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Dear Reader:  This is a crude draft as of January 3, 2011. The three asterisks *** or the bold or NNNN (for a name) or DDDD (for a date) indicate only some of the many, many things still to be done.  
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Preface
In our age of modern capitalism—or as it should be called, our Age of Innovation—you can live ethically.  Most innovators do.  Benjamin Franklin did.  Warren Buffett does.  And in our innovation-mad society since 1800 you yourself, if in spirit sufficiently bourgeois, probably are an innovator, whether you realize it or not, and live ethically when innovating.  You move your yarn-and-knitting store to Polk Street, and its success shows that the innovation was a good idea.  You build up Stueland Electric in St. Joseph, Michigan, and won’t bribe politicians to get your contracts.  You offer statistical advice through Investor Analytics, and believe in your own forecasts of risk.  Contrary to the sneers from left and right, a bourgeois life of seeking a new career in selling Aflac insurance or a new location for a grocery store or a new application for cell phones can exhibit in commercial form the seven principal virtues: prudence, of course, but hope, courage, justice, and temperance, too.  And the best versions of a bourgeois life exhibit love and faith as well, the small-town Wisconsin banker who earnestly loves his customers and keeps faith with his identity of the Good Banker.  
Bourgeois lives can be corrupted by the practical-minded prudence-only talk of economists and calculators.  And the bourgeoisie can be demoralized by the soft-minded, justice-only talk of progressives or the hard-minded, hope-only talk of revolutionaries or by the bloody-minded, courage-only talk of reactionaries and authoritarians.  But contrary to such mutterings of the clerisy, late in the Age of Innovation most people lead balanced ethical lives.  Or try.  Congratulations.  
In summary that’s what was argued in The Bourgeois Virtues: Ethics for an Age of Commerce (2006).  
Where, then, did such virtuous and innovative lives of inventing and manufacturing and selling come from?  For 50,000 years, during the old and new stone ages and the bronze age and the iron age, we had $3-a-day lives of axe-making and herding and plowing, with scant scope for virtue.   Now after two centuries of bourgeois innovation we have $30- to $140-a-day lives of grocery marketing and computer engineering, college professing at Santa Clara University and high-end cookery at Kendall College.  How did we get off the long, long, long handle of history’s hockey stick and onto the modern, up-thrusting blade?  
The usual, materialist answers don’t work very well.  They lack quantitative oomph, whether they are Marxist or anti-Marxist, whether they speak of the exploitation of English cotton textile workers in 1848 or the high savings rates of Japanese in 1948.  What seems to work is a story of bourgeois innovation.  After around 1700 the bourgeoisie in Holland and then in England acquired liberty and dignity on a large scale for the first time in history, and radically changed the history.  
That in summary is what was argued in Bourgeois Dignity: Why Economics Can’t Explain the Modern World (2010)—especially the part about the usual, materialist explanations lacking oomph.  Most of the book was devoted to clearing a space for an ethical and rhetorical explanation of the modern world.  It showed that surprisingly little can be explained in the usual ways: not trade or legal change or investment or exploitation.
Where then to look for the springs of innovation?  The place to look, I say here, is in the innovative activities of the urban middle class, the upper middling sort, the bourgeoisie, and especially in the society’s attitude towards such activities.  The bourgeoisie started big in northwestern Europe and became bigger.  A fifth or a quarter of the dwellers in the little cities on the shores of the North Sea by 1700 ruled their economies.  In the global city from Chicago to Shanghai they still do.[footnoteRef:1]  Nowadays most Americans, for example, call themselves “middle class,” and even in class-ridden France and Britain the figure approaches 40 percent.   [1:   Earle 1989, pp. 80-81.] 

Merely possessing a big self-defined bourgeoisie, though, doesn’t do the modern trick.  After all, the bourgeoisies of Carthage and Venice and Osaka and Lübeck were large within their borders, yet didn’t make the modern world.  Repeatedly the bourgeois princes captured the local government precisely in order to retain easy profits without innovation.  The danger of a protectionist power elite is always present—after all, that is what a traditional aristocracy is.  You pay up to your lord and master or he cuts your throat.  Aside from a few experiments in tribunes of the people, and occasionally egalitarian pre-urban bands, we had always before 1700 been ruled by our permanent betters. 
And mere urban riches aren’t enough, either.  China had massive cities long before the West, but did not become a business-admiring civilization.  That’s the ticket.  And certainly an urban “middle class” created in post-independence Africa by taxing poor farmers to enrich bureaucrats and soldiers did not make for innovation.  Nor has the proliferation of tax-eating regulators in the cities of Sweden or Illinois, bourgeois by education.  Acquiring a class of middling wealthy people by taxing other people is merely a repeat of the lord-and-master routine.  It’s not the sheer scale of the bourgeoisie that matters but the new toleration for its innovations.  
What tipped the world to innovation, that is, were the slowly changing ideas 1600-1848 about the urban middle class and about their material and institutional innovations.  A class long scorned by barons and bishops, and regulated into stagnation by its very own guilds and city councils, was revalued from 1600 to the present, first in Holland and then in Britain and then the wider world.  When the Amsterdamers after 1600 or so, and the Londoners and the Bostonians after 1700, commenced innovating, some people commenced admiring them.  Benjamin Franklin was born poor in 1706 into a world in which only gentlemen ruled, and as the historian Gordon Wood has recently noted he spent his life anxiously attaining and defending gentlemanly rank.  He retired very rich at 42 to a long old age devoted to public service and self-promotion, just as Cicero had recommended in 44 BCE: “commerce, if on a small scale, is to be regarded as vulgar; but if large and rich. . . it is not so very discreditable. . . if the merchant, . . . contented with his profits, . . . betakes himself from the port itself to an estate in the country.”[footnoteRef:2]  Yet after Franklin’s death, as Wood notes, he came to be admired as the model for the middling sort, the shopkeepers and tradesmen who forced a more democratic politics onto the new United States (Wood DDDD, pp. NNN).  Most of the middling sort wouldn’t qualify objectively for the upper part of the bourgeoisie that actually ruled in Philadelphia or Cincinnati.  But anyway they admired it, and ran their lives with dreams of it, and sometimes got into it, down to the present, first in northwestern Europe and now in many countries once terribly poor.  [2: .  Cicero 44 BCE, I:42.  Compare Finley 1973, pp. 60, 23.] 

A “Bourgeois Revaluation,” in other words, changed how people looked at the economy.  It was an ethical change, correlated with and to some degree mutually caused by the other R-word rebootings 1400 to 1848 in Europe, of Renaissance and Reformation and Revolution.  The Bourgeois Revaluation of a new dignity and liberty was a change in how people applied to economic behavior the seven old words of virtue—prudence, justice, courage, temperance, faith, hope, and love.  With more or less good grace the people of the North Sea began to accept the outcome of innovation.  Then people did so in Europe generally and its offshoots, and finally in our own day in China and India.  Most came to regard creative destruction as just, and were courageous about responding to it, and hopeful in promoting it.  Most people, excepting the angry clerisy of artists and intellectuals (and even them only after 1848), stopped hating the bourgeoisie as much as their ancestors for so long had.  Many started loving it.  
In consequence during a century or two the northwest Europeans became shockingly richer in goods and in spirit.  Other societies then became business-admiring, with similar shocking results, as in Japan or New Zealand or Equitorial Guinea.  As the historian Joyce Appleby recently put it, in the seventeenth century, first in Holland and then in Dutch-imitating England, the bourgeois entrepreneurs were enabled to “acquire the force and respect that enabled them to transform, rather than conform to, the dictates of their society.”[footnoteRef:3]  “Force and respect” is another way of saying “liberty and dignity.”  Or as the economist Deepak Lal put it, “Capitalism [I would call it by the less misleading word ‘innovation’] as an economic system came about when the merchant and the entrepreneur finally were given social acceptance [dignity] and protection from the predation of the state [liberty].”[footnoteRef:4]   [3:   Appleby 2010, p. 7.]  [4: .  Lal 2006, p. 2.  Lal here perhaps falls in with Douglass North’s ideas that literal “predation” was common as late as 1688 in England.  Lal’s own ideas about the High Medieval origins of property rights are better founded on primary documents.] 

What tipped us into the modern world was not new empires or new psychologies of businesspeople but a new admiration for the “bourgeois virtues”—that is, the seven traditional virtues when exercised in a commercial society, without the evil of slipping back into domination by a permanent power elite of aristocrat or merchant prince.  The commercial version of courage and hope called “enterprise” came to be honored, without much monopoly.  The commercial version of justice and temperance called “fair dealing” came to characterize even long-distance trade, without much cheating.  The commercial version of faith and justice called “trust” made possible unthinkable innovations, without much envy.   Look around you: cheap steel, plate glass, machine-made textiles, credit-card purchases, a college education.  And your own best self, a Good Bourgeoise.

When the book is finished put here its argument in a paragraph: “what is argued in this third volume of six devoted to defending the way we live now, the Bourgeois Era, is that. . . .”
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&Chapter 1:
All Place with Towns had Bourgeois Capitalists

The bourgeoisie specializes in markets and exchange—instead of specializing as other classes do in laboring and plowing, or fighting and praying.  Such a bourgeois group, even if merely part-time, appears to have existed pretty much always among us Homo sapiens, and certainly since the invention in Africa of full language.  The archaeologists do not yet agree on when exactly the coming of full language and its associated flowering of trade took place.  The majority favor 50,000 BCE, give or take a dozen millennia, with worldwide evidence from North Africa to Australia of rock painting and spear throwers.  Check  A minority see in the East Cape of South Africa at the Blombos Cave as early as 120,000 BCE and in the Levant as early as 100,000 BCE signs of the “five Bs” of the “upper” Old Stone Age: blades, beads, burials, bone toolmaking, and beauty.  The minority admits, though, that such early achievements were subject to backsliding into Middle Stone Age technologies when populations crashed.  The permanent and worldwide spread of the five Bs seems to have awaited the 50,000 BCE mark, and the explosion of Homo sapiens out of Africa.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  Cites for East Cape (check location, and Howiesons Poort); Kaufman 1999 on Levant.  R. Kittler and colleagues (2003) argue on the basis of mitochondrial DNA of lice (yes, lice) that the adoption of clothing sufficient to harbor lice dates to about 40,000 BCE.  The trouble with using such evidence to place the cultural explosion as late as 50,000 BCE is that elaborate clothing was less necessary in Africa than on the edges of the ice in Europe.] 

The raw materials for blades and beads, and the new ideas for burial and bone tools and beauty marks, depended on trade goods.  The archaeologist Ofer Bar-Yosef wrote in 2002 that:
Compared with the slow pace of cultural changes during the Middle Paleolithic. . . . not the least of the human achievements of the Upper Paleolithic were the long-distance exchanges of raw materials and precious  items. . . .  Long-distance exchange networks in lithics [e.g. flint and obsidian], raw materials, and marine shells during the Upper Paleolithic reach the order of several hundred kilometers   They consistently differ from the much shorter ranges of raw material procurement during the Middle Paleolithic.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:   Bar-Yosef 2002, pp. 365, 367.  He cites Gamble 1993, Taborin 1993, Smith 1999, Johnson & Earle 2000, Conard 2001, Hovers 2001, Marks & Chabai 2001, Richter 2001, Geneste 1988, Féblot-Augustins 1993—the point, that is, is from the scientific mainstream.] 

Bar-Yosef is of the majority, 50,000-BCE school.  But he notes cautiously that “perhaps one of the exceptions is again [earlier he had noted its exceptionally early use of bone for tools, but also its subsequent replacement by a less advanced culture, perhaps from famine] the Howiesons Poort in South Africa (Deacon and Wurz 1996) because raw material was transported to the site from a long distance.”  
At any rate the trade seems to have been facilitated by language.  Bar-Yosef: “All scholars agree that language plays a major role and that it probably evolved in time.  Communication facilitated everything from transfer of technologies to long-distance exchange.”[footnoteRef:7]  One could speculate that perhaps language in a recognizably modern form was first spoken around the caves in South Africa—the hint comes for example from the uniquely large number of meaningful sounds surviving even now in the languages of the Khoisan (or “Bushmen,” with for example their five clicks, who once lived all over South Africa), and from the very early genetic distinctness of such people, dating it seems from about 50,000 BCE.[footnoteRef:8]  But in any case, as the anthropologist Monica Smith argues: [7:   Bar-Yosef 2002, p. 376, citing Wynn 1991, Trask et al. 1998.  ]  [8:   Evidence ] 

Language encodes past and future, memory and planning, conditional statements and situational accommodation. The use of language to express the conditions of possession through space and time constitutes another way in which the coevolution of language and objects can be surmised.  Spoken language, fully operational by 40,000 years ago, was a means by which the subtleties of possession, such as usufruct and temporary access, could be communicated.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:   Smith DDDD, p. 6.] 

And by the New Stone Age of artistically polished tools and the first evidence around 10,000 BCE of that female invention, agriculture (the other female inventions of pottery and weaving came as early as 30,000 BCE) the case for trade goods is overwhelming.  The economic historian George Grantham notes that flint “extracted from the best quarries in Poland, Picardy and lower Loire traded up to 600 kilometers from their point of origin.[footnoteRef:10]  “The earliest central European Neolithic sites,” he continues, “contain necklaces made from shells of a Mediterranean gastropod, long-distance movement of small ornamental objects must date almost to the beginning of permanent agricultural settlement.”[footnoteRef:11]   He describes “the extensive galleries at Can Tintore (Barcelona), where which miners around the turn of the fifth millennium extracted a green gemstone that was locally worked into beads which were subsequently deposited in tombs along the full range of Atlantic Europe’s megalithic rim.”[footnoteRef:12]  That would mean as far north as the Shetlands, north of Scotland, 2500 miles as the crow flies from Barcelona.  And such trading was true worldwide: it’s not some peculiar European superiority.   [10:  Grantham, p. 10.  He cites Pierre Pétrequin, Serge Cassen, Cristophe Croutsch and Michel Errera, ‘La valorisation social des longues haches dans l’Europe néolithique,’ in Guilaine, Matériaux,. 67-100;  Andrew Sherratt, ‘The transformation of early agrarian Europe: the later Neolithic and copper ages,’ in Cunliffe, Oxford Illustrated Prehistory,  188; Magdelena Midgely, TRB culture: The First Farmers of the North European Plain. Edinburgh (1992)]  [11:    Grantham 2010, p.  9.  He cites Christian Jeunesse, ‘La coquille et la dent. Parure de coquillage et évolution des systèmes symboliques dans le Néolithique Danubienne (5600 – 4500),’ in J. Guilaine, ed. Matériaux, productions, circulations du Néolithique à l’âge du bronze, Paris : Éditions Errance (2002) 49-64.]  [12:  Grantham, p. 9.  He cites Maria Joefa Villalba, ‘Le gîte de variscite de Can Tintore : production, transformation, et circulation du minéral vert,’ in Guilaine, Materiaux, 115 – 129.] 


*      *      *      *

Long-distance trade in luxuries is the most glamorous exchange, Marco Polo, Kublai Khan, and all that.  Amber from the shores of the Baltic Sea turns up in Egyptian grave goods.  Lapis lazuli is a blue gemstone, for a long time in the Old World the only source of blue paint, which is why purple—blue plus red—was so imperially expensive.  It came only from Afghanistan, yet it litters archaeological sites far away, in the Mideast and South Asia.  Such sparkling objects have suggested to people that what must matter the most is trade over long distances in every luxury from Silk Road silk to flat-screen TV’s.  We still believe it—witness the recent obsession over the U.S. trade balance with far China, or the older obsession with the trade in spices as an engine of growth.  
But local “penny capitalism,” as the anthropologist Sol Tax once called it, occurs in every society, and matters more to people’s lives.[footnoteRef:13]  I offer my big piece of cloth for ten of your fine bone needles.  In early Europe the knappers of flint were specialized manufacturers.[footnoteRef:14]  It’s penny-ante stuff, but not trivial, because there is so much of it.  At the three dollars or so a day that our remote ancestors earned the non-trivial pennies accounted for most of their livelihood.  Monica Smith, who in 1999 took up the same theme, observes that stage theories assume that  [13:   ***Cite Sol Tax]  [14:   See the evidence gathered in Grantham 2010, p. 10.  He connects the local activity, though, with long-distance trade.] 

exchange activity in premodern societies is based on the demands of a small group and that the mechanisms of trade, once established by the elite, inexplicably [by which she means inexplicably according to the archaeologists] expand to accommodate the demands of a broader sector of the population.  Prior to this expansion [continuing with her report on what archaeologists mistakenly think], utilitarian goods (especially comestibles [i.e. foods]) are assumed to be the result of self-sufficiency and, therefore, not perceived to be a driving mechanism for increased exchange.  This dichotomy is seen to persist until the eve of the Industrial Revolution: [the great Marx-influenced sociologist and historian Immanuel] Wallerstein, speaking of the European feudal trade that preceded the modern world-system, claims that it was a trade in luxuries, which "depended on the political indulgence and economic possibilities of the truly wealthy."[footnoteRef:15] [15:   Smith 1999, p. 113.] 

She notes further that the “substantivist” criticism of the very existence of trade in very olden times assumes that modern methods of transport and information are necessary for trade—which is mistaken: “The assumption that strong political systems are necessary for viable exchange environments means that often, the potential complexities of an ancient economy may be neglected a priori.”[footnoteRef:16]   [16:   Smith 1999, p. 112.] 

Both points apply to the present as much as to the very distant past.  After all, most American competition and cooperation—trade involves both—is with other Americans, even with the American down the street.  Local markets and exchange, always, dominate the trade in exotic goods, quantitatively speaking.  But it’s still trade.  You spend more dollars on plumbing repair and police work and school teaching and dry cleaning and rental accommodation provided by people in your own neighborhood than on hammers and answering machines made by the Chinese.  People living on $3 or so a day, as most did before 1800, spent their pennies more on bread than on lapis lazuli.  When penny capitalism was translated as it was in the eighteenth century into an ideology of free markets it had the power therefore to transform the world.  
We can detect the exotic trade most easily, and so it figures prominently in the archaeological digs.  But local trade dominated always.  Most of us nowadays are local export-import traders, many even in hunter-gatherer societies, and certainly always in conditions of settled agriculture.  From the earliest times the obsidian for knife blades from Southeast Asia, Central America, and central Turkey ends up hundreds of miles away from its source (in the Middle East from Cappadocia beginning around 14,000 BCE[footnoteRef:17]).  [More archaeological evidence, pre-town?] [17:   Sherratt 2005 at http://www.archatlas.dept.shef.ac.uk/ObsidianRoutes/ObsidianRoutes.php] 

 
*      *      *      *
[bookmark: p-01]The running of markets and exchange in towns, and therefore what I am calling the bourgeois life, is of course not so ancient, because towns date from settled agriculture.   The domestication of plants and animals, and even of Canis familiaris in China, did not occur until DDDD or so, in the ancient Near East and later elsewhere.  Yet of course from the earliest strata at Jericho in 9000 BCE the towns have traded.  What is now Oman at the eastern tip of Arabia was by 2500 BCE a middleman between the Indus Valley civilization hundreds of miles east in what is now Pakistan and the Sumerian civilization hundreds of miles northwest up the Persian Gulf in what is now Iraq.[footnoteRef:18]  Monica Smith notes of India in the Early Historic Period (the first few centuries BCE and CE), “archaeological and historical documentation indicates a thriving trade in a variety of goods,” despite feeble states, supported by such non-state activities as merchant guilds forming “guild armies” to protect trade and pilgrims.[footnoteRef:19]  Her town of Kaudinyapura in central India, for example, with about 700 souls, consumed sandstone (for grinding pestles), mica (to make pottery shine), and rice, none of which were available locally: merchants brought them from at least 50 miles away.  As Adam Smith said, “when the division of labor has been once thoroughly established. . . . every man thus lives by exchanging, or becomes in some measure a merchant, and the society itself grows to be what is properly a commercial society.”[footnoteRef:20]   [18:   Lawler 2002.]  [19:   Smith 1999, p. 121.]  [20:   ***Smith 1776, Bk. 1, Chp. 4, para. 1, p. NNN.] 

Towns mean trade of course because—to speak of sheer human geography—no town above a couple of thousand in population can live entirely on cultivating the land without trading services for food.  Even within a farm village I trade some of my wheat for your eggs or vegetables, or your wheelwrighting services.  With very large numbers crammed into a town not everyone could live by trudging out to the local grain field each morning.  The fields get too far away.  In well-watered Europe in the Middle Ages the area of two football fields in grain could support a person for a year, and perhaps could likewise in irrigated Mesopotamia.  The average round trip per day would then be one mile for a town of 1000, two miles for a town of 2000, and so on in proportion.  It gets onerous fast (though in fact to this day many a weary peasant worldwide engages in such commutes).
The economic logic of course runs the same way, and more powerfully than the sheer geography.  As Smith said in 1776, “the division of labor is limited by the extent of the market.”  The bigger the place, the higher the proportion of people who find it prudent to specialize in pottery or weaving or keeping accounts.  Even in a small hunter-gatherer band there was after the invention of cooking a specialization: the women specialize in hearth-linked activities, the men in venturing forth, or smoking.  The crippled man among the Ilongot who specializes in being a little factory for scrapers and arrow points, or the spiritually gifted woman in being a shaman, got their food from exporting their manufactures or services.  Such a nascent middle class grows larger as the town does.  You may be 30 percent faster at throwing pots relative to your speed at hoeing than other people, but the comparative advantage does you little good in an isolated village of 100 souls, because after all there are too few people to buy your great output of pots.  In a big town of 10,000, however, it will be worth your while to hang out a shingle and specialize.  And in a metropolis of 100,000 you will hire apprentice potters, make each year 70,000 big pots with your own handsome design, and become well and truly bourgeois.  
And so if the archaeologist’s spade uncovers a big town, it is a sure thing that many non-peasants lived in it.  No surprise, of course: our image of towns from ancient and not-so-ancient writings such as the Hebrew Bible or The Thousand and One Nights, or historical accounts of life in Athens, or, truth be told, movies by Cecil B. DeMille, are not populated by field-bound peasants, but by proletarians if they work with their backs and hands and bourgeois if they work with their pens and brains.  
Towns such as Ur, Kish, and Nippur dotting Mesopotamia south of modern Baghdad began around 5000 BCE as agricultural villages with peasants clustered to protect their stored grain and to honor their gods.  Brendan O’Flaherty points out that for an area that is square with a defense that is linear (a wall, or a defensive force in line to man it) then protection exhibits economies of scale.  The larger the area defended the cheaper per acre is the defense.[footnoteRef:21]     [21:  O’Flaherty 2005, p. 13.] 

Towns not all good news: There’s a nice summary of a model of defense, similar to mine, at Wiki “City.”  Violence from outside (or inside: Williamson’s word for taking advantage) requires violence in return, and to make it work a monopoly of violence.  Scales up: use Mafia case in Palermo, leading to a state.  
Tom Palmer’s theme that state = exploitation.  Paradox that state extortion was supported by cities, which led to literacy, and eventual liberalism; or monopoly attempts by urban bourgeoisie in an anarchic feudal Europe led to liberties.  One escapes from serfdom in Muscovy to join the wild Cossacks.  One lights out for the Territories to escape prison in New York.  “What was your name in the States?” asks the American folk song: “Was is NNN or NNN or Bates?/  Did you murder your wife/ and flee for your life?/  What was your name in the States?”
Palmer, Tom.  “Life on the Edge: Denizens of the Periphery Find Ways to Escape the Predatory State.”  Reason.  June 2010
Confirmed by Ferejohn, John, and Frances Rosenbluth [check], “War and State Building: Lessons from Medieval Japan.” 
Scott, James C.  2010.  The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia.  New Haven: Yale University Press.
Clastres, Pierre.  1974.  Society Against the State.
Rüstow    Freedom and Domination.



By 3000 BCE the typical substantial town in Mesopotamia would be two to four thousand, as for example one “Eresh” was.[footnoteRef:22]  In Eresh there would still be quite a few peasants of the fields, if not only them.  But a great city like Uruk, with a wall 9 km round which Gilgamesh himself claimed to have built, would have held in DDDD 40,000 to 160,000 people, most of them not raising crops.[footnoteRef:23]  The city of Lagash had a population of 120,000.  Around 2000 BCE the ur-city of Ur seems to have had a population of about 200,000.[footnoteRef:24]  [22:   Postgate 1992, p. 80; the town’s actual name is uncertain.]  [23:   Inferred using R. M. Adams’ densities from Postgate 1992, pp. 74, 80.]  [24:   Kramer 1963, p. 89.] 

And so to Changan (X’ian), China in 195 BCE at 400,000, with then the 52 cities of late in the Sung dynasty (DDDD-DDDD) in China of over 100,000 households, and Rome in 25 BCE at 450,000 souls, down to Beijing in 1500 CE at 672,000 and Istanbul in 1500 at 900,000.  The capital of China in the seventh century CE had a million people.[footnoteRef:25]  These are not huge by modern standards—Chicago proper is about 3 million and the metropolitan area 8.6 million, enabled first by the tram and bus and then by the automobile, not to speak of Mexico City’s metropolitan area population approaching 20 million, and Lagos in Nigeria 17 million.  But the Mesopotamian and then Chinese and Egyptian great cities were big enough for great specialization by the bourgeoisie.  [Direct evidence on size of B in such places?] [25:   Perdue 2003, p. 491.] 

The city people of any time, that is, were mainly neither peasant cultivators nor aristocratic rulers, and neither priests nor bureaucrats.  Almost all were traders in an extended sense—not growing anything and not taxing anything, but trading goods or labor to live.  They bought low and sold high, made finished goods (sold high) from purchased raw materials (bought low), serviced the rest of economic activity in jobs as scribes, lawyers, surveyors, teamsters, manufacturing workers.  Remove from the big-town total the proletarians and slaves, and put the taxing aristocrats and tithing priests in their own classes, and their bureaucrats in the category of a clerisy.  What’s left is a commercial bourgeoisie, the substantial minority in the town or city that made its living managing by bitter or sweet words the markets for goods and labor and land.

[Add a little comparative discussion on Africa, China, Americas, Pacific to avoid leaving the false impression that only the old Breasted story of “us” from Mesopotamia to the University of Chicago is Civilization.]  



&Chapter 2: 
That is, Karl Polanyi Had it Wrong

So much about the long history of the bourgeoisie seems settled.
Immediately, though, one runs into a gigantic scholarly controversy fueled by politics.  It’s that way with all writing about the bourgeoisie since Rousseau and especially since Marx.  You can’t mention the very word “bourgeoisie” without raising blood pressures all around.[footnoteRef:26]  You can’t defend innovation and a market society, and claim that all people have engaged in them from the earliest times, without someone claiming indignantly that on the contrary that innovation and markets and their wretched bourgeoisies are modern, and nasty: “capitalism.”  The progressive journalists nowadays such as Barbara Ehrenreich and Nelson Lichtenstein, claim that WalMart is an evil octopus with “tentacles of trade and commerce,” spoiling the trade-unionist paradise they envision.[footnoteRef:27]  The generation of American historians coming to the field in the turbulent 1960s claimed that eighteenth-century colonists in British America needed to learn to be capitalists, and didn’t get it until the early nineteenth century.  And the generation of ancient historians after the still more turbulent 1930s claimed that it is anachronistic to call what Sumerians or Greeks did when they moved goods around “markets.” [26:   Some of the following appears in Hejeebu and McCloskey 2000, 2003.]  [27:   Lichtenstein 2009, p. 13; and see Arthur Carden’s book review 2010 making the contrary case.] 

During the late 1930s and early 1940s Karl Polanyi (1886-1964), a refugee in London and then Canada and the United States from the chaos of Central Europe, researched what he believed was the true history of markets, publishing the results in 1944 while financed by the Rockefeller Foundation at Bennington College in Vermont, in The Great Transformation.  The book is still eagerly read, and has never gone out of print.  Googling it on January 13, 2010 for all hits since the beginning of 2000 yielded an impressive 103,000.[footnoteRef:28]   Compare that with smaller numbers for similar and similarly long-lived books from the time: 64,000 for Joseph Schumpeter’s Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (1942), 43,200 for Friedrich Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom (1944), and 22,200 for Eric Williams’ Capitalism and Slavery (1944).   [28:   As anyone knows who has tried to use Google this way, the results are sensitive to how one asks the question.  Here I use <“Karl Polanyi” “The Great Transformation”> and likewise for the other writers (that is, including titular “the” and including first names but excluding middle initials).  And of course the years in which one searches matter.  Williams’ Capitalism and Slavery far exceeds Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom at “anytime,” but has declined to 751 hits in the year 2009, as against 19,600 for Hayek’s book—and in actually sales from the University of Chicago Press fully 150,000 in 2010 when the controversial TV personality Glenn? Beck devoted his hour to praising it.  But among the four in any choice of period Polanyi’s is the most prominent.] 

(Yet we academic scribblers need to remember in proper humility that Ayn Rand’s The Fountainhead [1943; film 1949] gets on the same basis 433,000 hits, and still sells 100,000 new copies a year.  Émile Zola’s Germinal [1885], which confirmed many of us as lefties when we read it in college, gets 740,000 hits, got three French films [1913, 1933, 1963], and has never gone out of print.  Not further academic scribbling, alas, but good or bad art, highbrow or low, is what makes ideas really big.  Frank Norris’ The Octopus [1901] and Upton Sinclair’s The Jungle [1906, movie 1914] and Oil [1927; movie 2007 as There Will Be Blood] and Sinclair Lewis’s Babbitt [1922; movies 1924, 1934] and John Steinbeck’s The Grapes of Wrath [1939, movie 1940, play 1990, opera 2007, 798,000 hits in August 2010] did more to prepare Americans for a welfare state hostile to the bourgeoisie than any number of socialist tracts or left-leaning academic books of history.)
Polanyi was a lifelong socialist.  His beloved wife Ilona Duczynska Polanyi (1897-1978) was one of the founders of the Hungarian Communist Party.  She was expelled from the Party in 1923, and later from the Austrian Communist Party, too—she was a woman of the left but not it seems a Party serf.  She was therefore denied in the age of Joe McCarthy a visa to accompany her husband from Canada to his new job at Columbia.  Karl, though less radical than Ilona (he did get a visa) believed that markets, the bourgeoisie, and capitalism were mere vulgar novelties, mere interruptions in more civilized ways of getting our daily bread.  That is, contrary to what I claim here with talk of Upper Paleolithic trade, and Ur and China and ancient Rome, the Polanyis and the Polanyists have believed that bourgeois behavior is recent.  
The Polanyist claim—that widespread trade for goods and property in land and cash transactions in labor didn’t exist until modern times—dates from Romantic and Marxist tales in the nineteenth century by Georg Hanssen, August von Ha***or au?xthausen, Georg von Maurer, Marx, Engels, Sumner, Maine, and Lewis Morgan.  [Quote Maine, for example, and Sumner as brief evidence of the Romantic and German tale.]  
No one actually living in early medieval or ancient times claimed that markets didn’t exist.  Confucius, Jesus of Nazareth, Horace, Aquinas, Chaucer, Luther can all be found speaking of them as though it were obvious that they operated on a very big scale, to be approved or not, in all items from labor to eternal salvation.  Yet left- and right-wing theorists and historians in the nineteenth century looking backwards devised the notion of marketlessness that now haunts the social sciences.  The Romantic notion has been shown repeatedly to be scientifically mistaken.  Yet it continues to inspire an anti-modern fervor.  The “Romantic theory, based on the thinnest evidence, most of it subsequently discredited,” the historian of Russia Richard Pipes observes in discussing the matter, “became henceforth mandatory in the socialist literature and in much of general literature.”[footnoteRef:29]  [29:   See Pipes 1999, pp. 50-51; and also pp.76-105. ] 

Polanyi wrote for example that the labor market in England did not exist until the nineteenth century.[footnoteRef:30]  Until then, he claimed, English people did not work under the discipline of supply and demand.  Wages, he said, were conventional, decided as it were in a social contract of reciprocity.  He said the same of land sales, and indeed he did not think that so-called “markets” in grain and the like were before recent times anything other than administrative methods for provisioning the people.  [cites and quotes.]  The bourgeoisie was recent, the market was a parvenu, capitalism was an ethical catastrophe of recent origin. [30:   Exact citation, with quotes inserted in the text.] 

The official Marxist version is that feudalism was inconsistent with markets in commodities and labor and land.  Marx himself is to be excused for such erroneous history, because he wrote so long before the evidence was in.  Especially since 1900, when the German ideology of medievalism started breaking down in the face of the evidence, historians have found repeatedly that it is mistaken.  Since 1944, further, scholars have discovered that Polanyi’s economic history of England is utterly, completely, even embarrassingly mistaken.  Half of southern Englishmen were laborers as early as the thirteenth century, with wages and especially non-wage compensation varying markedly by supply and demand.  Land in large and small plots was vigorously traded by all levels of society.[footnoteRef:31]  [Add matter from Bourgeois Dignity.]  Markets eroded a system of military service imposed by the Normans, based on holding estates “of” the king.  So-called “scutage” had already in the twelfth century allowed knights to pay instead of play, and every form of feudal tenure dripped with money.[footnoteRef:32]  Feudal tenures early became taxes and rents.  And beneath such doings of free men recorded in the King’s courts, the mass of serfs could buy and sell land and labor and whatever they wished with only modest let and hindrance from their lord.   [31:   ***Postan; land evidence.]  [32:   Cite John Hughes.] 

In other words, the shift to financial substitutes for feudal duties in kind occurred at all levels of English society many centuries before the Marxist dating of the sixteenth century, not to speak of Polanyi’s dating of 1800.  If means of production involving paid labor and bought land and purchased goods “contradicts” a pre-capitalist feudalism, the contradiction arose shortly after William conquered England, and indeed it looks like it was working, too, at the time of Alfred the Great.  We have the documents, and have gotten more and more and more of them as the intellectual haze surrounding the Middle Ages has lifted.[footnoteRef:33]  The legal historian Harold Berman is not saying anything that a historian of medieval Europe would find shocking when he asserts that “not only capitalism but bureaucratism [in the Church], rationalism [in the universities], and indeed ‘modernity’ in all its forms [the postmodern carnival, for example] were characteristic of European society to one degree or another from the twelfth century on.”[footnoteRef:34]  As a great student of such matters, David Herlihy, wrote in 1971, “research has all but wiped from the ledgers the supposed gulf once considered fundamental between a medieval manorial economy and the capitalism of the modern period.”[footnoteRef:35]  Markets pervaded all of Europe from the earliest times, as they have pervaded much of the world always.  Kingdoms, barley, protection, wives, boots, marketplaces, and salvation in Europe were bought and sold, as in most places, such as Aztec Mexico and Mughal India.  Everything was for sale. [33:   ***For example, Postan DDD,; Raftis DDDD; McCloskey 1976.]  [34:   Berman 2003, p. 379).]  [35:   Herlihy 1971, p. 155.] 

Contrary to what most educated people believe, therefore, Europe and certainly England was from the earliest times—though not modern in its attitudes towards the bourgeoisie and innovation—was thoroughly “monetized” and was nothing like a “subsistence” or “barter” economy.  It would be difficult otherwise to explain, to take an early sort of evidence for England, the danegelt beginning in 991, assessed in silver and paid as protection money to the Vikings, or hoards of precious metals found at every chronological level from the pre-Roman era on, or the ubiquity of money measures in the earliest records, such as the Domesday Book of 1086.  Such facts have been known for a long time, and recently their meaning has become even clearer.  As the leading scholar of trade in the “Dark Ages” before the eleventh century wrote in 2001, “economic historians are moving increasingly to the view that the advanced regions of the Frankish economy [that is, of Charlemagne and his son Louis the Pious, ruling over all of France, most of Germany, and the north of Italy 771-840] were more monetized than almost anyone dreamed three decades ago.”[footnoteRef:36] [36:   McCormick 2002, p. 681.] 

[Maybe here the Columbia historian’s book]
In other words, most of what you think you know about how things worked in the Middle Ages—a hazy theory that Polanyi and you and I and Monty Python’s Flying Circus acquired from schoolbooks and journalism and movies reflecting the earliest generations of historical scholarship, especially nineteenth-century German scholarship under the influence of a Romantic love for the Gothic—has proven to be quite mistaken.  Medieval peasants in fact, it has been discovered since 1900, were profiteering and rational.[footnoteRef:37]  I myself have contributed in a small way to the flood of evidence that Europe (and as still more recent literature has shown China and South Asia and the Ottoman Empire and the rest) did not need to learn how to be Homines economici.  They already were.  In the 1970s and early 1980s I …. [Give a little piece of work on open fields***]  [37:   ***McCloskey cites on OF] 

Profiteering and rational.  So are most people for example in the Grimms’ fairy tales, first published in 1812, and the source of much Romantic elaboration, but dating in their first (and sometimes it must be admitted rather different) versions from centuries before.  The alert Three Apprentices in the tale are to answer all questions in sequence, “All three of us.  For money.  And quite right, too.”  In repeating such a collective admission of capitalist guilt they ensnare an innkeeper who has murdered a rich merchant for his money, and are rewarded (by the Devil) in money for the rest of their lives.[footnoteRef:38]  A foolish peasant in another tale “had driven his cow to the fair, and sold her for seven thalers.”  (So much for moneyless barter and subsistence.) [38:   ***Grimms, “The Three Apprentices”] 

On the way home he had to pass a pond, and already from afar he heard the frogs crying, "Aik, aik, aik, aik."  [That is, as he imagines, acht, acht, acht, acht: eight.]  . . . .   He cried to them, "Stupid animals that you are!  Don't you know better than that?  It is seven thalers and not eight."  The frogs, however, stood to their, "aik aik, aik, aik." . . . .  "What," cried the peasant, quite angry, "since you are determined to know better than I, count it yourselves," and threw all the money into the water to them.  . . . .  But the frogs maintained their opinion and cried continually, "aik, aik, aik, aik," and besides that, did not throw the money out again.[footnoteRef:39] [39:   Grimms, “The Good Bargain”] 

The tale laughs at a economic imprudence of throwing money around, in a thoroughly monetized economy.  [***A version of the popular theory believes they were nice to each other: Barbara Hanawalt quoted to the contrary.]  The denizens of rural Europe were not in the Romantic sense “peasants” at all.  One would have thought that the Romantic historians would have listened more intently to Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm, or that their followers nowadays would listen to modern scholars like Hanawalt.  It is doubtful that any peasant community, from the Russian mir to the Vietnamese village, exhibited the mentality of the closed corporate community imagined on the left and right after the Romantics.[footnoteRef:40]  [40:   Cites] 

In 1979 the historical anthropologist Alan Macfarlane summarized critically the long-exploded theory as “a progression from small, isolated communities inhabited by ‘peasants’ . . . towards the market, monetized, ‘open’ structure of the eighteenth century,” and showed that for England at any rate it was entirely mistaken.[footnoteRef:41]  Macfarlane has done ample work himself on the primary documents exposing the mistakes.  But the point here is that in 1979 he was building also on 70 years of revisionism in medieval economic and social history. [41:   Macfarlane 1979, p. 54.] 


*     *      *      *

One could go on about the errors in Polanyi’s European economic history, in detail and in gross.  But that would be tedious and even cruel.  Perhaps you can believe me, a Professional Economic Historian, when I say that the economic history of Polanyi for recent centuries is embarrassingly weak.[footnoteRef:42]  And I urge you not to indulge an understandable impulse to sympathize with poor Polanyi just because he is being criticized.  The man himself was apparently a sweetie, and was much loved.  But that does not make his science correct.   [42:   ***As for example do Hejeebu and McCloskey 2000; 2003 check dates] 

In truth his scientific errors are not so embarrassing in Polanyi himself, educated as a lawyer and working as a journalist, and not as a fulltime scholar until the heirs of John D. Rockefeller’s Baptist charity smiled on him, and whose great book was written in the late 1930s and early 1940s, and written astonishingly well in a newly acquired language.  Yet the hundreds of scholarly books based on primary source from medieval and early modern Europe that were written since 1944 (and many before) and that flatly contradict his views are now readily available to his latter-day followers.  The Polanyians do not appear to have studied them.  Theirs is a greater scientific embarrassment than that of sweet Karl himself.[footnoteRef:43] [43:   ***Blyth DDDD] 

Some very perceptive scholars have fallen for Polanyi, because a big part of what he says—that ideology and rhetoric matter—is so obviously true and important.  Therefore they have believed the rest of what he says—that societies were not organized by markets until the nineteenth century.  The emotional pattern seems to be something like, “Polanyi, a leftist like me, says many true things, beautifully.  Therefore his tales about what happened in economic history must be true.”  (Marx before him got similar treatment, and lately the more eloquent of the environmentalists such as Wendell Barry get it, too.  Truth is beauty, people want to believe.)  Likewise on the other side of the political spectrum, which is also hostile to the Age of Innovation, conservatives react in parallel fashion to their fellow conservatives, such as Carlyle: “Carlyle is a sneering conservative like me, and writes in an engaging and idea-filled, if not exactly beautiful, style.  Therefore his tales about the warmth of the relationship between master and slave in Jamaica, or lord and peasant in merry old England, must be true.”  Both left and right oppose the market and are alarmed by innovation, and both adopt the premise that the market was a novelty, and that innovation ruined solidarity.  When people on the left and right find an especially eloquent expression of their distaste for markets and innovation they are liable to stop reading.
A brilliant young political scientist, Sheri Berman, for example, acknowledges her debt to Polanyi in the first page of her book of 2006, and goes on to retail the story so comforting to the left, that “only in the eighteenth century [Polanyi actually said the early nineteenth] did economies in which markets were the primary force in the production and distribution of goods begin to emerge.”  Like her favored social democratic welfare states of the post-War, she claims that before modern times “decisions about the production and distribution of goods were made not by markets but by those with social and political power.”[footnoteRef:44]  She is factually mistaken.  If it were true, for example, real wages would not have risen after the Black Death had killed one third of the laborers in Europe.  Yet Berman says more correctly, citing Polanyi and a paper that Santhi Hejeebu and I wrote detailing the factual errors in Polanyi’s economic history, that “capitalism meant an end to a world where one’s position and livelihood were defined primarily by membership in a particular group”—the society of status as against the society of contract.[footnoteRef:45]  And still more correctly she says that “perceived failures. . . of the reigning intellectual paradigms create a demand for new ideologies.”[footnoteRef:46]  That’s right, and quite disturbing to “many Marxists, rational-choice theorists, and realists, . . . [for whom] ideologies are best understood as mere tools or ‘cover’.”[footnoteRef:47]  It is at the level of ideas that society changed, out of demands for replacements for institutions perceived to have failed.  Yes.  The perception of failed institutions therefore inspired, as she goes on to relate, the move to social democracy in Sweden and Holland and England and France. [44:   Berman 2006, p. 2.]  [45:   Berman 2006, p. 3.]  [46:   Berman 2006, p. 10]  [47:   Berman 2006, p. 9.] 

Walter McDougall’s handsome popular history of the United States (2004), to give another recent example, begins with Polanyi’s picture of an England in the sixteenth century as an “embryonic market society.”  “At no time and place” than in England, declares McDougall (whose use of italics is elsewhere more restrained), “in the century preceding England’s overseas expansion,” that is, the sixteenth century, “was an entire society organized by market exchange.”  His warrant for such an startlingly outdated assertion is a book from the Monthly Review Press by Ellen Meiksins Wood, whom he describes as a “renegade Marxist.”  “She in turn,” he reports, “praises the insights of Karl Polanyi’s classic The Great Transformation.”[footnoteRef:48]  Just so.  Yet in fact Greece, Rome, Gaul, Italy, the Viking lands, Germany, Poland, England from ancient to early modern times were entire societies heavily influenced by market exchange (which does not of course mean that other institutions such as families or kinship or kingship or religion had no influence on how the society worked, even in economic life, then or now).  Polanyi didn’t agree that markets mattered in olden times.  But the evidence accumulated since he wrote tells a story of economies rich in markets in Europe (and in China and South Asia and the Moslem lands and Africa)—though the markets were disdained in the rhetoric of the elite, and left the bourgeoisie and its innovation trammeled. [48:   McDougall 2004, p. 22, 18, 516n1.] 

Even historians whose detailed scientific findings contradict the Polanyist talk are liable to slip into Polanyism when they are not paying strict attention.  Because the modern world is shockingly rich (which is true) it must be the case, the historian Joyce Appleby concluded recently, that “capitalist practices represented a radical departure from ancient usages when they appeared upon the scene in the seventeenth century.”[footnoteRef:49]  The English seventeenth century is her field of scientific specialty, and long ago she discovered that an “intellectual engagement with the meaning of economic change”—an astonishing 300 pamphleteers arguing out the logic of monetary reform in the 1690s, for example— “blocked a reversion to the old ways of thinking.”[footnoteRef:50]  That’s right, and accords in fact with Polanyi’s ancillary (if non-materialist and therefore self-contradicting) idea that ideological change in England around 1800 was what supported the modern and distasteful world.  (Appleby and I show that the change happened a century and a half before Polanyi thought it did.  But change it did.)   [49:   Appleby 2010, p. 26.]  [50:   Appleby 2010, p. 13, and for the 300 pamphlets p. 109.  Her “long ago” book is Appleby 1978.] 

