or have not objects
of immediate interest to employ me. The contrary is the case—I
am very comfortable, and am never in want of objects of interest
and amusement. I am led to set a light value on life when I
consider the many accidents and privations to which we are liable.
—In my own case, I have already lost the use of one ear,
completely—and am daily losing my teeth, that I have scarcely
one that is useful to me. No one bears these serious deprivations
with a better temper than myself, yet I cannot help anticipating
from certain notices which I sometimes think I have, that many
more await me. I have not I assure you seriously quarreled with
life,—I am on very good terms with it, and mean while I have it
to make the best of it, but my observation on the loss of esteem
and interest which old people generally sustain from their young
relations, often indeed from their own imperfections and
misbehaviour, but sometimes from the want of indulgence and
consideration on the part of the young, convinces me that general
happiness would be best promoted if death visited us on an

average at an earlier period than he now does.
(Works, Vol.VIII, p.253. David Ricardo
to James Mill, 25 September 1820)

When he wrote this letter, Ricardo was only forty-seven years old, but it indicates an
ability to recognize what approaching old age implies.

The discussions in the chapters which follow delineate the changing life-style
of David Ricardo as he shifted from one career to the next, and the next. Since I
have no psychoanalytic skills, it would be presumptuous to try to apply them. Still
am impressed with the heuristic value of Erikson's hypothesis. The field of
psychohistory is controversial, to say the least (see Ryan 1975), and one reason is
that most psychohistorians apply ideas of modern "psyche" to people of the past,
without bothering to make much of the difference in time and culture. Ricardo's
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environment was quite different from the typical Freudian-Erikson
conceptualization, and a question must be raised as to the degree to which Erikson's
hypothesis is pertinent. It can only be answered in the telling of Ricardo's story.

Almost any biographer must have some difficulty with the issue of objectivity.
Something attracts a would-be biographer to a particular historical figure;
something about the person's life seems to justify telling his or her story. The
"something" may vary, of course. Sir Lewis Namier's biography of George III
(Namier 1957; see also 1930) was written with the intention of challenging the
accepted interpretation of a demented George, while Freud's volume on Moses
(Freud 1939) was written to show the applicability of a particular theoretical aspect
of Freudian psychoanalysis (Fenichel 1945, pp. 29ff and passim). In more recent
times, Erikson's biography of Luther was written to illustrate the probative value of
the life-cycle hypothesis.

That "something" which initially attracted me was the great contrast I found
between what Ricardo wrote as compared to what other economists have written
about his economics. When, for example, I read Frank Knight on Ricardo (Knight
1935), and then reread Ricardo, it seemed that Knight and I were not "reading" the
same books and pamphlets. As I have indicated elsewhere (Henderson 1976), the
difference in "reading" arises because of the difference in points of view, a
difference in Weltanschauung, or, as more currently stated, a difference in
paradigms.

Obviously I liked what I read in Ricardo, and that was my initial reason for a
biography, and I must admit that I have not advanced beyond my first response of
respect, admiration, and love. The more I have learned about him, the more I have
grown to respect the man and his ideas. Some writers have claimed, for example,
that he was unscrupulous. If he believed so strongly in the need for greater suffrage
and a reformed Parliament, why then did he buy his way into the House of
Commons, and why did he not stand for a seat when he was offered the
opportunity? Others have said that he was unscrupulous for joining the rentier
class, while at the same time writing economic and political tracts which would
reduce that landed gentry's status and position.

Personally, I do not find this behavior so difficult to explain. In politics,
Ricardo was a pragmatist; given his Jewish heritage, he would have had no chance
of being elected to a seat in Parliament, so he bought one. But when it came to
economic theory, Ricardo was not a pragmatist; he held his initial ground to the
last. Whether there are flaws in his economic theory, as many have claimed, is a
matter of interpretation, and here I freely admit to theoretical prejudices in
Ricardo's favor.

Finally, I must issue a caveat about my interpretation of several events in
Ricardo's life. In some instances there is no evidence as to whether something did
or did not occur, and I fall back upon what I call "Minsk-Pinsk" logic. This type of
reasoning is part of Jewish folklore, to wit: such and such an event occurred in a
certain way because it could not have occurred in any other way, given the nature of
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Jewish culture. In stories employing this form of logic, the setting varies,'* but the
most common is that of an elderly Jew riding on a train, let us say, from Minsk to
Pinsk. It stops at the town where the old man had lived for many years, and a
young man boards. He sits in the old man's compartment, and they do not speak,
but the old man notices that the youth is wearing a new suit and hat. He is carrying
a small bag in which he has some additional clothing and a prayer shawl, but not
enough clothing for a long visit. Having lived for years in the boy's village, the old
man knows the names of all of the men and their various age groups. He casily
figures out that the young man is Isaac, son of Abraham Ambaras.

As the journey continues, the old man notes that Isaac is wearing a new suit
and concludes that he is going to meet the young girl with whom his marriage has
been arranged. The question is, who is the girl? Accordingly, the old man goes
through the process of figuring out where all the prospective young brides might
live along the railroad line, and whose daughters they would be. As each town
passes, the field is narrowed. Eventually, as the conductor announces the next stop,
the old man observes that the young man has become restless and fidgety. Ah, the
old man tells himself, Isaac Ambaras is to marry the daughter of Aaron Goldberg!
As the train pulls in, the old man rises, extends his hand, and offers the young man
his good wishes on his betrothal to Sarah Goldberg. Since the two have not spoken,
the young man is shocked: "But how did you know?" The old man replies: "It is
obvious."

In a highly structured and traditional culture, the variability in the life of any
particular individual is very marrow. Accordingly, the predictability of events is
extremely great, and "Minsk-Pinsk" logic is highly applicable. The old man knew
his culture and its traditions. The young man would only have a new suit if he were
about to marry; the young girl would have to be of a certain age and of the same
culture.

Since David Ricardo was born and reared in the highly structured and
traditional Sephardic culture, it is with a high degree of probability that we can
speculate about his life in its early period, even when there is little evidence. In
later life, the problem is not as serious, for there is an abundance of correspondence
and other memorabilia.

4 My late colleague, Herbert Kisch, showed me his uncle’s version of the Minsk-Pinsk logic. See Egan
Kisch 1948, pp 172-176.
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THE SEPHARDIC HERITAGE
IN ENGLISH SOCIETY

... I do not relish the approximation of Jew and Christian, which

has become so fashionable.
Charles Lamb (1821)

Out on Mile End Road, about three kilometers from the center of the City of
London, is Beth Haim, the original burial ground of the Sephardic Jews of the City.
Bequeathed to them by Oliver Cromwell in 1657, the year after he ignored Edward
I's banishment of the Jews from England, Velho was the final resting place of the
Sephardim until 1734, when a second burial ground was opened farther out Mile
End (Hyamson 1951, p. 24). In the late seventeenth century, adjacent to the first
burial site, a communal hospital was built. Originally intended for confined women
and children, it soon became a general hospital, as it was the only one in England
where meals were prepared in accord with the dietary laws. An addition to the
hospital was built, Beth Holim, for indigent and aged Sephardim.

The burial ground, the hospital, and the old folks home were maintained by
the Sephardic Congregation of Bevis Marks Synagogue. As the number of Jews in
London increased, primarily because of immigrations from Eastern Europe, new
hospitals were built, and Beth Holim became exclusively a home for aged
Sephardim. Today, entrance to the Sephardic cemetery is gained through the halls
of Beth Holim, now the home of Sephardim who in recent times have migrated to
London from Egypt, and other Arabic countries. Although still maintained by the
Bevis Marks Congregation, seldom do any London-born Sephardim now need to
take refuge in Beth Holim. The current condition of the burial ground reveals a
great deal about the Sephardim, in contrast to the condition of the first burial
ground of the London Ashkenazim.

At Beth Haim, the grass is now knee-high, and weeds abound; the graves are
unkempt, the markers broken and crumbling, weathered by the centuries. In some
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instances, tree roots have grown through the marble grave coverings, still more
evidence of the ravages of time. As shown in Figure II-1, all of the markers are
horizontal, of equal size, and at ground level. By now the Hebrew inscriptions are
barely visible. The burial ground of about an acre is surrounded on three sides by a
six-foot stone wall; there is no regular grounds keeper and, of course, no watch.

Beyond the western wall, lies the original cemetery of the Ashkenazim, opened
in 1706. The grass is mowed weekly, the weeds pulled, and in the spring, flowers
bloom. A year-round groundsman and his watchdog are evidence of the care and
protection afforded the ancestors of today's large Ashkenazi London community.
Here, shown in Figure 2, stand monuments of varying size and shape, some ten to
twenty feet in height and width. Their wide range of ornamentation and adornment
is in sharp contrast with the simplicity of the uniform, ground-level vaults of the
Sephardim. The contrast reflects a basic democratic and egalitarian spirit among
the Sephardim as opposed to the recognition of status and distinction among the
Ashkenazim.

The half-century gap between the opening of the two burial grounds reflects
the late arrival of the Ashkenazim. A London census, in 1695, listed 716 Jews,
about 73 percent (519) of them Sephardim, the rest Ashkenazim (Hyamson 1951, p.
70). Moreover, 97 percent of the former lived within the wall of the City while the
Ashkenazim lived outside. When the Ashkenazim first began to arrive in England,
they were unwelcome and barely tolerated by the established Sephardic community.
With some reluctance, the Ashkenazim were admitted to the Bevis Marks
Synagogue. and a few even were permitted burial rights in Beth Haim. Obviously,
there were numerous cultural and social differences between the two groups, even
though they practiced the same religion (Hyamson 1951, Chapter 1, passim).

The seventeenth century Sephardic community in London was extremely
conscious of the necessity for group control and solidarity to foster its survival in a
hostile world. Control of their synagogue was exercised through the annually
elected Mahamad, which interpreted and enforced the written constitution of the
Congregation, the Ascamot. The Ascamot specified that

As death makes no distinction of persons, it has been a very
laudable custom in our Congregation . . . not to make any
distinctions among the deceased, whether in respect to the graves,

or the honours conferred in Synagogue.
(Hyamson 1951, p. 338)

Among the Sephardim was a common Spanish and Portuguese ancestry, and
Amsterdam had been their most recent home before their migration to England.
The Ashkenazim, in contrast, were a mixture from all over Eastern Europe,
emigrants from cultures more hierarchical than that from which the Sephardim had
come in Holland. In the countries from which the Ashkenazim had emerged was a
cultivation of nobility, and the trappings of status. The great diversity in the grave
monuments in the Ashkenazim cemetery is testimony to the fact that status was
tolerated and encouraged.
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Figure H-2. London Burial Ground of the Asl}kenazim. Opeue(i 1706.
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At no time did the number of Sephardim in London exceed a few thousand,
even as late as the early eighteenth century; by the middle of the eighteenth century,
the Ashkenazim numbered in the tens of thousands. The source of the two groups
of Jews in London is described by Dorothy George:

During the Protectorate [Cromwell] and in the reign of
Charles II a body of Spanish and Portuguese Jews had settled in
London. These, the Jews of the Sephardim, were for the most part
rich and respected. The beginning of the Ashkenazim settlement
in London consisting of Jews using the German ritnal dates
from the end of the seventeenth century. ... All European
disturbances in which the Jews were sufferers stimulated the
migration to England. . . . These immigrants were for the
most part poor, and came to England relying on the charity of the
Jews of the Sephardim, to whom they were far from welcome, and
from about the middle of the century the burden became
increasingly heavy.

(George 1966, pp. 131-132)

By the time the Ashkenazim began to trickle into London in the 1660s and
1670s, the Sephardim had become a thriving and rigorous community, with strong
ties to the older Sephardic society in Amsterdam. Among the Sephardim the
occupations of merchant, stockbroker, banker, exporter, importer and physician
were prevalent, and there was a strong predilection for self-sufficiency. The major
anxiety the Sephardim had about the Ashkenazim was that the latter lacked the
training and skills necessary to function in the London economic world. The one
thing the Sephardim did not want was for the Ashkenazim to become recipients of
welfare, and the Mahamad prohibited any Sephardim from giving alms to Jewish
beggars. Compared to the Sephardim, the Ashkenazim were economically, socially,
and culturally disadvantaged. The Sephardim were conversant in many of the
Romance languages, in contrast to the tongues of the Ashkenazim. The lingua
franca of the latter was Yiddish, which was unknown to the Sephardim, since it was
an adaptation of the German spoken in the Rhine Valley. These language
differences came into greatest conflict in the synagogue, in the pronunciation of
Hebrew.

All Jewish services are conducted in Hebrew, of course, and there is
widespread participation by all male members of an orthodox synagogue. The
services consist exclusively of the recitation of prayers and reading from scripture.
The text is the Pentateuch, the books of Moses: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers, and Deuteronomy. On each sabbath a prescribed selection from the
Pentateuch is read, followed by complementary selections from the remaining books
of the Old Testament. Beginning with Rosh Hashanah, in September or October,
the Pentateuch is read in a yearly cycle, on successive sabbaths. Any male may be
called upon to read from the several texts, and there is wide participation.
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The difficulty between the Sephardim and Ashkenazim over the reading of
Hebrew arose primarily because Hebrew is written with no vowels. The reader must
know where to insert them, and pronunciation is in large measure a matter of
tradition. The Bevis Marks Congregation was hearing Hebrew pronounced in a
new way, and to this they strongly objected. In an orthodox congregation, if a
Yehidi pronounces a word incorrectly, those who are following in their own
Chumash will pound on their prayer tables to inform the reader he has made a
mistake in pronunciation. Since the Old Testament is the received word of God,
correct pronunciation is of particular importance to all Jews.

These differences over the reading of Hebrew reflected the great diversity in
recent origin and background of the two groups. Neither was happy, and as the
Sephardim pushed the Ashkenazim out of their congregation, the latter also pulled
away to form their own. In 1722, the first Ashkenazi synagogue was opened, just
inside the wall, at Aldgate, but away from the center of the City where Bevis Marks
was located.

In 1656, when the Sephardim settled in London, there was still living space
within the wall of the City. By the time the Ashkenazim arrived, this was no longer
the situation, and they settled outside the wall with the other new immigrants, the
Irish and French. The poorer of the lot settled in London's East End, and it was
there that the newly arrived Ashkenazi located. This geographic separation only
made more difficult any interchange between the two groups of Jews and reinforced
the diversity of their origins.

Religion and Commerce

An archaeologist studying the two London burial grounds might hypothesize
that the Ashkenazim conquered, or destroyed, the Sephardim. He also might
conclude that the Ashkenazim were of a higher civilization, in which there was
considerable differentiation of status and position. In one sense, he would be
correct, for certainly the Ashkenazim swamped the Sephardim. But in another
sense he would be incorrect; it was not so much a situation where the Ashkenazim
was absorbing and conquering as it was of the Sephardim becoming assimilated into
English society and ceasing to exist as an enclave.

As the activities of the wider culture become more and more important to the
members of an enclave, their practices, mores, and customs decline in importance.
The assimilation is seldom a one-way process, for very often the various practices of
the enclave are adopted by the wider culture. With respect to the Jews, that is
exactly what happened in the course of the emergence of commercial capitalism in
Western Europe. For centuries the Jews' economic activities were at odds with the
prevailing religious beliefs of Christian Europe, but in time the latter were altered,
and the economic practices of the Jews prevailed.

Early Christianity had its origins in the most messianic of Jewish sects, the
Essenes. Jesus and his apostles preached a religion of the hereafter, and the earthly
state of man was temporary. Early Christianity viewed commercial activity as
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dangerous and undesirable, and because most of its adherents were engaged in
either pastoral or primitive agricultural activity, this disdain was widely accepted.
The origin of this attitude is found in Levificus :

And if your brother becomes poor, and cannot maintain
himself with you, you shall maintain him; as a stranger and a
sojourner he shall live with you. Take no interest from him or
increase, but fear your God; . . . You shall not lend him money at
interest, nor give him your food for profit.

(Leviticus 25.35-37)

This aspect of the law of Moses was the first expression of the antithesis of the
contract society, and upon that principle Jesus based his teachings. For while
Moses's original prohibition was fashioned to protect the poor from the ravages of
the market, it was interpreted by Jesus and his followers so as to call into question
all forms of commercial activity. Like those of Moses, the teachings of Jesus were
fashioned for a society of goatherds and shepherds, a pastoral and nomadic society,
and early Christianity's anti-commercial orientation was embraced by the
agricultural population of the Mediterranean basin, and later, by Western Europe.

Some Jews did not accept this particular interpretation of the law of Moses,
and they participated in trade and commerce as they moved westward across the
Mediterranean. These were the Jews who many centuries later became known as
the Sephardim. As leaders in the growth of commerce, they became the principal
agents of change in Western Europe. Such agents frequently are not held in high
esteem by those whose customary ways are being disrupted.

The change from status to contract is revolutionary in any
society. The old code of values goes, and the community may
indeed disintegrate, even in the moral sense, until new traditions
form and gain respect. It is not only the economic relations that
are affected; the decline of status in economic affairs corrodes also
the old ideas about status in political organization, and in the
family, and simultaneously challenges the religious precepts
which safeguarded the old rights in status, and thus religion itself.
Reintegration does not therefore occur until the community has
found new kinship and new political arrangements . . . This
process took a long time to work itself out in Western Europe; it
took some time to formulate a new political philosophy based on
the idea of the social contract; and to reconcile a contractual

outlook with a religion based on revelation and authority.
(Lewis 1955, p. 46)

Commerce and trade grew apace, and by the thirteenth century the small
stream had become a raging torrent. The Christian disdain for commercial activity
began to fade as more and more of the population participated in markets. The
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prohibitions against interest and profit also were relaxed and turned aside. By the
middle of the sixteenth century, the original teachings of Jesus had been redefined
in such fashion as to make them compatible with a commercial world. A similar
change already had taken place among the Jews.

The original teaching of Jesus, which shunned the world of commerce and
trade in favor of a communal and pastoral existence, was an ideological and
ecclesiastical detour in the course of history. Many centuries before Jesus, the Jews
had recognized the need to modify and redefine the law of Moses. The result was
the Talmud, the written codification of the oral tradition (Mishna) which had been
passed down over the centuries, and which was necessary primarily because the
teachings of the Pentateuch no longer satisfied the economic and social conditions
in which the Jews found themselves after the fall of Jerusalem in 586 B.C. In a
similar vein, the redefinition and gradual modification of Christianity into the
branch known as Protestantism became necessary, in part, when the original
theology no longer satisfied the economic and social conditions of sixteenth-century
Christians, surrounded as they were by commercial capitalism. To some extent,
both the Talmud and the doctrines of Protestantism reflect religion's adaptability to
the changing conditions of economic life. Judaism, however, made the necessary
adaptation over two millennia before the adaptation associated with Calvin and his
followers.

England, of course, was far from immune to these changes. Oliver Cromwell,
the residuary legatee of Puritanism, recognized the economic necessity for trade and
commerce and entered into rapprochement with the Sephardim of Amsterdam.

A society of peasants could be homogeneous in its religion,
as it was already homogeneous in the simple uniformity of its
economic arrangements. A many-sided business community
could escape constant friction and obstruction only if it were free
to absorb elements drawn from a multitude of different sources,
and if each of these elements were free to pursue its own way of

life, and—in that age the same thing—to practice its own religion.
(Tawney 1926, p. 205)

His religious tolerance sprang more from pragmatism than from idealism.

Because Judaism began to make doctrinal adjustments two millennia before
the changes which eventually occurred in Christianity, the Jews early pursued
economic activities at odds with the dominant norms of Western European
behavior. The key to these differences in life style, and the patterns they entailed,
had origins in the fact that the Jews were the first peoples to be separated from the
land, a disenfranchisement of the fourth century B.C., during the Babylonian
captivity. Of necessity, the Jews became proficient in trade and commerce, and
Judaism itself was transformed in the process. Their members were few, just as
trade and commerce were small, in contrast to the dominance of the pastoral and
agricultural economies. Their numbers, their religion, and their economic pursuits
reinforced the Jews' isolation.
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Trade and commerce made significant inroads upon the pastoral and
agricultural societies of Western Europe, and the small trickle of those streams had
their source in the eastern Mediterranean. At the source was a culture based upon
Judaism, and out of that culture emerged the change agents of Western Europe.

By the time David Ricardo was born, the transformation of the traditional
English society was entering upon its final stages, but being born a Sephardic Jew,
his heritage had been honed in a hostile environment. To understand and
appreciate the interaction between Jew and Christian, between a monetary and
agrarian society, it is necessary to understand Judaism's development over several
millennia.

The ]u(lall-lsrael King«lom

The supremacy of the Israclites was achieved about 1000 B.C., when David
became undisputed ruler of a united Judah-Israel Kingdom. According to Moses,
God initially had promised Canaan to Abraham, so that His chosen people could
live in peace. The original covenant between God and the Jews was thus made with
Abraham, and confirmed with Moses on Mt. Sinai, as he led the twelve tribes of
Israel out of Egypt on their way to the Promised Land. Under the leadership of
Joshua the conquest was completed. The land was distributed among the various
tribes, and it was not until David's time that these tribal lineages were fused into a
single kingdom.

David also built an empire from the valley of the Upper Euphrates to the Gulf
of Aqgaba on the Red Sea. The only empire to ever arise out of Palestine, it soon
became the center of trade and commerce for Egypt, Syria, Arabia, and Babylonia,
and its traffic reached as far as Spain and, perhaps, the British Isles.

David cemented his kingdom with religion, its symbol being the Ark of the
Covenant, originally built to house the tablets on which Moses had written the Ten
Commandments. The Covenant was that Yahweh would be the only god of the
Israclites, in return for which observance He would protect and aid His chosen
people, but only so long as they kept His commandments and obeyed His laws. In
the course of centuries, as Judaism became progressively more anthropomorphic
and monotheistic, the Ark was viewed as containing "the presence," rather than just
Moses's tablets. Accordingly, by bringing the Ark to Jerusalem, David solidified
the religion of the Jews with the political reality of his kingdom. Moreover, by
reinterpreting the Covenant as an agreement between Yahweh and the King of the
Israelites, rather than between Yahweh and the people of Israel, David established
himself as the intermediary between Yahweh and the chosen people. Unlike Moses,
who represented his people before God, David became the representative of God to
the people, and from this reinterpretation arose the belief in a "messiah,"” the King
who would be the leader of the children of Israel. This marked the beginning of
messianism, an idea not found in the Pentateuch.

Upon David's son, Solomon, rested the responsibility for building the great
Temple to house the Ark of the Covenant. Solomon's Temple, with its Holy of
Holies, symbolized the religious, political, and social history of Judaism. There the
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later prophets received their guidance from Yaweh and wrote the fifth book of the
Pentateuch, Deuteronomy. A reiteration of the law of Exodus and Leviticus,
Deuteronomy was the final codification of the Pentateuch, its significance being that
it appeared after the temple was built.

Having historically been nomadic herders and caravan leaders, the Israelites
knew little of architecture and construction, and to build the Temple, Solomon
imported the more highly skilled Phoenician craftsmen and artisans. The
Phoenicians not only were essential to the building of Solomon’s Temple; as the
greatest sailors of the Mediterranean, they were integral to the commercial and
territorial expansion of the Israelite Empire, as it became the fulcrum of the
commercial and economic world of the first millennium B.C. Its commercial
influence extended throughout the western Mediterranean basin, to the valley
between the Euphrates and Tigris rivers (Mesopotamia), and to the Persian Gulf.
Solomon's traders were found on the Red Sea to the south, on the Mediterranean to
the west, and on the Persian Gulf.

The success of Judah-Israel proved to be its undoing, but depending upon one's
interpretation of history its destruction was caused by different forces. According to
the prophets, the empire was destroyed because the Jews ignored the Covenant, for
in the eighth and seventh centuries B.C., they again took to worshiping Baal, the
god of the fertility of soil and cattle, of sensuousness and licentiousness.

As the chief god of the Phoenicians, Baal's great temple was in Ugarit, but
Solomon also built temples to Baal, at the request of his 700 wives, many of whom
were not Israelites. In addition, these temples were more luxurious than the Temple
in honor of Yahweh. Figuratively, hedonism, greed, and idolatry became dominant
over the ancient Judaic virtues of justice, mercy, and love for fellow man. Baal was
substituted for Yahweh, and He therefore punished His chosen people, destroyed
their empire, as the Assyrian and Babylonian armies threw them into captivity. As
Jeremiah warned,

Thus says the Lord: "Let not the wise man glory in his
wisdom, let not the mighty man glory in his might, let not the rich
man glory in his riches; but let him who glories glory in this, that
he understands and knows me, that I am the Lord who practice
steadfast love, justice, and righteousness in the earth; for in these
things I delight, says the Lord.

"Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will
punish all those who are circumcised but yet uncircumcised—
Egypt, Judah, Edom, and the sons of Ammon, Moab, and all who
dwell in the desert that cut the corners of their hair; for all these
nations are uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel is

uncircumcised in heart."
(Jeremiah 9.23-26)
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And the Prophet Amos warned,

Woe to those who lie upon beds of ivory,

and stretch themselves upon their couches,

and eat lambs from the flock,

and calves from the midst of the stall;

who sing idle songs to the sound of the harp,

and like David invent for themselves instruments of music;
who drink wine in bowls,

and anoint themselves with the finest oils,

but are not grieved over the ruin of Joseph!

Therefore they shall now be the first of those to go into exile,

and the revelry of those who stretch themselves shall pass away.
(Amos 6.4-7)

The prophets were the first sociologists, analyzing the social structure of
Judah-Israel, and showing the contrasts between its multilayered classes. At the top
were the political leaders and priests, each group intent upon increasing its own
wealth, power, and prestige. At the bottom were the large masses, the vinedressers,
goatherds, shepherds and laborers. According to Isaiah, Jeremiah, Hosea, and
Amos, this structure was faulty, as there no longer was any identification between
the masses and the nobility, priests and scribes. The latter held diverse goals from
those who believed in a dedication to the human spirit. The empire had become
corrupted by its great economic success and enhanced political power. The leaders
of both the Temple and the Empire had begun to ignore the fundamental bases of
the Covenant.

Following the death of Solomon in 931 B.C., the united Israelite Kingdom was
divided into the Kingdom of Judah and the Kingdom of Israel, a division in itself
which reflected the beginning of the decline of the empire which David and
Solomon had solidified. The Kingdom of Israel was destroyed in 722 B.C. by the
Assyrians (Assyrian Captivity), while the Kingdom of Judah was destroyed in 586
B.C. by the Babylonians. Out of the Babylonian captivity there eventually emerged
two groups of Jews who continued to adhere to the religion founded by Moses.

Of the original twelve tribes that followed Moses out of Egypt, ten had settled
in Israel. In the eighth century B.C. the Assyrians killed the most important of their
leaders, captured the remaining priests, elders, craftsmen, and merchants, and
dispersed them throughout the far flung Assyrian empire. By relocating the elite,
the Assyrians destroyed ten of the tribes of the Israelites. The sheep herding and
agricultural laborers remained in Israel under new hierarchies imported from other
parts of the Assyrian Empire. In the course of time, their assimilation meant that
the ten tribes became "lost," their leadership having been destroyed.

Under King Nebuchadnezzar, the Babylonians conquered the remaining
Israelites, those of the Kingdom of Judah. But instead of dismembering the two
tribes of Judah, the Babylonians took them into captivity, and they existed in
Babylon as an enclave for centuries.
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Jeremiah witnessed the destruction of Jerusalem, the Temple, and the Ark:

This is the number of the people whom Nebuchadnezzar
carried away captive: in the seventh year, three thousand and
twenty-three Jews; in the eighteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar he
carried away captive from Jerusalem eight hundred and thirty-two
persons; in the twenty-third year of Nebuchadnezzar,
Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard carried away captive of the
Jews seven hundred and forty-five persons; all the persons were
four thousand and six hundred.

(Jeremiah 52.28-38)

In 538 B.C. thc Babylonian Empire was conquered by the Persians and ruled by
them until 331 B.C.; thereafter, until 198 B.C., they ruled as satraps in Alexander
the Great's empire.

What was particularly significant about the Babylonian captivity was that the
individual captives continued to work in their professions and occupations. Most of
those taken into captivity were the elite of the two tribes of Judah, the merchants,
traders, craftsmen, politicians, priests and scribes. A large percentage of the Jews
prospered, since skilled manpower seldom rots in prison. Moreover, the Jews of
Babylon not only were allowed to participate actively in economic life, but also were
permitted to practice their religion, and as a community, the Judaic culture
continued almost uninterrupted.

During this period many Jews were allowed to return to Jerusalem, and under
Ezra and Nehemiah they built a second Temple. As a result of this return to
Canaan, two centers of Judaic culture existed, one in Babylon, the other in Judah.
The largest was the latter, since the numerous agricultural workers, who had not
been taken into captivity, were now reunited with the returning exiles. This
dualism, between the Jews who returned to Jerusalem and those who remained in
Babylon, should not be confused with the fact that two tribes were taken into
captivity, those of Benjamin and Judah. The desire to return or stay was not drawn
along tribal lines, but primarily reflected religious, nationalistic and economic
motives.

Those Jews remaining in Babylon obviously were not interested in returning to
Jerusalem because they had found new outlets during the captivity. Eventually, they
spread into the Mediterranean to such an extent that, by the beginning of the first
century B.C., one-half the population of Alexandria was comprised of Jewish
migrants from Babylonia. As each century passed, trade and commerce moved
farther west and the Jews became major participants in that expansion. By the
fourth century AD. there were Jewish settlements in Carthage, Athens, and
Grimaldi, on the islands of Majorca, Sardinia, and Crete, and in Spain and
Portugal. The Jews who left Babylon to settle elsewhere were the ancestors of the
Sephardim; the Jews who returned to Jerusalem eventually were dispersed
throughout Eastern Europe, and to them the Ashkenazim owe their origins.
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For several centuries, the Babylonian and Jerusalem communities remained in
contact, and it was during this period that Judaism codified the oral tradition of its
forefathers in the Talmud. But as might be expected, because of the diverse
interests of the two groups, for some time there were two Talmuds. The conflict
was resolved, to some extent, by the Romans in 70 A.D. when they banished Jews
from Palestine and destroyed the second Temple. This meant that Babylon once
again became the single center of Judaism. But the division between the two groups
had not been just a matter of geography, but a reflection of basic philosophical
differences. One group was pulled in a very traditional direction, grounded in the
Temple and a strict interpretation of the Pentateuch; the other group was more
worldly centered and urged an adaptation of Judaism to the changing conditions of
life. In one sense, the latter were the Jews who recognized that Judaism was no
longer a religion of a particular locality, but a religion of a people who would
continue to be dispersed, existing often in a hostile world. It was not a matter of
some Jews having less respect for the religion of their forebears, but of a necessity to
adapt to new forms and new institutions. The Pentateuch had been written for a
nomadic society, and when the Jews found themselves engaged in commerce and
trade, there was a need for modification and reinterpretation of the original law of
Moses. Private property and the right of inheritance were but two areas where there
was a need for new law. Nor was retribution necessarily limited to physical
sanction, as the function of a monetary system began to be accepted for new social
relations.

It was during the period of the Babylonian captivity that many changes
occurred in Judaism, and the manner in which the religion was practiced. One
might even say that the changes were fundamental and radical, albeit there were
strong links with tradition. The most important new forms were the Talmud, the
rabbinate, and the synagogue, along with the demise of the Temple and the
priesthood.

The Talmud includes the basic law of Moses, as outlined in Exodus, Leviticus,
and Deuteronomy, as well as the oral interpretations of that law as they emerged
over the centuries. The initial oral interpretation was the Mishna, while the
Gemara emerged as a second interpretation, a commentary on the commentary.
The codification of the Mishna and Gemara commenced in Babylon, but after the
second Temple was built there were two versions, a Palestinian rite and a
Babylonian rite. The Palestinian rite was more nationalistic vis-a-vis Judae, and
contained a messianic orientation, in accordance with the later prophets, Haggai
and Malachi. Despite a great deal of assimilation between the Palestinian and
Babylonian rites after 70 A.D., differences remained. The Babylonian Talmud was
followed by the division of the Jews who eventually became known as the
Sephardim, while the Palestinian Talmud was adopted by the Ashkenazim. The
nationalistic orientation of the Palestinian rite never seems to have influenced the
Sephardim, as they adjusted quickly to the economic and social characteristics of
the particular country in which they happened to live. In addition, the Sephardim
do not appear to have been greatly influenced by a messianic calling.
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The Talmuds were written by the great scholars of Judaism, the rabbinate, as
they interpreted religious law and the necessary modifications of that law to fit new
social and economic conditions. As teachers, members of the rabbinate instructed
the exiles of Jerusalem on how to remain faithful to the intent of the laws of the
Pentateuch. Accordingly, it was only with the Babylonian captivity that the
rabbinate appeared, and their emergence as Talmudic scholars coincided with the
demise of the priesthood, which Moses had created.

As a member of the tribe of Levi, Moses selected the Levites to be the
protectors of the Ark, and the Tabernacle which surrounds it. Moreover, Moses's
older brother, Aaron, was established as a high priest (Kohan), and his sons lesser
priests. Only those in Aaron's lineage could perform sacrifices and carry on
sacramental rituals; the law was more rigid for the Kohans than for the rest of the
Israelites for anthropomorphic reasons. Morcover, Levi was a landless tribe,
perhaps because of its religious caste.

When Solomon built the Temple, the Kohans constituted the priesthood, while
the remaining Levites were assigned to defend it from attack, and to be the
musicians. Until the Babylonian captivity, the three tier hierarchy of Kohans,
Levites and Israelites remained, and if anything was intensified with the merging of
Judaism and the nation state of Judah-Israel. Nebuchadnezzar decimated the
Kohans and the Levites, and while some were taken captive, they lost their
hierarchical role, since there was no longer a Temple.

During the captivity the synagogue emerged as an alternative house of prayer,
previously limited to the Temple. The synagogue signaled the democratization of
Judaism, a dropping of the cultism and priesthood of the Temple, and a decline in
the influence of anthropomorphism. It also marked definite break with the
hierarchical structure imposed by Moses during the Exodus. Religious services
thereafter centered on the reading of the Torah, a practice which could occur
whenever seven bar mitzvahed Jews assembled, especially on the sabbath. The
symbol of the synagogue was the bimah, or reading stand, to which members of the
congregation were called to read the selected portions of the Torah. There was no
sacrificial offering, no sacramental ritual, and most important, no priesthood.

As an institution, the synagogue symbolized the adaptability of Judaism, and a
dedication on the part of the Jews to preserve their religion outside the promised
land. Participation in the religious services of the synagogue was a right of any
Jewish male, but a reading and oral knowledge of Hebrew was essential to that
participation. Judaism thus became an intellectualized participatory religion, and
not one in which a priesthood preserved the rite of ritual. While the rabbinate
interpreted the law as it pertained to the day-to-day activities of the Jews, they did
not exert any special role within the synagogue itself. As scholars and teachers they
interpreted and taught the law, but they did not replace the priesthood which had
administered the Tabernacle and the several temples. As the Jews became dispersed
throughout the Mediterrancan basin, they established synagogues in which to
participate in their religion, and to read the scripture of their forefathers.
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The Farly Jews of England

The earliest record of a Jewish population in the British Isles dates to the
time of William the Conqueror, during the last quarter of the eleventh century.
Most probably, Jews accompanied the invaders from Normandy, for they had a large
settlement in the trading center of Rouen. The economic and social activity of the
Jews in England during the eleventh century is open to speculation, but by the
thirteenth century, they were well established as moneylenders and traders (Jacobs
1887, pp. 39-43) [?]. Because the usury laws, applicable to Jews and Christians,
prohibited transactions in money alone, thirteenth-century records reveal
transactions in wool and corn as the essential economic activity of the Jews. But
this was probably a subterfuge, as their essential role was that of moneylender, or
short-term financier. They would make loans and specify the date for delivery,
payment to be made in pounds of wool or bushels of corn, with the expectation that
the future prices would yield a sum in excess of the initial loan. This procedure
involved some speculation, but given the trade restrictions of the time,
moneylenders were not apt to lose by taking future delivery in commodities, rather
than specie.

Throughout the thirteenth century England prospered, her wealth
accumulating under the weight of the plough, and on the backs of her sheep. The
extension of both cultivation and sheep grazing increased the value of land, and the
ownership of this particular scarce resource began to acquire an economic
significance never before realized (Postan 1952, pp. 232-243). The possession of
land, of course, had always been the sine qua non of Anglo-Saxon medieval life.
For the peasant, whether wealthy or poor,

The possession of land was an object to be pursued in all
circumstances and at all costs. To him land was not only a "factor
of production"” . . . but also a "good" worth possessing for its own
sake, and enjoyed as a measure of social status, a foundation of
family fortunes, and a fulfillment and extension of the owner's

personality.
(Postan 1966, p. 626)

At the apex of the land ownership system stood the magnates, and their
acquisition of additional land was a primitive form of accumulation. The magnates
were to benefit not only from rising land values, tied to the ever-increasing scarcity
of land, but also from rising agricultural prices, which emanated from the
expanding markets of nascent commercial capitalism. By the end of the thirteenth
century, English agriculture had been transformed from a system of petty land
holdings to one with significant concentration of land ownership. Production was
more and more geared to the cash market rather than to subsistence. However,
there was considerable unevenness in the beneficial effects of this transformation,
the larger land owners deriving disproportionate rewards in two ways:



John P. Henderson 65

[IJt does not follow that all landlords should have benefited
alike from both the rising land values and the increasing profits of
cultivation. We know now that the two sources of landlords'
income combined differently in different lordships, and that
whereas some landlords depended mainly on rents, others
involved themselves deeply with direct cultivation and with
production of crops for sale. Smaller lay estates possessed limited
opportunities for exploiting the rising land market; the smaller
monastic houses of Benedictine type and small lay landowners,
who themselves consumed the greater part of their demesnes'
output, were also impeded from reaping the full benefits of a
buoyant market for agricultural produce. The economic climate
should therefore have been more favourable to magnates, less
favourable to smaller estates and especially to the estates of

smaller monasteries, petty knights and francolani [freemen].
(Postan 1966, p. 593)

The economic and social status of the Jews in thirteenth-century England was
bound up with the transfer of agricultural resources from the many to the few. In
the ensuing and ongoing struggle for scarce land, both peasants and smaller
landowners lost out to the magnates, the former through enclosures and
encirclement by the market, the latter as a result of the financial transactions which
found them at the mercy of the moneylenders, Jews and non-Jews alike. But due to
the prohibition against usury, a prohibition which even Christians sometimes
honored in the breach, moneylending had become primarily an institution restricted
to Jews. Furthermore, there were prohibitions against foreigners or Jews owning
land in England. Since the craft guilds were also closed to Jews, the only economic
enterprise open to them was lending and commercial trade. The small landowners,
forced by the encroaching market to borrow to keep their estates under cultivation,
pledged their meager holdings to the moneylenders. Victims of the financial
pressures of the times, they were forced in many instances to forfeit their land,
which the magnates snapped up. "The Jewish mortgages," in this fashion,
"provided the mechanism whereby great men were getting hold of the smaller men's
land." (Postan 1966, p. 595)

The chief clients of the moneylenders were small landowners. The chroniclers
of the day reported that the influence of the magnates was on the side of the Jews,
and Postan alleges the chroniclers probably were accurate, since the Jews carried on
their moneylending activities with the surplus funds of the magnates.

Speaking of the Jewish moneylender of the period, Maurice Powicke has said:

He had delved to the roots of society; every man of standing,
who needed ready money, turned to him; yet his business, his
wealth, his life, hung by a thread. He might be slain in a riot, his
money might be confiscated, his business ruined. Custom
protected him in times of peace, but could give him no security; it
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was not generally known and had none of the prestige which
maintained the common law. It was merely the body of practice,
including recognized practices of Jewish law, observed by the
justices of the Jews, who in their turn were merely the agents of
the crown. The Jew had no standing under the common law. His
contenementum was not protected. His debtors could not appeal
to a well-known and well established mercantile code, which gave
a legal and moral sanction to, and imposed clear-cut safeguards
against, abuse of the payment of interest. Prejudice and theology
combined to make these things unthinkable. The disturbances of
1263-8 exposed both the evils and fragility of the system. The

expulsion of the Jews was but a matter of time.
(Powicke 1947, p. 517)

The Jews were performing an economic function as money-lenders, but the
social implications of this role grew as the concentration of land ownership altered
the class structure. The small landholders who lost out obviously regarded the Jews
as responsible for their plight, but it is doubtful whether this hostility was sufficient
to accomplish the expulsion of the Jews from England in 1290. Of greater
importance was the Jew's involvement in the growing conflict between the king and
the nobility, which centered around the king's right to demand funds. When the
nobles refused to be taxed, the kings turned to the Jews as their financiers of last
resort.

King John (1199-1216) and his son Henry III (1216-1272) were constantly
at odds with the barons, frequently at war, and always in debt. John's signing of the
Magna Carta, in 1215, was symptomatic of the reluctance of his feudal barons to
support him financially. Chapter 12 of the Great Charter prohibited the levying of a
tax, except as approved by the Great Council (Parliament). But the Jews were not
protected from taxation, and both John and Henry exploited them at will (Powicke
1953, pp. 36-37). As early as 1233, Henry ordered the expulsion of any Jew who
could not prove he was of service to the king, as "the Jew can have nothing that is
his own, for whatever he acquires, he acquires not for himself, but for the King"
(Powicke 1947, p. 125).

In the thirteenth century, the struggle between the English monarch and his
royal vassals reached a bellicose stage. It was the period of the Plantagenets,’
monarches more interested in retaining or expanding their French birthright than
attending to matters at home. The major reasons for friction between the king and
the nobility were (1) the propensity for Plantagenet kings to rely upon foreigners for
political and economic advice, (2) undue Plantagenet sympathy for the Papacy and

! The last of the Norman kings was Stephen (1135-1154) who died with no issue. Henry I (1100-1135),
Stephen's uncle, succeeded in having his daughter Matilda accepted as heir. Matilda married Geoffrey of
Anjou, the first of the so-called Plantagenets, a name derived from Geoffrey's hunting tactics. Henry II (1154-
1189), an only issue of Matilda and Geoffrey, was the first Plantagenet king, followed by his sons Richard 1
(1189-1199) and John (1199-1216), and the latter's son Henry III (1216-1272).
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its problems, and most important, (3) the need to finance continental activities
through taxing the English monarch's vassals.

In the wake of England's increasing prosperity, the feudal barons grew less
and less inclined to finance the king's adventures abroad. The Great Charter of
1215, the Provisions of Oxford in 1258, and the Baronial War of 1263-1267 were
but stepping stones to the eventual retrenchment of the crown. The War of the
Barons came about because of Henry III's continental politics and continuous
attempts to ignore the Charter and the Provisions of Oxford.

In return for his loyalty to papal causes, the Pope absolved Henry III from his
oath to observe the Provisions of Oxford, which limited the king's taxing powers.
In 1264, Louis IX of France, acting as an arbitrator in the dispute between Henry
and his barons, finally declared the Provisions invalid. Open conflict ensued. Led
by Simon de Montfort, the barons took up arms, captured Henry at Lewes, and
reasserted their rights, especially the provisions of 1215 and 1258. The major
forces opposed to Henry III were the young barons, the knights, the lesser clergy,
the townsmen of London and Oxford, and the sheriffs and bailiffs of the shires. For
several months the tide was with the barons.

As in any civil disturbance, different factions fought for different reasons and
to right various alleged wrongs; the country was at sixes and sevens. The unrest
and anarchy led to frustration, and the people inevitably sought a scapegoat.
Already unpopular because of their moneylending activities, the Jews were the
obvious choice. The rabble sacked their homes in London and Oxford, held them
up to public ridicule, and desecrated their synagogues. For the Jews, there was no
winning side. If Henry were victorious, he would continue to extort, and Simon de
Montfort disliked the Jews intensely. One of his more ruthless and vigorous
supporters, John Fitz John, led the London mobs in raids upon the Jews' homes and
synagogues (Powicke 1947, pp. 447, 451, 465).

The rebels did not plan to dispense with the monarchy, but merely wanted to
reassert their rights, won initially with the granting of the Great Charter. They
wanted to establish limits upon the king's use of the country’s resources. Since
Henry was a helpless captive, his son, the future Edward I (1272-1307), led the
military forces loyal to the crown. Edward's triumph at Evesham, in 1265, was not
so much a victory for his father's views as it was the beginning of his own reign.
Although Henry I1I did not die until 1272, monarchial control actually passed to his
son at the conclusion of the civil war. Recognizing the need for many of the
constitutional reforms demanded by the rebel forces, Edward set out to appease and
pacify the country. As heir apparent, he was given authority to control all foreign
merchants, a move which permitted him to control England's rising commercial
enterprise for the benefit of the crown.

In 1283-1285, the Statute of Merchants was promulgated, providing for (1) a
speedier mechanism for the clearance of foreign accounts, (2) encouragement to
foreign merchants to establish trade relations with England, (3) the crown's
authority over the sheriffs and bailiffs of the shires, as parochialism might prove
detrimental to the increasing commercial activity of foreign merchants, and (4)
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exclusion of Jews from the protection afforded to other merchants. Edward's statute
was evidence that the country previously had had no strong proclivity for foreign
trade. To promote the expansion of England's cloth manufactures, new outlets had
to be found and new markets exploited. There had to be a new reliance upon
foreign merchants, yet it was foreign influence over the crown that had led to the
War of the Barons. Edward needed to placate his opposition, especially the smaller
landholders, the sheriffs, and the bailiffs of the shires in order to gain public support
at the local level (Powicke 1953, p. 322). The bribe Edward offered was the
expulsion of the Jews. In the public eye, foreign merchants and Jews were one and
the same, but since the Jews were more often moneylenders than traders, it was they
who were the most despised. If the Jewish moneylender was excluded, then other
foreign merchants would be tolerable.

The experience of the Jews in twelfth- and thirteenth-century England was
difficult, arduous, and cruel. The chronicle of events reveals a heavy incidence of
extortion and a history of harassment:

1130:  The Jews of London fined £2,000 for allegedly killing a
sick man with magic, various potions, and medicines.

1168: The Jews of London charged £3,300 for the right to live
in the City.

1188: A tallage of £40,000 upon the Jews to support the King,
whose annual income was £65,000.

1195: A tallage of £478 upon the Jews.

1211:  Joseph V. Baruch appeals to his fellow Jews to return to
the promised land.

1226: A tallage of £2,665 upon the Jews.

1230: A tallage of £4,000 upon the Jews.

1233: Domus Conversorum enacted to convert Jews to
Christianity.
Decree of Henry III, fixing the rate of interest at two
pence per pound per week, and ordering the expulsion of
any Jew who does not financially demonstrate his loyalty
to the King.

1236:  Seven Jews hanged in London, for allegedly circumcising
a Christian child.

1241: A tallage of £13,300 upon the Jews.

1244: The Jews of London fined £40,000, as the marks on a
murdered child's body suggested attempted circumcision.
Public burial of the child demonstrates the wrath of the
populous.

