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	經濟學是建在沙地上的嗎？多數經濟學家都會堅定地回答：“不是”。但大多數人也必定知道，經濟並不以完美的預見和均衡見長，而是要不斷地摸索與演變。這就是奧地利經濟學家約瑟夫•熊彼特(Joseph Schumpeter)和弗裏德里希•哈耶克(Friedrich Hayek)的觀點。但這種觀點對經濟學本身幾乎沒有影響。
任何細心的觀察者都能看出經濟學家的觀點與經濟現狀之間的明顯差異。但迄今為止，還沒有人能消除嚴謹理論與現實眼光之間的差距。麥肯錫(McKinsey)的埃裏克•拜因霍克(Eric Beinhocker)2006年出版了一部發人深省、涉獵廣泛的出色的書*。他在書中提出，這種情況即將改變。他說，由“複雜性經濟學”、電腦模擬和更逼真的假設組成的世界即將到來。
拜因霍克有一種量度現代經濟複雜性的方法：不同產品的數量，即“庫存單位”(stock keeping units)。在石器時代，這個數只有幾百。但拜因霍克指出，在今天的紐約，這個數可能是100億。此外，不僅僅是多數產品，還有發明、設計、生產和出售這些產品的複雜系統，基本上都是過去250年的產物，儘管人類已有250萬年的進化史。
“經濟是複雜事物中的奇跡，”他斷言。“然而，既沒有人設計它，也沒有人管理它。”這樣一個系統怎麼就能創建起來？為什麼複雜性會隨著時間的推移而增加？為什麼財富和複雜性的明顯增加會如此突然？拜因霍克認為，這些問題的答案是可以找到的，我們只要明白，經濟是“一個有適應能力的複雜系統”，其運作方式遵循著與生物進化相同的邏輯——變異、選擇和增強。
傳統經濟學不能解釋這種進化過程，因為這門學科的多數觀點不是來自生物學，而是物理學。傳統經濟學假定，人類是理性的、穩定的、有遠見的和自私的。但人類不是沒有乾巴巴的電腦器。他們倉促做出決定，犯下可預知的錯誤。他們的進化史，讓他們能夠應對錯綜複雜、變化無常而且往往是危險的環境。
任何生物在進化過程中都需要獲得資源，讓自己生存得足夠長，以便繁育後代。經濟是人類成功獲得資源的表現。它使人類的數量和財富得以在過去1萬年中（尤其是在過去250年中）出現驚人增長。
正如拜因霍克所言：“經濟歸根結底就是一種遺傳複製戰略。它還是另一個進化的好辦法……建立在由偉大智慧、能製造工具的靈巧雙手、合作本能、語言和文化組成的好辦法基礎上。”經濟是如此的成功，以至於大多數人無需再專注于生存問題。但我們的目標仍與祖先相同：以工作、配偶、家庭和子女為中心的生活中的衣、食、住、行和娛樂。
今天的經濟是如何進化的？答案是：通過3個過程的互動。第一個是自然技術的進步。在17世紀科學革命之後，自然技術得到了突飛猛進的發展。第二個是社會技術的發展，如貨幣、市場、法治、公司和民主。第三是企業的發展，即在經濟中生存、滅亡和重現的各個實體。
經濟進化和生物學上的進化有所不同：人類的計畫和適應能力，使得經濟進化比生物學進化更迅速、更有目的性。但它仍是一種進化。另一個不同之處是“適者”的決定因素。在生物進化中，這一決定因素是生存。在經濟學中，決策者以前往往是個“大人物”——酋長、國王或規劃者。改變這種情況的社會技術是市場經濟。它讓廣大消費者享有至高無上的地位。
正如拜因霍克所言：“市場戰勝了命令和控制，這不是由於市場在均衡狀態下配置資源的效率，而是由於它們在不均衡狀態下創新的有效性。”市場是一種非常強大的進化機制：它們是創新機器。
這種論點對嗎？有用嗎？它能取代傳統經濟分析嗎？我相信，這些問題的答案是：對；有用；不能。
首先，今天的經濟確實進化了。經濟進化與生物進化並不相同，但它也是進化系統這一廣泛類別中的一員。
第二，這種想法極其有用。例如，這本書解釋了多數公司無法保持競爭力的原因。在《福布斯》雜誌(Forbes)的100強企業中，通用電氣(General Electric)是1917年以來唯一一家既能生存下來，又能表現強於整體市場的公司。出現這種局面的根本原因在於，已有企業比新企業更難以進入新的業務領域。正如拜因霍克所指出的：“不是公司在創新；而是市場在創新。”因此，企業應從進化適應性的角度來考慮問題。但它們發現這很難，因為它們更善於執行計畫，而不是適應未曾預料的環境。這是它們為等級體系付出的代價。
最後，“複雜性經濟學”對經濟學意味著什麼？我認為，其意義比拜因霍克想像的少得多。即便是威廉•漢密爾頓(William Hamilton)和梅納德•史密斯(Maynard Smith)這樣偉大的進化理論家也在運用均衡模型。同樣，經濟學家對人類動機的簡化，往往是讓複雜問題變得易於處理的唯一方法。對於拜因霍克推薦的電腦模擬方法，人們往往難以理解其中的含義。畢竟，傳統經濟學往往是有效的：看看以通脹為目標的政策取得的成功或是貿易帶來的利益吧。
正如生物學家一樣，在對經濟體系作整體分析時，經濟學家運用的工具必須有別於解決較窄層面分析問題（如徵收擁堵費或碳排放稅的影響）時運用的工具。即便如此，進化的觀點還是很重要：競爭政策就是個顯著的例子。
這本書裏的觀點對經濟學產生的影響，可能沒有作者希望的那麼大。但如果有人想瞭解現狀，那麼就應該讀讀它。對我而言，它不只是2006年的商業書籍；它是2006年的年度書籍。
*《財富起源：經濟學的進化、複雜性和激進改造》(The Origin of Wealth: Evolution, Complexity and the Radical Remaking of Economics)（蘭登書屋(Random House)，2006年）
譯者/梁鷗 
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Is the discipline of economics built on sand? Most economists would answer with a resounding “no”. But most must also know that the economy is not characterised by perfect foresight and equilibrium, but by trial and error and evolution. That was the intuition of the Austrian economists, Joseph Schumpeter and Friedrich Hayek. But this vision has had next to no influence in the discipline itself.