Yet when Appleby thinks a little about earlier economies, outside her specialty, she turns Polanyist.  Everyone tends to, because, to repeat, Polanyi gives expression to the nineteenth-century Romantic story on which we all were raised.  We all revert to fairytales when we get beyond what we actually know, especially when the tales seem to support what we believe fervently to be politically true.  It’s human nature, or social psychology, or ideology, or rhetoric.  We adopt stereotypes about women or black people or medieval peasants or robber barons just when we actually don’t know much about them.  
Capitalism, defined by Appleby merely as “a system based on individual investments in production of marketable goods” (but that would describe any society from the caves onward, making stone arrow points for sale) “slowly replaced the traditional ways of meeting the material needs of a society” (but there was no “way” from 50,000 BCE on that did not use marketable goods, that is, trade).  Unless “traditional ways” are simply defined to be “ways before 1700,” which would make the sentence into a tautology, it is scientifically false.  There was no “replacement.”  Appleby then reverts to straight Polanyism: in olden times “custom, not incentives, prompted action and dictated the flow of work throughout the year.”  Custom mattered, of course, as it does now in the offices of Google and General Motors, too, but it did not “dictate the flow of work.”  Markets, profitability, and the slow pre-industrial pattern of innovation did.  Look at the open fields of medieval England.  “People did not assign themselves parts in the social order,” she continues.  “Tasks were allocated through the inherited statuses of landlord, tenant, father, husband, son, laborer, wife, mother, daughter, and servant.”[footnoteRef:51]  But that’s how they are “allocated” now, if one means the social roles that people traditionally start with.  The task of child-minding is traditionally “allocated” to the mother, and only by a reallocation does it move, in the market or in the home, under a feminist ideological change and a change in the provision of marketed alternatives to food preparation and child care.  The task of hiring labors is “allocated” to landlords in all eras.  But markets then as now help determine how such social roles were reallocated, a serf tenant in 1300 hiring laborers to harvest his big holding, and so becoming for the nonce a “landlord,” or a father in 1400 surrendering the farm to his son, or a daughter in 1550 shifting from field work to dairy when the price was right. [51:   Appleby 2010, p. 5.] 


*      *      *       *
Polanyism still rules in a few circles, in other words, but it rules against the evidence.  It goes in cycles.  Polanyists rise up among students of the Vikings or of West African trade, enchanted by Polanyi’s vibrant prose and his retailing of a Romantic myth that the people of olden times were very different from you and me.  And then yet again in the particular study the Polanyists are proven to be mistaken.  Local and foreign trade takes place.  Prices respond to supply and demand.  Bourgeoisies specialize in devising and making and trading and financing.  Perhaps we should stop being amazed when we find it all happening, yet again.
American historiography 1815-1848, for example, seems to have just gone through such a cycle, which began with Charles Sellers’ brilliant Polanyist book, The Market Revolution: Jacksonian America, 1815-1846 (1991), and after much inquiry has ended with Daniel Walker Howe’s anti-Polanyist What Hath God Wrought: The Transformation of America, 1815-1848 (2007).[footnoteRef:52]  Sellers depended for his picture of a communalist Eden before 1815 on New Left historians of the 1960s and 1970s specializing in eighteenth-century America.  Historians fortified by Polanyi, such as James Henretta, Michael Merrill, Robert Murch, and Christopher Clark, had after 1967 attacked the older “Consensus” view that British North America was born capitalist.  But then their consensus too was proven wrong, it would seem, by such works as Winifred B. Rothenberg’s “The Market and the Massachusetts Farmer, 1750-1855” (1981) and Mark A. Noll’s edited collection God and Mammon: Protestants, Money, and the Market, 1790-1860 (2001).  [*** Here Naomi’s synthesis.]   [52:   My approach to  the subject follows the estimable Jill Lapore (2007), who tells the story of Seller’s book being rejected by C. Vann Woodward for the Oxford series—in which Howe’s book finally appeared.] 

Rothenberg imagines a dialogue between a capitalist Sagredo and a Polanyist Simplicio:
How do you know [that the eighteenth-century rural mentalité in the North American English colonies was not capitalist]?
From the KIND of transaction that took place.
Those transactions . . . . all involved, didn’t they, the exchange of labor and commodities with prices? . . . .
Yes, but the money-of-account was not money [Rothenberg here cites a sentence in Merrill], and the price system was not sovereign [citing Henretta], “from which it follows [quoting from Merrill] that . . . “the products we are dealing with are not commodities at all.”
I don’t follow you.  Why not?
Because the values attached to goods and services were use-values, not exchange values.
How do you know that?
Because the eighteenth-century mentalité was not capitalist.[footnoteRef:53] [53:   Rothenberg 1981 (1995), p. 75. ] 





&Chapter 2:
And So Did the Ancient World

In later work down to his death in 1964 Polanyi and his associates tried to demonstrate that at any rate the ancient world followed his anti-market model, and in particular that ancient Mesopotamia did.  As socialists they wanted the market and the bourgeois life to be a mere recent stage, now thankfully to be superseded by the re-establishment of the genial communism that most intellectuals in the 1940s believed the remote past had seen and that the not-too-remote future would again achieve.  The idea that a market society would turn out to be the end of history was from 1944 to 1964 obnoxious to the leading members of the European clerisy.
True, Polanyi conceded, local markets are ubiquitous—penny capitalism.  But such “markets,” he claimed, are embedded in local culture, and are an outgrowth of his first master category of anti-marketism, householding, the women’s realm.  “Local markets are, essentially, neighborhood markets,” where women flock to gather provisions for the nest.[footnoteRef:54]  Local markets, Polanyi said, are not a big part of commerce.  He was, I repeat, mistaken here in his history and his anthropology and his economics: penny capitalism is big, being in fact most of national income, because it is most of consumption, right down to the present.)  No real capitalist market could be expected to emerge from that, Polanyi said.  (He was again mistaken, though the belief persists that only big capitalists are real capitalists; thus Braudel DDDD, pp.      .)  In truth a great merchant is a trader in the village market writ large.  That the one is male and the other female, we have since learned to bear in mind, does not automatically make the male version economically serious and the female version trivial.     [54:   *** and rest of these dated only Polanyi, Great Transformation, p. 62.  ] 

Polanyi’s second and emphatically non-market category, reciprocal exchange, involves ritualized gift giving and receiving.  The relations are highly personal: “the right person at the right occasion should return the right kind of object.”[footnoteRef:55]  The model is politeness among friends.  Like Malinowski’s Trobriand Islanders (which recent research has shown to have been rather misunderstood as well), a whole society in which reciprocity is prominent usually has low population and little division of labor.  (Polanyi apparently did not realize that at the hands of Marcel Mauss the realm of gift-giving itself had in 1923 been brought under the species of markets.[footnoteRef:56])  Redistribution, on the other hand, as against householding and reciprocity, occurs sometimes even in large economies, and was Polanyi’s main focus.  “Redistribution obtains within a group to the extent that in the allocation of goods (including land and natural resources) they are collected in one hand and distributed by virtue of custom, law, or ad hoc central decision.”[footnoteRef:57]  The examples in Polanyi’s work are kingship and socialism, but the deeper model is the family, in which the mother redistributes food.  Polanyi asserted that ancient Greece, China, and India, the empire of the Incas, the New Kingdom of Egypt, the Dahomey Kingdom of West Africa, and in particular Hammurabi’s Babylonia, were all organized on the principle of redistribution.  He rejected the economistic vision of trade and markets governing such things at the large scale.  Polanyi wrote in 1944 that “broadly, the proposition holds that all economic systems known to us up to the end of feudalism in Western Europe were organized either on the principles of  reciprocity or redistribution, or householding, or some combination of the three.”[footnoteRef:58]  Polanyi later grouped householding as a special case of redistribution and includes “market” as a third type of “economic integration.”[footnoteRef:59]  He claimed always that so-called “market” prices are nothing of the sort, but merely “equivalences” determined by, say, the code of Hammurabi, not by supply and demand.  And he claimed that so-called “merchants” in such societies, in particular in the ancient Near East, were in fact governmental or temple officials, not anything like the bourgeois merchants of modern innovation.   [55:   Polanyi 1977, p. 39.  ]  [56:   Mauss 1923.]  [57:   Polanyi, The Livelihood of Man 1977, p. 40.  ]  [58:   Polanyi, The Great Transformation, pp.  54-55.]  [59:   *** correct authors: Trade and Markets in Early Empires, 1957 and The Livelihood of Man, 1977.] 

Polanyist notions of this sort have found their way secondhand into even such brilliant works as Jared Diamond’s Guns, Germs, and Steel: “the Mesopotamian temple was the center not only of religion but of economic redistribution,’ “large societies can function economically only if they have a redistributive economy,” and so forth.[footnoteRef:60]  But the tale of ancient anti-economism, as I and many other students of the matter say, appears to be mistaken.  The evidence is less embarrassingly overwhelming than it is for the importance of markets in England and other European countries for many centuries before 1800, since we do not have so overwhelming a tide of evidence for 1800-1200 BCE as we have for 1200-1800 CE.  Still, we have quite a lot of evidence for Mesopotamia, and only less for Egypt, and then for Greece and Rome, from the time of Sargon to the time of Justinian, and recently a lot of evidence from China and South Asia and Africa and America, much of it collected after Polanyi’s ideas were innocently formed, and sometimes indeed in critical response to his eloquent advocacy.[footnoteRef:61]   [60:   Diamond 1997, pp. 280, 287.]  [61:   For a contrary, pro-Polanyi view see Renger 2003.] 

And very occasionally the evidence even works in favor of a redistributive model.  Michael McCormick has argued that shipments of wheat in payment of taxes—the annona, which was indubitably a redistribution, the annual distribution of bread to the populace of Rome or, later, Constantinople, ending there at last in 618 CE—came to dominate trade in the western Mediterranean just as the more commercial trade declined.  “On the eve of its destruction, more and more of the eggs of [very] late Roman [that is, eastern Empire, to Constantinople] shipping had come to rest in the basket of the annona.  So it was that, comparatively speaking, commercial shipping lessened to its lowest point in centuries in the second half of the seventh century.”[footnoteRef:62]  This way of putting it, however, emphasizes McCormick’s larger theme: that in the time before and after the “destruction,” as late as the sixth century and as early as the late eighth century, private merchants were rushing about western Europe in search of private profit, entirely without a state assignment to their task.  [62:   McCormick 2001, pp. ] 

 Mostly the evidence works against redistribution outside the household, or the alleged lack of real markets.  From the earliest times the distribution of goods among households was made not by the visible hand of the prince or priest but by the invisible hand of price and property.  We know now for example the most about daily life in ancient Mesopotamia because the people of that region wrote on cheap and tough clay instead of expensively carved stone or rapidly rotting papyrus.  In 1920, unfortunately, early in the history of Assyriology (as the study of ancient Mesopotamia is called), a German economist of the historical school named Anna Schneider wrote an influential book Die Anfange der Kulturwirtschaft: Die sumerische Tempelstadt (The Origin of Cultural Economy: The Sumerian Temple City).  She claimed that the economy of the city of Lagash in southern Iraq was run on the basis of redistribution by the priests of the local temple.  Since Lagash, in southern Iraq, was the only city then excavated, and a big one by the standards of the third millennium BCE, her book had an impact.  Schneider based her interpretation on articles by the Assyriologist Anton Deimel, who finally in 1931 put forward the full theory in his own book, Sumerische Tempelwirtschaft zur Zeit Urukaginas und seiner Vorgänger (Sumerian Temple Economy at the Time of Urukagina [the ruler of Sumerian Lagash c. 2400 BCE] and his Predecessors).  For “a period of many years,” wrote the historical geographer Robert McC. Adams in 1966, “the existence of a so-called Tempelwirtschaft was taken for granted on the basis of the pioneering but somewhat misconstrued and overgeneralized work of Father Anton Deimel. . . (Schneider 1920; Deimel 1931).”[footnoteRef:63] [63:   Adams 1966, p. 81.] 

The problem was that Deimel relied on the clay-written evidence collected from the very temple, which as another Assyriologist, Daniel Snell, remarked recently, “quite reasonably showed the concerns of the temple leaders and staff members.”[footnoteRef:64]  If four thousand years from now an archaeologist were to uncover the records of Chicago’s Department of Streets and Sanitation, without records of the commercial society in which surrounded it, she might well conclude that Chicago worked mainly through orders to road crews to fix potholes in the Third Ward.  If she got deeper into the records, and saw through their surface, she might conclude that Chicago’s economy was chiefly a matter of payoffs to aldermen connected with contactors and property developers.  Her conclusion about the sector she had examined with such insight would not be mistaken.  But the inference that the city’s entire economy worked by reciprocity and redistribution (“We don’t want nobody that nobody sent”; “Take it easy, but take it”) would be wrong.  Chicago is overwhelmingly a market economy. [64:   Snell 1997, p. 149.  ] 

“Traces of the temple theory persist in textbooks,” Snell notes, and influenced Polanyi and his followers.  But in 1969 Ignace Gelb, in 1972 Klaas Veenhof, and in 1981 Benjamin Foster, questioned even the traces.[footnoteRef:65]  Veenhof showed that Mesopotamian merchants were mostly independent of state or temple, that is, that they were traders, “bourgeois” if you will.  Foster showed that it is doubtful that the records Deimel used were even that of a temple.  “We cannot any longer maintain,” wrote the Assyriologist J. N. Postgate in 1992, “that because the temple collected commodities and distributed them to its dependants the entire economy operated through [Polanyian] ‘redistribution,’ or that the priests controlled all agricultural production and commercial activity.”[footnoteRef:66]    [65:   Gelb 1969; Veenhof 1972.]  [66:   J. N. Postgate 1992, p. NN] 

Polanyi lives on in the work of a few in Assyriology.  For example, in his recent Ph.D. dissertation at UCLA in Near Eastern Languages and Cultures the Danish Assyriologist Jacob Dahl repeats Polanyi’s assumption of “marketless trade,” by which Polanyi and his followers like the great classicist Moses Finley meant, somewhat surprisingly to an economist, “lacking market-places.”[footnoteRef:67]  No economist would suppose that the lack of an agora or forum shows that an economy was not organized by markets.  Orders by mail from Sears, Roebuck in 1912 or from amazon.com in 2012 would by such an account be “non-market.”  And after all, to this day many a Middle Eastern city lacks a marketplace of a European sort (called a souq, sometimes; though Arabic speakers do not have the trouble the Polanyians have in applying the word to the abstract notion of a market without a location).  Yet trade goes on vigorously in the mazes of streets (which the Arabic speakers will label a “fabric souq,” meaning a narrow lane lined with, perhaps, fabric shops).  And indeed the very word souq, now sometimes applied to the open spaces that European Polanyists are in search of, derives from Akkadian “street, a narrow place.”   [67:   Dahl 2003, p. 14n25.] 

[Polanyist writer in Landes, Mokyr volume, contradicted in the same volume]
In view of plain evidence on the presence of hired workers from the earliest times, commonplace after 2100 BCE, and elaborate transactions in land from the earliest times recorded in clay, Polanyi’s hypothesis that ancient Sumer or the central and northern Mesopotamian states were entirely or even largely non-market societies has not paid off.  So it was with all of his searches for marketless societies.  Late in his life, claims Peter Drucker rather implausibly, Polanyi himself admitted so.[footnoteRef:68]  The word has gotten out to the more alert readers.  Jean Baechler in a brilliant work of 1971 noted that “the Assyrian tablets dating from the twentieth and nineteenth centuries B.C. . . . reveal a complete commercial network run by genuine capitalists.”[footnoteRef:69] [68:   *** Cite from autobiography of Drucker.  K. McRobbie in Karl Polanyi in Vienna disputes Drucker’s claim (I thank Gareth Dale for setting me straight on this).]  [69:   Baechler 1971(1975), p. 37.] 



$Chapter 4: 
Yet He Was Right About Embeddedness

And yet the failure of Polanyi’s search for an earlier society entirely free of the damned economists’ and capitalists’ markets does not imply that his more fundamental point was mistaken.  His point was that markets are, as the modern sociologists express it, “embedded,” which is merely to say that marketeers are people, too.  It was a point that Adam Smith devoted his life to making, though many of his followers have managed to forget it.  Smith fiercely opposed for example the characterization in Bernard Mandeville (and before him in Hobbes and before him in Machiavelli) of people as disembedded maximizers.  Max Weber’s notion of verstehen, the understanding of meanings in societies, is just as “scientific” as causal analysis, and just as necessary for a wholly scientific sociology or history or economics.  Across cultures and for most of human history, Polanyi argued, material exchange had meaning far beyond individual want-satisfaction.  That’s right.  Think of your taste in furniture for your pied a terre apartment in the lower west side in New York.  Polanyi argued that trade affirmed and strengthened the social values of the larger community.  Yes.  Think of your gas grill for neighborhood cookouts in Wilson’s town, Illinois or your plasma TV for the Superbowl party in Riverside, California.  Polanyi said that trade occurs with a meaning and in a manner that will not be fully understood by merely Samuelsonian economists (most whom in fact have never actually read Adam Smith, and to whom it is fresh news that Smith wrote also a book called The Theory of Moral Sentiments).  To be sure.
In other words, Polanyi was in this matter on to something—I say so as an economist who was for decades hostile to such views, and hadn’t read Polanyi with much care, or even Adam Smith beyond a few snippets.  I am still I think justified in my lofty disdain for the anti-market burden of Polanyi’s work, and especially the anti-market theme in the otherwise distinguished work of his followers like the great classicist Moses Finley or the great political scientist James C. Scott or the great economist Douglass North, or on a lower scholarly level the numerous Polanyi-influenced people who have not gotten beyond The Great Transformation.  None of them, I declare, got the facts right.  They all thought markets “arose” recently—though on the contrary markets had in fact already arisen anciently, in the twentieth and nineteenth centuries BCE, as Baechler put it, or for that matter in the fiftieth century BCE outside the caves of people in southeastern Africa speaking full language.  
Yet Polanyi’s extra something, that markets are embedded, humbles even the proud economist.  It is for example the main point of the present book.  Headline: Longtime Anti-Polanyist Admits Polanyi Had Basic Idea Right.  The economist Arjo Klamer has developed a context for markets rather similar to Polanyi’s, but free of Polanyi’s passionate and evidence-violating distaste for the market.[footnoteRef:70]  The agora, the marketplace, as Klamer puts it, where mutually advantageous trades take place, is prominent in all societies.  But it is flanked of course by the private oikos, the household where children are raised, and the polis, the government where a monopoly of violence is exercised.  Klamer points also to what he calls the Third Sphere—that is, a third public sphere additional to the public spheres of agora and polis, a sphere for a cultural commons in which “people realize social values like community, a sense of identity, solidarity, neighborhood, country, security, conviviality, friendship and so on.”[footnoteRef:71]  Thus embedding, the barbeque, the Superbowl party, the Kaffeeklatsch in which women tell the story of their tribe: meaningfully.  You could also call it, and Klamer does, the conversation of the culture.  In other words, the Third Sphere depends (as the other spheres also do) on Klamer’s master concept, the “conversation”—the conversation about being an American male or a Dutch merchant or a person who values modern art or an executive developing trust in a business relationship.  Akira Okazaki of Japan Airlines played cards endlessly with fisherman from Prince Edward Island in Canada during the 1970s to develop a backhaul business in bluefin-tuna-on-ice for the sushi market back home.[footnoteRef:72]  Talk, talk, talk.  Realize social values.  And do a little business on the side. [70:   ***Klamer 2006; Klamer and Zuidhof 1998; cf. Van Staveren DDDD.]  [71:   Klamer 2006, p. 13.  ]  [72:   Issenberg 2007.  ] 

Much discourse has power relations. Klamer is not supposing, nor am I, that conversations are always sweet. Habermas et alii. 
The anthropologist Alan Page Fiske has developed still another balanced version of embeddedness, which can be partially matched to Polanyi’s and Klamer’s categories—as all of them can, I would point out, to the much older tradition in Europe of the seven principal virtues, or to the four sprouts of ethical character in Confucianism.  In his Structures of Social Life Fiske speaks of "market pricing" as one of his four "elementary forms."  The other three—communal sharing [you get meat because you belong to Our Crowd], authority ranking [I am the chief, so I get more meat], equality matching [we're all in this together, so let's make the amounts of meat exactly equal for everyone]—do not involve prices, that is, exchange rates between two different things, meat for milk, arrow points for cave paintings.  The society must somehow decide on the prices, “the ratios of exchange.”  Fiske accepts, contrary to Polanyi, that in any society with markets—and as an economic  historian I attest that most societies have them, and Fiske the anthropologist and Klamer the economist think so, too—the “market decides, governed by supply and demand.”[footnoteRef:73]  Fiske cleverly points out that the succession of four communal-authority-equality-market correspond to stages of human maturity up to about age 8, when kids finally get beyond item-by-item equality and accept exchange, your frog for my jackknife.[footnoteRef:74]  And even more cleverly he points out that the succession also correspond in the theory of scaling to categorical scales (in/out), ordinal (higher/lower), interval (same amounts), and ratio (“Archimedean ordered fields,” such as Fahrenheit temperature??? Is this correct?  ). [73:   Fiske 1991 [1993], pp. 47, 45.  I am indebted to my friend Rick Wicks of the University of Gothenburg for putting me onto Fiske’s amazing work.]  [74:   Fiske 1991 [1993], pp. 48-49.] 

Here is how the various groupings lie down together:



Fiske, Polanyi, Klamer, and the Virtues

Polanyi’s categories      Klamer’s spheres  Fiske’s forms:    The question     The seven principal virtues

Provisioning                         oikos                     Communal sharing     “Who is ‘us’?”               Love, Temperance

Redistribution                      polis                     Authority ranking     “Who’s in charge?”         Courage, Faith

Reciprocity         not a perfect correspondence    Equality ranking     “Who or what                   Justice, Faith
                              with Klamer’s Third Sphere                                     counts as equal?       Klamer: (humility); Hope

Modern market                    agora                     Market pricing            “What are the                  Prudence
                                                                                                                 ratios of exchange?”
***Source: Fiske, Structures (1991 [1993]), pp. 46-47; Polanyi 1944, DDDD; Klamer 2006; McCloskey 2006, p. PPP.

The market and its bourgeoisie is supported by much more than Prudence Only, though obviously that is its central virtue, just as Courage is the central virtue of an ideal aristocratic society, and Faith that of an ideal Christian one.  But anyway the categories of Klamer, Fiske—and what I am calling the seven principal virtues (they date in this full form from Aquinas’s teacher Gregory the Great)—firmly reject the Polanyian notion that the market is hostile to all human values, and is a merely modern pathology.  They do so by embedding economic life in human life generally, as in fact Aquinas and the other urban monks of the thirteenth century were busy doing—and Polanyi himself wanted to do, minus the detestably bourgeois bits.  All actual bourgeois people have non-market relations in their lives, and the market itself is embedded.  Only stick-figure parodies like Marx’s Mister Moneybags or Dickens’ Paul Dombey (until the very end of the book, when he realizes his humanity) or Sinclair Lewis’ George Babbitt (ditto) do not see the embedding.  Nor sometimes in truth do actual bourgeois of our acquaintance notice the embedding of their lives, at least when they are misled by the rhetoric of Greed is Good, and He Who Dies With the Most Toys Wins.  Perhaps the better word for the embedding is “entangling,” because the different spheres talk to each other and parody each other in endlessly complicated ways.  Such is Homo loquens.  
In The Purchase of Intimacy (DDDD) and earlier books the sociologist Viviana Zelizer has detailed the entanglement of market matters with the Third and other spheres.  [Use her Economic Lives to exposit].
Anyway the bourgeois man belongs to a religion or tribe or clan, and always to a family and usually to the Third Sphere of his town.  The economists Peter Boettke and Virgil Storr have recently written on such “sophisticated embeddedness,” and their master Ludwig von Mises wrote to a similar effect.[footnoteRef:75]  The non-market relations often radically alter the deals the bourgeois makes.  The novelist of the modern bourgeoisie, Thomas Mann, speaks of the protagonist of Buddenbrooks (1901) as entangling the sacred and the profane: “Sometimes, entirely by accident, perhaps on a walk with the family, [Tom Buddenbrooks] would go into a mill for a chat with the miller, who would feel himself much honored by the visit; and quite en passant, in the best of moods, he could conclude a good bargain.”[footnoteRef:76]  The community of believing Muslims, the umma, was for hundreds of years after the death of the Prophet a minority in the various Arab conquests outside the Arabian peninsula itself.[footnoteRef:77]  You dealt differently with a fellow resident of the House of Islam—he paid less taxes, he could not be your slave, he could not charge you interest.  Needless to say such theories became with use tattered around their edges, for example in the matter of charging interest or enslavement.[footnoteRef:78]  But the sacred mattered. [75:   ***cite]  [76:   Mann 1901, p. 210.  ]  [77:   Hourani 1991 2005, p. 96.]  [78:   Cite Drescher] 

True, the market tends to be prudent, and on that count, if not on all counts, tends to be radically egalitarian in the matter of whom it deals with.  A beggar’s dollar commands as much bread as a millionaire’s.  In contrast to allocation by beauty or social class or Party membership or racial preference or bureaucratic edict, the baker doesn’t care to whom he sells the loaf.  That feature of the market has recommended it to the egalitarians among true liberals in a long line from David Hume and Adam Smith to Milton Friedman and Robert Nozick and Deirdre McCloskey.  Prudence is indeed as I said the central virtue of the agora, as courage is of the polis and love of the oikos.  But, I repeat, the market can be influenced by motives other than prudence only.  An elderly mother buys a second house for the warm months close to her children, but worries whether it is prudent, and quarrels with her beloved daughter over the mix of cash and affection in the matter.  Love and prudence are entangled.  Merchants and inventors and corporate executives are people, too.  A bourgeois life, I say yet again, involves non-market realms, as does any human life.  That is what Polanyi got right.  But markets play their entangled part, and in a great city the markets and the bourgeoisie running them have always played a great part.  That is what Polanyi got wrong.



&Chapter 5: 
“Bourgeois” and “Capitalist” 
are Fighting Words, 
But Shouldn’t Be
	
The master words in our tale, “bourgeois” and “capitalist,” acquired their present meanings late, and largely from Marx and his followers.[footnoteRef:79]  One could object in the style of some Polanyans that to apply the terms to medieval Europe, much less to second-millennium BCE Mesopotamia, is anachronistic.  I think not, not so long as the two are used colorlessly and scientifically and non-contextually.  Most modern historians, such as Philip Curtin and Fernand Braudel, agree. [79:   It is often remarked, correctly, that Marx himself does not use Kapitalismus in Das Kapital.  But he does use kapitalische(n) freely, so let’s not quibble.  ] 

The word “bourgeois” is merely a French version of the Germanic root of words like “borough” and “Edinburgh,” that is, a townsman.  A “Burger” in German is, like all similar Germanic-origin words borrowed even into the Romance languages, such as Italian borghese or French bourgeois, a free citizen of a chartered city.[footnoteRef:80]  That is, he voted and mattered, as his wife and his apprentices, not to speak of the laborers hired by the day, did not.  Charter by charter, slowly, the voting townsman in the European Middle Ages became independent of the system of lord and peasant in the surrounding countryside.  By the grace of the Emperor or the lord-bishop the townsman would remain independent of feudalism, and yet remain bourgeois—unless indeed he was corrupted into seeking feudal lordship for himself.  In a wider society honoring only the noble he had to resist the temptation of vanity to commission a noble genealogy from the heralds, as for example bourgeois Shakespeare did, or to buy his nobility, as did the playwright NNNN Beaumarchais (Pierre-Augustin Caron, son of a clockmaker, at the turning point against aristocracy and in favor of Figaro), or to take on wholesale the values of an aristocracy, as the bourgeois-origin noblemen of Florence and Venice, and later even Switzerland, most spectacularly did.   [80:   You may find more such impressive learning about the word “bourgeois” in The Bourgeois Virtues, pp. 68-69.  “Bourgeois,” by the way, is the adjective, pronounced “bour-zwaw.”  Even well educated people sometimes get confused about this, and use the noun, meaning “the middle class,” la bourgeoisie, pronounced “bour-zwah-zee,” as an adjective.  We’re dealing here, as Hudie Ledbetter memorably  put it, with “bourgeois towns,” not *”bourgeoisie towns.”] 

So let’s be colorless in the definition.  “Bourgeois,” says the Historical Thesaurus of the Oxford English Dictionary, is in fact the earliest English name still in use for what was earlier called the “meanalty” (as in “mean” in all its sense, before 1548), the moyen people (1481), back to the Old English adjective medstrang; and what was later called the middling folk (1692).[footnoteRef:81]  You may if you wish use another word, yet keep the aspidistra flying: free denizen, freeman, townsman, citizen (“a man of trade, not a gentleman,” said Johnson’s Dictionary), cit (the term of contempt for a bourgeois, as early as 1644, and in Marvell 1674, “O ye addle-brain'd cits!”), burgess, middling sort (1692), privileged town-dweller (Elias 1939, p. 187), social classes I, II, and III (non-manual), National Readership Survey classes A, B, and C1, a member of the middle station, or of the middle class (the last a surprisingly late coinage, entering the language in 1745 with “electrify” and “turnpike road”).  If “bourgeois” bothers you I nonetheless wish you would accept the tactic here of re-valuing a despised class.  I employ it for its ethics and its politics, to undermine the automatic sneering against the way most of us live: “Daddy, you’re so bourgeois!” says the highly educated teenage daughter. [Abbreviated riff on such words, geuzenamen, from BV.]  But please feel free to use any of these alternatives in place of the shameful word throughout the book.  “Class X” if you wish. [81:   Kay and others, eds. 2009, I, p. 1251.] 

Nothing in historical science turns on the word.  The “bourgeoisie” (1707) in my usage for social science is merely what’s left over when you have subtracted from all the men the rent-earning aristocrats (with the gentry) and the tithe-earning clerics (sometimes with the secular clerisy, that is, the intellectuals and the bureaucrats) and the lower-wage-earning peasants and proletarians.  Women in some cities could run businesses independently, especially if widowed, in which case they, like the abbesses and the queens in other spheres, are to be accorded in the accounting an honorary maledom, having the heart and stomach of a bourgeois, and a bourgeois of Holland, too.  Notice that the other classes are defined here in a similarly colorless way, so that nothing is conveyed for example by the word “peasant” except “hard manual worker in agriculture”—not as the more colorful, if often as I have said factually mistaken “member of a closed corporate community” or “carrier of Gemeinschaft from the glorious Germanic past.”  B = Total Men – A – C – P – P’.  The hard manual/lower clerical/lower service workers, nickel and dimed, are the Ps, the peasants if in the country or proletarians if in the town.  We can include or not include the Clerisy depending on our purpose.  The Clerisy has mainly come from the Bourgeoisie itself, like Thomas Cromwell in some accounts, and Lenin for sure, and has always straddled.  Antonio Gramsci noted in 1932 that “every social group. . . creates together with itself, organically, one or more strata of intellectuals.”[footnoteRef:82]  Most of the jobs for intellectuals are paid for by the bourgeoisie, and the jobs are held by their sons, and lately by their daughters. [82:   Gramsci in Forgacs, ed., p. 301.] 

But another gigantic scholarly controversy looms.  You can see that I don’t want to use “bourgeois” to mean “stupid, greedy, uncultivated,” as it has been commonly used by some scholars and many journalists since Rousseau and especially since the disappointed revolutions in Europe during 1848.  That is, I do not want to prejudge the main question at issue in the series of books called “The Bourgeois Era,” which is whether the bourgeoisie and its markets and innovation have been good or bad for us, and whether they deserve to be encouraged, or to be regulated, or to be shot.  
Writing in 1935 the great liberal Dutch historian Johan Huizinga noted that “in the nineteenth century, ‘bourgeois’ became the most pejorative term of all, particularly in the mouths of socialists and artists, and later even of fascists.”  As Jules Renard put it, "The bourgeois man is someone who does not have my ideas.  And what a devilish sound the word ‘capitalistic’ has assumed!  So repulsive, in fact, that even those who are firmly convinced that personal and inherited property is the basis of all culture and that it is not within human power to replace the existing system of production with a better one, no longer dare to call themselves ‘capitalists’.”  Or as Huizinga put it, “How useful it would be from time to time to set up all the most common political and cultural terms in a row for reappraisal and disinfection. . . .  For instance, liberal would be restored to its original significance  and freed of all the emotional overtones that a century of party conflict has attached to it, to stand once again for ‘worthy of a free man.’   And if bourgeois could be rid of all the negative associations with which envy and pride for that is what they were [as peasant and aristocrat] have endowed it, could it not once more refer to all the attributes of urban life?”[footnoteRef:83]   [83:  Huizinga, Johan H.  1935.  “The Spirit of the Netherlands.”  p. 112
] 

If one insists on using the word “bourgeois” as, say, Jean-Paul Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir used it, to mean the worst and most inauthentic types of town life in France c. 1950, then of course it is not going to be much of an intellectual feat to conclude that bourgeois life leads straight to. . . well. . . the worst and most inauthentic types of town life in France c. 1950.  But I urge you to use the word not as a term of contempt, but scientifically and colorlessly, to mean “owners and managers in town, risk takers or word workers, large or small in their wealth.”  
The intellectual historian John Pocock provides the key to why Rousseau was so vehement against the bourgeoisie and so insistent that it was not the body of citoyens.  The word bourgeoisie meant in pre-Revolutionary France, and indeed in traditional Europe generally, a class having special rights, rights for example to appear in a favorable court in case of disputes.[footnoteRef:84]  Not everybody had such rights, because not everyone belonged to the corporation under the charter of the free Imperial city of Worms, say.  The rights, Rousseau reckoned, were like the outrageous right enjoyed by the French aristocrats of Rousseau’s time to be entirely free of taxes.  The very words “freedoms” or “liberties,” especially in those plural forms, connoted special rights granted by charter.  The earliest occurrence in the OED is from the Pipe Roll of the 13th year Henry II’s reign (1166-7), about the libertate of the burgenses, paying forty marks for the King’s charter.  In other words, a "freeman of the City of London," enjoying the “liberty” of the place, was not merely some barrow boy.  He was better than you and me.  No wonder Rousseau, that early enemy of privilege (though of bourgeois origin himself), preferred a “citizen” to a “bourgeois.” [84:   Pocock 1981, pp. 356, 361, 364.  ***Note the book by a woman historian saying their courts survived the Revol.] 

But for scientific purposes the bourgeoisie can be haute or petite, the international merchant financing hundreds of bales of China tea offloaded onto the East India Dock or the little shopkeeper in the High Street of Salisbury selling tea by the ounce.  He can be a Robert Owen managing a big cotton textile mill in Lanarkshire in Scotland or a clothier named Simon Eyre (his last name is common Germanic “aristocratic, honorable”) managing a few apprentices and journeymen in fifteenth-century London.  The word “bourgeoisie” is sometimes used for the haute alone (commonly so in French, for example), and you are welcome if you wish to follow that usage.  God doesn’t supply human definitions.  But the haute definition, again, prejudges an open scientific issue, that is, whether “capitalism” is something entirely different from provisioning in local markets.  Let’s leave the issue open until we have some evidence.  Let’s not close it with our choice of words.

*        *         *        *
And I just used again, as I have freely so far, the magic word “capitalism.”  I repeat: God won’t tell us how to use it.  I propose, if God doesn’t mind, that we agree to use the word to mean simply “the use of markets, very widespread in Africa and Latin America 1800 CE—but not by any means unknown in China and Mesopotamia in 1800 BCE, and dating back, truth be known, to 50,000 BCE worldwide.”  “Modern capitalism” is that unusually innovative and historically unique form that a market society at last took—the technical and organizational innovations, not merely the anciently common markets, or the class relations, or the size of enterprises.  My proposed substitute for “capitalism”—merely “innovation”—I admit, does rather slant the case, though not in a way that violates the evidence, and certainly less than “capitalism” does.  An increase in the per person ability to make goods and services valued in real terms as a factor of up to a 100 from 1800 to the present can certainly be called an “innovation” without violating the norms of language.  “Capitalism” slants it much more, because it insists on the wholly erroneous conviction of the early economists (including Marx) that piling brick on brick is what made us rich.  Innovation in a uniquely modern and frenetic scale is the new form of capitalism that started to take hold in seventeenth century Holland and eighteenth century England and early nineteenth century Belgium, France, and the United States.  I’ll try to use “the Age of Innovation” to describe the modern world, not “the Age of Capital (-ism).”  But if I slip into using Marx’s word I’ll mean just the same thing as Innovation.  
There are good reasons for this likewise colorless usage.  For one thing, there’s nothing automatic about growth in capital in “capitalism,” though since 1776 and especially since 1848 many people have believed there is.  In particular a large scale has little to do with it.  Big piles of capital, such as Spain’s from the New World, can be dissipated in aristocratic posturing financed by the center and by local elitism protected by high transport costs, as Spain’s were, despite an early start in philosophizing about laissez faire.[footnoteRef:85]  Little or non-existent piles, like young Andrew Carnegie’s or Steve Jobs’, can grow at rates far above normal, if in a time and place of innovation that permits and honors the bourgeoisie, a business civilization.   [85:   See Grafe DATES] 

In particular there does not appear to be anything special about the use of “capital” in the so-called capitalist era.  People used financial and real capital before capitalism, as for example in Mesopotamia.  Profits were earned, as they were in the Athenian commercial empire.  As I said, Polanyi to the contrary, markets flourished, as they did in medieval Europe.  Fernand Braudel concluded his three-volume study of the matter in 1979 by noting that even in his own special sense of the linking of local markets by international and high-profit trade “capitalism” was ancient: 
Throughout this book, I have argued that capitalism has been potentially visible since the dawn of history, and that it has developed and perpetuated itself down the ages. . . .  It would however be a mistake to imagine capitalism as something that developed in a series of stages or leaps--from mercantile capitalism to industrial capitalism to finance capitalism, with some kind of regular progression from one phase to the next, with “true” capitalism appearing only at the late stage when it took over production, and the only permissible term for the early period being mercantile capitalism or even “pre-capitalism.”  . . .  The whole panoply of forms of capitalism--commercial, industrial, banking--was already employed in thirteenth century Florence, in seventeenth-century Amsterdam, in London before the eighteenth century.[footnoteRef:86] [86:   Braudel,  III, pp. 620-621.] 

Or, one could add, in Athens before the third century BCE or in Ur before the twentieth century BCE[footnoteRef:87] [87:   On Athens, see NNN on banking] 

And certainly no automatic machinery of accumulation got turned on in 1760, no “take-off into self-sustained growth” happened as a result of higher saving rates making more capital, contrary to what Walt Rostow somewhat mysteriously claimed in 1960, and now modern devisers of “growth theory” claim, too.  High savings rates in Italy in the nineteenth century did not result in economic growth, until late.  [Cite Stefano Fenoaltea]  Nor does the capitalist machinery automatically exploit and alienate the proletariat.  It didn’t in the United States, which was and is notoriously non-socialist even in its working class.  After all, your ancestors and mine were impoverished and ignorant peasants and proletarians.  And yet here we are, you and I, their descendants, well-to-do people spending a pleasant evening together discussing the virtues and vices of capitalism, though still working for wages, big ones, or at any rate a nice pension.  Feeling alienated recently?  Really?  A wage slave?  Some “slave.”  And have you noticed that you, not the bosses, own your human capital?
[bookmark: Z8][bookmark: Z9]For another thing, again, we don’t want to prejudge everything about the mechanisms and morals of capitalism by defining it the way Marx did in Chapter 4 of Capital (at any rate according to the old standard, and inaccurate, English translation) as "the restless never-ending process of profit-making alone. . . , this boundless greed after riches, this passionate chase after exchange-value."[footnoteRef:88]  The original German actually says “solely the restless stirring for gain.  This absolute desire for enrichment, this passionate hunt for value”: nur die rastlose Bewegung des Gewinnes.  Dieser absolute Bereicherungstrieb, diese leidenschaftliche Jagd auf den Wert.[footnoteRef:89]   The words of the English translation, such as “never-ending” (endlos, ewig, unaufhörlich) and “boundless” (grenzenlos, schrankenlos), are nowhere in Marx’s German.  The normal German word for “greed” (Gier), which most people would attribute to Marx’s theory, does not appear anywhere in the chapter.  Indeed, Gier and its compounds (Raubgier, rapacity; Habgier, avarice; Geldgier) are rare in Marx, attesting to his attempt to shift away from conventional ethical terms in analyzing capitalism.  Marx’s rationalist scientism, the historian Allan Megill notes, prevents him from saying “here I am making a moral-ethical point,” even in the exceedingly numerous places in which he was.[footnoteRef:90]  The first 25 chapters of Das Kapital, through page 802 of the German edition (page 670 in the Modern Library edition), contain “greed” and its compounds in Marx’s own words only seven times (mainly in Chapter 8, “Constant Capital and Variable Capital”), with a few more in quotations.  [88:   Cite: Mod Lib, pp. 170-171;]  [89:   Karl Marx - Friedrich Engels - Werke, Band 23, S. 11-802, Dietz Verlag, Berlin/DDR 1962, p. 168, online at http://www.mlwerke.de/me/me23/me23_161.htm#Kap_4_1.]  [90:   Megill 2002, p. 262.] 

Yet the sneer at the bourgeoisie’s endless/boundless greed is common enough, and Engels after all approved the English translation.  Townspeople such as the bourgeoisie had long been despised, seen by the priest and the aristocrat as vulgar.  “I hate the uninitiated mob” (Odi profanum vulgus), sang Horace in priestly style long ago, and scorned to take in exchange for his Sabine valley any fashionable riches more burdensome.  Still today, as always, markets and innovation are threatened by the scorn of priest or knight or gentleman or poet, from Green to neo-Nazi.  And now they are threatened, too, from within the bourgeoisie itself, by a new and foolish pride elevating market prudence to the exclusion of other virtues—the “greed-is-good” theory of behavior, encouraged by economists and inside traders.  It is the modern descendent of eighteenth-century ideas that Prudence Only—reason, utility, Enlightened self-interest—suffices.  We need instead to balance the virtues of courage and love and faith and prudence in an ethical business life.  But as a matter of fact most businesspeople are already ethical, contrary to the populist line that they are price-gougers and the Marxist line that they are carriers of an evil system or the conservative line that they are simply vulgar.
In any case we do not want disdain for commerce to be preordained by the rhetoric.



&Chapter 6:
The Bourgeoisie Has Been Disdained
 
Such sneering at commerce from the heights of the aristocracy or the depths of the peasantry is ancient and usual.  It is a trifle strange, of course, since commerce itself is also ancient and usual.  We all get our livings or our food from it.  Most of us literate people nowadays and for many centuries past have spent most of our lives doing it.  
Yet wherever we are in the social hierarchy we suspect that the other person in our penny capitalism is cheating us.  If “cheating” means “leaving us with less profit that we would have had if the other was idiotically imprudent or wonderfully charitable,” then every single exchange involves it.  Anxiety and irritation have always flowed from the gap between what you are willing to pay and what the seller is willing to accept.  The gap characterizes all deals in the realm of exchange—wage deals, house deals, bread deals.  In the realm of violence, by contrast, your satisfaction is not at issue: you will be distressed that the thief has robbed you or the judge has sentenced you, but you understand the violence being applied. “If you ever go to Houston, you better walk right,/ You better not stagger and you better not fight./  etc.  At the far other end of human relations, the realm of rhetoric, by contrast, after the persuasive act you are satisfied.  When someone persuades you to believe the Pythagorean Theorem, or to believe in the mutual gains from trade, or to buy a Toyota, or to marry, or to worship, you are not anxious (buyer’s remorse and the dark night of the soul aside).  You have “changed your mind,” as we say.  In the middling realm of exchange, though, your mind is given—the economist’s assumption of given tastes—and you try to get what gain can be achieved by a deal.  But after the deal you always know that it could have been more favorable to you.  In the nature of mutual advantage, you could have got more of it.  There’s always that annoying gap.
Marshallian  economists and their heirs the Samuelsonian economists call the gap between willingness to pay and willingness to accept “the sum of consumer’s and producer’s surplus.”  Marxists call it, more vividly, “exploitation” or “surplus value.”  It is the social gain from trade—the value created by trade—to be divided somehow into your profit from the transaction and the other person’s.  The “somehow” is the source of the irritation.  The amount that makes trade good for both parties also leaves both parties thinking they could have done better.  In fact, either could have.  Did I get the best deal I could?  Has he made a fool of me?  Gullible Jack in the English folk tale sells his mother’s cow for a silly handful of beans, and the mother is outraged by the cheating, and by her son’s gullibility.  The beans prove to be magical, of course, resolving the tension aroused in the listeners by the first act (imagine the story of Jack and the Beanstalk ending abruptly with the original “cheating”), and Jack proceeds to himself cheat the giant and thereby amass his own profit.  It is a peasant’s view of exchange, always cheating, cheating, cheating, taking every advantage however small.  A market transaction is viewed as zero sum, your loss being my gain.  “Country life,” reflects the academic narrator in a J. M. Coetzee novel about rural South Africa, “has always been a matter of neighbors scheming against each other.”  The narrator’s early impression of his neighbor Petrus, who tries to cheat him in every deal, is that the man though admirably hard working was “a plotter and a schemer and no doubt a liar too, like peasants everywhere.  Honest toil and honest cunning.”[footnoteRef:91]   [91:   Coetzee 1999, p. 117.] 