1255: An undisclosed number of Jews sold to the King's
brother, Richard of Cornwall, for £5,000.

1256:  Eighteen Jews publicly executed for alleged murder.
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1259: Jews fined £300 to pay Henry Iil's passage to France,
since his vassals refused to support his venture.

1263: Simon de Montfort's forces burn the homes and
synagogues of the Jews.

1264: A tallage of £40,000 upon the Jews.

Seven hundred Jews killed in the Baron's War.

1275:  Statute of Edward I forbidding the Jews to lend money at
interest and urging them to become traders, artisans, or
agriculturalists®

1277: A tallage of £17,500 upon the Jews.

1278: 680 Jews imprisoned in the Tower, 267 hanged for
clipping coins, their houses and chattels confiscated by
the King.

1279: A youth murdered in North Hampton, and several Jews
brought to London and hanged for the crime.

1283: Synagogues closed by order of Peckham, Bishop of
London.

1287: A fine of £12,000 and all Jews in the realm ordered
imprisoned.

1290: Edward I orders the expulsion of all Jews from England

1283: Synagogues closed by order of Peckham, Bishop of
London.

1287: A fine of £12,000 and all Jews in the realm ordered
imprisoned.

1290: Edward I orders the expulsion of all Jews from England.

(Powicke 1953, pp 618 and passim)

The two primary roles that the Jews had performed in England during the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries had diminished greatly by the time of Edward 1.
Their money-lending role, which had accelerated the transfer of agricultural
resources to the magnates, became far less important as the concentration of land
ran its course and England emerged as the wool-producing center of Western
Europe. Although still predominantly agricultural, England shifted from a
subsistence economy to one dominated by cash crop production, that is, wool.
Financial institutions associated with commercial capitalism, such as banking and
the stock exchange, were still nascent, so the Jews could not move into new areas of
financial enterprise. The Jews' other function, as involuntary source of funds for the
crown, had been climinated by Edward I. Edward shied away from foreign
entanglements, lessening the need for funds, while his political rapprochement with
the nobility made them more agreeable taxpayers. The Jews' tenuous foothold in
England virtually disappeared.

% As Jews were prohibited from owning land, it would have been impossible for a Jew to become an
agriculturalist. In addition it would have been difficult for a Jew to become an artisan because of the
observance of the sabbath. The law prescribes that Jews be in their homes prior to sundown on Friday, which
would mean that a Jewish artisan would have to cease work soon after midday on Friday to be able to walk
the necessary distance to his home. This says nothing, of course, about the willingness of artisans to accept
Jews into their ranks in 1275.
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The Period of the Expulsion

Officially, the Jews were excluded from England for 365 years. Although
the evidence is fragmentary, doubtless some Jews lived there during this entire
period, primarily as Crypto-Jews (Wolf 1887), that is, keeping their religion a secret
or perhaps publicly professing to be Christians. The Crypto-Jew was a phenomenon
of the middle age of Christianity. Although the practice occurred in England after
the expulsion of 1290, it reached its height in Spain and Portugal during the
Inquisition. On the Iberian peninsula, the secret Jews who professed Christianity
were called Marranos, the Castilian word for swine. After their migration out of
Babylon, Jews always existed in enclaves, surrounded by larger societies, although
with varying degrees of acceptance. In Venice, the city composed of an archipelago
of islands and mud flats, one island was set aside for the Jews, "the ghetto," during
the cighth century.

A possible explanation of why some Jews remained in or returned to England,
despite the history of their abuse and mistreatment, is that they had lived in the
country for several centuries. Aside from a not uncommon human reluctance to be
uprooted, banishment often meant the loss of personal property of sizable
proportions (Anonymous, pp. 55 et seq.). For some, conversion to Christianity was
acceptable, although the London House for Converts was never heavily occupied.
The great majority left after 1290, some to return illegally. In 1310, two decades
after England's ban, a French Jewish mission went to England to request that the
ban be lifted. The request was prompted by Philip IV's order of 1306 that Jews
leave France. The request, of course, was denied by Edward 1.

The English and French expulsions meant that the Sephardic communities in
Spain and Portugal were the major havens in Western Europe during the fourteenth
and early fifteenth century. As Spain and Portugal moved ahead of their rivals in
trade and commerce, particularly surpassing France and England, financial
institutions grew apace, and the Sephardim prospered and flourished. The Jews
were a great asset, for their knowledge of the intricacies of trade was superior, as
was their education and training in the business of business. On the Iberian
peninsula, the Moors controlled agriculture, the Sephardim foreign trade and
banking. This arrangement was shattered, of course, in the late fifteenth century.

The Spanish Inquisition was a means for creating an exclusively Christian
Spanish state and for driving out "foreign" influence. The targets were the Jews
and the Moors, to whom three alternatives were open: conversion to Christianity,
expulsion, or the stake. The orders against the Jews (issued in 1492) and the Moors
(in 1504) marked the first instances that the Inquisition was used against non-
Christian sects, since previously it was an instrument for consolidating papal
control. Between 1492 and 1494, approximately 200,000 Sephardim abandoned
their homes, belongings, and businesses, principally in the cities of Saragossa,
Toledo, and Seville.

The diaspora of the Spanish Jews, followed in 1496 by the expulsion from
Portugal, led to the development and expansion of Sephardic communities in
Amsterdam, North Africa, Italy, and South America (in some of which Jews had
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lived previously). The same displacement, of course, also led to the revival of a
Sephardic community in London, living as Crypto-Jews, since Edward's ban was
still in effect. In 1494, the Spaniards requested the extradition of all Marranos
living in England, and the confiscation of their property, but the request was
ignored by Henry VII (Schischa 1974, pp. 214-215).

Under the reigns of Henry VIII and Elizabeth I, the number of Sephardim
living as Marranos in London and Bristol increased.

They were encouraged by the business relations between the
financial house of Mendes of Antwerp and Henry VIII of England,
which gave the Marranos some feeling of security.  This
community was somewhat fluid, for members were continually
leaving to settle in Antwerp, but there was a core of permanent
residents who . . . were intimately absorbed into the surrounding
population . . . There were three or four physicians, but otherwise
most of the members of this group were merchants. That this was
not merely a group of individuals but a community is clear, for
one of them, Alvares Lopes, had a secret synagogue in his house,
and was himself the spiritual head, in effect if not by title, of the
small community. . . . The Jewish community of this period
probably numbered about a hundred.

(Schischa 1974, p. 216)

The Tudors valued the Jews for their knowledge of the flow of New World
bullion into Spain and Portugal, of navigation, and of international maritime trade.
From Amsterdam, the Sephardim controlled a large portion of the traffic between
Holland and Spain and Portugal, and the Levant trade also was largely in their
hands. The Bank of Hamburg, a Sephardic institution, was very much involved in
the Dutch East and West Indian companies. Given the Tudors' intent to control
trade on the high seas, the Sephardim were extremely useful, and for this reason
Jews were permitted and encouraged to settle in London and Bristol, despite the
ban.

Aside from trade and financial expertise, the Tudors also sought out the Jews
for their Biblical and medical knowledge. Henry VIII required the first in his
politico-marital struggles with the Pope; Elizabeth made use of the second.

In 1532, Henry summoned from Amsterdam a group of Talmudic scholars to
aid in the formulation of a theological justification for dissolving his marriage to
Catherine of Aragon, his brother's widow. Mary was their only child, and Henry
desired a male successor. He also desired Ann Boleyn. An intellectual well trained
in scholastic history, Henry nevertheless sought aid from experts on the Pentateuch,
since his case rested on the law of Moses, not on the New Testament.

According to the law of Moses,

If brothers dwell together, and one of them dies and has no
son, the wife of the dead shall not be married outside the family to
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a stranger, her husband's brother shall go to her, and take her as

his wife, and perform the duty of a husband's brother to her.
(Deuteronomy 25.5)

The Talmudic scholars' interpretation was that Henry had fulfilled his obligation,
but since the reason for the law was to preserve a lineage, Catherine's failure to
deliver a son was sufficient ground for dissolving the union. God obviously did not
concur in the marriage, since he had not blessed it with male issue. There was also
some question as to whether the marriage between Arthur and Catherine had ever
been consummated, in which case Henry would have had no responsibility to marry
his brother's wife in the first place.

Although Henry consulted the Sephardim from Amsterdam, in the end he
relied on his self-created position as head of the Church of England, and simply had
the Archbishop of Canterbury decree the divorce. What was significant about this
incident was that the scholarly abilities of the Sephardim were recognized and
utilized by one of the leaders of the Reformation. He sought them in Amsterdam
because that was the intellectual center of Judaism in the sixteenth century (and
until well into the nineteenth). When the Sephardim were allowed to return to
England, in 1656, all of the rabbis of the London community, save one, were
imported from Amsterdam. Rabbi Solomon Ayllon was recruited from Palestine.
He had been reared in a messianic sect and was himself greatly influenced by the
Sabbathaian heresy.® The Sephardic communities of Amsterdam and London did
not participate in the heresy and were highly critical of Rabbi Ayllon. He survived
for fifteen years (1685-1700) but was under constant attack from the Bevis Marks
Congregation. His association with the London Sephardic community marked its
last significant contact with Palestine.

As mentioned ecarlier, Elizabeth I relied upon the Jews' knowledge of
medicine. Her personal physician was Dr. Rodrigo Ruy Lopez, a Marrano.
Medicine originated in the Near East, where it had been practiced for more than a
millennium. In Exodus, for example, Moses was directed by the Lord "to prepare
an ointment after the art of the apothecary" (Exodus 30.25) Ancient Egypt had
two distinct groups of physician-priests, one specializing in preparing remedies and
potions, the other in visiting the sick and administering to their spiritual needs.

* Hyamson, 1951, pp. 68-69. The Sabbathaian heresy revolved around Sabbatai Zevi (1626-1676). Born in
Smyrna of Spanish descent, Zevi proclaimed he was the Messiah, and in 1666 would restore Judah to its
original power and prestige. Zevi had a large number of followers throughout Judaism, particularly in
Eastern Europe. In 1666 he went to Constantinople to lead his followers into Palestine and was arrested. The
Sultan of Constantinople confronted Zevi with either execution or conversion to Muslimism, arguing that the
last proclaimed Messiah had chosen crucifixion to prove his claim. Zevi converted to Muslimism and died in
Albania

The Sabbathaian heresy reflected the continuing tendency in Judaism toward messianism. See Arthur A.
Cohen, “Messianism and Sabbatai Zevi,” Cohen, 1974.

The reason the Sabbathaian cult was so popular in Eastern Europe, as opposed to the Sephardic
communities of Amsterdam and London, was that the Ashkenazim were in much worse economic and social
status. A messianic image has a great appeal to the poor and oppressed, not to menmtion the level of
education and knowledge that exists in poor cultures.
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Among the Semitic peoples, the practices of the physician were strongly oriented
toward drugs and medicines. The combined influence of the Moors and the
Sephardim gave the practice of medicine in Western Europe the same emphasis,
and the use of drugs became a specialty among Jewish physicians. Furthermore, it
was written that the followers of Moses"shall not make any cuttings in your flesh,”
(Leviticus 19.38; 21.5) which meant that surgery was an alternative closed to the
Jews. This prohibition was reinforced by the fact that surgeons arose from the ranks
of barbers, who were skilled in the use of knives. Because Jews were forbidden to
touch the face with a knife, there were no barbers in Jewish culture.

The Jews' familiarity with drugs and medicines frequently contributed to their
persecution. The chroniclers recounted instances of actions taken against them in
the thirteenth century, born in part of the public's fear of their knowledge of what
seemed arcane practices. In the fourteenth century the Jews were accused by Pope
Clement VI of poisoning the wells and thus causing the Black Death that ravaged
Europe between 1347 and 1351. As a consequence, Jews were subjected to mass
burnings, primarily in Italy.

The same sort of hostility emerged when Elizabeth's physician, Dr. Lopez, was
accused of helping plot her assassination. In 1593 an intrigue was uncovered
between Elizabeth's enemies in Spain and Portugal and her dissidents at home, the
intent being to poison the Queen, and her trusted physician supposedly was to
administer the poison. Dr. Lopez was executed in 1594, even though there was
some question as to his involvement (Martin Hume, 1912, p. 27)

His trial and execution were widely publicized, and it has been suggested that
Shakespeare's Shylock was patterned after this unfortunate doctor. Shakespeare's
depiction of the Jewish money lender certainly would appeal to the zealot.

Go with me to a notary, seal me there
Your single bond; and, in a merry sport,
If you repay me not on such a day,

In such a place, such sum or sums as are
Express'd in the condition, let the forfeit
Be nominated for an equal pound

Of your fair flesh, to be cut off and taken

In what part of your body pleaseth me.
The Merchant of Venice, Act I, Scene III

I am not bid for love; they flatter me:
But yet I'll go in hate, to feed upon

The prodigal Christian.
The Merchant of Venice, Act 11, Scene IV

The Merchant of Venice was first performed in 1598, and Shylock was a
moneylender, not a physician, so it is likely that Shakespeare was simply taking
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advantage of the public animosity generated against the Jews by the events
surrounding Dr. Lopez.*

Elizabeth, like her father, was not a religious fanatic. She tolerated the Roman
Catholics and even the increasingly influential Puritans in the House of Commons.
She was likewise tolerant of the Crypto-Jews, as her stance against all religious
groups was that they should not meddle in the affairs of state, a viewpoint she held
also with respect to Anglican bishops. So long as a religious sect stayed out of
politics, it was permitted to exist. Upon her death in 1603, however, matters
changed.

When James I ascended the throne, Edward I's ban against the Jews was once
more enforced, and all traces of the Sephardic community were erased by 1609
(Hyamson 1951, pp. 8-9). The Sephardim reappeared in 1656, when Cromwell
ceased enforcement of the ban, and Amsterdam Jews migrated to England.

Puritanism, not the Tudor secession from Rome, was the true
English Reformation, and it is from its struggle against the old
order that an England which is unmistakably modern emerges.
... When, after 1660, Political Arithmetic became the fashion, its
practitioners were moved by the experience of the last half-century
and by the example of Holland—the economic schoolmaster of
seventeenth-century Europe—to inquire, in the manner of any
modern sociologist, into the relations between economic progress
and other aspects of the national genius. Cool, dispassionate, very
weary of the drum ecclesiastic, they confirmed, not without some
notes of gentle irony, the diagnosis of bishop and presbyterian, but
deduced from it different conclusions. The question which gave a
topical point to their analysis was the rising issue of religious

tolerance.
(Tawney 1926, pp. 198-199, 204-205)

English Puritans believed they were marching toward the commencement of
the Millennium, when the holiness of the kingdom of Christ would reign upon the
earth. To convert the Jews, it was necessary that they be permitted to live in
England. In 1647, Cromwell had written:

I profess to thee I have desired from my heart, I have prayed
for it, I have waited for the day to see wiser and right
understanding between godly people, Scots, English, Jews,
Gentile, Presbyterians, Independents, Anabaptists and all. . . . God

hath justified us in their sight, caused us to require good for evil.
(Quoted in Blauvelt 1937, p. 167)

* As to whether Shylock was fashioned after Lopez, there is some question. The plot, to poison Elizabeth,
also involved an attempt on the life of Antonio Perez, Pretender to the throne of Portugal. Antonio, in The
Merchant of Venice, is Shylock's antagonist, and this lends credence to the link between Shylock and Dr. Ruy
Lopez. See Bullough 1957, Vol. 1, pp. 445-476
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In Amsterdam, the prophetic notion of the Millennium held by the Puritans
was matched by the prophetic idea of Manasseh ben Israel, a rabbi and a physician
by trade, that the Puritans were one of the lost tribes of Israel, with Cromwell the
possible Messiah. In 1655 Manasseh ben Israel visited Cromwell to request the
readmission of the Jews to England (Wolf 1901). Cromwell referred the request to
his Council, speaking strongly in its favor, but Manasseh's mission produced no
immediate results, and he returned to Amsterdam (Blauvelt 1937, p. 261). As
Lucien Wolf observed: "Toleration and Messianic Movements proved unavailing
for the purpose of the Jewish restoration" (Wolf 1901, p. iii).

In 1656, however, Sephardic Jews from the Amsterdam community began to
live freely in London, Bristol, and other coastal cities. At the time of Manasseh's
visit, the legality of Jews residing in England arose, and the prevailing opinion was
that Parliament need not enter into the matter. Edward I's ban was issued by royal
prerogative, and the opinion of Parliament also had not been sought in 1609, when
James I re-instituted the ban. Since the monarchy had been abolished by Act of
Parliament, the rulings of past monarches were null and void. Unless Parliament
moved to exclude the Jews, they were free to settle there (Blauvelt 1937, p. 261).

In one sense, the Jews returned to England by default, but in a wider sense
the religious toleration of the Puritans contributed to their readmission. In addition,
“the triumph of Puritanism swept away all traces of any restriction or guidance in
the employment of money" (Cunningham 1909, p. 25) [?], with the result that new
Christian ideas on interest and usury replaced the anti-commercial prejudices of
earlier times. In the 1660s a critic of the Puritan capitalists wrote:

They enjoy both the secular applause of prudent conduct, and
withal the spiritual comfort of thriving easily and devoutly . . .
leaving their adversaries the censures of improvidence, together
with the misery of decay. . . . By engrossing cash and credit, they
in effect give the price to land and law to markets. By
commanding ready money, they likewise command such offices as
they widely effect. . . . They feather and enlarge their own nests,
the corporations.

(Quoted by Tawney 1926, p. 209)

As commercial capitalism made ever greater inroads upon traditional English
society, dominated by the landed gentry, it encountered continuing and growing
opposition. In large measure this was voiced by the intelligentsia, which
tenaciously sided with the ancient regime. Men of letters, poets, and the authors of
the new literary form, the novel, were products of the old rural society, upon which
they were dependent emotionally and financially. The new financial institutions,
such as the joint stock company, the national debt, the bourse, and the houses of
banking and finance, were viewed as accursed. As these institutions grew in
importance, London became the center of the new order, and anyone who ventured
there did so at great risk to spirit and body.
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Daniel Defoe's The Anatomy of Exchange Alley was not only an attack upon
the Jews but also upon the bourse as an economic institution. It was the leading
street in the early London stock exchange, located in loosely related coffee houses:

. . . the Alley throngs with Jews, jobbers and brokers, their
names are needless, their characters dirty as their employment;
and the best thing that I can yet find to say of them is, that there
happens to be two honest men among them—Heavens preserve
their integrity; for the place is a snare, the employment self fatal
to principle. . .

(Defoe 1960, p. 41)

Defoe, of course, was a vigorous opponent of the new commercialism and a
great believer in England becoming self-sufficient. He disliked economic change
and characterized the bourse as an evil institution run by Jews; his view of the evils
of the Stock Exchange persisted well into the nineteenth century.

The critics, however, could not change the fact that eighteenth-century London
had become the center of England's rapidly expanding financial world. In that
center the Sephardic community grew apace, but separate from the larger society.

The London Seplmrdim

Of great importance in the life of David Ricardo was the fact that he was
born a Jew in English society. More important, he was reared in the Sephardic
community of London. Abraham Israel Ricardo, his father, emigrated from
Amsterdam about a century after the ban against the Jews was relaxed. But even in
1760, when Abraham reached London, the position of the Sephardim was still
precarious. There was ridicule of individual Jews, extortion by high officials, such
as the Mayor of London, and open hostility from the public at large. Fear of
another expulsion was not unwarranted. Because of their uncertain position, the
Sephardic community took great care to protect itself, especially by maintaining
strict supervision over its members. Hyamson observes:

The reputation of the Community in view of the character
and personalities of its best known members was considerable,
and every Mahamad, as they succeeded to office was determined
to keep it undiminished. The Mahamad had considerable power
over the Yehidim, and they wielded this power sometimes
somewhat dictatorially, but their object was the welfare of the

Community as a whole, and this was recognized.
(Hyamson 1951, pp. 64-65)

The insecurity of the London Sephardic enclave in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries led to the development of a system of self-regulation and
sanctions. OQut of this system there emerged a strict moral code which imposed
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constraints upon members of the stock exchange, for the bourse was the economic
center of the community. Personal accountability and a strong sense of
responsibility to the group, whether in the synagogue or in the stock exchange, was
not only expected but also demanded. It was within this atmosphere that David
Ricardo's character was molded, the product of a social system responding to the
prejudices of English society.

That system within the Sephardic enclave also fostered egalitarianism,
responsibility, and tolerance. Forces within English culture also promoted these
qualities, but David Ricardo's beliefs were derived from the system much closer to
home. Moreover, his view of political economy and politics and his ability to
analyze the operation of the English economy in no small measure were attributable
to the system of values and practices of the enclave of which he was a member. His
environment and parentage helped to make him a stockbroker and a financier, and
his origins in a community apart gave him the objectivity of an outsider that made
his economic analysis distinctly atypical among English economists.

The shaping of the value system of the Sephardic enclave was partially a
function of the oppressive prejudices of the wider English society and partially of
the way in which the enclave responded to them. Any enclave in a foreign and
hostile environment may respond in one of two ways to the antagonistic atmosphere
of the host culture. It may retreat from interaction, its members becoming more and
more introverted. Inevitably, this isolation is damaging to the enclave's continued
existence. Social and economic rigor mortis soon set in. The alternative is to
develop new customs and behavior patterns which allow interaction with and
survival in the host culture. This route also has damaging consequences, since the
consequence is assimilation.

Whichever course is taken, the result is the same for the enclave—eventual
elimination as a separate social system. But the outcome is not the same for the
host culture. In the first instance, the death of the subculture will pass almost
unnoticed. In the second, the process of assimilation will influence the host. The
degree of this influence is variable. In the merging and interaction of the two
cultures, the particular synthesis that evolves is subject to numerous combinations of
factors, but there will be an effect.

Also variable is the degree of hostility a host culture exercises toward an
enclave. To some extent it is a function of the basis upon which the subgroup is
differentiated from the dominant culture. In the case of the Sephardim in England,
the hostility and prejudice typically have been explained in terms of religion. In the
most simplistic terms, the Jews were believed to have killed Jesus. As English
Christianity moved away from Roman domination, the influence of the New
Testament waned, and the Old Testament became more prominent, reaching its
fullest sway under the Puritans. Despite this trend, the hostility toward the Jews
remained, largely among the Anglicans who placed more emphasis on the New
Testament. In addition to this religious bias, the Jews were regarded as "different”
because of their physical appearance. But these religious and racist attitudes are
insufficient to explain the fear and hatred focused on the Sephardim from the



78 Tlxe Seplmrdic Heri[age in Englis}x Sociely

twelfth century onward. Moreover, the hostility was not directed toward uncouth
illiterates; the Sephardim were sophisticated, well-educated men of affairs.
Ironically, perhaps, it is this that explains much of the dislike. These were men of
financial affairs—moneylenders, traders, merchants, and stock-exchange brokers—
and it was not their being different, in religion, dress, or social behavior that
mattered, but their being engaged in economic activity that was strange to those
who viewed agriculture as the proper way of life. The Jews were the vanguard of
commercialism and the expansion of the market into more and more areas of
English social and personal relationships.

As the financial and commercial network spread, the Christian prohibition
against usury collapsed, and money-lending no longer was exclusively a Sephardic
occupation. The Sephardim in England were merely the agents provocateur of the
agricultural, financial, and commercial revolutions. As the centuries passed, the
mechanics of change switched from mere moneylending to the institution of the
stock exchange, a new nexus for cash exchange in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. It was in this institution that David Ricardo and his ancestors were
nurtured.



Clxapfer I

THE FAMILY HERITAGE:
FIGHTEENTH-CENTURY
FINANCE

Seven years after Ricardo's death, a contemporary noted in his diary:

Ricardo's family . . . as they are now people of fortune and of
some consequence, and landed gentry . . . do not like that the
public should be reminded of their Jewish and mercantile origin.
Indeed, all that Ricardo's family seemed to value in their father,
was his kindness of disposition, and power of acquiring money.
They never had any proper sense of, or respect for, his intellectual
pursuits.

One consequence of the pretensions of the Ricardo children was that they
persuaded their uncle, Moses Ricardo, not to write a biography of their father, since

! The diary was written by John Lewis Mallet, who was very active in the development of savings banks for
small depositors and one of the original twenty members of the Political Economy Club. There is no evidence
that he ever published anything on the subject of political economy, but as a member of the club he knew all
the important people. In his diary he commented on the important political and economic events of the day.
His most detailed observations centered on the activities of the Political Economy Club and its members. He
initially met Ricardo in 1816 and knew him intimately during the very active period of Ricardo's second and
third careers. Mallet was particularly attracted to Ricardo, and while more conservative and cautious with
respect to his views on economic issues, he was in some sense a Ricardian. The diary contains several
sketches of Ricardo concerning his background, intellectual abilities, business acumen, and role in the club.
Mallet, who moved in the same social circles as the Ricardo family, particularly in Gloucestershire,
maintained an association with them after Ricardo's death. (Works, Vol. X, pp. 16-17, J.L. Mallet's diary
entry 24 June 1830.)
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that would surely bring to the fore the Jewish and stockbroker origins. Another
consequence was that they apparently sought the services of a genealogist, a
member of that noble profession which frequently has obscured the humble
beginnings of many a man of means. The children desired to trace their father's
heritage to an aristocratic origin, one more in keeping with the wealth, status, and
position they had acquired because of their father's successes. In the social circles
in which the children moved, a Jewish and stock-exchange background was of
questionable advantage, to say the least. Aristocracy seeks out aristocracy, not
people of mundane origin.

The genecalogist cooperatively claimed the Ricardos were the lineal
descendents of a Spanish grandee, a sixtcenth-century nobleman of the first rank
from an Andalusian estate in Southern Spain. Any genealogist worthy of his fee
would know, however, that the probability of a grandee being a Jew was very slight.
Accordingly, the Judaic aspects of Ricardo's ancestry had to be an accident, or
something akin to it. The genealogist handled the problem by explaining that a son
of the grandee had married a woman of the Jewish faith. A son of this union
migrated to Holland, accepted his mother's religion, but continued to use his father's
surname. What was most important to the Ricardo children was the Spanish
grandee, not the lone Jewish female ancestor.

The significance of the Jewish female is that it is only through the mother that
one is a Jew. The Jewish religion is matrilineal; the mother determines a child's
Judaic origin. A child born of a Jewish father and a non-Jewish mother is not a
Jew; a Jewish mother and a non-Jewish father would have only Jewish children.
The Jewish religion is patrilineal and patriarchal with regard to the organization of
the synagogue, and the active participation in religious services is limited to males.
But in terms of maintaining the heritage, the Jewish religion is matrilineal, if not
matriarchal. Whether the genealogist was aware of these aspects of Judaism was
unimportant, since aristocratic origin was what he sought for his clients, not the
traditions of Judaic culture.

What the Ricardos’ genealogist did not consult were the archives of the
Sephardic synagogue in Amsterdam. Primarily due to the archival research of
Heertje (Heertje 1974, p. 78; see also Hasson 1968)° it is possible to trace Ricardo's
ancestry through at least five generations. There may well have been an Andulasian
grandec of the same surname, but David Ricardo was not his descendant.
Moreover, all of Ricardo's ancestors were of the Jewish faith, and they came to
Amsterdam not from Spain, but from Portugal, by way of Italy. The surname
Ricardo did not appear in Amsterdam until around 1720, when it was adopted by a
family which previously had been registered in the synagogue as Israel, a fairly
common name adopted by Jews to indicate their religious adherence. That is, the
name did not refer to descent from a specific tribe, such as the Levites (Levy).

% Heavy reliance has been accorded this invaluable source in the preparation of much of the family history
discussed in this chapter.
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Tlne Israel Ricarxlos

The first of Ricardo's ancestors in Amsterdam was Samuel van Mozes Israel,
who migrated there from Livorno around 1662. Located on Italy's west coast,
Livorno (Leghorn) had been annexed to Florence in 1421, but it continued to exist
as a free city. At the time of the Inquisition, Livorno became a refuge for Sephardic
Jews, encouraged to settle there by the Grand Duke of Tuscany. By the sixteenth
century, Livorno was not only an important Italian coast town, but also the new
center of banking and finance, having surpassed even Venice, no minor
achievement. Livorno was also a great jewelry center, particularly of red coral,
found in abundance in the area. Samuel van Mozes Israel was a jeweler.

How long Samuel lived in Livorno is not known, but when he died in 1692 it
was registered that he had lived in Holland for thirty years. He was known both in
the business world and the Amsterdam synagogue as Samuel van Mozes Israel of
Livorno, the latter designation undoubtedly used to differentiate him from all the
other Isracls in Amsterdam. Surnames, of course, were not utilized until the late
seventeenth century, and even then the practice was not widespread.

David Israel, one of Samuel's several sons, is the first known David of the
lineage. He was born in 1652, and thus was about ten when his family left Livorno.
The names recorded in the synagogue leave no question that the overwhelming
majority were of Portuguese ancestry, and the "Israels of Livorno" were of the same
origin. The Spanish grandee from Andalusia was the genealogist's figment.
Moreover, during his lifetime David Ricardo was always referred to as having been
borna Portuguese Jew.?

David Israel and his brothers were Amsterdam merchants and continued their
father's practice of differentiating themselves as the "Israels of Livorno." In 1692,
David married Strellied Amadious, also of Portuguese origins, the union was
recorded in the synagogue in Amsterdam. Around 1720, late in life, David changed
his civil name to David Israel Ricardo, although in the synagogue he continued to
be listed as David Israel. The nomenclature "of Livorno" was cumbersome, and as
Sraffa has indicated, the surname Ricardo was exceedingly common in Livorno
(Works, Vol. X, p. 18, n.4). It probably was chosen to retain some link with the
famous Italian city whence his father had emigrated. In any event, the surname
Ricardo is of Italian origin.

David Israel Ricardo and Strellied Amadious had one son, Joseph, born in
Amsterdam in 1699. Although his father was a merchant, Joseph Israel Ricardo
became a famous stockbroker, a man of considerable wealth. The Sephardic
brokers were extremely active in the Amsterdam Bourse at the time. One authority
states that on a particular settlement day in 1764, 36 or 37 of the 41 brokers were
"Portuguese Jews" (Wilson 1939; reprinted 1966, p. 263). The Jewish brokers were
so prominent that the business days of the Amsterdam Exchange ran from Sunday

* So listed at the time he became a member of Brooks's Club, 13 March 1818. (See Memorials of Brooks's
... 1907, p. 92.)
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through Friday, permitting them to honor their Sabbath. In 1739, Joseph was one
of several framers of a new set of rules for the Amsterdam Bourse, the first of many
attempts by more conscientious brokers to regulate the excesses and indulgences of
their colleagues. Joseph was the first of three generations of Ricardo stockbrokers.

In 1721, Joseph married Hannah Abaz, a woman of Portuguese origins, but a
Christian, who apparently converted to Judaism after her marriage. The records of
the Sephardic synagogue in Amsterdam show "Gijoret" after her name, which in
Hebrew means "female convert." Hannah probably had not converted to Judaism by
1721, at the time of her civil marriage to Joseph, since the marriage was not
recorded in the synagogue until 1726, when the religious ceremony was performed.

Ironically, the marriage of Joseph and Hannah is the reverse of the
genealogist's story. It was David Ricardo's grandmother who was born a Christian.
Furthermore, until her conversion, her children would not be Jews. The only child
of Joseph and Hannah for whom a birth date is known is Abraham, David Ricardo's
father. There is some doubt as to the exact date, but his birth definitely occurred
after his mother converted. In 1721, her dowry of 2,000 guilders was sizeable. Very
little is known about Hannah's social and economic background, but she came from
a wealthy family.

The double marriage between Joseph and Hannah has been the source of some
confusion regarding David Ricardo's grandparents. In 1955, when Sraffa published
Biographical Miscellany, he claimed that Joseph Israel Ricardo "was twice married;
the first marriage being in 1721 to Hannah Israel, who died in 1725, the second in
1727 to Hannah Abaz, who survived till 1781" (Works, Vol. X, p. 19). Heertje's
findings show Sraffa to be in error on two counts. Sraffa's sequence was incorrect,
and Hannah Israel did not die in 1725. In 1973, when Sraffa published the General
Index to The Works and Correspondence of David Ricardo, he attributed the source
of the corrections to Heertje (Works, Vol. X1, p. xxix). Hannah Abaz probably
became Hannah Israel, not as a result of her already being married to Joseph Israel,
but because as a convert she could not take a tribal name, such as Levy (Levite).

Hannah Abaz and Joseph Israel Ricardo had four sons—David, Samuel,
Moses, and Abraham—and two daughters, whom Heertje lists as Ribca and
Rebecca. But there is some confusion with the record, since Ribca is Hebrew for
Rebecca, and there could well have been only the one daughter. No official record
of the birth of a female child is maintained by a synagogue, and the only reference
to such an event would occur in the course of the father's reading from the Torah.
Such information as is available on the chronology of Hannah and Joseph's children
is reported in Table III-1.

The first son of Hannah and Joseph was David Hizkiau Israel, the second
name probably being taken after the famous King of Judah. In business David
Hizkiau Israel Ricardo was sometimes referred to as David "Junior" to distinguish
him from his grandfather, also a David Isracl Ricardo, the only difference being the
religious name, Hizkiau. In the Sephardic tradition, children frequently are named
after living relatives or friends, unlike the Ashkenazic rule where a child must be
named after a recently deceased ancestor. Because of this Sephardic tradition,
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several times we find two David Ricardos; the economist was born six years before
his uncle's death in 1778.

Talxle III—I. Tlle C]Jil(lren or

losepll Israel Ricar(lo aml Hannalx Al)az
(1699-1762) (?-1781)

Rebecca® David Hizkiau' Samuel Israel'’ Moses Israel' Ribca® Abraham Israel®
(7)  (7-1778)  (7-1795) (7) (7) (1733 - 1812)

!No birthdates were recorded in the Amsterdam Synagogue until 1736.
ZObituaries said he died “In his eighticth year.” ( Works, Vol. X, p. 20)
*No record in Amsterdam Synagogue.

All of the sons of Hannah and Joseph were given the name Israel, but
eventually it was dropped, except in the synagogue records. When Abraham went
to London in 1760, he was listed in the record book of the Bevis Marks Synagogue
as Abraham Israel Ricardo, but in the business world he was known simply as
Abraham Ricardo, stockbroker, and none of his eight sons subsequently were given
the name Isracl. The Israel Ricardos of Amsterdam were stockbrokers, as were the
Ricardos of London. As the youngest son, Abraham was sent to London to
administer his father's holdings in English securitics, as well as to act as
correspondent for other Dutch investors, undoubtedly other Sephardim. The Israel
Ricardos proved to be very successful. Upon his death in 1762, Joseph Israel
Ricardo left an estate in excess of £20,000, probated at £45,000 in 1812 (Works,
Vol. X, p. 25).

This accumulation of wealth coincided with the growth of financial capitalism
in Holland and England. Joseph was able to capitalize on the boom in the
Amsterdam Bourse during the Seven Years War (1756-1763). Dutch ncutrality
meant that Amsterdam bankers and brokers could loan money to any of the
belligerents, but England was the heaviest borrower. The large loans obtained from
Dutch sources not only permitted England to support its own troops in Hanover, but
also provided for generous support to its Prussian ally. The debt of the British
government grew at an unprecedented rate, and an increasing share was held by
Dutch bankers and brokers, many of whom were Portuguese Sephardim.

As Heertje has reported (Heertje 1974, pp. 76-77) the annual turnover of
guilders in Joseph Ricardo's account in Amsterdam's Wisselbank offers some
indication of his rising wealth during the Seven Years War. As shown in Table
III-2 for the period immediately proceeding the war, Joseph's account averaged
about g286 per year. When it is recalled that Hannah Abaz's dowry was valued at
£2000, Joseph's wealth does not appear to have been very great. Once the war
started, however, his portfolio grew rapidly, rising to g37,333 annually.
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Table III-2. Volume of Guilders in the Wisselbank Account
of ]osepll Israel Ricardo. 1743 - 1762

Period Total Volume Annual Average
1743-1750 g 2,000 g 28
1751-1758 g 20,000 g 2,500
1759-1761 g 112,000 g 37,333
1762 (6 months) g 54,000

(Source: Heertje, 1974, p. 77)

Joseph Ricardo purchased British government securities at annual annuities of
3 and 4 percent. He also bought securities in British joint ventures, particularly the
East India and South Sea companies, and the Bank of England. When he died in
1762, his portfolio was balanced, and he had not fallen into the error of some Dutch
brokers, who held only British government securities. Moreover, many Dutch
purchases of those securities were on margin, which meant a pyramiding of
borrowing on speculation. Had the Bank of England not partially supported the
government debt, the panic that occurred in 1763-1764 would have been worse.

Adam Smith quotes Magens (1753, p. 13) as having been informed

that most of the money which the Dutch have here was in Bank,
East India and South Sea Stocks, and that their interests might
amount to one-third of the whole.

(Smith 1937, p. 91 n. 17)

Joseph Ricardo's investments in these three securities came to just over £8,000 in
1762; Smith estimated all foreign holdings of English securities at about
£18,000,000. There is some reason to believe that Smith probably overestimated
the significance of foreign holdings, but there is no question that the Amsterdam
Bourse was crucial to the expansion of British loans, both public and private.

Joseph's decision to send Abraham abroad to oversee his investments was in
part a recognition of the fact that London was rapidly replacing Amsterdam as the
financial center of Western Europe. Abraham's arrival also coincided with the
ascension of George III, at a time when there was considerable apprehension as to
the changes which the new monarch might stimulate. It was an appropriate time
for the elder Ricardo to have a family man in London.

During the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, Holland had been the
entrepot of the Continent, playing the role of intermediary. This was partially a
function of its strategic location at the hub of the trade routes, and partly because
the other European countries lacked the necessary shipping and port facilities, as
well as the cadres of financiers who could buy in one market and sell in another.
Holland's economic supremacy was due to the proficiency of its traders, not its
craftsmen. In fact, supremacy in the intermediary trade proved to be its undoing,
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for so long as that trade flourished, there was no development of an economic base
grounded in industrial activity.

Holland's inability to industrialize was due to a number of factors. It lacked
the necessary raw materials, and high wages put it at a competitive disadvantage
when selling processed goods in foreign markets. The Dutch had some industry,
particularly textiles, tobacco processing, and gin making, but these products met
increasingly difficult competition, primarily from the British and the French. The
Dutch failure coincided with the development of direct trade among European
nations, thus bypassing the intermediary role of Amsterdam and the other ports.
Although 15 percent of England's imports came from Holland in 1696-1697, by
1772-1773 the figure was only 4 percent. So far as England's exports were
concerned, 42 percent went to Holland in 1696-1697, only 13 percent in 1772-1773.
During this same period, English imports increased from £3.5 million to £11.4
million, while exports rose from £3.5 million to £14.8 million (Wilson 1966, pp.
255-256).

Holland's decline would have been more rapid if Amsterdam had not become
the great banking and financial center of Europe in the mid-1700s. Dutch firms,
which had previously engaged in importing and exporting staples, began making
loans in foreign ports, financing bills of exchange, buying mortgages, and
purchasing foreign securities. Primarily because Dutch commodity trade was
declining during this period, domestic interest rates also fell. In Holland the rate of
interest was 2.5 to 3 percent in mid-century; in comparison, Bank of England stock
was paying 6 percent, other British securities 7 and 8 percent. As Adam Smith
observed, the Dutch circumstances "no doubt demonstrate the redundancy of their
stock, or that it has increased beyond what they can employ with tolerable profit in
the proper business of their own country” (Smith 1937, p. 92).

The higher rates of interest offered by British securities reflected a greater risk,
and the wave of speculative fever that dominated British finance in the early
eighteenth century was tied to the political instability of the time. People had for a
long time been expecting British success in their struggles to dominate trade and
defeat their Spanish and French enemies. That success occurred in 1815, but only
after seventy-five years of nearly continuous war. One consequence was that the
British national debt rose enormously during the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. This was the major financial phenomenon of the times, and the second
and third generations of Ricardo stockbrokers traded almost exclusively in the
British public debt.

When Abraham Ricardo arrived in London in 1760, he entered a new
financial environment, one in which government debt was the major instrument of
trade. In Amsterdam the bourse was a financial institution adopted to Dutch
foreign trade and finance; in London it became geared to the military and colonial
activities of the British government. The directions and tendencies of that state of
affairs had emerged during the early eighteenth century, long before Abraham's
arrival. With his settlement in the City, the Ricardo family's business interests
became dependent upon the successes of the British government, and their social
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and religious affairs became linked to the activities of the Sephardic enclave in
London.

The New Instruments of Credit and Finance

The last decade of the seventeenth century was a watershed in the growth of
the English joint-stock company, and in the emergence of a bourse for the transfer
of stocks and issues of indebtedness. Not only did the flood of bullion from the New
World produce a profit inflation throughout Western Europe, but also new credit
instruments began to circulate in ever-increasing quantities, as bankers issued notes
on the basis of bullion reserves. It was a period of great liquidity and speculation.
Moneymaking became a new way of life in England, as the holders of wealth
benefited from overseas successes. It was the era of England's first gains in the
struggle to dominate commerce, a period of what Marx called "primitive
accumulation.”

The discovery of gold and silver in America, the extirpation,
enslavement and entombment in mines of the aboriginal
population, the beginning of the conquest and looting of the East
Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for the commercial
hunting of blackskins, signalised the rosy dawn of the era of
capitalist production. These idyllic proceedings are the chief
momenta of primitive accumulation. On their heels treads the
commercial war of the European nations [Seven Year War], with
the globe for a theatre. It begins with the revolt of the
Netherlands from Spain, assumes giant dimensions in England's
anti-jacobian war. . . .

The different momenta of primitive accumulation distribute
themselves now, more or less in chronological order, particularly
over Spain, Portugal, Holland, France, and England. In England
at the 17th century, they arrive at a systematical combination,
embracing the colonies, the national debt, the modern mode of
taxation, and the protectionist system . . . they all employ the
power of the State, the concentrated and organized force of
society, to hasten . . . the process of transformation of the feudal
mode of production into the capitalist mode, and to shorten the
transition.

(Marx 1906, Vol. I, pp. 823-824)

The ease with which the Bank of England was established in 1694 was
symptomatic of the large quantities of liquid wealth held by members of English
society, anxious to wet their feet in the rising tide of commercial and financial
capitalism. The Bank syndicate raised £1,200,000 in less than six months, lending
the entire sum to the British government in return for an annual interest payment of
£100,000 (8.3 percent simple interest), with another £4,000 guaranteed annually for
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management. The funds accumulated by the Bank represented about 2.5 percent of
national income and more than 25 percent of all tax revenues for fiscal year 1694-
1695.

The 1690s also witnessed a new wave of joint ventures. In 1688 only 15
existed; by 1695 there were over 140 such syndicates, organized to promote
activities as diverse as the production and distribution of plate glass, tapestries,
burglar alarms, wallpaper, diving equipment, fine linen, sword blades, and
numerous items of ordnance. The combined capital for such companies came to
£4.5 million; added to the Bank's paid-up equity, the total was over £6 million
(Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 16).

The major reason for the sudden increase in joint ventures, particularly in
manufacturing and distribution, was the great success this type of business
organization had experienced in maritime merchant activities. The best example
was The Governor and Company of Merchants of London trading in the East
Indies, chartered in 1600, the famed East India Company. Several of its unique
characteristics established a pattern for future private financial enterprises. Shares
were of fixed value, and although initially issued in large denominations, they were
later reduced in size, thus permitting much more widely dispersed ownership.
Shares were available to anyone, so that cronyism ceased to be the only basis for
participation in joint ventures. But each of these characteristics also invited the
corruption and embezzlement associated with many of the new companies. The
size and anonymity of firms meant that shareholders could easily be persuaded to
buy shares in companies whose products were imaginary or whose ships had
dummy bottoms.

Since such unethical conduct undermined public confidence in all joint-stock
enterprises, a primary objective of stockbrokers was to police fellow brokers to
reduce the frequency of fraud. Government intervention in the Stock Exchange
came about through the licensing of brokers by the City of London, thereby
extending to stockbrokers the same type of guild regulations which had been
enforced in other arenas for centuries.

The need for government oversight also was prompted by the large increase
in the public debt. The government not only regarded its debt as permanent, but
also believed it would need to be expanded in the future, since borrowing was
preferable to taxation, even though more costly. Morgan and Thomas have
described the process:

The growing power of the central government was raising
the costs of administration, wars were becoming larger and more
expensive, and the rise of prices in the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth century caused an ever-growing discrepancy between
the traditional sources of revenue and the expenses of the state.
Elizabeth was usually prompt in paying interest on her loans (if
not in repaying the principal) and her credit remained fairly good.
Her Stuart successors were less scrupulous and, as arrears of
capital and interest accumulated, they found it more and more
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difficult to borrow. In 1619, it was necessary to postpone the
funeral of the Queen for lack of funds, and James I's credit was so
low that tradesmen were charging double prices for goods
supplied to the Royal houschold. Whatever their other virtues, the
Roundheads were no better financial administrators than the
Cavaliers; in 1655, Cromwell had a debt of over £700,000 and by
1659 this had grown to £2% million; soldiers and sailors were
being paid in debentures instead of cash and these were selling at
a heavy discount. The height of financial stringency was reached,
however, between the Restoration and the Revolution of 1688. In
1665, Pepys was bewailing "the horrible crowd and lamentable
moan of the poor seamen that lie starving . . . for lack of money”
and writing to his superior that "The whole company of the
'‘Breda' are now breaking the windows of our office . . . swearing
they will not budge without money. What meat they will make of
me soon you shall hear in my next." When in 1667, the Dutch
fleet appeared off the Nore and sailed up the Medway, the
indignity was not due to any lack of skill or courage, but simply to
the fact that, for lack of money, the British ships of the line were
without stores, munitions or provisions, and could not put to sea.
(Morgan and Thomas 1969, pp. 17-18)

There was a need for continuous borrowing on a short-term basis, and "tallies
of loan" became one of the new instruments of government debt,* along with the
lottery. "Tallies of loan" were issued in anticipation of future tax revenue and
continued in circulation until paid, an arrangement that to some extent permitted
the existence of a permanent public debt.

Short-term government debt was thus widely held, and often
came into the hands of people who wanted to convert it into cash;
there was an obvious need for a market, and the uncertainty of
payment gave big opportunities for speculation. Active dealings
seem to have taken place during most of the seventeenth century;
"tally-brokers" are heard of well before stockbrokers and it was
probably these dealers in short-term government debt who
eventually turned their attention to longer-term debt and to
company stocks and shares and so laid the foundation of the
modern stock market.

(Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 19)

4 A tally was one of the oldest negotiable instruments in English history, continuing in use until the late
1820s. Notches were cut in a strip of hazel wood, the size indicating some agreed value. After the transaction
the stick was spliced, one to the payee, the other to the payer. The notches matched, each party with a record
of transfer. The Exchequer in charge of collecting taxes, gave tally receipts.

