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The Good Old Chicago School of the 1960s and 1970s, and more so the failed nouvelle Chicago of the 1980s, pretended to be an ethics-free zone.  Friedman's blast in 1953 in favor of "positive economics" was of course on this count slightly misunderstood.  It was not primarily an attack on ethics in economics---though that is one important way it has been misused, and was indeed so used at Chicago.  The anti-ethical dogma of the 1950s, whether in the exact version of Friedman or Samuelson or Koopmans, was that we economists are scientists, which means not having to worry about goodness and badness beyond budget lines.  This I adopted soon after getting into economics, and continued to espouse, though increasingly uneasily, for a long time.  Forty years on I have come to believe something like the opposite.  With Adam Smith, J. S. Mill, and Frank Knight, I believe that an economics without an ethical framework is a mistake.

But during the time I did believe the anti-ethical dogma of positive economics, what a relief!  What a great simplification of a scholarly life!  All that maundering over in the humanities departments about "values" could be omitted.  Values!  What does an English professor, wholly innocent of supply and demand curves, know about values?!  No real economist should indulge in mere, stupid, superstitious "preaching."  (Anti-clericalism, by the way, figures heavily in positive economics.  I know because before I was a Christian I would pin pseudo or actual "religion" on opponents.)  Just the facts, ma'am.  "Teach these boys and girls nothing but Facts," said Dickens' Thomas Gradgrind. "Facts alone are wanted in life. Plant nothing else, and root out everything else. You can only form the minds of reasoning animals upon Facts: nothing else will ever be of service to them."  So the American and Dutch economists of the 1950s.  Forget about novels, plays, myths, religions, philosophies, music, art, except as inessential entertainments after work.  We economists are social engineers, providing the government of the day with positive-science formulas on how to organize the railways and the rest of the economy in speeding the freight.  The freight, for instance, to Auschwitz.

A long if superficial acquaintance with Milton Friedman of blessed memory suggests he would in fact have repudiated the dropping of ethics from an economist's life.  Certainly he never participated in an economic project whose end he regarded as less than ethically good.  I hear my friends on the left chuckling sardonically: "Oh, yeah, Deirdre?  And what about Chile?"  Yes, my dear friends: including Chile, whose Catholic, not state, university developed a relationship with Chicago, as Venezuela and Pakistan did with Harvard, when Chile was a democracy, not a military dictatorship (ditto for the Chicago Boys of Brazil).  Milton never consulted with governments, any government, except his own in World War II, for the war effort, and never, ever accepted government research money, because he knew very well that governments, such as Pinochet's Chile, often do evil.  His wife Rose was angry at him for decades over his role in introducing the withholding tax, that instrument of painless government expansion.  But it was a war measure, and defeating Hitler and Tojo was surely ethical.  (Still, he regretted the withholding tax.) 


It ought to be more widely known that Milton detested authoritarian governments, whatever the price.  Gale Johnson in economics at Chicago proposed for the Shah's Iran in the 1970s (before Pinochet in Chile and of course before the fall of the Shah himself) to start a program similar to the ones in Chile and Brazil.  The plan was to bring to Chicago the brightest Iranian students of economics, who would then go home and raise the level of economic teaching there.  The Department was enthusiastic.  A lot of new money was in the offing: an endowed professorship, money to support more than the Iranian students.  Everyone thought, "Great!  Thousands of free lunches!"  

Then at the faculty meeting in which the idea was proposed to the Department, Milton spoke---he was back temporarily from the Hoover Institution.  "We can't do this!" said he in effect.  "The Shah is a tyrant.  We can't associate with tyrants."  Whoops.  End of discussion.  Thousands of free lunches, alas, down the drain.  

This was not because the Chicago economists followed everything Milton said.  Chicago didn't.  For example, just then a debate was raging about a "monetary approach to the balance of payments" that demolished Friedman's national money-supply ideas.  Harry Johnson had invented it and Bob Mundell perfected it and McCloskey and Richard Zecher and Fischer Black adopted it.  The monetary approach to the balance of payments is another one of those pretty good and very simple ideas at the heart of the Good Old Chicago School.  But on the day, and about the Shah's Iran, Milton won the argument, instantly, because he was on this matter so blindingly, obviously ethically correct.  Milton, you see, was the conscience of the Department of Economics.  

You laugh.  I see your point.  An economics department is not famously a place for ethical reflection.  But in the good old days of the Good Old Chicago School, I am saying, ethical arguments were not automatic losers.  Nowadays they are, and more so as Chicago's simple ideas, spiffed up in Max U models in the style of The Foundations of Economic Analysis and Social Choice and Individual Value, and especially certain childish notions of ethics and scientific method derived from a hazily remembered reading of "The Methodology of Positive Economics," have taken over the Samuelsonian mainstream of economics.  