All this cheating magic of markets has long angered people (though not when they themselves practice it on others: from that point of view it a bargain, een goedkoop, say the plotting Dutch, a “good buy.”  I won and he lost.  Hurrah).  Only briefly in recent European centuries did a coherent rhetoric arise to assuage the anger against the other side of a market transaction.  It half-persuaded people that markets are positive sum.  I’ve called it the Bourgeois Deal: let me make profits off deals in the market and in the long run I’ll make us all rich.  Modern people, though subject to outbreaks of populist reversion to peasant type, and if highly educated a reversion to an aristocratic disdain for trade, act as though they pretty much accept the Deal.  
The acceptance is historically rare.  The commercial Chinese, for example, have long been burdened by a Confucian disdain for the class of merchants, ranked in the hierarchy since 600 BCE even below peasants.  Recently the mainland Chinese seem to have gotten over their disdain, as their cousins overseas have managed to do for centuries.  Chinese real income per head is still one tenth of what it is in the United States, so there is plenty of time for the Chinese to revert to Confucian type and kill the golden goose.  The Christians in their beginnings were among the most anti-commercial people of faith, more so than Jews or Muslims or Hindus or Zoroastrians or even Buddhists.  By late in the first millennium of Christianity the dominant theorizers about the economy were monks and mystics and desert fathers, deniers of this world in the style of St. Augustine.  Their asceticism was, somewhat illogically, attached in their minds to union with God—illogically because after all God made the world as His Son made tables for sale in Nazareth.  The desert fathers were a large influence on Muslim mysticism, too, despite their devotion to a tent-making merchant.[footnoteRef:92]  The main factual paradox of the present book is that, startlingly, it was a Christian Europe slowly after 1300 and unstoppably after 1700 that redeemed the bourgeois life.   [92:   Desert Fathers n.d., Ward’s introduction, p. x1; Hourani 1991 2005, pp. 72-73] 

   Yet, I repeat, the disdain started early for people who buy low and sell high, people who are neither aristocratic nor clerical nor even peasant-like—“honest” in a recent sense but poor.  It was prominent for a very long time, even in Europe, especially in the classical Mediterranean (with perhaps less prominence in the ancient Near East).  Fernand Braudel wrote in 1979 that "when Europe came to life again in the eleventh century, the market economy and monetary sophistication were 'scandalous' novelties.  Civilization, standing for ancient tradition, was by definition hostile to innovation.  So it said no to the market, no to profit making, no to capital.  At best it was suspicious and reticent.”[footnoteRef:93]  The German sociologist Georg Simmel had put it well in 1907: “the masses—from the Middle Ages right up to the nineteenth century—thought that there was something wrong with the origin of great fortunes. . . .  Tales of horror spread about the origin of the Grinaldi, the Medici and the Rothschild fortunes. . . as if a demonic spirit was at work.”[footnoteRef:94]  Simmel is being precise here, as he usually is.  It is the masses, the populists, hoi polloi, who hold such views most vividly.  A jailer in the thirteenth century scorned a rich man’s pleas for mercy: “Come, Master Arnaud Teisseire, you have wallowed in such opulence!  . . . .  How could you be without sin?”[footnoteRef:95]  Echoing Jesus of Nazareth when he speaks of rich men and camels and needles, another of Le Roy Ladurie’s Albigensians declared that “those who have possessions in the present life can have only evil in the other world.  Conversely, those who have evil in the present life will have only good in the future life.”[footnoteRef:96]   [93:   Braudel, Wheels 1979, p. late in volume: find.]  [94:   Simmel 1907 (1990), p. 245.]  [95:   Le Roy Ladurie 1978 (1980), p. 332.]  [96:   Le Roy Ladurie 1978 (1980), p. 336.] 

Such disdain for possessions in the present life, and the matched disdain by landed aristocrats for the vulgarity of trade, is still hard to ignore even among the elite, because it is built into European literary and religious traditions, providing the foundations for novels like Lewis’ Main Street or Richard Power’s Gain and movies like Wall Street, I or II.  The peasant envied profit makers—though she took profit on her sales of barley.  The proletariat grumbled about his boss—though he changed his tune when he became one.  The aristocrat disdained traders—though he engaged in profitable trade when he could.  Michael McCormick notes that the “late Roman legacy of contempt for commerce,” reinforced by the rhetoric of the modern clerisy ashamed of its own bourgeois origins, has occluded the evidence for a revival of European trade in the eighth and especially the ninth centuries (note: two or three centuries earlier than the Belgian economic historian Henri Pirenne had put it in 1925, or Braudel following him).  “Christian dislike of commerce—if not for its proceeds—allied with the new aristocratic ethos of a warrior life to produce a ruling class” (and therefore surviving evidence written by or in praise of them) “that was often indifferent and sometimes even hostile to the trading life.”[footnoteRef:97]  It continued in another version the scorn for the bourgeoisie that aristocratic Greeks and senatorial Romans displayed.   [97:   ***McCormick 2001, get page.] 

Even in commercial Italy the line between aristocrat and borghese was sharp—and even when the aristocrats were, like the Medici, descended from the middle class.  The story-teller Giovanni Boccaccio (1313-1375) was the son of an employee of the Bardi bank of Florence (the bank was soon to be brought down by the refusal of proud Edward III of England to honor his debts).  He was raised up to be a banker.  In his collection of tales, The Decameron (composed 1349-1351), Boccaccio treats merchants respectfully—at any rate by the standard of his Florentine countryman Dante fifty years before, in The Divine Comedy, who finds them on his voyage to Hell down at the Nth*** level.  Yet Boccaccio’s story about Saladin disguised as a traveling merchant of Cyprus (in order to discover and outwit the European preparations for the Third Crusade) depends on the irony of noblemen unable to conceal their nobility—though allegedly mere mercanti.  The Italian host, Torello, a “gentleman” (gentile uomo) or “knight” (cavaliere), a member of the Lombard city gentry and not of the aristocracy (“he was a private urban citizen and not a lord”: era cittadino e non signore) exclaims of the three noble Saracens, before he had quite penetrated their merchantly disguise, “May it please God for our part of the world to produce gentlemen [gentili uomini] of the same quality I now find in Cypriot merchants!”[footnoteRef:98]  Nobility shines through.  Torello “thought they were men of eminence [magnifichi uomini], of much higher rank than he had imagined at first.”  He gives them in Polanyi’s style of reciprocal exhange silk- and fur-lined robes.  The Saracens, “seeing the nobility [nobilità] of the robes, non-merchant-like [non mercatantesche],” fear he has sniffed them out.  Though Torello does not entirely realize the great eminence of his guests (in European literature after the Crusades, Saladin is treated routinely as the most noble of opponents), he exclaims on parting—one last insult for the borghese compared with magnifichi uomini—“whoever you are, you can’t make me believe for the present that you are merchants!”[footnoteRef:99] [98:   Boccaccio 1349-1351, Tenth Day, Tale 9, p. 213; “he was a private citizen . . . ,” p. 217.]  [99:   Boccaccio 1349-51, p. 219.] 

The result in most of Europe diverged strikingly from the zest for both trading and warfare one finds in the elite of the pagan, Germanic north.  It continued to characterize, McCormick notes, the later saga literature of the Christian thirteenth century.[footnoteRef:100]  Vikings were traders.  The words in Irish for “market,” “penny,” and “shilling” all come from the Norse traders and enslavers.  The facts make one of the contrasts between the cultures of the Mediterranean and of the German Ocean look strange.[footnoteRef:101]   Germanic law codes of early times encourage cash compensation for dishonor.  (At least for free men.  The laws we have are only about them, using the words “free” and “man” precisely, and therefore were about aristocrats and other high-status men relative to a dishonorable if large majority class of slaves and women.)  An eye for an eye is always possible and honorable in the German laws.  But so is thus-and-such quantity of silver for the eye, which payment abruptly ends the blood feud.  Tacitus is a little surprised that minor crimes are punished simply by a fine, in cattle or horses (in keeping with his claim that the Germani knew not the use of coined money).  The major and capital crimes he instances with stunned amazement are not mere assault (on that eye, for example) but large matters like cowardice or treason.  Among the Germans, Tacitus writes, “even homicide can be atoned for by a fixed number of cattle or sheep,” and therefore “feuds do not continue forever unreconciled.”[footnoteRef:102]  Tacitus (probably of Gaulish origin but of course thoroughly Mediterraneanized) is astonished that the Germans let profane cash into matters of sacred honor.  The prudent answer to a crime, you see, is to demand wergelt, dissolving endless blood feuds in the solvent of the cash.  The hero the Icelander Gunnar in Njáls Saga does so, as did every honorable Icelander in those heroic days, at any rate according to the sagas written three centuries later.  [100:   McCormick, 2001, p. 13.]  [101:   I thank my colleague in Hispanic Studies at the University of California at Riverside, James Parr, for conversations on this point.]  [102:   21, p. 119, 12, p. 111.  ] 

By contrast in the South, from Homer to El Cid to The Godfather, honor is absolute.  What is strange is that the implacable Southerners had long lived by a monetized and commercialized Mediterranean, heirs to a classical civilization based since the early first millennium BCE on seagoing trade.  The savages of the Northern forests were making delicate calculations of monetary equivalences in a supposedly less commercial society.  The honorable—that is, the aristocratic—part of the civilization of the classical Mediterranean had always been suspicious of getting money, though of course very eager to have and spend it.  By contrast the Icelandic sagas (written well after their events, I’ve noted, and admittedly therefore perhaps anachronistic) are about men unashamedly at the margin between commerce and piracy.  Arriving at a new coast they had to decide whether to steal what they wanted or to trade for it.  Great hoards of Byzantine coins are found in Norse settlements around the Baltic and North and Irish seas, evidence that the piratical and commercial ventures of the Vikings were not narrow in scope.[footnoteRef:103]  But all this merely enlarges the paradox, that the apparently advanced part of the Western world had from the beginning to the present a more primitive code of honor—or at any rate a less bourgeois one. [103:   ***Cite Sawyer] 

The pagan Viking attitude towards merchants did not win out.  Mediterranean values did.  In late fourteenth-century England, for example, Chaucer favorably characterizes the three most admired classes, “A KNIGHT there was, and that a worthy man. . . .  A poor PARSON of a town/ But rich he was of holy thought and work. . . .  With him there was a PLOUGHMAN who was his brother/ . . . Living in peace and perfect charity.”[footnoteRef:104]  He characterizes the two-dozen other pilgrims mentioned in “The General Prologue” (1387) of The Canterbury Tales in notably less flattering terms.  True, the owner of the Tabard, Our Host is described genially throughout (“a fairer burgher is there none at Cheapside”).  The five urban craftsmen of the middling sort mentioned together as dressed in fraternal livery (haberdasher, carpenter, weaver, dyer, and tapestry maker) are described, too, as “fair burghers,” worthy to “sit in a guildhall on a dais,” or to be aldermen (for property they had enough, and rent), but such folk are not further characterized in the extant Tales—except that the bourgeois Miller’s Tale makes merry of a carpenter.[footnoteRef:105]  The Sergeant of the Law was “cautious and prudent,” of “high renown.”[footnoteRef:106]  But four of the five solidly bourgeois figures, the Merchant, the Reeve, the Miller, and the Doctor of Physik, are described in the “General Prologue,” unsurprisingly in medieval literature, as cheating dealers: the Merchant “proclaiming always the increase of his winning”; and “full rich [the Reeve] had a-storèd privily,” cheating his master; and “well could [the Miller] steal corn, and charge its toll thrice”; and the Doctor “kept the gold he won [that is, earned] in pestilence./ For gold in physik is a cordiàl [that is, in medicine is a cure]./ Therefore he lovèd gold in speciàl.”   [104:   Chaucer 1387, Prologue, beginning lines 43, 478, 529.]  [105:   ll. 361-373.]  [106:   “General Prologue,” ll. 309-316.] 

Yet with the exception of the three honored classes and a few hearty, harmless, or holy others, all degrees are greedy in Chaucer.  A non-bourgeois and religious figure, the avaricious seller of papal pardons, is also characterized as eager “to win silver as he full well could.”  And the begging Friar deals only with rich people, and gladly hears confessions of men hard of heart who cannot truly feel sorrow for their sins, and “therefore instead of weeping and prayers/ Men must give silver to the poor friars.”[footnoteRef:107]  And so forth.  Throughout the Tales one class accuses another of greed and hypocrisy, supplemented by lust.  That, after all, is the running joke.   [107:   “General Prologue,” ll. 231-232; 245-248.] 

Right down to the Reformation, and in anti-clericalism down to the present, the merchant has replied to the charge of worldly corruption that the priest, too, in his splendid robes, is indulging in the world’s pleasures as he should not.  Chaucer’s Monk, who loved hunting, regards the rule of St. Benedict as “old and somewhat strict”: “he was a lord full fat and in good point.”[footnoteRef:108]  The Merchant character in David Lindsay’s Satire of the Three Estates in Scots of 1542-1544 does not defend his own social usefulness directly, as a couple of centuries later in Scotland he would have most vigorously done, but spends most of his stage time complaining about the clerical characters and their multiple benefices (that is, holding many parishes simultaneously without preaching at any of them) and simony (that is, selling for money a reduction of time in Purgatory).[footnoteRef:109]    [108:   “General Prologue,” ll. 173-174; 200.]  [109:   Lindsay (1542-1544), lines 2892-2893, 2852-2863, 2941-2949, 3047-3061, and 3753-3756, as against merely 2810-2849 recommending a predictable tax system, and 2542-2549 of puzzling blather.] 

One must not get carried away with literary examples like these.  As a leading student of early Italian capitalism points out, Chaucer or Boccaccio or other imaginative “portrayals” of merchants are “organized by a complex system of stereotypes and rhetorical images often resulting from ancient cultural models.”[footnoteRef:110]  For example, Merchant’s obsession in Lindsay’s Satire with the sins of the clergy is a standard turn in medieval literature, one estate complaining about the other instead of answering the (presumably true) charges just mentioned against itself.  These are literary works, with, as the professors of literature after Julia Kristeva say, an “intertextual” relation to Horace or Virgil complaining about the pursuit of riches (while sitting pretty, it should be noted of both, on riches earned by their poetry and their politics).  Literary and other texts are not somehow “objective” reports from the cultural frontier.   [110:   Todeschini 2008, p. 6.  ***Correct all citations to the MS version here and below to correspond with the published book.] 

A century after Chaucer the Flemish-English play Everyman turns on a repeated metaphor of life’s account book, from which one might mistakenly infer that commerce and the middle class were uncritically admired.  Everyman says to Death, “all unready is my book of reckoning”, and later when he believes that Kindred will save him, “I must give a reckoning straight.”[footnoteRef:111]  His deeds on the credit side do not suffice, as the character named Good Deeds himself says: “If ye had perfectly cheered me,/ Your book of count full ready had be.”  As Everyman goes to his grave he says, “I must be gone/ To make my reckoning and my debts pay.”  But the inference to an admiration of trade is of course mistaken.  The metaphor of life’s balance sheet before God is routine in all religions, whether well disposed towards bourgeois profit or not.  Christianity in particular, though hostile from the beginning to commerce, is based on a metaphor of redemption of debt through Christ’s sacrifice.  The Greek word used in the New Testament for redemption [apo]lutrosis was a commercial one.  At the end of the play Everyman appeals to Jesus: “As thou me boughtest, so me defend.”  And the third of his earthly companions to betray him, after Fellowship and Kindred, is a much-beloved character, Goods.  Everyman laments “Alas, I have thee loved, and had great pleasure/ All my life-days on goods and treasure.”  To which Goods replies, as in olden times did the prophet Joel and the messiah Jesus, and anti-consumerist clerisy still do, “That is to thy damnation, without leasing/ For my love is contrary to the love everlasting.”  “My condition is man’s soul to kill.”  And this too is, anciently, routine literary stuff.  [Use Everyman play by my friend Jo of Edinburgh if it fits] [111:   Everyman c. 1480, lines 134, 333; subsequent quotations are lines 501-502, 232, 882, 428-430, 442.] 

And yet.  Elsa Strietman, in discussing the Dutch version of Everyman, sees in the text a pre-Reformation focus “on the individual’s responsibility to live a just life,” and quotes the theologian Alisdair McGrath on its similarity to Luther’s doctrine of the priesthood of all believers. [footnoteRef:112]  The Dutch version was a product of the “chambers of rhetoric” in the little cities of the Low Counties 1450-1550, described elsewhere as being institutions where “the self-confidence of the wealthy citizens manifested itself” against the prestige of courtly literature at Brussels or the Hague.  “At a social level the rederijkers [the rhetoricians] formed a [haut bourgeois] liberation movement.”[footnoteRef:113]  “The material side of life,” Streitman remarks, “is not condemned or belittled as unworthy per se, which would fit in well if the intended audience of the play were not a world-forsaking monastic audience, but [as was the case] an urban community actively engaged in trading and banking. . . .  The complaint against Elckerlijc [the Dutch name for Everyman] is that he has amassed possessions and loved them extravagantly. . . .  It is . . . the immoderate  use of God’s creation which invokes the Creator’s terrible wrath.”   [112:   Strietman 1996, p. 107; McGrath, Reformation Thought 1988.]  [113:   Dijk 1996, p. 113.  The italics in the Streitman quotation to follow are mine.] 

A rich man may enter the kingdom of heaven, if he is temperate in his pursuit and use of wealth.  The economist and intellectual historian Jacob Viner asserted in 1939 that "the Renaissance, especially in its Italian manifestations, brought new attitudes with respect to the dignity of the merchant, his usefulness to society, and the general legitimacy of the moderate pursuit of wealth through commerce, provided the merchant who thus attained riches used it with taste, with liberality, and with concern for the welfare and the magnificence of his city."[footnoteRef:114]  The attitude in bourgeois towns has not in truth changed much since the Renaissance.  Nowadays, at least outside of the corrupting theories of the economists, it is still judged blameworthy in a merchant to pursue wealth immoderately, extravagantly, tastelessly, illiberally, and without concern for the welfare and magnificence of the city.  Talk about this to the Pritzkers of Chicago, heirs to the Hyatt fortune. [114:   Viner 1939, p. 43. ] 

But Viner was mistaken in not seeing the medieval precedents for an ethical bourgeoisie—though he was correct that the precedents did not until much later become large enough to be the thing itself, a large-scale bourgeois civilization mainly free from aristocratic or clerical interference.  Viner’s history was off by a couple of hundred years, so far as some high theory and a lot of low practice was concerned.  At the time he wrote, the Renaissance was still seen by scholars as utterly novel, a sharp beginning for the modern world.  Viner wrote at the height of the scholarly conviction that a chasm divides us moderns from the Dark Ages of medieval times.  Since then historians such as Quentin Skinner and Jacques Le Goff and Lynn White and Ambrose Raftis have looked back into the scholastic and medieval sources, finding even a natural right of revolution in the writings of Dominicans and a justification for market work in the writings of Franciscans and widespread technical innovation in a Europe allegedly uninterested in this-worldly success.  
Yet the words mattered.  That merchants were not honored, and that the taking of interest was officially banned, put hooks and chairs in the way of innovation.  As Timur Kuran puts it in discussing the parallel “ban” on paying interest among Moslems, “by blocking honest public discussion of commercial, financial, and monetary matters, it hindered the development of the capitalist mentality.”[footnoteRef:115]  There’s the problem, to such the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Northwestern Europe provided the solution. [115:   Kuran 2003, p. 310.] 



&Chapter 7:
Though There Were Precursors 
of a Self-Respecting Bourgeoisie

In other words, the attitude of medieval Europe and its church towards the bourgeoisie was nothing like entirely hostile, especially in northern Italy and in some of the ports of Iberia, even if it did not result in the business-dominated civilization of the southern  Low Countries after 1400, and Holland after 1568, and England after 1689.  Barcelona for example was from medieval times an exception to the anti-bourgeois character of the rest of Spain—as in some ways it still is, and as Basque Bilbao came to be in the nineteenth century.  And in Portugal the merchants were respected during the fourteenth- and fifteenth-century.  The Portuguese had reconquered their territories from the Moslems with much less effort than the Spaniards had, and one could argue therefore that they were less militarized and therefore less captured by aristocratic values.  Albert Hirschman quotes, and applies to the anti-bourgeois Castillians, the backward-looking opinion of the Marquis de Vauvenargues (1715-1747) that “a man of quality, by fighting, acquires wealth more honorably and quickly than a meaner man by work.”[footnoteRef:116]  It was an antique sentiment of the nobility.  According to Tacitus the ancient German warrior thought it “tame and spiritless to accumulate slowly by the sweat of his brow what can be gotten quickly by the loss of a little blood.”[footnoteRef:117]  By contrast the Portuguese merchant and the “knight merchant” (cavaleiro-mercador) encouraged by Henry the Navigator and others in its vigorous line of kings gave little Portugal the first European empire of trade—though they were very willing to lose a little blood in getting it, quickly. [116:   Hirschman 1977, p. 58.]  [117:   Tacitus, Germania, 98 AD, 14, p. 114.] 

In Christian theory from the twelfth century certain high theorists admitted trading and profit as ethical goals.  Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus, among others, such as Sinibaldus de Fieschi (later Pope Innocent IV, who perhaps earned a law degree at Bologna), worked out in the high Middle Ages an ethical life for merchants.  We moderns are inclined on the contrary to imagine with Hume and Voltaire and other anti-Papists, anticlericals, atheists, or Protestants nowadays that the Middle Ages were dark in their elevation of “monkish virtues” over the trade that Hume and Voltaire found so very civilizing.  The monks in fact emphasized the dignity of work—“to work is to pray,” Benedict had said—in a proto-bourgeois fashion that sat poorly with the aristocratic values of the Roman Empire.  
In any case the anti-market theme in radical monkishness, seen in the desert fathers from the third to fifth century, culminating in St. Augustine’s (qualified) disdain for the City of Man, and echoing down the centuries to follow, fit poorly with a Europe reviving commercially from the late eighth century on.  The second Avignon pope, John XXII (reigned 1316-1334 , and who had studied law, in Paris), was highly suspicious of the poverty-glorifying friars.  One of them, the German mystic Meister Eckhart, was condemned for claiming (according to John’s Bull In the Lord’s field, 1329, item 8) that “God is honored in those who do not pursue anything, neither honor nor advantage, neither inner revelation nor saintliness, nor reward, nor the Kingdom of Heaven itself, but who distance themselves from all these things, as well as from all that is theirs.”[footnoteRef:118]  John burned a number of such anti-thing-pursuing communists and declared heretical the belief that Christ and the Apostles did not have possessions.  In 1329 he argued that man’s possession of property was parallel to God’s possession of the universe, an instance, you see, of man being made in the image of God.  Altogether, with many of the popes, John XXII was satisfied with private property, if it was used for Christian or at any rate Church purposes  [118:   In agro dominico, translated from Meister Eckehart Deutsche Predigten und Traktate, Diogenes Verlag AG Zürich, 1979, p. 449 ff.  At geocities.com/hugovanwoerkom/bullxxii_0.html.] 

Nor was disdain for work in God’s world consistent, as Giacamo Todeschini has recently observed in an important essay, with the task that popes and abbots faced, “the pragmatic need to manage the system of Church properties.”[footnoteRef:119]  The economic theorizing of the Church, however, was not solely a self-interested trick—though a church taxed by, say, Philip the Fair of France did need some interested arguments if it was to survive in law courts and in courtly opinion.  The medieval doctors of the church devised a justification for trade—and this against their heritage from old Aristotle the teacher of aristocrats or, as I say, their more spiritual heritage from work-and-world-disdaining Augustine—that emphasized the work involved in trade.  (If you think buying low and selling high is not work, you need to read the anxious correspondence of the Tuscan merchant Francesco Datini [1335-1410]).[footnoteRef:120]  Thus, what everyone thinks she knows about the medieval economymthat interest was forbidden—was made false in practice.  Work allowed the charging of interest, even if in veiled forms, such as by foreign exchange transactions and false sales.  Said the theologians: as God had worked to make the universe, so the Italian merchants worked to earn their just rewards.  Both rested on the seventh day.  Admiration of work is the central characteristic of a modern bourgeoisie.  Here it fits easily with Abrahamic theology, which after all from its beginnings in Abram’s property deal with the Lord has admired a hard-working engagement with God’s creation.  And a little dealing on the side. [119:   Todeschini 2008, p. 2.  ]  [120:   Origo 1986, ***give some pages for his anxiety.] 

Todeschini argues that to understand the cultural identity of late medieval businessmen it won’t do to adopt “a forced and timeless separation of the lay and religious rationalities or of the opposition between economics and moral codes.”[footnoteRef:121]   I would only add to his formulation that to understand the cultural identity of modern businesspeople it won’t do to adopt a forced and timeless separation of the lay and religious rationalities or of the opposition between economics and moral codes.   [121:   Todeschini 2008, p. 1.  ] 

The medieval Italian manufacturers and merchants that Todeschini describes were not merely Easter-duty Christians. They worked at their faith as they worked at their trading.  (But I repeat: they do so now, too, unless some professor or novelist has persuaded them that economic activity is inconsistent with moral codes.)  “The conceptual grammar utilized in medieval economic treatises. . . were strictly connected with the theological language of election, salvation, and spiritual profit.”[footnoteRef:122]  In thirteenth and fourteenth century Italy the “body” of merchants (il corpo de la compagni check) is imagined as “the mystic Body of the city as the double of Christ’s Body.”[footnoteRef:123]  [122:   Todeschini 2008, p. 2.  ]  [123:   Todeschini 2008, p. 6.  ] 

Really, it was.  In a secular age we sophisticated and agnostic and even anti-clerical intellectuals can’t quite believe such talk, and suppose with a smirk that we are witnessing hypocrisy.  “Aha, Senior Datini: caught again pretending to be motivated by love of God!”  But read the ample writings and confidential notebooks of Italian merchants of the time, Todeschini argues, and you have to abandon the materialist hypothesis.  The Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 figures with his Italian businessmen as much or more than the merely present bottom line—as the Council of Trent in 1562-63 figured in the motivations of their descendents.  In the thirteenth century even in bourgeois Italy “the notion of ‘good reputation’ (fama) . . . is deeply related to the theological and juridical discourse about the importance of Christians to carefully protect the purity of their civic and religious ‘name’” (p. 8).  As Fr. Augustine Thompson argues in an important recent book on “the lost holiness of the Italian republics,” the communes of northern and central Italy in their democratic heydays 1125-1328 “were simultaneously religious and political entities. . . .  Even the most evocative appreciations of communal political theory obscure its Christian character.  Ecclesiastical and civic institutions formed a single communal organism.”  He instances the construction of baptisteries, such as the Florentine one with Lorenzo Ghiberti’s Gates of Paradise, used for the characteristic rite of popular religion in the Italian cities then, “the civic rite of the Easter vigil, with its mass baptism of infants, a ritual innovation distinctive of the communes.  Baptism made the children citizens of both the commune and of heaven.  At Easter the commune renewed itself and reaffirmed its identity as a sacred society.  These rites came to be so closely associated with republican identity that they were among the first things to go as princes established seigniorial rule in the early 1300s,” and at last even in Genoa and Florence, the eldest children of liberty.[footnoteRef:124]  [124:   ***Thompson DATE, “Introduction” at http://www.psupress.psu.edu/Justataste/samplechapters/justatasteThompson.html] 

Todeschini agrees: the commune was a “sacred society,” even among its merchants.  “It would be easy,” Todeschini writes, “to underestimate this attention . . . to the reputation of the merchant and define it as the obvious result of an increasing market society, duly concerned about the economic trustworthiness of its members: but it would be an error, . . . a . . . very reductive point of view.”[footnoteRef:125]  Licentiousness or commercial unreliability was a sin against the Body of Christ.  The proverb on men’s lips was “Gain at the cost of a bad reputation ought rather to be called a loss.”[footnoteRef:126]  Says Death to Everyman, “He that loveth riches I will strike with my dart,/ His sight to blind, and from heaven to depart—/ Except that alms be his good friend—/ In hell for to dwell, world without end.”[footnoteRef:127]  Again, “hell” was no figure of speech among these men.  They trembled in living terror of it.  The merchants of Siena and Prato and Milan “had the duty to be rich and at the same time honorable men” (p. 15).  It is rather like the merchants of New York and Tokyo and Mumbai today.  Donato Ferrario founded a divinity school in fifteenth-century Milan, the way the property billionaires the Pritzkers of Chicago have financed hospitals and libraries and architectural prizes, and it would be “improper and anachronistic” to decode “this choice as [a] simple and clever social expedient” for Denato Ferrario—or James N. Pritzker.[footnoteRef:128]  The gospel of wealth of a medieval merchant was based on the literal gospels, and on the interpretation of the gospels by doctors of the church.  The problem in modern life is the undermining of a gospel of wealth, an undermining powered by a forced and timeless separation of the lay and religious rationalities. [125:   Todeschini 2008, p. 8.  ]  [126:   Todeschini 2008, p. 9.  ]  [127:   Everyman c. 1480, ll. 76-79.]  [128:   Todeschini 2008, p. 14.  ] 

And greed in northern Italy was constrained by secular virtues, too, dating in their theorizing back to classical times and to aristocracy-admiring Aristotle.  The manuals for Italian businessmen in the fifteenth century appropriated the qualities that civic humanism assigned to the leaders of the polis.[footnoteRef:129]  Benedetto Cotrugli advises the captain of a merchant ship to be sober, vigorous, temperate, eloquent, and well-renowned (de extimatione predito).  The Northern Italian bourgeoisie of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries exercised the virtue of profit-seeking prudence, to be sure, but it balanced prudence with holy faith and love, and pagan courage and justice, too.   [129:   Todeschini 2008, p. 16.  ] 

Admittedly, Todeschini  himself explicitly asserts that “the caution and vigilance concerning moral, civic, . . . [and] economic behaviors” in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries ”cannot be reduced to an early manifestation of [a] ‘bourgeois’ spirit.”[footnoteRef:130]  In his complaint about coding honorable and charitable behavior of the Florentines as “anachronistic” he implies that such decoding is all right for nowadays.  ume that “ (p. 6).  They aren’t reportsa   Todeschini appears to mean by “bourgeois” the modern notion after Rousseau and Marx and Sartre of single-minded pursuit of the largest possible bottom line, the restless stirring for gain, the absolute desire for enrichment, the passionate hunt for value.  And he appears to think that it is characteristic of the modern world.  He too is trapped in the modern prejudice against the very world “bourgeois,” and in its recent use as a term of contempt. [130:   Todeschini 2008, p. 11.   ] 

I would reply that early and late, nowadays as in the fourteenth century, the member of la borghesia believes that “the social Corpus only . . . can sanctify his economic activities and identify him as a trustworthy merchant” (Todeschini, p. 13).  Businesspeople want to be good, no less than politicians or priests or professors do, and indeed the businesspeople have the moral luck to be in situations daily where good and bad are obvious, and the results clear.  A rotten order of fish served in his restaurant has a more immediate result than a rotten set of ideas offered up by the anti-bourgeois professor.  The earnest businesspeople often fail, as fallen humans do.  Yet so do the politicians, priests, and professors.  But anyway, contrary to the notion that medieval people were very different from you and me, the medieval church allowed the merchants to do their good work—but held them to a high standard, with the tortures of the Inferno awaiting those who failed their duty.  
Leon Battista Alberti (1404-1472) is best known for his pioneering of art criticism, but he wrote also a dialogue about the family, in which the character “Giannozzo” declares that “it is, perhaps, a kind of slavery to be forced to plead and beg with other men in order to satisfy our necessity [instead of working and trading to do so].  That is why we do not scorn riches.”  In quoting the passage, Richard Pipes notes that “this positive view of property and wealth came to dominate Western thought in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.”[footnoteRef:131]  True, the theme here.  But such views did not flower even in commercial Florence into a fully bourgeois civilization.  Perhaps it is because they took root in an anti-bourgeois Italy dominated by princes of the land and church.   [131:   Pipes 1999, p. 27.] 

At the other end of the five centuries of the momentous turn from an anti-business to a pro-business civilization, Dante to Adam Smith, stands a pious dyer of wool cloth in Leeds, Joseph Ryder.   The historian Matthew Kadane has recently described Ryder’s diary, kept from 1733 to 1768 in forty-odd volumes, amounting to 2,000,000 words (this book contains a mere 103,000 ***adjust to final count).   Dissenters were known for such spiritual exercises, a genre out of which Robinson Crusoe grew.  His diary is probably not an exception, though in the nature of the case we do not have a random sample of a hundred such works to scrutinize—merely the long tradition of Puritan scrupulosity and its literary effusions from men and women accustomed to keeping accounts.  
The job was, as Kadane puts it, “to watch oneself for the smallest sign of deviation from the godly course.”[footnoteRef:132]  Ryder watched himself with the intensity of a Woody-Allen character under psychoanalysis, and for the same reason: his modern life in trade, he believed, might corrupt his soul.  He wrote—Ryder could have been a writer of hymns, it seems: “The dangers numerous are which every saint surround/ Each worldly pleasure has its snare if riches do abound.”[footnoteRef:133]  It is an ancient theme, that one cannot serve both God and mammon (“mammon” is Aramaic for “wealth”).  The sin of pride in possessions or in success leads away from God, as does pride in anything here below (said Augustine).  As Ryder put the matter in another of his hymn lines: “If I’m concerned too much with things below/ It makes my progress heavenward but slow.”[footnoteRef:134]  “By daily striving for worldly achievements undertaken to honor God,” Kadane writes, “Ryder risked transforming his successes into excesses and his achievements into vanity.”  The last temptation is such spiritual pride: I am proud that I am not proud, and Satan swoops in at the last moment to claim my soul. [132:   Kadane 2008, p. 7.  Adjust to book pages.]  [133:   Kadane 2008, p. 7.  ]  [134:   Kadane 2008, p. 10; well, not so gifted a hymn writer] 

Kadane finds no evidence for the materialist claim that appropriate consumption was merely a demonstration of creditworthiness, the outward and visible sign of inward and economic grace.  His man Ryder does not resemble the credit-obsessed man that Craig Muldrew, Alexandra Shepard, and Liz Bellamy (following Marx in this) find in England then and earlier, keeping up appearances to keep up his credit score.[footnoteRef:135]  In Ryder’s diary any “social implications of failure to meet credit obligations were subordinate to his worry about God’s perception of him” (p. 12).  Kadane concludes, “What is the first instance gave shape to Ryder’s economic outlook, self-image, and the image he projected to others was a spiritual struggle he wages daily in the privacy of his journal to stay poised between damning extremes,” that is, the extreme of denying the use of God’s gifts in the world and the other extreme of worldly pride.[footnoteRef:136]  Kadane argues that Adam Smith’s amiable view of vanity tried to free exactly such people from their own worries.  I’m all right, you’re all right, capitalism’s all right.  But only someone who like Smith was free of serious engagement with his spiritual life could take such a relaxed and pop-psychological view.  Right down to the present many businesspeople have insisted that God’s work comes first.[footnoteRef:137]  They are not always lying. [135:   ***Cite Muldrew at al.  Cite Marx as in Dignity.]  [136:   Kadane 2008, p. 14.]  [137:   ***Faithful Finances  guy] 

In modern times a strictly materialist hypothesis, the “hermeneutics of suspicion” à la Marx or Freud or Samuelson that dominates modern social science, strips away any ethics except prudence only.  “Mr. Moneybags, I see through your phony sermonizing into your plot to accumulate, accumulate!”  But such a stripping of ethics originates from the rhetorical habits of our social sciences, not from the facts.  The economists Peter Boettke and Virgil Storr, again, complain that “economists discuss actors as if they have no families, are citizens of no countries, are members of no communities.”  In the language of sociology, “individuals, in the hands of economists, are typically undersocialized, isolated creatures.”[footnoteRef:138]  By erroneously depicting businesspeople only as creatures of the restless stirring for gain we paradoxically take away the ethical limits on their greed.  Go for it; greed is good, because after all you are merely a disgusting capitalist.  A proud disgusting capitalist.  The modern clerisy, left and right, scornful of the virtue of prudence, and attributing the corresponding sin of greed to anyone who watches his costs and considers his benefits, has thus returned to the anti-economic ethic of the desert fathers.   [138:   Boettke and Storr 2002, p. 165.] 


&Chapter 8:
Yet on the Whole the Bourgeoisies 
Have Been Precarious


So the bourgeoisie is always with us.  Yet bourgeoisies have usually been precarious.  Braudel again chronicled the reluctant triumph of a business civilization: “as the years passed, the demands and pressures of everyday life [in Europe in early modern times] became more urgent.  . . .  So with a bad grace, it allowed change to force the gates.  And the experience was not peculiar to the West."  Even during the momentous turn 1300-1776 in Europe there were de-bourgeoisfications.  The “knight-merchants” of venturing Portugal lost their influence at court, and did not create a bourgeois nation, though the nation was allied from 1386 on with what at length became an even more bourgeois England, arrayed against a fiercely aristocratic and increasingly anti-bourgeois Spain.  The historical sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein noted that in Portugal in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries “there seemed to be advantage in the ‘discovery business’ for. . . the nobility, for the commercial bourgeoisie. . . [and] even for the semiproletariat.”[footnoteRef:139]  But except for obsessed figures like Prince Henry the Navigator himself, the heirs settled down to routine exploitation.[footnoteRef:140]   [139:   Wallerstein 1974, p. 51.]  [140:   ***Elbl can this be the right spelling? 2001.] 

Venice came to be ruled by a quasi-aristocracy out of a total population of 100,000, the 500 men of the leading families who were permitted to have political careers, such as Shakespeare’s nobleman Bessanio (not that Shakespeare is a reliable source on Venetian politics, about which he knew nothing: his characters owe more to his views about bourgeois and aristocrat in London).  The historian William McNeill observes that "by 1600, if not before, the [Venetian] republic came to be governed by a small clique of rentiers, who drew their income mainly from land, and to a lesser degree from office-holding itself.  Active management of industry and commerce passed into the hands of domiciled foreigners [compare the metics of ancient Athens, or the Germans of Russia]. . . .  The kind of commercial calculations that had governed Venetian state policy for centuries tended to lose persuasiveness. . . .  The men who ruled Venice were no longer active in business, but devoted a large part of their official attention to regulating business behavior."[footnoteRef:141]  The regulations killed innovation [check fact with Venetian historians].  It certainly happened in Florence in the sixteenth century, though the Florentines continue down to the present to be manufacturers with markets worldwide.  It happened, too, in the Netherlands in the eighteenth century.  In the Dutch Republic before 1795 a tiny oligarchy—some 2000 men, perhaps a smaller group in proportion to the whole even than the 1¼ percent of the Venetian adult men —ran the country.[footnoteRef:142]  Yet it left Amsterdam a leading center for finance well into the nineteenth century; and Holland is to this day a great bank and entrêpot.  It is even claimed—though this time on no good evidence—that a loss of the bourgeois spirit of entrepreneurship happened in Britain itself (of all unlikely places) in the late nineteenth century (of all unlikely periods).[footnoteRef:143]  [141:   MacNeill 1974, p. 147.]  [142:   Parker 1985, p. 244.]  [143:   ***Cite Landes by pages; Donald Coleman, “Gentlemen and Players.”  ] 

But that’s precisely what is strange about northwestern Europe.  The decisive, irreversible turn to a bourgeois civilization, despite on-going signs down to the present of reluctance and bad grace, happen there and didn’t happen elsewhere.  The making of the German Ocean into a bourgeois lake c. 1453-1700, to be followed in the eighteenth century by the making of the North Atlantic into a larger one, and in the nineteenth century the world’s seas into the largest one of all, constitutes only the most recent case of urban trade.  But it was strangely decisive, even in places like Holland that slipped back into a proud oligarchy [check with Zanden and de Vries].  Aristocratic elites even in northwestern Europe held power into the twentieth century, and the haute bourgeoisie kept remaking themselves into gentry or, if especially lucky, aristocracy—Baron Rothschild, of all things (as an anti-Semitic aristocrat would have put it in 1885); or, still more unsettling, Sir James Paul McCartney (MBE 1965, KBE 1997), of all things (as an anti-democratic elitist would have put it in 1997).  Yet a bourgeois, business-dominated civilization kept a-building.  It was in some places not much retarded even by experiments in incentive-damaging socialism or by adventures in treasure-exhausting nationalism. 
Why irreversible?  It is not absolutely so, as the successful experiment in reversing it in the Soviet Union 1917-1991 shows.  If the state is powerful and anti-bourgeois, as under Mao or Castro, it can kill the goose stone dead.  The reversal need not even be tyrannical.  Populist sentiment against the market or the corporations or careers in business, if skillfully aroused, can return us to the material and spiritual conditions of 1600 and $2 or $3 a day.  Democracy, as much as it is to be encouraged, is not the same thing as dignity and liberty for the innovators who make us rich and free.  But the history of northwestern Europe shows a mechanism of weak irreversibility, a free-market and bourgeois-dignity ratchet, that seems at length to have prevailed.  Let us pray.
In 1720 the wool, silk, and linen manufacturers constituted an interest against the importing of Indian cotton goods.  Yet the importing and then (to the horror of the interests) the European manufacturing of cotton evaded the fierce prohibitions of law, and eventually created an interest in cotton manufacturing that could itself demand its own laws.  We call it “vested,” but the term is not quite right, since a vested interest is absolute and guaranteed in law, such as a vested inheritance to a property.  The word “vested” comes from the metaphor of putting on the clothes of, say, a priest.  It is permanent and unconditional.  Even the English manufacturers of wool, though holding on for a long time to the exclusive right to make winding sheets for clothing the dead (to speak of literal vesting), could not prevent on other counts the putting off of their vestments and their profits.  Innovation overwhelmed the existing profits pro tempore, as the lawyers might say, creating new ones, strong in their own defense.  In 1774 the former barber Richard Arkwright, anxious to protect the profits from his introduction of a machine for making strong cotton yarn, bribed and persuaded his way to getting Parliament to repeal the former prohibition of all-cotton cloth, and a year later got it to remove the import tariff on raw cotton.  Europe nourished, so to speak, a party of innovation.
Why northwestern Europe?  It is not racial or eugenic, a hardy tradition of scientific racism after 1870 to the contrary, revived nowadays by economists and evolutionary psychologists exhibiting a dismaying ignorance of the history of eugenic politics.[footnoteRef:144]  Nor is it the traditions of the Germanic tribes in the Black Forest, as the Romantic Europeans have been claiming for two centuries.[footnoteRef:145]  That much is obvious, if the obviousness were not already plain from the recent explosive economic successes of those highly non-European and non-Germanic places India and China, and before them of Korea and Japan, and in centuries past the economic successes of overseas versions of all kinds of ethnic groups, from Parsees in England to Jews in North Africa.  Yet it is still an open question, a mystery, why China, for example, did not originate modern economic growth (which I claim is one of the chief outcomes of a bourgeois civilization).  It had enormous cities and millions of merchants and security of property and a gigantic free trade area when bourgeois northern Europeans were still hiding out in clusters of a very few thousand behind their tiny city walls, with barriers to trade laid on in all directions.  Chinese junks gigantically larger than anything the Europeans could build until iron hulls in the nineteenth century were making trips to the east coast of Africa before the Portuguese managed by a much shorter route to get there in their own pathetic caravels.  Yet, as the Chinese did not, the Portuguese persisted, at least for a long while, naming for example the South African province of KwaZulu-Natal for the Christmas time of 1497 on which they first got there, and inspiring other Europeans to a scramble for empire and trade.  “We must sail,” sang Luis Camões, the Portuguese Virgil, in 1572.  Gnaeus Pompey’s declaration that Navigare necessse est; vivere non est necesse (Sailing is necessary; living is not) was adopted all over Europe, in Bremen and Rotterdam for example.  And so they did, sail.  And the Chinese didn’t, or else North and South America would now be speaking a version of Cantonese. [144:   Clark 2007.]  [145:   ***Landes remarks along these lines, perhaps in text.] 

Perhaps the problem was precisely China’s unity, as against the mad scramble of Europe at the time, Genoa against Venice, Portugal against Spain, England against Holland.  For example, China was rhetorically unified, the way any large, one-boss organization tends to be, such as a modern university.  A “memorandum culture,” such as Confucian China (or the modern university) has no space for rational discussion, because the monarch does not have to pay attention.[footnoteRef:146]  Look at your local dean or provost, immune to reason in an institution devoted to reason.  “Rational discussion is likely to flourish most,” Barrington Moore has noted, “where it is least needed: where political [and religious] passions are minimal” (which would not describe the modern university).[footnoteRef:147]   [146:   Barrington Moore 1998, pp. 148, 151.]  [147:   Moore 1998, p. 156.] 

The historical sociologist Jack Goldstone has noted that:
China and India had great concentrations of capital in the hands of merchants; both had substantial accomplishments in science and technology; both had extensive markets.  eighteenth century China and Japan had agricultural productivity and standards of living equal or greater than that of contemporary European nations. . . .  Government regulation and interference in the economy was modest in Asia, for the simple reason that most economic activity took place in free markets run by merchants and local communities, and was beyond the reach of the limited government bureaucracies of advanced organic societies to regulate in detail.  Cultural conservatism did keep economic activities in these societies on familiar paths, but those paths allowed of considerable incremental innovation and long-term economic growth.[footnoteRef:148] [148:    ***Jack Goldstone (draft of “The Problem of the `Early Modern’ World.”] 