In a similar fashion, the Government circulated tallies of loan; virtually impossible to counterfeit, they were
transferable, and ideal for loan purposes. Since tallies of loan were dependent upon tallies of receipt for taxes
for repayment, there was always a market for tallies of loan, with sometimes very high rates of discount.
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The other instrument of government debt, the lottery, came into being in 1694.
While the terms of the lotteries changed over time, the one in 1694 was fairly
typical. Parliament, in borrowing £1,000,000, sold tickets for £10 each, agreeing to
provide an annual sum of £140,000 for the next sixteen years. From this annual
appropriation, each ticket-holder received a 10 percent interest payment, the other
£40,000 being awarded to prize winners. At the end of sixteen years, all accounts
were cancelled, and the government had no need to repay the initial outlay (Morgan
and Thomas 1969, p. 20). Parliament could issue a new lottery at any time, to pay
the amount due on old lotteries, with the result that a new source of public debt was
constantly in the offing.

The success of the lotteries was partly attributable to their appeal to the
English love of gambling. Long the home of card playing and the dice tables, the
lotteries were but one more vent for Englishmen to participate in games of chance.
The middle classes participated just as actively as did the nobility and the
aristocracy. Despite the eighteenth century inflation, lotteries were a major source
of government finance; players apparently were unconcerned that they were
rewarded with depreciated currency.

The joint-stock company also appealed to the English propensity to gamble,
and that was undoubtedly the reason for its early success. It has been claimed that
the highly speculative character of the Amsterdam Bourse, during the eighteenth
century, was attributable to the large number of Portuguese Jews who dominated it.
But this could hardly have accounted for the speculative character of the English
market, sincc Jewish participation was greatly restricted. More Sephardim worked
in the London stock exchange than in any other industry, such as manufacturing or
transport, but the Englishmen of the time did not need to learn about speculation
and gambling from the Jews. The practice was as much a part of English culture as
roast beef and plum pudding.

Orrigins of the London Stock Excllange

The large number of shares involved in the new joint-stock companies, the
Bank of England, and the government debt required a marketplace for brokers and
traders. The first location was Sir Thomas Gresham's Royal Exchange, at the
intersection of Cornhill and Broad Streets.

Originally built in 1566-1567, the Royal Exchange was the meeting place for
bankers, merchants, goldsmiths, and blacksmiths, weavers, drapers, skinners,
clothmakers, silk-throwers, dyers, girdlers, haberdashers, and tailors; iron-mongers
and fishmongers; bakers and beer and gin distillers; coopers, masons, joiners and
glaziers, pewterers, lorimers, tinplaters, potters, and long-bow stringmakers. Each
craft or guild had its own section of the exchange, its own "walk," where hawkers
strolled in the quest of buyers for their wares. In the second half of the sixteenth
century the merchants of the City of London controlled 80 percent of all of
England's trade, and Gresham's Bourse, as it was originally named, was the center
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of the commercial world. Merchants and traders from all the principal countries
met to negotiate their rapidly expanding commercial and financial activities.

The importance of the Royal Exchange was evidenced by its reconstruction
within three years of the Great Fire in 1666. Rebuilt with brick, rather than wood,
and opened in 1669, the Royal Exchange once again became the center of trade and
commerce for both London and England. When the market for public and private
securities developed in the last several decades of the seventeenth century, the
"stockbrokers' walk" became part of the Royal Exchange, adjacent to the "walks" of
the grocers and druggists, the salters, and the Italians. In the eighteenth century,
Jewish brokers had become of sufficient importance to warrant a "Jews' walk."

The growing number of companies after 1695 prompted a change in the
quality and location of the stock market. The increase in issues traded, the altered
quality of the market, and the change in venue were interrelated, of course. By the
1690s the City of London had a population of about 500,000, making it the largest
city in Europe. Accompanying this population growth was an acceleration in the
amount of trade and commerce, and an increase in the number of merchants using
the Royal Exchange, particularly stockbrokers. The Exchange became
overcrowded, and considerable pressure was put on the most recent entrants, the
stockbrokers, to leave. Of even greater concern were the nefarious, fraudulent, and
deceitful practices of some brokers. In addition, there was a general distrust of
anyone who dealt in securities, or the instruments credit and finance. There was
disapproval of the practices whereby people made money, not by selling goods, but
by gambling in money and taking usury. Daniel Defoe, one of the most outspoken
critics of financial market institutions, claimed:

I know they upon all occasions laugh at the suggestion, and
have the pride to think it impracticable to restrain them; and one
of the top of the function the other day, when I casually told him,
that if they went on, they would make it absolutely necessary to
the legislature to suppress them, returned, that he believed it was
as absolutely necessary for them to do it now, as ever it could be.
But how will they do it? It is impossible, said he, but if the
government takes credit, their funds should come to market; and
while there is a market we will buy and sell; there is no effectual
way in the world, says he, to suppress us but this, viz. That the
government should first pay all the public debts, redeem all the
funds, and dissolve all the charters, viz., Bank, South Sea, and
East India, and buy nothing upon trust, and then, indeed, says he,
they need not hang the stockjobbers, for they will be apt to hang
themselves.

I must confess, I in part agree that this is an effectual way,
but I am far from thinking it the only way to deal with a
consideration of usurers, who having sold the whole nation to
usury, keep the purse-strings of poor and rich in their hands,
which they open and shut as they please.

(Defoe 1960, pp. 2-3)
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As Tawney has noted,

In such an atmosphere, the moral casuistry, which had
occupied so large a place in the earlier treatment of social and
economic subjects, seemed the voice of an antiquated superstition.

(Tawney 1926, p. 250)

There could be no turning back, and while some men lamented the encroachment of
the marketplace, the system moved forward.

Forced out of the Royal Exchange in 1698, the stock-brokers moved to the
coffee houses located in the network of byways and lanes centering upon Exchange
Alley, where Cornhill and Lombard strects meet (See Figure III-1); the area was
vulgarly referred to as Change Alley. Even before they were expelled from the
Exhange, stockbrokers and traders had been meeting in the less crowded coffee
houses, where one could at least sit while conducting business.

CORMMILL
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Figure III-1. Exclmnge A“ey and the Coffechouses

By the early eighteenth century, coffechouses had become the center of social
life in London, as well as the meeting places of politicians and professionals. Each
group had its own coffechouse.

The beau monde assembled at White's Chocolate House in
St. James's Street, where, as Harley bitterly complained to Swift,
young noblemen were fleeced and corrupted by fashionable
gamblers and profligates. Tories went to the Cocoa Tree
Chocolate House, Whigs to St. James's Coffee House. Will's, near
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Covent Garden, was the resort of poets, critics, and their patrons;
Truby's served the clergy, and the Grecian the world of
scholarship; nor were there lacking houses for Dissenters, for
Quakers, for Papists and for Jacobites. The "universal liberty of
speech of the English nation" uttered amid clouds of tobacco
smoke, with equal vehemence whether against the Government
and the Church, or against their enemies, had long been the
wonder of foreigners; it was the quintessence of Coffee House life.

(Trevelyn 1942, p. 324)

Jonathan's and Garraway's coffechouses in Exchange Alley, and Lloyd's on
Lombard Street, were the centers of the Stock Exchange from 1698 until 1773,
when a new location was found in Threadneedle Street, across from the northeast
corner of the Royal Exchange. Meanwhile, the Stock Exchange and Exchange
Alley were one and the same.

During the day, the coffechouses were the meeting places for stock traders,
while at night they became centers for other types of gambling, such as faro, whist,
and the ever-present dice tables. During the day, tea, coffee, and chocolate were
available, but no gin or other heavy spirits. The latest financial newspapers from
Amsterdam were always available, and the latest political and literary gossip. But
more important, in Exchange Alley the subscription lists of financiers in search of
fresh capital were available, in many cases for enterprises of a questionable
character. In one instance a company was formed "To carry on an Undertaking of
Great Advantage but Nobody to Know what it is" (Duguid 1901, pp. 40-41).

Altogether there were thirty taverns and twenty-six coffechouses, most of
them with easy access to Exchange Alley. Defoe defined the area, which he said
thronged with Jews:

The limits are easily surrounded in about a minute and a
half, viz., stepping out of Jonathan's into the Alley, you turn your
face full south; moving on a few paces, and then turning due east,
you advance to Garraway's; from thence going out at the other
door, you go on still east into Birchin-lane; and then halting a
little at the Sword-blade Bank, to do much mischief in fewest
words, you immediately face to the north, enter Cornhill, visit two
or three petty provinces there in your way west; and thus having
boxed your compass, and sailed round the whole stock-jobbing
globe, you turn into Jonathan's again; and so, as most of the great
follies of life oblige us to do, you end just where you began.

(Defoe 1960, p. 35)

The route of Defoe's journey can be traced in Figure ITII-1. One writer described the
activity in Exchange Alley in 1703:

The manner of managing the trade is this; the Monied Man
goes among the Brokers (which are chiefly upon the Exchange,
and at Jonathan's Coffee House, sometimes at Garraway's and at
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some other Coffee Houses), and asks how Stocks go? and upon
information bids the Broker buy or sell so many Shares of such
and such Stocks if he can at such and such Prices: Then he tries
what he can do among those that have Stock, or power to sell
them; and if he can, makes a Bargain.
(Quoted in Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 20)
Another, in 1707, wrote:

Brokers of Stock are such as buy and sell Shares in Joint
Stocks for any one that shall desire them; as if I am minded to buy
two shares in East India Stock, I speak to a Broker if he knows of
any to sell, he enquires and find one that will sell two Shares,
which the Broker buyeth for me at the Price current on the
Exchange, and when the same are transferred to me in the
Company's Book, I pay for them. And it has been usual to give
these Brokers for their Brokage or Provision as followeth: For
Hudson Bay Stock, 1£ per Share; for East India Stock, 10s. per
share; Africa Stock or other petty Stocks as Glass, Lead, Linnen,
Copper, etc., 5s. per Share. And at this Rate there are some have
got £1000. or £1500. per An.

(Quoted in Duguid 1901, pp. 14-15)

Quite early in the history of the London Stock Exchange, a distinction was
drawn between "stockbrokers" and "stockjobbers." The former functioned almost
exclusively as agents for clients, buying or selling upon request, and typically they
did not participate in the market on their own behalf. Stockjobbers traded in
futures, making "puts” and "calls” for themselves, rather than for clients. They of
course, were the speculators who were in and out of the market when a particular
security, whether government or private, changed several points. It was because of
them that the zoology of "bulls" and "bears" came into existence. Futures were
normally settled every three months, with the "bulls" expecting a rise in the market,
the "bears" hoping for a fall, since they would be selling short. A "lame duck" was
a jobber who sold short, but could not meet his commitment on settlement day,
since the market had risen against him.

The most famous and notorious stockjobber was Sir Josiah Child (1630-1699),
economist, Governor of the East India Company, and mercantilist philosopher. It
was generally assumed that Child was rigging the price of East India Stock to his
own benefit, being a bull or a bear as it suited his purpose. In the late 1690s, when
the London Exchange was flooded with new issues of joint-stock ventures, Child
was particularly active. Writing twenty years later about the influence of Sir Josiah,
Defoe described the practice of stockjobbing. He published anonymously, obscuring
only slightly the various individuals he was attacking, in this instance Child.

. . . if we may believe the report of those who remember the
machines and contrivances of that original of stock-jobbing, Sir
F C . There are those who tell us letters have been
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ordered, by private management, to be written from the East
Indies, with an account of the loss of ships which have been
arrived there, and the arrival of ships lost; of war with the Great
Mogul, when they have been in perfect tranquility, and of peace
with the Great Mogul, when he was come down against the
factory of Bengal. . . as it was thought proper to calculate these
rumors for the raising and falling of the stock, and when it was for
his purpose to buy cheap, or sell dear.

Every man's eye, when he came to market, was upon the
brokers who acted for Sir F . Does Sir F sell or buy?
IfSir F had a mind to buy, the first thing he did was to
commission his brokers to look sour, shake their heads, suggest
bad news from India. . . "I have commission from Sir F to
sell whatever I can," and perhaps they would actually sell ten,
perhaps twenty thousand pounds. Immediately the Exchange . . .
was full of sellers; nobody would buy a shilling, till perhaps the
stock would fall six, seven, eight, ten, per cent, sometimes more.
Then the cunning jobber had another set of men employed in
purpose to buy, but with privacy and caution, all the stock they
could lay their hands on; till by selling ten thousand pounds at 4
or 5 per cent loss, he would buy a hundred thousand pounds stock
at 10 or 12 per cent under price.

These honest methods laid the foundation, we will not say of
a fine great stone house, on a certain forest; but it certainly laid
the foundation of an opulent family, and initiated the crowd of
jobbers in that dexterity in tricking and cheating one another,
which to this day they are the greatest proficients that this part of
the world ever saw.

(Defoe 1960, pp. 14-15)

Defoe published his attack upon what he called that "scandalous trade" of
stockjobbing in 1719; the next year, the infamous affair of the South Sea Bubble
occurred. The Bubble proved to be the most notorious episode in British financial
history, and it had numerous repercussions for the future of eighteenth-century
financing.

Chartered in 1711, the South Sea Company was organized to trade in South
America, buoyed by the expectation that English merchants would benefit from a
British victory in the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-1713). While the war
reputedly centered upon the issue of whether the House of Bourbon or the House of
Habsburg would claim the throne of Spain, it was in effect a conflict that carved out
the future channels of trade, with England the main beneficiary. The South Sea
Company expected to be as successful in South America as the great East India
Company had been in the Far East. As allies, England, Holland, and Prussia were
not only expected to dominate the West Indian slave trade, but also to replace the
Spanish domination over all trade and commerce in South America. The
company's initial capital was proposed to purchase £9 million of the national debt
England accumulated during the War of the Spanish Succession. This was not the
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first occasion when public debt had been sold to private firms; both the East India
Company (1600) and the Bank of England (1694) held large quantities of Great
Britain's national debt. But in the case of the South Sea Company, the government
directly converted a £9 million debt into the company's stock. Each £100
government security was converted to a £100 share in the South Sea Company, with
Parliament guaranteeing an annual 6 percent interest on the initial £9 million, plus
£28,000 for management and administrative fees, a total annual flow to the
company of £568,000. The scheme also guaranteed the company a one-hundred-
year monopoly on all trade in South America. In commenting on this arrangement,
Morgan and Thomas observe:

One of the peculiar features of the time is the merging (or
ingrafting as it was often called by contemporaries) of the public
debt into the capital of the great joint-stock companies. This
movement, which culminated in the disastrous South Sea
Conversion of 1720, was the product of several different
influences. In part it was just one of many expedients of a hard
pressed government to raise money, and in part it was a product of
the not unreasonable idea that citizens who receive monopoly
privileges from the State should pay for them. This combination
of rough social justice and satisfying the needs of the Crown can
be seen in the payments by many smaller companies and in the
sale of patents which was a bone of contention between the
Stuarts and their Parliaments. There was also, however,
widespread belief that arrangements of this kind were beneficial to
the companies themselves. An annuity voted by Parliament and
secured on the growing yield of indirect taxes in an expanding
economy was a very different thing from the haphazard royal
borrowing of former times. It was felt that the possession of such
an asset would strengthen a Company, enhance its credit and
facilitate its banking or trading activities. In the case of the Bank
of England and the East India Company this belief was not
unfounded. The whole of the Bank's initial capital was lent to the
government but it was able to circulate bills and notes and attract
deposits to build up its banking business. Similarly, the United
East India Company had little difficulty in financing an
expanding trade, although most of its capital was on loan to the
government. It was only in the case of the South Sea Company
that the experiment proved disastrous.

(Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 30)

In February 1720, South Sea shares sold at £128; in March, £330, May, £550;
June, £890; August, £1,050; late September, £175; December, £124. This type of
financial speculation was not limited to the South Sea Company. In 1720, 190 new
joint ventures put issues into circulation, among them insurance companies—fire,
marine, and life, as well as those offering protection against highway robbery;
companies for engaging in fishing and foreign trade in all parts of the world;
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manufacturing companies to produce wool, cotton, iron, steel, salt, sugar, and
paper; and numerous land speculation schemes (Morgan and Thomas 1969, pp. 34-
37).

By late summer 1720, new stock shares for almost any type of venture were for
sale at Jonathan's and Garraway's, and buyers were not particularly interested in
studying the prospecti. All but a baker's dozen were patently fraudulent, but so long
as the market rose, so did the wave of optimism. Most issues were bought on
margin, which fed on borrowing. By the middle of the year it became clear that the
South Sea Company was in no position to loan the government any significant
amount of the £9 million to which it was committed, and its borrowing activities in
the private sector were seriously restricted by the competition from the numerous
new Companies.

The mounting pressure of calls was bound to create a scarcity of
money. . . . Once people found they had to sell stock in order to
meet calls or to repay bank loans, prices were bound to fall and,
the more prices fell, the more stock would be thrown upon the
market.

(Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 37)

The crash came in late autumn, and by 1721 the entire market was in a
shambles. The speculation mania was stopped by passage of the Bubble Act in
1720, which prohibited joint-stock companies in all areas of industry, except
insurance and maritime activities. Parliament's intervention meant that the new
companies were in effect declared illegal, and the sharcholders at once attempted to
salvage what they could. Prices fell as margins were called, and more and more
issues were thrown on the market. The South Sea directors tried to raise funds to
maintain the price of their stock but finally had to default on the loan to the
government. The £9 million liability was cancelled, and shareholders were able to
rescue about 10 percent of what they had invested.

The bubble would have burst in any event, since neither the South Sea
Company, nor any of the 190 new joint-stock companies, had an earnings potential
that could justify the price of their stocks in the market. The price-earnings ratios
were far out of line. But the fact that the company's directors, in collusion with the
leaders of Parliament, brought about the crash was further evidence of the
skulduggery which had surrounded its formation. The speculation in the South Sea
Company had its roots in the highest offices of government, the Crown itself, and
most of the important politicians of the day. Because of its political strength, the
company was able to survive and carry on limited trade until it was dissolved in
1854.

The Bubble Act of 1720 was Parliament's reaction to stock market speculation
gone awry. The act continued to be enforced until 1825, and English law favoring
the establishment of joint-stock companies in manufacturing and trade did not
change until 1844 (Shannon 1966). In the interval, only single proprietorships and
partnerships were permitted outside the areas of insurance, banking, and maritime
activities. Adam Smith went so far as to say these were the "only trades which it
seems possible for a joint stock company to carry on successfully, without an
exclusive privilege" (Smith 1937, p. 713).°

® Leo Rogin claimed that Adam Smith, writing on the dawn of the industrial age, was naive as to the
potential for large scale industry, and had he recognized the significance of economies of scale he would not
have been so enamored with the virtues of free competition. (Rogin 1956, p. 107)
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The Bubble Act was followed in 1733 by Bernard's Act, which prohibited
"puts" and "calls" on the London Stock Exchange. These two pieces of legislation
shaped the character of British industry for many years to come, and the London
Stock Exchange was transformed, from a trading center for private debt and equity,
to a bourse for government debt.

Because of the great restrictions placed upon joint-stock companies,
manufacturing in England continued to be dominated by the craft guilds. The level
of British manufacturing technology during the last half of the eighteenth century
was not much advanced beyond what it had been in Tudor and early Stuart times.
By prohibiting joint-stock ventures, Parliament limited the size of firms and the
growth of large-scale aggregations of capital. Restricted to single entrepreneurs of
partnerships, the scale of manufacturing was small, especially considering the
potential.

The second consequence of the Bubble and Bernard Acts was that private
savings were effectively closed to manufacturing and transport. These savings did,
however, provide financing for the national debt, the most important financial
activity of the century. Between 1740 and 1816, the compound rate of growth in the
British national debt was 7.25 percent per annum. Following the war of the
Spanish Succession, the debt reached £54 million, although Robert Walpole was
able to reduce it to £44 million by 1739. But between 1739 and 1816 the debt rose
to £709 million, with another £110 million in Irish debt. The growth of the
national debt and the development of finance in eighteenth-century Britain were
inextricably entwined, and that is why the London Stock Exchange became a
government funds market.

Following the South Sea debacle, the limited risk associated with government
debt was welcomed by investors. Between 1739 and 1815, England was at war 58
percent of the time, or 44 out of 76 years; when not at war, the country was
preparing for it. The War of the Spanish Succession was followed by the War of the
Austrian Succession, the Seven Years War, the War of American Independence,
and finally the Napoleonic Wars. Throughout this long period, the London Stock
Exchange was the source which enabled England to finance its imperialistic
activities and defend itself against France.

There were many, like Defoe, who regarded the stock exchange as an evil
growth. The belief that usury was immoral was centuries old, of course, and that
view was reinforced by such financial manipulations as the South Sea Bubble and
Josiah Child's activities in the 1690s. This negative attitude hardened, however, as
the exchange became more and more a source for government borrowing; the stock-
Jjobbers were no longer playing games with one another, they were taking advantage
of a national emergency. Moreover, the yield on the national debt changed with the
fortunes of war, just as the yield in East India Stock changed in accordance with the

Despite Smith's pin factory, and the benefits from the division of labor, in his day the scale of industry was
small, attributable to the restrictions on the joint-venture. Smith was even critical of the trading companies,
especially the South Sea, and his views were representative of prevailing opinion, especially among the guild
masters and journeymen.



98 The Family Heritage: Eighteenth-Century Finance

company's successes or failures. Many believed there were brokers in Exchange
Alley who were aiding the enemy in order to depress the price of government bonds,
or raise the rate of interest, which the government would have to pay on new issues.
Defoe claimed such people were "guilty of treason against their king and country"
(Defoe 1960, p. 21).

These antiquarian views, grounded in Thomistic philosophy, were by no
means held exclusively by the members of the minor gentry, or such outspoken
critics of the new order as Defoe. The same sentiments were found in the highest
echelons of government. Furthermore, there was a clear distinction made between
the merchants and traders on the one hand, and business men who engaged
exclusively in finance. For example, William Pitt the Elder (1708-1778),
mastermind of Britain's military activities during the Seven Years' War, was a firm
believer in commerce, and received his greatest support from the City.

Pitt was not interested in empires, he was interested in trade and
paying for the war by capturing its most lucrative branches. In
this he had the complete support of the City, whose merchants
supplied him with intelligence about the nature, value and
location of French gum, fur, fish and sugar trades. By this
method both Pitt and the City believed they could afford to pay the
immense subsidies which our continental allies demanded and the
cost of those diversionary attacks on the French coast which Pitt
conceived as necessary to his strategy. But it was the capture of
trade which haunted his imagination and which to him and his
City supporters made the whole struggle a matter of life and death
for England. Trade was wealth and power. The only rival was
France.

(Plumb, 1950 p. 112)

But the strategy did not prove as successful as Pitt and the merchants had
hoped. French trade was not destroyed, or even very seriously weakened. Pitt said
of the Treaty of Paris (1763): "We retain nothing, although we have conquered
everything." In addition, the national debt rose from £70 million to £130 million
during the course of the war, or by about 11 percent a year. The debt was financed
by what Pitt called the "monied interests." It was for these financiers that Pitt
reserved his vituperation and censure.

There is a set of men, my Lords, in the city of London, who are
known to live in riot and luxury upon the plunder of the ignorant,
the innocent, the helpless; upon that part of the community, which
stands most in need of, and that best deserves, the care and
protection of the legislature. To me, my Lords, whether they be
miserable jobbers of Change Alley, or the lofty Asiatic plunderers
of Leadenhall Street, they are all equally detestable. I care but
little whether a man walks on foot, or is drawn by eight horses, or
six horses; if his luxury be supported by the plunder of the
country, I despise and detest him. My Lords, while I had the
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honour of serving his Majesty, I never ventured to look at the
Treasury but at a distance: it is a business I am unfit for, and to
which I could never have submitted. The little that I know of it
has not served to raise my opinion of what is vulgarly called the
‘Monied Interest'; I mean, that blood-sucker, that muck-worn, that
calls itself 'the friend of government'; that pretends to serve this or
that administration, and may be purchased, on the same terms, by
any administration; advances money to government and takes care
of its emoluments. Under this description, I include the whole
race of commissaries, jobbers, contractors, clothiers, and
remitters. Yet, I do not deny, that even with these creatures, some
management may be necessary; and, I hope, my Lords, that
nothing I have said will be understood to extend to the honest
industrious tradesmen, who holds the middle rank, and has given
repeated proofs, that he prefers law and liberty to gold. Much less
would I be thought to reflect upon the fair merchant, whose liberal
commerce is the prime source of national wealth, I esteem his
occupation, and respect his character.

(Quoted in Sambrook 1973, pp. 11-12)

The onus was not upon those who waged war for trade and empire, but upon
those who financed such activities. Pitt, Lord Chatham, expressed the opinion,
frequently stated in eighteenth-century England, that he had a great preference for
merchants, manufacturers, and agriculturists over the "monied interest," those
Asiatic plunderers and "dirty Jews of Change Alley." Some sixty years after
Chatham's speech to the Lords, William Cobbett wrote:

I see, that they have adopted a scheme of one Ricardo (I wonder
what countryman he is) who is, I believe, a converted Jew. At any
rate, he has been a 'Change-Alley-man for the last fifteen or
twenty years. If the Old Lord Chatham were now alive, he would
speak with respect to the Muckworm, as he called the 'Change-
Alley-people. Faith! They are now become every thing. Baring
assists at the Congress of Sovereigns, and Ricardo regulates
things at home. The Muckworm is no longer a creeping thing: it
rears its head aloft, and makes the haughty Borough Lords sneak

about in holes and corners.
(Sambrook 1973, p. 110; from Cobbett's Weekly
Political Register, 4 September 1819, p. 80; italics
in original; also in Works, Vol. VIII, p. 74, n.1)

The ]acol)ile Threat

The future well-being of the London Sephardim, although an enclave,
ultimately was tied to events in the wider culture, that is, political, social, financial,
and economic developments. Accordingly, they were as concerned with the issue of
the succession to the throne as was any native Englishman, Welshman, or Scot, not



100 The Family Herilnge: Eigllleenlll-Cenlury Finance

to mention the Irish. The controversy turned on whether James II's male heirs had
any rightful claims. Legally, the issue was decided by Parliament in 1701, when the
Acts of Settlement specifically excluded them. But there was still considerable
support for a Stuart monarch, particularly in the Scottish highlands and among
English country squires. In addition, both the papacy and the French Bourbons
believed that a Catholic king of England was the only desirable possibility. The
several attempts of James II's male heirs to exercise their claims, and the financial
and military support they received from France and Spain, constituted the "Jacobite
threat."

The Jacobite question originated in 1689, when James II was forced to vacate
the throne because it was not "proper for England to be ruled by a Catholic
monarch." As a practical matter, however, the issue was not concluded until 1746,
after James's grandson (Charles Edward) was repelled in his invasion attempt to
claim the throne. As a subject of political debate the matter did not end then, for
the Jacobites and their supporters kept the issue alive. The term "Jacobite" became
highly derogatory, smacking of treason and treachery, and was applied to anyone
who opposed the policies and tactics of the British government. Positions in the
inner circle of government were denied to persons "believed" to be sympathetic to
the "Jacobite cause," while court favor was gained by those with strong anti-Jacobite
sentiments. In the latter category fell the Sephardim, for the community always
took a firm stand with the establishment, whether it be Orange or Hanoverian.

The succession issue centered on whether heredity and tradition, as opposed to
Parliament, should determine who sat on the English throne. Opinion became
polarized and eventually congealed into two political parties, the Tories and the
Whigs. Tory was a derisive Irish term for a "popish outlaw," while Whig was a
Scottish term for a horse thief, applied in this instance to those who stole James's
crown and denied his male heirs their due.

The Tories believed in the traditional prerogatives of royalty and the status
quo, whereas the Whigs supported the pragmatism of Parliamentary control. The
latter's control of Parliament meant that any non-Catholic monarch was preferable
to a Jacobite, even if the new king had to be imported. Initially, this policy led to
the investiture of William of Orange, and his wife Mary Stuart, together with closer
economic and political ties with Holland. When William and Mary produced no
issue, the Whigs turned to the Hanoverians, and even stronger links with the
German provinces were established. Meanwhile, England's age-old struggle with
France was intensified, due to the latter's support of the Jacobites.

The Sephardim supported the Whigs for negative and positive reasons. A
Catholic monarch undoubtedly would have jeopardized their continued existence in
England. Catholic attitudes expressed during the Inquisition had been strongly
Anti-Semitic, and the conservatives who rallied to the Jacobite cause were cut from
the same cloth as the supporters of Edward I and James I, both of whom had
expelled the Jews from England. On the positive side, Whig political and economic
policies were highly favorable to all who engaged in commerce, trade, and finance,
especially as those policies led to greater ties to Holland and the Protestant
provinces of Germany. Sephardic support for the Whigs manifested itself through



]01111 P. Hem‘lerson IOI

the stock exchange. Since a large portion of England's wealth was still
concentrated in the traditional and predominantly Tory rural sector, financial
backing for Whig causes had to come from the City, and in the City the Sephardim
were certainly important. Furthermore, at least since Cromwell's time, the City had
become a major anti-Catholic center, the home of staunch Dissenters. Had there not
been a religious question involved, the Whigs might not have been able to
strengthen their Parliamentary control to the degree they did. The combined
elements of Sephardic financial help and popular support made the City a potent
place in the Whigs favor.

As one of the two homes of the Reformation, England under Tudor tutelage
had grown accustomed to the separation of church and state. Although an
Anglican, Elizabeth did not approve of the church meddling in matters foreign or
domestic; she tolerated almost all religions, provided they did not offer advice on
secular issues. Moreover, the English grew accustomed to the absence of papal
influence and the lack of a rigid religious mold. The Anglican church was not
particularly monolithic, although some archbishops may have had such desires. By
the seventeenth century, the Reformation and its effects had made a Catholic
monarch untenable.

The conflict between the Stuarts and the people of England stemmed from the
Stuart's Catholic inclinations and their tendency to marry Catholic princesses. The
four Stuart kings, James I (1603-1625), Charles I (1625-1649), Charles II (1660-
1685), and James II, were followed by two Stuart queens, Mary II (1689-1694) and
her husband William III of Orange (1689-1702), and Anne (1702-1714).

Mary and William were chosen by Parliament to replace James II and to
supersede his son, James Frances Edward. Some controversy surrounded the latter's
legitimacy, but the primary objection was to his and his father's strong Catholicism.
James Frances subsequently became known as the Old Pretender. When Anne died
without issue, Parliament again withheld the succession from James Frances and
decided upon Sophia, granddaughter of James I and wife of the Elector of Hanover.
Their son, George 1, succeeded Anne.

In the meanwhile, the Old Pretender constituted the "Jacobite threat." When
the ousted James II died in France in 1701, Louis XIV recognized James Frances as
James III, King of Great Britain. On three separate occasions the Old Pretender
attempted to claim the throne. In 1708 and 1715, he landed in the Scottish
highlands with sufficient French military support to invade England. Both plans
failed, and James returned to France. In 1719 the Spanish sent a fleet to aid another
of his invasions, but stormy seas aborted the effort.

Obviously, there was some domestic support for James, otherwise he would not
have attempted so many invasions. His cause was aided in England by a number of
political and social factors. There were those who still believed in a hereditary
monarchy; since James II should never have been dethroned merely because of his
religious beliefs, James III was the rightful king. Most who held this opinion were
from the conservative elements of society—the squires, parsons, and craftsmen who
controlled the monopoly guilds in the towns. Also involved were the Scots, not all
of whom supported the Union of England and Scotland (1707), which deprived the
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latter of its independent parliament and the right to create Scottish peers.
Opposition was most fierce in the Highlands, and it was from there that James
launched his first two invasions.

Support for the Hanoverians, who were considered foreigners, was half-
hearted in some quarters. George I did not help matters, for he did not bother to
learn English and was outspoken about his preference for Hanover over England as
a place in which to live. Like him or not, many regarded George as the only
alternative. Furthermore, although the crown sat on a Hanoverian head, real
control rested with the Whig politicians, the Walpoles, the Stanhopes, the
Sunderlands, and eventually the first Pitt. Their chief supporters were the
merchants, and the numerous dissenters of varying hues, not to mention the
advocates of increasing influence for Parliamentary control. The Whigs rallied
support for the Act of Settlement, whereby Parliament decided the question of
succession. And that went far in establishing its right to decide much else. With
Whig help, England successfully repulsed James's efforts to return a Stuart to the
throne.

After his final attempt in 1719, James III retired to Rome to live out his
remaining years. The Jacobite cause was then championed by his son, Charles
Edward, the Young Pretender. In 1745 he landed in Scotland and captured not only
the Highlands but also the lowland towns, as he then sent his forces to invade
England. They were eventually defeated at Derby, scarcely more than a hundred
miles from London.

What Chatham called the "monied interests" rallied to the anti-Jacobite and
Whig causes, financing the increasing national debt required to sustain not only the
Hanoverian regime, but also England's continuing struggle with France. For this
they were rewarded through their increasing wealth and positions of prestige and
status. Many became peers, as such posts no longer were restricted to the landed
gentry. By the middle of the eighteenth century, finance capital was well on its way
to becoming dominant over agricultural wealth. The growing influence of the
"monied interests" was felt most keenly in the Lords, as the Hanoverians rewarded
their supporters with peerages.

For the Sephardim, an important segment of the "monied interests," the
rewards came through a relaxation of some of the barriers to entry into the wider
arena of English society. Sampson Gideon, for example, was the most prominent
member of the Sephardic community at this time. He was also

one of the leading financiers in England—for a time the leading
one—the financial adviser and trusted councillor of successive
governments, the supporter of the Government of the day in every
crisis that arose, a man under whose advice and with whose
support the fortunes of his country rose continually while his own
private fortune expanded at the same time. At the time of the
Forty-five panic when the Young Pretender and his army were
already in Derbyshire and the Hanoverian King was preparing to
retire to the Continent, Gideon placed both his valuable advice
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and his outstanding credit at the disposal of the Government and
in this support he was seconded by the other Jewish brokers and
merchants to a man. The Government, in the emergency, needed
money. Gideon placed himself at once at the head of a small
group that provided the Government with £1,700,000 for its
immediate needs. Together with others he formed an association,
when the credit of the Bank of England seemed to be becoming
unstable, to purchase its notes at par, and the whole body of the
Jewish merchants, encouraged by the Synagogue authorities, came
forward in their support. Others devoted their efforts to importing
bullion from abroad and lodging it ostentatiously with the Bank of
England. Those who owned sea vessels placed them unreservedly
at the disposal of the Government.

(Hyamson 1951, p. 129)

Parliament expressed its gratitude by passing a special bill permitting Gideon
to buy land, the first professed Jew officially and openly to own such property in
England. Gideon also wanted a peerage, but this was out of the question for a Jew;
even Roman Catholics were barred, and they, after all, were at least Christians. A
compromise was reached, however. Although an active member of the Sephardic
synagogue, Gideon was married to a Christian, thus his children were not Jews. The
only son, Samson, attended Eton, and at age 15 was created baronet. Subsequently,
the son assumed the surname Eardley, and in 1789, after his father's death, became
Lord Eardley, nonhereditary Irish peer (Dictionary of National Biography 1890,
Vol. 21, pp. 289-290).

The rest of the Sephardic community had little to show for its support of the
Hanoverian regime. One benefit, the Jewish Naturalization Act of 1753, proved
temporary, for the law was repealed the same year. In the mid-1700s, most Jews in
England were foreign born. In addition to the Sephardim from Amsterdam and
other Dutch cities, the Ashkenazim of Eastern Europe were beginning to arrive in
ever-increasing numbers. To become a naturalized British subject was highly
desirable, since London had become the world's leading commercial and financial
center. But the "Jew Bill," as it was vulgarly called, elicited a raft of pamphlets and
considerable public indignation. Some claimed that passage meant England would
soon be owned by the Jews; a new Canaan would be proclaimed, complete with a
Messiah, the most likely candidate being Sampson Gideon (Turberville, 1926, pp.
227-228).

Opposition was widespread, and while it has usually been argued that it was
the rabble who forced the Act's repeal, they did not write the pamphlets. Moreover,
the Whig leaders, such as the Pelham brothers, were worried about the upcoming
elections in 1754, though the lower classes would not be participating, since the
right to vote was tied to property. The furor came from the same conservative
forces that supported the Jacobite cause, the country squires, parsons, and
craftsmen. So intense was the opposition that some argued for its repeal on the
ground that, if the law remained, alien Jews would never be accepted as citizens,
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and the legislation would be of little benefit in any case. It was this type of
reasoning that carried the day.

Within the Sephardic community, the legislation also caused a rift. Many of
the Sephardim were foreign born, while others, of course, were second- and third-
generation Englishmen. The Synagogue leadership considered the legislation
highly desirable; accordingly it agitated for passage and then against repeal. The
petitions carried the names of all members of the congregation, including that of
Sampson Gideon. Ostensibly, because he was not asked if his name could be so
used, Gideon was outraged and formally withdrew from the congregation. Having
been born in London, the naturalization issue was of no moment to Gideon, and
some suggested he feared jeopardizing his personal perquisites granted by the King.
Although he formally withdrew from Bevis Marks, he anonymously paid the
equivalent of his annual assessment, and at his own request he was buried in the
Sephardic cemetery on Mile End Road (Hyamson 1951, pp. 131-133).

Also passed in 1753 was one piece of permanent legislation which did
recognize the integrity and independence of the Jewish community, Lord
Hardwicke's Marriage Act. The law provided that no couple could be married in
Great Britain except by an Anglican priest, and then only after banns had been read
on three consecutive Sundays in the resident parish. Exemptions were accorded to
the royal family, the Quakers, and the Jews. Significantly, no such immunities were
granted to Dissenters or Roman Catholics.

The exclusion of the Quakers and Jews from the Marriage Act reflected the
opinion that they would not be likely to participate in clandestine and irregular
marriages, practices which the legislation was specifically designed to prevent.
Quantitatively speaking, such marriages had a particularly high frequency among
sailors, who would awake from a boisterous night ashore only to find themselves
married to some wench from Fleet Street. One minister in the area, for example,
reportedly performed 6,000 marriages a year, or more than sixteen a night.
Qualitatively, clandestine marriages occurred between daughters of the well-to-do
and young attractive fortune hunters of questionable reputation. Practically
speaking, Lord Hardwicke's Act was designed to protect income and property, the
former in the case of sailors, the latter in case of heiresses.

In the mid-eighteenth century, there remained bigotry, stereotyping, snobbery,
and the walls of contempt for the Jews, walls that had been reinforced and
strengthened as the centuries passed. Some individuals, such as Gideon, could
overcome the obstacles to land ownership and citizenship, but only if they withdrew
from the Sephardic community and/or abandoned their heritage. For those who
remained, there continued to be ridicule and stigma. In speaking of the role of the
Jew in English history, and of his place in society, one writer has said:

He was ubiquitous and enterprising, persistent but not pugnacious;
he ran after customers without regard to his dignity, and made a
profit out of articles and transactions which other people rejected
or despised. For international finance the Jews had a special bent,
overcoming by their tribal bonds the boundaries of nations, and
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yet as individuals retaining that mental detachment which is so
necessary to financial success.

(Fay 1928, p. 128)

The F amily of Abraham Israel Ricardo
and Al)igail Delvalle

When Abraham Ricardo arrived in London in 1760, he was in his early or
mid-twenties. When he died in 1812, obituaries in both the Times and Gentleman's
Magazine reported that he was "in his eightieth year," which means a birthdate in
1733 (Works, Vol. X, p. 20). But Heertje fixes the year as 1738, as reported in the
registry of the Amsterdam synagogue (Heertje 1974, p. 77). One explanation for
the discrepancy is the fact that the Amsterdam synagogue did not record births until
1737, Abraham may have been registered at that time, although born in 1733.
Undoubtedly, the source of the obituary information was Abraham himself, as
relayed to his children and then to the journalists. As the chief executor of his
father's estate, David Ricardo probably handled such matters, and knowing
something of his ability with figures, the author accepts the birthdate, 1733 (See
Table III-1).

Of necessity, Abraham initially was a stock jobber, since only 12 Jews were
permitted to be registered as stock brokers. He established his business headquarters
at Garraway's Coffee House. That the move to London was considered permanent is
confirmed by Abraham's acceptance into the Bevis Marks Synagogue in November
1760, the initial assessment being £1 per annum. In the following year, this was
raised to £1.6s. 8d.. From his search of the 1764 assessment lists of Bevis Marks,
Sraffa reports that the lowest was 2s. 6d., the highest £18.15s.; Abraham Ricardo
was assessed £2, and his future father-in-law, Abraham Delvalle, £4.16s. 8d.
(Works. Vol. X, p. 21).

Abraham's son, Moses, in writing of his father, remarked that he was

a man of good natural abilities, and of the strictest honour and
integrity, and made a corresponding progress, acquiring a
respectable fortune, and possessing considerable influence within
the circle in which he moved.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 3)

That circle was the Sephardic community and the stock exchange, as he quickly
became a successful broker and eventually one of the important elders of the
Synagogue.

Although Abraham moved to London in order to supervise his father's
investments in British securities, he quickly became a holder of government bonds
in his own right. On the 27 February 1761 Stock Ledger, Abraham Ricardo is listed
as a holder of four percent annuities of 1760 (Works, Vol. X, p. 22). In 1771, along
with six other foreign-born Jews, he became a naturalized citizen, in order "to settle
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and trade" in the London exchange. In 1773 he was appointed to one of the 12
brokerships reserved for Jews on the exchange. He held the position until 1784,
when his brother-in-law, Isaac Delvalle, was appointed in his place, a move
undoubtedly motivated by Ricardo's continuing practice of aiding his wife's less
financially successful family. Although no longer officially a member of the
exchange, he continued as an active trader until his death. In 1799, when Abraham
was 67 years old, he was chosen to serve on the Committee for General Purposes of
the Old Stock Exchange, a body organized to formulate reorganization policies.
How active he was is unclear, since he formally resigned six months later.

A major reason for reorganizing the exchange was to provide better control
over questionable traders. Another purpose was to remove the political influence
exercised by the City, since it controlled the number of brokers. In the exchange
established in 1801, membership was extended to only those applicants approved by
current members, a move toward cartelization. Even after gaining admission,
tenure was not assured. Each year, upon written request only, all memberships
were renewed or rejected, which allowed policing of practices and past behavior.
Abraham Ricardo's initial membership, in 1801, was never voted upon, as the rules
were suspended for a select number of "privileged proprietors." The next year,
Abraham's request for renewal was written in his own hand, but thereafter it was
submitted on his behalf by one of his younger sons.

Abraham Ricardo "was always in affluent circumstances," as his son Moses
observed (Works, Vol. X, p. 4), and "most respectably connected." One of the
reasons for the respect and status he enjoyed in London, which his son did not
mention, was his position within the Sephardic community as a member of the
Mahamad. As previously discussed, the Mahamad was the executive committee of
the Elders of the Synagogue, authorized to "deal on their own responsibility only
with routine matters that arose from day to day" (Hyamson 1951, p. 275). These
matters involved not only the financial and business affairs of the Synagogue, but
also the relations of the community with the wider society, as well as who had the
right to be buried in Volho, or admitted to Beth Holim. Not being of the rabbinate,
the Mahamad did not interpret Judaic law, but certainly it had a say in all matters
affecting the Sephardim. The Mahamad was composed of six members, four
parnaassim, or wardens, and a gabay, or treasurer. Three were chosen each year on
the eve of Rosh Hashanah, and the other two were elected a month later, to provide
for experience and continuity. Members were eligible for reelection but seldom
served again, undoubtedly because of the amount of time the office required.

Abraham Israel Ricardo was first elected to the Mahamad in 1781 (5541 on
the Jewish calendar), and at four-year intervals he continued to be elected over a
span of 21 years (Hyamson 1951, pp. 437-439). Unlike some members of the
congregation, who refused to serve, Abraham always accepted the responsibility.
Moreover, he undoubtedly aided the Mahamad even when not officially a member,
for he served as broker for the Synagogue. In reference to such activities, one
author has said:

Abraham Israel Ricardo carried out many transactions of this
nature to the great satisfaction of his brethren, and nearly every
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year a vote of thanks was awarded to him by the electors, for the
care and zeal which enabled him to hand over to them by no

means contemptible profits.
(Picciotto 1875, quoted in Works, Vol. X, pp. 23-24)

While acquiring his large personal fortune and his reputation as a man of
great integrity and honor, both in the Bevis Marks congregation and in the secular
community, Abraham Ricardo also sired a very large family. On 30 April 1769, he
married Abigail Delvalle, and from this union there were at least seventeen
children. At the time of their marriage, Abigail was sixteen years old, and
Abraham thirty-six. Sraffa cites a family story to the effect that Abraham married
late in life because "he did not wish to have a large family" (Works, Vol. X, p. 24).

Abigail Delvalle was the eldest of eight children born to Abraham Delvalle
and Rebecca Henriques de Sequeira (see Table III-3). On her mother's side
Abigail's London ancestors can be traced to 1674 (Hyamson 1951, pp. 426-427), in
which year a Joseph Henriques and an Abraham de Sequeira were members of the
Mahamad, and at some point there must have been a union of the two lines.
Nothing is known of their business activities, but undoubtedly they were connected
to either trade or finance, the only activities open to Jews.

Table HI-3.
The Maternal Grantlparenls of David Ricardo

Al’rallam Delvalle - ReLecca Henriques (le Sequeira
(1731-1785) (?-1807)

Abigail Isaac Leah Joseph  Rebecca  Sarah  Abraham  Esther
( 1753-1801) (1761-1848)

The Delvalle family had been in London for at least three generations when
Abigail married Abraham Israel Ricardo. Her grandfather was Isaac Delvalle, an
"eminent snuff-merchant" and apparently something of a Talmudic scholar.
Although the interpretation of the Talmud was the prerogative of the Haham, or
chief rabbi, the London Sephardic congregation had numerous clashes with its
Hahams, and Isaac Delvalle was a member of what might be called a "rabbinical
tribunal," or board of appeals. As mentioned previously, the Pentateuch, the

% Inthe original, Picciotto referred to the "electors” casting a vote of thanks to Abraham Israel Ricardo, but
Sraffa substituted "elders” for "electors," since on 13 October 1799 the Bevis Marks records show that the
"elders" passed a special vote of thanks to Ricardo. The confusion between "electors" and "elders" is
misplaced, since in Bevis Marks the terms were synonyms for the elite. A general meeting of the Yehidim
occurred about once every fifty years (Hyamson 1951, p. 275), and in the interval the "elders" or "electors"
determined the membership of their executive committee, the Mahamad.
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Mishna, and the Gemara are all subject to interpretation, and a rabbinical tribunal
apparently was a means of achieving consensus. In 1721, Isaac was a member of a
panel to consider whether God could have "spoken" to Moses, since God was not
anthropomorphic, a strange type of issue to be raised in the Jewish year 5482.

Isaac and his brother Daniel had a snuff-manufacturing establishment in
Bunbhilifields (Bunhill Fields), an area north of the City, where they grew their own
tobacco. Daniel died in 1737, apparently without issue, and the business was
inherited by Abigail's father. His trade card (Hyamson 1951, opposite p. 144)
showed him to be a resident of Bury Street, St. Mary-Ax, and a manufacturer,
wholesaler, and retailer of "all sorts of snuffs and tobaccoes" at his place of business
in Featherstone Street, Bunhillficlds. He also advertised a great variety of foreign
snuffs, neat, as imported. Abraham Delvalle's Synagogue assessment was more
than twice that of Abraham Israel Ricardo, so he must have been financially
successful.