At the January, 1997 meeting of the Executive Committee of the American Economic Association it was proposed by some outside naïf to form a committee to draw up a handbook on professional ethics for economists.  The naïf pointed out that every other professional association, from statisticians to English professors, already had such a handbook.  By the mere mention of ethics, of all things, the meeting of economists was stunned to silence.  Then one of the committee members quipped, "Yeah, great idea.  And the first rule in the handbook should be, 'Never predict interest rates'."  Laughter.  And that was the end of the discussion.

"But what of Friedman's amoral views of corporate governance?  Bottom lines alone."  Again I think it was some of the students of Milton, not the main man of the Good Old Chicago School himself, who got the ethics wrong.  In a famous article he argued, as the title put it, that "the social responsibility of business is to increase its profits."
  He argued that a society with more wealth can better pursue its transcendent goals, and that more wealth is produced by maximizing profits.  It's certainly true, and is one crucial argument for capitalism.  The best system for making the poor better off has not been the American Federation of Labor or the minimum wage or the Seattle protestors but the immensely larger pie produced by profit-seeking.  

Milton also argued that a hired manager for Boeing who improves his social standing in Chicago by getting the corporation to give to the Lyric Opera is stealing money from the stockholders.  That's right, too, though there's a contrary economic argument, namely, that the ability to play the noble lord with the stockholders' money is part of executive compensation.  The stockholders would have to pay the manager still more than they actually now do in cash, or in fraudulently dated stock options, if they insisted that he not be allowed to give away the corporation's money to worthy causes.  

But most people who have expressed shock or pleasure at Milton's article have not noticed that he added a constraint to the manager's fiduciary duty to the stockholders: "make as much money as possible while conforming to the basic rules of the society, both those embodied in law and those embodied in ethical custom."
  What's the beef?

Friedman certainly repudiated bad ethics in his own personal behavior.  The fact is relevant because the Good Old Chicago School claimed in a confused way to be strictly behaviorist, and therefore a piece of evidence of ones own behavior was judged highly relevant.  Such an argument is known in rhetoric as the  "circumstantial ad hominem."  That a socialist did not sell her goods and give the money to the poor was considered at Chicago an ethically relevant challenge.  

The circumstantial ad hominem was used increasingly at Chicago in the 1970s to patrol borders.  "Aren't you a real economist?  Don't you believe that ethics is irrelevant to economic thinking?  Are you some sort of philosopher, or preacher?!"  An instance is Gary Becker's (Ph. D., Chicago, 1955) refusal in this textbook on economic theory (1971)---understood Chicago-style as applied price theory, by contrast with the disembodied proof-mongering of Varian, Mas Colell, and company that in the end conquered the graduate curricula, even at Chicago---to give welfare economics any space at all.  He never talks of national income, for example, or consumers' surplus.  The Chicago style in circumstantial ad hominem has spread to all of economics.  In its crudest form the argument is used by people like Sandy Grossman (AB 1973, Ph.D 1973, Chicago) to justify selfish behavior.  "Our models say that people are selfish," the smart aleck economist declares.  "Therefore I should not contribute to the common good of the Department.  What. . . aren't you an economist!"


Recently Russell Roberts (Ph.D. 1981, Chicago) has proposed a "Society of Real Economists" (SORE) devoted to three propositions:

1. Demand slopes downward--people do less of something when it gets more expensive.

2. Prices respond to market forces.

3. Motives and intentions do not matter.  Results and actions do.

Russ calls me a lifetime member, and with some philosophical amendments of point 3, I accept the honor.  "You can be a member of SORE and be in favor of the minimum wage," writes Roberts, "because you think the benefits of helping some people get a higher wage outweighs the costs of some people losing their jobs or having a hard time finding a job because there are fewer opportunities.  But if you support the minimum wage because it's important as a symbol of our desire to help people or because the minimum wage doesn't effect employment, you can't be a member of SORE."  But notice, Russ, that you are adopting implicitly an additional, ethical Proposition 4: People should be serious about actually helping the poor, which is to say that they should not indulge a vanity about their charitable feelings, at the actual expense of the poor.  It's an ethical principle denied by the prudence-only rhetoric of "aren't-you-an-economist?!"