As a factor in China's failure to converge on the Western standard in the nineteenth century the historian Kenneth Pomerantz explicitly rejects the low status in Confucian theory of merchants.  But wait.  Until China began seriously to honor and protect entrepreneurs—namely, under the neo-pseudo-Communists of the 1980s—China's growth was modest indeed.  
The contrast of northwestern Europe with Japan presents an even deeper mystery.  In the eighteenth century Japan looked similar to England in literacy, city life, bourgeois intellectual traditions, lively internal trade.  Donald Keene notes that from the hand of Saikaku ( 1642-93) came “a Treasury of Japan, a collection of stories on the theme of how to make (or lose) a fortune.  The heroes of these stories are men who permit themselves no extravagance, realizing that the way to wealth lies in meticulous care of the smallest details."[footnoteRef:149]  Saikaku’s heroes are all merchants, every one.  Daniel Defoe a little later couldn’t have done better.  As I have argued elsewhere, the Japanese were starting to make the adjustment even to a pro-bourgeois social theory, at any rate in merchant circles, as early as the late seventeenth century.[footnoteRef:150]   [149:   ***Cite]  [150:   ***Cite BV pages] 

True, Tokugawa Japan had isolated itself from foreigners, and was hostile to innovation—in guns, for example, which were successfully controlled by the Tokugawa, who had come to power through their skillful use.  The retreat from the gun kept sword-fighting display going strong into the nineteenth century, providing later opportunities for samurai movies and militaristic propaganda.  More startlingly, the Tokugawa outlawed wheels except for the few carriages of nobles, and rigorously enforced the law.  You will see no carts even in the 1850s in Hiroshige’s “One Hundred Famous Views of Edo.”[footnoteRef:151] [151:   http://www.brooklynmuseum.org/exhibitions/online/edo/] 

At length under the Meiji restoration the Japanese, a hundred years before the Chinese finally did, began to honor and protect entrepreneurs, albeit with a heavy hand of government.  Japanese growth in the late nineteenth century exploded.  A theory of convergence needs to explain why the coal-poor and colony-poor Japanese—at any rate coal- and colony-poor until they commenced conquering places like Manchuria on the grounds of just such a resources-theory of international relations as historians such as Pomerantz use—converged smartly in the late nineteenth century.  Coal-poor Holland and Italy did then, too.  When after World War II the Japanese were compelled to abandon their militaristic and resource-based dreams of glory, they attained in short order European standards of living.
So elsewhere, mysteries.  Early Islam was by no means hostile to innovation or trade, and was certainly a site for great cities.  Baghdad, Cairo, and Cordoba were all green-field creations.  It is routine to note that Western Christian culture c. 1000 CE—as against the then still formidable rump of the Eastern Greeks around Constantinople—looked comically primitive by the standard of the Abbasid Caliphate.  Muslims innovated in all fields of the intellect and the economy, such as horticulture.[footnoteRef:152]  The Mediterranean was dominated by Islamic fleets.  Yet as the leading student of the matter, Timur Kuran, remarks, “that this economic dominance withered away forms a major puzzle in economic history.”[footnoteRef:153]  As Jared Rubin put it, “arguments appealing to ‘the conservative nature’ of Islam often overlook (or ignore). . . [that] from the seventh to the tenth centuries Islamic contract law, finance, and provision of public goods . . . were consistently modified in reaction of the exigencies of the day.”[footnoteRef:154]  For example, “early Islamic hiyal were closer to open lending at interest than any type of transaction allowed by the [Western] Church until the fifteenth century.” [152:   ***Cite Andrew NNNN]  [153:   Kuran 2003, p. 309.]  [154:   Rubin 2008, p. 7 and subsequent quotation.] 

 Kuran argues that Islam chose early a mixed religious-commercial law which made the taking of interest costly (a cost shared of course with Europe, and evaded in identical ways), and especially which made the corporation inconceivable.[footnoteRef:155]  The notion of a partnership or corporation as a legal person was part of the Roman law inherited by Europe.  In Europe an incorporated town or guild or charitable foundation could sue and be sued, but not in Islam.  Even great cities in Islam did not have the legal standing routine in Europe by the twelfth century.  And for some reason still to be discovered, Kuran observes, in the Middle East “the local merchant community did not see any reason to pressure local courts to create fundamentally new laws.”[footnoteRef:156]  On the other hand, although the partnership form was more flexible in Christendom than in Islam, in Western capitalism the literally modern corporation for business was a late flowers, not really used for much of anything important to the economy until the very late nineteenth century—except a few exotic trading companies, and then, more importantly, railways.[footnoteRef:157]    [155:   ***Kuran’s recent JEH article; Kuran's , Islam and Mammon; Kuran 2005.]  [156:   Kuran 2003, p. 312.]  [157:   ***Cite Wade] 

Jared Rubin argues rather that “the differential persistence of economically inhibitive laws is a consequence of the greater degree to which Islamic political authorities are dependent on conforming to the dictates of religious authorities for legitimacy.”[footnoteRef:158]  Similarly, Cosgel et al. argue. . . .. .   That is, the secular makers of laws of commerce could not risk offending the religious authorities.  Christianity arose in the shell of the Roman Empire, which itself certainly had no need of priestly approval.  By contrast, writes Rubin, “Islam was formed at a time of weak centralized power and tribal feuding in the Middle East,” and therefore the secular depended on the sacred to survive.[footnoteRef:159]  Emperor Henry IV was forced in 1077 to walk in a hairshirt through the snow of Canossa to beg forgiveness from Pope Gregory VII.  But in 1527, King Gustav Vasa of Sweden in 1527, Henry VIII of England in 1534, and Elector Johann Friedrich I of Saxony in 1541 felt no such dependence on the sacred power: they pillaged the Pope’s monasteries with abandon.  [158:   Rubin 2008, p. 3.]  [159:   Rubin 2008, p. 11.] 

One would like to know about South Asian cities.  Again, like China, they were large and busy when Europe was somnolent, though under the Mughals the biggest cities were remarkably transient, and dependent on the Mughal court.  Perhaps caste mattered.  In South Asia it usually does.  In the ancient Mediterranean, I have noted, the economic rhetoric was notably hostile to commerce even though the place was soaked in it.  And the ancient Near East around 1500 BCE, with ample commercial records, would be a place to start testing whether bourgeois values such as we now understand them had precedents four millennia ago.  But precedents that die out in ascensions of the bourgeoisie to the aristocracy or that are killed by kingly extractions do not a successful bourgeois world make.
A study of world bourgeoisies would be a good idea, to understand why the ultimately successful one has a conventional genealogy something like this:

The Conventional Genealogy
of the Western European
and World Bourgeoisie

Roman commercial law to 476 CE             
             
                                Byzantine and Muslim trade            Viking commerce 500-900           

                      
Revival of European town life 800-1100     Jewish, Lombard, Frisian commerce

                    Venice, Genoa, Barcelona c. 1300

                     Florence, Portugal c. 1500           Hanseatic towns c. 1150-1669

                               
The Northern Lowlands 1585-1689

                         
English, Scottish, American eighteenth century

Japanese parallels

         
The Rhineland, northern France, Belgium c. 1820

Political triumph of liberal and bourgeois values
in Europe

[theoretical reaction: nineteenth century]  [political reaction: twentieth century]


Japan, Latin America, Asia late twentieth century: spread to world

&Chapter 9:
The Dutch Preached Bourgeois Virtue

What made such talk conceivable was the “rise” of the bourgeoisie in northwestern Europe.  Numbers rose, true.  But the rise was more than a matter of numbers.  It was a rise in dignity, accompanied by public opinion, and of liberty, accompanied by revolution.  The rise happened in the Netherlands especially, and the Netherlands was the irritating model for the rest. 
The Dutch gave up aristocratic or peasant images of themselves a century before the English and Scots or even quite a few of the American English colonists did, and two centuries before the French.  What made the project of ethics in commerce conceivable was the economic and political rise of the middle class around the North Sea, merchant communities hurrying about their busy-ness with ships packed with herring, salt, lumber, wheat, and later with colonial products, the “rich trades” of spices and porcelain.  The league of Hansa towns in the DDDD centuries from Bergen to Novgorod, and south to Deventer in the Netherlands, never took national form, though it had fleets to put down pirates and was more powerful than most states at the time.  In the eighth century a “Frisian” was a synonym for “trader”—and for “Dutchman,” since the languages nowadays called Frisian and Dutch had not yet diverged (and they had then just barely diverged from English), and Frisia was not as it is now confined to the northern Netherlands.[footnoteRef:160]  The Jews, the “Italians,” and the Frisians were the international traders of the Carolingian Empire around 800.   [160:   McCormick 2001, pp. 14, 671-72] 

The Dutch became in the High Middle Ages the tutors of the Northerners in trade and navigation.  They taught the English how to say skipper, cruise, schooner, lighter, yacht, wiveling, yaw, yawl, sloop, tackle, hoy, boom, jib, bow, bowsprit, luff, reef, belay, avast, hoist, gangway, pump, buoy, dock, freight, smuggle, and keelhaul.  In the last decade of the sixteenth century the busy Dutch invented a broad-bottomed ship ideal for commerce, the fluyt, or fly-boat, and the German Ocean became a new Mediterranean, a watery forum of the Germanic speakers—of the English, Scots, Norse, Danish, Low German, Frisian, Flemish, and above all the Dutch—who showed the world how to be bourgeois. 
The shores of the German Ocean seemed in, say, 98 CE an unlikely place for town life and the bourgeois virtues to flourish.  Tacitus at least thought so.  The storms through which a skipper would cruise in his schooner were rougher than the Mediterranean of a navicularius, and were rough more of the year.  Tacitus claimed that the Germani, and certainly the wild Batavii among them, used cattle rather than gold and silver as money, “whether as a sign of divine favor or of divine wrath, I cannot say”(he was criticizing civilized greed).[footnoteRef:161]  “The peoples of Germany never live in cities and will not even have their houses adjoin one another,” in sharp contrast to apartment-dwelling Romans at the time.[footnoteRef:162]  And he claimed it was precisely those whom Dutch people later looked on as their ancestors, the Batavians, who were the first among the Germani in martial virtue (virtute praecipui).[footnoteRef:163]   [161:   5, p. 105.  ]  [162:   16, p. 114.  ]  [163:   29, p. 125] 

The modern Dutch therefore dote on Tacitus.  But it is doting, not a racial history, because the Dutch have been since the fifteenth century at the latest the first large, Northern European, bourgeois nation.  It was and even still is a “nation” in a loose and ethnic sense, and nothing like as nationalistic as England or even France.  The modern master of Dutch history, Johan Huizinga—his name is Frisian—believed that Holland’s prosperity came not from the warlike spirit of the Batavians of old, or in early modern times from the Protestant ethic or the spirit of capitalism, or from modern nationalism, but from medieval liberties—an accidental free trade consequent on the worthless character of Dutch mud flats before the techniques of water management were invented, and the resulting competition among free cities after the breakup of Carolingian centralization.[footnoteRef:164]  It was always about trade, not battle.  “We [Dutch] are essentially unheroic,” Huizinga wrote.  “Our character lacks the wildness and fierceness that we usually associate with Spain from Cervantes to Calderòn, with the France of the Three Musketeers and the England of Cavaliers and Roundheads. . . .  A state formed by prosperous burgers living in fairly large cities and by fairly satisfied farmers and peasants is not the soil in which flourishes what goes by the name of heroism. . . .  Whether we fly high or low, we Dutchmen are all bourgeois—lawyer and poet, baron and laborer alike.”[footnoteRef:165]  [164:   Huizinga 1935, p. 25.  ]  [165:  Huizinga 1935, pp. 110-112.
] 

In the late sixteenth century the course of the Revolt against Spain stripped away the aristocracy, which in parts of the northern Netherlands had been pretty thin on the ground to begin with.  Many aristocratic families simply died out.  After the northern Dutch had made good their defiance of the Spanish, as early as 1585—though it was not official until 1648 (and bizarrely the Dutch national anthem down to the present day still declares loyalty to the King of Spain)—they lacked a king, and so the aristocracy could not be refreshed.  It is an instance of the importance of marginality in theorizing the liberal evolutions of the seventeenth and eighteenth century that North Holland was far from the courts of Burgundy or even of Brussels that attempted to rule it, and very far indeed in distance and in spirit from its nominal ruler from 1555 to 1648, Madrid.  City-by-city the United Provinces were quite able to govern themselves, thank you very much.  They lay behind, or rather above, the Great Rivers, as the Dutch call them, protected the same way the German army of occupation was protected in 1944 by a bridge too far.  What was left to do the ruling was the haute bourgeoisie, the big merchants and bankers, very haute in such a compacted, urbanized place at the mouth of two of Europe’s larger rivers.  Yet such regenten, regents, for all their pride in humanistic learning and their hard-eyed rule over the mere “residents” (inwoners) without political rights, were not aristocrats literally, in their own or in the public’s eye.  They never disdained trade; they were always businesslike and numerate (to the irritation, for example, of their non-bourgeois allies); they were not soldiers or courtiers; their titles were not literally inherited; they did not deny their bourgeois or even lower roots.  They were just rich and powerful: that’s not an “aristocracy” in a sense that Europeans understood it from the time of the first Greek cities down to Eton College and the German dueling fraternities.
The mud flats became rich cities without, so to speak, anybody noticing, and by the time Philip II and the Duke of Alva and others sprang to attention it was too late.  The place of great European cities, true, was still the Mediterranean.  In 1500 three out of the (merely) four cities in Europe larger than present-day Cedar Rapids, Iowa (viz., 100,000 check) were Mediterranean ports, two of them Italian: Venice and Naples, with Constantinople.  Of the twelve in 1600 half were still Italian (Palermo and Messina, for instance, had become giants of honorable city life).[footnoteRef:166]  Yet it is indicative of stirrings in the German Ocean that Antwerp in the mid sixteenth century temporarily and London by 1600 and Amsterdam by 1650 permanently broke into the over-100,000 ranks.  [166:   Hohenberg and Less 1985, p.   ; Devries, 1984, p.      .] 

By the early seventeenth century the tiny United Provinces contained one-and-a-half million people, as against about six million in Britain and over eighteen million in France.  And more Dutch people (360,000 or so) lived in towns of over 10,000 in 1700 than did English people then, out of a much larger population.  The United Provinces were bourgeois, all right.  

*         *         *         *
  “Holland is a country  where. . . profit [is] more in request than honor” was how in 1673 Sir William Temple concluded Chapter Five of his Observations upon the United Provinces of the Netherlands.  The “honor” that Temple had in mind was that of a proud aristocracy.  Yet the profit more in request, shamefully in the view of English aristocrats and gentry, was not achieved at the cost of the Dutch bourgeoisie’s soul.  The question is whether Holland was the worse in spirit for being so very bourgeois.  In the town-hating, trade-disdaining rhetoric of some Christianity and of all aristocracy and nowadays of more or less all the clerisy of artists and intellectuals, Holland would be corrupted utterly by riches earned from gin, spices, herring, and government bonds.  It would be “bourgeois” in the very worst modern sense.  Was such a town-ridden place less ethical than its medieval self, or less ethical than contemporary and still aristocratic societies like England or France?  
Not in its declarations.  The student of Dutch literature Herman Pleij has argued that “the virtues associated [in the sixteenth century] with capitalism and the Reformation were not new. . . : they had already been setting the tone for more than two centuries in Brabant and Flanders,” south of Holland proper.”[footnoteRef:167]  He has studied the rise of urban literature in the southern Low Countries, 1350-1550, which, he writes, “played an active role in forming, defending and propagating what came to be called middle-class virtues, which revolved around . . . practicality and utilitarianism,” what I call (and they called) prudence.[footnoteRef:168]  The tradesmen and burghers of Arras, Brussels, Louvain, Antwerp, Ghent, Bruges (all except for Arras now in Belgium; until the sixteenth ***check century the northerly places like Amsterdam were not prominent) used existing models to point a bourgeois tale: “a knight could, in fact, be perceived as an aspiring entrepreneur.”[footnoteRef:169]  Thus Heinric  en Margriete van Limborch, a thirteenth-century romance of knights and their ladies, was printed in 1516 for the bourgeoisie with such commercial amendments as having Heinric instructed on achieving his knighthood to “pay generously whenever you travel [as both knights errant and dusty merchants were both in the habit of doing]. . . then people will speak honorably of you.”  Honor was not merely the knightly fighting and hunting and wooing of the original text, but the traveling and especially now in 1516 the honest paying of the merchant readers.[footnoteRef:170] [167:   Pleij 1994, p. 74.]  [168:   Pleij 1994, p. 63.]  [169:   Pleij 1994, p. 67.]  [170:   Pleij 1994, p. 64 makes this point in quoting the printed edition of Heinric  en Margriete.] 

For the sixteenth and especially the seventeenth century, and the independent north rather than the Spanish-retained south of the Low Countries, I could rest the case by pointing to Simon Schama’s brilliant Embarrassment of Riches, which discusses . . . . “The Dutch feared literal drowning “in destitution and terror,” a worry that was “exactly counterbalanced by their fear of drowning in luxury and sin” (p. 47).  “distinguishing between proper and improper ways of making fortunes, and the concept of wealth as stewardship” (p. 420). brief summary of Schama, not repeating what’s said in The Bourgeois Virtues
Another art historian of the Dutch, R. H. Fuchs, notes that Golden Age painting was infused with ethics.  After the sixteenth century (the first age of printing) the Calvinist and bourgeois Netherlanders eagerly bought “emblems”—paintings and especially etchings illustrating ethical proverbs.  Fuchs shows an example from 1624 of a mother wiping her baby’s bottom: Dit lijf, wat ist, als stanck en mist?  “This life, what is it, but stench and shit?”  Such stuff is especially prevalent early in the seventeenth century, it would seem, when Dutch painting had not yet (as Svetlana Alpers has argued vigorously, against such “iconological” readings) separated itself from written texts.  
A painting such as Bosschaert’s Vase of Flowers (1620) looks to a modern eye merely a bouquet that an Impressionist, say, might paint from life, though in Holland in the seventeenth century with much more attention to surface detail than the Impressionists thought worthwhile.  But under instruction one notices—as the bourgeois buyer would have noticed without instruction, since behind his canal house he cultivated his own garden—that the various flowers bloom at different times of year.  Therefore the bouquet is botanically impossible (Fuchs DDDD, p. 8).  Something else is going on.  The iconologists among art historians favor a theological interpretation: “For every thing there is a season, a time to be born and a time to die, saith the Preacher.”  “That in principle,” writes Fuchs, “is the meaning of every [Dutch] still-life painted in the seventeenth or the first part of the eighteenth century.”[footnoteRef:171]  I said that Fuchs’ view (and the view of many other students of the matter, such as E. de Jongh, whose work is seminal) has opponents.  Eric Sluijter, for example, joins Alpers in skepticism.  He notes a 1637 poem by the Dutch politician and popular poet Jacob Cats (1577-1660) which portrays painters as profit-making and practical, and therefore uninterested in preaching.  He analyzes in detail one of the few contemporary writings on the matter, in 1642 by one Philips Angel lecturing to the painters of Leiden.  The conclusion Sluijter draws is that “it is difficult to find anything in texts on the art of painting from this period that would indicate that didacticism was an important aim.”[footnoteRef:172]  [171:   Fuchs, p. 115.  ]  [172:   Cite Alpers; Sluijter 1991, p. 184.  ] 

The argument of the skeptics, in other words, is that secret meanings, if no contemporary saw them, might not in fact be there.  Fair point.  The purpose of paintings would not be, as the iconological critics think, tot lering en vermaak, “to teach and delight,” reflected in museum guidebooks nowadays—this from the humanism tracing to classical rhetoric and Cicero, two of the offices of rhetoric being docere et delectare (and the other being movere, to move to political or ethical action).[footnoteRef:173]  At least it would not be ethical teaching, delighting, moving.  Perhaps, as Alpers argues, it was essentially scientific, showing people how to see.   [173:   E.g. Cicero, Cicero, Orator 69 and de Oratore 2.115.  ] 

But even Alpers and Sluijter would not deny that a still-life of a loaded table with the conch, book, half-peeled lemon, half-used candle, vase lying on its side, and (in the more explicit versions) a skull signifying all the works that are done under the sun, such as Steenwijck’s painting of c. 1640, entitled simply Vanitas, was a known genre, to be read like a proverb.  Pieter Claesz’s still life of 1625/30 in the Art Institute of Chicago is filled with symbols of Holland’s overseas trade—olives, linens, sugar, lemons—to the same end.  All is vanity and vexation of spirit, saith the preacher.  It does not matter much if the Dutch painters knew they were making moral tales, as long as their audience experienced them that way.  [Use the book on such paintings here.]  The point is similar to that of the “new” literary criticism of the 1940s and 1950s: a poem or painting can have a moral, or any other artistic effect, without it being consciously inserted by the poet or painter.
We ignoramuses in art history are liable to view “realism” as a simple matter of whether the people in the picture appear to have “real” bodies (though rendered on a flat canvas with paint. . . hmm), or instead have half-bodies of fishes or horses, or wings attached for flying (‘fantasy”); or whether you can make out actual objects apparently from this world (again admittedly on that flatness), or not (“abstraction”).  If it is just realism, under a naïve theory, then there is no ethical burden in the paintings.  They are just pretty, and pretty accurate, pictures of the world around us.  How nice, and how very real.  And how irrelevant, it would seem, for the ethical history of the first large bourgeois society in Europe.
Fuchs observes on the contrary that what he calls “metaphorical realism” was the usual mode of early Golden Age painting showing (barely) possible figures or scenery which nonetheless insist on referring to another realm, especially a proverbial realm, always with ethical purpose.  The same is true of much of French and British realism in painting of the early-to-mid nineteenth century, such as Ford Maddox Brown’s “Work” [1852-63; in two versions] or in France what the slightly mad painter, Gustave Courbet, called “real allegories.”  Richard Brettell notes that Courbet and then the more accomplished Manet put aside the Academic conventions of mythology in favor of apparently contemporary scenes, but made pictures nonetheless “ripe with pictorial, moral, religious, and political significance.”[footnoteRef:174]   [174:   Brettell 1999, p. 14.] 

Two centuries earlier the Dutch pioneers of metaphorical realism, or “real” allegories, would depict merry scenes of disordered home life, such as Steen’s painting of c. 1663 “In Luxury Beware” (itself a proverbial expression: In weelde siet toe), with ethical purpose.  Such a scene became proverbial.  A “Jan-Steen household” still means in Dutch a household out of control.[footnoteRef:175]  “The painting is littered with realistic metaphors.  Even an untrained eye can spot them: while the mother-in-charge sleeps, a monkey stops the clock, a child smokes a pipe, a dog is feasting on a pie, a half-peeled lemon and a pot on its side signal the vanitas of human life, a woman in the middle of the picture with the deep décolletage of a whore brazenly out at us, holding her full wine glass at the crotch of a man being scolded by a Quaker and a nun, and a pig has stolen the spigot of a wine barrel (another literal proverb, Fuchs explains, for letting a household get out of control).   [175:   Kiers and Tissink, p. 173.  ] 

The Golden Age of Holland, in other words, if thoroughly bourgeois, was ethically haunted.  Oil paintings in the Netherlands in the seventeenth century were like plays in Shakespeare’s London or books of sermons in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries or the European novel before modernism or movies in the movie palaces of the 1930s or videos of films in the late twentieth century or pulp novels in the early twentieth century.  All these were immensely popular art forms in which the culture, even the elite, seemed to be thinking out its values.  Now of course it is perilous to hitch the art of a culture to its ethical reflections—except that here the very point is that the art declared itself to be ethical reflections, regardless of whether or not people carried out the reflections in action.  Despite, or perhaps because of, the pull of Mammon, in other words, Hollander talked ethics.  
The age was still one of faith—an age initiated not in the Middle Ages, as was once so commonly thought (one can make the case that medieval people, who might take communion once a year, were less religious than their spiritually aroused descendents in the sixteenth century), but in the Reformation, as in gereformeerde Holland, with newly devout Catholics and Jews mixed in.  Ordinary Europeans in the Middle Ages were barely Christian.  
The transcendent therefore keeps bursting into Dutch art, as in Rembrandt.  One thinks of holy parallels in seventeenth-century English poetry, especially from priests like John Donne and George Herbert or Puritans like John Milton.  The literary English and the painterly Dutch reaching for God seems to come to a climax of earnestness around the middle of the seventeenth century, and then collapse into cynical exhaustion.  Poetry and painting in the age of renewed faith was not just entertainment (delectare).  It had deadly serious work to do of teaching and moving (docere et movere), justifying God’s ways to man, to be sure, but also as Trevor-Roper observed Doing Politics (regere).  A. T. van Deursen instances Cats, who began as a poet of emblem engravings and who “wanted to instruct his readers through moral lessons. . . .  Those who desired something more erotically tinted would have to learn Italian”—or buy a painting.[footnoteRef:176]  Nothing means in the early-seventeenth century notion merely what it seems.  Everything in the poem or painting points a moral.   [176:   Deursen 1999, p. 173.] 

An urbane reaction followed, in Dryden, for example, and in late Golden Age Dutch painters.  A century later the keys to this system of early-seventeenth-century moralizing symbols in both poetry and painting had been entirely mislaid.  Romantic critics in England had no idea what Milton was on about, since they had set aside the rigorously Calvinist theology that animated his poetry.  And even so spiritual a reader as Blake gets Milton wrong, in imagining that Satan was the hero of Paradise Lost.  The two pillars that van Deursen spoke about, Christianity and pagan literature, had been pushed apart by early Enlightened and then Romantic Samsons, and the ethical building had collapsed.  In looking at painting even the Dutch critics of the late eighteenth century had misplaced the emblematic keys to their own national art (admitting that some recent writers, such as Alpers and Sluijter, think there was no key to be lost in the first place).  Foreigners had no chance at all.  
Gerard Terborch had painted around 1654-55 a scene in a brothel in which a young man bids with a coin for a woman (whose back is turned to the viewer) dressed in lovingly rendered satin.  The procuress goes about her business.  And the table shows a vanitas arrangement.  The scene was conventional—Vermeer did one, for example; two if you include Officer and Laughing Girl around 1657 in a different arrangement, similar to a painting of 1625 by van Honthorst named explicitly The Procuress (in which a lute is offered: luit in Dutch, Fuchs explains, can mean either the musical instrument or a vagina).  Yet by 1809 [Elective Affinity] Goethe was interpreting the Terborch painting as a scene of a father [that is, the john] admonishing his daughter [that is, the whore] while the mother [that is, the procuress] averts her eyes modestly.[footnoteRef:177]   Goethe is not to be blamed: an eighteenth-century engraver had retitled the work “Paternal Admonition,” and appears to have deleted the coin from the client’s hand.  But Goethe likewise misunderstood Milton's Satan as a Romantic hero, and Hamlet as one, too.  And so we have here a change in sensibility, away from a “realistic” engagement with the world. [177:   Fuchs, p. 147.  ] 

The painters themselves as much as the critics forgot, too.  Fuchs shows the metaphoric realism of the Golden Age giving way in the mid-nineteenth century to a pictorial realism, that is, a realism not of the soul—remember the flowers blooming and dying at different times of year—but of the eye.  Or of the mechanized eye.  The camera obscura, we have only recently discovered, played a big role in painting from the Renaissance on.  When photography came, the artists follow suit en masse.  Like a snapshot, the subjects just happen to be in the frame of the picture, as in Gustave Caillebotte’s masterpiece in the Art Institute of Chicago (1877).  The bourgeois walkers at a rainy Paris intersection in the newly built quarters are glimpsed just at that moment, which will in an instant dissolve meaninglessly into another moment.  A different level of reality is not breaking in from above—though one might argue that impressions such as this carried their own vanitas message.  But at last in the Industrial Age the ethical transcendent is rejected, as it was embraced in the early Golden Age.
The first large bourgeois nation of the North was ethical, that is, and very far from blasé about the good and bad of trade.  

*          *          *          *

Nor was Holland especially corrupt in its political declarations.  Rather to the contrary.  The word “corruption” means “activities involving payment that we do not like.”  It is unjust, unloving, unfaithful behavior in aid of prudence, that is, profit.  It is a spilling of our profane into our sacred.  We do not regard paying for milk as corruption, but paying to get out of a Russian airport is.  “Corruption,” then, is a fancy word for self-interested behavior we don’t like.  
In its political rhetoric Holland declared for virtue, and against corruption.  The Northern, literate Protestant nations on the North Sea were cradles of democracy, of course, at least of a highly limited “democracy” among the full citizens of the towns, and here too Holland led.  The Dutch Republic was an insult to the monarchies surrounding it, more so even than the older and less imitable islands of non-monarchy in Switzerland, Venice, and Genoa.  The Republic’s federal form (in which each province had a veto in the generality, and each city in the seven provinces) was an inspiration later to the Americans.  Although the Republic was I repeat nothing like a full-franchise democracy of the modern type—the big property owners, as in the early American republic, were firmly in charge—it was always an irritating contrast in theory to the divine right of kings just then being articulated by Spanish Philip and English Charles and French Louis.  
Protestantism had something to do with all this good talk about the rights of man (and in Holland the reality even of some rights of women).  The priesthood of all believers, and behind it the individualism of the Abrahamic religions generally, was central to the growth of the strange notion that a plowman has in right as much to say on public matters as a prince.  Radical Protestant church governance, among the Anabaptists and after a while the Quakers, which allowed a position at least for a saintly plowman, was a practice field for a democratic theory long a-borning.  Yet on the medieval Catholic side, too, as again the school of Quentin Skinner has taught us, the theory of natural rights justified a right even of revolution.  Skinner argues that French, Dutch, and English theorists of politics in the early seventeenth century owed a good deal to a scholastic tradition.
The English in their impetuous, aristocratic, pre-bourgeois way went a lot further in the 1640s than the Dutch did.  At the Putney debates of the New Model Army in 1647 Colonel Rains [or Rain***]borough declared, “I do think that the poorest man in England is not at all bound in a strict sense to that government that he has not had a voice to put himself under.”[footnoteRef:178]  And he was a gentleman, a Puritan colonel.  Charles I himself coined the word “leveller” to describe the notion, which seemed insane to most English people in 1647—as one of his supporters put it scornfully, that “every Jack shall vie with a gentleman and every gentleman be made a Jack.”[footnoteRef:179]  Until the nineteenth century such shocking views did not prevail, as against the position more usual at the time—that, as General Ireton, Cromwell’s son-in-law, replyied to Rainsborough, “no person has a right to this [voice] that has not a permanent fixed interest [namely, land] in this kingdom.”  Charles I, fifteen months after Putney, asserted the counter-position succinctly, before the headman's block: “A subject and a sovereign are clean different things.”  To which Milton replied a month after Charles’ demise, “No man who knows aught can be so stupid to deny that all men naturally were born free, being the image and resemblance of God himself. . . . unless the people must be thought created all for [the king], he not for them, and they all in one body inferior to him single, which were a kind of treason against the dignity of mankind to affirm.”[footnoteRef:180]  What is novel in Milton’s assertion is that every Jack should have political as against a vaguely spiritual dignity.  David Wootton notes elsewhere that the Putney debates of 1647 were not published until the 1890s.  For a long time the specter of radical democracy kept being pushed back into Hell.  But in the eighteenth century Rousseau brought it out for good: “No more dangerous set of ideas [than a man’s a man for a’ that] surfaced in the Enlightenment,” writes the historian of the Enlightenment Margaret Jacob.[footnoteRef:181]  The radical position had been articulated, and long haunted Europe.   [178:   Wootton, 1986, p. 286.  Wootton 1992, p. 74, quoted in Wootton 1992, p. 75.   The Jack quotation is from Mercurius Pragmaticus, 9-16 Nov. 1647.]  [179:   Marchamont Nedham quoted in Wootton 1992, p. 73.]  [180:   Milton 1649, pp. 255, 257.]  [181:   Jacob 2001, p. 57.] 

Most of these were Christians, and of course the fact mattered.  Whatever their actual debt to the scholastics, the Protestants had challenged the monarchies and aristocracies of popes and bishops by imagining early Church history as their model.  They wished to omit a millennium of church history.  Malcolm MacKinnon, disputing the route by which Max Weber connected Protestantism to capitalism, notes that “Puritan idealism was more concerned with ecclesiology than soteriology [more with matters of church governance, that is, than the doctrines of salvation that Weber focused on], concerned with ‘purifying’ church government. . . . The Puritan Revolution of the 1640s. . . established the political preconditions of modern capitalism.”[footnoteRef:182]  When priests were literally rulers, when cardinals marshaled armies and abbots and bishops collected a fifth or more of the rents in England, in Holland, and in other European lands, religion was politics.  "Religion, in fact," observed Hugh Trevor-Roper in 1940, "was also an aspect of politics—the outward symbol, the shibboleth, by which parties were known. . . .  Religion was not merely a set of personal beliefs about the economy of Heaven, but the outward sign of a social and political theory."[footnoteRef:183]  What seems to us absurd excess in Archbishop Laud or Oliver Cromwell, he argues, is no more or less absurd than would be invading Poland in the name of Lebensraum or defending South Vietnam in the name of anti-Communism or invading Iraq in the name of suppressing world terrorism or any other peculiar modern project. [182:   MacKinnon 1987, p. 242-243.]  [183:   Trevor-Roper 1940, pp 2, 4.] 

It was a small step in logic, if not in immediately practice, to the citizenship of all believers.  The philosopher Charles Taylor notes that in the repeated splitting of Protestant churches, “in this recurrent activity of founding and refounding, we are witnessing more and more the creation of common agencies in secular time,” that is, a school for liberal revolutionaries.[footnoteRef:184]  The popular historian Arthur Herman notes that the Presbyterian Kirk in Scotland was from the time of John Knox “the single most democratic system of church government in Europe.”[footnoteRef:185]  Herman may not be remembering that in the same 1560s and 1570s the Dutch were creating the same sort of church government, by contrast to the less radical Lutherans and Anglicans elsewhere around the German Ocean.  No bishops, said the Dutch.  We shall have pastors chosen by the lay elders, that is, in Greek, “presbyters.”  And after such a change it was a small further step to republicanism in secular matters.  When the northern Dutch like the northern Britons cast off their lord bishops in the sixteenth century they fell into the further act, as the Scots did not, of casting off their monarch and his aristocrats, too (though the “casting off” was unintended, a consequence of the Dutch Revolt against Catholic Spain).  Bourgeois Holland, with its rhetoric of rights against kings and aristocrats, led the way in Europe.  As a nation of traders—but also earnest Christians and big buyers of morally instructive art—the Dutch put on show what is supposed in anti-capitalist rhetoric to be impossible: the Virtuous and Republican Bourgeois. [184:   Taylor 2005, p. 106.]  [185:   Herman, p. 19.  ] 



&Chapter 10:
And the Dutch Bourgeoisie Was Virtuous
	
Yes, but was it just a show?  Surely the Dutch of the Golden Age didn’t actually carry out their painted and poemed project of the virtues?  Surely the bourgeoisie then as now were mere hypocrites, the comically middle class figures in a Molière play; or, worse, of a late-Dickens novel; or, still worse, of an e. e. cummings poem, n’est ce pas?
No, it appears not.  Ce n’est pas vrai.  Nor in some other places.  The historian Thomas Haskell wrote an amazing essay noting the new prominence of “responsibility” in a commercial America in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.  The OED gives the earliest quotation of “responsibility” as 1787, Hamilton in Federalist,  and shortly afterwards Edmund Burke, but Haskell notes that it is used much earlier in law in the sense of being required to respond to a legal action.  “Responsible” meaning “liable to be called to account” (sense 3a) occurs as early as 1643, but the OED’s earliest quotation for the favorable ethical meaning, “morally accountable for one's actions; capable of rational conduct” (sense 3b), is only 1836, which is Haskell’s point.  The linking of “responsibility” with the marketlike word “accountability” occurs in the very first instance of “accountability” recorded, in 1794 in Samuel Williams’ Natural and Civil History of Vermont, “No mutual checks and balances, accountability and responsibility” (the older noun is “accountableness,” dating from 1668; the adjective “accountable,” 1583; and simple “account” or “accompt” medieval).  Use McKean? Chapter
Haskell asserts that "my assumption is not that the market elevates morality."  But then he takes it back: "the form of life fostered by the market may entail the heightened sense of agency."[footnoteRef:186]  Just so.  Surely commerce, with seventeenth-century science, heightened the sense of agency.  Earlier in the essay Haskell had attributed to markets the "escalating" sense of agency, “responsibility” in the word, as he notes, coined in the late eighteenth century.  So the market does elevate morality.    [186:   Haskell 1999, p. 10.] 

I have claimed, what is historically correct, that the market always existed.  Yet if so, why was there not always the sense of responsibility?  Evidently, then, the sense of responsibility came from more than the pervasiveness of markets.  It was a new sense that it was all right to be a market person, an acceptance of market outcomes as just.  Some societies, and certainly big parts of many societies, were dominated by mercantile values: one thinks of the Phoenicians or their offshoot Carthage; the overseas Chinese, or indeed the overseas Japanese before they were forbidden to return; or Jews such as Jesus of Nazareth, with his parables of merchants and makers.  The river and sea port of Sakai in Osaka Prefecture was once independent like Genoa or Lübeck, but was subordinated to the central power by Oda Nobunaga in 1569.  Nagasaki was similar.  
Yet there's something new in Holland c. 1600 and especially in England c. 1700 and Scotland and British North America c. 1750 and Belgium c. 1800.
The market at least did not corrupt the charity of market-saturated Holland.  “Charity,” for example, “seems to be very national among them,” as Temple wrote at the time.[footnoteRef:187]  Only the Quakers in England cared for their poor the way the ordinary Dutch city did.  The historian Charles Wilson claimed in DATE that “it is doubtful if England or any other country [at least until the late eighteenth century] could rival the scores of almshouses for old men and women, the orphanages, hospitals and schools maintained by private endowments from the pockets of the Dutch regents class.”[footnoteRef:188]  The fact is indisputable.  But its interpretation has made recent historians uneasy.   [187:   ***Temple DATE, iv, p. 88.]  [188:   ***Wilson, date, p. 55] 

Their problem is that like everyone else in the Age of Prudence the historians are not comfortable with a rhetoric of virtues.  An act of love or justice or temperance is every time to be reinterpreted as, somehow, prudence.  “I’m not helping you because I love you; I’m helping you so you will later help me.”  A dear and highly ethical friend of mine commented on a news story of someone rushing into a burning building to save a stranger thus: “Yes: if I do it for him, he will do it for me.”  The parable of the Good Samaritan is reduced to self-interest.
The reinterpretation has been usual since self-interest first became respectable, in the eighteenth century in bourgeois Europe.  It was reinforced in the writing of history during the long period 1890-1980 in which materialist explanations were trumps.  And any historian who listens much to modern economists takes on some of the prudential logic of the dismal science.  Anne McCants, for example, begins her fine book on Civic Charity in a Golden Age: Orphan Care in Early Modern Amsterdam (1997) with a discussion of how hard it is to believe in altruistic motives from such tough bourgeois and bourgeoises.  A compassionate motivation for transfers from the wealthy to the poor is said to be “unlikely” and “can be neither modeled nor rationally explained.”  By “rational” she seems to mean “single-mindedly following prudence only.”  By “modeled” she seems to mean “put into a Max U framework that a conventional Samuelsonian economist would be comfortable with.”  Compassionate explanations, contrary to Max U, are “not to be lightly dismissed as implausible,” McCants writes.  But then she lightly dismisses the compassionate explanations, with a scientific method misapprehended—altruism, she says, holds “little predictive power.”  She has adopted the ugly little orphan Max U, fathered by the economist the late Paul Samuelson over in another building at MIT.
“After a long tradition of seeing European charity largely as a manifestation of Christian values,” McCants is relieved to report, “scholars have begun to assert the importance of self-interest.”[footnoteRef:189]  Her own interpretation of the Amsterdam Municipal Orphanage is that it was “charity for the middling,” a species of insurance against the risks of capitalism.” [footnoteRef:190]   The bourgeois said to themselves, as it were, “There but for the grace of God go our own orphaned bourgeois children; let us therefore create an institution against that eventuality.  We do this not because it is just, but out of prudence.“  As Hobbes put it in reducing all motives to self-interest, “Pity is imagination of fiction of future calamity to ourselves, proceeding from the sense of another man’s calamity.”  {search and cite: is it in an essay, “On Human Nature”?]  McCants makes as good a case as can be made for such a strictly Hobbesian view of the human virtues.  But the case is feeble, similar to the notion that some men articulate without actually believing that love or justice is insurance against disasters: you save a child from a burning building so that people will save you when your time comes repeats?.  Anyway as a matter of method the virtue of prudence does not have to crowd out temperance, justice, love, courage, faith, and hope, not 100 percent.  [189:   All this: McCants 1997, pp. 2, 4, 5.  ]  [190:   McCants 1 997, p. 201f.] 

The unease of modern historians in the presence of virtues shows in the six pages the leading historian of the Dutch Republic writing in English, the admirable Jonathan Israel, devotes in one of his massive and scholarly books, The Dutch Republic: Its Rise and Fall (1995), to the Golden-Age poor law.  It was he admits at the outset an “elaborate system of civic poor relief and charitable institutions . . . exceptional in European terms.”[footnoteRef:191]  The assignment of the poor to each confession, including the Jews (and even eventually in the eighteenth century the Catholics), foreshadows the so-called “pillarization” (verzuiling) of Dutch politics, revived by the theologian and prime minister Abraham Kuyper in the late nineteenth century.[footnoteRef:192]  Each pillar has sovereignty in its own domain, and therefore a responsibility for compassion towards its own poor.  (Kuyper’s notions, unhappily, were taken up by Afrikaner sociologists and theologians studying in Holland as justification for their own theory of apartheid.) [191:   Israel 1995, p. 352.  ]  [192:   Cite Bob in OK] 

“But,” Israel claims, “charity and compassion. . . were not the sole motives.”[footnoteRef:193]  And then he lists all the prudential, self-interested reasons for taking care of the poor.  His first item seems the least plausible—that “the work potential of orphans” was worth marshalling.  Oakum picking could scarcely pay for even the first bowl of porridge, even in Dickens.  He turns to civic pride among towns and social prestige inside a town to be got from running a “caring, responsible, and well-ordered” set of institutions.  Certainly the innumerable commissioned paintings of this or that charitable board argue that the pride and prestige was deemed worth getting in the Golden Age Netherlands.  But it is hard to see how such rewards to vanity can be distinguished from the virtue of charity itself, at any rate if we are to confine our historical science in positivistic style to "predictive power."  If caring is not highly valued by the society then doing it in well-ordered institutions will not earn social prestige.  “High value of caring” is called . . . “charity.” [193:   p. 355? check page.  ] 

“At bottom,” though, Israel continues—and now we approach the prudential bottom line—the alleged acts of charity were “rather effective instruments of social control,” to support the deserving poor  (that is, our very own Dutch Reformed poor in Rotterdam, say).  Or as Georg Simmel put it in 1908, we give charity “so that the poor will not become active and dangerous enemies of society.”[footnoteRef:194]  The policy amounted, say Israel and Simmel, to paying off the poor to behave.[footnoteRef:195]  The historian Paul Langford makes a similar assertion about the later flowering of charity in England.  The hospitals and foundling homes of the eighteenth century were “built on a foundation of bourgeois sentiment mixed with solid self-interest.”[footnoteRef:196]  Merely prudent.  The Dutch and English bourgeoisie were not really charitable at all, you see.  They were simply canny.  The rascals. [194:   Simmel 1908, p. 154, quoted in Ritzer 2008, p. 280.  ***Read in Levine 1971: “The Poor.”  Simmel continues, “so as to make their reduced energies more productive, “ and then finally in a eugenic gesture typical of his times, “so as to prevent the degeneration of their progeny.”]  [195:   Israel, p. 358.  ]  [196:   Langford, p. 136.] 

Such arguments would not persuade, I think, unless one were determined to find a profane rather than a sacred cause for every act of charity.  One hundred percent.  When the materialist/functionalist argument is made in historical works it is it usually unsupported by reasoning and evidence—this in a field of the intellect which properly prides itself on providing reasoning and evidence.  McCants does offer a little reasoning and evidence for her cynical view, but that is what makes her book unusual.  Most other historians when making such a point, such as Israel and Langford, don’t.  The lack of argument from even such excellent scholars indicates that the cynicism is being brought into the history from the outside.  No one, even such gifted and energetic and intelligent historians as Israel and Langford and McCants, explains exactly how “social control” or “self-interest” was supposed to result from giving large sums of money to the poor.  Sometimes it has: we prevent Haitians from fleeing to Florida by invading Haiti and forcing money on its elites.  We Americans have done it repeatedly all over our southern borders.  But it often hasn’t had the prudent result promised by “realists” in foreign policy.  And in any event no historian of Holland or Britain tells how it might have such a result, or offers evidence that it in fact was efficacious in the Dutch case.  A hermeneutics of suspicion is made to suffice.  The burden of proof is supposed to fall on people who take the Dutch at their word.  But why?
It doesn't compute.  The question arises, for example, why other nations did not have the same generous system of charity—that is, if it was such an obviously effective instrument of social control, requiring no proof of its efficacy from the historian, since it was so utterly self-interested that any fool could see its utility.  If its utility is so obvious to historians four centuries after the event, presumably contemporaries in France and England could see it, too.  London was as rich as Amsterdam, but gave little such charity in 1600.  Scotland had no way except beatings to deal with tinkers and the unemployed, yet did not think to develop elaborate provisions for them to survive the winters.  
In the Netherlands, by contrast, the acts of love, justice, and, yes, prudence were astonishingly widespread.  True, similar levels of love and justice are recorded in England here and there, and were regularized by the Elizabethan Poor Law.  Yet Israel ends his discussion by implying that in 1616 fully twenty percent of the population of Amsterdam was “in receipt of charity,” either from the town itself or from religion- or guild-based foundations.[footnoteRef:197]  The figure does not mean that the poor got all their income from charity, of course, merely that one fifth of the people in the city received something, perhaps a supplement in the cold and workless times of year.  (By the way, Israel’s figures as stated are self-contradictory: he says that twice that 10,000 ??? check: I’ve mixed this up somehow people were helped in one way or another, which amounts to 20 percent of the population of about 100,000, not the “well over 10 percent” he settles on, unless “well over” is to mean “two times.”)  Jan de Vries and Ad van der Woude, who are more skilled with statistics than Israel, put the figure lower, but still high: "In Amsterdam as many as 10 to 12 percent of all households received at least temporary support during the winter months."  The figure is high, though duplicated in some other parts of Europe (if nowhere on such a wide scale as in the United Netherlands), and is only low by the standard of a modern and northern European welfare state.  De Vries and van der Woude note that "it is the steadiness of charitable expenditure . . . that distinguishes Dutch practice from other countries, where most financing . . . was triggered by emergency conditions.”[footnoteRef:198]  [197:   Israel, p. 360.  ]  [198:   De Vries and der Woude, pp. 659, 661.  ] 

Charity was by the Golden Age was an old habit in the little cities of the Low Countries.  Geoffrey Parker notes that by the 1540s in Flanders one seventh of the population of Ghent was in receipt of poor relief, one fifth at Ypres, one quarter at Bruges.[footnoteRef:199]   Cynically prudential explanations of such loving justice seem tough-minded only if one thinks of prudence as tough, always, and love as soft, always, and for some reason you want to be seen as tough, always.  But the charity was evidently no small matter.  It was unusual in the European context.  It is hard to see the charity as prudence only.  All right: it is not Mother-Theresa spiritual love.  But neither is it greed in drag. [199:   Parker 1985, p. 25.  ] 

The first large bourgeois society in Northern Europe was charitable.