At the time of Abraham Delvalle's death in 1785, the family business was
inherited jointly by the second son, Joseph, and his mother, Rebecca Delvalle. In
the preceding year, it will be recalled, the eldest son, Isaac, had become one of the
twelve Jews in the London Stock Exchange, filling the vacancy created by the
resignation of his brother-in-law, Abraham Ricardo. Normally, the eldest son
would inherit the family business, but Abraham Delvalle was "persuaded that with
due care and attention" his son Isaac would be successful as a stockbroker. Such
expectations proved ill-founded; in 1789 Isaac Delvalle declared bankruptcy and
had to give up his seat on the exchange.

Abraham Ricardo's will provided life annuities for all his brothers- and sisters-
in-law, except Rebecca, Esther, and the youngest son, Abraham. Rebecca Delvalle
married Wilson Lowry (1762-1824), an engraver, famous geologist, and Fellow of
the Royal Society (Hyamson 1951, p. 29). She obviously did not need a Ricardo
annuity, nor did Esther Delvalle, who had married Isaac Lindo, a stockbroker. It is
not known why an annuity was not provided for the youngest of the Delvalle
children, Abraham. He was a coal merchant in Lambeth and later a wine merchant
in Covent Garden. Based upon correspondence, in 1815, between him and his
nephew, David Ricardo (Works, Vol. X, pp. 141-143; David Ricardo to a Wine
Merchant, March 1815; A. Delvalle to David Ricardo, 6 November 1820), it would
appear that Abraham Delvalle was not much more successful as a merchant than his
brother Isaac was as stockbroker.

Abraham Ricardo's will, drawn in 1802, also provided a life annuity of £20 for
his mother-in-law, Rebecca Delvalle, but she died in 1807, five years before her
son-in-law.  Sraffa reports that 1811 was the last year the Delvalle Snuff
Manufacture was listed in the Post Office Annual Directory, and he concludes that
it went out of business at that time. The decline in the business was related,
perhaps, not only to poor management, but also to the rapid decline in the use of
snuff in the early nineteenth century.

There is no proof that Abraham Ricardo vacated his seat on the stock
exchange so that his brother-in-law Isaac could have the position, but the inference
seems justified. There is little doubt that Abraham continually rendered
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considerable financial assistance to his wife's family. Being much more successful
than any of his three brothers-in-law, Abraham did not need to hold an exchange
seat, for by 1784 he was primarily trading for himself, and was actually a
stockjobber rather than a stockbroker. To trade in government debt, the major fund
available in 1784, one did not need to be a member of the exchange, since the old
licensing practices of the City of London were increasingly ignored. As the
discussion has indicated, Abraham Ricardo was so well respected in the business
community that he did not need to be designated, or licensed, as "one of the 12
Jews." As it might have helped his brother-in-law, perhaps Abraham gave him the
opportunity for this reason, although, unfortunately, it did not work out.

Of Abigail and Abraham Ricardo's seventeen children, eleven were sons and
six were daughters. Joseph, the eldest, was born on 26 June 1770; the youngest,
Solomon, who died in infancy, was born on 2 June 1795 (See Table I1I-4). With the
exception of Rebecca, Jacob, and Abigail, all the births were recorded in the Bevis
Marks registry, but the Synagogue records are incomplete for this period (Works,
Vol. X, p. 54). Even by late eighteenth-century standards, the number of births is
astounding, and there is even some evidence that Abigail Ricardo gave birth to
more than twenty children.

The evidence about these births comes from Percy Ricardo, son of Abigail's
twelfth child, Raphael. They may have been stillborn, as Sraffa suggests, or
perhaps did not survive long enough to be registered in the synagogue. In the case
of a male child, there would be no registry until the eighth day, when the brit milah
(circumcision) would occur. For a female child, registry in an orthodox synagogue
occurs any time within the first thirty days. David Ricardo's grandson, William
Austin, in a letter of 18 July 1899, also mentioned other children: "There were six
others who died early" (Works, Vol. X, p. 54). It should be recalled that the
Sephardic tradition is to name children after either the living or the dead. The
second child, Abraham, was undoubtedly given his father's name, and Isaac, that of
Abigail's oldest brother. Joseph was probably named for his grandfather, and David
for his great-grandfather, David Israel Ricardo.

From their marriage in April 1769 until July 1773, the Ricardos lived at 36
Broad Street, just south of its intersection with Winchester. The family then moved
to 1 Bury Street, about two blocks away. They lived there, near the Delvalles, for
nineteen years, moving in 1792 to the east end of London, to Old Ford, near Bow.
The first four children must have been born on Broad Street, the next eleven on
Bury Street. The world of the Ricardo family must have been very circumscribed,
encompassing only the Stock Exchange district in Exchange Alley, and the
Synagogue on Bevis Marks Street, near the intersection of Bury Street. As his son
Moses wrote, Abraham

was a man of good intellect, but uncultivated. His prejudices were
exceedingly strong; and they induced him to take the opinions of
his forefathers in points of religion, politics, education, etc., upon
faith, and without investigation.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 5).
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It is interesting to observe, in retrospect, that the only children of Abraham
and Abigail to be buried in the Sephardic cemetery on Mile End Road were the two
infants, Isaac and Solomon, and young Abraham, who apparently was mentally
retarded. Abraham and Abigail, of course, were buried there, but their fourteen
children who grew to full maturity became integrated into the wider English society.
The first child of Abraham and Abigail to become a member of that wider society
was the third son, David.



C];\apter 1AY

BOYHOOD IN LONDON
AND AMSTERDAM

"When a man is tired of London he is tired of life."
Samuel Johnson (1777)

Given the predominance of agriculture in eighteenth century Britain, it is not
surprising that the vast majority of the intelligentsia were born and reared in the
countryside, not in the cities. Moreover, members of the /iterati extolled the many
virtues of a pastoral life, and the quiet, gentle and peaceful remembrances of their
childhood. In London evil stalked: footpads, pick-pockets, and loose women. In
the countryside and villages there was virtue. In the new literary form, the novel,
the heroes found only misery and injustice in London, and they returned to the
countryside to find peace and happiness. Even Samuel Johnson, though he
personally thrived on city life, claimed that agriculture was "the most necessary and
most indispensable of all professions."

Luxury, avarice, injustice, violence, and ambition, [he wrote] take
up their ordinary residence in populous cities; particularly
London; while the hard and labourious life of the husbandmen
will not admit of these vices. The honest farmer lives in a wise
and happy state, which inclines him to justice, temperance,
sobriety, sincerity, and every virtue that can dignify human

nature.
(Johnson 1756, vol. X, p. 303) [7]
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The years of Johnson's life (1709-1784) encompassed a proliferation in the
great achievements of literature and the arts. The novel was born of Defoe, and
perfected by Richardson, Fielding and Smollett, just as Swift, Pope and Addison
dominated prose. This was England's Augustan Age~l when literary patronage was
the hand-maiden of the landed aristocracy. It was the age of Christopher Wren, of
Hogarth, of Gainsborough: it was a Golden Age when, for the first time, Britain
could boast of a true intelligentsia. The period stretched from the Restoration to the
beginning of the wars with France.

Before 1660, what had mattered most in English civilization was the kings,
the court, and the clerics. After 1800, commerce and industry were the dominant
forces, their influence marked eventually by the Reform Act of 1832 and the
abolition of the controversial Corn Laws. Between these periods the landowning
classes were the English elite. Augustan literature reflected the essential essence of
the age, stressing the theme that man should shape his daily life in accord with
taste, nature and reason. The bellicose and contentious atmosphere that had
prevailed in seventeenth century England gave way in the next century to a
concerted striving for amiability and good taste. When Samuel Johnson defined
taste as that "intuitive perception of consonance and propriety," he was merely
setting out what he believed to be a social consensus. His was not prescription, but
description of the attitude of men of belles lettres.

Augustan literature reflected the interests of the landowning class, extolling
the simple virtues of the countryside, as against the unnatural requirements of trade
and commerce. The landscape was venerated, with the Georgian palatial estates
reflecting a quiet and peaceful image. Augustan literature and Georgian
architecture both portrayed England as a pastoral paradise.

Thus when David Ricardo, after Waterloo, fashioned the economic theory of
the new labor-capital economy, he seriously threatened the idyllic image of the
labor-land system that had dominated eighteenth-century Britain. Ricardo's
economics was not just a new system, but one that tore at the roots of all that was
cherished and admired.

During his professional career, Ricardo was in open opposition to those who
believed that village life was not only economically superior to the growing
industrial economy, but also more virtuous. He had many critics of varying hues,
from his good friend the genteel Thomas Robert Malthus, on the one end, to
William Cobbett on the other. Malthus was always amiable and personable, never
vindictive, most certainly in possession of what Johnson called the "intuitive
perception of . . . propriety" [?]. Cobbett, on the other hand, was the protégé and
founder of that peculiar nineteenth-century English institution, the vituperative
penny press. His attacks upon Ricardo appealed to the baser instincts of intolerance

! The analogy is to the great Roman revival of literature and art, in the reign of Emperor Caesar Augustus,
exemplified by the works of Virgil and Horace. Augustus brought an end to Rome's long civil war, ushering
in a period of peace and tranquillity. It was during his administration that Rome enjoyed its greatest
reputation as an enlightened empire.
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and prejudice which had been honed into English culture. Malthus and Cobbett
were of the village, Ricardo of the City.

Counlryshle and City

England's initial /iferati, the age of Shakespeare, Bacon, and the Elizabethan
balladeers, had never cut as wide a swath of knowledge and learning as in the age of
Johnson. Moreover, those sixteenth-century beginnings of an English intelligentsia
had come crashing down under the onslaught of the Puritan reformers. During the
turbulent years of the Cromwells, literature and art were all but forgotten. But the
original Elizabethan spirit was rekindled in the eighteenth century, and the breadth
and depth of that influence was widespread, as society began to support a large class
of men of letters. Only the universities were a wasteland.

The views of the literati, however, are seldom the catalytic agents which shape
events and transform society, since frequently their views reflect the image of a past
age. Beyond question, that was the shape of things in eighteenth century Britain.
The issues which brought about the initial division between Whig and Tory did not
obfuscate the fact that stalwarts in both parties looked to the continuation of a rural
domination over English life. The works of the poets, the novelists and the essayists
reiterated such a view. The idyllic society was built upon the world of the squires,
the landlords and the bishops, topped by a ceremonial monarch. The worship of the
Roman classics, the veneration of the Latin form, and the search for enlightenment,
each was a reaching out to the past to find the simplicity of the natural life. For too
long, the country had been torn apart, as the Civil War, the Restoration and,
finally, the Glorious Revolution, had taken their toll and contributed to the
upheaval. What the new literature sought was a means to reflect upon and enjoy the
tranquil life, with Sunday-school children reciting the rhyme which set the tone for
the age:

God bless the squire and his relations

And keep us in our proper stations.
(Quoted in Trevelyan 1942, p.364)

While the words of Swift and Pope soothed the savage breast, and Addison
and Steele refined the public taste, another group of men of ideas were fashioning
the path to an entirely new way of life: the scientists and the engineers. Arkwright,
Hargreaves, Watt and Wedgewood were some of those who brought forth the world
of the industrial revolution, and they also belonged to the eighteenth century. While
the poets and novelists praised the pastoral life, the men of science buried it in the
ashes of the social and economic changes that transformed England into the
workshop of the world. The future was in the towns, not the country, while the
intelligentsia struggled to keep afloat and swam in the backwater of the onrushing
current.
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The idealistic view of the English countryside contributed to the way in which
Englishmen looked upon life in the growing cities. In contrast to the rural life, with
its bountiful supplies of succulent roast beef and plum pudding, there was only an
"existence" for the manufacturing centers. As Malthus saw it in 1814:

an excessive proportion of manufacturing population does not
seem favorable to national quiet and happiness . . . the situation
and employment of a manufacturer and his family are even in
their best state unfavorable to health and virtue, and it cannot
appear desirable that a very large proportion of the whole society
should consist of manufacturing labourers. Wealth, population
and power are, after all, only valuable, as they tend to improve,

increase, and secure the mass of human virtue and happiness.
(Malthus 1814, pp. 117-118; italics in original)

As time passed, as revealed in later chapters, Malthus dropped some of his
emphasis that an agricultural state was preferred on grounds of virtue, arguing
instead that the inevitable vicissitudes of a manufacturing system were too
disruptive of the human spirit for a country such as England. But there remained
the common thread to all of Malthus's arguments, that agriculture was a more
natural state and more synchronized with man's basic instincts. In his first Essay
on Population (1798), Malthus stressed the basic and continuous conflict between
the results of the proclivity of the sex drive, and the niggardliness of the land's
productivity, with the resulting waves of misery coming from the pressure of excess
population. But such a state was natural, and therefore best for mankind,
nevertheless. The virtues of an agricultural society dignified human nature, as
Samuel Johnson claimed, and it was Malthus's view of the nature of human nature
that separated him from Ricardo.

As far as William Cobbett was concerned, the age of Swift and Pope still
existed, and a rural simplicity was the best of all possible worlds. His haven was
Botley, a small village on the Husuble River, between Southampton and Portsmouth
in the South Downs. In times past that region had called out to Julius Caesar, the
Saxons and to William the Conqueror. It was there that Henry VIII courted Ann
Boleyn, and to Cobbett it was a paradise, not lost but found. In 1805 he wrote:

Botley is the most delightful village in the world. It has
everything in a village, that I love; and nothing of the things I
hate. Itisin a valley. The soil is rich, thick set with woods; the
farms are small, the cottages neat; it has neither workhouse, nor
barber, nor attorney, nor justice of the peace, . . . Two doctors, one
parson. No trade, except that carried on by two or three persons,
who bring coals from the Southampton Water, and who send
down timber. All the rest are farmers, farmers' men, millers,
millers' men, millwrights, publicans who sell beer to the farmers'
men and the farmers; copse-cutters, treestrippers, bark-shavers,
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farmers' wheelwrights, farmers' blacksmiths, shopkeepers, a
schoolmistress, and in short, nothing but persons belonging to
agriculture, to which indeed, the two doctors and the parson

belong as much as the rest.
(Sambrook 1973, pp. 58-59)

The village culture that Cobbett idealized, and to which most Englishmen
hearkened, was dependent upon the good graces of the landed gentry, as they called
the tune of English agriculture. When the opportunity arose, they too succumbed to
the call of the cash nexus, transforming the countryside into the commercialized
agriculture upon which England's industrial preeminence became dependent. By
the end of the eighteenth century, there were few villages to fit the description of
Cobbett's Botley. Centuries earlier the death knell of traditional agriculture had
rung out in the Midlands and Highlands. By 1805, Botley was an oasis in English
agriculture, and like most idyllic versions, no longer a reflection of reality. One by
one, the enclosures had swept aside traditional agriculture, the village sacrificed "to
the pecuniary interests of a great proprietor, who made a desert where men had
worked and prayed" (Tawney 1926, p. 148). The process that began slowly in
Warwickshire in the middle of the fifteenth century2 continued apace well into the
eighteenth, as each Chronicler told of more land being turned to pasture, and of
estates growing larger and larger. By the 1730s:

There were a few winners and a multitude of losers lower in
the social scale of rural society, although both were fewer than
later in the [18th] century. The agricultural labourer had eked out
a precarious living by using his small allotments and his common
rights, but with enclosure, which always required a considerable
capital expenditure, these disappeared, and the consequence was a
growth in rural poverty which became the nightmare of local
administration. The small proprictor—the peasant or yeoman—
suffered in a similar way. More often than not he lacked the
capital for enclosure: if he was a small tenant farmer, he became
unprofitable to his landlord and out he went. The dispossessed

swelled the ranks of the rural poor or were eaten up by the towns.
(Plumb, 1950, pp. 19-20)

The ostentatious Georgian estate, with the formal gardens and rolling
landscape, protected from the peasant masses by the enclosures, transformed the
land. There were many epic poems which cried out about the passing of village life,
perhaps the most famous being Oliver Goldsmith's (1728-1774) description of his
beloved Auburn, "The Deserted Village" (1770).

2 vThe first detailed account of enclosure had been written by a chantry priest in Warwickshire, soon after
1460. Then had come the legislation of 1489, 1515 and 1516, Wolsey's Royal Commission in 1517, and
more legislation in 1534." (Tawney 1926, p. 138)
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Sweet Auburn! loveliest village of the plain,
Where health and plenty cheered the laboring swain,

These were thy charms—but all these charms are fled.
Sweet smiling village, loveliest of the lawn,

Thy sports are fled, and all thy charms withdrawn;
Amidst thy bowers the tyrant's hand is seen,

And desolation saddens all thy green:

One only master grasps the whole domain,

And half a tillage stints thy smiling plain;

A time there was, ere England's griefs began,
When every rood of ground maintained its man;
For him light labor spread her wholesome store,
Just gave what life required, but gave no more:
His best companions, innocence and health,
And his best riches, ignorance of wealth.

But times are altered; trade's unfecling train
Usurp the land, and dispossess the swain;
Along the lawn, where scattered hamlets rose,
Unwieldy wealth, and cumbrous pomp repose;
And every want to opulence allied,

And every pang that folly pays to pride.
(Goldsmith 1770, Lines 1-2, 32-38, 53-64)

As Cobbett saw it, there were evil men loose in the nation, as the monied
interests were destroying the pastoral system. But one day soon that evil force
would be destroyed, and virtue would return.

All things will return; these rubbishy things, on this common, will
first be deserted, then crumble down, then be swept away, and the
cattle, sheep, pigs, and geese will once again graze upon the
common, which will again furnish health, furze and turf for the

labourers on the neighboring lands.
(Cobbett, 1830, Vol. 1, p. 37)

In the meantime there was the monster of the monied interests to be destroyed.
The monied interests, after all, were responsible for the decline of what was good
and respectable, and as Lord Chatham and Samuel Johnson were no longer around
to goad their ox, Cobbett rode the rural areas, identifying the enemy.

The system of upstarts: of low-bred, low-minded sycophants
usurping the stations designed by nature, by reason, by the
Constitution, and by the interests of the people, to men of high
birth, eminent talents, or great national services; the system by
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which ancient Aristocracy and the Church have been undermined;
by which the ancient gentry of the Kingdom have transferred, by

the hand of the tax-gatherer to contractors, jobbers and Jews . . .
(Political Register, 20 April 1805, p. 597)

This, written by the reputed father of British socialism, was hardly a plea for
egalitarianism, but the latest, and not the last, attempt to heap blame upon the Jews.

In the villages of their youth, Lichfield, Dorking and Botley, Johnson, Malthus
and Cobbett had learned a proper respect for the countryside, and its way of life.
Like most of the writers of the eighteenth century, whether poet, novelist or
pamphleteer, they were not just enamored with the bountiful productivity of English
agriculture, at the time second to none, but also with the type of daily existence
which such a system provided. To a large extent it was the life style itself which
they most admired, even though undoubtedly that view was idyllic. It is doubtful,
for example, if there really was as much sobriety, sincerity and justice among the
farmers and "farmers' men" as was claimed. In any society, there are sharp
contrasts and conflicts between the reality and the ideal, no less so in the
eighteenth-century English countryside.

In his youth, David Ricardo had no firsthand knowledge of the life style of a
village, since he never lived in one. In cities, where his critics saw greed and
ambition run amok, Ricardo found the hustle and bustle of his youth and that was
"gratifying." Moreover, his attitude as to the advantages of city life did not change,
even after he moved to Gloucestershire. On his estate, Gatcomb Park, he had the
opportunity to compare country and city life, but it is clear that he always preferred
the latter.

In the spring of 1822, David went on the Grand Tour of the continent, with his
wife, Priscilla, and their two youngest daughters, Mary and Birtha. They were gone
from July through November, as the trip dragged on incessantly. Throughout the
tour, David kept a diary, and sent home long detailed reports of the fortunes and
misfortunes of travel to be shared by family and friends. His greatest enthusiasm
centered on the cities, and their economic activity. From Brussels, he wrote:

Our Inn is situated in the principal square close to the park, but it
is so quiet that we cannot help regretting we did not go to a Hotel
in a more busy part of the town. At Lisle our Inn was in a large
square, but then it was a square full of shops, and thro' which
carts, horses, men, women, and children were incessantly passing.

Here it is in a more genteel situation and is proportionably insipid.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 188; David Ricardo to
James Mill, 16 July 1822)

And,

Rotterdam is an excellent town. It is quite such a place as I like to
see, full of business and bustle. The houses are very good—the

canals full of ships and boats.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 195; David Ricardo to
Osman Ricardo, 20 July 1822)
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In Breda,

The sight of shipping, and the business which always
accompanies it, is very gratifying to me.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 193; David Ricardo to

Osman Ricardo)

From the Hague,

We have been in the business part . . . to day, to me not the least

pleasing part. The shops are very good, and the people actively
employed.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 203; David Ricardo to

Osman Ricardo)

Schafthausen appeared "to be a clean and pretty town," but the day Ricardo
visited, it was "very dull," "the shops being shut up" (Works, Vol. X, p. 236; David
Ricardo to Osman Ricardo). In Bale "the activity and bustle of a market day are
always interesting," yet not much could be said of its market (Works, Vol. X, p. 233;
David Ricardo to Osman Ricardo).

Moreover, in not all the cities he visited did Ricardo find the "hustle and
bustle" which he so much enjoyed. Journal entries record his findings that
Hamburg was a "poor wretched looking place" (Works, Vol. X, p. 224; ), and Neuss
a "very dull looking town" (Works, Vol. X, p. 213) as was Cassell, though the latter
had a beautiful setting (Works, Vol. X, p. 183).

In Livorno (Leghorn), the city of his great, great grandfather, Samuel van
Mozes Israel, Ricardo was critical of the inhabitants, and their manners.

The first appearance of Leghorn is pleasing, the principal street
being wide, and the shops good, but before I came away I had a
much less pleasing impression of it. The inhabitants seem to live
in the streets and they are a very motley race—few if any genteel
people crossed our path, but the beggars were innumerable, and in
advancing their claims to your charity each had some dreadful
personal deformity to expose. The harbour is an excellent one and
the pier which encloses it on one side is a work very creditable to
the town. The sea view is good—that with the number of ships in
and about the port could not fail to be interesting. There is not
much to see in Leghorn—The Promenade, or evening ride of the
inhabitants, is very dull, on a barren heath—it would be
supremely so were it not for the view of the sea on one side of it.
We visited the Synagogue which is a very beautiful one—we saw
a manufactory of coral beads, in which a number of people were
employed in cutting, rounding, and polishing pieces of coral and
fitting them for necklaces.

(Works, Vol. X, pp. 321-322; David Ricardo to
Osman Ricardo, 24 October 1822)
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We find no evidence that David was aware of his ancestral link with Livorno.
Undoubtedly, the synagogue he visited had been the house of prayer of Samuel van
Mozes Israel, and coral manufacturing his profession. There is no indication that
David even was aware that his surname was of Italian origin, since his roots were in
London and Amsterdam.

The Cily and Meh‘opolis of London

Roman legions first garrisoned in London (Londinium) in 43 A.D., with
southern England one of the five provinces of the Empire, under the Principate of
Claudius I. The Roman interest in the Celt's land centered upon tapping the rich
agricultural resources. To reach the heartland, the invaders sailed their galleys the
fifty-odd miles up the Thames, to the head of the tidewater, the site of London.
There is little archaeological evidence of how large a settlement the Romans found
in London, but they certainly were not the first inhabitants. The City of London
grew in importance as a Roman garrison, and the major geographical contours and
the City's structure, as it is shown in Figure IV-1 were established under Roman
tutelage.

After several burnings and sackings by Icenian tribesmen in the second
century, the Romans built a wall around their site, with the Thames as the southern
boundary. The encompassed area was approximately 677 acres, the size of the City
of London. The Roman Wall had six gates: Aldgate, Bishopsgate, Cripplegate,
Aldersgate, Newgate and Ludgate (see map, Figure IV-1). Providing the only
entrances to the City, each gate was an opening to a major artery of the site. After
the Romans departed in the fifth century, the Wall deteriorated; it was reinforced
and improved by the Saxons in the seventh century, and by the Normans in the
eleventh century. During the medieval period, two additional land gates were cut,
Moorgate and Little Cripplegate, and four river gates added: Dowgate, Ebbgate,
Billingsgate, and Irongate. The last contribution to the City's defense was the
Tower, commenced by William the Conqueror and completed in the thirteenth
century.

The City historically has always been a commercial and trading center, and
the names of many of its streets and alleys reflect the early basic needs of its
inhabitants; Fish Street, Poultry Street, Bread Street and Threadneedle Street, not to
mention Old Fish Street, are but a few of the suggestive origins of commerce. It
was on Lombard Street that early Italian bankers undertook their business, with
Exchange Alley the center of foreign currency markets. Old Jewry Street, directly
north of the intersection of Cheapside and Poultry Streets, was the residential area
of the Jews who accompanied William the Conqueror. The area was vacated after
1290; when the Amsterdam Jews migrated to the City in 1656 they settled in areas
further east, along Broad Street and Bury Street.
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In addition to walling the city, the Romans also built the first London Bridge
over the Thames, leading to the area of what became Southwark. In Roman times,
the site of London was some fifieen feet above the Thames, and the bridge provided
much easier access. Over the centuries, succeeding inhabitants maintained the
original London Bridge, and in the twelfth century a new bridge was built between
London and Southwark. With nineteen arches spanning its three hundred yards,
the new bridge was a city unto itself. On either side of the bridgeway were rows and
rows of shops, each topped by a house of three to seven stories. Until the reign of
James I, the Tower was the official London residence of the ruling monarch, and in
bellicose times the London Bridge was used as a fortress to the south.

Although the Tower was the residence of the king, the City was always
independent, an autonomous walled area within the kingdom, an independence that
developed because of the Wall. The independence preceded the Norman invasion,
and although threatened at the time, it continued uninterrupted thereafter. Ruling
monarchs even were required to request permission to enter the City from the Lord
Mayor, and then resided there under his protection.

When James I moved his official residence to the City of Westminster, it was
because the new site was more pleasing to his Scottish whim, and because he did
not particularly appreciate the City's independent spirit. Furthermore, by 1603, the
677-acre area within the Wall was no longer sufficient to house both the burgeoning
commercial activities and those of the central government. The separation
reinforced the City's political independence, and also designated it as exclusively
the commercial and financial center of England. While considerable population
growth and overcrowding continued, the jurisdiction of the incorporated area never
extended beyond the Wall, moreover, the outlying areas of the metropolis grew
more rapidly than the City.

In 1760 the iron gates of the Wall were removed, as were those over the
entrances to the London Bridge. These dismantlings were extremely symbolic; by
the eighteenth century, "London" was defined as "the Cities and liberties of London
and Westminster, the Borough of Southwark and parts adjacent." (George 1966, p.
313,n.1)

By the reign of George I (1714-1727), the growth of London "beyond the wall"
was well advanced, and the Cities of Westminster and London were coming
together, a solidification of the seat of government and the hub of commerce, trade
and industry, under the guise of a metropolitan area. The population was spread to
the west and north of the City; the western expansion, because of the increasing
importance of government, spread to the north because of the settlement of the Irish
immigrants. By the middle of the eighteenth century, the City was declining in
industrial importance, as the restrictive practices of the guilds "within the wall"
were driving the newer industries to the suburbs. In the seventeenth century the
City of London had been alive with mercers, grocers and drapers, but by the
eighteenth century it was bankers, stock-brokers, and commission agents of
insurance and trading companies that dominated. One pamphleteer, in 1749,
claimed:
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it appears that the decline in trade so much complained of in the
capital is . . . a variation and change of trade from one kind to
another; a laying down of less lucrative and more hazardous
employments in order to pursue others that turn to better accounts

.. compared with those of the merchant exporter, are those of
agents, factors, brokers, insurers, bankers, negotiators,
discounters, subscribers, contractors, remitters, ticket-mongers,
stock-jobbers, and a great variety of other dealers in money, the
names of whose employments were wholly unknown to our
forefathers. As also are those of governors, directors,
commissioners, and of a vast train of secretaries, clerks, book-
keepers and others, their attendants and dependents, most of
which employs are peculiar to London, and are more lucrative
than that of merchant exporter, and the profits of many of them

must be vastly increased by the late increase of the national debt.
(George 1966, p. 313, n.2)

By David Ricardo's time, the 677 acres of the City of London were covered
almost exclusively with banking and financial establishments, an cconomic enclave
within the burgeoning metropolis outside the City Wall. Within this same enclave
was the enclave of the Sephardic community, so that he was doubly isolated from
the urban environs, the gathering places of some of the most wretched and poverty-
stricken masses on the face of the earth, the immigrants of the London metropolis.

The City of London was part of the ancient County of Middlesex, the land that
lay between the West Saxons and the East Saxons. The City's size and its economic
base meant that, historically, Middlesex was of secondary importance, with the
Sheriff of the City also having jurisdiction over the County. Westminster and
Southwark also were within the boundaries of Middlesex, but because they emerged
many centuries after London, neither acquired an independent political status. The
free freecholders of Middlesex had the right to elect two members of the House of
Commons, just as the City of London selected its two members. By the middle of
the century, Middlesex was a political entity which encompassed the metropolis,
even though the economic base remained within the Wall. The changing numbers
of the several regions of the metropolis are recorded in Table IV-1.

Table IV-1. Populalion of the London Meh‘opolis
in the Eig]lleenlll Cenlury

Region 1700 1750 1801

City Within the Wall 139,300 87,000 78,000
City Outside the Wall 69,000 57,000 56,300
Borough of Southwark 100,000 94,700 98,700
Westminster 130,000 152,000 165,000
Parishes of Middlessex & Surrey 139,500 285,800 502.000
Total 674,350 676,250 900,000

Source: George 1966, p. 319
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The largest and most distressed group were the Irish, whose emigration to
London reached its height in the eighteenth century. Not only did Londoners worry
about their great numbers, which was resulting in large pockets of unemployment,
but the situation was aggravated because the Irish were typically unskilled, and
therefore poorly paid, even by the standard of the times. The geographic
distribution of the clusters of Irish immigrants reflected the diverse types of jobs
which they were forced to find. The most wretched were centered in the parishes of
St. Giles in the Field and Bloomsbury, both off Tyburn Road, in the northwest
section of the metropolis. Although eventually these sections became some of the
most fashionable in London, they were during the eighteenth century, the entry
points for the arriving Irish immigrants. Tyburn Road was a gathering place for
beggars and thieves, along with those on the bottom rung of the employment scale,
the sewage porters, chairmen, and street hawkers of fruits, vegetables, and gin.
People of varying ages squeezed into single rooms, the numbers sometimes running
as high as thirty or forty. Muggings, murder and mayhem were daily occurrences,
with little or no police surveillance. Particularly destitute and unprotected were the
young Irish women, arriving in droves, in search of domestic employment. Supply
typically exceeded effective demand, with prostitution the next most likely
alternative. Their plight was described, as late as 1776, thus:

Immediately on their arrival . . . there are miscreants of both
sexes on the watch to seduce the fresh country maiden, with
infinite protestations of friendship, service, love and pity, to
prostitution . . . the very carriages which convey them are hunted
and examined;, the inns where they alight are beset by these

infernal hirelings.
(Quoted in George 1966, p. 120)

The environment of Tyburn Road bred a high incidence of crime, with most of
the offenders being brought to the docket in Westminster. As a result, the City of
Westminster was the first in the metropolis to establish a procedure for
administering criminal justice, and to create a professional police force, the famous
Bow Street runners. The leaders of this movement were the two Fielding brothers,
Henry (1709-1754) and John (1721-1780). Each made crime a subject of study and
research, though Henry became more famous as one of the first novelists. He served
as a Westminster magistrate for many years, and his perception of the relation
between the conditions of poverty and the incidence of crime was insightful.

If one considers the Destruction of all Morality, Decency and
Modesty, the Swearing, Whoredom and Drunkenness, which is
externally carrying on in these Houses on the one hand, and the
excessive Poverty and Misery of most of the Inhabitants on the other,
it seems doubtful whether they are most the Objects of Detestation or
Compassion: for such is the Poverty of these Wretches, that, upon
searching all the above Number the Money found upon all of them
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. . . did not amount to One Shilling, and I have been credibly
informed that a single Loaf hath supplied a whole Family with their
Provisions for a Week. . ..

This Picture, which is taken from the Life, will appear strange to
many, for the Evil here described, is, I am confident, very little
known, especially to those of the better sort. Indeed, this is the only
Excuse, I believe the only Reason, that it hath been so long tolerated:
for when we consider the Number of these Wretches, which in the
Out-skirts of the Town amounts to many Thousands, it is a Nuisance

which will appear to be big with every moral and political Mischief.
(Fielding 1751, pp. 92-93)

Another cluster of Irish immigrants was found further north of St. Giles, in the
parishes of Paddington and Marylebone. These were unskilled construction
workers, and the pit-men employed on the Paddington Canal. Together with their
families, they also were crowded into small construction site huts, along with their
pigs, asses and dogs, surrounded by the ever present potato patch. The huts
typically had neither windows, chimneys nor floors, and a dense smoky haze hung
in the dwellings, with all matter of debris.

A third Irish settlement was located on the east Thames, at Wapping and
Shadwell, the London centers of shipping. Here the men found casual employment
as coal-hearers, ballast-men and longshoremen. Employment was irregular, and
people endured large-scale idleness, with heavy consumption of cheap gin, fighting,
family neglect, and the other usual products of poverty. For thosc who lived
amongst the wharves, there was the additional hazard of being waylaid to complete
a ship's crew. The large quantities of penny gin resulted in a derived supply of
candidates available for shanghaiing,

Authorities have always disputed the effect of adverse living conditions upon
the strength and endurance of workers. In eighteenth-century London, for example,
it might have been expected that the environmental circumstances of the Irish
would have had an adverse effect upon their ability to perform heavy physical labor.
Quite the opposite was the case, since Irish laborers were preferred to the English
because of their great strength, despite their poverty. Adam Smith attributed the
strength of the men, and the beauty of Irish women, to the potato, the basic diet
(Smith 1937, p. 161). Whatever the reason, the Irish dominated occupations
requiring great strength and heavy lifting, such as sedan chairmen, porters, wood
haulers and milk vendors. The greatest need for these services was in the City, but
since the Irish could not afford to live within the Wall, they settled along
Whitechapel Road, to the cast of Aldgate.

Besides the Irish concentrations in St. Giles, Bloomsbury, Paddington,
Wapping and Whitechapel Road, they also took up most of the jobs in the fruit and
vegetable gardens and milk farms, in Middlesex north of the City. In the gardens
the work was seasonal, and during the periods of job scarcity the workers would
return to their own homesteads in Ireland. This meant there was a highly fluid
work force in and out of Middlesex.
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By the 1770s, the metropolis numbered about 725,000. Estimates considerably
vary as to the size of the Irish population, but it was significant. In 1780, one
authority estimated the number of Irish households at 14,000, another at 35,000
(Rude 1974, p. 286). Using a figure of eight, as the number of heads per household,
this would set the Irish population somewhere between 112,000 and 280,000, 15 to
39 percent of the metropolis. Whichever estimate is accepted, the Irish represented
the largest immigrant group in London. The next largest, the Jews, totaled about
7,500 (George 1966, p. 134), the vast majority being Ashkenazim. The other major
immigrant groups, the French Huguenots and various blacks, were few.

As London grew, the open hostility expressed towards the Jews never wavered;
if anything, it was on the increase because of the large number of poor from Eastern
Europe3 But whatever the attitude toward the Jewish immigrants, it was the great
increase in the number of Irish that most disturbed the English, especially after the
middle of the eighteenth century. There were a number of sources of these feelings.

Fundamental to the English contempt for the Irish was the ancient matter of
religion, since almost all of the Irish were Roman Catholics. When no other excuse
was left to fall back upon, one always heard cries of "No Popery" and "Jacobite
traitors." Not allowed to have their own church schools, and with their chapels
suspect as the meeting places for popish agents, the Irish were constantly being
downgraded for their religious beliefs. Undoubtedly, however, the religious issue
was a subterfuge for more subtle concerns.

English chauvinism was rampant, expressing itself not only in regard to the
superiority of Protestantism, but of everything English. For example, to actually eat
any staple other than wheat was a mark of inferiority, and the Irish and their potato
was a matter for utter contempt. Samuel Johnson expressed this English superiority
when he defined oats as "a grain, which in England is generally given to horses, but
in Scotland supports the people” [Henderson's paraphrase of "Oats, the food of
horses, . . . so much used as the food of the people" (Boswell 1953, p. 707)].
Johnson had no such scornful barb for the potato, but it was generally viewed as a
dangerous and contemptible tuber. Only an Irishman would stoop to dig it out of
the dirt, and in the eighteenth century their average daily consumption was about
eight pounds per person.

Other cultural differences tended to reinforce these historical prejudices,
especially when the Irish brought their social customs with them, and continued to
live in London as they had in Ireland. Dorothy George has called attention to at
least three Irish customs which the English found especially offensive. First, they
had a propensity toward sharing their living quarters with pigs, asses and dogs.
Second, they practiced sub-tenanting, the renting of a portion of a room or bed to a
stranger. Third, they observed the obnoxious vigil over their dead, the wake.

* Speaking of the Jewish poor, one observer claimed that “they have greatly multiplied both by propagation
and importation, but property has not kept pace with this increase. . . the bulk . . . have no regular trade
whereby to eamn a maintenance. The few they follow, such as dealing in old clothes, &c., are daily becoming
less productive and at present they know no other." (George 1966, p. 135)
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Poverty accentuated these cultural differences, and drove the wedge deeper
between the Irish and the English. A wake, that in Ireland might extend to four
days, in London would continue eight to ten days, allowing the deceased's family
time to raise enough funds for a burial. The transitory character of much Irish
employment meant that sub-tenanting was widespread. Flexibility was of benefit to
not only the tenant, but to the landlord as well, as he was able to rent space for a day
at a time, and to more than one person, as people slept in shifts. It was this practice
that led to the excessive overcrowding of the Irish living quarters. The extreme
poverty also meant that heat was seldom available, and given the damp and cold
weather of London, a good source of warmth was pigs.

The London Mob

Far more threatening than the cultural and religious differences with the Irish
was the competition the immigrants represented to English craftsmen and
apprentices. As they were a cheap source of labor, the Irish jeopardized the jobs of
the English. Robert Walpole (1676-1745), the first Whig Prime Minister, described
the problem at the time of the disturbances of 1736, and the situation became even
more exasperated as the century moved forward.

this complaint [Walpole wrote] against the Irish . . . is founded
upon greater numbers than ordinary . . . of Irish being here, and
not only working at hay and corn harvest, but letting themselves
out to all sorts of ordinary labour considerably cheaper than the
English labourers have, and numbers of them being employed by
the weavers upon like terms . . . the master workmen discharged
at once a great number of all sorts of labourers and took in . . .

Irishmen who served for above one-third less per day.
{Quoted in George 1966, p. 124)

The Irish threat to English working men was the cause of two major uprisings,
one in 1736, the other in 1780, at the time of the Gordon Riots. Although the
events of June 1780 commenced over the relaxation of specific religious sanctions
against the Irish, the disturbances quickly acquired the character of economic
reprisal by the London Mob.

The riots of 1736 were precipitated by a gin tax, but the discontent generated
by this action was manifest in the numerous outbreaks of the growing and festering
Englishman's hatred for the Irish. One problem was that the Young Pretender had
picked up his father's cudgel, and the Jacobite threat was once again on the horizon.
The Irish were obviously suspect. But more important, the undercutting of wages,
brought on by the ever increasing number of Irish immigrants, was what led to the
cries of "Down with the Irish," and "it's the English against the Irish." The British
workmen rioted for a week. Walpole's Government restored order, but this did not
eliminate the tension.
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Unlike the riots of 1736 and 1780, the riots in support of John Wilkes did not
center on the Irish, since they were precipitated by George III's determination not
only to curtail the freedom of the press, but to restrict the right of free elections.
Elected to Parliament on five different occasions, once from the City and four times
from Middlesex, Wilkes became the rallying point for those who opposed the
encroachment upon their "liberties." He drew support from a wide base: the
merchants and householders of the City of London, the smaller frecholders of
Middlesex, and the "inferior" people of London, Westminster and Southwark. For
two years, 1768-1769, the disturbances and rallies flared up, with Wilkes finally
taking his seat, a victory for the "London Mob" which supported him.

On 2 June 1780, some 60,000 persons gathered in Southwark, summoned to a

rally of the Protestant Association, under the presidency of Lord George Gordon."
Though titled, Gordon was a Scottish peer, not a member of the House of Lords. He
represented a Whig rotten borough in Wiltshire, and had been a member of the
Commons since 1774. In the evening of the day of the rally, Gordon presented his
petition to the Commons urging the repeal of the legislation of 1778, which had
removed several of the English sanctions against the Irish. The War of American
Independence had placed the British in need of soldiers, so the Irish were granted
permission to join the armed services by taking an oath of allegiance to the Crown,
without having to convert to Protestantism, in accordance with the Act of
Succession. The legislation of 1778 also permitted Catholics to open their own
church schools and to purchase and inherit land. To the leaders of the Protestant
Association, these concessions once again opened the door to Popery and to the
revival of the Jacobite threat. When the Commons failed to act upon Gordon's
petition, signed by tens of thousands, his followers began to riot and loot, and for
over a week the metropolis was in chaos. Their principal targets were the homes,
churches and schools of the Irish Catholics, with "No Popery" once again the
slogan. (See Figure IV-2).
The pages of the history and literature of the eighteenth century are heavily
peppered with accounts of the London Mob, pages implying that it was composed
exclusively of pickpockets, beggars, housebreakers and assorted unemployed
persons and unreasonable malcontents. Such an impression is misleading, to say
the least. As Walpole observed, the major cause of the disturbance in 1736 was the
displacement of English craftsmen and apprentices by cheap Irish laborers, and it
was not thieves and beggars who rioted, but working men. The supporters of John
Wilkes, moreover, were merchants, householders and craftsmen from London and
Westminster. In his novel about the Gordon Riots, Barnaby Rudge (1841), Charles
Dickens referred to the rioters as "sober workingmen" (Dickens 1841, p. 133). It
would be in error, of course, to deny that, once the rioting was in full force,
marginal groups did not join in the looting and burning. But in all three
disturbances, the London Mob was dominated and led by workingmen, not by the
rabble.

* There are numerous descriptions of the Gordon Riots. The discussion in the text is taken primarily from the
work by Rude 1974, pp. 268-292.
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In the case of the Gordon Riots, two aspects stand out. First, there was no
question that Irish Catholics were the target, and second, the victims were
gentlemen, publicans and Irish Catholics in the higher ranges of income. As Rude
has said, "There was . . . a distinct class bias in the direction of the attack made by
the rioters in the Roman Catholic community." (Rude 1974, p. 286)

There were charges that the leaders of the riots circulated lists of the houses to
be attacked, and whether they did exist is of little moment, for the precision of the
rioters was pinpoint. Of the seventeen houses destroyed or heavily damaged,5
thirteen were the homes of Irish Catholics. Of the forty-seven houscholders who
were compensated by the government for their damages, forty-three were Irish
Catholics.

The same type of precision also prevailed with respect to the neighborhoods of
the Irish that were attacked. In the six parishes with the highest concentration of
Irish Catholics, totaling 6,551, only fifteen houses were damaged. In the six
parishes with the largest number of damaged houses, there were only 2,230 Irish
Catholics. Thus, the rioters did not direct their attacks toward the Irish community
as a whole, but at the homes of the well-to-do Irish.

The occupational composition of the rioters lends some credence to the
argument that the disturbance assumed a class orientation. Altogether, some 450
participants were arrested, of whom 160 were brought to trial in Old Bailey.6 Of
this number, the occupations of 110 were listed; thirty-four were small employers,
shopkeepers, peddlers and independent craftsmen, while seventy-six (69 percent)
were wage-earners. Of the two principal leaders of the daily riots, one was a
journeyman wheelwright, the other a coach master.

On 7 June rioters turned toward the City, with the intention of burning the
Bank of England and Royal Exchange, the great symbols of wealth and commercial
power. By this late date George III had called out the military in the London area
and, reinforced by the militia, the Bank and Exchange were saved. Some 10,000
troops stationed themselves on Broad Street, and altogether over two hundred died,
with nearly as many wounded. The incident marked the first time in British history
that government troops fired upon their own citizens. The obvious failure of the
magistrates of London, Westminster and Southwark to put down the riots, because

% The rioters did not torch houses, but removed the furnishings, clothing and whatever they could carry, and
set them on fire in the street. This practice prevented the fires from spreading, and with one exception the
procedure was effective. On the night of 6 June 1780 the house of a distiller, Thomas Langdale, containing
120,000 gallons of gin was attacked. The gin vats exploded and the fire spread to other buildings, some
twenty odd in number. The gin that was not destroyed by fire was drunk by the rioters, who then freed the
prisoners in Fleet Prison, and went on a drunken rage, looting and torching at random.

¢ Of the 160 persons brought to trial, 25 were hanged, 49 sent to prison, and the rest discharged or found not
guilty. Gordon was tried for high treason, but acquitted, as it was impossible to prove he encouraged the
specific incidents of rioting and looting. Ironically, Gordon converted to Judaism, apparently believing he
could convince the Jewish community not to finance the Napoleonic Wars. He was sent to Newgate Prison
for libel, and lived there the last five years of his life, where he died in 1793. After conversion he was an
orthodox Jew, with strict observance of the dietary laws. (Dictionary of National Biography, Vol. 22, pp.
197-198.)
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of their sympathy for the anti-Irish orientation of the rioters, made the central
government realize that control was essential.

The decision of the rioters to attempt to burn the Bank and the Royal
Exchange proved detrimental to their cause. Since both were located at the end of
Broad Street, where it ends at Cornhill, it was the widest street in the City, and
easily could accommodate the thousands of troops which the Government called
out. Entering the City from the north, the troops marched down Broad Street and
turned the riot into a slaughter.

Two themes dominated British politics at the turn into the nineteenth century,
a labor theme and a land theme. Both topics arose because of the new character of
the English economy, as dynamic factors affected not only the conditions of the
labor market, but also the status of the landed gentry. Of particular importance, in
cach instance, were the social and economic changes within the City and metropolis
of London, as well as London's new role in English society.

The labor theme was associated with greater London, because it was there that
immigration exercised the greatest impact upon the changing character of the labor
market. For centuries, the craftsmen and guildsmen of the City had collectively
governed the production and distribution of their product, and through the
apprenticeship system they controlled access to the work force. By the middle of the
century these dominions of power were slipping away. The very nature of the
occupations and jobs in the City had changed, as the numbers in finance, insurance
and banking far outstripped those of the traditional crafts and guilds. Furthermore,
the guild controls never extended beyond the wall, and in the greater metropolis the
immigrants were gaining access to the labor markets, the death knell of the
apprenticeship system. English employers were employing the Irish in ever
increasing numbers, at wage rates considerably below those paid to native working
men.