Even many of Friedman's numerous enemies realized with irritation that he was a mensch: faithful, courteous, good-humored, egalitarian in personal and public politics, concerned about the actual welfare of the poor, willing always to afflict the comfortable, though not holding them in contempt just because they earned a lot.  Some of the others of the Good Old Chicago School were like him in this respect.  Theodore Schultz (1902-98, Nobel 1979) was, for example.  Or Harry Johnson (1923-1977), a late recruit to the School.  Robert Fogel  (1926-   ; Nobel 1993), too, was ethical in his person and in his science.  

Above all Milton Friedman was willing always to argue, and, what is much, much more rare in academic life, to listen intently to your argument.  It is an ethical matter, of course, this duty of the scholar to listen, violated by so many, though not too much by Ted Schultz or Bob Fogel.  True, Milton was habitually tough on arguments he found shabby, especially in the matter of evidence and in the matter of ones scientific standing to have an opinion in the first place.  I am told that in his last years when someone would genially note that he "looked well," he would turn and ask his great question: "How do you know?  Are you a specialist in the diseases of old age?"  

A raw assistant professor at Chicago, in September of 1968, was sounding off about the character of professional sports as a "monopoly."  He had gotten the notion not from a serious inquiry into the elasticities of substitution between professional sports and other entertainments but from a misreading of an article by Friedman himself.  The great man---already great, we epigones understood, even in 1968---turned and looked up at the assistant professor, asking his great question: "How do you know?"  Sputter, sputter.  The youngster could hardly reply, "You told me so, Milton."  That would be to admit that he was the kind of young scientist who got information from carelessly collected hearsay rather than from scientific observation and measurement.  It brought the young man up short, and it brought him up right.
*        *         *         *


The anti-ethical sub-theme in "The Methodology of Positive Economics" is much older than 1953.  A philosophically sophisticated form of "positive economics" before Milton named it was born among the London School of Economics economists of the 1930s.  And earlier.  Political economy in the late 19th century regarded distributive justice in the labor market as the chief ethical issue.  Collapsing ethics into the share of labor in national income, the rest of ethics was steadily, methodically set aside.  Thus F. C. Montague, a professor of history a University College, London, wrote in the entry "Morality, Systems of, in Relation to Political Economy" in the 1894 Palgrave's Dictionary of Political Economy that "Political economy . . . . aims in the first instance at the explanation of a certain class of facts. . . .  [Its] business is to explain, not to exhort.  It is therefore beside the mark to speak of economists, as such, preaching a low morality or rejecting morality altogether."  Gary Becker couldn't have put it better.

An airy dismissal of ethical considerations as beyond rational thought was a feature of logical positivism 1920-1940, and can be seen, too, in the neo-positivism of the 1890s.  Ethics in the early 20th century, especially in England and Austria, was reduced to taste, or rather to “mere” taste, viewed as analogous to a taste for chocolate ice cream.  Its economic version was the new welfare economics of Abraham Bergson and Paul Samuelson, Max Social U.  The theory is called officially “emotivism,” “the doctrine that all evaluative judgments and more specifically all moral judgments are nothing but expressions of preference” (MacIntyre 1981, p. 11, his italics).  They have nothing to do with reason, and are not to be cultivated, educated, discussed in the life of the Impartial Spectator.  Or as Hobbes wrote in 1651---you see, it is very old, found in some of Plato's characters, too---“Good and evil are names that signify our appetites and aversions” (1651, I, Chp. 15, p. 82; and I, Chp. 6, p. 24).  

Most academics and other intellectuals nowadays, without giving it much thought, adhere to this emotivist, chocolate-ice-cream theory.  They view the ethical person as maximizing her utility by the doing of good deeds, just as she does by the eating of ice cream.  No duty, love, faith, or persuasion matters.  We are to spurn the sort of amiable, casuistic reasoning together that the virtue-ethical and rhetorical tradition recommends, the trading of “more or less good reasons," as the literary critic Wayne Booth put it, such as the stories of good or bad lives ranging from the Hebrew Bible and Plutarch to the latest movie.  No non-mathematical persuasion, please: we’re positivists.


Economists in the 20th century were prominent in this attack by the secular clerisy on preaching the virtues.  Mark Blaug, for example, in so many other respects a surprisingly sensible member of his profession, asserted in 1980 that “There are no . . . methods for reconciling different normative value judgments—other than political elections and shooting it out at the barricades” (1980, pp. 132-33).  By “methods for reconciling” he appears to mean air-tight proofs such as the Pythagorean Theorem, not the reasonable discourse of impartial spectators, what Smith called the “faculty of speech” by which “every one. . . is practicing oratory on others thro the whole of his life” (WN, p. 25; Lectures on Jurisprudence  [1762-63], p. 352; cf. TMS, p. 336).  J. A. Schumpeter of Vienna and Harvard had earlier expressed an ethical philosophy and a trivialization of language similar to Blaug’s: “We may, indeed, prefer the world of modern dictatorial socialism to the world of Adam Smith, or vice versa, but any such preference comes within the same category of subjective evaluation as does, to plagiarize Sombart, a man's preference for blondes over brunettes.”  Thus also Lionel Robbins of the London School of Economics: “If we disagree about ends it is a case of thy blood against mine---or live and let live, according to the importance of the difference, or the relative strength of our opponents. . . .  If we disagree about the morality of the taking of interest . . , then there is no room for argument” (Robbins 1932, p. 134).    