This gap between how economists think and what economies are is evident to any careful observer. But hitherto nobody has closed the gap between rigorous theory and broad vision. This, argues McKinsey's Eric Beinhocker in a brilliant, thought-provoking and wide-ranging book, published last year, is about to change.* Welcome, he argues, to the world of “complexity economics”, computer-based simulations and more realistic assumptions.

Mr Beinhocker has a measure of the complexity of the modern economy – the number of distinct products, or “stock keeping units”. In a stone-age culture the number was a few hundred. In today's New York, he suggests, the number may be 10bn. Moreover, not just most of those products but the complex system that invented, designed, produced and sold them is largely the result of just the last 250 years out of 2.5m years of human evolution. 

 “The economy is a marvel of complexity,” he states. “Yet no one designed it and no one runs it.” How can such a system have been created? Why has complexity increased over time? Why has so much of the rise in wealth and complexity been so sudden? The answer to these questions can be found, suggests 
Mr Beinhocker, in understanding that the economy is “a complex adaptive system”, which works under the same logic as biological evolution – differentiate, select and amplify. 

Conventional economics cannot explain such an evolutionary process, because the science that has provided most of its ideas is not biology, but physics. Conventional economics assumes that human beings are rational, consistent, far-sighted and selfish. But human beings are not desiccated calculating machines. They decide quickly and make predictable mistakes. Their evolutionary history equipped them with the ability to survive in a complex, fast-changing and often dangerous environment. 

For any living creature, the evolutionary game involves obtaining resources to live long enough to procreate and rear its young. The economy is humanity's successful effort at obtaining those resources. It has permitted the astounding increase in human numbers and wealth of the past 10,000 years and, above all, of the past 250 years (see charts).

As Mr Beinhocker puts it: “The economy is ultimately a genetic replication strategy. It is yet another evolutionary Good Trick . . . built on the complex Good Trick of big brains, nimble tool-making hands, co-operative instincts, language and culture.” So successful is the economy that much of humanity no longer has to focus on staying alive. But our aims are still those of our ancestors: sustenance, shelter, clothing, transport and entertainment with lives built around job, mate, home and children. 

How has today's economy evolved? The answer is: through the interaction of three processes. The first is the evolution of physical technology, which spurted after the scientific revolution of the 17th century. The second is the evolution of social technologies, such as money, markets, the rule of law, the corporation and democracy. The third is the evolution of businesses, the entities that live, die and replicate in the economy.

Economic evolution and biological evolution are different: the fact that human beings can plan and adapt makes economic evolution faster and more purposive than biological evolution. But it is still evolution. Also different is what determines fitness. In biology it is survival. 
In economics the decision-maker 
was usually a “Big Man” – a 
chieftain, king or planner. The social technology that changed this was 
the market economy. It has made 
the mass of consumers sovereign. 

As Mr Beinhocker puts it: “Markets win over command and control, not because of their efficiency at resource allocation in equilibrium, but because of their effectiveness at innovation in disequilibrium.” Markets are a hugely powerful evolutionary mechanism: they are innovation machines.

Is this thesis true? Is it useful? Does it replace standard economic analysis? The answers to these questions, 
I believe, are: yes; yes; and no.

First, today's economy has indeed evolved. Economic evolution is not the same as biological evolution. But it is a member of the general class of evolutionary systems.

Second, this way of thinking is extremely useful. The book explains, for example, why most companies fail to sustain competitiveness. General Electric is the only Forbes 100 company to have both survived and outperformed the market since 1917. The fundamental reason for this is that existing businesses find it far harder to jump into new business niches than new ones. As Mr Beinhocker notes: “Companies don't innovate; markets do.” So businesses should think in terms of evolutionary adaptability. But they find this difficult, because they are far better at executing plans than adapting to unforeseen circumstances. That is the price they pay for hierarchy. 

Finally, what does “complexity economics” mean for economics? Much less than Mr Beinhocker imagines, I believe. Even such great evolutionary theorists as William Hamilton and Maynard Smith also used equilibrium models. Similarly, the economist's simplification of human motivation is often the only way to make a complex problem tractable. The implications of the ad hoc, computer-based simulations 
Mr Beinhocker recommends are often difficult to understand. Above all, traditional economics often works: look at the success of inflation targeting or at the benefits of trade.

Just like biologists, economists will have to use different tools for analysing the economic system as a whole from those used for narrower analytical questions, such as the impact of a congestion charge or carbon tax. Even so, the evolutionary perspective is important: competition policy is one compelling example.

The ideas reported in this book will probably change economics much less than the author hopes. But anybody interested in understanding why we are where we are should read it. For me, it was more than the business book of 2006; it was the book of 2006.

*The Origin of Wealth: Evolution, Complexity and the Radical Remaking of Economics (Random House, 2006)
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