The London workingmen reacted to these changes by lashing out at the
immigrants, or at any attempt to alter the "foreign" stigma that worked to their
advantage. It made no difference whether the change in status was naturalization or
relaxation of religious restrictions. In 1753, when it was proposed that French
Protestants be naturalized, the clamor was for "no wooden shoes," just as the Jewish
Naturalization Bill had been met with cries of "No Jews." In 1780, opposition to
the Irish had centered on the relaxation of religious sanctions, with "No Popery."

By the time of the Gordon riots, the opposition of English workingmen to the
increasing number of immigrants had reached new proportions. For the first time,
the "London Mob" attacked property, taking considerable economic reprisal.
Initially the targets were omly the Irishmen of property, the manufacturers,
merchants and publicans, as the riots followed their anti-Irish orientation. The
direction of the riots changed, however, and English capital in general was
attacked, though not individual men of property, or the English employers who took
on immigrants at lower wages. It was institutionalized English wealth that the
rioters turned against: the Bank, the Royal Exchange, and the toll booths of
Blackfriars Bridge.
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The recurring outbreaks of the "London Mob" had a common thread, the
protection of English workingmen from any encroachment upon their "rights and
liberties." Such threats came from several sources: the substitution of Irish workers
at lower wages (1736), proposed naturalization of the Huguenots (1753), George
IIT's endeavor to dictate London's representatives to the House of Commons (1768),
and the relaxation of religious sanctions against the Irish (1780). Each was viewed
as a threat to the integrity and authority of the time-honored independence of the
City of London.

In addition, the "Mob" was peculiar to the London labor market since similar
organized opposition was not found in the new manufacturing towns of the
midlands. The reason was that these new centers had no history of control being
exercised by craftsmen and guildsmen, since these centers had emerged in the rural
arcas. The English rural unemployed of the eighteenth century, displaced by
enclosures, floated to the new manufacturing towns and not to London. Having
never exercised control over the labor markets of the rural areas, these laborers did
not strike out at changing market conditions, as did the "London Mob."

The land theme of the last decades of the century centered upon England's
agricultural economy and the inability to meet the increasing demand for its
product, at prices competitive with the continent. As England experienced both
economic growth and development, the exercise of political power by the landed
gentry had grown more and more out of step with the new needs of commercial and
industrial enterprise. Similar to the English workingman's control of London, the
English gentry was nurtured by a protectionist system. It was not just a system of
tariff walls against foreign competition in grain, though it was that, but also a
protection that extended to the unreformed Parliament and all which that entailed.
The nouveau riche, the commercial, financial and industrial heirs to England's
economic progress, were demanding an increasing role in the determination of
policy, through the exercise of political and economic control.

The preeminence of the English gentry was placed in jeopardy by London's
increasing importance and transformation. No longer only a trading capital, it had
become the locus of a central government that had usurped the historical control
exercised by the villages, the countryside and the shires. The economic basis of
power had shifted, but so long as political control remained with the gentry, the
land theme would remain an important aspect of English life.

In the course of the Napoleonic Wars, liquid wealth assumed new dimensions,
as the holders of money instruments grew in importance, becoming almost as
significant as the holders of wealth in land. The growth in money markets,
accompanied by the increase in the public and private debt, constituted finance
capital as a new power domain. Money now mattered, as the landed gentry became
increasingly dependent upon finance capital as a means of preserving the character
of the Augustan and Georgian age. The locus of England's financial capital was
"within the wall," the home of the monied interests, characterized by Chatham as
the "miserable jobbers of Change Alley", and "the lofty Asiatic plunderers of
Leadenhall Street."
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For the members of the ancient regime, the monied interests were the threat,
and the symbols of that threat were the Jews. To the craftsmen and guildsmen of
the City of London the immigrants were the threat, and symbols of that threat were
the Irish. The two groups were integral to London, but just as they were threats to
separate classes, they were also apart. One without the wall, the other within; the
metropolis and the City.

The Parental Family

Abigail and Abraham Ricardo had a family of seventeen children, six
daughters and eleven sons; two sons died in infancy (Sec Table III-4, p. 110). The
first four children were born at 36 Broad Street, near the intersection with
Winchester Street, an area inhabited by "merchants and persons of repute"
(Maitland 1775, p. 839). In 1774, the family moved to 1 Bury Street, the center of
the Sephardic community. Bury Street was

very handsome and cleanly kept, with good uniform buildings on
both sides, well inhabited, mostly by Jews, who dwell privately,

without shops.
(Maitland 1775, p. 777, italics in original)

Abigail's family, the Delvalles, had lived on the street for decades, a factor which
may have been influential in the selection of the new residence. But in addition,
Bury Street intersected with Bevis Marks Street,7 close to the synagogue and, with
Abraham's duties with the Congregation, the new location was also more
convenient for him.

For eighteen years the Ricardos lived on Bury Street, before finally moving to
Old Ford, Middlesex. Over the first stretch of time, Abigail gave birth to eleven
children, while in Middlesex two more children were born. By the time the family
moved out of the City in 1792, Abraham was sixty years old, and although still
active in business, the move was symbolic of a slowing pace, particularly with the
Synagogue. Moreover, David was by then twenty, and was very heavily involved in
his father's business, as well as being a stockjobber in his own right (Works, Vol. X,
p. 67).

Given the elder Ricardo's success as a stockjobber, and his considerable
influence, it is not surprising that many of his sons possessed a strong penchant in
the same direction. Of the nine surviving sons, six became stockjobbers, most of the
time as partners with one another. David was the first to join his father as a
stockjobber.

At the age of fourteen his father began to employ him in the Stock
Exchange, where he placed great confidence in him, and gave him

7 The name, Bevis Marks, was a corruption of the original, Bury's Marks. (Maitland 1775, p. 777.)
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such power as is rarely granted to persons considerably older than
himself.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 4)

For a little over six years David worked for his father, as had Abraham. When
David's business career commenced, stockjobbing was taking place in the Stock
Exchange Coffee House, at the corner of Threadneedle Street (Three Needle Street)
and Sweeting's Alley. Although David never actually jobbed in Change Alley, the
atmosphere in Sweeting's Alley was similar, and he was truly a Change Alley man.
As a stockjobber he quickly became accomplished in the mechanics of "puts and
calls," for he

possessed an extraordinary quickness in perceiving in the turns of
the market any accidental difference which might arise between
the relative price of different stocks, and to have availed himself

of this advantage . . .
(Political Economy Club 1921, pp. 205-206,
Mallet's Diary entry for 1823)

After he and his father had their fateful falling-out in 1793, because of David's
marriage, it was almost a decade before Abraham took on another son as a clerk.
Finally, in 1802, Jacob (Jack) assumed the role, by which time the elder Ricardo
was almost seventy. But unlike the fourteen-year-old David, Jacob was a man of
twenty-two when he went to work for his father. He continued in this capacity until
1807, when he became a jobber in his own right.

Jacob's Stock Exchange application was submitted to the membership
committee by his brother David, who also helped finance his business, and loaned
him money to buy a home. His father appears to have played no role in Jacob's
venture. Jacob's indebtedness to his brother distressed him, and he wrote what he
himself described as a "whining" letter.

I have wished for some time past to have a conversation with
you but as I cannot summon resolution sufficient to speak to you I
will endeavor to put in writing what I wish to say.—Oh David if
you knew my sensations if you could read my heart every time I
saw you, you would pity me, I feel so contemptible so abject in
your presence that 1 can scarcely endure it with any degree of
manly fortitude. . . . I fancy you treat me with determined and
premeditated coolness and contempt, perhaps I deserve that you
should behave so to me, but speak to me, pray speak to me, tell me
so0, but do not treat me with contempt, advise me, or command
me. . . . You know that I always had a particular respect for your
advice or opinion, but since last July that has amounted to
veneration. . . . when I think of the situation I might then have
been in but for your noble and generous interference my gratitude
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is unbounded, you saved my credit, you saved my life, for I never

could have survived a public exposure . . . I did hope . . . to repay

you part of the money before now, but nothing that I undertake

will prosper, if I gain a few pounds one week I lose them and
more to it the next.

(Works, Vol. X, pp. 129-130; Jacob Ricardo to

David Ricardo; year uncertain) )

David was astonished.

Your letter my dear Jack has given me a great deal of pain. I
am sorry to see in it so many proofs of an unhappy and despairing
mind. You talk of the services which I had it in my power to
render you in terms which both astonish and grieve me. . . .

This is a degree of pride amongst brothers which should be
for ever banished, it is a foe to all affection and sympathy, and the
only return which I claim from you is confidence and the absence
of all restraint in our intercourse. You speak to me as if I were a
creditor whose demands you were under some obligation to
consider and against which you were under extreme anxiety to
provide, but this is a species of ingratitude; I never wish to receive
a guinea from you till fortune shall again take you by the hand,
and till your success in business shall have become clear and
unequivocal. . . . Whatever I may think of your errors I have
never ceased thinking of you with respect. . . . That you have not
always chosen the path which was most likely to reward you with
happiness, has to me often appeared too certain,—and that you
have erred again and again in spite of experience and friendly
advice has caused me some regret . . . I view these things precisely
the same as if you owed me nothing. To sum up then my dear
Jack, I beg you to believe that I feel the greatest interest in your
happiness and welfare; that though I may question the wisdom
and sometimes the propriety of your conduct that it is impossible
contempt should mix itself with such feelings.

(Works, Vol. X, pp. 131-132; David Ricardo to

9
Jacob Ricardo, undated)

With his response, David returned a draft, which Jacob had included as a
partial payment on his debt, begged him to put it "in the fire," and "to bury in
oblivion every uneasy sensation respecting your debt to me." (Works, Vol. X, p.
132) He also urged Jacob to abandon any idea of disposing of his house, because of
the debt.

8
- From a watermark of 1807 on Jacob's letter, Sraffa concluded it was written after that date. The letter was
undated, except for 16 April.

9
" Sraffa noted that the handwriting resembled that of around 1810.
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The substance and tone of the two letters, and the fact that each brother took
refuge in writing, though in daily business contact, indicates they were not intimate.
In later years they were always on opposite sides of political and economic affairs,
but they remained in personal contact. Both became executors of their father's will,
and they must have felt some rapport. Furthermore, in business affairs a strong
bond existed not only amongst the brothers but also between Abraham and his sons.

In the same year that Jacob went to work for his father, David employed the
first of two brothers to serve him as clerk. Between 1802 and 1807, Daniel
(Frances) was his clerk, and between 1807 and 1810 Raphael (Ralph) served in the
same capacity. Francis became a member of the Stock Exchange in 1810, Ralph in
1811. They were, moreover, always on the list of subscribers to various government
loans, during the period that David was the principal Loan Contractor. In 1819
they entered into a partnership with David, but were the unsuccessful bidders for a
new loan. The contract was awarded to Nathan Rothschild, and marked the
beginning of his successes, and David's last bid as a Loan Contractor. In 1820,
Francis and Ralph again were the unsuccessful bidders for a new Government
Loan, their last attempt in such matters.

Of the six brothers who were members of the Stock Exchange, Francis and
Ralph had the longest careers, forty-seven and sixty-three years, respectively.
Jacob, meanwhile, became a partner with his youngest brother, Samson, who had
become a member of the Stock Exchange in 1821. The sixth brother, Benjamin,
became a member in 1817. He did not participate in any business liaison with his
brothers, and was a member of the Stock Exchange for a relatively short time. He
retired as a broker in 1834, went to Cape Town, and died there in 1841,

Of the six brothers, David certainly was the most financially successful, and
enjoyed the same type of reputation as his father, a man "of the strictest honour and
integrity" (Works, Vol. X, p. 3). David also was unique because of his success at
such a young age, for his brothers were all in their twenties when they joined the
Exchange. Whether their comparatively late entry was attributable to the pursuit of
other careers, there is no evidence. Jacob became Chairman of the Stock Exchange
in 1820, indicative of the fact that he was respected, despite his early difficulties
with his career, and his differences with David.

In addition to the six stockjobbers, there were the three other brothers, Joseph,
Abraham, and Moses. The eldest in the family was Joseph, who had a somewhat
checkered career. Early in life he migrated to Philadelphia, and in 1795 was listed
as a merchant at North 3rd Street (Hogan 1795, p. 36), in partnership with Henry
Capper. Joseph returned to London in 1807, heavily in debt not only to his father
but also to David. In 1802, when the elder Ricardo drew his will, he relinquished
all claims to the money which his son owed him, as well as any claim on Joseph's
partner, Henry Capper (Works, Vol. X, p. 55). When David drew his will, in 1820,
he also stipulated that the £1,060 debt, which Joseph "has owed me for some time,"
should not be called. Whether the debt was ever repaid, was a matter for Joseph's
"own free will and opinion." (Works, Vol. X, p. 55)

Upon returning to London, Joseph became a hatter, with a shop on Finch
Lane, between Cornhill and Threadneedle Streets, a particularly apt location given
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the nature of his business. Significantly, Abraham added a codicil to his will, and
Joseph became one of four executors. The three original executors had been Jacob;
Abraham's son-in-law, David Samuda; and a friend, Raphael Brandon. In 1807,
Joseph was substituted for Brandon, and David added as a fourth executor. Despite
Abraham's specific reference to Joseph's indebtedness, he made him one of his
executors, just as David was added as an executor, despite their differences over
religious questions. The explanation for Abraham's behavior may be that he
deferred to his eldest son, but on the other hand, Joseph may have had other
qualities. Some indication of this is suggested by something David did. At the time
he published his Proposals for an Economical and Secure Currency (1816), he sent
his publisher a list of persons to whom he wanted copies distributed. Among the
twenty-one names on the list were but four of his brothers: Joseph, Francis, Ralph
and Moses (Works, Vol. VII, pp. 14-15; of the twenty-one names, thirteen were
stockbrokers or stockjobbers). David's closest brothers were the latter three, but he
must have had an affection for Joseph to have included him. Conspicuously absent
from the list was Jacob.

The elder Ricardo's will is the only source of information of his namesake.
Abraham's will treated all fifteen surviving children equally, each receiving about
£4800, with two exceptions. The first exception was David, for whom he left only
£50, as he "does not need more." The second exception was Abraham, for whom
the money was left in trust, with David and Jacob as trustees. Sraffa notes there
were "instructions to pay him an annual income and powers to prevent his selling,
assigning or otherwise alienating that income" (Works, Vol. X, p. 55)."

Because of the special conditions attached to Abraham's legacy, Sraffa
concludes that "he was not quite normal." (Works, Vol. X, p. 55). Additional
evidence occurs in David's will, where Abraham was the only sibling not granted
£100, an amount he also left to his friends George Basevi, James Mill, and Thomas
Malthus (Works, Vol. X, p. 104). Moreover, only seven brothers attended David's
funeral, and Sraffa assumes Abraham was the absentee.

There is one additional bit of evidence regarding Abraham's apparent
affliction, which Sraffa does not mention, namely the location of his grave.
Abraham was the only surviving sibling to be buried in the Sephardic cemetery on
Mile End. Accepting that Abraham "was not quite normal," meaning he was
somehow retarded, it would have been reasonable for his parents to prematurely
decide his burial place. Given their religious predilections, Abraham was buried in
Beth Haim. He died in his sixty-eighth year, and even may have spent the last years
in Beth Holim, the home for the indigent.

Moses was the third brother, not a stockbroker, a surgeon by profession. Of all
his brothers, Moses was closest to David, reinforced by their marrying sisters,
Priscilla and Fanny Wilkinson. Moses was sixteen when his father moved to Bow,
and he continued to live and practice medicine in the area until around 1818. Of all
the brothers, Moses probably had the most formal training and education, given the

19 For the children who might not be of age at the time of his death, their funds also were to be held in trust,
but paid when majority attained.
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nature of his profession. Medical schools did not become the source of entry to the
profession until the late nineteenth century, and in Moses's time one served an
apprenticeship to a practicing physician. The profession did require anatomy,
physiology, and medicine, and these subjects were pursued under the supervision of
the practicing physician. As to the length of his apprenticeship, or with whom he
served, nothing is known, but it is significant that Moses's father-in-law, Edward
Wilkinson, was also a surgeon, and had practiced in Bow for many years. Moses
was the only member of the Ricardo family, covering six generations, to become a
professional. Everyone else was either a stockbroker or a merchant.

For most of his life Moses was the victim of poor health, and he was forced to
retire early. Retirement, however, gave him time for other pursuits, and he had
some success. In 1821, he became director of an oil-gas company in Bow,
contributing several articles to a volume on the pros and cons of oil-gas heating
(Works, Vol. X, p. 56, n.2). He was, no doubt, the author of David's obituary
(Works, Vol. X, pp. 14-15) and, as indicated earlier, had plans to write his
biography. Moses posthumously published David's Plan for the Establishment of a
National Bank (1824) (Works, Vol. IV, pp. 272-297), and in the same year became
a member of the Political Economy Club, where his brother's views were already
under attack. He remained a member for sixteen years but, living in Brighton, he
probably was not very active. His name appears once in the list of members
proposing topics for discussion, in 1832, when he raised the question of his
brother's Plan for a National Bank (Political Economy Club 1921, Questions
Discussed, 1824-1840, p. 39). Despite the history of poor health, Moses outlived all
of his siblings except Ralph, who also died in his ninetieth year.

Of the five brothers who followed him into the Stock Exchange, David was the
catalyst in getting positions for three of them: Jacob, Francis and Ralph. The other
two, Benjamin and Samson, entered in 1817 and 1821, after their illustrious brother
had retired, although his influence obviously was still strong. Although their father
had been the initial influence, it was David who became the leader of the Ricardo
family as stockjobbers. His brothers not only followed him into the Stock
Exchange, but continued to be influenced by his activities. His youngest brother,
Samson, became a member of the Political Economy Club in 1840, and M.P. from
New Windsor, Berkshire, from 1855 to 1857. Samson was an active pamphleteer
and a supporter of his brother's Plan for a National Bank. A brother-in-law,
William Wilkinson, who was married to two of David's sisters, was also a member
of the Political Economy Club, 1857-1865, and M.P. from Lambeth, 1852-1857."

But in addition to being the first brother to become a successful stockjobber, a
pamphleteer, a parliamentarian, and a person of influence, Moses claimed that
David's greatest influence over his siblings was his independence of thought.

1 william Arthur Wilkinson, David's nephew by marriage, was also his clerk in the Stock Exchange from
1811 to 1816; he was fifteen years old at the time. In 1818, at twenty-two years of age, he married David's
sister Esther, who was twenty-nine. Esther died in childbirth, in 1823, and in 1826 Wilkinson married her
older sister, Rachel.
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His father was a man of good intellect, but uncultivated.
His prejudices were exceedingly strong; and they induced him to
take the opinions of his forefathers in points of religion, politics,
education &c., upon faith, and without investigation. Not only
did he adopt this rule for himself, but he insisted on its being
followed by his children; his son [David], however, never yielded
his assent on any important subject, until after he had thoroughly
investigated it. It was perhaps in opposing these strong
prejudices, that he was first led to that freedom and independence
of thought for which he was so remarkable, and which has indeed

extended itself to the other branches of his family.
(Works,Vol. X, p. 5)

The independence of thought, of which Moses spoke, led David to leave the
Jewish religion, and to marry a Quaker. Moses did the same thing, followed by the
two Ricardo sisters who married William Wilkinson. Another sister, Sarah, was
married to George Richardson Porter, and Francis married Lucy Alexander, the
sixth member of the family to marry outside the faith. Five of the Ricardos married
the descendants of old Sephardic and Ashkenazi families, but it is questionable
whether these marriages were indicative of an adherence to orthodoxy.

The eldest sister, Hannah, was married to David Samuda, member of one of
the oldest Sephardic families in London. Ralph married Charlotte Lobb, a daughter
of another old Sephardic family. Benjamin was married twice, first to Anne
Barnes, and then to Miriam Lindo. The second marriage occurred in the Bevis
Marks Synagogue, since members of the Lindo family had served on the Mahamad
for many years, and the Lindos were probably as orthodox as Abraham Ricardo.
Rebecca and Jacob Ricardo married descendants of the Ashkenazi community,
Rebecca being wed to Isaac Keyser, and Jacob to Harriet Levy. The Keyser and
Levy families were some of the earliest Ashkenazim in London (Hyamson 1951, p.
71), originally being members of Bevis Marks. At the time the Ashkenazim opened
their own synagogue, the two families became members of the new congregation.
In 1800 Isaac Keyser held one of the twelve memberships reserved for Jews on the
London Stock Exchange. The Levy family also was associated with the Exchange.

Four Ricardo siblings never married: Joseph, Abraham, Abigail and Samson.
They lived with their father in Old Ford, until his death in 1812, the household
maintained by Abigail. Her mother had died in 1801, when she was nineteen,
leaving seven younger brothers and sisters, for whom Abigail apparently kept
house.

The burial sites of the Ricardo children are indicative of the degree to which
they broke with the religious traditions of their parents. Of the fifteen children,
eleven died somewhere in the London metropolis. Only Abraham was buried in the
Sephardic burial ground, the others in public cemeteries—eight in Nunhead and
one in Kensal Green.

Public cemeteries, in contrast to parish burial sites, came into prominence in
the late 1830s and early 1840s, following the cholera epidemic of 1831. Nunhead
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cemetery was an area southeast of the City, Kensal Green to the northeast and
Highgate in the northwest. Each cemetery contained large areas of consecrated
ground for the members of the Anglican church, with appropriate chapels.
Dissenters could be buried in sections reserved for them, where anyone could be
buried. There were no plots for orthodox Jews, as the burial grounds on Mile End
were still available.

Hannah Ricardo's husband, David Samuda, was buried at Mile End, but she
was buried in Nunhead, although some years later. Her sister, Rebecca Keyser, was
buried in Kensal Green, and it is likely that these sites were a matter of choice.
Sarah Richardson Porter, who married outside the faith, died in 1862, but her
obituary (Gentleman's Magazine, Vol. 11, 1862, p. 509) does not indicate the
location of her grave. She was the eleventh Ricardo to die in London, at West-hills,
Wandsworth. The other three sisters, Abigail, Rachel and Esther, were buried in
Nunhead Cemetery.

Four Ricardos died outside of London; David was buried in Hardenbuish, and
Moses in Brighton. Jacob and Benjamin died abroad, in Paris and Cape Town,
respectively. Both Jacob and Benjamin married women who came from very
orthodox families, as they themselves did, but there is no evidence they remained
orthodox. Some credence should be given to the fact that neither Jacob nor
Benjamin were very close to either David or Moses.

In retrospect, it seems unlikely that David was the only source of the
independent spirit which moved so many of his brothers and sisters away from the
orthodox religion, even though Moses implies that this was the case. The success
which so many experienced brought the Ricardos into the wider English culture,
where they were quickly assimilated. The age-old prejudice against the Jews
continued unabated in the nineteenth century, to be sure, but it was mostly directed
at the Ashkenazim, because of their poorer economic status. The advantages which
the Ricardos enjoyed stemmed in large measure from their Sephardic heritage, and
that in turn grew out of the traditions of those Jews who had moved out of Babylon,
across the southern Mediterranean. Steeped in financial institutions, the Sephardic
Jews of England were associated with the ever-increasing influence of finance
capital. And while this permitted the Ricardos to gain access to the wider culture,
they then began to participate actively in the new culture, just as their father had
participated actively in the old culture. In other words, the Ricardos were activists,
no matter in which culture they functioned. They had a strong propensity for what
James Mill referred to as David's belief in the "cause of mankind" (Works, Vol. IX,
p. 390; James Mill to John McCulloch, 19 September 1823), or a concern for the
public interest. He had learned that sense of purpose from his father, even though
they held radically different conceptions of how to exercise the cause. As events
moved forward, David's brothers and sisters followed his inclinations, and not their
father’s.

Ten of Abigail and Abraham's children were themselves parents, with a total
of forty-nine grandchildren. Forty-five survived infancy, twenty-four daughters and
twenty-one sons. Four of the sons became members of Parliament, and while none
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of them ever achieved anything like David's reputation as a leader, they did serve
something called the public interest.

David's Education

There was some controversy as to the quality of David's education. He himself
contributed to the confusion through his repeated references to the inadequacy of his
writing and oral skills. At one point, he even said, "I am often inclined to throw
my writing aside as a task much beyond my powers to accomplish" (Works, Vol.
VI, p. 53; David Ricardo to James Mill; 8 August 1816). He attributed the problem
to the "(Y)ears of neglect at the most essential period of life," a deficiency which
could not be rectified "by weeks or months of application" (Works, Vol. VII, p. 305;
David Ricardo to James Mill; 29 September 1818). As for his public speaking,
especially in the Commons, he claimed his exposition was too compressed, as he
never acquired the skill of explaining topics with sufficient detail and illustration.
He was "too apt to crowd a great deal of difficult matter into so short a space as to
be incomprehensible" (Works, Vol. VI, p. 335; David Ricardo to Robert Malthus, 24
December 1815). He summed up his problems as the product of a "neglected
education" (Works, Vol. VII, p. 190; David Ricardo to James Mill).

As David became involved with political economy, both writing and in
Parliament, he was in contact with many individuals whose educational
backgrounds were quite different than his own, and much more extensive. Malthus,
for example, was a graduate of Jesus College, Cambridge, and even ninth wrangler.
There was, in addition, the widely held view that persons of a commercial origin
were deprived the benefits of a classical education, a deficiency that plagued them
when they turned to intellectual pursuits. Although none of his contemporaries ever
referred to David's educational deficiencies, such opinions were expressed after he
died. The best example was the obituary written by Mill.

Mill wrote in the Morning Chronicle that Ricardo was a great example for
emulation by those whose backgrounds were deprived.

The history of Mr. Ricardo holds out a bright and inspiring
example. Mr. Ricardo had everything to do for himself and he did
everything. Let not the generous youth whose aspirations are
higher than his circumstances despair of attaining either the
highest intellectual excellence, or the highest influence on the
welfare of his species, when he recollects in what circumstances
Mr. Ricardo opened, and in what he closed, his memorable life. .
. . he had his mind to form, he had even his education to
commence and to conduct . . . he cultivated and he acquired habits
of intense, and patient, and comprehensive thinking, such as have

been rarely equalled and never excelled.
(Quoted in Bain 1882, p. 212)



lollll P. Hemlerson [43

Mallet claimed that Ricardo's

education had been of a very commonplace kind, and he had to
educate himself and to acquire that stock of knowledge which is
indispensable for a man who lives in good society, and more

particularly in the society of well informed persons.
{Mallet, in Political Economy Club 1921, p. 206)

Moses Ricardo had a quite different view of his brother's education.

It is not true . . . as has been insinuated, that Mr. Ricardo
was of a very low origin, and that he had been wholly denied the
advantages of education; a reflection upon his father which he by
no means deserved. The latter was always in affluent
circumstances, most respectably connected, and both able and
willing to afford his children all the advantages which the line of

life for which they were destined appeared to require.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 4)

Moses's Memoir was published some time after Mill's obituary, and his denial
of David's "low origin" and educational deficiency obviously was directed at people
like Mill. The claim that his brother was deprived of an education was degrading to
his father, Abraham, and while Moses and David may have disagreed with their
father about religion, they nonetheless respected and honored him. When he left
the Stock Exchange, David moved in new circles, and his peers knew little of his
family background. In part this was because David probably did not dwell upon his
background and youth, even though he was strongly attached to his parental family.
Moreover, in the new circles in which he moved, some persons expressed an
obvious prejudicial overtone against the type of environment in which he had been
reared, and the "peculiarities of the Mosaic ritual" of his father (Sunday Times, 14
September 1823, p. 1).

The author of the obituary in the Sunday Times must have known Ricardo
extremely well, being especially familiar and sympathetic with his political
activities. But there were errors in the obitnary with regard to his background, the
author alleging that David was the eldest son, and that he was an active Christian,
for which there is scant evidence. But more important, the author of the obituary
was particularly derogatory with reference to David's father. In discussing their
breach, the obituary claims that Abraham objected to David's marriage because
Priscilla was "not of the seed of Jacob, and perhaps had not the inheritance of
Rachel" (Sunday Times, 14 September 1823, p. 1). The latter remark undoubtedly
was in reference to the first Rachel, who kept her father's sheep, and brought them
with her when she married Jacob (Genesis, 29. 9-20). The author continued:

Renounced and disinherited, Ricardo was not without
friends. . .. This support and his own talents were quite enough
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for Ricardo, he immediately began business and in the course of a
very few years was a richer man than the father. Finding his son
prospering, preferring a rich Christian to a poor Jew, or perhaps
rather from the sforge of nature, the father was the first to seek a
reconciliation, and we have never heard that Ricardo harboured
the least resentment for the harsh measure which had been dealt
him.

(Sunday Times, 14 September 1823, p. 1;
italics in original)

Reflected in this passage was the same "self made man" notion, which James
Mill had stressed. But, in addition, the writer in the 7imes depicted Abraham as
unprincipled, a father who reconciled with his disinherited son because he became
rich—a Shylock, no less. David, on the other hand, was depicted as highly
honorable, since he held no untoward feelings toward his father. A converted
Christian, who turned the other cheek, perhaps? Certainly, David Ricardo was of
such a character that he did not hold grudges, but it is highly significant that
Abraham also reconciled with his son Joseph, and he was far from rich, being in
debt to both Abraham and David. The "sforge of nature," the instinctual parental
affection for offspring, was mentioned in the 7imes obituary, but couched within a
context which offered this explanation as a secondary preference.

In Moses Ricardo's Memoir the "storge" explanation is paramount. He said
his father was "both able and willing to afford his children all the advantages."
Furthermore, Moses claimed that his brother's opportunity to enter into business on
his own was in no small measure connected with the fact that he was a son of
Abraham Ricardo.

His father's name stood as high as possible for honour and
integrity, qualities of the first recommendation in a field where
transactions of the utmost magnitude rest upon them as their only
security. Sharing this character with his father, and possessing
talents and other excellent qualities which had endeared him to
all, he embarked with the fairest prospect of success. This success
answered his most sanguine expectations; and in a few years,
certainly not wholly without some anxiety at first, he had secured

to himself a handsome independence.
(Works, Vol. X, pp. 5-6)

Moses mentioned his father's "honour and integrity” not once, but twice in his
brother's Memoir. As to David's opportunity for education:

At his intervals of leisure he was allowed any masters for
private instruction whom he chose to have: but he had not the

benefit of what is called a classical education . . .
(Works, Vol. X, pp. 3-4)
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Mill's depiction of David as deprived and unaided in his early education
undoubtedly was colored by what he conceived to be his own role in Ricardo's late
awakening. According to this view, David pulled himself up by his bootstraps,
urged and prodded by Mill. As discussed in later chapters, Mill certainly was a
great stimulus to Ricardo, but he was not the only source of inspiration, nor was he
alone responsible for David's economics or his philosophical outlook.

Following Ricardo's death, Mill fostered the belief that he and Bentham were
responsible for David's success as an intellectual, a view carried forward by Mill's
son, John Stuart. There is no question that David valued Mill's opinion, and
consistently solicited his views on political and economic questions, but Mill
overemphasized his role, for David was not the tabula rasa which Mill and others
supposed. Moses attemipted to set the record straight. David was reared in a rich
and sophisticated environment, and received an excellent education for the times.
He was not a self-made man, as Mill suggested, but a member of a family with a
great heritage and culture, and large economic influence in eighteenth-century
England.

David was not drilled in the traditional classics of Western culture, Greek and
Latin—what Moses meant about his brother"s not having a "classical education.”
But his education was of a classical nature, in the language of Hebrew, and the
scriptures of the Torah and the Talmud. Hebrew is a language with no inflection,
unlike Greek or Latin, but as learned by Jewish young people, it is prefatory to their
instruction and training, taught as a living language for every day religious usage.
For those trained in the classical languages of the English public schools, Greek and
Latin were almost dead languages, and students ended "up being able to do little
better than crawl through a text, line by agonized line" (Kirk 1976, p. 539).12

In his youth, James Mill was drilled in Greek and Latin**and with no less
rigidity and discipline than he exerted over his son, John Stuart. By the time John
was five, he could read Greek, though its heuristic value was probably minimal. If
there are educational advantages derived from crawling through Homer's lliad,
because it hones immature minds, Hebrew is a surrogate. Accordingly, David did
not have a "commonplace education” since he also "crawled" through ancient texts.

Reared in an orthodox home, David's earliest experiences would have been the
daily ritual of his father putting on the tifillion and prayer shawl for morning
prayers at Bevis Marks. The Sabbath was observed, with his mother lighting the
candles to welcome the Lord's day, and his father reciting the Kiddush to reconfirm
that the Jews were God's chosen people and that they have a responsibility for their
covenant. Time stood still from sundown on Friday to sundown on Saturday, with
no worldly activity: no burial, no marriage or brit milah, no work of business or the
home, and no conviviality. Abraham adhered to "the opinions of his forefathers in

12 Professor of Greek at Trinity, College, Cambridge, Kirk argues that the classics have traditionally
overemphasized the linguistic aspect of Greek and Latin, to the detriment of the philosophy, morals, and
tradition of ancient cultures. Even after four or five years of language training, students still crawl through
texts.

3 James’s drill instuctor was his mother, Isabel Penton Mill. (Bain 1882, pp.3-6)
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points of religion," and "not only did he adopt this rule for himself, but he insisted
on its being followed by his children." (Works, Vol. X, p. 5)

In the tradition of orthodoxy, the Ricardos kept the holy days, with Pesach
(Passover) the most momentous. On the eve of Pesach, at Seder, the youngest son
would recite to his father the ancient question: "Mali nish ta moh?" ("Why is this
night different from all others?"), the introduction to four additional questions:
"Why do we eat matzoh, taste bitter herbs, dip twice in salt water, and eat
reclining?" They all knew the answer, namely that "On this night we remember
that we were slaves in Egypt, and that Moses led us to the promised land, through
the hardships and hazards of the Exodus."

On Rosh Hashanah the seven days were reserved for reflection upon one's life,
with a dedication inscribed for the new year, and sealed by making peace with the
Lord on Yom Kippur, the most holy of all days.

You shall afflict yourselves, and shall do no work, either the
native or the stranger who sojourns among you: for on this day
shall atonement be made for you, to cleanse you; from all your
sins you shall be clean before the Lord. It is a sabbath of solemn

rest to you, and you shall afflict yourselves; it is a statute forever.
(Leviticus, 16:29-31)

The Jews observed some dozen or more religious holidays, not all with the
same degree of solemnity, so that a child reared in an orthodox family is constantly
aware of his religious heritage. It was in such a traditional setting that David
Ricardo was nurtured by his parents, Abigail and Abraham.

Besides his education in the Jewish religion, David received what his brother
referred to as a "common-school education." At the time, the vast majority of the
children of the greater London area attended and received their education in a
parish school, or in one of the three thousand private schools which Maitland
counted (Maitland 1775, pp. 1277-1278). The parish schools were church-related,
with religious instruction as well as reading and writing, and while Bevis Marks
had schools for both boys and girls, these were charity schools, undoubtedly for the
children of the Congregation whose parents could not afford one of the private
schools. Given the relative affluence of the Sephardic community, it is not
surprising that their charity schools provided spaces for only twelve boys and twenty
girls Maitland 1775, pp. 1277-1278). Maitland's records show that in 1775 a total
of 128 charity schools existed in greater London, with spaces for 3,458 boys and
1,901 girls. The size of the private schools varied, but in general they were small,
limited to what a single tutor might accommodate.

But David's education in London was interrupted, for, as he related, "from the
age of 11 to 13 I resided in Amsterdam" (Works, Vol. X, pp. 206-207). Upon his
return to London he continued his education until such time as he went to work for
his father. Thereafter, he was supervised by tutors as he wished, one of which was
probably a mathematician, another a geologist.
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The Years in Amsterdam

Abraham sent David to Amsterdam for two reasons. As Moses explained, his
father wished that his son would

follow the same business in which he was engaged, and whose
transactions lay chiefly in that country, {and] sent him thither not
only with a view to his becoming acquainted with it, but also that
he might be placed at a school of which he entertained a very
high opinion.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 3)

Abraham had been living in London for twenty-three years when he sent
David to Amsterdam. Apparently, the elder Ricardo was still handling investments
in British funds for his brothers and other Dutchmen. By 1783 the London Stock
Exchange had long since outstripped the Amsterdam Bourse, and, as Adam Smith
had pointed out, British funds were very attractive, yielding much higher returns.
There was still a large surplus of Dutch funds available, and Abraham must have
believed that this situation would continue, hence his view that his son had best
become familiar with the Amsterdam sources. David could also learn Dutch, which
he did, and some thirty-seven years later he could still speak the langpage (Works,
Vol. X, pp. 194, 209).“ That one of the prime purposes was to learn Dutch was
attested to by David himself. He related to Maria Edgeworth that his father sent
him

to Amsterdam to learn Dutch, French [and] Spanish but I was so
unhappy at being separated from my brothers and sisters and
family that I learned nothing in two years but Dutch which I could

not help learning,
(Maria Edgeworth, 1971, p. 266)

Abraham also probably believed that David should learn something of the
skills of the speculator. "Puts" and "calls" had been prohibited in London ever since
the passage of Barnards Act in 1733. Amsterdam was the home of exchange
speculation and the futures market. One could find no better place to learn the art
of trading in futures, a skill which David later perfected to a high level, thereby
greatly enhancing his financial position.

David had two uncles in Amsterdam, Moses and Samuel. Although both were
stockbrokers, only Moses was listed in the Amsterdam Directory (Works, Vol. X, p.
30). There is no evidence as to which uncle David lived with, but Sraffa suggests
there may have been a single household. Samuel was married to Rachel Periera
(Heertje 1974, p. 78), and they had six children, four boys and two girls. Moses was

" By the time David and his family had traveled as far as Cologne, he said his Dutch could not get him by,
and he had to revert to French, which he did not speak as well. (Works, Vol. X, p. 214)
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unmarried, and all of them may have lived in his home at the address listed in the
Directory. Rebecca Ricardo would also have lived in the same household. She was
the daughter of Abraham's third brother, David Hizkiau Israel Ricardo, who had
died in 1778.

Among the members of this rather large household, David apparently was
closest to his cousin Rebecca. He visited her whenever he returned to Amsterdam,
the last time in 1822. Earlier that same year she had been widowed, her husband
having been David Da Costa, whom David said was "a highly respectable man" who
"left her in comfortable circumstances" (Works, Vol. X, p. 207). Rebecca Ricardo
Da Costa was the only cousin of whom David spoke in detail in his letters, though
he visited several others. Since he and Rebecca were both strangers in their uncle's
home, it is understandable they became attached to one another.

Some confusion has existed as to the nature of the Amsterdam school which
David attended. Some authors have alluded to a commercial type of school. Alcide
Fonteyraud (1822-1849), for example, claimed that his father

put young David in a school in Holland for two years where the
most reputable theories of exchange and the art of the perfect

broker were taught to him.
(Fonteyraud 1847, p. xvii)[?]

McCulloch wrote that David received an education "usually given to young men
intended for the mercantile profession" (McCulloch 1853, p. 469). David's brother-
in-law, George Richardson Porter (1792-1852), claimed that David had received

good but plain commercial education. For this purpose he was
sent . . . to a school in Holland, where he remained about two

years.
(Penny Cyclopedia 1841, Vol. 19, p. 497)

The author of still another obituary wrote that because David was intended for the
same profession as his father, he was sent to Holland for his education (Gorton
1828, p. 804).

The list of authors who alleged that David Ricardo attended a commercial
school in Holland is impressive, to say the least: a famous disciple, a brother-in-
law, a French translator of Ricardo's complete works, and a noted biographer.
Nevertheless, they probably had no evidence other than hearsay. The other details
of David's life that are recorded in various memorabilia do not relate any facts
beyond what Moses Ricardo said in his Memoir, and he does not mention anything
about a commercial school. In Amsterdam was a school his father held in very high
esteem, but its curriculum is curiously ignored. If a hypothesis is warranted, it is
that David's descendants did not want any of the details of the school discussed.
This situation undoubtedly was another aspect of the family's desire to ignore
David's Jewish heritage, the same reason Moses was dissuaded from writing his
brother's biography. Moses's two statements, that David went to Amsterdam to
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acquaint himself with the city's business environments and to attend a school
carefully chosen by his father, easily slipped into the single conclusion that the
second condition was a derivative of the first.

If Abraham knew of a commercial school which he held in such high esteem
that he would send an eleven year old boy all the way to Amsterdam, some evidence
should exist that such an institution in fact existed. Sraffa, in keeping with his
usual superlative research, concludes that

No evidence . . . has been found of the existence of any

commercial schools of this type in Amsterdam at the time.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 31,n.1)

If no commercial schools existed at the time, why the schooling in Amsterdam?
Sraffa's conclusion is that,

if we consider the age at which he was sent there (eleven to
thirteen) and the fact that his father was an orthodox Jew, there
can be little doubt that the school in Amsterdam to which old
Ricardo was so keen to send his son was the Talmud Tora, a
school of great reputation which had been founded in 1616 and

was attached to the Portuguese Synagogue there.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 31)

As indicated in previous chapters, the Sephardic Congregation of London had
always looked to the Amsterdam Synagogue as the source of religious interpretation
and dogma. Associated with the Amsterdam Synagogue were centers of learning,
Talmud Tora and Ets Haim, a lower and an upper school. The Talmud Tora was
for boys five to thirteen years old, those preparing for their bar mitzvah, while Ets
Haim ("Tree of Life") was for advanced students training to be Talmudic scholars or
members of the rabbinate. Manesseh Ben Israel had been one of the great teachers
of Ets Haim, and Baruch de Spinoza (1632-1677) one of his great students.
Something of the tenor of Ets Haim is suggested by Spinoza's biographer.

Spinoza . . . at the age of fifteen . . . had gone so far in the study
of the Talmud as to be one of Rabbi Morteira's most promising
pupils. In the advanced classes of the Amsterdam school he had
the opportunity of mastering the philosophical writings of the
golden age of modern Jewish learnings, the commentaries of

Maimonides and Ibn Ezra.
(Pollock 1912, p. 10)

Spinoza was expelled from the Amsterdam Congregation because his studies
led him to Descartes and the acceptance of the philosophical position that no
proposition could be accepted as truth unless proven by reason, a serious problem
for someone trained in a religion grounded upon the acceptance of revelation.
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Despite his conflicts with the Sephardic Congregation, Spinoza has been recognized
as one of the great scholars of Ets Haim. The institution's reputation was derived
from the greatness of its Talmudic teachers. The lower school, the Talmud Tora,
was likewise a well celebrated institution for the training of young men, and hence
Abraham's "high opinion." (Works, Vol. X, p. 31)

Following Minsk-Pinsk logic, outlined in Chapter I, we have every reason to
agree with Sraffa that there is "little doubt" that David went to Amsterdam to attend
the Talmud Tora. But we find one problem about accepting such an interpretation.
Professor Heertje searched the records of the Amsterdam Synagogue for the years
1783-1785, and could find no evidence that David Ricardo was ever enrolled in the
Talmud Tora. Heertje concludes,

On balance it seems more likely that David Ricardo was educated
at a private school, in Amsterdam as in London, like the young
Isaac D'Israeli.

(Heertje 1974, p. 79)

Heertje obviously contradicts Sraffa's conjecture that David attended the
Talmud Tora. Nevertheless, we find several reasons why Heertje could not find any
evidence of David's enrollment at the school. First, traditional synagogues only
record the dates of brit milahs, marriages and deaths. The passage from boyhood to
manhood, the bar mitzvah, is not a matter of record since the event occurs
automatically on the thirteenth birthday. The portion of the Torah read by the
young boy on that occasion is determined by the date of his birth. Searching the
records of an orthodox synagogue would not reveal information as to bar mitzvahs,
and since the Talmud Tora was a school for preparing for this rite of passage, there
would be no reason for a record of attendance, since it is a matter of religious
obligation. Second, study in an orthodox institution, such as Eta Haim or Talmud
Tora, occurs under the direction of a specific teacher or tutor. Spinoza, for
example, took his training with Rabbi Morteirs and we find no evidence that he was
registered in either the Talmud Tora, or Eta Haim, even though his biographer says
that he studied in both schools (Pollock 1912, passim). Third, Abraham Ricardo
was not a member of the Amsterdam Congregation, and there was no reason for his
son to be listed on the Synagogue rolls. Therefore, the fact that David's name does
not appear on the registry is not conclusive evidence that he was not studying with a
teacher at the Talmud Tora.

Furthermore, the analogy which Heertje draws between David Ricardo and
Isaac D'Israeli (1766-1848) is misplaced.‘5 They were sent to Amsterdam at
different ages, and apparently for somewhat different reasons. Benjamin D'Israeli,
Isaac's father, was the scion of a Sephardic family which had fled the Inquisition
and settled in Italy in the area of Venice. Benjamin migrated to London in 1760,
became a successful stockbroker but continued to use his Italian name, Benjamin of
the Israels. The Ricardo family had also been Israels in Italy, a nomenclature that

% The analogy between Ricardo and D'Israeli was first drawn by Jacob Hollander in 1910. See also,
Weatherall 1976, p. 13.
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was probably adopted quite widely, as Jews dropped their Spanish and Portuguese
names to avoid detection as refugees from the Iberian peninsula living in Catholic
Italy.

Benjamin D'Isracli hoped that his son would follow him into the commercial
world, but Isaac's mother, Maria Basevi, urged him to pursue his literary instincts.
The mother's influence won out, and at fourteen Isaac completed his first poem. At
that time, Isaac was sent to Amsterdam to continue his literary studies. Since his
mother's family had come from Holland, undoubtedly she, and not his father, was
responsible for the selection of the site. The D'Israeli family was of an orthodox
persuasion, and Isaac would have been bar mitzvahed before he went to
Amsterdam, since he was already fourteen. David, on the other hand was eleven,
and his father had a specific school in mind, the Talmud Tora. Upon his return to
London, from Amsterdam and later Paris, Isaac D'Isracli was a member of Bevis
Marks until 1817, when he severed his connection, had his children baptized and
anglicized the name to Disraeli ™’ (Hyamson 1951, pp. 242-246)

Collaborative evidence that David was sent to Amsterdam in part for religious
instruction is found in the fact that in 1788, when he was sixteen, he conveyed "two
of his younger brothers" to Holland (Works, Vol. X, p. 4). They would have been
Moses, about eleven, and Jacob, age eight. David returned to Amsterdam again in
1792 (Works, Vol. X, p. 207; David Ricardo to Osman Ricardo), when his brother
Daniel was nine years old, and the trip probably was to take Daniel for his religious
instruction.