The central dogma of modernism, Wayne Booth noted, is “the belief that you cannot and indeed should not allow your values to intrude upon your cognitive life—that thought and knowledge and fact are on one side and affirmations of value on the other” (Booth 1974, p. 13).  Booth instanced Bertrand Russell as one in whom “passionate commitment has lost its connection with the provision of good reasons” (Booth 1974, p. xi; and Chapter 2).  (Note by the way the self-refutation embodied in such a rule of method, the rule, namely: "You should not say 'should'.”  It is the philosophical flaw in the nouvelle Chicago-School rule against philosophizing.  As Russell himself famously pointed out in another connection, self-reference leads to cycling self-contradiction.  “All Cretans are liars,” quoth the Cretan.)  


Russell claimed to not allow values to intrude upon his cognitive life.  But the task is impossible.  A cognitive life, if it is in fact a life and not a mere computation, is ethical from top to bottom.  All that Bertrand Russell's claim meant in practice is that he refused to allow his cognitive life to be in part about his values, his hope and faith and transcendent love, and therefore felt justified in indulging his unexamined values without the check of good reasons.  And so the great mathematical philosopher applied low and sometimes no standards at all to his opinions about ethics and politics and economics.  His friend George Santayana describes Russell during the Great War exploiting his retentive memory without ethical check: “This information, though accurate, was necessarily partial, and brought forward in a partisan argument; he couldn't know, he refused to know everything; so that his judgments, nominally based on that partial information, were really inspired by passionate prejudice and were always unfair and sometimes mad.  He would say, for instance, that the bishops supported the war because they had money invested in munitions works” (Santayana 1943-53, p. 441).  


The philosopher Hilary Putnam declares that "to claim of any statement that it is true . . . is, roughly, to claim that it would be justified were epistemic conditions good enough" and that "In my fantasy of myself as a metaphysical super-hero, all 'facts' would dissolve onto 'values.’ . . .  To say that a belief is justified is to say that it is what we ought to believe; justification is a normative notion on the face of it."
  "Men demonstrate their rationality," wrote Stephen Toulmin in 1972, "not by ordering their concepts and beliefs in tidy formal structures, but by their preparedness to respond to novel situations with open minds."
  It is the scientist's version of the virtue of humility.  Such a definition of "rationality" casts in a new light the conventional philosophy of science about "rationally reconstructed research programs."  The philosopher and social psychologist Rom Harré wrote in 1986 that "Knowledge claims are tacitly prefixed with a performative of trust."
  Compare the virtues of justice and good faith.  Mark Blaug, who as I have noted in other moods and in the same book supports the conventional philosophy of science, agrees: "there are no empirical, descriptive is-statements regarded as true that do not rely on a definite social consensus that we 'ought' to accept that is-statement."


The claim of neo-positivists like Blaug, however, is that we can hedge off the ethical claims of scientific practice from ethics more generally.  The philosopher Daniel Hausman and the economist Michael McPherson assert that answers to questions of fact in science can be given by a social consensus "in which the answers are not influenced by any values apart from those which are part of the science itself."
  As Andrew Yuengert puts it in quoting them, "This is a claim that economists who disagree on 'ethical' goals like commitment to the poor can still agree on shared standards of economic inquiry—parsimony, a commitment to mathematical formalism, and so forth."  Yuengert and I do not think so.  Indeed, as Yuengert notes, Hausman and McPherson themselves immediately criticize that version of the claim: "To speak of a 'value-free' inquiry," they write, "may be misleading.  It suggests that the conduct of the inquiry is value-free.  But the conduct of inquiry cannot possibly be value-free.  Inquiring involves action, and action is motivated by values."
  

That's a very good way of putting it, and puts paid to positive economics.  Justification is a normative notion on the face of it.  Knowledge claims are tacitly prefixed with a performative of trust.  Therefore a social consensus in a science, like a social consensus in a corporation or a marketplace or a political community, is motivated by values.  Science presupposes virtues.  The values of parsimony, mathematics, and so forth are not "part of the science itself" in a sense independent of virtues.  If we want a real science we are presupposing real virtues.  


