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	In Wealth of Nations, Smith writes that “Labour… is the only universal, as well as the only accurate measure of value, or the only standard by which we can compare the values of different commodities at all times and places.” Smith makes this point on the reasoning that the process of producing a commodity will remain constant. Thus the value of the labour is the most stable measure of the value of the commodity. However, examining Smith’s own writing as well as Mandeville’s The Grumbling Hive, we can see that labour value is quite difficult to establish because its value differs based on the perspective from which it’s viewed: communal versus individual. 
	Both Smith and Mandeville seem to agree that the individual is naturally lazy—we want to have the most gain for as little work as possible. Through his illustration of the hive, Mandeville shows that he believes the best way to do this is through cheat and deceit. The doctors “valu’d Fame and Wealth/Above the drooping Patient’s Health,/Or their own Skill.” Instead of studying actual medicine and being an honorable doctor, they just needed to know how to put on “Grave pensive Looks and dull Behavior” to deliver bad news. I’m sure patients would not have appreciated their work very much. Lawyers, too, chose to take on the easiest to win, and money-making cases rather than serious issues. Generals in war took bribes to let the enemy prisoners go. Everyone in the hive cheats, manipulates, and deceives in order to get what they want. 
	The quality of their work is poor, but this is what allows the hive to flourish so well. As soon as vice and fraud are removed from the community, the economy dies. It turned out that the “worst of all the Multitude/Did something for the Common Good.” While the labour was not particularly valuable to the individual, it was highly important to the community, for it was necessary for the hive to thrive. 
	Smith, on the other hand, believes that the best method to have the most output for the least input is through the division of labour. And when we focus on just one task, we can find better, quicker, more efficient ways to accomplish it. He gives the example of the pin-maker. One man could make maybe one pin a day by himself. However, when you divide up the smaller steps to making the pin like so—“One man draws out the wire, another straights it, a third cuts it, a fourth points it, a fifth grinds it at the top for receiving the head”—you can make a lot more pins. If ten people divided up the sub-tasks between them, they “could make among them upwards of forty-eight thousand pins in a day,” versus one each if they were to each make an entire pin by themselves. 
	In this situation, each worker has an easier and smaller task than the one-man pinmaker, yet their overall output efficiency is drastically higher than the one man’s. As a whole, this type of communal labour is very valuable to production. However, the absence of one person would not significantly affect production because there may be others that are doing the same job or that can easily replace the absent worker. This is beneficial for the community, but it also decreases the value of an individual’s labour. This whole communal system of labour is extremely valuable for its high output, whereas the labour of one individual holds little value when the task is so small that anyone can do it. 
After strongly supporting the division of labour, how could Smith reason that the value of labour will always remain constant and accurate? Labour’s value changes as the way we work changes. Mandeville’s hive of bees did not live in honesty but fraud. Their quality of their services may have been of little value to the individual’s that required it, but it was essential to the community’s survival. Then when honesty was introduced to the hive, the bees stopped cheating and deceiving and instead strived for honest work. But as soon as they did, the community deteriorated and lost its overall value. The way they laboured did not remain constant, nor was it easy to establish a value on their work, given its contradicting perspectives. Though Smith is the one to say that labour is a stable measure of value, even he admits that the division of labour will change how tasks are done. As Smith has stated, we will try to complete our tasks in the quickest, least effortful way. He says that machinery was created to “facilitate and abridge labour, and enable one man to do the work of many.” Machines and new inventions allow us to cut down on human labour. Thus, as we advance, what was once valuable labour from someone may become unnecessary due to the use of machines. What we can take away from Mandeville and Smith’s own writing is that the value of labour is constantly changing, and even at one point in time, its value to the community and to the individual differ. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Therefore, the value of labour is complicated because the perspectives from which the value is established often conflict with each other. Labour is often times more valuable to the community, and less so for the individual. And one individual’s labour is sometimes of little value alone, but when many people contribute their labour to a community, the overall value is very high. When the communal perspective and individual perspective differs, it is difficult to say one is more important than the other and thus hard to define the value of labour. Smith made his claim on the basis that the process of producing a good never changes by much. But as illustrated by Mandeville’s and Smith’s examples, the process does change, thereby affecting the value of labour. Consequently, labour may not be the most accurate measure of value for its own value varies based on perspective and as new inventions are created. 
	
	