David's recollections of his two years in Amsterdam were associated with the
great loneliness he experienced from being separated from his brothers and sisters.
It may have been to accommodate for this deficiency that Abraham arranged for his
sons, thereafter, to live in pairs, first Moses and Jacob, and then Jacob and Daniel.
As the Talmud Tora enrolled boys from five to thirteen years of age, the younger
Ricardos could study and also provide companionship for older brothers. Whether
Abraham sent his youngest sons, Raphael, Benjamin, and Samson to Amsterdam
there is no evidence. As for David, Moses, Jacob and Daniel, they doubtless studied
at the Talmud Tora, as Sraffa suggests. Amsterdam, after all, was the center of
Sephardic culture, and it was there that Abraham Ricardo believed his sons could
best learn of their heritage. According to Moses, his brother David was sent to
Amsterdam to learn something of the City's business life, and to attend the special
school. If the same dual purpose was intended for Moses and Jacob, it is unknown,
but given the proclivity of Ricardos to be stockbrokers, the duality could well have
persisted.

Of David's two years in Amsterdam very little is known, but when he revisited
the city in 1822 he wrote,

18 Although he attended synagogue irregularly, Isaac D'Israeli was elected to the Mahamad in 1813 (5574).
He refused to serve as parnas, and accordingly was fined by the Congregation. He continued to pay his
annual account, but would not submit to the fine, eventually withdrawing from the Congregation. It was not
unusual for Yahidim to refuse to serve on the Mahamad, but few went so far as Isaac in their resistance, as
they paid the requisite fine. One of Isaac’s five children was Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of Beaconsfield,
celebrated leader of the Conservative Party in the late nineteenth century.
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Altho' T had not been in this town for more than 30 years
[1792] I had no difficulty in finding my way, alone, about those
places which had formerly been familiar to me. Amsterdam is I

think a handsome town.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 205; David Ricardo to
Osman Ricardo)

During the time David lived in Amsterdam, the city was about a fourth the
size of his native London. Both were famous port cities, and it was in such
environments that David learned to enjoy "the sight of shipping, and the business
which always accompanies it." Amsterdam was quite distinct, geographically.
Built on piles, it was a mixture of canals, sluice dams and islands, sometimes
referred to as the "Venice of the North." The heart of the city was on the
waterfront, at the Amstel Dam, an areca encompassing the Stock Exchange, fish
market, Town Hall and Royal Palace. The Sephardic community was concentrated
in the east end of the city, where David probably lived with his relatives on
Rapenburger Street."”

A pejorative diary entry of an Englishmen, who visited the city in 1784,
described the Sephardic area of Amsterdam:

We went first to the Jewish Quarter, a number of streets
inhabited solely by this people, who are confined to it. It is
extremely populous, and full of odd faces and dresses. . . The Jews
look sharp, designing, dark; the women frequently handsome,
though brown, with black wanton eyes, and lively features.

Among the old men were several excellent Shylock faces . . .
(Quoted in Weatherall 1976, p. 13)

Weatherall dismisses this obvious derogatory account on the ground that the
diarist, John Aikin (1747-1822), was a Unitarian, and the members of that sect had
"spiritual kinship with the Jews" (Weatherall 1976, p. 14). The Unitarians may
indeed have been more tolerant of the Jews than the typical country squires and
Anglican parsons, but Aikin's image was in complete empathy with the traditional
view held by such as Lord Chatham, Charles Lamb, or William Cobbett.

David's own recollections of his first brush with Dutch culture was typically
human, involving wooden shoes. In conversation with Maria Edgeworth, when she
was visiting the Ricardos in 1822, David told of an event that occurred soon after
his arrival in Amsterdam.

7 Of David's two uncles, Samuel and Moses, Sraffa found only Moses listed in the city directories. Until
1783 he was listed as living on Rapenburger Street, but in 1784 he moved to "op de Keizersgraft by Brands
Hofje." A "Hofje" is a small house for retired or elderly single persons and Keizersgraft was one of the canals
in the eastern portion of the city. It is estimated that Moses was in his late fifties or early sixties at the time,
being some years older than his brother Abraham, who was fifty in 1783.
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... he saw in a shop window a pair of shoes with an edging of fur
to which he took a fancy and he entreated that they might be
bought for him. It was represented to him that he did not see
exactly what sort of shoes they were and that they would not suit
him. He persisted and they were bought upon condition that he
should wear them. He found that they had wooden soles and these
made such a clatter upon the pavement that every body turned to
look at him as he walked and instead of the fur shoes proving a
gratification to his vanity they became a daily mortification. He
would have given anything to have got rid of them but he had no
others and he says none but himself can conceive the pains he
took to slide in walking so as to prevent the noise of his wooden

soles from making disgraceful clatter.
(Edgeworth 1971, p. 340; Maria Edgeworth to
Margaret Huxton, 4 February 1822)

A Rite of Passage

Anthropologists refer to the public acknowledgment of a change in an
individual's social status as a rite of passage. At particular stages in life the
individual loses one identity in order to acquire a new role in his culture, or
subculture. In neolithic societies, legal sanctions replaced the ancient ceremonies
associated with rites of passage, with birth and marriage certificates
institutionalized.

One special rite of passage which has been common to most societies is the
transition to adulthood, at ages which vary from culture to culture. Moreover,
different cultures utilize diverse techniques to recognize this particular transition.
In primitive societies, for example, the event may be symbolized by a cutting or
marking of the body, and both male and female circumcision is practiced, since
adulthood in these instances is associated with the capacity for reproduction.
Because female transition to adulthood occurs in the normal biological process,
there is less need for ritual, with the result that in advanced cultures only the male
rite is apt to be ceremonialized.

As an advanced and intellectualized participatory religion, Judaism marks the
male passage to adulthood with the bar mitzvah, when the young man demonstrates
he is capable of participating in the reading of the Torah and understands the laws
of the Jews. Thereafter, he is "a man of good deeds;" as he is now an adult member
the congregation of the synagogue, he becomes responsible for his behavior.

Ricardo's father and family were of the Jewish persuasion;
blameless according to the Decalogue, and uncommonly strict in
all the peculiarities of the Mosaic ritual. In the same faith he

himself was initiated. . .
(Sunday Times, 14 September 1823, p. 1)
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David's date of birth was the fifteenth day of Nisan, in the Hebrew year 5532.
His initiation occurred thirteen years later, in 5545. In that year, the portion of the
Torah read on the Sabbath closest to David's birthday was Shemini (Leviticus 9-11).
Shemini is Hebrew for eighth, the first word of the ninth chapter in Leviticus; all
books and chapters of the Bible are titled by the first Hebrew word in the passage,
with Chumash the name given to the five books of Moses.

The portion of the Torah read on any Sabbath is divided amongst six members
of the congregation, each in turn being called to the reading desk (Tebak). In
addition to reading the Torah on each Sabbath someone reads the havtorah, a
selection from one of the books of the Bible not included in the Chumash. The
havtorah portion traditionally is read by a member of the congregation who is
marking a rite of passage, such as his marriage, a wife giving birth, or a youth
being bar mitzvahed. In the latter case, a boy knows from his date of birth the
havtorah he will read at his bar mitzvah.

The havtorah for Shemini is II Samuel 6-7, a passage which describes how the
biblical David brought the ark to Jerusalem, and through Nathan was told by the
Lord that David's spring would build a house of cedar for the ark. The portion was
read by David, son of Abraham Israel, in the Synagogue of Bevis Marks in 5545.
Even though David attended the Talmud Tora in Amsterdam, he undoubtedly
returned to London in time to be initiated into the Jewish religion in his father's
Congregation.

In an orthodox congregation a bar mitzvah is a matter of tradition, strictly a
religious event, and no celebration or special recognition would be accorded to the
day. From that day forward, however, David Ricardo was an adult, and his family
so treated him.



Cllapter Vv
THE TAMING OF TRADITION

[Ejach youth must forge for himself some central perspective and
direction, some working unity . . . he must detect some
meaningful resemblance between what he has come to see in
himself and what his sharpened awareness tells him others judge

and expect him to be.
Erik H. Erikson (1958)[7]

David commenced his business career in 1786, the year after his return from
Amsterdam. He was fourteen, employed by his father as a clerk and messenger.
Stock trading and stockjobbing both took place in the Stock Exchange Coffee House
on Threadneedle Street, but it was only one point for the several necessary financial
transactions. Each transfer of a share of East India stock, for example, had to be
registered at the Company's headquarters on the Thames, and South Sea stock was
registered at that Company's home office. Then there was the transfer of monies at
the Bank of England, where the vast majority of traders kept their deposits. On any
given day, a messenger would be in and out of each of these centers of London's
financial hub on several occasions. It was in this environment that David became
famous, nurtured by Abraham as Abraham taught him the business of stockjobbing.
The young Ricardo quickly became knowledgeable about the intricacies of
legitimate stockjobbing, despite the nefarious cloud which constantly hovered over
London's financial world. Like Abraham, David became well known as one of the
most honest and respectable members of the community.

When David began working for his father, England was at peace, at least
temporarily. The War of the American Independence finally had been brought to
an inglorious end, and the Government even had reached an accord in its endeavor
to control the widespread corruption of the East India Company. The Fifth
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Parliament of George III had been clected in 1784 and, under the First Ministry of
William Pitt the Younger, passed legislation which placed the Company under the
jurisdiction of the British Government. The Company was free to continue to
exercise its monopoly over trade with India, but must be supervised by the new
Governor-General, Lord Cornwalis. In France, the first meeting of the Estates-
General was some three years away, but the seeds of revolution were growing,
watered by the writings of the philosophical radicals, in the tradition of Voltaire.

Although David was the third son of Abigail and Abraham, there is little
doubt that already in his teens he was viewed as heir apparent to the family business
and, perhaps more important, heir to the family tradition. The reason for David's
strategic importance in the family was not alone his doing, despite his strength of
personality and his early evidence of "solidity and steadiness of character" (Works,
Vol. X, p. 4). His two older brothers were deficient, one in spirit, the other in mind.

As for the eldest, Joseph, there is no explanation for his move to Philadelphia,
or at what age he made the change. Although he was always a merchant, both in
England and America, apparently he never was a stockjobber or broker. Because so
many of his sons followed old Abraham into the stock exchange, it seems odd the
eldest did not pursue such a career, but, instead, moved to a new world. Perhaps
some type of rift developed between Joseph and his parents, but some credence be
given to the fact that Abraham loaned him money for his business in Philadelphia.
If there was some type of break between Joseph and his mother and father, it
probably was not a question of religion, since we find some evidence that Joseph
subscribed to a Sephardic prayer book in Philadelphia.! Furthermore, when David
broke with his parents over his religious preferences, he was put out on his own
financially.

As for David's special role in the family, it is significant that it was he who
shepherded his younger brothers to Amsterdam, when he was only sixteen, and
made the same trip again when he was twenty. Joseph was two years older than
David and one would normally expect the eldest son to assume such family
responsibilities. As far as the second son was concerned, young Abraham obviously
was not capable of such duties. Therefore, David was the son upon whom Abigail
and Abraham depended, and "neither . . . felt the smallest anxiety for the charge
which was confided in him" (Works, Vol. X, p. 4).

The dreams and hopes of Abigail and Abraham, that David would continue to
assume the duties of an eldest son, were shattered, of course. He did remain the
dominant personality in the very large family, but his influence was such that most

! David Levi (1740-1799) published his Seder ha Tephilot (prayer book for religious holidays) in 5533
(1773). It adhered to the Sephardic tradition. A list of twenty-seven subscribers included a Joseph Ricardo,
Philadelphia. (Cf. Kohut 1897, pp.154-156.) Kohut suggests that the subscription list was for the year 1773,
which would exclude the possibility of Abraham's son Joseph Ricardo, who was born in 1770.

An alternative interpretation is that the Seder was published in 1773, with the subscription list extending
into the 1790's, when Joseph Ricardo did in fact reside in Philadelphia. The surname, being of Italian origin,
was not common in Sephardic communities, in Amsterdam, London, or Philadelphia. Abraham's eldest son
was the second Joseph in the lineage, the first being Abraham's father who died in 1767. There is no evidence
that Joseph Ricardo was ever a member of the Mikeh Israel Congregation, the first Sephardic Synagogue of
not only Philadelphia, but also the United States.
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of his siblings followed him away from orthodox Judaism, a trend quite contrary to
their parents' wishes.

Ironically the precipitous step that led to David's break with his parents was
actually of their doing. In 1792 the family left the Sephardic community in the City
and moved to the suburbs, where David fell in love with a daughter of one of the
new neighbors, Priscilla Wilkinson. Within a year they were married, separated
from both their families. It would be difficult to accept the view that such a break
came about merely because of a new environment, no matter how strong his
attachment to a neighbor's daughter. The adherence to orthodoxy is seldom severed
quickly and sharply. Nor is such a radical disruption in one's life style typically the
result of one personal relationship. For some years David had been questioning and
probing at the beliefs and philosophy of orthodox Judaism. His inquisitive mind
was at work on the taming of tradition. Moses Ricardo described his brother's
progression:

When young, Mr. Ricardo showed a taste for abstract and general
reasoning;, and though he was without any inducement to its
cultivation, or rather lay under positive discouragement, yet at the
age of nineteen and twenty, works of that description which
occasionally occupied his attention afforded him amusement and
cause for reflection. Even at this time his mind disclosed a
propensity to go to the bottom of the subjects by which it was
attracted, and he showed the same manly and open adherence to
the opinions which he deliberately formed, and the same openness

to conviction which distinguished his maturer years.
(Works, Vol. X, pp. 4-5)

Principles of "abstract and general reasoning" are applicable to almost any
branch of knowledge. But at the age when David was pursuing such works, it is
almost certain that the volumes he was reading were of a philosophical character,
rather than devoted to some specific branch of science. Western philosophy in the
late eighteenth century was still caught up in the problem of substituting reason and
logic for the ecclesiastical authority of the ancients, and this was precisely the
personal conflict which David himself was confronting. David was not willing to
accept upon faith the opinions of his forefathers, in matters of religion, as did his
father Abraham.

Beginning with René Descartes (1596-1650), modern philosophy rejected the
ecclesiastical authority of Christian theology that had been grounded in mystical
scholasticism, by substituting the proposition that all knowledge of reality was a
matter of logical necessity, summed up by the Cartesian proposition, "I think,
therefore I am" (Cogito, ergo sum). Although Descartes always considered himself
a Catholic, he was drawn more and more to science, through using reason and the
application of a scientific methodology, as the means for arriving at an
understanding and knowledge of the universe. Proof was grounded in deduction,
the necessary corollary of the rationalist theory of knowledge.
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The rationalist tradition was carried forward by Spinoza, the Sephardic scholar
of Amsterdam. Like Descartes, he also always considered himself a follower of the
religion in which he had been reared, and to which he devoted a lifetime of study.
But Spinoza's formulation of Judaic theology was considered heretical, and
accordingly he was excommunicated by the Amsterdam Congregation. In his world
everything was determined by logical necessity, with no possibility or contingency
for exogenous variables, excluding as he did all extra-logical considerations in his
treatment of philosophical problems. Chance had no place in Spinoza's scheme of
things, since reality was complete and perfect in accordance with logical necessity,
a proposition obviously unacceptable to theologians grounded in the belief in an
intervening supreme being.

In the development of modern science, the rationalist movement was
transitional, a half-way house. Although Descartes and Spinoza were concerned
with utilizing reason and logical necessity as a scientific approach to reality, they
were nonetheless engaged in a fundamental way with the ancient problems of
philosophy as those pertained to the existence of God. The last of the rationalists,
Leibnitz (1646-1716), moved farther in the direction of science, by providing the
basic groundwork of mathematical calculation, the calculus, but he also continued
to be concerned with the role of God, in a nomad world of free will and fluxions.
Meanwhile, the British Empiricists fashioned a new philosophy which completely
ignored the old philosophical problem of God and the nature of reality. The
empiricists believed no such thing as substance or being was universal or derivable
simply through a principle of logical necessity. All reality was temporal and
synthetic, never analyticc The empiricist consequence for science was the
emergence of a compartmentalization of knowledge, carried out through the
investigation of the ever-increasing spheres of reality. The Platonist unifying force
of the logical necessity and interconnection of all propositions, the rationalist
position in essence, gave way to the empiricist emphasis on the particulars of
reality, the separation of knowledge into fields and a return to an Aristotelian view
of nature.

David Ricardo's own resolution of his dissatisfaction with ecclesiastical
authority was in the tradition of rationalism, as reason and logical necessity became
hallmarks of his analytical thought. As to whether David actually read the works of
Descartes and Spinoza, it is doubtful, since they wrote in Latin, a language which
was unknown to him. On the other hand, the subject matter of their works was of
such moment that secondary sources certainly must have been available. In
Ricardo's library, in much later years, of course, there was only David Hume's two
volumes of Essays and Treatises (1804 edition) which were of a philosophical
character, and Hume was an empiricist, not a Cartesian. By the time he was
twenty-five, in 1797, David Ricardo in his spare time was studying mathematics,
chemistry, geology and mineralogy. He joined the Geological Society of London in
1808, and maintained a rock collection for most of his life. By 1799, however, he
had discovered Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations, and that proved to be prophetic.
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Bow and Old Ford

East of the City lay the two communities of Bow and Old Ford, on the bank of
the Lea River. The route to the east was along Cornhill and Leadenhall Streets,
through Aldgate to Whitechapel, and on to Mile End Road. It was a familiar route
to most residents of the City, but particularly for those of the Jewish faith, because
of the two burial grounds and Beth Holim, all on Mile End. Extending beyond Mile
End was Bow Road, passing through the village, over the Bow Bridge into
Stratford, Essexshire and the eastern seacoast (Hubert Llewellyn Smith 1939, pp.
186-188). It was a famous route traveled for centuries by the high and the mighty,
the lowly and the disadvantaged.

The village of Bow, by 1792, probably housed about 1,500 people, with most
of them gainfully engaged in the dye works located on the Lea River. The dyers
were descendants of the Flemings, who had been encouraged to bring the art of
dyeing to England during the reigns of Edward VI and Elizabeth. Until the
sixteenth century, English cloth manufacturers had been dependent upon sending
their wares to Flanders for dyeing, an expensive and dangerous practice because of
the many pirating hordes roaming the coasts. Then, in the early eighteenth century,
the Flemish dyers were joined by calico printers, and they were French Huguenots.
In both instances, the craftsmen and their skills were resented and resisted by the
London Guilds, who raised a clamor against the aliens with their cheap foreign
labor who practiced their wares on the banks of the Lea River. The dyers and calico
printers of Bow lived "beyond the bars," in suburbia beyond the extramural limits of
the City's laws, and were outside the rules and protection afforded to craftsmen
"within the walls."

In addition to the cloth manufacturers of Bow, there were the rural residents of
the rolling countryside and the meadow lands, along the banks of the Lea. Bow and
Old Ford together represented the last "barrier" to the City. Old Ford, as the name
suggests, was the place where one could ford the Lea, in and out of the City. In the
twelfth century, Queen Matilda, the Scottish wife of Henry I, grew tired of being
doused by the waters of the Lea whenever she traveled to London from Normandy,
and so ordered that a bridge be built over the river (Hubert Llewellyn Smith 1939,
pp. 193-194).> The bridge was "arched like unto a bowe," and accordingly became
the Bow Bridge. The bridge needed to be kept in repair, with the result that a
royally subsidized administrative hierarchy emerged solely for that purpose, and
Bow became more densely populated than Old Ford. In the short run, the Queen no
longer got her royal person wet from the waters of the Lea, and in the long run,
those who maintained the Bow Bridge were joined by the Flemish dyers, the French
Huguenots, and finally the thousands upon thousands of Ashkenazim, refugees from
the Polish and Russian ghettos.

% St. Mary-le-Bow church, in the middle of the village, is not the church from which one could hear the Bow
Bells, dear to all Cockneys. St. Mary-le-Bow, of Bow Bells, is in the City, on the corner of Cheapside and
Bow Lane. The church in Bow was more correctly known as St. Mary's, Stratford-le-Bow. Stratford-le-Bow
was made famous by Geoffrey Chaucer, who in his Canterbury Tales told of young ladies learning pidgin
French at the "scole of Stratford atte Bowe." Cf. Canterbury Tales, "Prologue,” lines 124-126.
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When Abraham Ricardo moved his family to Old Ford the area had not as yet
become the great melting pot of the oppressed Ashkenazim, and was still a quiet
country area, surrounded by meadows and farmland. A large quantity of vegetable
growing was still going on in the countryside, upon which the City had become
dependent. As shown on the map, Figure V-1 below, even in the early 1820s, the
areas around Bow and Ford were not densely populated, and the open lands were
vast and extensive.

Figure V-1. London's East End, Em‘ly Nineteenth Cenlury
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The exact location of the Ricardo family residence from 1792 to the turn of the
century is not known, but in 1796 Abraham Ricardo subscribed £3,000 to the
Liberty Loan, listing his address as Old Ford, Middlesex (Works, Vol. X, p. 25,
n.1). Old Ford was where the Lea was joined by the Hackney Cut, approximately
four miles from Garraway's Coffee House and the Stock Exchange. It was also, of
course, the same distance from the Synagogue. Although Abraham Ricardo was not
a parnas when he moved to Old Ford, he was re-elected to the mahamad in 1794,
and again in 1800 and 1804. In other words, the move to the East End did not
mean in any sense that Abraham Ricardo himself was removed from his religious
convictions and associations.

Because the Ricardos had lived on Bury Street for nearly twenty years, in a
location extremely well suited to both their business and private affairs, it may seem
surprising that they would make such an abrupt change in their life style by moving
to the rural area of Old Ford. On the other hand, it is not too difficult to find
several reasons for the disruption.

In the first place the number of family members had increased over the years.
When Abigail and Abraham first moved to Bury Street they had four children, the
oldest having just turned five. By 1792 there were fourteen sons and daughters, and
as usual, Abigail was with child. None of the children were married, and though
Joseph was in America, and several others in school in Amsterdam, eleven were
living in the parental homestead ranging in age from two to twenty-one. Besides
the Ricardos themselves, the household included the family servants, Jacob de Joel
and Mary Rundle,’ altogether a total of fifteen, in a house that initially housed but
six. Whatever excess capacity might have existed in 1773 had long since been
exhausted.

To find larger housing facilities in the City itself would have been difficult,
since by the end of the eighteenth century the area had been completely taken over
by financial and commercial enterprise. Only a few respectable residential pockets
remained, one such area being Bury Street, of course. A few ghettoized sections
still remained in the City, but these were confined to the economically and socially
deprived. In the literal sense of the term, the Abraham Ricardos were forced out of
the City by overpopulation. Perhaps it was because of this early family experience
that David was at least sympathetic to his friend Malthus's favorite hypothesis.

A second factor contributing to the need for a new place of residence may have
been Abraham's age, as he was by then sixty years old. Several changes associated
with the new residence suggest that the move showed an alteration in the pace of his
business life. Prior to 1792, Abraham Ricardo was listed in Kent's Directory as
having his place of business at 1 Bury Street, and his occupation was that of
stockbroker. After the move to Old Ford, Abraham listed himself as a merchant,
with his business address as Garraway's Coffee House, in Exchange Alley.

* In his 1802 will, Abraham provided life annuities for Jacob de Joel and Mary Rundle, suggesting that they
must have been in service to the Ricardo family for many years. By an 1807 codicil, £5 was bequeathed to
Abraham's coachman, William Primmer.
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Obviously Old Ford was too distant from the center of the commercial and
financial district to be convenient as a business headquarters. Moreover, Abraham
Ricardo was sufficiently well known and established so that those who wanted to do
business with him could easily find him at Garraway's. Other than files and
account books, which he probably still kept at home, Abraham's "office” consisted
of space at one of the many tables in the coffee house, which he would have shared
with other brokers. The Stock Exchange proper was on Threadneedle Street, and
since anyone could enter the exchange by paying the daily admission fee of
sixpence, brokers who had no particular transactions to carry out on any given day
assembled and remained in their favorite coffee house. For Abraham Ricardo the
separation of his business address and residence probably was more symbolic than
real, since he had been going to Garraway's since 1760, when he first went to
London.

The change in the listing of Abraham's occupation was more than just
symbolic, since he probably intended to become less active as a jobber. David was
now twenty and had worked for him for over six years, having already given
evidence of great business acumen. The father undoubtedly was conscious of
David's business talent long before anyone else. He knew firsthand of the
discernment and insight described by Moses Ricardo:

The talent for obtaining wealth is not held in much
estimation, but perhaps in nothing did Mr. Ricardo more evince
his extraordinary powers than he did in his business. His
complete knowledge of all its intricacies; his surprising quickness
at figures and calculation; his capability of getting through,
without any apparent exertion, the immense transactions in which
he was concerned; his coolness and judgment, combined certainly
with (for him) a fortunate tissue of public events, enabled him to
leave all his contemporaries at the Stock Exchange far behind,
and to raise himself infinitely higher not only in fortune, but in
general character and estimation, than any man had ever done
before in that house.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 6)

With such a son to carry on the business, old Abraham could easily slow the
pace of his own career, and it is surmised that that was his intention when he
switched his occupational listing from that of stockbroker to merchant. David was
the apparent residuary legatee of the Ricardo family tradition.

So long as he continued to live with his family in the City, the opportunities
were slim for David to break away from the environmental pattern of his youth.
Given his apparent detachment from religious orthodoxy, he must have had serious
reservation about the possibility of marrying within the Sephardic community,
especially with a woman with inclinations for preserving the tradition of the faith.
Such a step would not be taken by a male seeking a new identity by rejecting
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parental religious beliefs. The seclusion of the Sephardic enclave created an
atmosphere which was not conducive to deviation from custom and tradition.

The spokes on the wheel of life of the members in the community did not
extend beyond five or six blocks, from Bury Street to Threadneedle, to Cornhill,
Poultry and Broad Streets, into Change Alley. The points on the compass which set
the direction of the work and life of David could be traversed in about fifteen
minutes. And hovering over this world was the shadow of the Synagogue, the
reminder of tradition, conformity and purpose. One might reject the metaphysical
and supernatural precepts of the faith, but living under the shadow of the
Synagogue made it difficult for him to escape its influence over his daily existence,
especially when that same influence extended into the parental home.

Although life in the City was hardly conducive to breaking with tradition, life
in Old Ford required it. Not far from the new Ricardo residence was the house
occupied by the family of Edward Wilkinson, a well-known and eminent surgeon
and apothecary, a long-time resident of the Hackney Cut. The Wilkinsons were
Quakers, the Ricardos Jews, and quickly the children of the two families began the
friendships which eventually wed them to one another. The vastness of the
countryside, the unfenced mecadows, and the mutual respect which Jews and
Quakers extended to one another, contributed to the cementing of bonds. And, of
course, there was the chemistry, the diverse elements which merged into the
dialectic compound of interest, affection and finally love.

Priscilla Ann Wilkinson was born in Old Ford on 5 November 1768. When
David first met her, she was referred to as being "beautiful, accomplished and
amiable" (Sunday Times, 14 September 1823). Coming from a well-to-do family,
she enjoyed expensive clothes, the good life, and the numerous comforts which
wealth could accommodate. David would prove capable of supplying all the
happiness she ever dreamed of: love, respect, wealth, security and a large family.
As a member of the Quaker sect, to marry a Jew was prohibited, just as it was for a
Jew to marry a Christian. Priscilla Wilkinson's breach of faith was not grounded in
any religious ontological notions, but a break promulgated upon more pragmatic
grounds. She fell in love with a young man born a Jew who had been raised in an
orthodox tradition, in a family attached to the belief that sons and daughters would
never marry Christians. After her marriage to David, Priscilla continued to attend
the Quaker meeting in which she had been reared, and each of the David Ricardo
children was registered with the Quaker meeting. David, on the other hand,
relinquished all ties with the Jewish religion, and probably had stopped
participating in the Synagogue some years before his marriage. If not an atheist, an
agnostic be, the direction which probably best describes David Ricardo's eventual
resolution of the religious issue. In later years, he attended the lectures of Thomas
Belsham (1750-1829), Unitarian minister of the Essex Street Chapel of Bow, as
well as those of Robert Aspland (1782-1845), Unitarian minister of the New Gravel
Pit Chapel in Hackney. As Sraffa notes,

The Unitarians at this time formed the most liberal section of
that 'Wide Dissent', as it was called, which was accused of 'paving
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the way to irreligion pure and simple;' and during the French
Revolution they came to be regarded as a centre of rationalism

and republicanism.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 39)

McCulloch initially claimed that Ricardo converted to Christianity (Kdinburgh
Annual Register, 1824), but later he rephrased this passage to read that he seceded
"from the Hebrew faith" (McCulloch 1853, p. 470). The change, as Sraffa suggests,
probably was because McCulloch came to learn that Ricardo never went any further
than attending Unitarian lectures, and that certainly would not have required any
type of formal conversion. By the turn of the nineteenth century, baptism no longer
had any role among Dissenters, especially Unitarians. Consequently, although
Priscilla remained a Quaker, David ceased being a Jew.

The physical attraction between Priscilla and David was catching, spreading to
other members of the two families. In 1806, Moses married Fanny Wilkinson; in
1818, Priscilla's nephew, William Wilkinson, married Esther Ricardo; when Esther
died in 1823, William then married her older sister, Rachel. As indicated earlier,
four unions transpired between members of the two families.

As to the general frequency of marriage between Jews and Quakers, we do not
find a great deal of evidence because of the relative isolation of the two sects from
predominantly Anglican England. For centuries religious bigotry had been endemic
to English social and political life, as discussed in carlier chapters, a situation
which still prevailed at the time David and Priscilla were contemplating marriage.
Each was a native of London's East End, and, technically, each was a Cockney,
since each was born within the sound of the Bow Bells. But legally, both David and
Priscilla were outside the pale, due to their respective religious backgrounds, a
situation that pertained not only to them as individuals, but to all Jews and Quakers.

The hegemony of Anglicanism over English society was institutionalized
through the provisions of the Test Act, and Lord Hardwicke's Marriage Act. The
Test Act, promulgated in 1661, specified that to hold public office in England, one
had to be a communicant in the Anglican Church. Obviously passed in order to
exclude Roman Catholics, the Act had the effect of shutting out everyone except
Anglicans, a type of "English Inquisition." For David Ricardo, the Test Act would
later represent something of an obstacle to his own political career, although not
insurmountable. But in 1793, the Act had the effect of excluding him from English
society, since he was not about to embrace a new religious orthodoxy, after having
recently rejected an older one.

So far as the Quakers were concerned the Test Act was repugnant to their most
fundamental beliefs. Although they certainly considered themselves Christians,
Quakers rejected all symbolic rituals, especially practices which might suggest some
type of sacramental image. One became a member of a meeting, never a
communicant. The denial of ceremony or ritual extended to such things as the
normal designation of the days of the week, as they became first day (Sunday),
second day (Monday), and the like. Lack of deference to ceremony and ritual was
extended even to civil magistrates, before whom Quakers would never remove their
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head coverings. The sacramental requirement of the Test Act, not abolished until
1828, excluded Quakers from participation in government of any form, just as the
interdependence of squires and church excluded Quakers from the rural sector. To
be a landholder was to be an Anglican, and accordingly Quakers became merchants
and financiers, like the Jews. Also, members of a Quaker meeting usually had
considerable education and learning. This set them apart. The designation,
Quaker, is a derisive description of members of a sect "trembling in the presence of
God," a very fundamentalist quirk. But the emergence of a sect which denied all
ritual, the sacraments, and a clerical hierarchy, meant that the Quakers quickly
became one of the most intellectualized groups within the protesting religious
movement. Similar tendencies among the Jews were found to be a part of what
became the Sephardic tradition, especially following the exodus from the
Babylonian captivity.

Thus, both Quakers and Jews were denied access to the two largest sectors of
English economic life: government service and agriculture. Members of the two
sects were limited to finance, trade, and banking as arenas for employment. Their
isolation from the main currents of eighteenth-century England was given added
emphasis by their being excluded from the provision of Hardwicke's Marriage Law.
The exclusion of the Jews and Quakers did not work any particular hardship, and, if
anything made things easier, but nonetheless it was symbolic of their status.

The Marriage Act of 1753 was an extension of the philosophy behind the Test
Act, requiring the three readings of marriage banns, in the parish church of the
bride-to-be. It further stipulated that all English marriages had to take place in an
Anglican church. As already discussed, Jews and Quakers, as well as the royal
family (Hanoverian), were excluded because it was unlikely that members of these
two sects would be parties to clandestine marriages, the practice which the Marriage
Act was designed to prevent. The members of the two sects could be married
according to their own rituals, and in their own congregations, and neither sect
would permit a mixed marriage, of course. Nor would the Ricardo or Wilkinson
families condone such marriages.

Priscilla Wilkinson and David Ricardo were married by "license” in the parish
church of St. Mary Lambeth on 20 December 1793. To marry by "license” meant
one of the parties had to reside in the parish of license for at least fifteen days prior
to the marriage, and David Ricardo was listed in the St, Mary Lambeth registry as
being "of this Parish."

It is not known who officiated at the ceremony, but undoubtedly it was a
member of the Anglican clergy. Nor is it known who attended the wedding;
undoubtedly numerous siblings, but no parents. David first moved to Lambeth at
the time he left the family residence in Old Ford, probably some time after his
twenty-first birthday, on the 18th of April. He and Priscilla continued to live in
Lambeth until 1802, at which time they returned to the East End, with a residence
on Mile End Road.

David and Priscilla were married in defiance of the wishes of their respective
parents, against the faith of their fathers, and contrary to the spirit of prejudiced and
intolerant English society. They were within the letter of the law, but not within its
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spirit. The fact that they lived in Lambeth, a good distance away from their
respective parents, was significant.

The I(lenl:il:y Conlflict

Amongst the several writers who have described the intensity of the breach
between David and his father, perhaps Jacob Hollander has shown the greatest
insight.

The father raged, for to the Sephardic Jew a son marrying outside
the faith was as one whose name passed out of the family circle

and for whom the memorial prayer for the dead was recited.
(Hollander 1895, pp. 33-34; italics added)

As an orthodox Sephardic himself, Hollander only too well appreciated the
real significance and impact of David marrying a Christian. Moreover, it is
understandable that initially Abraham would have raged, and then after the
marriage, faced the realization that from a religious standpoint his son might just as
well have died. As is traditional in an orthodox congregation, the mother and
father would have been consoled by their family and friends, as they gathered to sit
shivah (a seven-day period of formal mourning observed after the funeral of a close
relative), to recite the kiddush for the deceased.

The only other Sephardic writer to describe the break between David and
Abraham was Moses, but he was under some family pressure to play down his
brother's Jewish roots, and we find no suggestion in his Memoir of anything as
dramatic as a shivah. During Ricardo's lifetime, it indeed was known that his
family mourned his departure. Thomas Moore (1779-1852),* an Irish poet and
popular figure in the circle of liberal Whig politicians, was quoted as having
remarked that,

In talking of Ricardo, at breakfast, someone mentioned that he
had been buried,—which is the ceremony among the Jews towards
anyone who quits their faith. The friends of the convert, too, go

into mourning for him.
(Moore 1853-1856, Vol. IV, p. 40)

The remark of which Moore spoke, undoubtedly was made by the Marquis of
Landsdowne, when he and Moore were at breakfast together. Landsdowne (1780-
1863) was one of Ricardo's several political allies, and as former Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1806-1807), very supportive of the economist's monetary reforms.
Ricardo and Landsdowne first became acquainted around 1809, and their friendship

* Moore's Memoirs were edited by Lord John Russell (1792-1878), the famous British statesman in the
liberal cause, and twice prime minister (1846-1852 and 1865-1866).
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continued until Ricardo’s death in 1823. Accordingly, Landsdowne's knowledge
was undoubtedly firsthand, because of his long relationship with David Ricardo.
Whether Hollander was aware of Landsdowne's reference to the prayers for the
dead, we discover no evidence.

Besides the father's rage was the mother's distress, and Abigail's reaction
appears to have been even more extreme than Abraham's. In the only biographical
sketch of Ricardo published while he still was alive, and he probably knew of the
piece before it appeared, it was stated that his decision to marry

a Christian lady . . . gave so much offence to his mother, that she

compelled the father to drive him from his home.
(Public Characters of All Nations, p. 243, italics added) [?]

Given the woman's role in the Jewish religion, a son marrying a non-Jew was
of much greater importance than a daughter marrying outside the faith. Any
children born to the daughter would still be Jews, while children of the son's
marriage would be non-Jews. David's strategic role in the Ricardo family, being in
fact the "first son,"” made his break with tradition that much more important, so the
issue was compounded. He was in spirit, if not in fact, publicly denouncing his
mother's heritage, and for that behavior she could never forgive him. Abigail
punished her favorite son by having her husband put him out of the house, at the
time he announced his intention to marry Priscilla. It was at this point that he must
have taken up residence in Lambeth.

The seriousness of David's behavior was symbolized not only by his being
driven out of the parental home, but also by his being put out of his father's
business, and the loss of his share of any inheritance. Moreover, he was
disinherited not only by his father but by his godfather as well. George Capodoce
wrote in his diary:

On the 11th November this same year [1793] I made my testament
and bequeathed to my godson David Ricardo, son of my good
friend Abraham Ricardo, one hundred pounds, but as he has
disobliged my good friend Abraham Ricardo I annul the said

legacy, and leave him nothing . . .
(Quoted in Weatherall 1976, p. 28)

Recorded history is full of instances where children have defied their parents,
what Erikson describes as the clash between the child's desires and the parents', a
crisis of identity:

it occurs in that period of the life cycle when each youth must
forge for himself some central perspective and direction, some
working unity, out of the effective remnants of his childhood and
the hopes of his anticipated adulthood; he must detect some
meaningful resemblance between what he has come to sec in
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himself and what his sharpened awareness tells him others judge
and expect him to be. This sounds dangerously like common
sense; like all health, however, it is a matter of course only to
those who possess it, and appears as a most complex achicvement
to those who have tasted its absence. Only in ill health does one
realize the intricacy of the body; and only in a crisis, individual or
historical, does it become obvious what a sensitive combination of
interrelated factors the human personality is—a combination of
capacities created in the distant past and of opportunities divined
in the present; a combination of totally unconscious preconditions
developed in individual growth and of social conditions created
and recreated in the precarious interplay of generations. In some
young people, in some classes, at some periods in history, this
crisis will be minimal; in other people, classes, and periods, the
crisis will be clearly marked off as a critical period, a kind of
"second birth," apt to be aggravated either by widespread
neuroticisms or by pervasive ideological unrest. Some young
individuals will succumb to this crisis in all manners of neurotic,
psychotic, or delinquent behavior; others will resolve it through
participation in ideological movements passionately concerned
with religion or politics, nature or art. Still others, although
suffering and deviating dangerously through what appears to be a
prolonged adolescence, eventually come to contribute an original
bit to an emerging style of life: the very danger which they have
sensed has forced them to mobilize capacities to see and say, to
dream and plan, to design and construct, in new ways.

(Erikson 1962, p. 222) [?]

Conceptually, the notion of an identity crisis is of probative value in
understanding the personality and life of David Ricardo. That he personally
experienced such a conflict we cannot doubt, just as it is clear that he resolved the
differences between his own objectives and those of his father by mobilizing new
social capacities, as he quickly moved into the wider arena of the social and
political pattern of contemporary England. Ricardo's resolution of the first crisis of
adulthood, and those of his later life, fit neatly into the framework of Erikson's life-
cycle hypothesis. Some details of that hypothesis are essential for a better
appreciation of the complexities of David Ricardo's life, and the way it unfolded.

The "identity crisis” is one of the cight stages of psycho-social adjustment
through which an individual passes en route from birth to death. The first crisis of
young manhood is preceded by the several crises of infancy and childhood, followed
by the adjustments of adulthood and maturity. At each stage in the life cycle come a
series of attaching and separating relations with others, as the individual goes
through a constantly recurring rhythm of conflict and resolution. How an
individual handles a particular crisis, at a given age, is in part a reflection of the
technique of survival learned during earlier stages of personality development. For
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some individuals the resolutions are damaging, while for others there develops a
highly complex personality structure built upon the stability and the strength of the
€go.

Psychoanalytical theory continues to recognize the importance of the infancy
crises initially identified by Freud (oral, anal, and genital), while at the same time
giving increasing emphasis to the several crises of adulthood. Accordingly, the
"identity crisis" of the late teens and early twenties, the "generativity crisis" of
adulthood, or the "ego identity” of maturity contribute to the development of the
personality. How any particular ego evolves in the process of passing through the
series of life crises is a matter of the pathology of psychoanalysis, and beyond the
concerns of this biography. Interesting here, however, is the fact that David's
differences with his parents over the question of religion led to a new lifestyle and
independence. In the new environment he came into contact with new ideas and
new personalities, and out of this complex configuration emerged Ricardo, the
political economist. The dominant new personal relations were with James Mill
and Robert Malthus. Ricardo entered a social environment in which Malthus was
recognized as the leading theorist of political economy. Malthus was six years older
than Ricardo. More important, he had made his reputation as early as 1798, while
it was 1815 before Ricardo received his recognition as a political economist.
Ricardo acquired his reputation because of his role as a protagonist of Malthus, the
supreme authority. In somewhat crass Freudian-Eriksonian terms, Malthus became
something of a father substitute to Ricardo. The successful resolution of the identity
crisis became a prelude to the successful resolution of the crises of intimacy and
generativity.

The most provocative model of the life cycle hypothesis is Erikson's analysis of
Martin Luther's identity crisis. The father wanted the son to become a merchant,
while the son opted for a monastic life. The father thwarted and taunted the son by
asserting that he lacked the fortitude to survive and succeed in a monastery. When
the time came for the son to celebrate his first mass, the rite of priesthood, he
experienced a "fit in the choir," a classical psychological breakdown, the beginning
of the doubt which eventually led to his rejection of the existing structure of Roman
Catholic theology. The Church was the father substitute for Luther, and as he failed
to resolve the "identity crisis,” so he failed the generativity crisis. The latter is
manifest evidence of the periodic struggle of the individual with a fundamental re-
evaluation of the self and an adoption of new career roles and cultural
identifications. Erikson discusses this:

In discussing the identity crisis, we have . . . presented some
of the attributes of any psycho-social crisis. At a given age, a
human being, by dint of his physical, intellectual and emotional
growth, becomes ready and eager to face a new life task, that is, a
set of choices and tests which are in some traditional way
prescribed and prepared for him by his society's structure. A new
life task presents a crisis whose outcome can be a successful
graduation, or alternatively, an impairment of the life cycle which
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will aggravate future crises. Each crisis prepares the next, as one
step leads to another; and each crisis also lays one more

cornerstone for the adult personality.
(Erikson 1962, p. 254 italics in original)

In Ricardo's case his outcome was a quick successful graduation, while in
Luther's instance he suffered a prolonged crisis which resulted in a stagnation of
personality development, manifest in an extreme manic-depressive structure. In the
first instance, the personality reflected a mood of contentment and control over the
environment, while the latter became self-destructive.

Although Erikson recognizes the importance of the social configuration of
adolescence and later life environments, the cornerstones are put in place in
infancy. As the foundation rests, so rests the personality structure which arises
from it. Erikson, like most biographers, is somewhat of a pauper when it comes to
information on Luther's childhood. But given the pathology of Luther's struggles,
the biographer draws inferences with respect to the oral, anal and genital stages of
development. Out of the second crises of infancy, the anal stage

develops the infantile sources of what later becomes a human
being's will, in its variations of willpower and wilfulness. The
resolution of this crisis will determine whether an individual is apt
to be dominated by a sense of autonomy, or by a sense of shame
and doubt. The social limitations imposed on intensified
wilfulness inevitably create doubt about the justice governing the
relations of grown and growing people. The way this doubt is met
by the grown-ups determines much of a man's future ability to
combine an unimpaired will with ready self-discipline, rebellion
with responsibility.

(Erikson 1962, p. 255)

Credence is thus given to the psychoanalytical proposition that the social
figuration of the infant is responsible for the grown adult. The reaction of the
parents during the anal stage is of lasting influence, affecting later life fixations
upon such matters as money and time (Fenichel, 1945, pp. 278-284). Luther's
tendency was to suffer fits, long periods of self-doubt and depression, manic
behavior and rage—each evidence of a tormented and oppressive childhood.

The interpretation is plausible that Martin was driven early
out of the trust stage, out from "under his mother's skirts," by a
jealously ambitious father who tried to make him precociously
independent of women, and sober and reliable in his work. Hans
succeeded, but not without storing in the boy violent doubts of the
father's justification and sincerity; a life long shame over the
persisting gap between his own precocious conscience and his
actual inner state; and a deep nostalgia for a situation of infantile
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trust. His theological solution—spiritual return to a faith which is
there before all doubt, combined with a political submission to
those who by necessity must wield the sword of secular law—
seems to fit perfectly his personal need for compromise. While
this analysis does not explain either the ideological power or the
theological consistency of his solution, it does illustrate that
ontogenetic experience is an indispensable link and transformer
between one stage of history and the next. This link is a
psychological one, and the energy transformed and the process of

transformation are both charted by the psychoanalytic method.
(Erikson 1962, pp. 255-256)

The father-son conflict, that Erikson and others (Mazlish 1975) perceive as the
key to historical change, explains the Lutherian aspect of the Reformation, at least
in part, as the final solution to Martin's conflict with the authority of his paternal
rearing. The Church, the ultimate Father, became the substitute for Hans Luder.

Luther's father became a model citizen, but at home he seems to
have indulged in a fateful two-facedness. He showed the greatest
temper in his attempts to drive temper out of his children. Here, I
think, is the origin of Martin's doubt that the father, when he
punishes you, is really guided by love and justice rather than by
arbitrariness and malice.

(Erikson 1962, pp. 57-58)

God, the father, became a viable substitute for the earthly father.

There remains one motive which God and Martin shared at
this time [the identity crisis]: the need for God to match Hans,
within Martin, so that Martin would be able to destroy Hans and
shift the whole matter of obedience and disavowal to a higher, and
historically significant, plane. It was necessary that an experience
occur which would convincingly qualify as being both exterior
and superior, so that either Hans would feel compelled to let his
son go . . . or that the son would be able to forswear the father and
fatherhood. For the final vow [ordination into the priesthood]
would imply both that Martin was another Father's servant, and
that he would never become the father of Hans' grandsons.

(Erikson 1962, pp. 94-95)

Young men who do not accept the objectives of their parents frequently choose
substitutes which are at an opposite pole. In revolt, they stretch the rejection theme
to its ultimate, and in doing so may find that their choice is a fate worse than the
one from which they are flying. In Luther's case, he rejected outright a business
career, and instead of marrying and raising a large family, he went as far away from
the parental goal as possible. Not only did he take a vow of celibacy but a vow of
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silence as well. The generational conflict was a manifestation of the all-
encompassing Oedipal conflict. The conflict was prophetic, in the Freudian
framework, not grounded in the particular ontological nature of the dramatis
personae. Martin rejected the career and marital objectives his father desired for
him, not because of any particular intellectual or moral predilections as to the
nature of the commercial world, or the world of a normal sex life, but Martin
rejected them all primarily because he rejected his father.

The identity which Hans Luder had intended for his son Martin was not the
identity which the latter perceived he should follow. Martin's identity crisis led in
his case to an attempted resolution which initially failed, for in accepting the God
perceived by his monastic order, he found the father substitute wanting, in the same
way his earthly father had failed him. The God perceived by the established Church
was no better as a father than the real father.