The so-called “scientific method" is a fairy tale.  Following it does not guarantee any science at all, as may be seen in the decline of economics into existence theorems and into t-tests without loss functions after Koopmans recommended it as the alleged method of science.  Good science like other good human behavior depends on virtues, on human character.  The idea is Aristotelian.  As Ralph McInery puts it, "In the Ethics, Aristotle treats moral virtues first and sees them as dispositive to and presupposed by the intellectual virtues."
  Thus we observe scientists with large ethical flaws, such as the great biologist James Watson or the great statistician Ronald A. Fisher or the great psychologist Cyril Burt or the great economist George Stigler, and are inclined to suspect their science.  Our suspicions are sometimes confirmed.  On the other hand we would be very surprised to find anything untoward in the work of great scientists we know to be good also in the ethical sense, whether or not we agree with them: in biology E. O. Wilson, for example, or in economics Thomas Schelling or Barbara Bergmann or Milton Friedman, or in history John Hope Franklin or William McNeill.


We can’t have reasonable ethical lives, the virtue ethicists like Adam Smith claim, if we depend only on a narrow definition of reason.  “But though reason is undoubtedly the source of the general rules of morality,” Smith noted, without much optimism that “general rules” are much help, “it is altogether absurd and unintelligible to suppose that the first perceptions of right and wrong can be derived from reason” (TMS, p. 320).  But such taste is emphatically not “mere” in Smith, to be determined like a taste for chocolate ice cream without education or reflection, as it is in Samuelsonian economics.  It is rather the providing of good reasons, yielding “reason, principle, conscience, the inhabitant of the breast, the man within, the great judge and arbiter of our conduct” (TMS, p. 137).   
*       *       *       *

The point I am making is that the Good Old Chicago School, despite its participation in the then-current anti-ethical theories of the positivists about the ethics of science and of behavior, was in fact ethical.  You can't be a human and run things any other way.  That is, I reject the hypothesis that Chicago-School economists are not human.


Now I admit that the younger Chicago School, nouvelle Chicago c. 1990, was consistent with just such a hypothesis.  But I have come to have little patience with low-power arguments "tested" with spurious t values as merely "consistent with" a hypothesis.  So, take nouvelle Chicago.  Please.

Friedman and Stigler were the junior and technical branch of the Good Old Chicago School.  Even they, I am saying, especially Friedman, can be accused of ethical thought.  I once witnessed a little debate between Friedman and Stigler in the coffee room of the Social Science Building, which went in substance something like this:

Stigler: Milton, you're such a preacher!  If people want free trade, they'll get it.  If they don’t want it, no amount of jaw-boning by economists will change their minds.

Friedman: Ah: that's where we differ, George.  We both admire markets, but you think they've already worked.  In this case the political market: you think what is, is an equilibrium of markets. 
Stigler: And why not?  People are self-interested, and they vote their pocketbooks.

Friedman: No, people are self-interested but often do not know what their interests are.  They need education.  The average citizen has no idea that a tariff hurts him.
Stigler:  Education!  Try educating a lobbyist for the sugar industry.

Friedman: As I said, that's where we differ.  I'm a teacher, and I think that people do some things because they are ignorant.

Stigler: And I'm a behavioral scientist.  I assume rationality.

Friedman: And I advocate it.
 Stigler was by then consistent in his anti-ethical stand, namely, that what is, is.  Earlier, in the mid-1940s, even before he was back at Chicago, as Levy and Peart have noted, Stigler converted suddenly from a Knightian ethical concern to a version of positive economics before the name.  In his intellectual autobiography Stigler claims to have changed his mind only once, morphing from socialist to market liberal after ten weeks in a price theory course at Chicago, from Frank Knight.    