*        *        *        *
Nor was the exceptional Dutch virtue of tolerance, dating from the late sixteenth century and full-blown in the theories of Grotius, Uyttenbogaert, Fijne, and especially Episcopius in the 1610s and 1620s a matter entirely of prudence.  Use the book I get from Penn State Press.  The Dutch stopped in the 1590s actually burning heretics and witches.  This was early by European standards.  The last burning of a Dutch witch was 1595, in Utrecht, an amusement which much of the rest of Europe—and Massachusetts, too, where Quakers were hanged on Boston Common—would not abandon for another century.  In the fevered 1620s hundreds of German witches were burnt every year [GET SOURCE FOR THIS].  So late as January 8, 1697 in Scotland one Thomas Aikenhead, an Edinburgh student, was tried and hanged for blasphemy, aged 19, for denying the divinity of Christ—alleged by one witness, and part of a youthful pattern of bold talk.  The event was the last hurrah of what Arthur Herman calls the ayatollahs of the Scottish Kirk.[footnoteRef:200]  After that the ayatollahs were on the defensive, though able to block university appointments, say, and thereby keep skeptics like David Hume quiet.  [200:   Herman date, pp. 2-10] 

By contrast the thirteenth article of the Treaty of Utrecht had stipulated 120 years before Aikenhead’s execution that “Everyone must remain free in his religion,” though of course observing suitable privacy, since religion was still a matter of state.  “No one should be molested or questioned on the subject of divine worship.”[footnoteRef:201]  They were not to be even “molested or questioned”—much less hanged or burned.  In 1579 that was a shocking assertion.  It could not be expected to be literally followed, and was not.  But by the admittedly low Christian standards of the age, the Dutch were then and later astonishingly tolerant.   Dutch case was not until the seventeenth century properly described as complete “toleration”: but at least the Dutch stopped in the 1590s burning witches and heretics, something the rest of Europe (and Massachusetts) couldn’t overcome until a century later (1595 in Utrecht).    [201:   Source.  Check translation against original.] 

The obvious test case was Judaism—though Catholicism, as the religion of the Spanish or of the sometimes-enemy French, was usually treated in Holland with even more hostility.  That same Grotius, who was no 21st-century liberal, advised against liberal treatment of the Jews across the Dutch Republic.  But the States General in 1619 decided, against his advice, that each Dutch town individually should decide for itself how to treat them, though forbidding any town to insist that Jews wear special clothing.  True, it was not until 1657 that the Dutch Jews became actual, full-rights subjects of the Republic.  But by comparison with their liabilities down to the nineteenth century in Germany or England, not to speak of Spain and Portugal, the Dutch Jews were exceptionally free.  They suffered no locking up in ghettos at night, for example, as in Venice or Frankfurt; no appropriations and expulsions as in 1290 in an England supposedly growing in free institutions.  Jews were not entirely emancipated in England until the nineteenth century.  In 1616 Rabbi Uziel (late of Fez in Morocco) remarked with gratitude that the Jews “live peaceably in Amsterdam,” and “each may follow his own belief, but may not openly show that he is of a different faith from the inhabitants of the city.”[footnoteRef:202]  It is the melting-pot formula of not being permitted to wear special clothing, of the sort that in 2003 secular France affirmed in respect of shawls for Moslem school girls.  [202:   Naidler 1999, p. 11.] 

And so nowadays.  Since the 1960s, and after a long period of conformity to the Dutch Reformed Church, tolerance is witnessing a second golden age in the Netherlands.  Outside the train station in Hilversum, the center for Dutch radio and TV, stands a block of stone representing praying hands, with the word carved on its sides in Dutch, Russian, Spanish, and English: tolerance, verdraagzaamheid (from dragen, “to bear,” in the way that  "toleration" is from the Latin for “to bear,” tollere).  Verdraagzaamheid is the central word in the civic religion of modern Holland, in the way that “equality”(jämlikhet) is in the civic religion of Sweden or “liberty” in the civic religion of the United States.  That is, it does not always happen, to put it mildly, but is much admired and much talked of.  
Dutch people down to the present react uncomfortably to praise for their tolerance, especially for the new sort of tolerance growing among Catholics after Vatican II and among Protestants after the startling decline in the Netherlands of the Dutch Reformed Church.  A society heavily influenced by Dutch-Reform dominies, as not long ago the Netherlands was, would not be particularly tolerant of gays or marihuana, for example.  Thus the anti-homosexual hysteria in the Netherlands in 1740-42 (after which the Dutch, unlike everyone else indulging in homophobia down to very recent times, were ashamed).  But Michael Zeeman notes that in the 1960s the anti-bourgeois, anti-clerical movement was more successful in the Netherlands than anywhere else.[footnoteRef:203]  The transformation from a church-going, respectable society, divided into “pillars” by religious group and stratified by class, into the present-day free-wheeling Holland has been astonishing.  The Dutch reply nowadays with an uncomfortable, “You don’t know how intolerant we really are.”  Progressive Dutch people nowadays move directly to embarrassments—for riches, for slavery, for imperialism, for the handing over of the Dutch Jews, for capitalism, for Srebenica, for their less educated countrymen’s embarrassing reaction to immigrants in the 1990s and especially in the 2000s.  “We’re not really so tolerant,” they repeat.   [203:   Zeeman 2004.  ] 

To which foreigners, now as in the seventeenth century, reply that the Dutch perhaps don’t grasp how really lacking in toleration the competition is.  In the seventeenth century most visitors were appalled, not delighted, by religious toleration in the United Provinces.  The notion one king/one religion was still lively, and still seemed worth a few dead heretics—one third of the population of Germany, 1618-1648, say.  Israel notes that foreigners then as now tended to judge the Dutch character by the metropolises of Amsterdam and Rotterdam rather than by the lesser and less liberal places.[footnoteRef:204]  But even with that bias the Dutch were exceptionally tolerant by seventeenth-century European standards, as they were exceptionally charitable.  Henri IV of France had attempted before his assassination in 1610 to bring a gentle skepticism worthy of his friend Montaigne to undecidable religious questions.  Huguenots, in his view (he had been raised as one), could be loyal Frenchmen.[footnoteRef:205]  But later rulers, especially the cardinal-rulers Richelieu and Mazarin, chipped away at the tolerations of the Edict of Nantes (1598) until in 1685 the Edict was officially revoked, with disastrous results for economic innovation in France.   [204:   Israel, pp. 640, 638; 535.  ]  [205:   I am following here Stephen Toulmin’s interpretation in Cosmopolis (1990), pp. 47-55.] 

The Poles had as early as 1573, six year before the Treaty of Utrecht, declared for religious liberty, and were the earliest polity in Europe to do so.  The declaration was characteristic of the Erasmian strain in Poland, like the tolerant Dutch.  The Seym declared that “Whereas in our Commonwealth there is no small disagreement in the matter of Christian faith, and in order to prevent that any harmful contention should arise from this, as we see clearly taking place in other kingdoms, we swear to each other. . . that. . . we will keep the peace between us.”[footnoteRef:206]  And they did.  Erasmus had written long before to the Archbishop of Canterbury, “Poland is mine.”  And it was, until the seventeenth century.  “When the tower of Kraków’s Town Hall had been rebuilt in 1556,”  Adam Zamoyski notes, “a copy of Erasmus’ New Testament was immured in the brickwork,” as testimony to liberal values in Poland in the sixteenth century.[footnoteRef:207]  And a later Dutch advocate of moderate toleration, Grotius, remarked that “To wish to legislate on religion is not Polish.”  [206:   Zamoyski, The Polish Way 1987, pp. 90-91.]  [207:   Zampoyski 1987, p. 144.  The declarations by Erasmus and Grotius are mottoes for his chapter 7, “The Kingdom of Erasmus” (p. 105) and his chapter 5, “God and Caesar” (p. 75).] 

But, Zampoyski continues, “when the same tower was repaired in 1611 the book was replaced by a Catholic New Testament. . . .  One vision of life was replaced by another.  “The spirit of inquiry”—thus for example the spirit of inquiry in Mikołaj Kopernik (dates), known to Europe as “Copernicus” was replaced—“by one of piety. . . .  If Erasmus was the beacon for all thinking Poles in the 1550s, the Jesuits were the mentors of their grandchildren.”  In 1632 the tolerant oath of 1573 was amended.  Other faiths were now merely “graciously permitted” to be exercised, but Catholicism was “mistress in her own house,” and henceforth, as in France, the Protestants were to be viewed as foreigners, and hostile to the nation.[footnoteRef:208] [208:   Zampoyski, p. 149.] 

“Then, only Holland survived as a haven of tolerance,” writes Stephen Toulmin, “to which Unitarians and other unpopular sects could retreat for protection.”[footnoteRef:209]  Consider for example the Dutch events immediately following August 23 in the same year, 1632, in which the Poles turned away from Erasmian toleration.  Frederik Hendrik, Prince of Orange (but no king, mind you, merely the elected “holder” of the Dutch state: he was “prince” of Orange, in southern France, not of the Netherlands), took the southern and Catholic city of Maastricht from the Spaniards.  Yet he permitted there for a time the continued free exercise of the Catholic religion.  The poet Vondel of Amsterdam, the Dutch Shakespeare, his family expelled when he was a child from Antwerp for being Anabaptists, was by 1632 not yet a Catholic convert.  But he was very active in support of Grotius and other even more forward thinkers in favor of toleration.  So he wrote a poem for the occasion of Maastricht’s conquest praising the Prince’s triumph and tolerance, in contrast to the dagger of the Italian Duke of Parma in Philip II’s service, who in the same city a half century before had drunk the “tasty burgers’ blood.”[footnoteRef:210]  [209:   Toulmin 1900, p. 53.]  [210:   Cite the poem.] 

One can argue in the easy and cynical and twentieth-century way that some of Frederik Hendrik’s tolerance came from mere prudence in a political game, especially the game so skillfully played by the House of Orange.  That’s true.  The Dutch stadhouders like Frederick Hendrick were in effect the elected presidents of particular provinces, drawn usually and then exclusively from the House of Orange.  Of course, it is a cliché of sixteenth and seventeenth century European history that religion was used by state-builders, sometimes amazingly cynically, as when Cardinal Richelieu arranged on behalf of a Catholic French monarchy for secret and then public subsidies to the Swedish Lutheran armies fighting the Catholic Habsburgs.  It makes the head spin.  Dutch politics was dominated for a century by the question whether or not the Netherlands should become a Christian city on a hill, as the radical Calvinists wished, and as they believed they had achieved in Geneva, in early Massachusetts, and under kings in Scotland.  
Against this devout plan of imposing shariah law the princes of Orange like Frederik Hendrik sometimes joined with the Erasmian upper bourgeoisie, the regents.  The ayatollahs railed against tolerating the “libertines [as the orthodox called the liberals], Arminians [followers of the liberal Dutch theologian Arminius], atheBREAK ABOUT HEREists, and concealed Jesuits.”[footnoteRef:211]  Yet at other times the Orange stadhouders supported the Calvinist orthodox.  It depended on political convenience, often.  Religion, to repeat, was politics.  Soon after the triumph at Maastricht, for example, Frederik Hendrik found it convenient to abandon his liberal friends and take up again with the Calvinists.  Prudence.  Maastricht was worth a mass.  And Amsterdam was worth suppressing one.  So much for principled toleration.   [211:   Israel 1996, p. 536.  ] 

But principle in the seventeenth century was not usually tolerant, as the Dutch and Frederick Hendrick sometimes pragmatically were.  If you wanted to insist on material, pragmatic, interested causes for everything you could say what is true: that businesspeople need in prudence to be tolerant, at least superficially, if they are to earn their living from dealing with irritatingly foreign foreigners.  William of Orange himself had noted in 1578 that it was desirable to go easy on the Calvinists themselves, "because we [Dutch] are necessarily hosts to merchants . . . of neighboring realms who adhere to this religion."[footnoteRef:212]  In 1672 Sir William Temple representing an England during an uneasy truce in its own religious wars praised the Netherlands, “every man following his own way, minding his own business, and little enquiring into other men’s; which, I suppose, happened by so great a concourse of people of several nations, different religions and customs, as left nothing strange or new.”[footnoteRef:213]  The scale—“so great a concourse”—mattered.  By the seventeenth century the city of Amsterdam alone had many more ships than Venice did.  By 1670 about 40 percentage of the tonnage of European ships was Dutch, “the common carriers of the world, as Temple wrote (the fact persisted: even nowadays a large share of the long-distance trucking in Europe is in Dutch hands).[footnoteRef:214]  The liberal pamphleteer Pieter de la Court (of the illiberal town of Leiden), Israel recounts, urged in 1669 “the need to tolerate Catholicism and attract more immigrants of diverse religions. . . to nourish trade and industry.”[footnoteRef:215]  Similar appeals to prudence had been made by the pioneering liberal pamphleteers of the 1620s. [212:   Quoted in Zagorin 2003, p. 149.]  [213:   Temple 172, Chp. VI.]  [214:   1670 figures from Maddison 2001, p. 77, with a rough guess for countries not covered.  Temple 1672, Chp. VI]  [215:   Israel 1996, 639.  ] 

 That’s fine.  If prudence makes people good in other ways, too, I’ll take it, and so will you.  But rationalize in a cynical way as one will, the Dutch liberal regents and the Dutch owners of ships had of course ethical reasons, too, for persisting in their tolerance.  Likewise their more strictly Calvinist enemies, the so-called Counter-Remonstrants, had ethical reasons for persisting in their lack of tolerance.  Both sides were in part spiritually motivated.  That people sometimes lie about their motives, or also have prudent reasons for their acts, or are misled, does not mean that all protestations of the sacred are so much blather and hypocrisy.  "Religion is a complex thing," wrote Trevor-Roper long ago, "in which many human instincts are sublimated and harmonized" [thus the secularism of the age of anthropology], "and political ambition is only one among these."  When the advanced liberal (“libertine”) theorist Simon Episcopius wrote in 1627 that only “free minds and hearts . . . are willing to support the common interest,” perhaps—startling thought—that is what he actually believed, and for which against his prudential interests he was willing to pledge his life, his fortune, and his sacred honor.[footnoteRef:216]  In other words, perhaps it is not only his pocketbook but his spirit that was motivating him.  At least more than zero percent. [216:   Israel 1996, p. 504.] 

This is of course obvious.  It would be strange indeed to explain by material interest alone the more than century-long madness of religious politics in the Low Countries after the Beggars’ Compromise of the Nobility in 1566.  As the sociologist of religion Rodney Stark puts it, “most instances of religious dissent make no sense at all in terms of purely material causes; they become coherent only if we assume that people did care.”[footnoteRef:217]  But in the early and mid-twentieth century the rhetoric of progressive history writing always wished to remake the sacred into the profane, every time, and to see motives of class and economics behind every professed sentiment.  It was a reaction to the nationalist tradition of Romantic history writing.  Thus Charles Beard’s An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution (1913) or Georges Lefebvre’s Quatre-vingt neuf (1939: The Coming of the French Revolution) or Christopher Hill’s The English Revolution 1640 (1940).  In those times even non-Marxists such as Trevor-Roper wished to slip in at the outset a quantitative estimate of 100 percent for profane prudence.  Trevor-Roper added to the concession to the sacred just quoted ("political ambition is only one among" the instincts sublimated in religion) an estimate that "in politics it is naturally by far the most potent."[footnoteRef:218]  Well, sometimes.  You don't know on page 3.  You need to check it out empirically, allowing at least for the possibility of some theory of human motivation other than prudence-only being by far the most potent.  I imagine he had this item in mind when he mentioned in a preface to the substantially unrevised edition of 1962 "certain. . . crude social equations whose periodic emergence will doubtless irritate the perceptive reader" of his first book. [217:   Stark 2003, p. 25.]  [218:   Trevor-Roper 1940, p. 3.  ] 

Stark takes on the notion that the doctrine of an active God could not really be why people became Muslims or Protestants or why they burned people at the stake—or went to the stake declaring, “Be of good cheer Mr. Ridley, and play the man.  We shall this day light such a candle by God’s grace in England as I trust never shall be put out.”  Surely, as materialist history and sociology from 1890 to 1980 would say without evidence, “at bottom the economic argument must have constituted, more than any dogmatic or religious discussions, the principle motive of the preaching of heresy.”[footnoteRef:219]  Surely, wrote H. Richard Niebuhr in 1929, the quarrels among sects in, say, Holland were phony, a result of “the universal human tendency to find respectable reasons for a practice desired from motives quite independent of the reasons urged.”[footnoteRef:220]  No, replies Stark, and gives much evidence for his view: “These translations of faith into materialism are counterfactual,” by which he means the bad sense of “contrary to fact, mistaken.”[footnoteRef:221]   [219:   The Italian historian Antonino de Stefano in the 1960s [check on internet], quoted in Stark 2003, p. 61]  [220:   Niebuhr (1929), The Social Sources of Denominationism, p. 12, quoted in Stark 2003, p. 25.]  [221:   Stark 2003, p. 61.  Compare pp. 24, 27, 55, and throughout.] 

When the wish to see every behavior as prudence-motivated makes little scientific sense, as often in the Dutch case, it should not be indulged.  The battle over toleration in the Netherlands went on for a long time.  Israel observes that it was not finally thoroughly resolved in favor of tolerance until around 1700, as it was then too in England (with the exception of heavy civil disabilities for people nonconforming to the established Church of England), Scotland (with the exception of anti-Catholic prejudice), France (with the exception of an occasional show trial of a Protestant), and the German states (with the exception of a lush growth of anti-Semitism).  The hypothesis that European religious toleration was merely a reaction to the excesses of the seventeenth century was expressed explicitly by Herbert Butterfield, for example in his posthumous book, Toleration in Religion and Politics (1980): toleration "came in the end through exhaustion, spiritual as well as material."[footnoteRef:222]  But as Peter Zagorin points out, if it were in fact "unaccompanied by a genuine belief," then the labor of two centuries by his heroes Erasmus, More, Sebastian Castellio, Dirck Coornhert, Arminius, Grotius, Episcopius, Spinoza, Roger Williams, John Goodwin, Milton, William Walwyn, Locke, and Pierre Bayle, exhaustion would not have mattered.[footnoteRef:223]  Exhaustion, note, didn’t stop the Catholic Reformation in France as late as 1685 from revoking the Edict of Nantes.  The doctrinal enemies of the Huguenots were not governed by prudence only, or else they would not have banished a quarter million of the cream of French craftsmanship and entrepreneurship to Holland, England, Prussia, America, the Cape Colony.  Exhaustion didn’t stay the hand of anti-Catholic rioters in London as late as 1780.  Some people in Europe, Protestant and Catholic both, were very willing to carry on, and on, and on with their fatwas.  The point here is that an increasing number of people, especially in tolerant Holland, as early as the late sixteenth century, or even as early as Erasmus, were equally willing to argue and even die for toleration.   [222:   cite]  [223:   Zagorin 2003, pp. 10, 12.] 

Zagorin's fourteen-man list of honor is in aid of showing that ideas mattered as much as did prudent reaction to disorder.  The fourteen names are the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century men to whom he accords chapter sections in his book, How the Idea of Religious Toleration Came to the West (2003).  Six of the 14 were Dutch, and the Frenchman Bayle spent most of his adult life as a professor in Rotterdam.  That makes half in the tiny Netherlands.  (True, Episcopius was banished to Antwerp and settled in France for a few years, though he returned to the Republic in 1626; Grotius escaped from a Dutch prison in a barrel . .. etc..  I didn’t say that the Netherlands in 1620 was as tolerant as in 1990; I said that it was more tolerant than other places in Europe at the time.)
The Netherlands was the European frontier of liberalism.  Locke, finally publishing in the late 1680s, was in many respects a culmination of Dutch thinking, and more, of practicing.  He spent five years in worried exile in Holland, before returning to England with the Dutch stadhouder William, now also the English King, having absorbed in Amsterdam, Utrecht, and Rotterdam the results of the country’s liberal thought and practice from Erasmus through Episcopius to Bayle.  He stayed two years in Rotterdam with the English Quaker merchant, Benjamin Furly and was friendly with the Arminian theologian Philip van Limborch, both of whom typified the liberal side of opinion gathered in a tolerant Holland of the 1680s.[footnoteRef:224]  Locke’s very first published writings saw light in the Netherlands in the 1680s.  And as his publications started to flow in earnest (though many of them were started much earlier), the famous first essay on toleration (1689), was published initially for van Limborch at Gouda.[footnoteRef:225]  A little later the Earl of Shaftesbury, another Whig theorist and ethicist, found the Netherlands similarly congenial. [224:   Zagorin, p. 259.  ]  [225:   Tell of his early start] 

Likewise in the United Provinces a wider and older Erasmian humanism was real, and persistent, and virtuous, down to the present day.  The broad-church attitudes of Erasmus had became a permanent if not always dominant feature of Dutch intellectual life before Protestantism, and survived its excesses.  In uncouth Scotland by contrast, Huizinga notes, Calvinism descended in the mid-sixteenth century in the form of a 150-year night of orthodoxy, before an intellectual dawn in the early eighteenth century.[footnoteRef:226]  In the Dutch controversies of the seventeenth century “Scottish” was a by-word for unethical and self-destructive intolerance.[footnoteRef:227]  In its Dutch version Calvinism “was held in check,” wrote Charles Wilson, “by the cautious Erasmian obstinacy of the ruling merchant class.  Liberty of thought, in a remarkable degree, was preserved.  Europe . . . was to owe an incalculable debt to the Erasmian tradition and to the dominant class in the Dutch Republic by whose efforts it was protected.”[footnoteRef:228] What liberty has to do with it: “intellectual innovation could only occur in the kind of tolerant societies in which sometimes outrageous ideas proposed by highly eccentric men would not entail a violent response against ‘heresy’ and ‘apostasy’.”  Mokyr, Chp. 2.  The Netherlands became such a society early. [226:   Huizinga, date, “Dutch Civ.,” p. 53.  ]  [227:   Israel 1995, p. 673]  [228:   Wilson date, p. 18.] 

All this was surely not crudely self-interested in the way that the historical materialists would wish.   Charles Wilson begins his praise of “the Erasmian strain, the belief in reason and rational argument as a means of moral improvement and a way of life” by quoting Huizinga on such qualities as “truly Dutch.”[footnoteRef:229]  That such opinions are old and liberal does not imply in strict logic that they are mistaken.  An amused cynicism about such noble themes in history is not always, not every single time, in order.  The cynicism usually comes out of a feeling in academic circles that mentioning transcendents such as God is disreputable and unScientific, regardless of the gigantic amount of evidence that belief about transcendents moves people—such as the transcendent of Scientific History or Politically Engaged History that moves the cynical historian.  The regents, stadhouders, poets, and intellectuals acted and wrote for self-interested reasons, sometimes, Lord knows.  But they acted and wrote for faith, hope, love, temperance, justice, and courage, too.  The Lord knows that, too. [229:   Wilson date, p. 17.  ] 

In 1764 the English satirist Charles Churchill, a friend of the inventor of modern English radicalism, John Wilkes, wrote a poem against everything he didn't like—for example, a long, homophobic blast against "catamites," and (commonplaces at the time) against French luxury and Spanish dogmatism and Italian "souls without vigor, bodies without force.”  T. S. Eliot once called Churchill’s lines “blundering assaults.”  But Churchill paused in his assaults to accord rare praise:
To Holland, where Politeness ever reigns,
Where primitive Sincerity remains,
And makes a stand, where Freedom in her course
Hath left her name, though she hath lost her force
Which last is to say that the Holland of the Golden Age had decayed by 1764 into a less aggressive, though still very wealthy, place.  Yet:
In that, as other lands, where simple trade
Was never in the garb of fraud arrayed
Where Avarice never dared to show his head,
Where, like a smiling cherub, Mercy, led
By Reason, blesses the sweet-blooded race,
And Cruelty could never find a place,
To Holland for that Charity we roam,
Which happily begins, and ends at home.
Charles Churchill, "The Times," 1764
ll. 185-196.


&Chapter 11:
Yet Still Old England 
Disdained the Market and the Bourgeoisie

Yet in less progressive places the old calumnies against the bourgeoisie continued.  In England especially.
To the intense irritation of French and German and Japanese people, England, with Scotland in attendance, has been since about 1700 the very fount of bourgeois values.  British merchants, British investors, British inventors, British imperialists, British bankers, British economists have led the Age of Innovation.  Only in the twentieth century have they passed along some of their international duties to their American cousins, as now the Americans pass them to the East.  Even now the United Kingdom, despite its long love affair with the Labour Party’s Clause IV on nationalization, is by historical and international standards a capitalist paradise.  Despite its long relative “decline”—the word is a misapprehension based on the happy fact that once-British inventions have proven rather easy to imitate—it remains even today among the most inventive and innovative and richest societies on earth.[footnoteRef:230]  [230:   Cite Edgerton again?] 

One view is that Englishmen have always been good capitalists, eager to learn crossbows from Italians and gunpowder from Chinese.  Maybe the people have been individualists, as Alan Macfarlane has persuasively argued, “as far back as we may conveniently….”  In a famous book in 1979, The Origins of English Individualism,  **Project: 1 day Treat Macfarlane, including his recent work as well
But the attitude towards NNNNn was hostile.  In 1516 Thomas More, who recommended a nightmarish society of slaves finally achieved in the Soviet Union and its followers, was pleased that “in Utopia all greed for money was entirely removed with the use of money. . . .  What a crop of crimes was then pulled up by the roots!  Who does not know that fraud, theft, rapine, quarrels, disorders, brawls, seditions, murders, treasons, poisonings. . . die out with the destruction of money?  Who does not know that fear, anxiety, worries, toil, and sleepless nights will also perish at the same time as money?”[footnoteRef:231] [231:   More 1516 (DATE), FIND IN MY EDITION.] 

Consider the rhetoric for and against businesspeople in England around the time of Shakespeare and the Puritan saints, before the great alteration.  Mainly of course it was against—harshly and at great length.  And it was universal.  The Confucian thinker, Wang Fuzhi  (1619-1692), whose work became influential in China centuries after his death, down to Mao, declared in Comprehensive Mirror (1691) that “the merchants are the clever members of the class of mean [another translation is ‘small’] men, and their destruction of man’s nature and ruin of men’s lives have already become extremely serious. . . .  They are so deeply sunk in profit they cannot be made to move into the stream of gentlemen and Chinese.”[footnoteRef:232]   [232:   Wang Fuzhi 1691, pp. 33-34.] 

Once people’s brushes or pens get filled they seem to have a hard time restraining their eloquence against money and the market.  A traditional peasant-aristocrat resentment of the middleman comes out in volume.  In Scotland in 1552-1554 the character Deceit in Sir David Lindsay’s court play A Satire of the Three Estates explains in 54 lines how he has helped merchants to cheat, for instance:
I taught you merchants many a wile,
Upland wives for to beguile
Upon a market day.
And make them think your stuff was good,
When it was rotten, by the Rood [that is, , by the Cross],
And [to] swear it was not sway [so].

I was always whispering in your ear,
And teaching you for to curse and swear,
What your gear cost in France;[footnoteRef:233] [233:   Lindsay (1542-1544), lines 4070-4075; the next is 4082-4083 and 4085-4087.  I thank my vriendinnetje Margaret Raftery of the University of the Free State for the reference.] 

Although not one word was true.  And more:
I taught you wiles many-fold:
To mix the new wine with the old. . . .
To sell right dear and buy goods cheap,
And mix rye meal among the soap,
And saffron with olive oil.
The play bulges with such vituperation of crafts and merchants, unsurprising at the time from the pen of a man yclept “Sir.”  The speech of Falsehood, before he is hanged fills 78 lines with the light weights and high prices on offer from the townsmen (with 30 lines added for the stealing shepherd and “good common Thief”): “then all the bakers will I curse/ That mixes bread with dust and bran/ And fine flour with barley meal,” and “Adieu, ye crafty cordiners,/ That sell the shoes over dear,” and so on and so forth, down to Barbara Ehrenreich and Wall Street.[footnoteRef:234] [234:   Lindsay (1542-1544), bakers lines 4187-4189; cordiners 4194-4195.] 

Still in 1621 the scholar and cleric Robert Burton in England was writing fiercely, in The Anatomy of Melancholy:
What's the market?  A place, according to Anacharsis,  wherein they cozen one another, a trap; nay, what's the world itself?  A vast chaos, a confusion of manners, as fickle as the air, domicilium insanorum [abode of madmen], a turbulent troop full of impurities, a mart of walking spirits, goblins, the theatre of hypocrisy, a shop of knavery, flattery, a nursery of villainy, the scene of babbling, the school of giddiness, the academy of vice; a warfare, ubi velis nolis pugnandum, aut vincas aut succumbas [where, whether or not you wish to fight, you either conquer or succumb], in which kill or be killed; wherein every man is for himself, his private ends, and stands upon his own guard.  No charity, love, friendship, fear of God, alliance, affinity, consanguinity, Christianity, can contain them, but if they be any ways offended, or that string of commodity be touched, they fall foul.  Old friends become bitter enemies on a sudden for toys and small offences. . . . Our summum bonum is commodity, and the goddess we adore Dea moneta, Queen money, to whom we daily offer sacrifice, which steers our hearts, hands, affections, all: that most powerful goddess, by whom we are reared, depressed, elevated, esteemed the sole commandress of our actions, for which we pray, run, ride, go, come, labor, and contend as fishes do for a crumb that falleth into the water.  It is not worth, virtue, (that's bonum theatrale [a theatrical effect],) wisdom, valour, learning, honesty, religion, or any sufficiency for which we are respected, but money, greatness, office, honor, authority; honesty is accounted folly; knavery, policy; men admired out of opinion, not as they are, but as they seem to be: such shifting, lying, cogging, plotting, counterplotting, temporizing, nattering, cozening, dissembling.
Burton, pp. 352-361
Well.  If many people believed this, and acted on it, a modern economy would be impossible.  If dignity was not accorded to market transactions and to the innovations that the bourgeoisie brings forward, and if the liberty to trade and to invent were scorned, then the modern world would have stopped in 1600.  My claim is that the old, anti-bourgeois view—the exceptions I have said came early among the Italians and Catalans and then the Bavarian such as the Fuggers and the Hanseatic League and the Dutch—dominated the public rhetoric of Scotland and England until the late seventeenth century, that of France until the middle of the eighteenth, and of Germany until the early nineteenth, of Japan until the late nineteenth, of China and India until the late twentieth.  The belief I say is ancient, and it lasts into the Bourgeois Era in some circles: we find echoes of it down to the present, in environmentalist suspicions of market solutions to CO2 problems or in populist cries to bring down the CEOs and the World Trade Organization or the fierce hatred among progressives of WalMart bringing low prices and good jobs to the poor.  
If the market was in fact a scene mainly of adulterated flour and over-dear shoes, a matter of making upland wives think your stuff was good when it was rotten, a “theatre of hypocrisy” ruled only by lying and plotting, then no one of integrity or indeed of common prudence would want take part in it.  The self-selection would drive out all faithful people, by a mechanism economists call the “lemons” effect.  If the only automobiles that come to the market are those that are working badly and therefore are fit only to be sold off to suckers (an auto that has been in a serious crash, for example, though “repaired”), then everyone will come to realize that any automobile put up for sale is very likely to be a lemon. [footnoteRef:235]  If only deceitful Scottish tradesmen, or English knaves and the men admired out of opinion, rather than who they really are, succeed in the secondhand market for horses, then everyone will come to realize that any horse put up for sale by such marketeers is very likely to be rotten, impure, over-dear, and dissembling.  Make sure you look in the horse’s mouth and count the sound teeth.  Watch out for blue eyes.  Watch out for signs of welded breaks in the car chassis.  Or, better, don’t buy a horse or car or at all.  Walk. [235:   Akerlof] 

Of course, Lindsay and Burton could not actually have maintained such a view without self-contradiction.  After all, they bought their ink and quills to scribble away at A Satire the Three Estates or the Anatomy of Melancholy in a market, and sustained themselves with wine purchased in a market supplied from France with Dea moneta, and rode horseback when they could.  Moderns who hold such anti-market views face the same self-contradiction, buying paper and ink and computers in the marketplace to produce The Socialist Worker, or driving their recently purchased Porches to meetings to overthrow capitalism.  
Burton himself could not sustain it.  In his book the other 18 instances of the word “market” (all coming after the first passage attacking the very idea) refer to market places, not the abstract concept, analogous here to Vanity Fair, and do not carry connotations of nattering by walking spirits.  Anyway, such blasts against greed are standard turns in literary performances from the Iliad (I: 122, 149) and the prophet Amos (2:6-7; 5:10-12; 8:4-6) down to Sinclair Lewis and The Sopranos.  They must be satisfying to write, because there is a great supply of them; and the demand, too, seems brisk.  In its very conventionality, though, Lindsay’s speeches and Burton’s paragraph typify the rhetorical obstacle to a modern economy.  The sneer by the aristocrat, the damning by the priest, the envy by the peasant, all directed against markets and the bourgeoisie, conventional in every literature since Mesopotamia, have long sufficed to kill economic growth.  Only in recent centuries have the clerisy’s prejudice against the market been offset and partially disabled by economists and pragmatists and the writers of books on how to win friends and influence people.
Consider the analogy with other prejudices.  Anti-Semitism was “merely” an idea, unless implemented in Russian pogroms during the 1880s or Viennese politics during the 1890s.  But of course without the mere idea, and its long history in Europe, and its intensification in the late nineteenth century, the Russian pogroms and the Viennese newspaper articles and their appalling spawn after 1933 wouldn’t have happened.  Hitler, although not much of a reader, was certainly an intellectual, in the sense that hole-in-corner dealers in ideas on the internet are nowadays.  Ideas mattered to him and motivated him.  The coming of the idea of praise, or toleration, for bourgeois values is like the ending, or the moderating, or at any rate the embarrassing, of anti-Semitism.  In fact anti-market prejudice and anti-Semitism were of course connected.  Ideas mattered.  That ideas mattered didn’t mean that legal and financial implementation was a nullity.  But ideas are not, as the economists believe, merely “cheap talk” with no impact on social equilibria.  
Or consider racism in America.  The hypocrisy of Lindsay’s or Burton’s anti-market blasts while dealing in with their friend Nat in the market for ink can be compared, as Virgil Storr has observed, with talking about African-Americans being quite terrible on the whole, as thieves and the rapists of white women—except my cleaning lady, who is a Good One, or except my friend from church, whom after long acquaintance I hardly remember is one, or Sammy Davis, Jr., who after all was Jewish.  “All merchants are crooks,” writes Storr, “but this chap I deal with isn’t so bad.”[footnoteRef:236]  Or consider prejudice against women.  My daughter deserves respect, says the virulent sexist, but those others are whores.  My grocer is a good fellow, but in general they’re cheats.  The point is that the prejudice against the middleman, the boss, the banker—vile things—if it gets beyond cheap talk, and it often does, can stop innovation and creative destruction cold.  It needs to be contradicted, and in Britain in the eighteenth century it was. [236:   Storr, personal correspondence 2008.] 

  This needs to be worked in: The Elizabethan world picture, and the Great Chain of Being, was an "ideology," a system of ideas supporting those in power.  I prefer the word “rhetoric.”  Elizabeth gave a short speech in Latin to the heads of Oxford University on September 28, 1592, ending with “Each and every person is to obey his superior in rank. . . .  Be of one mind, for you know that unity is the stronger, disunity the weaker and quick to fall into ruin” (Elizabeth 1592, in Marcus et al., eds., p. 328).  The theme of Shakespeare’s Corrialanus Sp.*** and exact quite  is the same, the Great Chain of Being.  It does not entirely disappear even in England—a point that the English historian David Cannadine makes—but by 1776 it does become much less prominent than it was in 1600, this obedience to superiors as the chief political principle.  In the United States nowadays, for example, it is believed chiefly by certain restricted members of the country club.  
Sombart’s essay on why US doesn’t have a socialist party.  US is stratified, so all positions have honor (e.g. my childhood towns of St. Joseph; Wakefield).  Plus vague notions of overall level—provincialism (what word does he use?).  An individual can try to move up in his little hierarchy.  The gravity opposing such attempts is stronger in Europe, especially c. 1600,but even in 1900.  Socialist parties are an attempt to raise an entire class.  Lacks point in US.  (Inspired by Paul Flondor of the University Politechnica of Budapest.)  Yu Zhou of Vassar has reminded me that no persuasion is involved in Sombart’s story—so can never change.  And he doesn’t allow for change from an immigrant to a more integrated society, working the other way.
As a result, in Shakespeare's England the economic virtues were not at all respectable.  Sneered at, rather.  (This despite Will’s own economic success in the business of running theatre companies.)  The only one of Shakespeare’s plays that speaks largely of merchants offers no commendation of thrift.   Shylock's "well-worn thrift" is nothing like an admired model for behavior.  It is the lack of thrift in aristocratic Bessanio, the "disabling of his estate," itself viewed as amusing and blameless—since had he but the means he could hold a rival place with Portia's wealthy and aristocratic suitors—that motivates the blood bargain in the first place.  No blame attaches, and all ends well, except for the Jew.
This does not mean that Shakespeare's contemporaries were not greedy.  But their greed expressed itself in an aristocratic notion that Lord Bessanio simply deserved the income from his lands or borrowings or gifts from friends or marrying well or any other unearned income he could assemble, and then gloriously spend.  Shylock was to be expropriated to enrich others—never mind such bourgeois notions as incentives to thrift or work.  The gentry and especially the aristocracy in Shakespeare's England discounted bourgeois thrift, and scorned the bourgeois work that earned the income to be thrifty about.  Gentlemen, and especially dukes, did not deign to pay their tailoring bills.  As late as 1695 the English economic writer Charles Davenant complained that "if these high [land] taxes long continue, in a country so little given to thrift as ours, the landed men must inevitably be driven into the hands of . . . usurers."[footnoteRef:237]  The unthrifty were the landed English gentlemen puttin' on the style.  Francis Bacon had been in Shakespeare's time the very type of such a man, given to "ostentatious entrances, arrayed in all his finery, and surrounded by a glittering retinue," chronically unthrifty, always in debt, and tempted therefore to misuse the Lord Chancellor's mace when finally his ambition achieved it, by soliciting bribes from both sides in legal disputes.[footnoteRef:238]  About the same time as Bacon's disgrace, a prudent temperance had made Plymouth Colony and Massachusetts Bay succeed where Jamestown, it is said, had failed.  The adventurers of Jamestown were gentlemen, not thrifty Puritans.    [237:   Quoted in Charles Wilson, TITLE, 1965, p. 155-56.]  [238:   Jardine and Stewart, Hostage of Fortune, 1998, p. 433.] 

All of Shakespeare’s works record an aristocratic refusal to calculate.  Think of Hamlet's indecision, Lear's proud impulsiveness, King Leontes' irrationalities in A Winter's Tale.  Even Antonio the merchant in The Merchant of Venice makes the bargain impulsively, and admirably, for friendship.  Such behavior is quite unlike the prudent examining of ethical account books even in late and worldly Puritans like Daniel Defoe, or in their still later and still more worldly descendants like Benjamin Franklin.  What is correct in Weber's emphasis on worldly asceticism is that the Puritans wrote a good many fictions such as autobiographies stressing it.  

*         *         *         *
It is not just in Shakespeare that around 1600 a modern bourgeoisie and his market activities are disdained in soon-to-be-bourgeois England.  Of Thomas Dekker’s popular play The Shoemaker’s Holiday (1599) the literary critic David Bevington declared that “no play better celebrates bourgeois London.”[footnoteRef:239]  Yet consider.   [239:   Bevington 2002, p. 483.  ] 

Historically its hero, Simon Eyre (c.1395–1458), was a draper who rose to be mayor of London, though in the comedy, which was very successful (it was played before the Queen and its acclaim is said to have provoked Shakespeare to write The Merry Wives of Windsor), Eyre is a “professor of the gentle craft” of shoemaking.  “Gentle,” as in “gentleman,” meant “noble, at least at the level of gentry.”  Check to see when meaning as “not wild” comes The absurdity of calling such a humble job as shoemaking “gentle” is drawn on again and again in the play (1:30, 1:134; 1.219; 3.4, 3.24; 4:47; 7:48).  Eyre’s curious catch-phrase, “Prince am I none, yet am nobly born,” taken in form from Orlando Furioso and in application to Eyre and the “gentle craft” from a contemporary novel, underlines the extent of Eyre’s rise in the social hierarchy.[footnoteRef:240]  His very name, Eyre, is a homonym of Dutch eer or German Ehre, “honor.”   [240:   McNeir 1938.  ] 

But what is admired in the play is honorable hierarchy and its stability, not the widespread bourgeois upheavals, the creative destruction, the wave of gadgets, to be commended in the eighteenth and especially in the nineteenth centuries.  Bevington himself notes that Simon Eyre in the play “is not ‘middle class’ in the nineteenth-century sense of the term, since his values remain stubbornly and proudly those of his artisan origins.”[footnoteRef:241]  We are in The Shoemaker’s Holiday in a world of zero sum.  Eyre starts as a jolly and indulgent master, who deals sharply only once (7.74, 77-78), and this in a minor matter involving how much beer he is going to buy in order to over-reward his workers.  He stays that way.   [241:   Bevington 2002, p. 485.] 

Though he rises quickly to alderman, sheriff, and Lord Mayor, right to the end of the play he speaks in prose.  The convention of Elizabethan drama was that the comic figures below the gentry and nobility spoke in prose, and only the elevated figures spoke in blank verse, five beats to the unrhymed line.  His journeyman Ralph Damport, for example, is bound for military duty in France, which ennobles a man.  As Henry V says before Agincourt, “For he today that sheds his blood with me / Shall be my brother; be he ne’er so vile, / This day shall gentle his condition.”  Ralph, who has lines in the play only after his mission in the army is decided, speaks in blank verse—or at least until he returns from the wars a sad and comical cripple: then it is back to prose for poor demobbed and denobled Ralph (18.15).  Ralph’s wife Jane, too, nobly resisting the courting by a gentleman while her husband is at the wars, also rises above the commonality of prose.  
Rowland Lacy in the play, nephew of the very grand Earl of Lincoln, disguises himself as Dutch “Hans” in order to court Rose Oatley, daughter of Sir Roger Oatley, Lord Mayor at the beginning.  (The “Lord” Mayor is so called because he becomes a knight; perhaps in keeping with the historical facts about Simon Eyre the playwright never raises him to Sir Simon, and so never lets him speak blank verse.)  “Hans” speaks in comical Anglo-Dutch, again in prose (the playwright’s name, “Dekker,” is Dutch, meaning “Thatcher,” and Dekker shows an accurate knowledge of the language of that merchant republic).  But when “Hans” is revealed as actually being Rowland Lacy, the cousin of an earl, to be knighted at the end by the king, it is back to blank verse again.  And so throughout, every character carefully slotted into the Great Chain of Being.  Eyre and his sharp-witted wife Margery for example use the familiar “thou” (like tu in French) to address the  journeyman shoemakers, but the formal “you” with their superiors (and “you” for plurals at both registers: vous).
The reinforcement of the Great Chain of Being appears all over Elizabethan and early Jacobite drama, and shows even in its rare exceptions.  The bizarre feature of both Barabas in Marlowe’s The Jew of Malta and Shylock in The Merchant of Venice is their eloquence before their social superiors.  As Lynne Magnusson points out, comic effect in Shakespeare is often achieved by the middling sort trying to speak posh, and disastrously failing.[footnoteRef:242]  Low commoners stumble amusingly in speaking to social superiors—like Dogberry in Much Ado About Nothing, and always, always in prose.[footnoteRef:243]   Barabas and Shylock have no such problem of elevated fluency, and always speak in blank verse *** check.  The very limited experience of Englishmen with the despised Jews—they were not readmitted until the late seventeenth century, having been expelled from England in 1290—must have made the contrast with the low comic figures doubly impressive.  To repeat: the honoring of hierarchy is not “bourgeois” in the disruptive sense that Marx and Schumpeter understood it. [242:   Magnusson 1999, p. 120.  ]  [243:   Cf. Magnusson 1999, p. 120.] 