All of which led to his final totalism, the establishment of
God in the role of the dreaded and untrustworthy father. With
this the circle closes and the repressed returns in full force; for
here God's position corresponds closely to the one occupied by
Martin's father at the time when Martin attempted to escape to
theology. . . . Meaningfully enough, when he heard Christ's name
or when he suddenly perceived the countenance of the Savior on
the cross, he felt as if lightning had struck him. During his first
Mass, he had only felt empty and void of all mediation; now he
began to hate the sacrificial efforts of God's son. This is what
clinicians call a confession compulsion, an acknowledgement that
something had been wrong . . . just as his father had suspected.
And so, as Martin put it, the praising ended and the blaspheming
began. In the face of such contempt and wilful mistrust, God
could only appear in horrible and accusatory wrath, with man
prostrate in His sight. . . . Martin was further away than ever
from meeting God face to face, from recognizing Him as he would
be recognized and from learning to speak to Him directly.
(Erikson 1962, pp. 164-165)

The pathology of Luther's struggle to displace the Roman Church from a
position where it could identify his objectives was as violent as his initial struggle to
displace his father's dictated objectives. Luther refused the Church, by refusing the
conception of God which the Church perpetuated. Luther found the God of the
established Church to be as tyrannical, unforgiving and cruel as Hans Luder had
ever been on his most oppressive days. Luther fashioned a new God, a forgiving
father, to whom access was gained through faith, not works. No institutional
structure stood between individual and God; there was no need for intermediaries,
since faith alone was the necessary ingredient for eternal peace. Luther had
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.. . the ingenious enthusiasm of the anarchist, who hungers for a
society in which order and fraternity will reign without "the
tedious, stale, forbidding ways of custom, law and statute "
because they well up in all their native purity from the heart.

(Tawney 1926, pp. 90-91)

The Freudian-Eriksonian model, incorporating a projection of successive
psycho-social crises as an individual passes from infancy to old age, is applicable to
all individuals, not just those who may experience some type of personality
disorder. Psychotherapists, of course, are mainly concerned with personality
trauma, since such persons are the ones in need of some type of therapy.

The life-cycle model, on the other hand, may be utilized to gain insight into
any number of diverse patterns of behavior, stretching along a wide continuum of
personality adjustment. At any given point in this continuum there may be an
individual personality who may provide high-quality grist for the biographer's mill.
One possibility is the individual for whom a particular life-cycle conflict remains
unresolved. For example, the search for identity, or ego realization, may never be
completed, resulting in the arrested development of the individual's personality, as
the case of Luther. In such an instance, the individual appears to be incapable of
dealing with the consequences of elevating the conflict to a crisis level, leading to a
prolonged continuation of the unresolved conflict.

An unresolved personality conflict, however, may develop because the world
with which the individual is interacting is changing in some dramatic manner. The
problem may not rest within the individual, but in the dialectic nature of the
external world to which the individual is attempting to relate. Always some
interpenetration occurs between the individual and his or her external world, and if
the latter suddenly changes, then the person may be set adrift. The character of this
relation between individual and world has been described by Daniel Levinson:

To be truly engaged with his world, a man must invest important
parts of his self in it and, equally, he must take the world into his
self and be enriched, depleted and corrupted by it. In countless
ways he puts himself into the world and takes the world into
himself. Adult development is the study of the evolving process of
mutual interpenetration. If we are to understand it we must learn
how, in [Arthur} Miller's vivid imagery, the fish is in the water
and the water is in the fish.

(Levinson 1978, pp. 48-49)

The point here is that the fish may not always be swimming in the same water,
and it is as important for the individual to know the characteristics of the external
world as it is to understand the self. Psychology, and its handmaiden, psychiatry, lay
stress upon knowing the self, with the focus being within the person, but
disillusionment may also occur because of illusions about the nature of the external
world, or more likely because such a world has undergone some dramatic
transformation. The famous dictum of Gottfried Leibnitz (1646-1716) that nature
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never takes a leap (Natura non facit saltum), subsequently adopted by the
economist, Alfred Marshall, leads to the questionable conclusion that the
temperature of the water undergoes only marginal changes. Being able to recognize
that the world may experience dramatic changes is as much a prerequisite for the
development of the personality as the knowledge of one's inner self.

The individual changes over the course of a lifetime, and "it is a long, long
while from May to December.” The changes are at least biological, emotional and
professional in character. In addition, in the course of the journey new
confrontations occur, new experiences to be learned about the constant
interpenetration between the self and the external world. Out of this reoccurring
pattern there emerges the personality, the individual. In this instance, David
Ricardo.

In each of Erikson's four stages of adult development there is a polarity, within
the extremes of which the self comes to a resolution of its own interconnectedness
with the external world. In the late teens and early twenties the polarity is between
identity and identity confusion, as the self attempts to set its own course in
opposition to what the parental environment dictates. The second stage, intimacy
versus aloneness, begins in the early twenties and extends to the early thirties. It is
during this period that marriage typically occurs, signaling the first step in intimacy
development, followed by attachments with new peers and the building of relations
independent of parental authority. Obviously some age overlap exists between the
stages of identity-identity confusion and intimacy-aloneness. The character of the
resolution between the self and the world during the first stage has importance for
the type of resolution during the second. To the degree to which there is identity
confusion there will tend to be a pull in the direction of aloneness, and a failure to
make meaningful new peer relations.

The passage toward the formation of a mature adult male personality
commences in the period of intimacy, in the development of meaningful peer
relations with both men and women. The relation with women typically culminates
in marriage, an event which may occur any time, but especially from the early
twenties to the mid-thirties. If a man marries early in life, as Ricardo did, the event
usually overlaps the separation from parents, and its success is dependent not only
upon the mutual acceptance of the responsibilities of marriage, but also upon
environmental factors. These influences may be culture, extended family, religion
and/or mutual aspirations. David's union with Priscilla Wilkinson was very
successful and happy, lasting some thirty years, terminated only by his premature
death. It was somewhat prophetic that he would marry immediately after the break
with his parents because he was so firmly attached to a strong family environment.
He showed great love and affection for his parental family, despite the differences
over religious orthodoxy, and his life structure was not really altered in any
appreciable fashion by marriage. His career, for example, remained the same, and
he continued to build upon his extended family environment, both career and family
being important to him at the time.

While it would have been difficult for Ricardo, in his early twenties, to choose
a career other than stockjobbing, it is significant that he continued in the occupation



Jol]n P. Hen(lerson 175

which his father had chosen for him at fourteen. The large number of children
which David and Priscilla raised, though half that of his own parents, was
indicative of a need to duplicate the happy childhood environment created by living
with many siblings. Moreover, throughout his life David maintained close relations
with the majority of his brothers and sisters. Besides the intimate affection which
he showered upon his own children, he showed the same type of attachment for his
wife's siblings. His marriage, therefore, reinforced the large family environment
and extended it to even include in-laws. In no sense of the term was Ricardo drawn
to the polarity of aloneness, and he thrived upon his intimate relations with his
family. The warmth and closeness with parents and siblings was casily extended to
wife, children and in-laws.

In addition to this very deep attachment for the members of his extended
family, Ricardo also developed lasting relations with his adult peers. The first of
these were his fellow stockbrokers, and despite changing his career objectives, he
retained a close contact with them throughout his life.

When he was about twenty-five, in his spare time, Ricardo began to read in
several areas of science, especially mathematics, geology, and chemistry. He
obviously was groping for some type of activity outside the stock exchange, as
apparently the day-to-day affairs of the exchange did not provide sufficient
stimulation and outlet for his mental energies. His continuing success in business
was affirmation that he had conquered his first career objective, and he was on the
prowl for new goals.

Supposedly by chance, while browsing in a bookshop in his late twenties,
Ricardo purchased a copy of Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations. Over the next
decade he was a novice in political economy, but a master in the intricacies of the
stock exchange. With a fellow broker, Hutches Trower (1777-1833), he discussed
his new-found interest, and years later he described the origins of his new career.

I remember well the pleasure I felt, when I first discovered that
you, as well as myself, was a great admirer of the work of Adam
Smith, and of the early articles on Political Economy which had
appeared in the Edinburgh Review. Meeting as we did every day,
these afforded us often an agreeable subject for half an hour's chat,
when business did not engage us.
(Ricardo to Trower, 26 January 1818,
Works, Vol. V11, p. 246)

By 1809, in his 37th year, Ricardo no longer was a novice in political
economy, for he published his first articles. As a result of his publications he
formed new friendships with James Mill and Robert Malthus, and these liaisons
quickly achieved the intimacy characteristic of his interpersonal relationships. Mill
assumed the role of Ricardo's mentor in political economy, as Malthus became the
protagonist. Each had benefited from a classical education, Mill at Edinburgh and
Malthus at Cambridge. At that time they were undoubtedly the two leading
political economists in England, but within a decade Ricardo had eclipsed them
both.
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In his twenties and thirties Ricardo demonstrated the same resiliency in
conquering the intricacies of the intimacy stage of the life cycle, which he had
demonstrated earlier. First, there was the successful liaison with Priscilla and their
children, followed by a close bond with his fellow stock-brokers such as Trower and
George Basevi (1771-1851). As Ricardo groped for a new career goal he felt the
need for relations with political economists, men whose education and training were
considerably varied from his own. The bond which tied him to Mill and Malthus
was not cemented by education, however, but by the intimacy, affection and respect
which one individual perceives in another's personality. A communion and unity of
the self occurred between Ricardo and Mill, Ricardo and Malthus, rare unities in the
course of the development of interpersonal relations. Mill and Malthus were
contrasts in interests, instincts and inclinations but in Ricardo they found a common
bond. Evidence of the close link is provided by each of them.

Malthus said "he loved Ricardo more than anyone outside his own family"
(James 1979, p. 249). As for Mill, when Ricardo died, a contemporary observed,

The heart of him was touched, and his nature revealed more

tenderness on this occasion than I had believed to reside within

his philosophic frame. I am woman enough to feel greater
admiration for him than before, on this account.

(Bain 1882, p. 211; quoted from correspondence of

Harriet Levin, wife of George Grote)

In his studies of the life cycle, Erikson emphasizes the identity-identity
confusion stage of psychosocial development, exemplified in his study of Young
Man Luther. Failure to resolve the conflict between the self and the world is
prophetic, and Erikson considers childhood as the crucial stage for the development
of a mature adult personality. Levinson and his collaborators, in contrast, are more
concerned with the early twenties and the late thirties, a period corresponding to
Erikson's intimacy-aloneness polarity. Levinson identifies three sub-periods:
entering the adult world (22-28), the age-30 transition, and settling down (36-40).

In entering the adult world a man begins to center upon his own lifestyle,
rejecting that of his childhood. He makes an initial choice of occupations and
begins to enter into peer relations with men and women. Ricardo chooses an
occupation, marries and establishes a distinct life-style. In contrast a man may
grope for an occupation and hold back from the establishment of a particular
lifestyle. In the age 30 transition,

A voice within the self says: "If I am to change my life—if there
are things in it I want to modify or exclude, or things missing I
want to add—I must now make a start, for soon it will be too
late."

(Levinson 1978, p. 58)

It was during the "age 30 transition" that Ricardo discovered political
economy, groping for an activity external to the world of the stock exchange. At
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this point he probably had no clear-cut intention of leaving the world of finance, but
he obviously was willing to make a new start, for something was missing in his life,
primarily a mental activity to satisfy his engaging mind and to stretch his horizons
beyond those of mere private capital accumulation. It was the beginning of his
novice period as a political economist, finally culminating in his first publications at
age thirty-seven. He discovered Adam Smith when he was twenty-seven, and from
that point forward he was adding to the character of his life.

Until the early thirties, the young man has been a 'novice'
adult. He has been forming an adult life and working toward a
more established place in society. His task in the Settling Down
period is to become a full-fledged adult within his own world. He
defines a personal enterprise, a direction in which to strive, a
sensc of the future, "a project” as Jean Paul Sartre has termed it.
The enterprise may be precisely defined from the start or it may
take shape only gradually over the course of the period.

(Levinson 1978, p. 59; italics in original)

In the settling-down period appears two environmental forces, one having to
do with stability, the other change. The major force for change concerns one's
occupation, while stability centers around the family structure. For some men the
desire to change the occupational goal may mean a disruption in the stability of
family life, as the latter may prove to be incompatible with the new occupational
objective. For Ricardo, however, this was no problem, because he was so financially
successful in his initial career that he could walk away from it and pursue his new
goal, with no disruption in the stability of his family structure. Not all men are so
successful, as the life of the artist Paul Gauguin (1848-1903) is a dramatic
illustration, a rejection of the stability of the family to reach for the dynamics of a
new occupational form. Gauguin, like Ricardo, initially was a stockbroker.

For Ricardo, the "settling down" period stretched from age thirty-seven to
forty-three. He gave up the initial career in order to become a full-time economist.
The latter decision was not clearly delineated by any means. By the time the
Napoleonic Wars had come to an end he was immensely wealthy, worth some
£575,000 and he could have retired to the countryside, to enjoy the benefits of his
accumulation. This was the decision of his friend Trower, who retired to
Godalming, Surrey.

The polarity of the third stage of the adult cycle is between generativity and
stagnation, the period of middle adulthood, or "individuation," which is

a development process through which a person becomes more
uniquely individual. Acquiring a clearer and fuller identity of his
own, he becomes better able to utilize his inner resources and
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pursue his own aims. He generates new levels of awareness,

meaning and understanding.
(Levinson 1978, p. 33)

In the middle forties,

A man has had his allotted time for reappraising, exploring,
testing choices and creating the basis for a new life. The
opportunity to question and search is present throughout middle
adulthood and beyond, but at this point new tasks predominate.
(Levinson 1978, p. 61)

For David Ricardo the generativity-stagnation conflict began in 1815, at age
forty-three. He retired from the exchange, bought an estate in Gloucestershire, and
set his course for studying political economy, the series of events that changed the
direction of his life. The drastic nature of the changes were as sharp as those
experienced during his identity and intimacy periods. There was no confusion, no
aloneness and certainly no stagnation, as in all three instances he understood the
interconnectedness between the self and the world.

The life structure that emerges in the middle forties varies
greatly in its satisfactoriness, that is, its suitability for the self and
the workability in the world. Some men have suffered irreparable
defeats in childhood or early adulthood, and have been so little
able to work on the tasks of their Mid-life Transition, that they
lack the inner and outer resources for creating a minimally
adequate structure. They face a middle adulthood of constriction
and decline. Other men form a life structure that is reasonably
viable in the world but poorly connected to the self. Although
they do their bit for themselves and others, their lives are lacking
in inner excitement and meaning. Still other men have started a
middle adulthood that will have its own special satisfactions and
fulfillments. For these men middle adulthood is often the fullest
and most creative season in the life cycle. They are less
tyrannized by the ambitions, passions and illusions of youth.
They can be more deeply attached to others and yet more separate,
more centered in the self. For them, the season passes in its best
and most satisfying rhythm.

(Levinson 1978, pp. 61-62)

Of the latter, Ricardo was such a man, beyond question.
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“Osman“ an(l "]esse"

The compelling tide of the Enlightenment washed upon the shores of England
and France. In each country came a softening and gradual deterioration of the
granite of the strident medieval Church and the societies fashioned after its image.
In France, the Church continued its domination over matters religious well into the
eighteenth century, even though the arena of that influence narrowed as each
succeeding decade passed in review. Alternative religious forms did not emerge in
France, but the influence of libertinism quickened. The French nobility and landed
gentry fashioned a great vent for unrestrained morality and convention, and religion
exercised less and less influence over the population at large. Although France
continued to conmsider itself a Catholic country, religion increasingly became a
matter of c'est la vie.

In England, meanwhile, religion of one form or sect continued its dominant
role as late as the nineteenth century. The religions were myriad, and when
Voltaire went to London in 1776, he characterized the country as having "a hundred
religions, but only one sauce," an apt description of England's cuisine, as well as its
canonical orientation.

Religious diversity was the pattern in England, as against the French position
that religion was not so important in everyday life. What particularly impressed
Voltaire was that religious dissent in England was constitutionally protected. The
Anglican Church and its handmaiden, the gentry, were securely in command, but
variations of Methodist, Baptist, Puritan, Congregationalist, Quaker, and even
Shaker were not only allowed, but recognized as legitimate.

English religion was . . . a free and healthy function of that old-
world life, nicely guiding itself between superstition and

fanaticism on the one side and material barbarism on the other.
(Trevelyn 1942, p. 329)

Although religious variation was more characteristic of England than France,
it was in the latter that deism, agnosticism, and atheism had the greatest hold on the
minds of men. Some Englishmen accepted the deist position of a noninterventionist
deity, the Newtonian conceptualization of a great clockmaker. As Burtt has noted,
however,

Newton . . . takes for granted a postulate of extreme
importance; he assumes, with so many others who bring an
acsthetic interest into science, that the incomparable order, beauty,
and harmony which characterizes the celestial realm in the large,
is too externally preserved. It will not be preserved by space,
time, mass and ether alone; its preservation requires the continued
exertion of that divine will which freely chose this order and
harmony as the ends of his first creative toil. From the Protoplast
of the whole, God has now descended to become a category among
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other categories; the facts of continued order, system, and
uniformity as observed in the world, are inexplicable apart from
him.

(Burtt 1954, pp. 296-297)

The assault upon religion in England followed more rationalist themes than it
did in France. In France the route was more romantic, more involved with the
spirit than the mind. There is a similarity between the diverse roots of Marx's
"scientific socialism" and those of deism, agnosticism, and atheism. The scientific
aspects of Marx's socialism were grounded in English classical political economy, a
political economy grounded in the material conditions of English society in the
eighteenth century. When he fled to England, he found ready-made an economic
engine of thought that was lacking in his native Germany. But British classical
economic thought was nonetheless devoid of the spirit, romanticism, and
charismatic ingredient upon which socialist views were inexorably dependent.
Marx found that particular spirit of the mind in French socialism, a socialism of the
spirit and heart. Upon the French spirit rested the origins of the libertarian ideals of
the Enlightenment, and upon the same sources rested Marx's perception of a better
future life for man.

Numerous and conflicting motives liberated the individual spirit, and it was
the French who provided the great inspirational writers and the guiding principles.
The cries of "laissez faire, laissez passer” were not just the campaign pleas of
profit-grubbing business adventurers, seeking the unfettered right of property or the
unrestrained right to flout the public welfare, but the pleas of the trapped and the
exploited, struggling against the bonds of a cruel and restrictive social system.
Individualism was not in any sense limited to the economic arena. An eighteenth
century citizen of France or England would be shocked to learn that his pleas for
freedom of thought have been subsequently interpreted so that it appears he was
only interested in making money.

For anyone such as David Ricardo, who in the closing years of the eighteenth
century was caught up in the Enlightenment movement, and who himself was
developing that "independence of mind" and motive which marks what Erikson
called the new identity, it was the literary works of the great masters of the
Enlightenment who provided the sine qua non of that involvement. The great
inspiration for the French Enlightenment was, of course, Voltaire, who more than
any writer championed the cause of free thought and the loosing of restrictive social
controls. He fished in the waters of both the English and French Enlightenment.
As a native Frenchman he championed the right of dissent and free thought. The
impact of the Great Charter and the Bill of Rights were inspirations to Voltaire,
instruments for liberating the individual spirit that his native country lacked.
Voltaire was the personification of the Enlightenment; as a young man David
Ricardo read his works and liked what he read according to his friend, Maria
Edgeworth.

Of Ricardo's dependency upon the ideas of Voltaire, Maria Edgeworth is alone
a source. As a respected author and authority on education in the 1820's she was
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welcomed into the Whig circle of acquaintances and friends of her late father,
Richard Lovell Edgeworth.’ The latter was a friend of Watt, and Wedgewood, and
when his oldest daughter visited England, she was able to visit with both established
gentry and emerging industrial leaders. On one visit in December of 1820, she met
David Ricardo at the home of the Thomas Smiths, Easton Grey, Gloucestershire. A
year later, November 1821, she was the house guest of the Ricardos, the beginning
of close friendship.

As a novelist, Edgeworth was primarily interested in people, their genealogy,
connections and status. Only occasionally did she discuss any ideas in her
correspondence, a reflection upon the intellectual deficiencies of the addressees,
rather than the author. The author was bright, privately educated by her father, and
she knew the rudiments of science, politics and gossip.  Unlike many
correspondents she wrote for private consumption (Maria Edgeworth 1971, pp.
xxix-xxxii), with no idea that her letters would be published posthumously. Because
she believed in the privacy of her letters, Edgeworth discussed issues which most
proper Britishers would have considered private, the discreet topics of conversation.

Maria Edgeworth's letters contain more information about the family of David
and Priscilla Ricardo than any other source. One did not write letters about the
private family affairs of someone in whose home one was a guest. But Edgeworth
did, and so something is known of the romance between David and Priscilla.

Obviously, Edgeworth was intrigued with the name of the Ricardos' oldest son,
Osman. It was not of Biblical origin, either in the Judaic or Christian
interpretations, and it was unlike any names of the Ricardos or Wilkinsons.
Edgeworth learned the source for the name, Osman. By 14 November 1821, she
had been a guest at Gatcomb Park for eight days (Edgeworth 1971, pp. 256, 263;
calendar for years 1821-1823 in Works, Vol. IX, p. x), and apparently had learned a
good deal of the family history.

I mentioned Mrs. Osborne Ricardo the son's wife—for
Osborne read - Osman—not Osmond—I am quite right this time
depend upon it. When Mr. Ricardo Senr. was paying his court to
Mrs. Ricardo some of their friends not approving of their
attachment they corresponded for some time under ye feigned
names of Osman and Jesse and they afterwards agreed that they
would call their eldest son Osman. Would you have guessed
Honora [step-sister to Maria] that this slow political Economy-

man was so romantic?
(Edgeworth 1971, p. 264; letter from Maria Edgeworth to
Lucy Edgeworth, 14 November 1821; italics in original.)

’ Richard Lovell Edgeworth was married four times. Each of his first three wives died young. Maria
Edgeworth was the daughter of the first wife, Anna Maria Elers, while Lucy Edgeworth was the fourth
daughter of the fourth wife, Francis Anne Beaufort. In all, Richard Lovell Edgeworth was the father to
twenty-two children. Edgeworth 1971, pp. xxxii-xl.
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The foregoing was penned some thirty years after the romance, so for the
"some time" one should read about a year, and it was not "friends" who objected to
the "attachment," but family. Nevertheless, despite these lapses, Edgeworth's
interpretation of the courtship should be accepted as authoritative. The editor of her
letters, Christina Colvin, has claimed that the name Osman was inspired by the
hero of Voltaire's Zaire, the reason for the earlier discussion of Voltaire, and his
role in the Enlightenment.

The hero of Voltaire's Zaire was Orosmane, a Sultan in Jerusalem around
1249 A.D. He was in love with Zaire, but she would not become his wife unless he
renounced his harem, which also meant renouncing his religion, Eastern mores and
customs. To have Zaire as his sole wife, Orosmane was willing to give up his
kingdom, his wives, and, most important, his religion. The play (1732), Voltaire's
first success after his return to France in 1728, was extremely popular not only in
France but in England as well, symbolizing the triumph of love over religious
heritage, a victory of a rational approach to romance, as against the tradition-bound
opinion of one's forefathers.*

Voltaire's character of Orosmane apparently became anglicized into Osman,
with the translation of Zaire for English audiences. Osman, on the other hand, is
the Anglicization of Othman (1259-1326), founder of the Ottoman Empire, and
ruler from 1290-1326. As indicated, Voltaire's Zaire is plotted in Jerusalem in
1249, and he may have been borrowing the same historical figure.

While the reason for the love letter nom de plume of Ricardo is fairly well
authenticated, as related by Edgeworth, her explanation for Priscilla choosing Jesse
is lacking. According to the editor of her English letters, Christina Colvin, Jesse
presumably was taken after Jessica, the daughter of Shakespeare's wily and clever
Shylock (The Merchant of Venice). There is good reason to believe such an
interpretation.

JESSICA. Iam sorry thou wilt leave my father so:
Our house is hell, and thou, a merry devil,
Didst rob it of some taste of tediousness.

But fare thee well; there is a ducat for thee:
And, Launcelot, soon at supper shalt thou see
Lorenzo, who is thy new master's guest:

$ The play itself turns from love triumphant over religion, to tragedy triumphant over religion, in Greek
theatrical tradition. Zaire was born in France, and though raised a Mohammedan should have been Christian.
She agrees, after pleas from her brother, Nérestan, to be baptized, since he has come to Jerusalem as a
Crusader to rescue Zaire and ten Knights of the Crusades held prisoner by Orosmane. All of the dealings
between Zaire and her brother, Nérestan, take place in secret, and when Orosmane learns of their clandestine
activities, he suspects romantic intrigue, not brother-sister relations. In an attempt to seize Nérestan,
Orosmane mistakenly Kills Zaire with a dagger. When he learns the facts, he kills himself as the curtain
drops.

In a sense, one can read Zaire as the message that fate, tragedy, the gods, will not permit love to triumph
over religion and tradition, hence the Greek overtones tragically triumph over the warm rationalism of the
Enlightenment. Voltaire's Zaire appealed to the romantic audiences for which it was written, for it is better to
have loved and lost, than never to have loved at all—words of the Greek tragedy at its best.
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Give him this letter; do it secretly;
and so farewell: I would not have my father
See me in talk with thee.

LAUNCELOT. Adicu! tears exhibit my tongue. Most beautiful
pagan, most sweet Jew! If a Christian did not play the knave and
get thee, I am much deceived. But, adieu! these foolish drops do
somewhat drown my manly spirit: adieu!

JESSICA. Farewell, good Launcelot.

Alack, what heinous sin is it in me

To be asham'd to be my father's child!

But though I am a daughter to his blood,

I am not to his manners. O Lorenzo!

If thou keep promise, I shall end this strife,
Become a Christian, and thy loving wife.

(The Merchant of Venice, Act 11, Scene I1I)

Nothing of the correspondence that passed between "Osman” and "Jesse"
exists. The exchange could not have lasted very long, however, because they were
married within a year of their first meeting. Furthermore, since they were close
neighbors, the two initially could have met openly, and it would have been only
after they became serious about marriage that the families placed obstacles in their
path. We have good reasons to believe that Priscilla's father was the one who
behaved most violently, and who was the chief obstructionist. David had
established an independent residence in Lambeth before the marriage, probably
sometime after his twenty-first birthday, and that eliminated any reason on his part
for a clandestine correspondence. Being a woman, Priscilla was not so fortunate
and she continued to live in her father's house.

Evidence that Edward Wilkinson was a severe and revengeful father is found
in an 1803 letter from Ricardo to his father-in-law. The occasion was the latest in
the continuing saga of the acrimony between Wilkinson and his children. Written
when David was thirty-one and Wilkinson seventy-five, the letter is revealing of the
personality of the addressee, as well as the addresser.’

As a spectator of the scene now before me, and as a friend to all
parties, allow me, without disguise, to offer my sentiments to you;
and if in the course of so doing, you should observe anything
bordering on severity, attribute it to a sincere desire on my part of
producing harmony and peace to a divided family. Let me begin,
by laying before you a history of the system which you have

" The letter was precipitated by Fanny Wilkinson's decision to move out of her father's home and to live with
her brother, Josiah Wilkinson. The "Old Doctor," as the elder Wilkinson was called, obviously became angry
with his second daughter's decision to leave her parental home, and Ricardo "as a spectator to the scene” was
offering his "sentiments." In 1806, Fanny Wilkinson married David's brother, Moses.



184 The Taming of Tradition

followed, and to which may be attributed the unfortunate result
which you now experience.

From the earliest infancy of y! children you have exacted
from them the most painful obedience; you have taught them to
consider you as their master, rather than their friend, and
affectionate father. You have never encouraged them to confide
their cares to you as to a sympathizing friend. How could they
consider you in that light, when your will was made the absolute
rule for their conduct? You wishd to be considerd as the fountain
of power: no enjoyments, no comforts, no pleasures were to be
obtained by the highest or the lowest in y' family unless they
emanated from you. YT system was that of an eastern monarch
ruling over abject slaves. . . . This system was too fatally
encouraged by that good woman your wife, who, instead of
resisting these imperious claims, was the foremost in submission,
and by her example, led your children, one and all, to acquiesce in
your authority. But, as they were growing to manhood, it might
easily have been foreseen that this extravagant power could not be
much longer unquestioned. . . .

Josiah, at length, under the most discouraging circumstances
broke from his chains . . . Priscilla left you without a pang of
regret; her only painful feeling was commiseration at leaving her
sister under the rod of a man who knew so little how to appreciate
the good qualities of those about him, doomed to live with a
parent who contrived to destroy all sympathy, and to banish all
affection from the breasts of his children.

... Too long, Sir, have you tried what authority on one side
and humility on the other will produce; What has been the result?
Without fortune or any flattering prospect of obtaining any, your
children have shaken off your yoke as too heavy and oppressive.
Such a uniformity of conduct can proceed only from a similarity
of causes. . . . Your system has not been attended with happiness
to yourself, and to others it has been productive of misery. You
still insist on every reliance being placed on your affection. . . .
Think no more of unconditional subjection,—the very sound is
repulsive to a liberal mind. No father should exact it,—No child
arrived at years of discretion can be expected to submit to it. Try
the opposite course, trust everything to affection and exact
nothing. Come among us as a friend and a father and confide in
our willingness to sooth your cares and contribute to your
happiness.

(Works, Vol. X, pp. 119-122; David Ricardo to Edward
Wilkinson, 12 September 1803)
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As a family conciliator, Ricardo was a failure, as the Wilkinson children and
their father remained at odds. In 1809, the old man died. To his son, Josiah, he left
his surgical instruments and medical books as an inheritance. To his two
daughters, Priscilla Ricardo and Fanny Ricardo, he left £1,100 ecach. Immediately,
upon returning from her father's funeral, Priscilla gave her share to her brother's
children, since she probably did not wish to deny her father's disinheritance of her
brother. Giving her share to her brother's children was a way out of a difficult and
painful ordeal. That same day, she wrote her brother to explain her action.

I do not know my dear Hlenry] if this plan will meet with yours

and Sally's approbation, but it appears to David and me as the best

which has offer'd to our minds, of making it easy to all our
feelings.

(Works, Vol. X, p. 118; Priscilla Ricardo to

Josiah Henry Wilkinson, 12 November 1809)

And so, Priscilla could agree with Jessica,

But though I am a daughter to his blood,
I am not to his manners . . .
I shall end this strife [and]
Become . . . thy loving wife.
(The Merchant of Venice, Act 11, end of Scene I1I)

Shakespeare's anti-Semitism notwithstanding—"a maid so fair, the daughter
of a Jew could not be"—Jessica's rejection of her parental home is classic, and easily
could have been the example Priscilla borrowed for her clandestine correspondence
with Osman.®

The Lireslyle of David and Priscilla

As indicated in David's long letter to his father-in-law, Priscilla had grown up
in an unhappy home, and had enjoyed little of the comforts of life or the happy
environment of family life. David, in contrast, was reared in the pleasant
surroundings of a well-to-do family, and while he later rejected the religious
character of that life, he nonetheless respected his father and loved his parents as he
did his brothers and sisters. He lacked few of the comforts of life and he provided
his wife and children with a similar lifestyle.

In November 1821, Maria Edgeworth wrote about Priscilla Ricardo:

a large fat woman with brilliant black eyes and benevolent
countenance—rather vulgar in voice and manner but not nearly so
much as I had expected. She is manieré but only as if it were a

# Weatherall hypothesizes the name Jesse was for "Jessie”, a song in Robert Bumns's Select Collections of
Scottish Airs for the Voice, published in 1793, the year of David and Priscilla’s courtship. Weatherall links
the romance with the Scottish version of the Enlightenment, and ignores Colvin's suggestion of the link to
Shakespeare's Jessica. (Weatherall 1976, pp. 24-25) There seems to be no reason for accepting Weatherall's
suggestion instead of Colvin's, though it is, of course, a possibility.



186 The Taming of Tradition

manner learnt—no pretension—no affectation no thought about
self. She has such cordial open hearted benevolence that I should

feel not only mean but treacherous if I ridiculed or criticised her.
(Edgeworth 1971, p. 256; italics in original.)

The airs which Edgeworth so quickly detected, while not pretentious in
character, were nonetheless a part of Priscilla's personality. Another contemporary,
Elizabeth Allen, who was also a Quaker, told her daughter that

Priscilla Ricardo was a handsome, but very proud woman. I have
heard my Mother say that for many years she continued to attend
Friends' Meecting at Ratcliff, and how she was admired as she
swept grandly and proudly up the meeting, followed by her five
elegant daughters.

(Quoted in Works, Vol. X, pp. 45-46)

As young women, Priscilla and Fanny Wilkinson were referred to as the
"pretty Quakers" (Weatherall 1976, p. 23) born and raised in Old Ford. Their
father had sufficient income and status to afford them the opportunity of some
education in manners and sophistication, befitting the daughters of a somewhat
successful professional. But in her marriage Priscilla was able to acquire the
manieré of the nouveau riche. Throughout her married life she carried her
inclinations to their heights, as she spent her husband's money with complete and
confident composure. After a week at Gatcomb Park, Edgeworth again wrote her
stepmother

Mrs. Ricardo has still the remains of beauty and is good nature
itself. She is an excellent mistress of house and servants—
keeping all tight and right and building and planting and trudging
about—now to the new conservatory and now to her gold and
silver pheasants who feed sumptuously every day upon all the eggs
(chopped) that are not eaten at breakfast. The pheasants inhabit
grey-painted pens or houses all down the steep slope that goes
from the front windows of the house to the water . . . Mrs.
Ricardo was a quaker and is now remarkably fond of Coquelicot
color and red flowers and gaudy floss silk and chenille borders
worked on black for she wears nothing but black—and splendid
white blonde.’

(Edgeworth 1971, pp. 266-267)

Lavish dinner parties lasting until 2:00 and 3:00 A.M. were not uncommon in
the Ricardo residence in Gloucestershire, as several instances reported by the

® The Quaker emphasis upon simplicity, the absence of ostentation and repudiation of materialism meant they
used no color in their clothing. The men traditionally wore black, while the women wore "Quaker grey" or
white garments. Priscilla Ricardo apparently continued to stress black and white blonde, but by 1821 she was
adding a dash of color to her dress.
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economist bear evidence. Life in the country was luxurious, and whatever
proclivities the family showed for the good life were as much a result of David's
wishes as they were of Priscilla's. David Ricardo enjoyed entertaining, good wine
and good conversation, even if the latter usually was dominated by talk about "rent,
or profit, or currency, or some such dry subject" (Works, Vol. X, p. 165, David
Ricardo to Miss Mary Ann, 20 April 1822). Economists and politicians were
frequent guests, as Malthus, Mill and Joseph Hume visited on frequent occasions,
but most of the Ricardo's circle of friends was drawn from the surrounding country
estates. It was in this circle that Maria Edgeworth moved, as she observed the
family when it was removed from London, where the pace of living was somewhat
more formal. No matter where the Ricardos lived, or at what period in their lives,
Priscilla was aware of her status and wealth. It was her wish to live on Upper
Brook Street, in Grosvenor Square. As Ricardo described the move,

Mrs. Ricardo has lately . . . expressed a wish to go to town:—this
wish every hour acquired new force and in a short time became
absolutely irresistible. Search was made after a house, and as ill-
fortune would have it, one was found . . . the very thing to suit
us,—brimful of every convenience, and containing precisely the
number of rooms which our large family required. There was
however one obstacle to its purchase, and that a most serious one,
the price was enormous, and I would not listen to it. Difficulties
however only stimulate the brave and when familiarly
contemplated, at every view, appear less formidable. I soon found
that my opposition abated in the same ratio as the wishes of those
about me increased, and in a few days I was completely
vanquished. In short the house is 'mine.’

(Works, Vol. VI, pp. 52-53; David Ricardo to James Mill, 26
September 1811)

The annual rent was £480.

Given the wealth that Ricardo was able to accumulate while still relatively
young, it was not surprising that his wife spent as she wished, acquiring gold and
silver pheasants to go along with the acacia and weeping willows that an earlier
nouveau riche had planted in the Gloucestershire countryside. But David, as well
as Priscilla, enjoyed the lifestyle. He occasionally complained of his wife's
proclivities to spend money, but he always acceded to her wishes and his own desire
to consume. He contrasted himself with others, such as Nathan Rothschild, who
acquired wealth in order to acquire more wealth, by saying that he acquired wealth
in order to enjoy it (Works, Vol. X, p. 90). It was perhaps because of his own
propensity to consume, aided and abetted by his family's tendencies in the same
direction, that led him to reject so forcefully the Malthusian notion that there were
psychological barriers to an unlimited desire for goods.

There is evidence of the spending habits of the Ricardos when they were
young. They had been married a little less than two years when, accompanied by
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their three-month-old son, they went on a holiday to fashionable Brighton. David
wrote to his brother-in-law, Josiah Wilkinson that

we have a charming view of the sea and a better house than ours
at Kennington, we have five bedrooms and two parlors for which
we pay the extravagant price of 4 guineas pT- week, but when I
determined to come here I made up my mind to spend a great deal

of money and I am now convinced I shall not be disappointed.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 110; David Ricardo to Josiah Henry
Wilkinson, 10 September 1795)

Something of the social circles in which they moved at Brighton is gained
from a subsequent letter to Josiah.

This place is fuller than ever,—The Prince'® is returned but
we have not yet seen him.—There are about six families here with
whom we are intimate and who are so sociable, that our time
passes very agreeably. We were at the play last Wednesday when
J. Bannister and Mrs. Bland performd for Sedgwick's benefit." . . .
We sce the Princess™ every day, she is very fond of children and in
passing our house looked up and took particular notice of our boy,
which Priscilla is so proud of that I fear she will become a violent
aristocrat.

We have been sailing three times on the sea—the last time
the wind blew very fresh and the dancing of the waves had so
great an effect on Priscilla's stomach that she vomited almost the
whole time we were out, she says she will content herself with the
amusements on shore and will not again trust herself on an

element which so ill agrees with her.
(Works, Vol. X, pp. 111-112; David Ricardo to Josiah Henry
Wilkinson, 20 September 1795)

From the luxurious stay at Brighton in 1795, to Priscilla's gold and silver
pheasants in 1821, there is a consistent thread: a thread of wealth and a desire on
all sides to enjoy its benefits. This undoubtedly was part of the bond which early on
grew between David and Priscilla. In temperament they were contrasts. David was
modest and unpretentious; did not strut, did not cajole, did not lean heavily upon his

1% The Prince of Wales, the future George IV.

' John Bannister (1760-1836) and Maria Theresa Romanzini Bland (1769-1838), two of the outstanding
performers of the day and in their prime. John Bannister was a comedian, frequently seen in Drury Lane and
Vauxhall, specializing in Voltaire and Moliere. He also played Shakespeare, especially the comedies. Maria
Theresa Romanzini was born an Italian Jew, undoubtedly Sephardic; a mezzo-soprano, she played opposite
Bannister in Drury Lane, Vauxhall, and Brighton. She was referred to as "Mrs. Bland" after her marriage in
1790, so Ricardo's reference does not suggest a personal knowledge.

12 The future Queen Caroline, tried for adultery in 1820.
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reputation, wealth and/or mental capabilities. Again, to his brother-in-law, he
wrote:

Fortune has persecuted you from your infancy,—you are a
signal instance of its injustice; perhaps I am so too, for she has
been as unjustly bountiful to me as she has been cruelly neglectful

ofyou...
(Works, Vol. X, p. 113)

And four years later,

Remember, my good fellow, that it was but the other day we
started together,—I mean that my prospects were no better if so
good as yours,—we compared notes, and we made calculations of
the probable amount of my expenses.” In our course what
different success has attended to us? and now forgetting the spot
from whence we took our departure, you are overwhelmed because

I dispense one atom of my success to my friend whom I esteem.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 115; David Ricardo to Josiah Henry
Wilkinson, 29 November 1802)

Ricardo was thirty; Wilkinson about thirty-six, maybe older. The "one atom of
my success" (Works, Vol. X, p. 115; David Ricardo to Josiah Henry Wilkinson, 1
December 1802) amounted to £500, a gift which Wilkinson refused to accept, with
some indication of having been insulted. Ricardo and Wilkinson had known one
another for at least seven years, and while Ricardo was in the habit of giving a
"little annual assistance" (Works, Vol. X, p. 113; David Ricardo to Josiah Henry
Wilkinson, 29 November 1802) to his less fortunate brother-in-law, the idea of such
a large sum apparently was repugnant to the young doctor. From the viewpoint of
the donee of such a gratuitous sum, the act could easily be interpreted as if the
donor was trying to lord it over his older brother-in-law, and insulting him in some
sense.

Actually, this was but the first instance of any number of occasions when
David Ricardo would bestow gifts of money upon members of his family and certain
special friends, such as Malthus. In terms of psychoanalytical theory, it can be
alleged that Ricardo showed strong evidence of what the first-generation Freudians
depicted as a "repetition compulsion” (Fenichel 1945, p. 542). The compulsion in
Ricardo's case manifested itself in a propensity to give money to his relatives and
friends, a largesse repeated many times over during his life. The reaction of the
donee in many instances was not unlike that of Wilkinson. On one occasion, two
younger sisters wrote their brother, David that

13 In 1793, when Ricardo was disowned and struck out on his own business career.
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It is a most unpleasant task to be obliged to refuse those favors
which arise from the most delicate attention but as we feel we
cannot accept them with that kindness with which they proffered
we think it right to decline them. Then do not be offended but
indeed we cannot accept the present . . . you have offered us—We
have a feeling which we call an independent spirit,— you perhaps
insufferable pride, which renders the idea of pecuniary obligations
most repugnant to us.

(Works, Vol. X, pp. 133-134; Esther and Sarah Ricardo to
David Ricardo, undated)'*

At the conscious level there can be no denial that Ricardo's motives were those
of generosity, love and affection for those to whom he gave money. He believed
sincerely in the principle of equality. As he told John Cam Hobhouse, "to raise one
man degraded others" (Lord Broughton, 1821, Vol. 3, p. 159; diary entry of 15
October 1821), an apt rephrasing of the Sephardic principle that the distribution of
seats in the synagogue were "to be made with equity . . . as death makes no
distinction of persons." The evidence is that Ricardo was a kind and generous
person, virtues inherited from the cultural tradition of the Sephardic enclave. He
did not learn his equalitarian and philosophical radicalism from Mill or Bentham,
but he inherited it, and it was this heritage which motivated him to be generous and
free with his money.

But there also lurks subconscious behavior, and these motives may be diverse
from those of the conscious. There is the same result, giving generously, but
different explanations are possible. Ricardo had been giving money to his brother-
in-law, Wilkinson, for several years, as he noted in 1802. This would mean that not
long after he had been put out of his father's business, he was financially able to
help others, and to take expensive vacations at Brighton. David differed with his
father only on religious and philosophical grounds, and not in outlook on other
issues. To prove one's self, that righteousness is the path, to prove to others that one
is right, and to make it crystal clear that one is right, one way is to be successful.
Success is a many-splendored image, and how does one measure success? To
Abraham Israel Ricardo, there was success with ome's God, keeping the
commandments and laws, and there was success in the business world. His son,
David, rejected the possibility of success in the first instance, but in the second
realm, in the arena of business, the son far outshone and outdistanced the father.
What mattered was that David proved himself capable of succeeding in his father's
profession, and then used the symbol of that success by giving it away. And he gave
money away all his life, a compulsion repeated many times over.

™ Sarah was unmarried at the time. Esther was seventeen years younger than David, Sarah twenty years his
junior.
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THE GESTATION OF AN
ECONOMIST:
EARLY FINANCIAL CAREER

The annual labour of every nation is the fund which
originally supplies it with all the necessaries and conveniencies of
life which it annually consumes, and which consist always either
in the immediate produce of that labour, or in what is purchased
with that produce from other nations.

According therefore, as this produce, or what is purchased
with it, bears a greater or smaller proportion to the number of
those who are to consume it, the nation will be better or worse
supplied with all the necessaries and conveniencies for which it

has occasion.
Adam Smith (1776)

Having made the decision to marry, David Ricardo and Priscilla Wilkinson
had to look to greater London for a place to settle and raise a family. So long as
they remained in the East End, the hostility from their respective parents would
have been too omnipresent and uncomfortable. They could have remained in
Middlesex, but the most likely location would have been some distance north of the
City, beyond the regions of the depressed Irish immigrants, and the many acres of
vegetable nursery gardens ever expanding to meet the needs of a growing London
market. To move west, to Westminster, would have been to live a great distance
from the commercial center of the City and the Stock Exchange. To be sure, there
were many expanding and beautiful suburbs in Westminster, "London beyond the
Bars," where the restrictions and covenants of the City were inoperative. But the
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fashionable West End would have to wait until David was better able to afford the
luxury and high rents. In the meantime there was peaceful Lambeth, within an easy
distance of the City, and at the same time a growing region for the near well-to-do.

Most famous because of Lambeth Palace, the 700-year-old London residence
of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the suburb was bordered on the north and west by
the Thames, and on the east by the rough and ready region of Southwark, with its
docks the center for overseas shipping, and its slums the home of many of the most
wretched of London's poor.

In 1793, the Lambeth area was still primarily a rural section, the landscape
covered with a bounty of hawthorne hedges, rolling mossy banks, and acres and
acres of green lawns. The peaceful atmosphere was best suggested by the formal
Vauxhall Gardens, where royalty had long enjoyed the beauty of the lower Thames
as it wound by the southern tip of Surrey. Lambeth itself was dominated by open
fields, flowering gardens, and wooden areas where pleasure-secking Londoners
traveled whenever they desired to communicate with nature, listen to the call of the
meadowlark, and watch the quiet grace of the swans as they moved in elegance
upon the ponds. The legends of Lambeth Palace stretched far into English history.
It was there that Beckett was murdered, and Thomas More spent his last days for
defying still another monarch. It had also been the residence of the more fortunate
John Pecham, Thomas Arundel, and William Laud, as each in turn guided the
destinies of the Church of England. Only the Thames separated Lambeth Palace
from Westminster Abbey and the Parliament Buildings; the archbishop in residence
could oversee the center of England's secular government, and on quiet evenings
could even hear the sound of the Bow Bells.

David and Priscilla Ricardo lived in Lambeth for ten years, initially at 2
Brooks Place, on the east side of the western extension of Kennington Road (see
Figure VI-1). Kennington Road in those days ended at Kennington Common.
Years later the Common was the debating arena for candidates to the reformed
Parliament, but in earlier times the site of public executions as well as holiday
celebrating. When David and Priscilla lived there, Kennington Common was a
rolling landscape for picnicking, walking and playing at games.

The annual rent of 2 Brooks Place was £18 (Works, Vol. X, p. 46, n.2), and
they lived there from December 1793 to May 1795, when they moved a short
distance to 7 New Buildings, Kennington Place, shown on the map, Figure VI-1, as
terraced between Kennington Green and Kennington Row. Number 7 was on the
west side of Kennington Place, and it was here that Osman Ricardo was born, 25
May 1795.

