Under neoclassical economics, wealth accumulation means poverty.
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 In other words, much of the form and substance of economic discourse can be inferred from an investigation into the changing nature of the relationship between wealth and poverty. This means that wealth can only be understood if examined in relation to poverty, and vice versa. It also means that any theoretical attempt to rid both concepts of this fundamental association is itself symptomatic of the changing tides of intellectual discourse. The relationship between wealth and poverty has had an interesting tenure in the history of ideas, with schools and scholars adopting more than one theme at the same time. Also, each theme, examined individually, can be traced through all episodes of intellectual thought, with varying levels of emphasis. As a case in point, one of the major themes in this discourse is the view that wealth is superior to poverty, or that a state of affluence is preferred to that of poverty. This view is documented in the writings of pre-Socratic scholars, emphasized to a lesser degree by Aristotle, passionately argued by the scholars of the Enlightenment, glorified by the likes of Andrew Carnegie, and religiously accepted in contemporary society. Iterations of this view can also be detected, albeit in a more cautious manner, in Biblical literature and Islamic scripture. The opposing view, which considers poverty to be superior to wealth, has also enjoyed some support among intellectuals and schools of thought. The Cynics of ancient Greece belong to this view, with Socrates believed to be one of its earliest proponents. This view can also be inferred from Biblical literature and the writings of the early Fathers; in this regard, the concept of voluntary poverty has had a significant impact on the Christian way of life. To a lesser extent, this view did exist among some Islamic scholars, with Al Ghazali believed by some to be implicitly in favor of such an ascetic lifestyle. A somewhat different perspective also existed, equally suspicious of wealth, but that did not necessarily view poverty in such positive terms. Advocates of this view, such as Aristotle, the Stoics and some of the Cynics, believed other ideals such as virtue and wisdom to be the ultimate ends to which all action must be directed. And yet a slightly different view considered wealth as simply a means to a higher end, be it God, material abundance, cultural refinement or social harmony. This view included a broad range of scholars, the likes of Xenophon, Aristotle, Augustine, Smith, Tawney and Keynes. This perspective can also be spotted in the Old Testament, papal encyclicals, and some of the writings of Islamic theologians and jurists. Slight variations on this perspective included the view that wealth, per se, is to be shunned, but that its use must be geared towards a more sublime or spiritual way of life. This view was shared by some of the early Fathers of the Church and Aquinas, among others. A more common view held that poverty and wealth are two objectionable extremes, and that a mean position should ideally be sought. This perspective emphasizes the virtue of moderation, and is especially prevalent in the Aristotelian tradition, Biblical literature and Islamic scripture. While these views focus on the relative merits of wealth and poverty, others seek to establish a causal relationship between the two. One such view held that wealth [is] was a direct cause of poverty, on the basis that the accumulation of wealth by some will, for the most part, result in social and economic injustice that contributes to the poverty of others. In a sense, wealth reproduces itself for the price of poverty. This view is fairly common in the history of ideas, and is present in the economic thought of Plato, Marx, Henry George, and is somewhat implicit to Smith and Keynes. It is especially explicit in the literature of the Old and New Testaments, the Qur'an, and the writings of Islamic scholars. This view simply does not believe that more wealth necessarily contributes to less poverty, but that amidst plenty, many live in poverty. In contrast, many scholars believed wealth to be the primary, if not the only, means of alleviating poverty. Historically considered as the "liberal" solution, this view postulates that the creation of wealth will ultimately benefit all through a trickle-down mechanism inherent in market economies. This view is normally attributed to the classical and neoclassical schools of economic thought. Finally, another view takes issue with the conventional usage of the terms wealth and poverty, and offers alternate definitions. The Cynics, for example, considered poverty as the proper wealth, and the wealthy as the true poor. This view is also present in Xenophon's Socrates, the New Testament, in addition to Islamic scripture and literature. It is clear that these many views of the relationship between wealth and poverty are not mutually exclusive; that a scholar or school may subscribe to more than one view at a time, without necessarily falling into a theoretical contradiction. It is also clear that wealth or poverty have always been viewed in contradistinction to one another, either to impart an appraisal of their relative merits, or to establish a necessary relationship between the two. The careful examination of these considerations will constitute a substantial part of this chapter, and one of its primary objectives. An additional objective, and equally significant, is that the chapter will serve as an extension of the previous chapter on scarcity and abundance, providing more nuance to some of the arguments developed and their theoretical and practical implications. A complete understanding of the intellectual history of scarcity and abundance is only possible if studied in conjunction with the development of wealth and poverty in the history of ideas. The neoclassical school of economics defines wealth in terms of scarcity, which means that as scarcity increases, so does wealth. And so while it may seem that the theoretical relation between wealth and scarcity reached its zenith with this school, it was a strictly formal link, stripped of all philosophical and ethical substance. Part II aims to revisit the rich intellectual history of these parallels and links as they developed within schools of thought and across traditions. The structure employed will be similar to that of Part I: we begin our survey with an examination of Greek economic thought and end with Islamic economic thought. In the previous chapter of this book, we discussed the "switch from a well-being, material production view of wealth to a scarcity view;" the former view being characteristic of the Classical School, and the latter of the Neoclassical School. This "switch" occurred in the midst of several major intellectual transformations: from "objective" to "subjective" theories of value, from social to individual categories of explanation, the movement towards generalized abstractions and away from historical or cultural contexts, and the increasing use of mathematical modeling techniques. In economics, these transformations materialized in the Marginal Utility "revolution" that occurred towards the end of the 19th century (Clark 2006, 41). This "revolution," however, was mainly formative in nature, with only minor changes in the substantive core of the discipline. On the topic of wealth, specifically, the neoclassical school, for the most part, extended the views of the Classical School to their logical and empirical conclusions. According to Whittaker (1940, 117), the English economist, W. S. Jevons, and in developing the theoretical structure of the "Marginal or Neo-Classical School of economics, went back to Benthamism." In the preface to his Theory of Political Economy, Jevons declares that, In this work I have attempted to treat Economy as a Calculus of Pleasure and Pain, and have sketched out, almost irrespective of previous opinions, the form which the science, as it seems to me, must ultimately take. I have long thought that as it deals throughout with quantities, it must be a mathematical science in matter if not in language. I have endeavoured to arrive at accurate quantitative notions concerning Utility, Value, Labour, Capital, etc., and I have often been surprised to find how clearly some of the most difficult notions, especially that most puzzling of notions Value, admit of mathematical analysis and expression. The Theory of Economy thus treated presents a close analogy to the science of Statical Mechanics, and the Laws of Exchange are found to resemble the Laws of Equilibrium of a lever as determined by the principle of virtual velocities. The nature of Wealth and Value is explained by the consideration of indefinitely small amounts of pleasure and pain, just as the Theory of Statics is made to rest upon the equality of indefinitely small amounts of energy. (Quoted in Whittaker 1940, 117) Thus, the philosophical basis of the Neoclassical theory is that of "classical liberalism," the intellectual tradition developed by Hobbes, Locke and Bentham. The theory postulates an "economical calculus" of decision-making, where the "pleasures or satisfactions of consuming wealth were balanced against the efforts or pains of producing it, and the working of the human mind in the economic sphere was represented as a matter of equilibrating the two."
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