Payment pops up all over the play, the stage direction “giving money” being second only to “enter” in frequency.  Bourgeois, yes?  No.  In keeping with the emphasis on social hierarchy in the play and in the times it was written, the money transfers are almost always payment by a superior to an inferior, expressing hierarchy.  They are tips.  So again we do not have here a celebration of “bourgeois” in a modern capitalist sense, where one equal dealer buys from another, but a celebration of traditional hierarchy.  Eyre gives tips to Ralph on his way to war, as the foreman Hodge and another journeyman immediately also do (1.218, 225, 229).  When Eyre becomes sheriff, the cheeky journeyman Firk bringing the good news gets tipped by Mrs. Eyre (10.132).  The lordly Lincoln in the opening scene describes with irritation (in blank verse, of course) how he supplied his ne’er-do-well nephew (the romantic lead, Rowland Lacy/”Hans”): “I furnished him with coin, bills of exchange,/ Letters of credit, men to wait on him.”  Forty lines later the Lord Mayor Sir Roger Oatley promises to get the aldermen to shower £20 on Rowland the noble if he will but take up his commission and fight in France (Oatley wants the wastrel safely away from daughter Rose; it’s the usual comic material of thwarted lovers getting around their rich fathers).  Twenty pounds is a considerable sum, well over a skilled workman’s yearly wages: think of $50,000 nowadays.  The £20 gets circulated another forty lines later by Rowland himself, to undermine the very elders who gave it.  Likewise the gentleman Hammon offers the same sum, £20, to Ralph back from the wars, if he’ll only sell his loyal wife Jane to Hammon.  It’s no go, of course, and Hammon then immediately proves his nobility by reaching down the social order to give the couple the £20 anyway (18.97).  The Earl of Lincoln and Sir Oatley keep trying to make cash work against love (8.49, 9.97).  These are payments both to the same “noble,” that is, blank-verse chap.  Again at 16.97 cash payment tries to work against love and fails.  
So the middle class is held in its subordinate realm of prose, accepting the position with good grace.  Money transactions have nothing to do with business, much less the financing of creative destruction, but rather with reinforcing status differentials, such as lordly types reaching down to bribe or tip their lower status subjects.  Or to put it another way, money is bullion in the style of mercantilists such as the economic thinker Thomas Mun, who was a contemporary (as Peter Mortenson observes).  “One man’s loss becomes another man’s gain,” said Mun, literally,??? Holland bound to rise while England declines.[footnoteRef:244]  Thus the hysteria recently about China (average per capita income in U.S. terms $14 a day) “rising,” while the U.S. ($1NN a day) “falls.”  Money circulates in aid of hierarchy, like the league tables of “competing” nations that modern mercantilists like to talk about, but does not lead to specialization and innovation.  It is not innovation in its outcome of modern economic growth that’s being celebrated here. [244:   Cite Mun exactly.] 

The modestly positioned Simon Eyre does become Lord Mayor.  How?  By sheer luck, as though a shoemaker had won the Illinois State lottery.[footnoteRef:245]  As the playwright of course knew, to be an alderman, sheriff, and especially lord mayor of London required considerable wealth already accumulated.  One had to put on a good show, and show your liberality, an aristocratic virtue praised in Dekker’s time at all levels of English society.  Eyre reflects on his good luck: “By the Lord of Ludgate, it’s a mad life to be a lord mayor.  It’s a stirring life, a fine life, a velvet life. . . .  This day my fellow prentices of London come to dine with me too; they shall have fine cheer, gentlemanlike cheer.  I promised . . . that if ever I came to be mayor of London, I would feast them all; and I’ll do’t, I’ll do’t, by the life of Pharaoh.  By this beard, Sim Eyre will be no flincher.”[footnoteRef:246]  He promises “gentlemanlike” cheer, such as idle gentlemen give and get.  He does not forget his “fellow” apprentices. [245:   Cf. Bevington 2002, p. 484, “his ship literally comes in.”]  [246:   17: 38-49, italics supplied.  The “gentlemanlike” is odd, and looks like a Dutchism from meneerlijk.  Check in big Dutch dict.] 

Eyre gets rich in the traditional story by chancing on a wrecked Dutch ship, whose contents he buys cheaply and sells dearly.  This is mercantilist zero-sum: one man’s misfortune is another man’s enrichment.  Thomas Deloney’s contemporary novel, The Gentle Craft, Part I, appeared two years before Decker’s play, and was a source for him; for example it was the source of the “Prince am I none” tagline.  In the novel it is Eyre’s wife who sees the entrepreneurial opportunity and urges him on.  Deloney explains in the novel that she “was inflamed with the desire thereof, as women are (for the most part) very covetous. . . .  She could scant find in her heart to spare him time to go to supper for very eagerness to animate him on to take that bargain.”[footnoteRef:247]  As Laura Stevenson O’Connell put it in an important article on these matters in 1976, “by attributing all the innovation to Mistress Eyre, Deloney can celebrate Eyre’s later achievements as a wise, just, and charitable rich man without having to portray him at first as an entrepreneur who has sullied himself by conjuring up a questionably honest business deal.”[footnoteRef:248]  [247:   Deloney 1597, quoted in O’Connell 1976, p. 13.  ]  [248:   O’Connell 1976, p. 14, italics supplied.] 

In Puritan England, O’Connell explains, “The godly rich man was not a man who was engaged in the pursuit of wealth; he was a man already wealthy.” “The calling of the rich man was the calling of the public servant, preacher, or teacher,” as it had always been.[footnoteRef:249]  William Perkins, a Puritan preacher at the University of Cambridge whose numerous works were published in 1616-1618, declared that “if God gives abundance, when we neither desire it nor seek it, we may take it, hold it, and use it. . . .  But [the businessman] may not desire goods. . . more than necessary, for if he doth, he sinneth.”[footnoteRef:250]   O’Connell criticizes the Marxist historian Christopher Hill, who according to her “does not realize that once a man reached a certain point of affluence, the Puritans [and the other English people of the time, and the Israelites and the Romans and the medieval Christians and the nineteenth-century clerisy and the Carnegies and the Warren Buffetts and the Bill Gates] insisted that he be diligent in a calling which involved not making money, but spending it.”[footnoteRef:251]   [249:   O’Connell 1976, pp. 8, 7.]  [250:   quoted in O’Connell, pp. 3-4, my italics.]  [251:   O’Connell 1976, p. 5.  ] 

And so likewise in all the plays and novels of Shakespeare’s time.  (In fact, so also always in plays and novels at any time, by tendency, a paradox in view of the bourgeois character of the genre of the European play and novel.)  The novelist Deloney, who died around 1600, speaks in his last bourgeois production of a Thomas of Reading, a good rich clothier, but tells nothing of the entrepreneurial activities leading to his wealth, only of his acts of charity and good citizenship after acquiring it.  “Far from using the preacher’s approval of abundant wealth and diligent work as a doctrine which encourages poor boys to make good,” writes O’Connell, “Deloney uses Puritan morality as a retreat from the spirit of capitalism.”[footnoteRef:252]   [252:   O’Connell 1976, p. 18.  ] 

The piety continued to be in tension with capitalism.  Contrast the encouragement to poor boys to make good in Horatio Alger’s novels, such as Struggling Upward, or Luke Larkin’s Luck (1868).  The title contains both the struggle and the luck.  But a good start in business life does not descend upon Luke, “the son of a carpenter’s widow, living on narrow means, and so compelled to exercise the strictest economy” (p. 1), without tremendous struggling upward, fully 144 pages of it, in which he is industrious, polite, resourceful, and on and on—though not, again, entrepreneurial in the larger sense that made the modern world.  Alger’s contemporary in England, Samuel Smiles, who was himself a successful corporate businessman and an admirer of entrepreneurial engineers like George Stephenson or Isabard Kingdom Brunel, understood that riches came from substantive innovation, not from zero-sum luck of find a Dutch wreck or being favored by the tip from the already-rich.  Alger did not.  The son of a minister, a graduate of Harvard, and a minister briefly himself until after a homosexual scandal, Alger embarked on his writing career, in 1867 (Ragged Dick, 1867: every one of the Alger novels had the same plot).  He knew little of the business world.  His boys get their start by impressing an older man—in Struggling Upward, for example, Luke impresses a Mr. Armstrong, named a “merchant.”[footnoteRef:253]  The English clerisy in the nineteenth century, portrayed by George Eliot in 1871-72 as seeking their non-commercial callings in a sadly commercial land, reverted to the earlier and Puritan model, as Alger had: virtue is achieved through possessing wealth by God’s grace and giving it out to suitable objects of largess.  It is not achieved by creative destruction.   [253:   Alger 1868, p. 141; on p. 138 the over-slick salesman Coleman is called a “capitalist,” in the earlier meaning of a substantial wealth holder.] 

The imaginers of innovation, or the ministers criticizing it, or the writers of 110 novels for boys, didn’t ordinarily know innovation in business from practicing it.  Unlike love or even war, activity in business stops the telling.  Multatuli’s Max Havelaar (1860) was a Dutch Uncle Tom’s Cabin, testifying against the virtually slavery in Indonesia.   The first narrator, a comically self-absorbed dealer in coffee—the most famous opening line in Dutch literature is “I am a dealer in coffee, and live at 37 Lauiergracht”—explains with some warmth why he had previously not engaged in such an unbusinesslike business as writing novels.  “For years I asked myself what the use of such things was, and I stand amazed at the insolence with which a writer of novels will fool you with things that never happened and indeed could never happen.  If in my own business. . . I put out anything of which the smallest part was an untruth—which is the chief business in poetry and romance— [my competitor] would instantly get wind of it.  So I make sure that I write no novels or put out any other falsehoods.”[footnoteRef:254]  Daniel Defoe, whose business was journalism, was a similar secular Puritan suspicious of fiction and self-contradictory in his suspicion.  He wrote in Serious Reflections of Robinson Crusoe, one of his two follow-ons to Robinson Crusoe (Defoe never admitted that anything he wrote was fiction): “This supplying a story by invention is certainly a most scandalous crime.”[footnoteRef:255]  Then Defoe, and the literal-minded merchant-narrator of Max Havelaar, proceed to pretend the truth of just such a novel—though ironically again, no “falsehoods” in truth from Multatuli, well after the European novel had developed its unusual connection with literal truth, but an exposé written by someone else of the horrors of Dutch colonialism. [254:   Multatuli 1860 reprint date, p. NN    .  By the way, the real name of Multatuli  (“many things have I borne”) was “Dekker,” “roofer,” like the Elizabethan dramatist .]  [255:   Quoted in Watt 1957, p. 210.] 

In The Shoemaker’s Holiday luck elevates Eyre in the Great Chain of Being.  Numerous people above him in the chain just happen to die, and his wife and his foreman put the shipwreck deal in front of his nose.  Mortenson notes that Dekker’s play is a version of the pastoral, shifted to London, but that off stage throughout the play there occur highly unpastoral wars (which cripple Ralph; and to which Lacy honorably adjourns at the end), deaths (aldermen especially), and the losses of the Dutch merchant that enrich Eyre.  As Mortenson puts it, “Dekker creates a grim world and encourages us to pretend that it is a green one” (Mortenson 1976, p. 252).  
In a world after Eden, God gave Eyre abundance, and he of course gives it back.  Bevington notes that “his ship literally comes in.”[footnoteRef:256]  Mortenson and Bevington would agree that such proletarian ideas of enrichment—the novelist Deloney was a silk weaver by trade, no haut bourgeois—have little to do with the entrepreneurial bourgeois praised in the eighteenth and especially in the nineteenth century.  The playwright Dekker praises the middling sort, but praises in 1599 nothing like its remote descendents, the Manchester manufacturers, or even the projectors and inventors of contemporary Holland—soon too, in England, to be the admired bourgeois.  As to the rhetoric of the economy, then, Dekker’s play is conservative.  The machinery differs entirely from that in a pro-bourgeois production in English after about 1690.   [256:   Bevington 2002, p. 484.  ] 




&Chapter 12:
Aristocratic England, for Example, 
Scorned Measurement

One countable piece of evidence that bourgeois values were becoming dominate in England in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is the new, dominate role of counting in giving evidence.  It is assuredly modern, and was not in fashion during Dekker’s or Shakespeare’s time.  The pre-modern attitude—which survives nowadays in many a non-quantitative modern—shows in a little business between Prince Hal and Sir John Falstaff.  The scene is fictional early fifteenth century.  1 Henry IV was written in London at the very end of the sixteenth century.  Either time will do.  
Prince Hal disguised in stiffened cloth had been the night before one of the merely two assailants of Falstaff and his little gang of three other thieves.  The princely two had relieved the thieves of their loot just taken.  Falstaff had in fact, after token resistance, fled in terror, as had his confederates.  One of them, Gadshill, and poor old Jack, re-count the episode to Prince Hal  (and here among the low life the Prince, though soon to be blank-verse Henry V [“Once more unto///”), speaks of course in prose): 
FALSTAFF: A hundred upon poor four of us.
PRINCE: What, a hundred, man?
FALSTAFF: I am a rogue if I were not at half-sword with a dozen of them, two hours together.
GADSHILL: We four set upon some dozen—
FALSTAFF [to the PRINCE]:  Sixteen at least, my lord.
GADSHILL: As we were sharing [the loot], some six or seven fresh men set upon us.
FALSTAFF: If I fought not with fifty of them, I am a bunch of radish.  If there were not two- and three-and-fifty upon poor old Jack, then I am no two-legged creature.  I have peppered two of them.  Two I am sure I have paid [that is, , mortally injured]—two rogues in buckram suits.  Four rogues in buckram let drive at me—
PRINCE:  What, four?  Thou saidst but two even now. 
FALSTAFF: Four, Hal, I told thee four.  I took all their seven points in my target, thus.
PRINCE:  Seven?  Why, there were but four even now.
FALSTAFF: In buckram.  These nine in buckram that I told thee of—
PRINCE:  So, two more already.
FALSTAFF: [As swift as] a thought, seven of the eleven I paid.
PRINCE:  O monstrous!  Eleven buckram men grown out of two! 
1 Henry IV, 2.5, lines 160-199, condensed.
Yet less than two centuries after Shakespeare's England, Boswell says to Johnson: “Sir Alexander Dick tells me, that he remembers having a thousand people in a year to dine at his house; that is, reckoning each person as one, each time he dined there.”
JOHNSON: That, Sir, is about three a day.
BOSWELL: How your statement lessens the idea.
JOHNSON: That, Sir, is the good of counting.  It brings every thing to a certainty, which before floated in the mind indefinitely.
BOSWELL: But .  .  .  . one is sorry to have this diminished.
JOHNSON:  Sir, you should not allow yourself to be delighted with error. 
 Life, Vol, II, 1783,  Everyman ed., p. 456.
Something had changed.  As Johnson wrote elsewhere, “To count is a modern practice, the ancient method was to guess; and when numbers are guessed they are always magnified,” in the style of true Jack Falstaff, plump Jack Falstaff. [footnoteRef:257]   Johnson the classicist knew what he was talking about.  The economic historian Gregory Clark has usefully reviewed the startling evidence that wealthy if illiterate and innumerate ancient Romans, for example, didn’t even know their own ages.  In the style of reported Methuselahs the innumerate among the Romans would grossly exaggerate the age at death of very old folk, with every sign of believing their own miscalculations.[footnoteRef:258]  Among the ignorant it persisted.  When Casanova escaped from prison in Venice in 1757 he went to Paris, where he lighted on a suitably gullible female victim, the Marquise d'Urfe.  But she was already captivated by another gentlemanly scoundrel, the Comte de Saint-Germain, who had persuaded her to believe he was three hundred years old.[footnoteRef:259]   [257:   A Life, II, p. 458  ]  [258:   Clark 2007, pp. 175-180.]  [259:   Maynial, Edouard.  1911.  Casanova and His Time.  Trans.  E. C. Mayne.  London: Chapman & Hall.  Pp. 7, 10.  At http://www.archive.org/stream/ casanovahistime00maynrich/casanovahistime00maynrich_djvu.txt] 

Numeracy was by then more advanced in Britain.  Johnson laid it down that “no man should travel unprovided with instruments for taking heights and distances,” and himself used his walking stick.[footnoteRef:260]  Boswell reports a conversation in 1783 in which Johnson argues against a walled garden on calculating grounds, as not productive enough to bear the expense of the wall—the same calculation at the same time, by the way, was surprisingly important for the enclosure movement in British agriculture.  “I record the minute detail,” writes Boswell, “in order to show clearly how this great man. . . was yet well-informed in the common affairs of life, and loved to illustrate them.”[footnoteRef:261]  The point is that he loved to illustrate them quantitatively, quite contrary to the routine a century and a half before.  And this was a literary man.   [260:   A Journey 1775, p. 139.  ]  [261:   Journey, p. 104.] 

Because of Johnson’s friendship with Mr. and Mrs. Thrale, who ran a large London brewery, he turned his quantitative mind to their hopes.  In 1778 he writes, "we are not far from the great year of 100,000 barrels [of porter brewed at the Anchor's brewery], which, if three shillings be gained from each barrel will bring us fifteen thousand pounds a year.  Whitbread [a competing brewery] never pretended to more than thirty pounds a day, which is not eleven thousand a year."[footnoteRef:262]  No wonder that "by the early nineteenth century," as Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall note, "foreign visitors [to England] were struck by this spirit: the prevalence of measuring instruments, the clocks on every church steeple, the 'watch in everyone's pocket,' the fetish of using scales for weighing everything including ones own body and of ascertaining a person's exact chronological age."[footnoteRef:263]   [262:   Quoted in Mathias 1978, p. 312.]  [263:   Davidoff and Hall 1987, p. 26.] 

Such an idea of counting and accounting is obvious to us, in our bourgeois towns.  It is part of our private and public rhetoric, and we laugh at quantitative exaggerations.  But counting had to be invented, both as attitude and as technique.  What we now consider very ordinary arithmetic entered late into the educations of the aristocracy and the clergy and the non-mercantile professions.  Johnson advised a rich woman, "Let your boy learn arithmetic"—note the supposition that the heir to a great fortune would usually fail to do so—"He will not then be a prey to every rascal which this town swarms with: teach him the value of money and how to reckon with it." [footnoteRef:264]  In 1803 Harvard College required of course both Latin and Greek of all the boys proposing to attend.  Yet only in that year did it also make the ability to figure a requirement.   [264:   Quoted in Mathias 1978, p. 296.] 

Consider such a modern commonplace as the graph for showing, say, how the Dow-Jones average has recently moved.  (Cartoon: man sitting in front of a wall chart on which an utterly flat line is graphed declares, “Sometimes I think it will drive me mad.”)  Aside from the “mysterious and isolated wonder” of a tenth–century plotting of planetary inclinations, Edward Tufte observes, the graph appeared surprisingly late in the history of counting.  Cartesian coordinates were of course invented by Descartes himself in 1637, unifying geometry and algebra, perhaps from the analogy with maps and their latitudes and longitudes.  (All this was invented in China centuries before; the Europeans were innocent of it.)  But graphical devices for factual observations, as against the plotting of algebraic equations on Cartesian coordinates, were first invented by the Swiss scientist J. H. Lambert in 1765 and, more influentially, by the early economist William Playfair in two books at the end of the eighteenth century, The Commercial and Political Atlas, 1786 (the time series plot and the bar chart) and The Statistical Breviary Shewing on a Principle Entirely New the Resources of Every State and Kingdom of Europe, 1801 (the pie chart; areas showing quantities; exhibiting many variables at one location), “applying,” as Playfair put it, “lines to matters of commerce and finance.”[footnoteRef:265]  Contour lines for heights on maps were only invented for Europeans in 1774 by the geologist Charles Hutton, in aid of a survey of a Scottish mountain.[footnoteRef:266] [265:   Tufte, 1983, pp. 28, 32f, 44ff.]  [266:   Bryson 2003, p. 57.] 

Obsession with accurate counting in Europe dates from the seventeenth century.  Pencil and paper calculation by algorithm, named after the district of a ninth-century Arabic mathematician, and its generalization in algebra (al-jabr, the reuniting of broken parts), depended on Arabic numerals, that is, on Indian, that is, on Chinese ??? Indian source?  numerals, with place value and a zero (sifr: emptiness).  The abacus makes rapid calculation possible even without notation, and mastery of it slowed the adoption of Arabic numerals in Europe.  (Again, Needham has shown, not in China.)  Compare the sorry state of mental computing skills among our grandchildren nowadays, equipped with electronic calculators.  
Baten et al. argue that literacy and numeracy before and after 1800 was high in China, confirming the early works by Ronald Dore (1965) on neighboring Japan and Evelyn Rawski (1979) on China itself (Baten et al., p. 356).  The measure of numeracy is age-heaping, that is, the frequency with which people report their ages as 40, 25, 55 instead of the more accurate 41, 24, and 53, and of course many social documents report such replies: Qing records of the reported ages of people involved as victims or perpetrators of crimes, ages in soldier lists from the Qing army, the reported ages of Chinese immigrants to the United States, and so forth.  Baten et al. fall in with the orthodoxy about ‘’institutions,’’ but note, too, that ‘’ideological change’’ was important in bringing economic fruit to the relatively literate and numerate Chinese (Baten et al., p. 357).  Numerous students of Far Eastern history have noted the vigorous publishing industry, in advance of Gutenberg.  In China the disadvantage of characters compared with alphabets (Korea had one early) was balanced by the advantage of being able to run off thousands of copies from a carefully hand-carved woodblock that could be read by speakers of both Mandarin and Cantonese (and in principle English or Eskimo, Baten, p. 357).  
You cannot easily multiply or divide with Roman numerals.  Only in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries did Arabic numerals spread widely to Northern Europe.  Admittedly the first European document to use Arabic numerals was as early as 976.  The soon-to-be Pope Sylvester II (ca 940 - 1003) —or rather “the 2nd”—tried to teach them, having learned them in Moorish Spain.  His lessons didn't take.  The merchant and mathematician Leonardo Fibonacci re-explained them in a book of 1202.  The commercial Italians were using them freely by the fifteenth century, though often mixed with Roman.[footnoteRef:267]  But before Shakespeare’s time  0, 1, 2, 3, . . . 10, . . . 100 as against i, ii, iii, . . . x, . . . c had not spread much beyond the Italian bourgeoisie.  The Byzantines used the Greek equivalent of Roman numerals right up to the fall of Byzantium in 1453.  And still in the early eighteenth century Peter the Great was passing laws to compel Russians to give up their Greek numerals (α, β, γ) ***check this and adopt the Arabic.   [267:   See for example Frederic Lane 1973, p. 142. ] 

The bourgeois boy in Northern Italy from earliest times and later elsewhere in Europe did of course learn to multiply and divide, somehow.  He had to use an abacus, and skillfully, as I noted.  Presumably the same was true earlier at Constantinople and Baghdad and Delhi, not to speak of ancient Chinese city and Osaka.  By the eighteenth century the height of mathematical ability in an ordinary European man or a commercial woman was the Rule of Three, which is to say the solving of proportions: “Six is to two as N is to three.”  It is the first step in algebra.  In Europe centuries earlier one could hardly deal profitably as a merchant with the scores of currencies and systems of measurement without getting the Rule of Three down pat.  Interest, eventually compounded, was calculated by table.  We can watch Columella in 65 CE making mistakes with the compounding.  The logarithms that permit direct calculations of compounding were not invented until 1614 by the Scotsman Napier, who by the way also popularized the decimal point, recently invented by the Dutchman Stevin—3.5, 8.25, etc. rather than 3 ½ , 8¼ , etc. —though it would be better to say that Stevin reinvented it, since the Chinese in the fourth century BCE had a full decimal system with a zero.  A pity the Greeks didn’t take it in. 
In England before its bourgeois time the Roman numerals prevailed.  Shakespeare’s opening chorus in Henry V, two years after 1 Henry IV, apologizes for showing battles without Cecil-B.-de Millean numbers of extras.  Yet “a crooked figure may /Attest in little place a million; / And let us, ciphers to this great accompt [account], / On your imaginary forces work.”  The “crooked figure” he has in mind is not Arabic “1,000,000,” but merely a scrawled Roman M with a bar over it to signify “multiplied by 1000”: 1000 times 1000 is a million.  

*         *          *         *
Peter Wardley has pioneered for the study of numeracy in England the use of probate inventories, statements of property at death available in practically limitless quantities from the fifteenth century onward.  He has discovered that as late as 1610 even in commercial Bristol the share of probates using Arabic as against Roman numerals was essential zero.  By 1670, however, it was nearly 100%, a startlingly fast change. [footnoteRef:268]  Robert Loder's farm accounts, in Berkshire 1610-1620, used Roman numerals almost exclusively before 1616, even for dates of the month.   In 1616 he started to mix in Arabic, as though he had just learned to reckon in them—he continued to use Roman for numbers of the years, probably because calendar years, like regnal years, Elizabeth II or Superbowl XVI, are not subjects of calculation.[footnoteRef:269]  English official accounts did not use Arabic numerals until the 1640s.  Get Keith NNNN lecture here  [268:   Wardley 1993]  [269:   Fussell, ed., 1936, passim.] 

Fra Luca Pacioli of Venice popularized double-entry book-keeping at the end of the fifteenth century, and such sophistications in accounting rapidly spread in bourgeois circles.  The metaphor of a set of accounts was nothing new, I repeat, as in God’s accounting of our sins; or the three servants in Jesus’ parable (Matt. 25: 14-30) rendering their account—the Greek original uses logon, the word “word” being also the usual term for “commercial accounts”—of their uses of the talents, “my soul more bent / To serve therewith my Maker, and present / My true account, lest he returning chide.”  Bourgeois and especially bourgeois Protestant boys actually carried it out, as in Franklin’s score-keeping of his sins.
We must not be misled by the absence in Olden Tymes of widespread arithmetical skills into thinking that our ancestors were merely stupid.  Recent neuropsychology shows that a spatial sense of a large number of trees being fewer than a very large number is hardwired in pigeons and people, regardless of whether they can do their multiplication tables.  Shepherds had every incentive to develop tricks in reckoning, as in the old Welsh system of counting, perhaps from how many sheep the eye can grasp at a glance.  The myth is that all primitive folk count “one, two, many,” and a much-abused tribe in Brazil has been cited as evidence, somewhat dubiously.  Well, not when it matters, though some do count in such a way because it doesn’t matter.  Carpenters must of course have systems of reckoning to build a set of stairs.  And Roman engineers did not build aqueducts with slopes of 3.4 units of fall per 10,000 units of length without serious calculation, or some very accurate analogue levels calibrated to an accuracy of 3.4 percent of 1 percent.  The habit of counting and figuring is reflected in handbooks for craftsmen from the late Middle Ages on, the ancestors of the present-day ready reckoners for sale at the checkout counter at your Ace Hardware store.  And you cannot build a great pyramid, or even probably a relatively little stone henge, without some way of multiplying and dividing, at least in effect, multiplying the materials and dividing the work.  The first writing of any sort of course is counting, from which came eventually writing itself, such as storage accounts in Mesopotamia or Crete and calendar dates in Meso-America and reckoning knots in Peru.  In Greek and then in Latin the magicians of the East were called mathematici because calculation—as against the much more elegant method of proof supposedly invented by the Greeks (though the Chinese knew most of it centuries before)—was characteristic of the Mesopotamian astrologers.  
Large organizations counted perforce.  Sheer counts had often a purpose of taxation—St. Luke’s story about a decree from Caesar Augustus that all the world should be taxed, for example; and in 1086 the better attested case of William the Conqueror’s Domesday Book.  We owe our knowledge of medieval agriculture in Europe to the necessity in large estates to count, in order to discourage cheating by subordinates.  The Bishop of Winchester’s  N manors . . . ..  cite Winchester Yields, and give example from it.  We can see in such records the scribes making mistakes of calculation with their clumsy Roman numerals.  We know less about agriculture a little later in Europe because the size of giant estates went down after the Black Death of 1348-50, and such accounting was therefore less worthwhile.  
Sophisticated counting in modern times cuts through the Falstaffian fog of imprecision which any but a calculating genius starts with.  Nearly universal before the common school outside the classes of specialized merchants or shepherds, the fog, I repeat, persists now in the non-numerate.  Here is a strange recent example in which I have a personal interest.  The standard estimate for the prevalence of male to female gender crossers in the United States is one in 30,000 born males.  This is the figure in The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, fourth edition, 1994.  Let us put aside the issue of whether it is a “mental disorder,” or what purpose of gender policing would be served by claiming that the disorder is so very rare.  An emerita professor of electrical engineering at the University of Michigan, Lynn Conway, a member of the National Academy of Engineering and one of the inventors of modern computer design (after IBM fired her for transitioning in 1968 from male to female), notes that the figure is impossibly low.  It would imply by now in the United States a mere 800 completed gender crossers, such as Conway and me—when in fact all sorts of evidence suggests that there are at least 40,000.[footnoteRef:270]  My little and very macho boys’ high school in Cambridge, Massachusetts graduated only sixty boys in the two years 1959 and 1960.  Two of the sixty subsequently changed gender.   [270:   lynnconway.com] 

The showing of such a contradiction, like Prince Hal comments on Falstaff's boasting exaggeration, is the kind of point a numerate person makes.  The sex doctors seem not to be modern in their quantitative habits of thought.  A figure of 800 completed, Conway observes, would be accounted for (note the verb) by the flow of a mere two year’s worth of operations by one doctor.  Conway reckons the incidence of the condition is in fact about one in every 500 born males, or females—not one in 30,000.   It is two orders of magnitude more common than believed by the psychiatrists and psychologists who in their innumeracy write the Manual.  Conway suspects that among other sources of numerical fog the doctors are mixing up prevalence with incidence—stock with flow, as accountants and economists would put it.  That is, they are mixing up the total number existing in the pool as a snapshot at a certain date with the number flowing into the pool by birth per year.  The wrong number justifies programs like that of Dr. NNNN Money and his followers at Johns Hopkins and the former Clarke Institute in Toronto (now concealed in NNNN, but continuing its reparative “therapy” for misled gender crossers) to Stop Them from changing gender—after all, the real ones are extremely rare, and the rest one may suppose, against most of the scientific evidence, are vulgarly sex-driven. 

*        *        *       *
Calculation is the skeleton of common prudence.  But the aristocrat scorns calculation precisely because it embodies ignoble prudence, and is so very common.  Courage, his defining virtue, is non-calculating, or else it is not courage but mere prudence.  Henry V prays to the god of battles: “steel my soldiers’ hearts;/ Possess them not with fear; take from them now the sense of reckoning, if the opposèd numbers/ Pluck their hearts from them.”  And indeed his “ruined band” before Agincourt, as he had noted to the French messenger, was “with sickness much enfeebled, / My numbers lessened, and those few I have / Almost no better than so many French.”  Yet on the Feast Day of Crispian his numbers of five or six thousand did not prudently flee from an enemy of 25,000.  
One reason, Shakespeare avers, was faith, as Henry says to Gloucester: “We are in God’s hand, brother, not in theirs,” though in the play the Christianity sounds formulaic.  The other virtue called on, much more serious to the aristocrats there assembled, was courage: “’tis true that we are in great danger; / The greater therefore should our courage be.”  Shakespeare of course emphasizes in 1599 these two Christian/aristocratic virtues of faith and courage, those of the Christian knight—and not for example the mere prudence of the warhorse-impaling stakes that on Henry’s orders the archers had been lugging through the French countryside for a week.[footnoteRef:271]  Prudence is a calculative virtue, as are, note, justice and temperance.  They are cool.  The warm virtues—love and courage, faith and hope—the virtues praised most often by Shakespeare, and praised very little by bourgeois Adam Smith 160 years later, are specifically and essentially non-calculative. [271:   Keggan, SP? p. 90.] 

The play does not of course tell what the real King Henry V was doing in the weeks leading up to Agincourt on Sunday, October 25, 1415.  It tells what was expected to be mouthed by stage noblemen in the last years of Elizabeth’s England, a place in which only rank ennobled, and honor to the low-born came only through loyalty to the nobles.  Before the earlier taking of Harfleur, Henry had declared “there’s none of you so mean and base, / That hath not noble luster in your eyes.”  And before Agincourt, as I noted, he repeats the ennobling promise, “be he ne’er so vile, / This day shall gentle his condition.”  "Vile," too, was an idea of rank, from Latin vilis, base, cheap.  ("Village" and "villein," thus modern “villain,” both come from a different root, villa, farmhouse—though in a society of rank a village-dwelling "villein" [a peasant] is vile, too.)
Out of earshot of Henry, the king’s uncle grimly notes the disadvantage in numbers: “There’s five to one; besides they all are fresh”; at which the Earl of Salisbury exclaims faithfully, “God’s arm strike with us!  `tis a fearful odds.”  The King comes onto the scene just as the Earl of Westmoreland is continuing the calculative talk: “O that we now had here / But one ten thousand of those men in England / That do no work today!”  To which Henry replies, scorning such bourgeois considerations, “If we are marked to die, we are enow [enough] / To do our country loss; and if to live, / The fewer men, the greater share of honor.”  
And gentlemen in England now a-bed 
Shall think themselves accursed they were not here,
And hold their manhoods cheap whiles any speaks
That fought with us upon St. Crispin’s Day.
Imagine how late in World War II that bit, intoned by Laurence Olivier on the stage of the Old Vic, played to British audiences.  It is not bourgeois, prudential rhetoric, and counts not the cost.  We will never surrender.

&Chapter 13:
And So the English Bourgeoisie
Could Not “Rise”

*** The chapter is even more than usually 
raw and confused

The elite continued to sneer at the bourgeoisie.  It is by now widely realized that the sixteenth-century in Europe, with its increasingly literate and even rhetorically cultivated elite, came to view the keeping and finding out of secrets as a suitable occupation for a nobility recently disemployed by the invention of peasant armies with guns.  Compare the making over of the samurai in Japan a century later into a Confucian bureaucracy in support of the Tokugawa state—though the samurai remained a bureaucracy with the right to use their swords on commoners at will, the commoners themselves having in the meantime been disarmed.  In Japan and especially in Europe not swords but talk became the chief weapon of class.  The English gentleman by 1600 is eloquent, not a mere fighter.   Epithet Lorna Hutson speaks of the "displacement of masculine agency from [military] prowess to [diplomatic and political] persuasion" in the 1560s and 1580s in England and France.[footnoteRef:272]  Lord Essex’s last communication with Elizabeth before she had him executed for treason was a poem.  No English lord during the Hundred Years War would have written poems to his ex-mistress and queen.  Most of them left writing to clerks.  [272:   [Usurer's Daughter, p. 89].   ] 

Jardine notes the suspicion generated if the intelligence is in the wrong hands: "The figure in the [Elizabethan] drama of the diabolical merchant-usurer-intelligencer is. . . a consolidated cultural manifestation of such an unease concerning mercantilism and deferred profit."[footnoteRef:273]  [273:   Jardine 1996, p. 103] 

Alan Stewart summarizes it as "there were in early modern England dramatic uncertainties about the power of information and those who possessed it. "[footnoteRef:274]  Literally "dramatic": they were the impulses behind Elizabethan plays.  The secrets of merchants in particular were detested.  "The taint of usury constrained mercantile activities" (Jardine 1996, 107). [274:   quoted in Jardin 1996, p. 105] 

Lynne Magnussson 1999, p. 124?
Jean-Christophe Agnew has argued in the marxisant way usual in departments of literature that the Elizabethans were right to be suspicious of markets.  From the late sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth century “a volatile and placeless market” caused what he calls a  “crisis of representation.”  Agnew emphasizes how money—which he appears to think is a novelty in the England of 1600—eroded face-to-face transactions “into two mutually indifferent acts: exchange of commodities for money, exchange of money for commodities; purchase and sale. ” “Commodity exchange was gravitating during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries toward a set of operative rules that fostered a formal and instrumental indifference among buyers and sellers. ” A “logic of mutual indifference” kills reciprocity—shades of Karl Polanyi.  
This is quite mistaken.  It depends on a Polanyian account of the English economy before 1800 and a "competitive" reading of innovation.  On the contrary the historian of the Bristol Merchant Venturers, David Sacks argues that “the new forms of commercial organization that emerged in Bristol during the sixteenth century depended … upon the existence … of close personal ties and the mutual trust they engendered among overseas merchants.'"[footnoteRef:275]  Among gentlemen the "pleasuring style" of letters used a rhetoric of asked favors, granted instantly out of noble friendship.  But merchants, too, used it most vigorously: there may have been a "logic" of mutual indifference, but like Hobbes' "logic" of the war of all against all it was a mere logic, not an actual practice of properly socialized merchants with complicated and risky deals in mind.  As Sacks, puts it, “nothing could be further from the truth . . . [that] the mercantile profession . . . [was] composed of isolated individuals, each single-handedly confronting the pitfalls of the marketplace." [quoted in Magnusson 1999, p. 130]  “Rather than plying their trades alone," Sacks continues, "Bristol's merchants habitually aided one another by dealing in partnership, by serving as factors and agents, by acting as intermediaries in the delivery and receipt of coin or goods, and by jointly transporting merchandise” (61).  “Shakespeare,” writes Magnusson summarizes still another student of these matters, Michael Ferber, “brings together in Antonio's portrayal a number of ideological discourses incompatible with Elizabethan realities in order to invent and celebrate an idealized version of mercantile enterprise separated from finance capital and consonant with Christian and aristocratic values."[footnoteRef:276] [275:   Quoted in Magnusson 1999, p. 129.  ***Go back to Sacks!]  [276:   Magnusson 1999, p. 134.  ***Get back to Ferber!] 

Magnussson, however, disagrees that the fulsome and “aristocratic” rhetoric of friendship was foreign to merchants.  To think otherwise is, as in Agnew, to let our desire to see merchants as "rational" get in the way of seeing them as humans.  The merchant, especially abroad, was wise to use humility.  John Browne's The Marchants Avizo (1590) advises the young merchant “in any case show your self lowly, courteous, and serviceable unto every person: for though you and many of us else may think, that too much lowliness bringeth contempt and disgrace unto us: yet … gentleness and humility … will both appease the anger and ill will of our enemies, and increase the good will of our friends.”[footnoteRef:277]  This is not the advice that a young nobleman would get.  Where is that amazing letter by a nobleman attacking a merchant? [277:   p. 3, sig. B2, quoted in Magnusson 1999, p. 127.  ] 

Lisa Jardine notes the parallels between market deals and medieval fealty.  In Marlowe's The Jew of Malta the Jew "Barabas's ability to generate wealth with apparent effortlessness, leading to a kind of intimacy based on dependency upon access to that wealth."  Think of fair-weather friends clustering around your local millionaire.  "Although ultimately this inevitably gives way to dislike and bad faith, it briefly simulates the kind of 'friendship' which was the basis for peer bonding and service of a more customary kind."  That is, it looks liked feudal clientage, made sacred by oaths given and received.  We can't help but feel that a business deal is a bond of trust.  Humans are that way.  We may know better in our more cynical moods, but "at the point of dissolution of such a bond, both parties experience the breakdown as betrayal," as though a purchase-and-sale agreement for a condominium were a blood bond of fealty.”[footnoteRef:278]   [278:  All this, Jardine, 1996, p. 102.] 


*        *        *       *

*** John Milton and commerce here?  

*        *         *        *
Susan Wells argues that a tension emerges in Jacobean “city comedies” between commerce—she views it in Marxist terms as being about “accumulation”—and celebration, which she views in Bakhtinian terms as solidarity in carnivalesque ceremonies (Wells 1981).  Put a little pep into the Lord Mayor’s show.  The tension, though, is that between prudence and faith, individual money-making and bourgeois solidarity, and characterizes every bourgeoisie in history.  It is nothing new, or old, no signal of a transition from traditional to bourgeois preoccupations.  The occupation of every bourgeois is to be prudent and faithful, together.
Now as I said the contempt for trade is all impossible in practice.  The city of London, by 1600 the **nth largest in Europe, on its way to being the largest, and in  1700 the fourth largest in the world after Istanbul, Beijing, and Edo, could not have lasted a week without the steady supply of vegetables from Kent and grain from Oxfordshire and coals from Northumberland, complements of the despised bourgeoisie.  England in 1700, like the Netherlands, was urban and prosperous.   It was not a place of desperate poverty like contemporary Mughal India.  Use Allen.  But what is false is that prosperity lead sot more prosperity.  It had not before, in Athens or in Florence.
The story I am telling is easily mistaken for another old one, “the rise of the middle class.”  That story says that the bourgeoisie always-already contains within itself the modern world, and so by simply multiplying the number of such up-to-date folk we get the modern world.  The story imparts a mechanical necessity to history, a sort of tipping point.  Get bourgeois enough and you enter the modern world.  Marxism talks like this, but so did an entire long generation of historians from the eve of World I until well after World War II.
Of course there’s something to it.  Obviously a country like Russia, with a tiny middle class even in 1890, would not be able to modernize. . . except that it did.  Obviously a country like Holland, replete with bourgeois from the sixteenth century on, would lead the Industrial Revolution. . . except that it didn’t.  Obviously a class like medieval lords wouldn’t show anything like a modern interest in profit. . . except that it did.  
Anyone who thinks that the idea of the rise of the bourgeoisie has more than something to it needs to examine a classic article by the historian Jack Hexter, “The Myth of the Middle Class in Tudor England,” first presented in 1948, appearing in an early form in the journal Explorations in Economic History in 1950, and revised and extended in 1961.  The myth he refers to particular to the Tudors is that the monarchs of England 1485-1603 favored the middle class.  He quotes with approval Lawrence Stone who wrote in 1947, contrary to the “bourgeois Tudors” myth, that “all Tudor governments were the most resolute theoretical opponents of . . . those new bourgeois classes from which they are supposed to have derived most support.”[footnoteRef:279]   Some bourgeois were benefited; most were taxed, monopolized, disdained.  The “privileges of the London clique” favored by Elizabeth, Hexter writes, “hung like an anchor on other sectors of the middle class” (p. 104).  In the so-called Golden Speech to the House of Commons two years before her death Elizabeth apologized: “That my grants should be grievous unto my people, and oppressions to be privileged under color of our patents, our kingly dignity shall not suffer it.  Yea, when I heard it I could give no rest unto my thoughts until I had reformed it.”[footnoteRef:280]   [279:  Stone 1947, quoted in Hexter 1961, p. 100n.]  [280:  Elizabeth Nov. 30, 1601, p. 339; the speech exists in multiple versions. 
] 

But Hexter hits, too, a larger target, the use of a “rising middle class” to explain everything from earliest times to the present, homines novi in Rome and the character of Iraqis after Saddam Hussein.   “A large group of historians ascribes every major historical change in the Tudor period—and a long time before and after—to the desires, aspirations, ideals, and intentions of the rising middle class” (p. 72).  “One of the odder performances in contemporary historiography,” writes Hexter, “takes place when the social historians of each European century from the twelfth to the eighteenth . . . seize the curtain cord and unveil the great secret.  ‘Behold,’ they say, in my century the middle-class nobodies rising into the aristocracy’”(p. 80-81).  
The character of the English countryside, for example, was supposed to have been changed by the coming of merchants buying into country estates.  But Hexter explodes the claim that Tudor times saw a novel amount of such intrusion of bourgeois values into the relation of lord and peasant.  For one thing, it has always been thus, from Horace buying up his Sabine valley to Robert Redford buying up Montana.  “Merchant transplantation to the land was a very ancient habit”(p. 94).  Further, “many country folk needed no nudging from transplanted merchants to persuade them ‘to drive the most for their profit’.”  And the social advantage in Tudor times, and for a long time after, was on the other side.  The merchants facing a “flexible, vigorous, self-confident landed aristocracy” adopted country habits, not the other way around.  “The parvenu. . . was the captive, not the conquer, of the countryside”(p. 95).  Rome conquered Greece, but Greece conquered Rome.
Hexter is hard on R. H. Tawney, whose “conception of the middle class has all the rigor of a rubber band”(Hexter 1961, p. 74).  The middle class in Tawney’s writings sometimes includes prosperous yeoman, and sometimes does not.  It sometimes includes the gentry, and sometimes not.  It would seem that Tawney ran into trouble, as many historians have when entranced by such statistical terms as “the middle class” or “the middling sort,” into thinking of the bourgeoisie statistically rather than rhetorically.  
Rising in numbers or not, bourgeois values "rose."  The rhetoric changed, and especially in the late seventeenth century in England.  Epithet Donna Andrew writes, “The early-eighteenth-century critics of dueling wished to [as Mandeville sneeringly put it] 'abolish the custom of dueling without parting with notions of honor'. . . .  [The reformers] still lived in a society dominated by aristocratic values like quality and magnanimity, values which they themselves believed and accepted.   While rejecting the duel and the code of honor, they as yet had nothing to put in its place.”[footnoteRef:281]  See Mandeville II, Second Dialogue [281:  Andrew 1980, p. 419, 420.] 

Jacques Necker, the French finance minister on the eve of Revolution, wrote in DDDD, “An authority has arisen that did not exist two hundred years ago, and which must necessarily be taken into account, the authority of public opinion.”[footnoteRef:282]
 [282:   Quoted in Taylor 2005, p. 167, and from Stephen Holmes, Benjamin Constant and the Making of Modern Liberlaism, Yale UP 1985, p. 243, q.v. perhaps in Questia] 

&Chapter 14: 
But in the Late Seventeenth Century 
the English Changed

What changed 1600-1848, and dramatically, was the high- and low-cultural attitude towards thrift, capitalism, innovation, and the bourgeoisie.  Weber is here correct, though not in thinking that the Puritans had much to do with it.  Thriftiness and other specifically economic virtues, such as prudent calculation of costs and benefits or an admiring attitude towards industrial novelties or an acceptance of ethically acquired profits, came first in Holland and then in England, and even a bit earlier in England's remote American colonies and in England's impoverished neighbor, Scotland, to be fully respectable, honorable, admired, permitted, encouraged—not obstructed and disdained.  It was not the induced thriftiness that mattered, but the admiration for a bourgeois life of creating economic value.  And on that point Weber was mistaken: it was the rhetoric, not the behavior of accumulate, accumulate, that enriched the modern world.  As the sociologists Victor Nee and Richard Swedberg wisely put it, “The enduring legacy of Weber’s scholarship is perhaps not so much the Protestant-ethic thesis, but the view that the mechanisms motivating and facilitating today’s [and the seventeenth-century’s] capitalism are rooted not in the materialist domain of incremental capital accumulation, but in the realm of ideas and institutional structures.”[footnoteRef:283]  The change of ideas had stupendous economic consequences.  A change in the superstructure determined a change in the base.   [283:   Nee and Swedberg 2007, pp. 4-5.] 