The move from Brooks Place to Kennington Place was undoubtedly occasioned
by Osman's approaching birth; a move to a larger house, where the annual rent was
£32 (Works, Vol. X, p. 46, n.2). Weatherall says a year later they were living at 5
Kennington Place (Weatherall 1976, p. 31), but the change could have been an
error of the ratebook keeper. There does not appear to have been any appreciable
difference between numbers 7 and 5 Kennington Place, as they were in the same
tenant block. Weatherall says the move was because Priscilla was not "quite
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satisfied" with number 7, Kennington Place; the fastidious Sraffa does not
distinguish between the two residences in Kennington Place. One can speculate
about the possibility of a better view of a courtyard, or a better garden behind the
residence; whatever the difference, it must have been marginal but it would not be
the last time Priscilla got what she wanted.

While living in Kennington Place, Priscilla gave birth to four children, Osman
in 1795, Henrietta on 10 May 1796, Priscilla on 4 October 1797, and Fanny on 6
October 1800 (Works, Vol. X, pp. 61-62); a fifth child was stillborn in 1799
(Weatherall 1976, p. 38). With the exception of the sorrow associated with the
stillborn baby in 1799, the ten years in Lambeth do not appear to have been marked
by any outstanding events, and like any young married couple, the David Ricardos
undoubtedly experienced the usual events of nursing their children through the
normal childhood illnesses, and the typical trials and tribulations of parents to a
growing family. To help in the task of raising their family there was undoubtedly a
small retinue of servants; in 1795, while at Brighton, David wrote to his brother-in-
law, Henry Wilkinson:

We have already hired a cook at % a guinea pr. week but find we
cannot do without another servant,—therefore, will be obliged to
you to send to our house at Kennington for Thomas and put him
in the way how to come to us in the cheapest way,—which I think

will be by the slap-bang, or on the top of a Brighton coach.
(Works, Vol. X, p. 110; italics in original)

The move to Lambeth probably represented some improvement in the
conveniences of Ricardo. The distance to the Stock Exchange was much shorter
than it had been in the East End. From Kennington Common to the corner of
Threadneedle and Broad Streets was approximately two and one-half miles; along
the western extension of Kennington Road, past Lambeth Place, over the Great
Surrey Road, and across the Blackfriars Bridge into the City. The road from
Lambeth to the City was as well maintained as the route along Mile End Road to
Bow, but the distance was much shorter, and one easily could have walked. Mallet
claimed that Ricardo had £800 when he got married, an amount which afforded his
wife and children the opportunity to reside in a convenient and somewhat
fashionable suburb.

The Ricardos returned to the East End sometime in the late months of 1802, to
the area called New Grove, on the north side of Mile End Road. New Grove would
be a short distance west of the area shown in Figure VI-1. The house was at the
intersection of Mile End and Grove Road, the latter being the route to Old Ford.
The new residence was in a more rural area than the Kennington residence in
Lambeth, as New Grove was surrounded by nursery gardens, even though within an
easy walking distance of the City.

Priscilla gave birth to her fifth child, David, on 18 May 1803, and this may
explain the need to relocate. Most of the Ricardo and Wilkinson children were still
located in the East End, and it was to this area that David and Priscilla were
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attracted. There were also some factors which now made the East End more
hospitable.  Abigail Ricardo, David's mother, died on 21 October 1801,) and
Edward Wilkinson, Priscilla's father, was by then seventy-four years old. As they
were the two parents who were most vociferous in their opposition to the marriage,
presumably the atmosphere in the East End had become less hostile than in 1793.
Moreover, the reconciliation between David and his father had begun to emerge,
and while it is not known which one took the initiative, the first evidence is
Abraham's will.

Abraham drew up his will 11 February 1802, some three months after his
wife's death. He included his son David as one of his heirs. The size of David's
inheritance was minimal, some £50, as his father observed "he is well established
and does not need more" (Works, Vol. X, p. 38). The father obviously recognized
the great gap between David's wealth and that of his siblings. The will also allotted
David his share of an Irish Tontine, to which Abraham had subscribed in 1775, for
his four eldest children. Each share came to £100 (Works, Vol. X, p. 26). Further
evidence of the reconciliation was the codicil which Abraham added in 1807, when
David was made one of four executors, along with his brothers Joseph and Jacob,
and a brother-in-law, David Sumada. Joseph undoubtedly was an executor since he
was the eldest son and David the most successful and respected. Jacob was an
executor because he was the only son who remained a Sephardic Jew, was a
stockbroker, and former clerk to his father in the Stock Exchange. David Sumada
was married to Abraham's eldest daughter, Hannah, and a scion of an orthodox and
respected Sephardic family.

The David Ricardos lived in New Grove for ten years, when they moved to
Grosvenor Square in 1812. Besides her son David, Priscilla gave birth to three
other children while the family lived in the East End. Mary was born on 6 April
1805, Mortimer on 10 August 1807, and Birtha on 15 September 1810.

Ricardo was always very devoted to his family: parents, siblings, and his own
wife and children. While he lived in Lambeth, he seems to have concentrated upon
earning a living for his growing family. After the move to New Grove, however,
his business activities were accelerated as he became a Loan Contractor.

The Water and the Fish

The twenty-two years that Britain carried on during the French Revolution and
Napoleonic Wars, 1793-1815, coincided with the period of Ricardo's life when he
was a stockjobber and loan contractor. The character of the wars, the political
climate, and the financial and monetary policies of the government changed
dramatically during the several decades. Accordingly, the nature of Ricardo's

! Abigail Ricardo was buried in the Sephardic cemetery on Mile End Road, 22 October 1801. (Works, Vol.
X, p. 25, n.3) Inkeeping with orthodox Jewish tradition, the burial would have been within twenty-four hours
of death.
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business also changed; there was an interweaving and interaction between the
events of state and his life, the water and the fish.

The long period of the French Revolution and Napoleonic Wars was fractured
into several distinct stages, as the reasons and purposes of the campaign fluctuated.
The first stage, 1793-1799, was dominated by Britain's attempts to put an end to the
repercussions of the French Revolution, and to restore the Bourbon monarchy.
More important, probably, was the need to also secure Britain's domination over
commerce on the European continent. In November 1799 the French cast of
characters changed when Napoleon Bonaparte became first consul under the new
constitution of the Consulate, marking the beginning of his ascendancy as European
dictator. This transition marked the beginning of the second stage of the War of the
French Revolution, 1799-1802.

In his capacity as first consul, Napoleon needed time to solidify his domestic
stronghold, and to modify the directions of the Revolution. At the same time,
domestic issues had become more urgent in Britain, particularly the Irish question,
so both belligerents needed a reprieve. Preliminary peace negotiations commenced
in October of 1801, with a treaty signed at Amiens, 25 March 1802.

The Peace of Amiens gave Napoleon the opportunity to carry out the reforms
of the new constitution, one which made no mention of "liberty, equality and
fraternity." The Revolution had already entered into a rapprochement with the
Papacy (1796), and Napoleon meanwhile permitted the Church to return to France,
though he retained the right to appoint bishops. A new criminal code was adopted,
with a strengthening of the police establishment and the justices being appointed by
the first consul, rather than elected as under the Directory (1795-1799). In May
1802 Napoleon was elected consul for life, with the right to designate his successor.

From his new position of strength Napoleon moved to extend his power over
Europe, beginning with his opening of the Scheldt River valley, a move designed to
extend French trade influence to Antwerp and Belgium. English trade in the
Netherlands was now seriously threatened, and in May of 1803 Britain declared war
on France.

The War of the French Revolution became the war against Napoleon in 1804,
when the French Senate designated Napoleon I, Emperor of France, with hereditary
succession to his heirs. The first Napoleonic War stretched from 1804 to 1814, at
the conclusion of which Napoleon was forced to abdicate as Emperor, and was
assigned to the island of Elba, where he was to reign.

The Peace of Amiens lasted some thirteen months, but Napoleon stayed on
Elba only nine months. He landed on the French Riviera, at the Gulf of Juan, 1
March 1815, crossed the Alps and by the twentieth was in Paris, as "the eagle flew
from steeple to steeple until it reached the towers of Notre Dame" [?]. The second
Napoleonic War lasted one hundred days, until 18 June 1815 with the decisive
Battle of Waterloo.

Politics and military campaigns aside, the most important British problem of
the Revolution and Napoleonic Wars was financial, as the combined National Debt
of Britain and Ireland just about quadrupled, increasing from £234,035,716 in
1793, to £834,262,726 in 1815 (Hargreaves 1930, pp. 108, 291). The Debt was
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financed by an increase in the money supply, after the Banks of England and
Ireland converted to a paper currency in 1797. Inflation and serious disruptions in
foreign exchange rates were the obvious consequences. The conversion to a paper
currency led to the famous bullion controversy, discussed in detail in Section 5 of
this Chapter. The dispute ranged over the course of many years, but in 1809
Ricardo emerged for the first time as an active participant, and he quickly became
the leading champion of a return to a bullion currency. The Peace of Amiens and
the imposition of an income tax were followed by a fall in the price index in 1802,
but by 1809 prices were higher than in 1801, and the controversy resumed.

The first stages of the wartime inflation were fed by the increase in the Debt
contracted by the Government through the major banking houses, including the
Banks of England and Ireland. After 1806, however, members of the London Stock
Exchange became contractors for the rising Debt, and Ricardo became one of the
principle leaders.

Several characteristics of the British National Debt made it unique as a matter
of public finance. First, the Debt was issued in perpetuity, an annuity with no
maturity, the famous British Consols. Redemption of any portion of the Debt could
be initiated only by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but with the government
constantly in need of new funds, that issue was moot. Second, all Consols were
issued with a fixed nominal rate of interest of three percent. The coupon for a £60
Consol, for example, yielded £1 16s as an annuity. Third, because of the constant
rate of interest, Consols typically sold at a discount, sometimes by as much as fifty
percent. As the price of Consols fell, the real rate of return rose, of course, and vice
versa. Although the nominal rate permitted the government to hold down the cost
of servicing the Debt, it was necessary to issue a larger number of Consols to raise a
given sum, and this contributed to a further rise in the Debt. Between 1793 and
1815, for example, the Debt Charge fell from 3.9 percent to 3.7 percent, while the
Debt was quadrupling. The price of Consols was bearish whenever the government
was preparing for new loans, and bullish after they were fully subscribed. The price
of Consols changed as the ownership of the Debt fluctuated, as with the whims of a
gambling casino. The biggest gamblers were the stockjobbers of the Stock
Exchange.

Between 1793 and 1806 Ricardo was a stockjobber, primarily trading in the
government market in his own right. Jobbers offered to buy or sell government
stock, on a day-to-day basis, each offer being made with both a low and a high
price. The margin between the two prices covered the jobber's own expectations as
to the future activity of a particular issue of Consols, the degree of competitive
bidding by other jobbers, and future price changes in Consols. Trading in futures
was highly speculative as the exigencies of the wars and political-economic events
changed daily, and jobbers revised their puts and calls.

In addition to trading in the existing Debt, stockjobbers could subscribe for
new loans if they were included on the list of subscribers submitted by the Loan
Contractors. Until 1806, the Loan Contractors were always bankers, and they had a
tendency to exclude members of the Stock Exchange, preferring to monopolize the
subscription lists. For the Loan of 28 March 1806, a bid was made by three
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stockbrokers, John Barnes, James Steers and David Ricardo, on behalf of
themselves and other members of the Exchange. The Loan was awarded, as typical,
to three banking houses: Goldsmid, Robarts and Baring.

Although his name was last on the list, Ricardo was in fact the chief negotiator
for the Stock Exchange, as he compiled the list of potential subscribers. The next
year, 3 March 1807, Barnes-Steers-Ricardo were the successful bidders for a Loan
of £14,200,000, marking the first time the Stock Exchange members were
successful in competing with the bankers. The bids were always sealed, and the
Chancellor of the Exchequer awarded the loans to the lowest bidder. Barnes-Steers-
Ricardo were unsuccessful in their bids for the loans of 1808, 1809, and 1810, but
in 1811 they were one of the low bidders along with the banking house of Robarts,
Curtis and Co. During the next four years, Barnes-Steers-Ricardo always were
successful Loan Contractors, sharing the Loans in each instance with other
Contractors, either banking houses or Exchange members. Ricardo was one of the
Contractors for a total of £157,700,000, or 26 percent of the net increase in the
National Debt between 1793 and 1815. The largest single Loan of the war years
was for £36,000,000, awarded 14 June 1815, four days before the Battle of
Waterloo. It was with this Loan that Ricardo make his greatest killing, as the Loan
went off at a considerable discount, since Napoleon appeared invincible. In
Ricardo's obituary in the Sunday Times, it was noted that upon "this single occasion
... he is said to have netted upwards of a million sterling" (Sunday Times, 14
September 1823, p. 1).°

It was during his years as a Loan Contractor that Ricardo also became an
active political economist, and it is not surprising that his initial contributions
centered on public finance and banking. Being personally involved in the financing
of the National Debt, the experience gave him the opportunity to acquire the
necessary knowledge of the day-to-day activities of the Bank of England and of the
consequences of the wartime inflation, as the latter was fed by the increases in an
unregulated money supply. While initially Ricardo was just another stockjobber, he
in time became one of the leading financiers of Britain's wars with the French. At
the same time, he became aware of the necessity for changes in many of the basic
economic and social institutions of the country, and as the war ended he was no
longer just another stockjobber, but one of the leading analysts of the British
economy. As with all of Ricardo's economics, his monetary formulations were
grounded in the practical affairs of state.

“Romer’s Rule”

In describing the adjustment of vertebrates to new environmental conditions,
paleontologists differentiate between preadaptation® and the actual emergence of
new forms of life. The new form which the vertebrate acquires is favorable in the

% John Barnes died in early 1815, so the list for the Loan of that year was headed by Steers and Ricardo.
* The concept of preadaptation was formulated by Romer (Romer 1959).
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sense it survives the evolutionary process. The biological pattern of a vertebrate's
preadaptation has been labeled "Romer's rule," according to which

The initial survival of a favorable innovation is conservative, in
that it renders possible the maintenance of a traditional way of

life in the face of changed circumstances.
(Hockett and Asher 1964, p. 72 italics in original)

The organism initially adjusts just enough to survive in the new environment,
but in time it must change radically under the force of the dialectic. The
preadaptation allows the organism to maintain the status quo while it absorbs the
shock of the new condition.

Over the course of the last two decades of the eighteenth century and the first
decade of the nineteenth, Britain experienced the preadaptation of the adjustment to
industrial capitalism as it emerged from commercial capitalism. English society
behaved in conformity with "Romer's rule," as there was enough adjustment in the
institutional structure to allow for the survival of the traditional way of life. There
was some parliamentary reform, some attempt to ease the disgrace of the Irish
question, the end of the slave trade and some adjustment for the new financial and
monetary systems. But the ancient regime still prevailed, with the monarchy, the
squires and the parsons in control. George III managed to maintain the old system
by choosing the right man to lead his government, William Pitt "the younger"
(1759-1806). 1t was Pitt who brought about the necessary preadaptations for British
survival, and rallied the nation against the French. It was the period of the new
Toryism.

Among the cast of characters in the British drama of the war years, Pitt was
the grand strategist. The second son of the first Earl of Chatham, he was personally
educated by his father, and at fourteen entered the University of Cambridge. He
received his degree in 1776, not by passing the Tripos, but awarded it because he
was the son of a nobleman. Having to earn a living, Pitt tried his hand at the law,
and then when he was only twenty-four years old was chosen by George 11 to be
Prime Minister. Pitt formed his first cabinet in 1784, following a general election
when he was returned as one of the two Cambridge University members to the
House of Commons.

Like his father before him, Pitt was the champion of the royal prerogative to
choose the cabinet and to determine policy; his greatest loyalty was to the monarchy
and the political system which encompassed it. Like George 111, his sponsor, Pitt
was of another era, a misplacement which was not only his great tragedy, but also
his great success. Pitt's loyalty to the King was not peculiar in any sense, for there
were many who shared his view of the monarchy. As the wars with France dragged
on there was even some increase in support of the crown. As Cobbett, the romantic
and monarchist, put it:

The crown is the guardian of the people, but more especially is its
guardianship necessary to those who are destitute of rank and of
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wealth. The King gives the weakest and poorest of us some
degree of consequence . . . in his justice, his magnanimity, his
piety, in the wisdom of his councils, in the splendour of his
throne, in the glory of his arms, in all his virtues, and in all his
honours, we share, not according to rank or to riches, but in
proportion to the attachment that we bear to the land which gave
us birth, and to the sovereign whom God commanded us to
honour and obey.

(Political Register, 30 June 1802, p. 796)

In opposition to George III and Pitt were the fractionalized Whigs, with
Charles James Fox (1749-1806) their most effective spokesman. The third son of
Lord Holland, Fox was a member of the social and political class which maintained
control over the unreformed parliament. He opposed the members from the rotten
boroughs on the issue of reform, the slave trade and Catholic emancipation, but
socially he was one of them, in the gambling clubs and in addiction to port wine,
and he welcomed their companionship. He had few supporters among the
placemen, but in their social life he was extremely popular, and herein lay his
influence. Like Pitt, Fox was a great orator, and many an evening they waged
oratorical contests in the House of Commons, to the enthusiasm and enjoyment of
the back benchers.

While Fox's social proclivities assisted him in maintaining his Parliamentary
influence, they were also responsible for George III's animosity. The King believed
that Fox was personally responsible for the wayward ways of his son, the Prince of
Wales. The future George IV was Pitt's sponsor, as he stood in the wings waiting
for his father to die, or be declared demented. It was Fox's expectation that when
the Prince of Wales became King, he would be chosen Prime Minister, but by the
time the Regency was instituted in 1811, Fox was dead.

Besides Fox and his followers, there were the remains of the old Rockingham
Whig faction, the Chathamite Whigs, and the Anglican evangelical Clapham sect,
led by William Wilberforce (1759-1833). The latter had for its major cause the end
of the slave trade, not only on moral grounds but because it disturbed the status and
domicile of West Africans, and their policy advocated the return of blacks to what
eventually became Sierra Leone.

Perhaps the greatest cause of dissension in the Whig opposition was the great
disillusionment over the French Revolution. In the beginning there was great
support from the Whigs for the principles of the Revolution, just as there was for the
American Revolution, but with the rise of the oppressive period of the Robespierre
regime, there was a questioning of liberal causes. Because he had once been a
reformer himself, the views of Edmund Burke (1729-1797) were particularly
persuasive (Burke 1790). Reform could lead to revolution, and there were too many
social consequences from a violent overturn of a constitutional system of monarchy,
especially when the principal change agents were the lower classes in society.
British aristocrats had, of course, always detested the aims of "liberty, equality and



]Ollll P. Henclerson ZOI

fraternity", and with the reformers becoming aware of the error of their ways and
frightening manifestations, there was a growing conservatism in the country.

Fox had toasted the fall of the Bastille, and while his support of the Revolution
meant that Burke and others deserted him, Fox continued in opposition to the
British war against the French Revolution.

It was a policy difficult for men of influence to understand and
harder for them to follow. More and more Pitt seemed the
sounder man, the true guardian of political tradition. The way he
quietly dropped reform, the steadiness of his distrust of the French
revolutionaries, his stern attitude to homespun radicals, compelled
their admiration. More than ever did the appellations Whig and
Tory seem outworn symbols of a dead political fanaticism; for
men of property it was enough to be a Pittite and an Englishman.
(Plumb, 1950, p. 193)

At no time in his long career was Pitt ever able to personally command more
than two score of the 685 members of Parliament, but he was nonetheless able to
generate enthusiasm for his policies. Prior to 1793, he brought about several
solutions to the problems of commercial capitalism. Some resolution was made of
the controversy over the East India Company and its practices abroad, as discussed
in an earlier chapter. The effect was that after 1784 the British establishment and
the Company exercised dual control over India, the former supervising the
government, the latter the trade and commerce. It was a compromise of a difficult
problem, but the excesses of the company's exploitation of the native population
were brought under control.

Pitt's solution for the need for parliamentary reform was to double the number
of peerages, as he packed the House of Lords with members of the nouveau riche,
men who had accumulated great wealth in the course of Britain's colonial
expansion. Most of the new peers were connected to the City, and they became
supporters, not only of Pitt, but of the King as well. With this new power base he
reduced the opposition of the old Whig aristocracy in Parliament. Pitt also
attempted a resolution of the Irish question, but in this instance he came into
conflict with George III. For the King, the idea of Catholic emancipation was an
anathema and a denial of the basic principle of the Glorious Revolution. He knew
that support for Pitt's plan for emancipation was lukewarm in the House of
Commons, if not non-existent in the Lords. In February 1801 Pitt was forced to
resign, and he assumed the duties of the Warden of the Cinque Ports.

So far as Pitt was concerned, the Irish question was intimately associated with
Britain's war with Napoleon. So long as Ireland was denied participation in the
affairs of Britain, the country was a seething ground for Napoleon's agitation, the
gateway to the possible invasion of Britain. Should that occur the whole European
strategy to contain France would fall by the wayside, and Napoleon would be
successful in extending his empire.
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Pitt's strategy for containing the Revolution and defeating Napoleon had four
major aspects. One, to form coalitions with continental allies and use their armies
to encircle the enemy; two, to use the British navy to control the Baltic and
Mediterranean Seas, as well as the Channel and the Atlantic; three, to rely upon the
militia and volunteers to defend against invasion, rather than raise a standing army;
and four, to finance the wars by increasing the national debt, rather than raise taxes
by an amount sufficient support the various campaigns. All four strategies had
associated problems.

Coalitions between Britain and the various continental powers were negotiated
on four different occasions: 1793, 1798, 1804 and 1812. The first three were the
work of Pitt, while the last was made after his death in 1806. The first coalition
was with Holland and Spain, whereby Britain entered the war against Revolutionary
France in order to protect Sardinia. It was of little use, as the French army quickly
crushed the opposition of Holland and Spain, in no small measure because of
continental sympathy for the causes of the Revolution.

By the time of the second coalition, 1798, the character of the war had
changed. Napoleon had become first consul, and was moving to advance his
control over eastern Europe as well as the lowlands of Holland and the Iberian
peninsula. Accordingly, Britain was able to form an alliance with Russia, Austria,
Naples, Portugal, and the Ottoman Empire (Watson 1960, Chapter XV). As
devised by Pitt, the Austrians were to drive Napoleon out of Italy, the Russians
would converge from the east, the British fleet was in control of the Mediterranean
and Baltic seas, and in Egypt Napoleon's ambitions would be frustrated by the
Turks. On the chess board each piece was strategically placed, and in December
1799, Napoleon made peace overtures.

It was the peace overture which caused the second coalition to collapse, as
Britain refused to negotiate. So far as Pitt was concerned, peace could only be
negotiated if the Bourbons were returned to the throne, and on this point he had the
support of George III, and a majority in Parliament. To negotiate with Napoleon
would represent de facto recognition of the Revolution, and that was not tenable.
The war continued, although unpopular in Scotland and England, not to mention
Ireland.

Napoleon easily defeated the Austrians in Italy, with a decisive victory at
Marengo. The Austrians were no match for the French, in part because the British
fleet was not quick enough with supplies and naval support. The British fleet
engaged in a series of futile diversionary attacks at Belle Ile, Brest, Minorea, and
Ferrol; in 1801 Austria signed a treaty with France, and the first chess piece was
removed from the board.

In the Baltic, the British reserved the right of search of all ships for
contraband, thereby raising the fears of the Russians, Danes and Swedes.
Accordingly, a League of Northern Powers was organized, as Tsar Paul believed
that Napoleon was a vehicle for limiting British domination in the Baltic. The
League of Northern Powers retaliated against the British search for contraband,
placed an embargo on all British shipping in the Baltic, and cut off the crucial
supplies of pitch, hemp, and pine.
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Then Prussia entered this northern league and invaded
Hanover to force that state to abandon the cause of its elector, the
King of England. The Danes occupied Hamburg the more
effectively to prevent England from trading with north Germany.
To this, at least, a stern reply was made. . .. Lord Nelson, on 2
April 1801 took twelve ships of the line and all the smaller vessels
into Copenhagen . . . {and] persevered until he had sunk, burnt, or
taken all seventeen of the Danish first line ships cooped within
their own harbour. The carnage, Nelson admitted, was the most

dreadful he had ever witnessed.
(Watson 1960, pp. 386-387)

With the destruction of the Danish fleet, the Swedes, Prussians and Russians
withdrew from the League of Northern Powers, ending the strategy to limit Britain's
domination of the Baltic. Tsar Paul was murdered in 1801, and Napoleon lost his
principal supporter among the crown heads of Europe. In 1801 France signed the
treaty with the Papacy, and after Pitt resigned came the Peace of Amiens. The
situation was untenable, as many recognized:

In 1798 Ireland was in revolt. The French were massed to
invade, the navy was mutinous and unreliable, and there was
nothing but half-trained, half-armed volunteers to match against
the finest general and greatest army Europe had seen. In 1801,
that general and that army were still unconquered. Europe was
his, and it seemed to many that it always would be so. Perhaps, so
long as we maintained the freedom of the seas and our wealth of
colonies, it might be possible to live in amity with the French.
The Treaty of Amiens was signed in 1802, and Englishmen
swarmed across the Channel; but the time for sight-secing was

short.
(Plumb. 1950, p.204)

The stalemate meant that Britain controlled the seas, while the continent was
at the mercy of Napoleon's whims. Although Pitt's coalition strategy had not proven
successful in defeating the French on the continent, his strategy of relying upon the
British navy had succeeded in keeping Napoleon on the mainland, as his Egyptian
and Indian naval activities had been totally frustrated. Nevertheless, the naval
strategy was costly, as was the financing of the various allies and their armies. For
both Britain and France the central issue was the same, namely that complete
victory depended upon inflicting losses upon the enemy's domestic economy, either
through conquest or isolation. Napoleon tried both policies, first through threatened
invasions and second by the imposition of the Continental System.

Napoleon knew that Britain was able to carry on the war because of her
industrial wealth and superior navy. As his military successes revealed, there was
no European country which he could not conquer or contain, but so long as Britain
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was untouched his ultimate victory was in jeopardy. In 1797 he prepared to invade
England by establishing a base in Ireland, where the Catholic populace would be
sympathetic to the aims of the Revolution. There he would be able to rely upon the
Irish discontent with their oppressed status within the British empire.

With the threat of invasion, Pitt called for the formation of Volunteer
Associations in every parish of England and Scotland, since the regular army and
navy were in disarray and there was mutiny. Britain could only be protected by
volunteers who would reveal their patriotism and support for the war. In addition,
volunteers would not be as subject to corruption as the armed forces:

The condition of both the army and the navy was appalling;
the floggings and the brutality horrified even eighteenth-century
Prussians. Death by beating for quite trivial offences, such as
drunkenness, caused scarcely a stir of conscience; food was always
rotten, pay overdue and scanty living conditions were unbearable.
Promotion rarely went by merit, commissions were hawked for
purchase; the financial resources of the armed forces were the
object of deliberate and calculated plunder.

(Plumb, 1950, p. 200)

The Loyal Lambeth Volunteers had three companies of infantry and one of
cavalry, each with three score of private soldiers. On 10 July 1798, David Ricardo
was commissioned a First Licutenant in the Lambeth Volunteers. On 22 September
1798 the corps received its colors. Weatherall has vividly described the occasion:

It was certainly a long day. It began at nine o'clock with
their appearance in full uniform—helmet, red feather with white
tip, red jacket with black collar, cuffs and lapels, yellow
breastplate inscribed with the monogram LLV, white cross-belts
and breeches, half-gaiters—and fully armed, the officers with
swords—at a muster in their field of exercise near Vauxhall.
From there they marched to the Parish Church of St. Mary's,
entering it on the stroke of noon, where the colours were
consecrated by Dr. Vyse, the Rector of Lambeth and Chaplain to
the Association. Divine service followed, and a sermon. The
corps then marched back to the field of exercise; the colours were
presented by the wives of the Commanding Officer and Second-
in-Command; speeches, composed by the ladies, and read by the
Secretary, were delivered; exercises were performed before a large
crowd; and the day ended, at ten o'clock, after "a most ample and
elegant cold collation."

(Weatherall 1976, pp. 37-38; also Works, Vol. X, pp. 46-47,
reported in the newspapers for 24 September 1798).
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There was no invasion in 1797 or 1798, even though Napoleon's troops made
two very small landings in Ireland. The attempts to invade Britain were thwarted
primarily because of the necessity for France to deal with the military stress created
by Pitt's second coalition. But with the resumption of the wars in 1802, Napoleon
once again was prepared to invade Britain, and the Grand Army was sent to Pas de
Calais, as close to Dover as Napoleon could reach. The British government again
called upon volunteers, and some 600,000 responded in 1803. By this time Ricardo
had moved to New Grove, and on 17 August 1803 he was commissioned a Captain
in the Bromley and St. Leonards Corps of the Tower Hamlets Volunteers (Works,
Vol. X, pp. 46-47). Ricardo's brother, Moses, served as Surgeon in the Bromley
Corps. A volunteer in the West End of London was James Mill, and in January
1804 he wrote to his friend John Barclay in Edinburgh:

I have been a volunteer these six months, and I am now a
complete soldier. It has cost me a shocking sum of money,
however, not less I am sure than one-and-twenty or two-and-
twenty guineas; and I have been one of the least expensive in the
Corps. We are still talking about the coming of Bonaparte.
Whether he will come or not, God knows, but we are well
disposed to receive him. We are 30,000 volunteers in London,
and made a very fine figure when we were reviewed by the King
in Hyde Park. Our regiment is altogether formed of Scotsmen,
and was taken particular notice of by the King. When riding
along the lines, he stopped opposite of us and spoke several
minutes to our colonel. I was very near, and heard him say "A
very pretty corps, a very pretty corps indeed—all Scotsmen, my

Lord, all Scotsmen?"
(Bain 1882, p. 49)

In 1810 the Bromley and St. Leonards Volunteers were disbanded and Captain
Ricardo wrote his superior officer that it had been an "honour to command" the
Corps (Works, Vol. X, p. ix; David Ricardo to S. Beckett, 21 June 1810). His
military career was at an end.

Had Napoleon been capable of moving any sizable portion of his Grand Army
across the English Channel, the volunteer detachments would not have constituted a
formidable obstacle. Many of the volunteers were without muskets of any type, and
had been drilled but once a week. The volunteer scheme was one more example of
the applicability of "Romer's rule," as Britain attempted to meet new exigencies
with as little adjustment as possible. What made the 1803 invasion threat more
frantic was that immediately following the Peace of Amiens, Britain had reduced
the standing army from 130,000 to 70,000 men, and had set up procedures to cut
the number to 30,000 by the middle of the year. The militia and the volunteers
were viewed as an adequate home defense, requiring only a small standing army.
The cost of the uniforms and their rations were borne by the voluntcers themselves,
rather than the taxpayers, as James Mill pointed out, and that was cheaper.
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The one area where Pitt was considered an expert was the field of public
finance. But it was this aspect of Pitt's strategy which created the greatest
controversies, issues of policy which are today still debated. Strange as it secems,
there has never been a definitive study of Britain's fiscal policy over the course of
the twenty-three years of the wars, even though reams have been written on various
aspects of the problem. Table VI-1 was compiled from the several sources cited in
the accompanying notes. The schedules combine the statistical series for revenue
and loans, as well as absolute figures for the funded and unfunded debt for each
year of the wars. The funded debt was permanent, being issued in perpetuity, and
rose consistently, as shown in Column 5. Because the Debt was permanent, the
securities issued as ownership were called "stock," and not bonds, which carry a
maturity date. Stock in the government debt was similar to the permanent stock of
the limited companies, as the Bank of England or the East India Company.

The unfunded or "floating" debt, Column 6, rose and fell as the several
departments of the Navy, Ordnance and Exchequer issued terminal bills in
accordance with short run financial needs. During the War of the French
Revolution, the unfunded debt was increased very little, some eleven percent, while
the funded debt rose 123 percent. But during the Napoleonic Wars the unfunded
debt more than doubled, while the funded debt increased only 56 percent. The
major reason for the growth in the unfunded debt during this latter period was the
need for paymasters attached to Wellington's army to resort to short run bills, rather
than the more time consuming process of increasing the permanent debt. Despite
the doubling of the floating debt in these later years, it never was more than 6
percent of the funded debt, except temporarily in 1814. Keeping the floating debt
low was a deliberate policy, since it avoided the need for refinancing, and as long as
the debt charge could be kept to a minimum there was not much concern about the
significant increase in the overall size of the funded debt. The latter policy was
successful, since the debt charge was only 3.9 percent in 1793, and 4.1 percent in
1815; the absolute debt charge was £9,710,216 in 1793, against £32,645,617 in
1815.

The most controversial aspect of Pitt's financial policy was his administration
of the National Debt, as the enormous loans exerted a powerful influence on the
economic conditions of the country, not only during the war but carrying over to the
post-war period as well. Initially, Pitt did not raise taxes to any appreciable degree,
and in 1796 they were only £900,000 higher than they had been in 1793 (Column
1), as loans accounted for an ever-increasing percentage of expenditures (Column
4). On the one hand, the policy led to the rapid depletion of the bullion reserves of
the Banks of England and Ireland, the abandonment of the gold standard and the
conversion to paper money, the beginnings of the bullion controversy. On the other
hand, Pitt finally had to raise taxes and so he resorted to an income tax in 1799,
with a 5 percent levy on income in excess of £150, which he raised to 10 percent in
1801. By 1810 the income tax accounted for 10 percent of public revenues, excise
taxes 49 percent and the balance from customs and duties. By 1815, income taxes
accounted for 18 percent of total revenue, and excise taxes had declined to 39
percent, as the tax burden was shifted progressively.



! Silberling 1924 p. 215.

> Silberling 1924

* Computed from Total Revenue and Loans, not net as per Silberling, op. cit.
* Parliamentary Papers, 1857-58, Accounts and Papers, XXXIII, pp. 32-54. Britain and Ireland combined.
NOTE: Column 2 does not always equal the changes in Columns 5 and 6, because the fiscal years of the
statistical series overlapped.
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Table VI-1. British Public F inance,
1792-1815
Yeﬂ.l‘ Incomel PercenlageS Fun&le(l Unfun(lenl
(£1,000,000) Debi4 Debtt
Revenuez LOﬂ.lls RJevenue Loans
() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1792 £18.9 £85 69.0 31.0 £229,614,443 £10,918,276
1793 18.5 124 599 40.1 234,034,716 13,839,714
1794 19.3 23.0 456 54.4 247,877,235 15,445,420
1795 19.1 325 370 63.0 301,861,364 19,601,375
1796 194 356 353 64.7 355,323,772 8,575,123
1797 21.5 53.1 2838 71.2 381,525,836 7,434,735
1798 27.2 370 424 57.6 414,936,332 12,589,570
1799 325 436 42.7 57.3 423,367,546 18,956,831
1800 33.0 46.5 41.5 58.5 447,147,163 23,747,117
1801 359 59.7 376 62.4 497,043,488 20,468,383
1802 38.5 425 475 52.5 522,231,786 15,421,222
Peace of
Amiens

1803 40.4 309 56.7 433 528,260.642 19,472,154
1804 48.1 329 594 40.6 545,803,318 25,328,000
1805 53.2 53.0 50.1 49.9 575,529,952 26,339,915
1806 58.0 51.0 532 46.8 593,954,868 27,141,815
1807 62.3 500 555 44.5 601,733,073 32,073,339
1807 65.2 593 524 47.6 604,247 475 39,258,208
1809 66.5 587 531 46.9 614,789,092 39,672,210
1810 72.3 593 549 451 624,301,937 37,891,910
1811 804 65.0 520 48.0 655,583,448 42,616,988
1812 70.1 80.7 46.5 53.5 661,409,958 44,844,629
1813 76.7 105.3  38.9 61.1 710,023,535 48,970,246
1814 78.0 88.9 46.7 53.3 752,859,997 60,280,269
1815 82.8 955 464 53.6 816,311,941 44,727,108
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Pitt's income tax scheme eventually became an effective financial instrument,
and it has sometimes been argued that the new tax marked a turning point in the
financing of the wars. Criticism has always been directed at Pitt because he waited
too long before raising taxes, and that he did not raise them sufficiently to pay for a
larger portion of the cost of the war (Bastable 1892, pp. 557, 588-596; and
Hargreaves 1930, pp. 108-134). In 1854, William Gladstone (1809-1898) claimed:

The expenses of a war are the moral check which it has
pleased the Almighty to impose upon the ambition and lust of
conquest that are inherent in so many nations. There is pomp and
circumstance, there is glory and excitement about war, which,
notwithstanding the miseries it entails, invests it with charms in
the eyes of the community, and tends to blind men to those evils to
a fearful and dangerous degree. The necessity of meeting from
year to year the expenditure which it entails is a salutary and
wholesome check, making them feel what they are about and
making them measure the cost of the benefit on which they may
calculate.

(Hansard, Series 111, Vol. 131, House of Commons Debates,
6 March 1854, p. 375)

Pitt would have been hard put to use such Victorian moralizing in 1793, for
the war of the French Revolution was not popular, and there were many who stood
with Fox in outright opposition to Britain's attempt to suppress the ideals of the
Revolution. Loans were Pitt's only alternative in the early stages, and even after
1803 borrowing continued to carry half the cost of the wars. During the ten years
from 1793 to 1802, loans accounted for 58 percent of total expenditures, while from
1803 to 1815 it was 49 percent, the explanation for the difference being the revenue
raised from income taxes. But despite the partial success of the tax policies devised
by Pitt, and continued by his successors after his death in 1806, borrowing still
accounted for 53 percent of the revenue generated over the course of the twenty-
three years. The single most important characteristic of the French Revolution and
Napoleonic Wars was Britain's reliance upon the National Debt as a method of
public finance, a characteristic of all wars since that time. As Pitt knew only too
well, nations can not finance wars out of taxes, William Gladstone notwithstanding.

Having decided to rely heavily upon increasing the National Debt to finance
the wars, Pitt and his successors pursued two dubious public finance practices which
undoubtedly inflated the debt burden: the sinking fund, and continually borrowing
at low interest rates. Pitt initiated the sinking fund in 1786, as a peacetime program
to reduce the National Debt that Britain had acquired during the colonial wars,
particularly the War of the Spanish Succession and War of American Independence.
The folly of Pitt's sinking fund was that once the war with France started he
continued with the scheme, so Britain ended up incurring expensive new debts in
order to pay off cheap old debts. The other policy, borrowing at low nominal
interest rates (3 percent Consols) meant that the government had to sell stock at a
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considerable discount. In the loan of February 1801, for example, the government
raised £28,000,000, but funded a new loan for £49,210,000; the sum realized was
57 percent of the amount funded. Because the stock usually was selling at a
discount, stockjobbers and loan contractors, such as David Ricardo, engaged in
widespread speculation, so that the government continually was required to solicit
bids for new funds.

Pitt's Sinking Fund, initiated in 1786 and amended in 1792, was the
brainchild of Ricard Price (1732-1791), a nonconformist minister, if not a
nonconformist political economist. In a series of pamphlets published in the early
1770s,* Price argued that the National Debt was an unnecessary and undesirable
burden. The continuation of the Debt perpetuated the historical influence of the
brokers and jobbers of Exchange Alley, increased the significance of the
government sector in the functioning of the economy to the detriment of the private
sector, raised the cost of provisions which led to high money wages in commerce,
and transferred wealth to other nations because of the large holdings of British
loans by foreigners.

Price made a strong appeal, therefore, to wipe out the Debt, and this, he
claimed, could easily be accomplished because of the arithmetic of compound
interest. A National Debt of £100,000,000, for example, could be paid off in forty
years by the government making an annual payment of £1 million to a group of
Commissioners, who would buy debt from the public and invest the annual interest
at compound. Over the forty year period the Commissioners would accumulate a
principal of £40,000,000, and by continuously compounding the interest would
generate an additional £60,000,000. In forty years the Commissioner would have
accumulated the £100,000,000 which would be used to pay off its creditors.

Accepting Price's theory of the Sinking Fund, Pitt calculated the British
government had an annual revenue of £15,397,171, and a permanent expenditure of
£14,478,181, leaving a surplus of £919,290. He raised excise taxes by £100,000 (on
spirits, wood, perfume and wig powder), and allocated the £1 million to the Sinking
Fund Commissioners, with the provision they would receive a like flow until the
annual income of the Fund was £4 million. The Commissioners were independent
of Parliament, to prevent the raiding of the sinking fund to avoid raising taxes, a
practice which had consistently taken place during Walpole's administration earlier
in the century.

What Pitt nor Price did not envision was the war, and in 1792 Pitt claimed
Britain would have fifteen years of peace. By 1793, of course, the surplus calculated
in 1786 had turned into a deficit, and the government was required to borrow £1
million a year to maintain the sinking fund. Moreover, for each new loan
contracted one percent was set aside for a separate sinking fund, and it is estimated
that maintaining the scheme during the war added some £600,000 to the National
Debt. When measured alongside the size of the National Debt, the costs of the
sinking funds were not that large, but it was the logic of the scheme which drew

* The most famous of Price's pamphlets was An Appeal to the Public on the Subject of the National Debt
(1772), reprinted in McCulloch 1857, pp. 301-358.
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criticism amidst the plethora of conversation engendered by the use of the Sinking
Funds. For once Cobbett's analysis was correct:

There is something so consumately ridiculous in the idea of a

nation's getting money by paying interest to itself upon its own

stock that the mind of every rational man naturally rejects it.
(Cobbett 1815, p. 95)

And Gladstone claimed:

you were continually buying up stock at 3, 4 and 5 below the rate
at which you were simultancously creating stock in order to find

the money to make the purchase.
(Hansard, Series 111, Vol. 132, House of Commons Debates,
8 May 1854, p. 1475)

Although the Sinking Fund scheme received the major share of the criticism
leveled at Pitt's public finance, it was not the most costly policy pursued. Far more
important than the Sinking Fund was the system Pitt initiated whereby he borrowed
at low interest rates, which required a high nominal capital for funding the debt.
The policy was continued throughout the wars, with the exception of the Loyalty
Loan of 1797, which went off at five percent. In all other instances, loans were
contracted at a considerable discount, because stock as sold at three percent Consols
and three percent Reduced. In the loan of 1801, for example, for each £100
subscribed, the lender received stock at £125 in three percent Consul, and £50 in
three percent Reduced; £175 in stock being given for each £100 borrowed. The
effective rate interest was 5% percent on the £100 subscription. In 1807, for each
£100 subscribed, the government offered £70 in a three percent Consul, £70 in three
percent Reduced and a Long Annuity (29 years) of 18s. Obviously such practices
were not only costly but also encouraged speculation in government debt.

Each loan was offered in a three tier package: typically a three percent
Consul, a three percent Reduced stock, and a Long Annuity. Only a country using a
monetary system in which twelve pence equaled a shilling, twenty shillings to the
pound, but the official unit was a guinea which equaled twenty one shillings, could
devise a three tier loan package such as the British. In January of each year, the
government would present its deficit budget announcing at the same time the
proposed loan conditions. The face value of the three percent Consol, and the value
of the three percent Reduced usually were not negotiable, but Loan Contractors were
invited to bid on the price of the Long Annuity, the loan being awarded to the
lowest bidder. Contractors normally obtained stock from the Chancellor of the
Exchequer at a slight discount, and then sold off the stock to their list of subscribers
at the prevailing market price. Contractors won if the market price of the loan did
not fall. Each subscriber was required to make the initial payment at the time the
loan was awarded, a stock coupon sheet being assigned in his name, and as he made
each of the nine successive monthly installments he obtained a receipt. When the
full £100 had been paid, the Bank registered the three tier package to the person
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who presented the ten receipts. When the stock was fully subscribed it was called
"Omnium," an old Exchange Alley expression meaning "all together." Besides
stock that was fully paid up, there were also the shects which showed the number of
installments which had been paid, and these were called "scrip." Stockjobbers and
other speculators traded both "scrip" and "Omnium", the most popular being "scrip"
which was as transferable as any financial instrument. A scrip on which a few
installments had been made was called a "light horse," one almost paid in full was a
"heavy horse" (Morgan and Thomas 1969, p. 46). Subscribers usually were
required to be sufficiently liquid that they could make the first several installments,
but they could always borrow at a discount to complete the loan. As the price of the
stock changed there was considerable speculation. What made the market
particularly volatile was the government's policy of continuously funding the debt at
low interest rates, but high nominal capital.

Assuming the market rate of interest was five percent, and the government
needed to raise £10,000,000, the sum could be raised at par with the amount
borrowed equal to the amount funded. But if the government chose to borrow at
four percent, the contractors would need £12,500,000 as the amount funded, for
which they would loan £10,000,000; at three percent the amount funded would be
£16,666,666. In each instance, of course, the interest charge would be the same,
£500,000, but when the time came for repayment the lenders would receive either
£2,500,000 or £6,666,666 in addition to the subscribed sum. At three percent, the
discount would be approximately 40 percent. Thus, as discussed previously, the
loan of 1801 had a subscription of £28,000,000 but the government funded a total
debt of £49,210,000, a discount of about 40 percent.

The explanation for Pitt's policy of funding at a discount was in part
pragmatic, but mostly illusory. When he went into the market to make his first loan
of the war in 1793, Pitt received only one bid at three percent. He was unable,
apparently, to borrow at the higher rate which he sought. The contractors believed
that the lower stock offered a better chance of a gain should the stock rise in value
after Britain was victorious in the War of the French Revolution.

While Pitt may have tried to borrow at par, he accepted the realities of the
money market and awarded the loan at three percent, thus funding a debt in excess
of the actual subscription. The high nominal capital of the debt did not cause any
particular concern because of the faith in the magic of the Sinking Fund, as
compound interest would wipe out any liability the government was forced to
assume. In this fashion, Pitt's two financial policies came together, the excessively
funded debt being taken care of by the Sinking Fund. What no one seemed to
realize was that the Sinking Fund magic was dependent upon high interest rates,
even though Price had always stressed the desirability of compounding at high rates
of interest.

After the first several loans went off at three percent, there was a certain
momentum to continue to fund the debt at three percent as it provided some sense of
symmetry to the financing of the wars. Even in 1793 three percent stock accounted
for 57 percent of the Funded Debt, and by 1815 it had risen to 67 percent. Of the
three percents, Consols were the major stock, and in 1815 they were funded for a
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total of £382,447,774. On the London Stock Exchange trading in Consols was the
order of the day, with David Ricardo one of the principle participants.

"Let Your Profits Run On"

When he commenced trading in his own right, Ricardo had limited tangible
assets, but his intangibles were considerable. Attested to by Mallet, Ricardo started
with £800, not a sizable amount for a stockjobber, and some years later Ricardo
himself recalled he had not been too optimistic about his chances of success when
he started in business. His first intangible asset was his own ability, which he had
demonstrated when working for his father.

He is said to have possessed an extraordinary quickness in
perceiving in the turns of the market any accidental difference
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