The heart of Good Old Chicago School---people like Theodore Schultz and Milton Friedman and towering above all the blessed Knight---were ethical thinkers, and in Knight's case even in their own expressed beliefs about themselves.  Economics in Knight's view was ethical all the way down.  It is recent economists, not the old folks, who get this wrong, and believe the anti-ethical magic of "The Methodology of Positive Economics."  Knight was saying as early as 1923 that “the nineteenth-century utilitarianism was in essence merely the ethics of power, ‘glorified economics’. . . .  Its outcome was to reduce virtue to prudence”(Knight, 1923, p. 62).  Of this he did not approve, not in 1923, and even less so thereafter.  In Knight's best student. James Buchanan, you see still a deep ethics struggling with a superficial philosophical theory that ethics can have no basis except in taste.  
The positive economists have usually believed, historically speaking, that economics came into the world ethically virginal.  George Stigler famously asserted that “the Wealth of Nations is a stupendous palace erected upon the granite of self-interest” (Stigler 1975, p. 237).  George was not a good reader.  I think this was because, unlike Milton, he was unwilling to listen, really listen, to anyone but Gary Becker.  No humility.  So he spectacularly misread Ronald Coase, for example; and here he spectacularly misreads Smith.  According to a hardened form of positive economics in 1975, a theory of moral sentiments may be omitted.
This reducing of virtue to prudence, and economics therefore to prudence only, was taken on most earnestly by 20th century economics.  One sees it all over the place, in Robbins and Friedman, Pigou and Samuelson.  Amartya Sen has pushed back at the prudence-only version of "ethics" that economists have come to espouse.  In 1977 Sen commenced working his way out of a Max-U intellectual world in his "Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral Foundations of Economic Theory."  Economists think that "sympathy"—literally in Greek (which Edgeworth knew well) "feeling with"—is all there is to inter-human relations.  I am sad because you are sad.  So no problem: just put ethics into the utility function and proceed.  But "behavior based on sympathy," Sen writes, nice though it is, "is in an important sense egoistic, for one is pleased at others' pleasure and pained at others' pain, and the pursuit of one's own utility may thus be helped by sympathetic action."
  Sen argued that important realms of our lives are governed instead by "commitment."  Unlike sympathy, a commitment reduces your utility, at any rate your first-order utility in the manner of ice-cream eaten or son's-college-degree-attained.  In Kantian terms commitment is a duty.  In virtue-ethical terms, commitment is a matter of justice, faith, and transcendent love.  Commitment, in short, "drives a wedge between personal choice and personal welfare."  "Much of traditional economic theory relies on the identity of the two."
  In doing so, economics assumes a world without ethical commitment: "The purely economic man is indeed close to being a social moron."
  Come to think of it, no "close" about it. 

A case can be made that a flourishing human life must show seven virtues.  Not eight.  Not one.  But seven.
  The case in favor of four of them, the “pagan” or “aristocratic” virtues of courage, justice, temperance, and prudence, was made by Plato and Aristotle and Cicero and Hume and Smith.  The pagan four are the political virtues, in many senses---for example, the ancient sense of contributing to the survival and flourishing of a polis, a small Greek city state.  


The other three virtues for a flourishing life, adding up to the seven, are faith, hope, and love.  These three so-called “theological” virtues are not until the 19th century regarded as political.  Before the Romantics and their nationalism and socialism they were thought of as achieving the salvation of an individual soul.  The theological virtues could also be called “peasant,” to contrast them with the aristocratic four, or “Christian,” without implying that Christians have been especially skilled at achieving them.  But the theological virtues can also be given entirely secular meanings.  Faith is the virtue of identity and rootedness.  It is backward looking: who are you?  Hope is forward looking: who do you wish to become?  Both sustain humans, and indeed can be viewed, together with a love of the transcendent (for which the Christian Greeks used the agape, meaning "appreciation love"), as the characteristically human virtues.  A woman without faith is no person.  She is as we say “hollow.”  A man with no hope goes home and shoots himself.  And in a world in which God has died a human without some love for the secular transcendent---science, art, the nation, cricket---is not flourishing.

The four pagan virtues and the three Christian make a strange marriage, consummated in the middle of the 13th century by Aquinas in his astonishingly comprehensive analysis of the virtues.
  The seven often contradict one another.  No citizen of Athens, for instance, regarded love as a primary virtue.  It was nice to have, doubtless---see the Symposium---but in no sense “political,” and was devalued therefore in a world that took politics among free, male, adult citizens as the highest expression of human virtue.  Love—even in its social forms emphasized in the 19th century as an abstract solidarity—begins as pacific, Christian, and yielding, quite contrary to the macho virtues of a citizen of Athens, Sparta, or Rome.  Alasdair MacIntyre notes that “Aristotle would certainly not have admired Jesus Christ and he would have been horrified by St. Paul,” with all their embarrassing talk of love.
  The pagans were not lovelorn, at least not in their philosophies.  The Christians were.