Contrary to Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr wrote in 1952, "Prosperity was not, according to the Puritan creed, a primary proof or fruit of virtue. 'When men do not see and own God,' declared Urian Oakes (1631), 'but attribute success to the sufficiency of instruments it is time for God to maintain his own right and to show that He gives and denies success according to His own good pleasure'."[footnoteRef:284]  But Niebuhr sees "the descent from Puritanism to Yankee in America . . . [as] a fairly rapid one.  Prosperity which had been sought in the service of God was now sought for its own sake.  The Yankees were very appreciative of the promise in Deuteronomy: 'And thou shalt do that which is right and good in the sight of the Lord: that it may be well with thee, and that thou mayest go in and possess the good land which the lord swear unto thy fathers'" (6: 18). (Chap 3, sec. 1)  "According to the Jeffersonians," Niebuhr continues, "prosperity and well-being should be sought as the basis of virtue.  They believed that if each citizen found contentment in a justly and richly rewarded toil he would not be disposed to take advantage of his neighbor.  The Puritans regarded virtue as the basis of prosperity, rather than prosperity as the basis of virtue.  But in any case the fusion of these two forces created a preoccupation with the material circumstances of life which expressed a more consistent bourgeois ethos than that of even the most advanced nations of Europe."  Niebuhr 1952, Chap. 3, Sec. 1) [284:    Niebuhr 1952, Chap. 3, Sec. 1.  ] 

Away from northwestern Europe and its offshoots by c. 1848 the economic virtues were still not respectable, at any rate in the opinion of the dominant classes.  Right up to the Meiji Restoration of 1867, after which the rhetoric in Japan changed with lightning speed, leading opinion scorned the merchant.  In Confucian cultures more widely the merchant was ranked often as the lowest of the classes: in Japan, the daimyo, the samurai, the peasant, the craftsman, the merchant, the night-soil man, Koreans.  A merchant in Japan and China and Korea was not a "gentleman," to use the European word, and had no honor.  
But likewise, we have seen, c. 1600 in England.
Georg Simmel claimed mistakenly in The Philosophy of Money (1900, 1907) to detect a "psychological feature of our times which stands in such a decisive contrast to the more impulsive, emotionally determined character of earlier epochs . . . .  Gauging values in terms of money has taught us to determine and specify values down to the last farthing."[footnoteRef:285]  In a word, thriftiness reigns now, as against the warm non-calculativeness of earlier folk.  This is false as actual behavior, and is a piece with Weber's claim around the same time that a rise of rationality characterizes the modern world.   [285:   Simmel, Philosophy of Money, 1900 1907, p. 444.] 

The Great War was soon to make such optimistic Euro-centrism look strange indeed.  Some "rationality."  Ernest Renan, professor of Hebrew at the Collège de France from 1862, most famous for his claim that Jesus was a good chap if a trifle primitive and oriental, had declared that "we must make a marked distinction between societies like our own, where everything takes place in the full light of reflection, and simple and credulous communities," such as those that Jesus preached in.[footnoteRef:286]  After the events of the twentieth century in Europe, which exhibited irrationality, impulse, credulousness, and shockingly little of the full light of reflection, one stands amazed that anyone can still believe in the unusual rationality or prudence or thriftiness of behavior in the modern European world.  [286:   Quoted in Wood, Broken Estate, 1999, p. 262.] 

In fact people always and everywhere have been more or less rational and more or less impulsive, both.  They exhibit the seven virtues, and the numerous corresponding vices, all.  In medieval Europe one can see in Walter and the Seneschaucy, among by now thousands of other sources, the pervasiveness of a money economy.  In 1900 Simmel had little way of knowing how mistaken his notions of the "rise of the money economy" were to prove in actual as against philosophical history.  At that time only a few lone geniuses like Frederic William Maitland had it right.  It has subsequently been discovered that in olden times everything was for sale for money, as for instance husbands and eternal salvation.  Poor and rich people in 1300 thought of money values down to the last farthing.
Where Simmel is correct, however, is again that attitudes and commonplace rhetoric about prudence and temperance did change, 1600-1800.  As the Russian historian Richard Pipes put it, “Sometime during the period in European history vaguely labeled ‘early modern,’ there occurred a major break in the attitude toward property.”[footnoteRef:287]  The Low Countries were in their greatest time the point of contrast to older rhetoric of disdain for commerce.  Well into the eighteenth century Holland served as a model for the English and Scots of how to be thrifty and bourgeois, and certainly how to talk it.   [287:  Pipes 1999 (2000), p. 25.] 

Joel Mokyr has written that the Enlightenment was obsessed with useful information.  That is certainly true.  In France and England and their provinces ……   Quote Joel to this effect.
But wait.  The economist Peter Boettke observes in this connection that prices registered what people thought useful.  In a commercial society they do, at any rate for the goods that enter commerce.  Demand has therefore a role in the Industrial Revolution by a back door, the one marked “Values Registered Here.”  Maxine Berg among others has pointed out the great extension of small luxuries coming from foreign trade, emblematically coffee.  Jan de Vries likewise argues that what he wittily calls the “industrious “ revolution arose out of the lust in Holland and England and New England for new goods, such as porcelain and Windsor chairs.  Both of these distinguished students of the demand side in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, however, would readily admit that the demand for coffee or chairs does not itself an Industrial Revolution make.  The economist points out, as I have earlier at length, that shuffling from one use of the society’s inputs of labor and capital and land to another use does not change the efficiency of the inputs, at least not much.
Being obsessed with useful information is not new in the eighteenth century.  What changed was what exactly was deemed useful.  In this deeper sense the pattern of demand, the values in the heads of consumers—that is to say, as economists strangely put it, changes in “taste”—was the cause of the Industrial Revolution.  When war horses and cathedrals were valued, that is what was useful, and knowledge about them was useful knowledge, and much sought.   The knowledge of how to breed big Belgian horses [check type] able to carry an armored knight was useful, and valued in a market.  In 1400 a stonemason with skill in carving gargoyles had useful and therefore profitable knowledge.  When immortal salvation was valued, people bought it, and fought for it, and smote those with alternative theories of it.  A church in possession of a piece of the true cross was a useful place of pilgrimage, and people sought it obsessively.  English people continued in the eighteenth century to value eternal salvation.  What changed is that preachers like NNNN Bentley and later Joseph Priestley commenced telling them from the pulpit that God intended us to flourish on earth, and to enjoy its fruits.  The ascetic strain of Il Penseroso, if it ever had amounted to much in the economy, was bleached out with chlorine.  
The rising class in the English sixteenth and seventeenth century was not only the bourgeoisie, but the gentry, viewed as one of two classes of land-rich "gentlemen"—the leading characters in novels by Fielding and Austen standing just below England's exceptionally tiny aristocracy.  Yet a mere hundred years after Shakespeare the English, surprisingly, were very busy transforming themselves away from admirers of the gentry and aristocracy and into admirers of the bourgeoisie.  In the 1690s, with a Dutch king, the William of William and Mary, the British proceeded in a rush to adopt Dutch institutions such as excise taxes, a central bank, a national debt, a stock market, a free press.   And they undertook to cease being inconstant, rash, vainglorious, light, and deceiving (they retained "suspicious and despising of foreigners”), make sure this is anticipated, or cease talking about it.  Evidently something changed during the late seventeenth century in the evaluation of prudent temperance as against courageous hope, and so the evaluation of thrift.  Even the gentry and aristocracy, who for centuries had had in fact a sharper eye for profit than their lordly rhetoric would officially allow.  They became more and more frankly businesslike about their land holdings, culminating in the figure of Farmer George III.                     
During the decades up to 1700 the effective rulers of Britain became in theory and practice more and more mercantilist, and then by the end of the eighteenth century even a little bit free trading—anyway more and more after the late seventeenth century concerned with national profit and loss, instead of ensuring this man’s monopoly profit and that woman’s church attendance.  Sir William Temple noted in 1672 that before 1648 in the great nations of Europe “their trade was war.”  But “since the Peace of Munster, which restored the quiet of Christendom in 1648, not only Sweden and Denmark but France and England have more particularly than ever before busied the thoughts and counsels of their several governments. . . about the matters of trade.”[footnoteRef:288]  The English were first in this Dutchlike subordination of politics to trade.  As Montesquieu put it in 1748, "other nations have made the interests of commerce yield to those of politics; the English, on the contrary, have ever made their political interests give way to those of commerce."[footnoteRef:289]  Well. . . not "ever," but by 1748 often.  The Chinese nowadays say that before 1978 the communist cadres talked only of class war, but after 1978 they talked only of economic success.  Northwestern Europe changed around 1700 in the same way, from talking only about God and hierarchy to talking only about the economy and national strength.   In both cases the change was made possible by political competition, the xian (townships) of China competing for the latest computer factory or the cities of the Netherlands or England competing for the latest textile factory.  What they said in aid of mercantilist strength was often wrong, and contained holdovers from an earlier rhetoric—the same would hold for Chinese theorists of “socialist market economy.”  But anyway the European topic was now national income, not godly or aristocratic glory. [288:   Temple 1672, Chp. VI]  [289:   Montesquieu, The Spirit of the Laws 1748, I, p. 321, Book XX sec. 7, quoted in Innes 1994, p. 96.] 

Such an ordering of ideas was second nature to the Dutch by 1600.  It had to be learned in the century to follow by the British.  The British became known at last as unusually calculating, instead of as before unusually careless in calculating.  The actual change in individual behavior was not great.  The rest of the world continued to be shocked by the aristocratic/peasant brutality of British soldiers into the nineteenth century and after.  Consider the bold Black and Tans suppressing Irish rebellion in 1920, or the massacre at Amritsar in British India in 1919.  A little if rich island did not paint a quarter of the world red, nor did it win, with a little help, two world wars, by sweet bourgeois persuasion.  But the change in rhetoric towards bourgeois cooperation was great and permanent and finally softening.
A long-evolving orthodoxy in English history claims that on the contrary England long espoused a "gentlemanly capitalism" hostile to bourgeois values.[footnoteRef:290]  Right through late Victorian times and beyond, it is said, innovation was undermined by polo-loving and estate-yearning.  It seems a dubious claim.  True, always in Britain the aristocracy and gentry have had a prestige that is amusing or puzzling or dazzling to the Scots or the Americans or the Dutch or other more plebeian advocates of the bourgeois virtues.  As Hume noted in 1741 “while these notions prevail, all the considerable traders will be tempted to throw up their commerce, in order to purchase . . . privileges and honor.”[footnoteRef:291]  But from 1741 to the present the quantitative judgment in Hume’s “all” has proven to be mistaken.  Not anything like “all” the middling sort have lusted after noble privilege—this in contrast to France of the ancien régime, for example—and in any case people translated to the honor of “Sir Roderick” or “Baron Desai” have been replaced from below by hordes of new bourgeois.   [290:   Pat Hudson gives a brief but penetrating introduction to the issue in pp. 218-225 of her lucid classic, The Industrial Revolution 1992.  ]  [291:   Hume 1741, “Of Civil Liberty,” p. 93.] 

And not everyone has been impressed by British gentility.  In 1726 a young Voltaire visited an elderly William Congreve out on his country estate, long after Congreve had been enriched by his plays, which Voltaire, a playwright himself, greatly admired.  The old man said modestly to Voltaire that he preferred to be thought not as a literary artist but merely a retiring gentleman.  Voltaire replied sharply: had Congreve had the misfortune to be merely an idle, rent-earning gentleman, with no occupation and no accomplishments on the stage, Voltaire would not have troubled to seek him out.[footnoteRef:292]   [292:   ***Some citation here to Voltaire/Congreve meeting.] 

It has always seemed a trifle strange to lament the economic "failure" of the first industrial nation, which has remained from 1700 to the present one of the richest countries on earth.[footnoteRef:293]  In 2005, allowing for the actual purchasing power of local currencies, the U.K. had a gross domestic product per capita of $31,580, ranking twentieth in the world (the rankings include the little oil countries with very high incomes but very few citizens).  It was in this respect a little ahead of France, Germany, Italy; a little behind Denmark, Switzerland, and especially the United States.  All such countries were roughly four times richer than the world average in 2005 of $8971.[footnoteRef:294]  The U. K. is 2.6 times richer than the African success of Botswana, in southern Africa, and 59 times richer than the African catastrophe of Zimbabwe, next door to Botswana.  From the time of atmospheric steam engines to the present, England and Scotland together have been world centers for invention: modern steel, radar, penicillin, magnetic resonance imaging, lead-floated plate glass, and the world wide web, to name a few.[footnoteRef:295]  A surprisingly high percentage of world inventions still come out of tiny Britain.  And as the great leftwing historian E. P. Thompson pointed out early in the debate about gentlemanly capitalism, the landed aristocrats themselves, and their protective belt of gentry, became at least partly bourgeois in values.  The point is a cliché of early modern English history.  The nobility and gentry labored at high farming, I repeat, the way their financiers in London labored at making deals and their manufacturing countrymen in Lancashire labored at spinning cotton.  The classes socially superior to the bourgeoisie sent their younger sons into trade and opened coal mines on their properties.  No lofty anti-economic sentiments for them, at least when their own sons and their own estates were at stake. [293:    See the doubts concerning “failure” expressed in McCloskey 1973 and Edgerton 1996.  ]  [294:    http://siteresources.worldbank.org/ICPINT/Resources/ICP_final-results.pdf]  [295:   As has been argued in detail by David Edgerton 1996 and 2005. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/ICPINT/Resources/ICP_final-results.pdf] 

 
*        *        *        *
Why?  For one thing, the change in British rhetoric about the economy came out of the irritating success of the thoroughly bourgeois Dutch.  The success of the Dutch Republic was startling to Europe.  The Navigation Acts and the three Anglo-Dutch Wars by which England attempted to appropriate some Dutch success to itself in the middle of the seventeenth century were the beginning of a larger project of emulating the burghers of Delft and Leiden.  “The evidence for this widespread envy of Dutch enterprise,” wrote NNNN Kennedy in 1976, “is overwhelming,” and is no less now.[footnoteRef:296]  In 1663 the English put it in doggerel: “Make wars with Dutchmen, peace with Spain./  Then we shall have money and trade again.”  It was not in fact stealing from the Dutch that made England rich—wars were expensive, and the Dutch admiraals Tromp and De Ruyter were not pushovers.  It was imitating them that did the trick. [296:   Kennedy 1976 (2006), p. 59, which is the source for the popular verse quoted as well.] 

The historian Matthew Kadane explains the shift towards bourgeois virtues ; “the slow cool-down in religious temperature (which helps to permit the mere possibility of the demoralization of wealth) starting after the end of the civil wars and running through 1688-89; the commercialization of London, where there is so much more to be a spectator of, and so on.”  with “various interactions with the Dutch.”  Just so.  Thomas Sprat, in his History of the Royal Society of 1667, early in the English project of becoming Dutch, writes against the very idea.  He views it as commendable that “the merchants of England live honorably in foreign parts” [my italics], while “those of Holland meanly, minding their gain alone.”  Shameful.  “Ours . . . [have] in their behavior very much the gentility of the families from which so many of them are descended.  The others when they are abroad show that they are only a race of plain citizens.”  Appallingly plain bourgeois, those Dutch, mere “cits” (from “citizens”) in the contemptuous slang of the day.  Perhaps, Sprat notes, that is “one of the reasons they can so easily undersell us.”[footnoteRef:297]  It may be.   John Dryden in 1672 takes up Sprat’s complaint in almost identical words.  In Amboyna, or, The Cruelties of the Dutch to the English Merchants the English merchant Beamont  addresses the Dutch: "For frugality in trading, we confess we cannot compare with you; for our merchants live like noblemen: your gentlemen, if you have any, live like boers." [footnoteRef:298]  Josiah Child, arguing against guild regulation of cloth, on the contrary admired the Dutch on non-aristocratic, prudential grounds: “if we intend to have the trade of the world we must imitate the Dutch.”[footnoteRef:299]  Better boers we. [297:   Sprat 1667, p. 88.]  [298:   Dryden 1672, Act II, scene i, ll. 391-393 (The Works of John Dryden, vol. XII, ed. Vinton A. Dearing ; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994).  Cf. Jojakim Adriaan Van der Welle, Dryden and Holland, Groningen, 1962, p. 140.  I am indebted for the Dryden scholarship here to Kevin Vanden Daelen.]  [299:  quoted in Lipson, Hist., p. 118.] 


British imitation of Dutch in late seventeenth C.   Bring in Appleby.  England was just acquiring an admiration for a bourgeois version of the virtues as Holland came to its height.  ….. And so they did, in many things: naval, financial, etc. Defeat in the Solent?  Other reasons?  Use Pepys. 
Brilliant article on Sweden under the Dutch model: English by no means the only Europeans startled by the economic success of the United Provinces : http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-5075136/Swedish-variations-on-Dutch-commercial.html;  Thomson, Erik.  2005.  “Swedish Variations on Dutch Commercial Institutions, 1605-1655.”  Scandinavian Studies 77 (3, Sept.): 331-346.  Do on Questia, and Susan Lewis Hammond
	






&Chapter 15:
The Words Show the Change

The trouble with word-evidence, of course, is that people—and chimpanzees and camouflaging plants—can be dishonest.  That is, they can fashion a gap between what they say and what they mean, if no material payment or other physical act is involved.  “I just love that outfit!” can mean in the right circumstances, “Thank God you got rid of that hideous orange dress!”  Words—and my claim is that the initiating change was words—can be “cheap talk,” as the economists put it, that is, merely words.  The evidence for the rhetorical change to a bourgeois civilization, then, has to catch people talking unawares.  Otherwise, if you simply ask them outright, the people are liable to affirm indignantly that they are still enthusiastic advocates for aristocratic or Christian virtues.  We need verbal thermometers of the change in civilization that made the modern world.
Start with a word once redolent of an aristocratic civilization.
In English our bourgeois word “honest,” surprisingly, once meant not mainly “committed to telling the truth” but mainly “noble, aristocratic.”  After all, what true aristocrat would bother to care about truth, when style, gesture, heroism, and social position are the life of man?  Honestus in classical Latin never meant truth telling or keeping ones word.  For those concepts, uninteresting ones in a society obsessed with honor and nobility, the Romans used the word sincerus (“pure”).  In the late Roman Empire the honestiores were the people who mattered— not because they made a habit of the truth but because they were rich and honorable.  
The modern and secondary meaning of “truth telling and keeping ones word, whether or not of high social rank” occurs in English as early as 1400.  Shakespeare uses the ambiguity of the two meanings, “worthy of honor” and “genuine” in many place, for example in Cymbeline.  The loyal servant Pisanio says to himself that he must dissemble to remain true to a wider truth: “Wherein I am false, I am honest [that is,  honorable and genuine]; not true, to be true” (that is, not truth-telling but faithful; IV.iii, 42).  But nonetheless in Shakespeare’s time a phrase like "honest, honest Iago" mainly meant, with a certain coy ambiguity, that the lying Iago in Othello, a soldier by profession, was "honorable, noble, warlike, aristocratic."[footnoteRef:300]  The famous definition of a “diplomat” by Sir Henry Wotton (1568-1639) also plays on the ambiguity: “an honest man sent to lie abroad for the good of his country.”  “Honest” here means “noble, distinguished,” but dances prettily with “lying.”  The old phrase in men’s mouths, “an honest woman”—thus Desdemona in the play, repeatedly, an ironic commentary also on her fate—preserves the original meaning of the word “honest,” with adjustments for a woman’s place in a system of manly honor.  In David and Ben Crystal’s Shakespeare’s Words (2002), four definitions of “honest” are given, never straightforwardly “truth-telling” in the modern sense.  The closest is 3: “genuine,” as in “The knave is my honest friend” (2HenIV, V.i.44).  All the other definitions tell of knightly honor.  Thus too Milton, in 1674.  The one occurrence of “honest” in Paradise Lost comments on Eve’s nakedness before her disobedience.  “Then was not guilty shame, dishonest shame/ Of nature’s works, honor dishonorable” (IV: 313f, second ed.).  And so to the Duke of Shaftesbury in 1713, a late occurrence in the aristocratic sense, unsurprisingly by an aristocrat looking into what “honesty or virtue is, considered by itself.”[footnoteRef:301]   [300:   For a fuller discussion of “honest” in the play see McCloskey 2006, pp. 294-295; and Empson 1951 (1989), p. 218.]  [301:   Shaftesbury, Characteristics¸1713, vol. 4, p. 4.] 

Contrast Tom Jones (1749).  Fielding uses “honest” only four times in this, one of the first English novels, all in Book 1 of the 18 books: “the honest and well-meaning host”; “these honest victuallers”(Chap. 1);  “he lived like an honest man, owed no one a shilling” (Chap. 3); and “a good, honest, plain girl, and not vain of her face (Chp. 8).[footnoteRef:302]  All mean “upright, sincere,” with by then an old-fashioned and even slightly parodic air.  By 1749 they have nothing to do, as they once did, with honorableness in the aristocrat’s sense.  In Johnson’s Dictionary (1755) the senses of “honest” are (1.) upright, true, sincere, (2.) chaste, (3.) just, righteous, giving every man his due.  Under “honesty” he quotes Temple late in the century past: “goodness, as that which makes men prefer their duty and their promise before their passions or their interest, and is properly the object of trust, in our language goes rather by the name of honesty, though what we call an honest man, the Romans called a good man; and honesty, in their language, as well as in French, [and I am saying in earlier English] rather signifies a competition of those qualities which generally acquire honor and esteem.”  [302:   http://www.bibliomania.com/0/0/22/49/frameset.html] 

The idea of honest dealing comes from merchants and tradesmen, such as Quakers insisting on fixed prices instead of bargaining, not ever from the gentry and the aristocrats.  Adam Smith admired honesty, sincerity, candor in a way quite foreign to Shakespearean England, and bordering on the wild enthusiasm for such Romantic qualities of faithfulness to the Self in Wordsworthian England.  In the Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759, 1790) Smith writes:
Frankness and openness conciliate confidence.  We trust the man who seems willing to trust us. . . .  The great pleasure of conversation and society . . . arises from. . . a certain harmony of minds, which like so many musical instruments cannot be obtained unless there is a free communication of sentiments and opinions. . . .  The man who indulges us in this natural passion, who invites us into his heart, who, as it were, sets open the gates of his breast to us, seems to exercise a species of hospitality more delightful than any other.
Smith 1789 (1790) VII.iv.28, p. 337
By contrast, an Othello or an Hamlet who opened the gates of his breast would invite a fatal wound, and even in the comedies it was prudent to dissimulate.
In Adam Smith’s two published books, of 1759 and 1776 in their first editions, “honest” means “upright” or “sincere” or “truth-telling,” never “aristocratic.”  Even a poor man, he argues in The Theory of Moral Sentiments, is constrained not to steal by “the man within”: “there is no commonly honest man who does not more dread the inward disgrace.”[footnoteRef:303]  “Commonly honest” would be in Shakespeare a contradiction in terms.  In the eight works of Jane Austen, written from 1793 to 1816 (including The Watsons, 1804, unfinished, and her early and unpublished Lady Susan, but not including her last, unfinished Sanditon), “honest” occurs 31 times.[footnoteRef:304]  It means “upright” in six of these 31 occasions, dominantly in the old phrase an “honest man,” but never “of high social rank, aristocratic.”  Another third of the time it means “genuine,” as in “a real, honest, old-fashioned boarding-school” (Emma), very far indeed from “honest” as “aristocratic.”  In its dominant modern sense of “truth-telling” it occurs again a third of the time in the meaning “sincere,” and in four out of the 31 total occurrences simply “truth-telling.”  The 1934 Webster’s New International Dictionary labels “honesty” in sense 1, “held in honor,” as archaic, with the example of “honest” (chaste) as in an “honest woman.”  It labels “honesty” in sense 1a, “honor,” as obsolete.  “Honest” in the dominant sense 2 means fair, upright, truthful “as, an honest judge or merchant, [or an honest] statement” (italics supplied).  No talk of aristocrats and honorable war. [303:   Smith, Theory of Moral Sentiments 1759, III.3.6.  The passage is reproduced in subsequent editions.]  [304:    http://www.pemberley.com/janeinfo/novlsrch.html] 


*        *         *        *
The shift from “honorable, aristocratic” to “truth-telling, ” was not merely English.  It occurs in all the commercial languages of Europe, with the suggestive exception of Spanish.  English is Germanic in a good deal of its structure (though in verb placement not is) and is thoroughly Germanic in its homely vocabulary of hearth and bread.  But in its elevated vocabulary, as a French friend of mine likes to say, it is merely French or Latin spoken with a strange accent.  Thus in that very sentence the words “English,” “strange” and “accent” are from Latin by way of French and the words “Germanic,” “structure,” “vocabulary,” and “merely” are directly from Latin. 
In most Romance languages, including English looked at from the upper classes, the honesty-word once also meant the same honorable thing—and nothing like mere telling the truth or paying your debts.  In English, French, Italian, Spanish, and so forth the word is derived from Latin honestus, from honos, “honor, high rank.”  Thus in the first book of Castiglione’s The Book of the Courtier, written after 1508 and published in 1528, words or compounds of onesto occur in the Italian eight times, and always mean gentlemanly “honorable” or, in the case of women, “chaste.”[footnoteRef:305]  Never “truth-telling” or even simply “honorable” in a modern meaning that might apply to mere peasants.   In The Prince (written 1513) onesto occurs three times: once it means “just” (“the goal of the common people is more onesto than that of the nobles, the latter wishing to oppress and the former wish to not be oppressed”); once it means “decent” (“the soldiers. . . could not put up with that onesto way of life to which Pertinax wished to discipline them”); and once it means, with dis-, “dishonorable” (“men are never so disonesti to turn on you with such obvious ingratitude”).[footnoteRef:306] [305:    The Italian text is available at www.classicitaliani.it.]  [306:   Machiavelli 1513, M. Musa trans., IX, paragraph 2 (El principato), pp. 76, 7); XIX, para. 6 (Da queste), pp. 160, 161; XXI, 5 (E sempre interverrà), pp. 188, 189.] 

Thus French honnête still in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century French meant what Shakespeare and Castiglione and Machiavelli meant by “honest.”  The imposer of the French legislative attitude towards bon usage, François de Malherbe (1555-1628), appealed to the linguistic standard of “honest” men, that is, a nobility or at worst a gentry worthy of honor.  He was outraged when beggars would address someone as a “noble gentleman,” since the word “gentleman” already entailed the notion of nobility, and the phrase was therefore an irritating and even insulting redundancy.[footnoteRef:307]   [307:   As Samuel Johnson noted in Johnson (1750), p. 71.] 

The historian George Huppert notes that in the “Age of Tartuffe,” as he puts it, the honnête homme loses his strictly aristocratic connotation but exemplifies instead the intellectual fruits of over a century of “the style of Paris,” skeptical, anti-clerical, right down to Voltaire and the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. [footnoteRef:308]  To the honnête homme—the enemy of the Counter-Reformation and therefore an enemy of the state when, as it periodically was in France, it was captured by the dévôt party—“religious zeal is an embarrassment.”   The honnête homme’s “morality is that of the pagan authors,” the auctores (Latin “authorities”).   “Reasonable, courteous, tolerant and well-intentioned towards others,” Huppert writes, “one pictures him holding Montaigne’s Essais.”  The Essais of the late sixteenth century became, Huppert observes, quoting contemporary praise for it, “une bréviaire des honnêtes gens,” the breviary of the cultivated man.  Honnête has shifted from praising dukes to praising humanists. [308:   Huppert 1999, pp. 99-102.] 

In Molière’s Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme (1670), however, sixty-five years after Othello, the romantic lead, Cléonte, uses honnête in the same way that Shakespeare did, with much talk of honneur associated with it.  The idiotic bourgeois pretender to nobility, M. Jourdain, asks Cléonte if Cléonte is a gentilhomme, which meant “of gentle birth, an aristocrat” in the wide and purchasable sense of French society at the time.  The recent Oxford-Hachette labels the French gentilhomme “historical,” with only the meaning of a member of the gentry or aristocracy.  (English “gentry” is cognate in its French origin with “gentle.”)  
And by the way, of course, the usual French word for what we call “mister” (from old “master”; Italian messer), or a “gentleman” as in democratic phrases like “ladies and gentlemen,” is another piece of hierarchical talk brought down to earth, “my senior, my superior,” “my sire,” “sir,” monsieur.  It had not been brought down entirely in 1830.  The hero of Stendhal’s The Red and the Black, Julien Sorel, a peasant’s clever son employed as tutor in the household of a local worthy, triumphs in Chapter 6 by earning the title of monsieur.  At first the monsieur is bestowed reluctantly by his employer, who wishes only that the newly hired tutor appear more dignified, to overawe his children:  “And now, Sir, for by my orders everyone in this house is to address you as Sir.”  But Julien shortly overawes them all with a display of his command of the New Testament in Latin: “This scene earned for Julien the title ‘Sir’: the servants themselves [who knew well that he was merely the son of a sawyer in town] dared not withhold it from him.”[footnoteRef:309] [309:  Stendhal 1830, p. 44 (Maintenant, monsieur, car d'après mes ordres tout le monde ici va vous appeler monsieur); p. 47 (Cette scène valut à Julien le titre de monsieur; les domestiques eux-mêmes n'osèrent pas le lui refuser).] 

In Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme Cléonte replies at length to My Sire Jourdain:
No one scruples to take the name [of gentilhomme], and usage nowadays seems to authorize the theft.  For my part, . . . I find that all imposture is unworthy of an honest man [honnête homme, that is,  honorable, in Huppert’s formulation “classically educated gens de bien”], and that there is a bit of cowardice in disguising what Heaven has born us into. . . and to give the impression of that which we are not.  I was born, certainly, of parents who held honorable [honorable] position.  I achieved honor [l’honneur] in the armed forces through six years of service. . . .  But . . . I say to you frankly [franchement, not honnêtement, as still often in French and English, though “honestly” is taking over] that I am not at all an aristocrat [gentilhomme].
Bourgeois Gentilhomme, 1670, act 3, sc. 12.
A few lines later Madame Jourdain advises her fool of a husband, who wishes “to have an aristocrat as son-in-law,” that “your daughter would do better to have an honest [that is,  honorable] man, rich and well-favored [un honnête homme riche et bien fait] than a beggarly and poorly built aristocrat” (gentilhomme).  In the big Hachette-Oxford nowadays both honnête homme and honnête femme are labeled obsolete.  Honnête itself is translated as “honest, decent, fair.”  The more normal modern French for the English “honest” applied to a person is intègre, sincere, franc; one who is honest in the sense of truth-telling about (something) is said être honnête au sujet de (quelque chose).  “Honestly” is honnêtement.  And the commercial proverb, “honesty is the best policy,” is rendered as honnêteté est toujour recompense, honesty is always rewarded.  Would that it were true, honest though it might be. 
A big 1987 dictionary of Italian notes that the root of onesto is Latin honestus, but does not trouble to mention its obsolete Latin and olden Italian meaning, “noble.”[footnoteRef:310]  The first four meanings given are in English translation 1. unwilling to violate moral law, 2. conforming to the moral law, 3. pure, 4. just—all of which are modern English “honest”; with two more: “[rarely] dignified,” and “[obsolete] handsome.”  The entry does not mention nobile, aristicratico, signorile, English “noble” in the social class sense, or onorevole, venerando, onorato, English “honorable” in the aristocratic sense—able to be honored, that is, taken for a literal aristocrat.  In the Concise Cambridge Italian Dictionary 1975 onesto does come late in the list of Italian words for “honorable,” though then in the modern sense, namely, “honest,” not in the original sense of “having aristocratic honor, that is,  high rank justified by noble blood or by military or other noble deeds.” [310:    Il Nuovo Zingarelli 1987, art. onesto, p. 1275.  ] 

Thus English and the commerce-drenched Romance languages from 1600 to the present embody the shift from honos meaning “aristocratic” to merely bourgeois “reliable.”  
What is surprising is that the identical shift occurs in non-English Germanic languages, too.  That is, in the Germanic languages during Shakespeare’s or Molière’s time the same honor-code meaning of “honest” is attached to an honesty = honor-word, though arising from an entirely different root than the Latin—in Dutch for example eer, aristocratic (and cognates in all the Germanic languages from Sweden to Austria).  Though from a different root it comes to have the same modern history as “honest” in the Latin-derived word of English, French, and Italian.  
In other words, both Romance and Germanic languages start at the same place in their expressions of honor in, say, 1500.  When the bourgeois south Netherlanders printed in 1516 the medieval romance Heinric  en Margriete van Limborch, I noted, they added that Sir Heinric would achieve eer, honor, by paying his debts generously: so sal men eer van u spreken, literally “so shall people honor of you speak,” if you act as a bourgeois and not only as a knight.[footnoteRef:311]  But the tale is still of knights and their ladies, of whom eer is routinely spoken.   In the twenty-first century the normal German word for pride is still Ehrsucht, “honor-seeking.”  ***Check to be sure, and compare with Dutch. The Dutch eer and German ehre ***check spelling of adjective still nowadays mean “noble, aristocratic”—like English “honorable” when used among wanna-be aristocrats on the dueling grounds.  The word persists in dead metaphors remembering hierarchy.  And indeed: "Meine Ehre heißt Treue ("My Honor is Loyalty.")—motto of SS.  Using it as a noun, the Dutch say de eer aandoen om, “to do [me] the honor of.”  Or a German politely answering the telephone will say, mit wem habe ich die Ehre zu spreken?—“with whom do I have the honor to speak?” [311:   Pleij 1994, p. 64.] 

But in Dutch and in German the addition of –lijk/-lich (-like) yielded an eerlijk/ehrlich that comes to mean simply “honest,“ like the modern English commendation of the truth-telling necessary for a society of merchants.  Thus too Danish and Norwegian aer, honor, parallels aerlig, honest.  In other words, the surprising fact is that both the Germanic languages and the commercial daughters of Latin developed from their respective root words meaning “aristocratic, worthy of honor” a new word appropriate to an increasingly bourgeois society meaning instead “truth telling, worthy of trust.”  
That is to say, in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries in both families of languages the primary and older and Iago-ite meaning of “noble, aristocratic, worthy of being honored,” fades, leaving mainly our modern notion of “that deals uprightly in speech and act. . . that will not lie cheat or steal.”[footnoteRef:312]  The title of the poem of 1705 by Shaftesbury’s opponent, Bernard Mandeville, is The Grumbling Hive: or, Knaves Turn'd Honest.  Mandeville—who not incidentally, though writing in English, was a Dutchman—meant by “honest” nothing like “partaking of nobility,” but instead “not cheating,” in the modern sense.  He cynically condemned such behavior as naïve and profitless: “Then leave complaints: fools only strive/ To make a great an honest hive.”[footnoteRef:313]  The honest/honor split is not sharp in Spanish, as one might expect in a society obsessed with honor in an old-fashioned sense.  Honesto in Spanish to this day does not mean “honest = truth-telling” but “chaste, modest, decent.”  By 1800 at the latest, many Romance and all Germanic languages have come to use the honesty word to mean pretty much exclusively "sincere, upright, truth-telling, reliable for a business deal."[footnoteRef:314]   [312:   Oxford English Dictionary [1928], “honest,” sense 3c. ]  [313:    Mandeville 1714 edition, line 409-410; “honest” in various forms occurs at lines 118, 225, 233, 257, 295, 334, as the silly virtue of a hive of bees who are neither prosperous in economy nor great in power.]  [314:    I wonder if the following is actually true; continue trying to get scholarly Slavic speakers to set me straight on it: The Slavic languages in modern times, like Spanish, appear not to have separated the two meanings as sharply.  In Czech, for example, čestný means both “honorable” and “honest,” as does the Polish Latin-imported honorowy, meaning both noble and truth-telling.  On the other hand the non-imported Polish word for "noble" is czcigodny, cognate from the same root cześć with the Czech word, and uczciwy note the u- is now "that will not cheat.”] 

Honesty now means honesty.

 *      *      *     *
If you can stand any more of this sort of evidence, consider that translations of the New Testament register the change, too, though unevenly.  In many recent translations of the Parable of the Dishonest Manager into English the word “honest” is used in the sense of “upright, plain dealing.”  The Greek is adikias, literally “un-just.”  Thus the New Revised Standard Version (1989) of Luke 16:8 is “And his master commended the dishonest manager.”  The New English Bible (1961) is “And the master applauded the dishonest steward.” The New International Version (1973-1984): “The master commended the dishonest manager.”  Thus also the Weymouth NT and the World English Bible.  But the New American Standard (1960-1995), the Darby Version, and Young’s [old] Literal Translation use “unrighteous,” and Douay-Rheims and Webster’s use the wholly Greek-justified “unjust.”  The Basic English Bible makes do with plain “false.”
In the earlier context in which English “honest” meant “aristocratic” the word is never used in its modern sense of “fair-dealing.”  Thus the King James (1611) version of Luke 16:8 speaks of the “unjust,” not the “dishonest” steward, which as I said is a literal translation of the original Greek.  On the other hand, the merely seven occurrences of “honest” in the King James, all in the New Testament, appear to mean “righteous” (as in Greek, dikos, just) in the sense of following the law, of Moses or of Jesus.  
In other languages having the same problem with the older meaning of “honest” it is similar.  The States’ Bible of the Dutch (1618-19) calls the steward onrechtvaardigen, “unrighteous.”  Some versions of Luther’s Bible calls him den ungetreuen Verwalter, the unfaithful manager, a mistranslation in context (since pistos, “faithful,” occurs two verses down in contrast, not in parallel, to dikos).  But anyway it is not unehrlich, modern “dishonest”—which in 1545 would have suggested the irrelevant “un-aristocratic.”  The modern (1912) Luther and the Schlachter (1951) give like Dutch ungerechten, “unrighteous.”  A recent translation into Afrikaans calls the manager oneerlike, that is, “dishonest” in the modern sense, as in modern Dutch.[footnoteRef:315]  But a 1953 Afrikaans version was using the more accurate onregverdige, “unrighteous,” as did Norwegian (1930) and Swedish translations (1917).[footnoteRef:316] [315:   Bybelgenootskap van Suid-Afrika, Die Nuwe Testament en Psalms.  Capetown: CTP Boekdrukkers, 1983]  [316:   For all this see the astonishing website The Unbound Bible, http://unbound.biola.edu/index.cfm?method=searchResults.doSearch] 

In French the old (1744) Martin and Ostervald (though in a 1996 revision) use “unfaithful” and the Darby uses “unjust.”  The French Jerusalem uses the modern malhonnête.  In Italian the steward is in the Giovanni Diodati Bible (1649) l’ingiusto fattore and in the Riveduta (1927) il fattore infedele.  No disonesto about him, with its whiff of unaristocratic.  The modern Catholic Vulgate uses “unfairness,” following the Greek—not the Latin for “dishonest” in the modern sense, which would be sincerus, probus, simplex, antiques, frugii depending on the shade of meaning.  Spanish translations simply call him malo and leave it at that.  
The sociologist Norbert Elias noticed in his book of 1939 the same shift.  “Courtoisie, civilité and civilisation mark [in French] three stages of a social development,” that is, from distinction by membership in a court, to distinction by membership of a restricted urban society, down to a universalization of, say, table manners by an entire society, rich and poor, urban and rural.[footnoteRef:317]  The changing fortunes of “honesty” signals that the old civilization, which was dominated by warriors and latterly by courtiers, needed above all a word for rank.  Our civilization dominated by merchants and latterly by manufacturers and recently by risk capitalists needs instead a word for reliable truth telling.  Nowadays the fancy word is “transparency.”  And so from 1600 to 1776 this new civilization in northwestern Europe came into being, in its words. [317:   Elias 1939 (1966/2000), p. 88.] 


*       *       *       *
The English, I say, were notorious in the age of  Sir Francis Drake and Elizabeth herself for a proud, decidedly unbourgeois way of acting.  Elizabeth professed to have no doubt, as the Spanish Armada sailed up the English Channel, that “we shall shortly have a famous victory over those enemies of my God, of my kingdom, and of my people.”  A Dutch businessman in 16… declared of the still aristocratic English that “the people are bold, courageous, ardent and cruel in war, but very inconstant, rash, vainglorious, light and deceiving, and very suspicious, especially of foreigners, whom they despise.”[footnoteRef:318]  Of these qualities only courage and the suspicion of foreigners survived the embourgeoisfication of England, 1689 to the present.   Jeremy Paxman, who is among the numerous tellers of the tale to use the Dutchman’s quotation, remarks that by the late nineteenth century the English had came to be viewed, as having on the contrary “honesty [in our modern and bourgeois sense], prudence, patriotism, self-control, fair play and courage.”[footnoteRef:319]  Evidently something had changed.   [318:    Rye p. 7, quoted in Paxman, p.  35.]  [319:    Paxman, p. 63.] 

The language changed early.  It is merely a materialist prejudice, I say again, that rhetoric always lags behind the reality to which it refers.  The world-making dropping of the theistic hypothesis by Hobbes and Spinoza in the seventeenth century, for example, was not a consequence of, say, the means of production.[footnoteRef:320]  Philosophically speaking the materialist prejudice is that in the first place real interests and incomes happen, and then words are fashioned to refer to them.  The prejudice only makes sense when one has assumed implicitly a reference theory of language, the notion that words are merely labels for pre-existing things in the world.  Yon sheep is to be named sheep.  But it is one of the main discoveries of the humanities in the twentieth century that the reference theory of language, while helpful for learning Italian or Afrikaans (“Bread is pane or brood”), is nothing like a complete theory of how we do things with words.  Since Saussure and Wittgenstein (Mark II) and Burke and Austin and the rest we have known that language speaks us as much as we speak language, and that we construct a world with it, or the world is constructed for us.  Saussure noted in his posthumously published lectures (1916), for a minor example, that “mutton” in English is for the meat on the table, as the Norman masters called it, while the Anglo-Saxon shepherds outside in the cold kept calling it Germanic-origin “sheep.”  In French there is no such distinction, as also not in bœuf, beef, and the rest of the edible animals and their corresponding meals.  The major examples are speech acts, as John Austin dubbed them, that drive our personal and national histories: “I thee wed”; “I ask that the Congress declare that . . . a state of war exists between the United States and the Japanese Empire.”  [320:   Cite Israel.] 

So also in the matter of attitudes towards trade.  "Credit" comes from creditus, "believed."  Each of the hundred-odd quotations in the Oxford English Dictionary illustrating the noun and the verb date from after 1541, but most of the commercial quotations during the sixteenth century are suspicious of it.  An act of 34-35 Henry VIII (that is, 1542) noted that “sundry persons consume the substance obtained by credit of other men.”  Shame on them.  But contrast the neutral language of Locke in 1691: credit is merely “the expectation of money within some limited time.”  A shift in talk had taken place, 1542-1691, and a shift in the ideological support for innovation.  How did this take place? 



&Chapter 16: 
Novels and Plays Measure It, Too 

The virtue of prudence rose in prestige in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.  By the middle of the eighteenth century British men—especially the men—delighted in claiming prudence for their own behavior and a cynical supposition that others were motivated similarly.  Thus Adam Smith initiated the economist’s delight in the unintended consequences that lay in wait for busybodies or that up-valued the actions of the merely selfish.  Benjamin Franklin and Samuel Johnson both account for their own behavior in prudential terms, rather than in noble or in religious terms, and go about prudently measuring Gulf Streams and Scottish castles.
The voice of the novelists, beginning with Defoe (1661-1731), who pioneered the genre in English, is clearly bourgeois.  The eighteenth and especially the nineteenth-century roman eventually comes to be focused indeed on the bourgeois home, in sharp contrast to adventure yarns, long called “romances,” whence the standard French word for the novel.  A "romance" was since the middle ages a tale of knights or shepherds idealized.  The Greeks and Romans had novels on more mundane matters, such as dinner parties.  So from the twelfth century did the Japanese, for example, focusing on love and courtly life, and these written famously by women.  Defoe’s version arose out of bourgeois romances like Dekker’s, out of broadsheets and pamphlets giving the news of prodigious storms and terrible murders, and out of a rich devotional literature of English Puritans.[footnoteRef:321]  The leading case is Robinson Crusoe (1719), but Defoe wrote also in his realist style Journal of a Plague Year (DDDD) and his masterpiece of the proto-novelistic genre, Moll Flanders (DDDD; this among hundreds of other publications: the man was a publishing house of bourgeois propaganda). [321:   As J. Paul Hunter 1990 argues.] 

The novel is associated in every way with the middle classes, which is an old point in literary criticism, made most enthusiastically by left-wing critics from the 1930s on.  An English novel was a novelty about the middling sort.  As the South-African novelist and critic J. M. Coetzee put it recently in his introduction to an edition of Robinson Crusoe, “for page and page—for the first time in the history of fiction—we see a minute, ordered description of how things are done.”[footnoteRef:322]  How things are done, savoir faire, is precisely the virtue of prudence that Defoe praised in all his writings.  Defoe’s imagination, as a nineteenth-century French critic wrote on the eve of the clerisy reacting to all things bourgeois, was that of a man of business.[footnoteRef:323]  The realism  ***Give analysis from If You’re So Smart, maybe supplemented by Coetzee’s novel Foe. [322:   Coetzee 1999 in 2001 (2002), p. 24.]  [323:   Hippolyte Taine DDDD (Hist Engl Lit), quoted in Coetzee 1999 (2002 [2002], p. 25.] 