From about 400 BC to about 1759 AD the moral universe was described as mixtures of the Seven Primary Virtues, containing hundreds of minor and particular virtues.  The tensions among the seven, and their complementarities, too, can be expressed in a diagram:

The Seven Primary Virtues

The Sacred                                                                                      The Ethical Object↓:
                     HOPE                                                      FAITH 

            Martin Luther King                                         St. Peter
                                                                                                   The Transcendent
                                                                                       LOVE             

                                                                                Emma Goldman 

                                                                                                          Other People
                                                            JUSTICE [social balance]




                
              Gandhi
      COURAGE                                  

         Achilles, Shane
                                      

                       TEMPERANCE [individual balance]            

                              Socrates, Jane Austen
                                                                                                                 The Self
The Profane, Quotidian               

                                                         PRUDENCE                                                              

                               (Max U, Practical Wisdom, Rationality)

                                             Ben Franklin
(The Ethical Subject↓)                      
Gender:  “masculine”                                                                                  “feminine”

Interest:    autonomy                                                                                   connection

Politics:    freedom                                                                                       solidarity

Society:    Gesellschaft
                                                                        Gemeinschaft

Minor though admirable virtues such as thrift or honesty can be described as combinations of the principal seven.  The seven are in this sense primary colors.  They cannot be derived from each other, and the other, minor colors can be derived from them.  Blue plus red makes purple, blue plus yellow makes green.  But you can’t get red from maroon and purple.  Honesty is justice plus temperance in matters of speech, with a dash of courage and a teaspoon of faithfulness.  A vice is a notable lack of one or more of the virtues.  Courage plus prudence yields enterprise.  Temperance plus justice yields humility.  Temperance plus prudence yields thrift.

The tensions and complementarities, I say, are embodied in the diagram.  You can't just merge the virtues into a seven-argument utility function.  That would be to reduce ethics to prudence-only again, by definition rather than by scientific fact.  Love is not reducible to prudence, nor courage to justice, and so human life is tragic, facing incommensurate virtues and their corresponding vices.  As Isaiah Berlin wrote, "Forms of life differ.  Ends, moral principles, are many.  But not infinitely many: they must be within the human horizon."

In ethical space the bottom is the realm of the profane, where prudence and temperance rule.  The top is the realm of the sacred, of spiritual love and of faith and hope.  Moving up is moving from self-disciplining virtues (prudence, temperance), whose main object is the self, through altruistic virtues, whose main object is others (love of humans; justice), and finally to the transcendent virtues (faith, hope, and love of a transcendent), whose main object are God or physics or the betterment of the poor.  That is, bottom to top is the axis of wider and wider ethical objects.
  

Prudence and justice in the middle are calculative and intellectual.  They have often been thought since Plato and the writers of footnotes to Plato to be the most characteristically human of virtues.  They were glorified especially by the hard men of the 17th and 18th centuries in Europe fleeing from religious faith and hope and love.  Immanuel Kant elevated a combination of prudence and justice which he called “pure reason” to the very definition of a human and a citizen.
  

By the grace of Darwin, however, we now see that calculative, prudence-only virtues are not particularly human.  They can be found in the least human of beings, in ants justly sacrificing themselves for the queen, or dandelions prudently working through the cracks in the sidewalk.  The terminology is of course figurative, a human attribution, not Nature’s own way of putting it.  But that is what we are discussing here: human figures of speech, since Nature Herself has no words.  Natural history has taught us in the past three centuries, and especially since 1859, to realize that the lion is not actually “courageous,” ever, but merely prudent in avoiding elephants, with a bit of justice to acknowledge the hierarchy of the pride. 

Courage and temperance are emotion-controlling and will-disciplining, and therefore, we now realize, more characteristically human than prudence and justice.  And the most human virtues, I say, are those secularized theological virtues, faith, hope, and love, providing the transcendent ends for a human life.  The rest---even courage and temperance---are means.  

The triad of temperance-justice-prudence near the bottom and middle is cool and classical, and therefore recommended itself in the 18th century to early theorists of the bourgeoisie such as David Hume and Adam Smith.  Hume called them the “artificial” virtues, following in substance Grotius and Pufendorf, because they are the virtues necessary for the artful making of any community whatever.  The coolness of temperance, justice, and prudence was particularly beloved  by men who had seen or had vividly imagined their communities collapsing in religious war and dynastic ambition, of Jesuit and Presbyter, of Habsburg and Bourbon and Stuart.  The excesses of faith and hope and the transcendent parts of love severely spooked the men of the 18th century.  Both Hume and Smith had witnessed from afar, for example, the Jacobite rising of 1745, with nothing like sympathy—Hume and Smith were not wild Highlanders or Jacobites, and certainly not Catholics, but lowland Scots of a deistic or atheistic bent, who had made their peace with Englishry.  

The other, “natural” virtues of courage, love, hope, and faith impart warmth and meaning to an artfully made community.  Sometimes too much warmth and meaning.  The Scottish followers of Francis Hutcheson admitted love, as benevolence, and admitted courage, as enterprise, but rather off to the side of their main concerns.  They certainly had no business with hope and faith--- Hume for instance being very fierce against their religious forms, “celibacy, fasting, and the other monkish virtues.”  Imparting warmth and meaning was decidedly not what the Scots of the Enlightenment had in mind.  That is a later and Romantic project, and these were not Romantics.

Left to right in the diagram exhibits the gendered character of the virtues, masculine and feminine in the conventional tales.  Left-right expresses the gender of the ethical actor, or subject.  Women of course are supposed conventionally to think of the world from the perspective of right-side love, or of its corresponding vices, such as envy and jealousy.  Men are supposed to think of the world from the perspective of left-side courage, or its corresponding vices of cowardice, vainglory, self-absorption, and so forth.  Another name for the right side in the diagram is “connection”; and for the left, “autonomy.”  Frank Knight, who was more than an economist, believed that even ordinary human desires could be reduced “in astonishingly large measure to the desire to be like other people, and the desire to be different.”
  The theologian Paul Tillich called them “participation” and “individualization,” and noted that there is a “courage to be” but also a “courage to be as a part,” that is, to participate.  Michael Ignatieff called the one side "connection and rootedness" and the other side "freedom": "a potential contradiction. . . arises between our need for social solidarity and our need for freedom."  We have rights, which is a good thing, allowing us to achieve our left-side projects of hope and courage regulated by justice.  But we need "love, respect, honor, dignity, solidarity with others," Ignatieff notes, on the other, upper-right-hand side, and these cannot be compelled by law.
  Hence Hume's odd vocabulary of the “natural” as against the “artificial,” law-enforced virtues.

The seven are, I claim, a roughly adequate philosophical psychology.
  My point about the Good Old Chicago School?  This: that in a confused way characteristic of social thought in the mid-20th century, with its heavy overlay of naïve positivism in various forms, the Good Old School---actually, Harvard's and Virginia's and UCLA's, too---was in such a thick way pretty ethical.  And at the least it was ethical in the thin way characterized by the additional Rule 4 in Russ Roberts' Society of Real Economics: do what's really best for the poor, at any rate in terms of their incomes, not what makes you feel good as you read The New York Times over your macchiato grande of a morning in Starbucks.  What went wrong, leading to the ethical monstrosities of recent economic thinking, against which people like Hirschman and Sen and Frank have been leaning, was the triumph of a strict Max-U of economics.  At Chicago it took the form of nouvelle Chicago, but in origin it was Samuelsonian economics, the specialization of economic behavior---good or bad---down to formal models of prudence only.  
Not many people at Chicago in 1968 thought that "economics" ≡ "constrained maximization models in overlapping generations."  Friedman, for example, was notably resistant to calls for him to formalize MV = PT in Max U models.  Nobody thought that Ted Schultz was somehow intellectually deficient because he never once set down a constrained maximization model of third-world peasants.  The discussion at the Quadrangle Club was incessantly about economics, viewed not as statements of axioms and proofs but as economic ideas and economics facts, a physicist's view of science rather than a mathematician's.  Downstairs in the bar the economists from the Business School and an occasional finance groupie from Economics discussed at lunch the formal models of finance being invented by Miller, Fama, Black, and Scholes.  But no one---and certainly not the best mathematician in sight, Fischer Black himself---thought that formalization was the same thing as economic theory (on this point see the recent, splendid biography of Fischer by Perry Mehrling 2005
).

But when Samuelsonian economics took over Chicago, as it steadily did under the rule of Becker and Lucas, an ethics of prudence-only drove out the other virtues.  The virtues of justice and love and the rest were no doubt confused, occluded, obscured, politicized in the Good Old Chicago School.  But they told nonetheless.  

The main effect of positive economics has been to cut off ethical discussion before it gets serious.  It has made the intellectual grandchildren of Samuelson and Friedman into social morons, or as Michael Polanyi once said about the effect of positivism on science, voluntary imbeciles.  The two are connected, as Milton must have suspected when he linked them in 1953.  Reducing economics to a simple behaviorism of Max U has elevated Max U to the arbiter of ethical life.  It has been a mistake.  Utilitarianism in the simple form espoused by such Chicagoans as Judge Richard Posner is a poor guide to life and policy, recommending rape licenses, the gutting of the Constitution, and in general the sacrifice of Ms. Buck for the benefit of Mr. Holmes.  An economics that acknowledged all the virtues, such as Frank Knight tried to teach to Friedman, Stigler, and Buchanan, would get us back to the Good Old Chicago School.  We could even bring along the math.  But we can't bring along the reduction of humans to buckets into which utility is poured.  That's not Real economics.
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