The realist novel perfected by the English and then successively by the French and the Italians and the Russians and the Germans was hostile to non-bourgeois cultures.  (Indeed, the recent turn to magic realism and postmodernity in the novel registers the strongly anti-bourgeois feelings of the twentieth-century clerisy.)  As Coetzee said in an essay about the twentieth-century Egyptian novelist, Naguib Mahfouz, the realistic novel devalues tradition—“it values originality, self-founding,” as though the founder of a business, not putting high value on the invented traditions of an ancient family.  “It imitates the mode of the scientific case study or the law brief rather than the hearthside fairy tale.” As the realistic novel was being devised the scientific revolution was gathering in prestige and the law was becoming the occupation for bourgeois younger sons.  Writes Coetzee, the novel before high modernism “prides itself on a language bereft of ornament,” reaching its height in Hemingway’s one true sentence.  It focuses “on the stead, prosaic observation and recording of detail,” as in Crusoe’s struggles with the raft and the canoe.  “It is just the kind of vehicle,” Coetzee concludes, “one would expect Europe’s merchant bourgeoisie to invent in order to record and celebrate its own ideals and achievements.”[footnoteRef:324]  There is some slippage here: it was the sons and daughters of the literal gentry, or the literal clergy, who above all wrote the novels, not the offspring of merchants.  And so the best of the English novel does not directly celebrate buying low and selling high. [324:    Coetzee 1994 in 2001 (2002), p. 227.] 

In his survey of its history 1727 to 1783 Paul Langford characterizes England as by then thoroughly bourgeois, “a polite and commercial people” (in the phrase from Blackstone that Langford uses as his book’s title).  He quarrels repeatedly with the more usual notion that aristocratic values ruled in the age of the Whig grandees.[footnoteRef:325]  The “seeming passion for aristocratic values,” for example, evinced in the vogue for spas (such as Bath) and seaside reports (such as Brighton), ”depended on a middle class clientele, the upper middling sorts described in Jane Austen’s novels.  Britain in the eighteenth century was a plutocracy if anything, and even as a plutocracy one in which power was widely diffused, constantly contested, and ever adjusting to new incursions of wealth, often modest wealth.”  As early as 1733, Langford claims, “the shopkeepers and tradesmen of England were immensely powerful as a class.” “Bath owed its name to the great but its fortune to the mass of middling.”[footnoteRef:326]  [325:    Langford DDDD,  pp. 5, 61, 105.  ]  [326:   Langford, pp. 5, 30, 107.  Recheck quotations and make sure I’ve not accidentally appropriated his phrases!] 

Something evidently happened in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.  The first voice of theorizing in English is Addison: “With The Spectator the voice of the bourgeois,” Basil Willey declares, “is first heard in polite letters, and makes his first decisive contribution to the English moral tradition.”  Addison was “the first lay preacher to reach the ear of the middle-classes,” though it would seem that for the less high-brow of the middling sort that Defoe scoops him by a decade or so.  “The hour was ripe for a rehabilitation of the virtues [against Restoration cynicism], and [Addison and Steele] were the very men for the task.”[footnoteRef:327]  ***Here work on The Spectator, esp. Steele.  Decades later, incidentally, the Dutch return the favor of the Addisonian project, under the heading of “Spectatorial Papers” in explicit imitation and against a perceived corruption of the bourgeois virtues—the wannabe aristocratic sins of French manners, effeminate men, nepotism, and sleeping late.[footnoteRef:328]  [327:   Willey, pp. 221, 223, 228.]  [328:   Sturkenboom 2004.] 

:
Here Addison, and then Steele as crushing blow
Addison was the fencing and dancing master, the teacher to the bourgeoisie, teaching them politesse.  Part of the [socialogist’s] argument about manners:

Cato: A Tragedy
and selected essays
Joseph Addison
Edited by Christine Dunn Henderson
and Mark E. Yellin
With a Foreword by Forrest McDonald
libert y fund
Indianapolis, 2003

The play (1713) resonated in the 18th C.  Why exactly is now clear to me.  I looked for signs of a change, a line or sentiment of approbation for the bourgeoisie that could not have come out of a 16th and early 17th-century play, but they were not there.  The project of Cato in 1713 is identical to that of the Spectator (dates): namely, to tame the “barbarous” interests by sweet ethics.  The Earl of Shaftesbury’s implied audience would seem to be his fellow aristocrats.  But Addison and Steele were speaking to the middling sort {evidence].

The cry of “Liberty” in the eighteenth century was necessarily a cry for the benefit of the bourgeoisie.  It is an old point, but true, that the aristocracy and gentry did not require liberation, and no one but a handful of radicals like Paine and Burns or the left wing of the French Assembly took very seriously the liberty of The People.  The cry of “tyranny” was always against the old powers of aristocracy and gentry when allied with the King.  In the hands of the American founding brothers it was, too, an appeal against imperial power, and was so used.  Civic republicanism was remade into a bourgeois program by such plays as Cato.  The character of Cato appeals to bourgeois notions of liberation from subordination to The Quality—though paradoxically Cato is himself a person of quality, an aristocrat like Caesar.  The battle between aristocrats is reappropriated for its uses in dignifying the bourgeoisie.  Note the contrast between Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar or Antony and Cleopatra, which like Cato are retellings of the fall of the Roman Republic.  Caesar is the hero of Julius Caesar, and the public sin is rebellion against the constituted authority—as one would expect in anxious Elizabethan times.  In Cato, however, Caesar’s courting of hoi polloi is damned.  It is precisely the middle ground of liberty for the middling sort that made the play so useful to the bourgeoisie.  
Teaching politesse to the bourgeoisie was the project of self-improvement books (q.v.).  To understand its import one needs to understand the picture of the typical aristocrat.  Into the nineteenth century the typical heir to an aristocratic title, and his imitators, was seen as a gambling, arrogant fool.  The country gentleman was devoted to his dogs and hunting, in the manner of Squire Western in Tom Jones.  And so a noble, abstemious patriot like Cato the Younger could be applauded by bourgeois audiences.  The question is how the bourgeoisie, and lower gentry, used the rhetoric of honor.  John Adams, a provincial lawyer, gloried in Cato.  The values of an aristocratic society linger, and are reappropriated for lives of lawyering or merchanting.
Addison anticipated Smith’s Impartial Spectator (which by itself is an aristocratic principle of ethics).  The play’s themes of theatricality, imagination, and idealized spectators are echoed in Spectator 231’s “in our solitudes, we should fancy that Cato stands before us, and sees every thing that we do” and in Addison’s Spectator 10 assertion that his work is addressed to “everyone who considers the world as theatre, and who desires to form a right judgment of those who act in it.”
 

Cato was a model for the American revolutionaries.  Thus Cato (Act IV, sc. 4)
“what pity is it          81
That we can die but once to serve our country!”  

It was a warning against civil war in Britain:

The last lines of Act V: 
From hence, let fierce contending nations know
What dire effects from civil discord flow.
’Tis this that shakes our country with alarms,
And gives up Rome a prey to Roman arms,         110
Produces fraud, and cruelty, and strife,
And robs the guilty world of Cato’s life.


Act 1, sc. 4: Against martial virtues alone:
Juba
These all are virtues of a meaner rank,
Perfections that are placed in bones and nerves.
A Roman soul is bent on higher views: 30
To civilize the rude, unpolished world,
And lay it under the restraint of laws;
To make man mild, and sociable to man;
To cultivate the wild, licentious savage
With wisdom, discipline, and liberal arts— 35
The embellishments of life; virtues like these
Make human nature shine, reform the soul,
And break our fierce barbarians into men.

In same scene Juba characterizes a stoic Cato: 

While good, and just, and anxious for his friends,
He’s still severely bent against himself;
Renouncing sleep, and rest, and food, and ease,

Act II, scene 1:
Cato’s prudent warning after Sepronius’ (false) eloquence in favor of resisting Caesar

Cato
Let not a torrent of impetuous zeal
Transport thee thus beyond the bounds of reason:
True fortitude is seen in great exploits,                      45
That justice warrants, and that wisdom guides,
All else is towering phrensy

Such a remark is impossible in the mouth of a Shakespearean aristocrat.

Addison and Steele in The Spectator:

Usual sneering at trade, as encouraging Avarice:
Spectator, No. 55
Thursday, May 3, 1711:

Of Pepper, and Sabean Incense, take
With thy own Hands, from the tir’d Camel’s Back,
And with Post-haste thy running Markets make.
Be sure to turn the Penny; Lye and Swear,
’Tis wholesome Sin: But Jove, thou say’st, will hear.
Swear, Fool, or Starve; for the Dilemma’s even:
A Tradesman thou! and hope to go to Heav’n?


“having no Fears to alarm them from abroad, indulge themselves in the Enjoyment of all
the Pleasures they can get into their Possession; which naturally produces
Avarice, and an immoderate Pursuit after Wealth and Riches.”  The usual worry in the 18th C, based on Roman examples.  The curious admiration for Sparta, for example.


A rare commendation of economic matters, though under liberty (Spectator, No. 287
Tuesday, January 29, 1712): “Riches and Plenty are the natural Fruits of Liberty, and where
these abound, Learning and all the Liberal Arts will immediately lift
up their Heads and flourish.”

But Steele was more directly the propagandist for the bourgeoisie.  His play (put it here).  A lower class, and much more insistent version, was Defoe. Read more Defoe, but bring in Crusoe and Moll
*       *       *      *
Wright’s old Middle-Class Culture in Elizabethan England (1935) is surely still correct in claiming that the education of the English bourgeoisie during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the scholarly and even scientific habits that Deborah Harkness (2007) has recently emphasized, made the “sudden” emergence of a literate and confident class late in the seventeenth and early in the eighteenth century less surprising.
 “The gospel of work, one of the most significant articles of the bourgeois dogma,” Louis Wright declared long ago, “was promulgated with great earnestness during the period of Puritan supremacy and paved the way for the later apotheosis of business, which has colored the entire outlook of the modern world” (Wright 1935 p. 656).  He offers little evidence of this himself, and what matters here is how the society in general felt about work.  No doubt a merchant urged himself and his fellows to work at accounts and correspondence into the night.  But as long as a gentleman is defined to have no avocation at all, except rattling swords and composing sonnets, the turn has not been reached.

*       *       *       *
Loftis has argued that the eighteenth-century theatre testifies to a new admiration for the bourgeoisie.  While commending Loftis for his energy in research the economist Jacob Viner offered "the simpler hypothesis. . . that as soon as merchants came to the theatre in sufficient numbers the dramatists would provide fare which would retain them as customers."  Viner thus appeals to the Rise of the Bourgeoisie in its simplest economistic form—not as a rise in prestige originating in the superstructure but a rise in sheer numbers originating in the base.  It is a cruder form of the Clark Hypothesis.  Viner may be right about the eighteenth century.  [***counter evidence in Loftis/]  But in general the relation between actual and implied audience is not so simple.  [***look into Wayne Booth's thinking on just this point.]  Shakespeare flattered his aristocratic and especially his royal audiences, but his actual audience contained numerous merchants of London [check in Shake. literature; also % of population that was merchant; ask John Huntington].  The director of Wall Street (DDDD) assaulted financial capitalism, but many a financial capitalist gloried in the movie [check in Wall Street Journal; Financial Times]
The crux is bringing bourgeoisie into the full light of honor.  It happens in Britain around 1700.  (Remarkably, it happens in Japan, too, about the same time, at least in the merchant academies of Osaka).[footnoteRef:329]  The comedy of the Restoration had still sneered as Shakespeare and his contemporaries had at the bourgeoisie.  But matters changed in the early eighteenth century.  In their book An Open Elite?  England 1540-1880 DDDD) Lawrence Stone and Jeanne C. Fawtier Stone noted the change.  The attempt during the seventeenth century to claim the honored aristocratic values for the bourgeoisie failed, dying “of its own. . . implausibility, and was crushed under the avalanche of satirical plays and pamphlets. . . in which the figure of the merchant continued to be portrayed in stereotypical terms that went back to antiquity.”  Early in the eighteenth century, by contrast, “at the hands of men such as Addison and Steele. . . [the overseas merchant at least] was now portrayed as a responsible and sober citizen, . . . whose commercial activities were recognized as . . . the basis of the nation’s prosperity and greatness.”[footnoteRef:330] [329:   See the discussion in McCloskey 2006, pp. 121-122.]  [330:   Lawrence and Lawrence, DDDD, p. 192. ] 

A “cit,” from “citizen,” is in Johnson’s Dictionary “a pert low townsman.”  The word would have arisen in reaction to the seventeenth-century empowerment of the bourgeoisie.  The newly defined “squirearchy” would have such a word frequently in its mouth, to sneer at the bourgeoisie.  A merchant of Bristol, Mr. Sealand (“sea-land” which about covers it), replies in Steele’s play of 1723 {***? 1722], The Conscious Lovers, that 
Sir, as much a cit as you take me for, I know the town, and the world.  And give me leave to say that we merchants are a species of gentry that have grown into the world this last century, and are as honorable, and almost as useful, as you landed folks, that have always thought your selves so much above us.  For your trading, forsooth,  is extended no farther than a load of hay, or a fat ox.  You are pleasant people, indeed, because you are generally bred up to be lazy.  Therefore, I warrant you, industry is dishonorable [to you]. [footnoteRef:331] [331:   Steele 1723, Act IV, sc. 2, as also the next quotation.] 

The cringe was still there—in the “cit” word, and in the absurd (though sarcastic) “almost as useful” in evaluating the merchant “species of gentry” against the country version Mr. Sealand duels verbally against the other and high-status gentry-father in the play, and the playwright allows him to win:
Sir John Bevil:  Oh, Sir, . . . you are laughing at my laying any stress upon descent.  But I  must tell you, Sir, I never knew anyone but he that wanted [that is,  lacked] that advantage turn it into ridicule.
Mr. Sealand:  And I never knew anyone who had many better advantages put that into his account. 
Even Mr. Sealand’s witticism is expressed in the bourgeois language of accounts.
Voltaire wrote with definite sarcasm ten years later, “I don’t know which is the more useful to the state, a well-powdered lord who knows precisely when the king gets up in the morning. . . or a great merchant who enriches his country, sends orders from his office to Surat or to Cairo, and contributes to the well-being of the world.”  And still later, Johnson On how innocent the getting of money was.  And later still, in 1844, on the eve of the Great Conversion against innovation among American and other scholars, Emerson: “There are geniuses in trade, as well as in war. . . .  Nature seems to authorize trade, as soon as you see the natural merchant. .  . .  The habit of his mind is a reference to standards of natural equity and public advantage; and he inspires respect, and the wish to deal with him, both for the quiet spirit of honor which attends him, and for the intellectual pastime which the spectacle of so much ability affords.”  
Early in that bright morning of bourgeois power, in 1731, George Lillo (1693-1739), a jeweler of London, wrote The London Merchant,: or, The History of George Barnwell, his second play and his first success. It inaugurated the bourgeois tragedy, and was imitated in France and Germany a quarter century later in the bürgerliches Trauerspiel.  The history of the play eerily parallels Dekker’s The Shoemaker’s Holiday 132 years before, and the contrast between the two neatly exhibits the change in attitude.  Like Dekker, Lillo was of Dutch origin (he was supposed to be the son of a Dutch jeweler).  Like Dekker’s, Lillo’s play was after its initial success performed yearly for the benefit of the young bourgeois of the City, invariably at Christmas down to 1818, and often on the Lord Mayor’s Day in November.  Like The Shoemaker’s Holiday, it was “judged a proper entertainment for the apprentices, etc., as being a more instructive, moral, and cautionary tale than many pieces,” as the original producer and star of it, Theophilus Cibber, put it.  And like The Shoemaker’s Holiday it is clumsy, below the best standard of its age (Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus of 1588-89, for example, not to speak of Shakespeare; or John Gay’s The Beggars’ Opera of 1728), but was very successful indeed.  From 1702 to 1776 it was the third most often produced English play.[footnoteRef:332] [332:   McBurney 1965, pp. xi-xiii, for the information in the paragraph.] 

The plot was drawn from an old street ballad, set in the Armada time of 1588 (Britain in 1731 had recently again been at war with Spain).  In the Child ballad version
“Nay, I an uncle have; 
At Ludlow he doth dwell; 
He is a grazier, which in wealth 
Doth all the rest excel. 
  
"Ere I will live in lack, 
And have no coin for thee, 
I'll rob his house and murder him." 
"Why should you not," quoth she. 
The tale was known well enough that the “fine, powdered sparks” (in the phrase from the poet laureate Colley Cibber’s “Epilogue”) who attended the first performance brought along copies of the broadsheet, which the playwright had hawked around the town by way of advertising on the day before the opening, intending to sneer at the play itself.  But, Colley’s son Theophilus claims, they stayed to weep.  The 18-year old George Barnwell, apprenticed to a good merchant of the City, is tempted by Mrs. Millwood the whore to steal from his master of the bourgeoisie and then murder his uncle of the gentry for money.  Barnwell and Millwood both end on the gallows, but Barnwell is blessed by true repentance.
The play praises the bourgeoisie throughout—as some modern critics put it, “almost militant in its pride in the middle class.”[footnoteRef:333]  “Honest merchants,” declares the elder Thorowgood at the beginning of the play, at all times contribute to the happiness of their country (I, I, p. 293;  compare Voltaire).[footnoteRef:334]  Thorowgood then asserts what was contested in the 1730s, that “as the name of merchant never degrades the gentleman, so by no means does it exclude him.”[footnoteRef:335]  Lillo lays it on thick.  Thorowgood instructs his other, virtuous apprentice Trueman “if . . . you should be tempted to any action that has [even] the appearance of vice or meanness in it, upon reflecting upon the dignity of our profession you may with honest scorn reject whatever is unworthy of it.”  The big merchants dealing in foreign goods came to stand at the height of bourgeois dignity.  Forty years later, in Richard Cumberland’s sentimental comedy, The West Indian, a character addresses the elderly merchant, Stockwell (epithets as names were conventional at the time): “a merchant of your eminence, and a member of the British parliament, might sure aspire, without offense, to [marry] the daughter of a [rich gentry, West Indian] planter.”[footnoteRef:336]  In 1731 such a hierarchy-offending proposal had been more controversial, and Lillo had therefore to claim virtue for his merchant more insistently.  In the same opening scene Thorowgood, on exiting, instructs his assistant to “look carefully over the files to see whether there are any tradesmen’s bills unpaid.”  Like the death of Little Nell, it would require a heart of stone to read the set-up scenes of The London Merchant without laughing.  But in seriousness, is it not a matter of virtue to pay one’s tailor?  What kind of person accepts the wares of tradesmen and then refuses to give something in return?  No merchant he.  [333:   Nettleton, Case, and Stone 1939 (1969), p. 595.]  [334:   Act, scene, and page references are to the Modern Library edition, edited by Quintana]  [335:    1731 [1952], p. 294.  ]  [336:   Cumberland 1771, Act I, scene I, ll. 3-5, Nettleton, Case, and Stone, p. 715.] 

Thorowgood’s eligible daughter Maria continues the aggressively pro-bourgeois propaganda, refusing to appear before “men of quality.”  “The man of quality who chooses to converse with a gentleman and merchant [note the mixing] of your worth and character,” she says, “may confer honor by doing so, but he loses none” (I, i, p. 295).  And later the master merchant Thorowgood instructed the good apprentice Trueman against Max U: “I would not have you only learn the method of merchandise . . . merely as a means of getting wealth.”  On the contrary, the bourgeois life “is founded in reason and the nature of things.”  “It promotes humanity,” he continues, in a line of reasoning used often to defend merchants, “as it has opened and yet keeps up an intercourse between nations far remote from one another in situation, customs and religion; promoting arts, industry, peace and plenty; by mutual benefit diffusing mutual love from pole to pole” (III, I, pp. 311-312).  Trueman answers as though he were John Bright or Richard Cobden defending free trade in the nineteenth century: “I have observed those countries where trade is promoted and encouraged do not make discoveries to destroy, but to improve, mankind” (III, I, p. 312).  (In DDDD The Shoemaker’s Holiday took no such wide view of political economy.  The nation’s benefit was not in view, as increasingly it was later, from mercantilism to free trade.)  Trueman and Thorowgood then launch on mutual assurances on the desirability of European imperialism: “it is the industrious merchant’s business to collect the various blessings of each soil and climate,” with a little help from soldiers and ships, “and, with the product of the whole, to enrich his native country” (III, I, p. 312). 
The good apprentice Trueman is praised by his master in bourgeois style: “I have examined your accounts.  They are not only just, as I have always found them, but regularly kept and fairly entered.  I commend your diligence” (III, I, p. 312).  In this the bad apprentice Barnwell is found at once to be disastrously deficient, though he was promising in bourgeois virtues: “never was life more regular than his: an understanding uncommon at his [18] years; and open, generous manliness of temper; his manners easy, unaffected, and engaging” (III, I, p. 313).  Says Trueman of his wayward friend, “few men recover reputation lost—a merchant, never” (III, I, pp. 313-314).  The propaganda has a tacked-on air.  The play uses the word “interest” always opposed to virtue: the condemned Barnwell in his cell declares that is “not my interest only, but my duty, to believe and to rejoice in that hope” of heavenly forgiveness (V, ii, p. 331).  Lillo was attempting to shift tragedy from “princes distressed and scenes of royal woe” to “the circumstances of the generality of mankind," but was not quite up to the standard of Ibsen or O’Neill in such stuff.[footnoteRef:337]  His play was admired in Germany especially, serving as a model for a middle-class drama.  G. E. Lessing declared in 1756, “I would infinitely prefer to be the creator of The London Merchant than the creator of [Gottsched’s 1732 conventional tragedy based on French models and Addison’s Cato] Der sterbende Cato.”[footnoteRef:338]  [337:  Lillo 1731, “Prologue” and prose preface.]  [338:   Quote in Nettleton, Case, and Stone 1939 (1969), p. 596.] 

Laura Brown finds in The London Merchant a celebration of bourgeois values, such as "indulgent treatment of children, voluntary choice in marriage, wedded love, the intermarriage of merchant and aristocratic families, the appropriateness of bourgeois marriage at court, the prompt payment of tradesmen, and a general anti-Spanish nationalism and imperialism in keeping with contemporary political concerns." (Brown 1985, p. 185).  Polly Stevens Fields offers a feminist reading, noting that Mrs. Millwood, the whore, is the active agent in the play: “Millwood is hardly the ‘girl who can't say no’ from the male fund of fantasy; rather, she knows that her only commodity is her body. . . .  We may meaningfully regard Millwood, not Barnwell, as ‘The London Merchant’ of the title” (Fields 1999, p.2).  Mrs. Millwood could be speaking of merchants relative to “men of quality” as well as women relative to men when she says, “We are no otherwise esteemed or regarded by them but as we contribute to their satisfaction” (Act I, Scene II, p. 296).  In a ferocious scene in which she is apprehended she declares the revenge of women on men: “To right their sex’s wrong devote their mind,/  And future Millwoods prove, to plague mankind!” (IV, ii, p. 329).
And more, driving towards a conclusion. . . .



&Chapter 17:
Bourgeois England Loved Measurement

Public calculation is highly characteristic of the Thorowgoodian bourgeois world, such as the political arithmeticians of the seventeenth century, first in Holland and then in England and then in France.  The theory of probability might be thought to develop from an aristocratic concern for games of chance, but the concern becomes plebian, too, and anyway the theory is immediately applied to thoroughly bourgeois projects such as life insurance.  
The Dutch led.  The first person in Europe to suggest that accounting could be applied to the affairs of an entire nation, as though the nation were a business firm, appears to have been the inventor of the decimal point and was the discoverer of equal temperament in musical scales (both of which again were earlier Chinese discoveries), the Dutch mathematician and statesman Simon Stevin(us) (1548-1620).  Among other bourgeois schemes, Stevin persuaded the City of Amsterdam and the King of Sweden to adopt double-entry bookkeeping.[footnoteRef:339]  ***Find out more about Stevinus; read his book in Dutch  Simon Stevin:  De Thiende ('The Disme' or 'The Tenth' [1585  As late as 1673 Sir William Temple, astonished, was observing of the Dutch that “the order in casting up [that is,  accounting for] their expenses, is so great and general, that no man offers at [that is,  attempts] any undertaking which he is not prepared for, and [is not] master of his design before he begins; so as I have neither observed nor heard of any building public or private that has not been finished in the time designed for it.”[footnoteRef:340]   [339:   art. “Stevinus,” Encyl. Brit., eleventh ed., 1910-11  Find out more about Stevinus]  [340:   Temple, IV, p. 87.] 

The English were then not slow to adopt such rationality, or at least to claim it.  ***Pepys again, and naval accounts.  When in 1688 the stadholder William invaded England to stop a Catholic and pro-French king from surrounding the Netherlands, and to affirm the right of his wife Mary to the throne, the job was done with Dutch bourgeois efficiency, and stunned the world.  Sir William Petty announced his method of political arithmetic in 1690: “The method I take to do this is not yet very usual.  For instead of using only comparative and superlative words and intellectual arguments I have taken the course (as a specimen of the political arithmetic I have long aimed at) to express myself in terms of number, weight, or measure; to use only arguments of sense.”[footnoteRef:341]  It was a manifesto for a bourgeois age.   [341:  ] 

The coming of bourgeois statistics changed the rhetoric of politics.  By 1713, as the economic historian John Nye explains in his recent history of British-French commercial relations, the British makers of drink had long benefited from the prohibition of imports of French wine into Britain.  Britain and France had lately concluded their long and bloody quarrel over the Spanish succession.  A bill in Parliament proposed therefore to drop the wartime preferences for Spanish and Portuguese as against the usual French wines.  Unsurprisingly the existing importers of Spanish and Portuguese wines—there were of course no legal importers of French ones to speak up for the profits of that trade—objected strenuously.  A frantic river of pamphlets spilled out a rhetoric of accounting and quantities.  It was the first time, Nye notes, following G. N. Clark, “that the newly collected statistics on British trade entered the political debate in a substantial way,” serving “as a basis for the mercantilists’ published statements of economic doctrine.”  Note the date: in now Dutch-imitating England, 1713 was the first time that policy depended on numbers, this a century after the first such debate in Holland.  ***True?
The wine trades with Portugal, wrote one defender of the status quo, “have as constantly increased every year as we have increased the demand for their wines, by which means the navigation and seamen of this kingdom have been greatly encouraged.”  If French wines are allowed back into Britain the navigation and seamen will be ruined, because “small ships and an easy charge of men can fetch wines from France.”  And so “the greatest part of those ships must lie and rot, or come home dead freighted,” resulting in a rise in freight rates on British exports, to the detriment of the country’s treasure by foreign trade.  Another British pamphleteer reckoned that “the advantage to the French nation by having such a vent for their wines” was very great.  “The French king . . . would give a million of money to procure” it.[footnoteRef:342]  Another that  [342:   Nye 2006, a page or two after last  Get pages to correspond with published book] 

formerly the king of Portugal prohibited the importation of cloth into his kingdom. . . .  [The] prohibition was taken off on consideration that Portugal wine should pay [in Britain] one third less duty than French. . . .  Should the duty on French wines be lowered . . . . we very much fear that the French king will take the opportunity of introducing his subjects’ cloth into Portugal, which being of a thinner manufacture than the cloth of this nation, may be fitter for that country and their Brazils. . . .  We may forever lose the cloth trade in that kingdom[footnoteRef:343] [343:   Nye 2006, next page.] 

Such bourgeois, quantitative reasoning was in Britain rare a century before, though I repeat among the Dutch it was already commonplace in 1613.   "Constantly increased."  "The greatest part of those ships."  "A million of money."  "One third less duty."  In June of 1713 the bill to relax the duties on French wine was rejected, but not for the numerical reasoning on rational grounds.  The quantitative arguments on both sides were nonsensical.  The social accounting used was mistaken, sometimes positively wacko.  But an official rhetoric of quantitative prudence ruled.[footnoteRef:344]   [344:   Nye 2006, p. [get cite from final volume], “the Portugal trade furnishes us with some dying Commodities” Spelling and punctuation modernized.] 

As any teacher of economics does, I try to teach my undergraduate students to think prudently like the Dutch of the Golden Age.  In a recent course I assigned the students to calculate the costs and benefits of the automobiles that three-quarters of them operated.  I suspected that American college students were working many hours in non-studying jobs, skimping their educations, to pay for cars and pizza (though come to think of it, so do their parents.  My suspicion was of course confirmed.  Shame on them.  
But it seemed only fair for the professor herself to take the test.  It turned out that of all the owners of automobiles in the class the indignant professor was the most irrational.  My beloved seven-year old Toyota Avalon was costing me $4000 a year more than the same services would cost to get in other ways where I live in downtown Chicago.  Taxis stream by my front door on South Dearborn Street day and night.  On the other side of the accounts a parking place off-street was $160 a month, and the city’s meter maids on-street were cruelly efficient and parking, the car free on a secluded side street had resulted in three smashed windows in so many months.  So I sold the car.  And likewise, probably, so should you if you live in a city with public transport and taxis.  I suggest you do the calculation, and certainly do it for that third car that sits outside your house to be used if ever once a week.
But a rhetoric of calculation since the seventeenth century does not mean that Europeans actually were rational.  Many social scientists following Max Weber have mistakenly supposed they were, that a new skill with numbers and with accounts meant that Europeans even outside the counting houses had discovered true rationality.  “Instrumental rationality” is said to characterize the modern world.  No it doesn’t.  It characterized the rhetoric of the modern world, but by no means did it always make the Europeans actually more sensible than their ancestors, or their imperial victims.  The Europeans discovered how to talk rationality, which they then applied with enthusiasm to counting the weight of bird seeds one could fit into a Negroid skull and the number of Jews and Gypsies one could murder before lunch.  The numbers and calculation and accounts appeal to a rhetoric of rationality—terms of number, weight, or measure; only arguments of sense.  But they do not guarantee its substance.  
The numbers, for one thing, have to be good, or good enough for the purpose.  So does the accounting framework in which they are calculated.  So does the evaluative job they are supposed to do.  So does the ethical purpose of the whole.  These are heavy, heavy requirements, and any quantitative scientist knows that most people, including other scientists, commonly get them wrong.  They are major points of dispute and improvement in science.  For example, the technique of "statistical significance" used in certain quantitative fields such as medicine and economics—though not much at all in physics or geology or chemistry—turns out on inspection to be comically mistaken.  Hundreds of thousands of earnest researchers into cancer treatments and minimum wages have persuaded themselves that they are doing a properly bourgeois calculation when in fact the calculation is largely irrelevant to what they want to know.  Like businesspeople who thereby lose profits, yet pride themselves, when they allocate fixed costs to various branches of their business, the medical and social scientists who use so-called t or p or R “tests” are doing more than fooling themselves.  They are killing people and ruining economies.  The suspicion that "you can prove anything with statistics" is primitive, and is precisely wrong.  But in field after field of the intellect, from politicized census-taking to double blind experiments sponsored by Merck, the primitive gibe turns out to be approximately correct, at the 5% level of significance.[footnoteRef:345] [345:   If you are highly educated in such methods, and therefore find my claims crazy, or hard to believe, or simply stupid, you need to stop and read and think.  “My” claims have been made by a long series of statistical theorists from the very inventor of the phrase “statistical significance” down to the present.  See Ziliak and McCloskey 2008; McCloskey and Ziliak 2007.] 

In other words, that numbers have proliferated in the Bourgeois Era does not, as Max Weber and many others have believed, indicate that modern life is actually more “rational” than the life of ancient Greece or Shakespearean England.  It sometimes is, but it quite often is not, and in numerous cases in which numbers are mentioned it surely is not. Tour guides observe that American men want to know how tall every tower is, how many bricks there are in every notable wall, how many died here, how many lived.  They can then go home and report the numbers knowingly to their buddies at the coffee shop.  Samuel Johnson was in 1775 typical of his age and his gender in reporting the size of everything he encountered in his tour of the West of Scotland.  He used as a measuring device his walking stick (which he finally lost on the Isle of Mull).  By the 1850s the conservative critics of innovation, such as Charles Dickens, were becoming very cross indeed about statistics, introducing such counting characters as “Thomas Gradgrind, sir—peremptorily Thomas—Thomas Gradgrind.  With a rule and a pair of scales, and the multiplication table always in his pocket, sir, ready to weigh and measure any parcel of human nature, and tell you exactly what it comes to.  It is a mere question of figures, a case of simple arithmetic.”
As a calculating modern person, even an economist, before I sold my Toyota I first went on a big shopping expedition, as my mother prudently advised, and stocked up with $1500-worth of Barilla Thin Spaghetti and Manischewitz Thin Tea Matzos and other supposedly non-perishable necessities.  As an aid to such prudence I worked out little tables of equivalences, like the builder’s ready reference book: If you use ½ a carton of Quaker Instant Oats a week, and want two-years’ worth, that’s . . . let’s see, ½ x 52 x 2 = 52 boxes.  Calculation embodies a modern sort of prudence, even when it is as here slightly mad.  Three years after the shopping spree I still had by actual count, 11 cans of Pillar Rock Pink Salmon, but couldn't find the sell-by date on them.  Thus calculative rationality.  Auden wrote in 1940: "The measurable taking charge/ Of him who measures, set at large/ By his own actions, useful facts/ Become the user of his acts.”[footnoteRef:346]   [346:   Auden, “New Year Letter January 1, 1940," Part Three, p. 185.] 

In the stock market the so-called “chartists” or “technical analysts” promise to predict on the basis of elaborate calculations that have been shown repeatedly to predict no better than astrology.  Yet moderns rely on them, and news programs report them.  They are demonstrably absurd.  “The average of 20 analysts’ estimates,” it was soberly reported in the Chicago Tribune newspaper of August 4, 2008 (Business, p. 3, “BlackBerry Shooting to Score”) indicated that [the maker of BlackBerry] “In Motions’ stock will rise to more than $170 within a year.”  The stock sold on the day Bloomberg News issued the story at $120.15 a share, and so the wise, number-driven analysts were in effect predicting that an investor who bought In Motion today would earn for taking the free advice of the analysts [($170 - $120.15) / $120.15] = 1.415, or 41.5 percent in a year.  Good work if you can get it.  But if this were true what would be the price today have to be?  It would have to already be close to $170, or else one could earn, absurdly, 41.5 percent when investments elsewhere are earning 5 to 10 percent per year.  Likewise, if the “analysts” (one wonders why they are analysts if they possess such knowledge of the future: why aren’t they billionaires instead?) predict that house prices in Chicago will rise at 41.5 percent in the next year, then the prices must have already so increased, leaving no such extraordinary gain.  If a $20 bill lies on the sidewalk it will not lie for long.[footnoteRef:347]  The modern “rationality” of consulting “analysts” is not rational at all, though impressively quantitative. [347:   The full case is made is McCloskey 1990.] 

By now the bourgeois world claims to be ruled by little else than quantity.  Dickens was arguing about and against the spirit of the age.  In Chapter XV of Hard Times Louisa’s father is trying to persuade her to marry Mr. Bounderby by the mere batty citation of facts, only facts:
You are, we will say in round numbers, twenty years of age; Mr. Bounderby is, we will say in round numbers, fifty.  There is some disparity in your respective years, but in your means and positions there is none; on the contrary, there is a great suitability.  Then the question arises, Is this one disparity sufficient to operate as a bar to such a marriage?  In considering this question, it is not unimportant to take into account the statistics of marriage, so far as they have yet been obtained, in England and Wales.  I find, on reference to the figures, that a large proportion of these marriages are contracted between parties of very unequal ages, and that the elder of these contracting parties is, in rather more than three-fourths of these instances, the bridegroom.  It is remarkable as showing the wide prevalence of this law, that among the natives of the British possessions in India, also in a considerable part of China, and among the Calmucks of Tartary, the best means of computation yet furnished us by travelers, yield similar results.
Counting can surely be a nitwit’s, or the Devil's, tool.  Among the more unnerving exhibits in the extermination camp at Auschwitz are the books laid out for inspection in which Hitler's willing executioners kept neat records on every person whom they murdered. 
The formal and mathematical theory of statistics was largely invented in the 1880s by eugenicists, those clever racists at the origin of so much in the social sciences.  It was perfected in the twentieth century by agronomists--yes, unfashionable agronomists, at unfashionable places like the Rothamsted agricultural experiment station in England or at Iowa State University.  The newly mathematized statistics then became a cult in wannabe sciences.  During the 1920s, when sociology was a young science, quantification was a way of claiming status, as it became also in economics, fresh from putting aside its old name of political economy, and in psychology, fresh from a separation from philosophy.  In the 1920s and 1930s even the social anthropologists, those men and women of the fanciful, fantastic, or (I am using synonymous terms) sentimental, counted coconuts. 
And the economists, oh, the economists, how they counted, from the seventeenth century on, and still count.  Take up any copy of The American Economic Review to hand (surely you subscribe?) and open it at random.  To perhaps Joel Waldfogel, "The Deadweight Loss of Christmas" (no kidding: December 1993).  On p. 1331 you will find the following Table 1: 


	Average Amounts Paid and Values of Gifts

	
	Survey 1
	Survey 2

	Amount paid ($)
	  438.2
	508.9

	Value ($)
	  313.4
	462.1

	Percentage ratio of average value to average price paid
	    71.5
	  90.8

	Number of recipients
	   86
	58



Waldfogel is arguing that since a gift is not chosen by the recipient it is not worth what the giver spent, which leads to a loss compared with merely sending cash.  National income would be higher if we just gave money at Christmas.  (Who could not love such a loony science of Prudence?  It is a mere question of figures, a case of simple arithmetic.)
Economists are selected for their great love of numbers.  The joke is "I'm an economist because I didn't have enough personality to become an accountant."  A statistical argument is always honored in the Department of Economics.  Many non-economists on the contrary fear numbers, dislike them, dishonor them, are confused and irritated by them, to the point of parody:
PATIENT: So, I’m thinking of ending.
THERAPIST: Ending what?
PATIENT: Therapy.
THERAPIST: Why?  I think we’re making progress.
PATIENT: I don’t know.  It is been twenty years and . . . .
THERAPIST: Let’s not get caught up in “numbers.”[footnoteRef:348] [348:   Kenny 2008, p. 36.] 

But some important questions can only be answered with “numbers,” which the modern world has acknowledged, without always practicing it with sense or sensibility.  Twenty year is a long time in ordinary human terms to do pointless therapy.  Likewise, your age number is not the only important fact about you, and is certainly nothing like your Full Meaning ("You are, we will say in round numbers, twenty years of age; Mr. Bounderby is, we will say in round numbers, fifty").  But it is a number helpful for some purposes—ordinary conversation, for one thing; medical examination for another; yes, even marriage.  It is humanly useful to know that you grew up in the 1950s and came of age in the liberating 1960s: age 59 on September 11, 2001 (happy birthday).  Temperature is not the only measure of a good day.  Wind, sunshine, human events, and human-assigned significance matter.  That this is the month and this the happy morn of Christ's nativity has meaning beyond 30 degrees F.  But it is worth knowing, because humanly relevant, that the temperature on the blessed day was not -459.67 degrees F or 212 degrees F.  
Many of the things we wish to know come in quantitative form.  It matters—not absolutely, in God's eyes, but for particular human purposes—how much it will rain tomorrow and how much it rained yesterday.  For sound practical and spiritual reasons we wish sometimes to know How Much.  How many slaves were driven from Africa?  Perhaps 29 million (the population of Britain at the height of the slave trade was about 8 million, to give one relevant scale), more than half going east, not west, across the Sahara or the Indian Ocean, not the Atlantic.  How has Cuba fared under Communism?  Income per head in Cuba has fallen by a third since 1959, while in the Dominican Republic, Chile, Mexico, Brazil, and indeed in Latin America and the Caribbean generally it has more than doubled.  Over one million Cubans left the country.  How big is immigration to the United States now?  Smaller in proportion to population than it was in 1910.  And on and on and on. 
(You can see from the examples that no claim is being made here that numbers are by nature peculiarly "objective," whatever that pop-philosophical term might exactly mean, or "non-political," or "scientific."  Numbers are rhetoric, which is to say humanly persuasive.  In the three cases I freely admit that I am trying to persuade you to not take the Atlantic slave trade as the whole story, to dislike what Fidel did to Cuba, to welcome immigration.  We agree in a particular persuasive culture to assign meaning to this or that number, and then can be persuaded to this or that view of the matter, sometimes by the number, sometimes by the very prestige of numbering in our culture, sometimes in irritated reaction to the prestige.  Pebbles lie around, as the late Richard Rorty put it; facts of the matter do not.  It is our human decision to count or weigh or mix the pebbles in constituting the pebbly facts.) 
So counting is not in itself a sin of modern life.  It is an expression rather of the high modern prestige of the characteristically bourgeois virtue of prudence.  Counting is only a sin, as other pieces of prudence are, too, when practiced without the other virtues in attendance—as admittedly it often is.  In any case bourgeois Europe showed its love of profit and loss in its love of numbers, and by invented the statistical chart, and the decadal census of population, and by 1930 all the imposing if often silly rhetoric of t tests and R-squares.  In few cases were the numbers relevant to instrumental rationality.  Napoleon was until 1812 a genius of calculation in war, but the generals at Verdun and the Somme, deeply educated in military statistics, chose not stand on his rational shoulders.  Élan was supposed in 1916 to overcome barbed wire and machine guns ("Courage!  On les aura!").[footnoteRef:349]  Bureaucracies in railroading and steel making and insurance collected masses of numbers.  But most of the numbers were beside the point in deciding to expand, contract, build, or close.   [349:  Though Engen (2006) makes a plausible case that in World War I the “cold-steel” doctrine of bayonet charges was a reasonable way to inspirit men to rush fiercely across a fire-swept no-man’s land, rather than pointlessly to stop and aim and shoot.  ] 

What the modern fascination with charts, graphs, figures, and calculations does show, in other words, is that moderns admire prudence.  It does not show that they practice it.  Supposing mistakenly that admiring calculation is the same thing as practicing rationality might be called the Weber Error.  Body counts in Vietnam did not show that American policy there was in fact prudent.  What changed from Shakespeare's time to Dickens' time was the rhetoric of quantification, and the social prestige of people like merchants and engineers and economists who specialized in it.  The change in quantification announced the modern world, the change in prestige made it .



&Chapter 18
The New Values Triumphed down to 1848

[The chapter, like the last two, is too long now; 
split when finished]

Rhetoric might ride as a little wave of talk upon deeper currents of biology or interest or the means of production.  Much of social science and history for most of the twentieth century assumed so.  I don’t think the assumption was correct.  I don’t think it is obvious, or even very sensible, to assume always and without scientific inquiry that matter always trumps mind.  
My friend the economist Mark Blaug once said to me, in effect, "Isn't it remarkable that much of moral conduct doesn't need explicit ideology, because much of the socialization of people is tacit.  Isn't it the tacit socialization at your mother's knees—and perhaps even the biological imperative in your father's genes—that must be explained?   Do we need to drone on and on about theories of ethics and their historical change?"  His remarks are anti-verbal: look for interest, he says, and instinct.  Follow the money.  Set aside the mere words.  In this he joins many social theorists of his generation.
And I answer to Blaug: I understand your impatience, and agree that interest is always worth examining.  And some of the socialization is tacit, and some even is hardwired.  It seems to be hardwired at any rate in the broad method of, say, social shaming, if not in the detailed rules about what exactly is shameful.  We are hardwired, for example, as another economist friend of mine, Alexander Field, argues, not to kill each other on meeting.[footnoteRef:350]  The usual monster of self-interest imagined by economists and many other observers of society would not hesitate for an instant. [350:  Field **date).] 

But of course even in this case we can rather easily be socialized by words, even at our mothers' knees, to kill the enemies of Rome on meeting, or at any rate at a convenient distance.  The particular enemies are highly specific to a culture and time, demonized in an ideology, often explicit.  An ideology of German superiority socialized Germans to kill Poles.  An ideology of British imperialism socialized Englishmen to kill Zulus.  An ideology of American manifest destiny socialized Americans to kill Sauk and Sioux.  I repeat: of course.  And it is not minor matter.  Humans are both hard-wired and soft-wared.  We can read at least part of the software's code, because it is expressed in the lines and especially between the lines in Molière's plays and Jane Austen's novels, in Paine's Common Sense and in Johnson's colloquies, in Candide and in The Sorrows of Young Werther.
I think—it is no astonishing discovery, but anyway it is what this book is arguing—that in northwestern Europe and especially in England the ruling ideology changed a great deal from 1600 to 1710 and then from 1710 to 1848, from Shakespeare's time to Addison's time, and then further to Macaulay's, with a significant mile mark reached at Adam Smith and 1776.  In 1774 Edmund Burke, Irish born, told the freemen of Bristol who had just elected him and another man to Parliament, “We are now members for a rich commercial city; this city, however, is but a part of a rich commercial nation, the interests of which are various, multiform, and intricate.  We are members for that great nation, which however is itself but part of a great empire. . . .  All these wide-spread interests must be considered; must be reconciled if possible.”[footnoteRef:351]  Such a declaration of Burke’s intention to represent the commercial interests of the nation as much as the city, and the empire as much as the nation, would have been strange in 1674 and bizarre in 1574.  The characteristic European site for thinking and acting moved from an French aristocrat's estate to an English bourgeois' town.  And the change had big consequences. [351:   Burke 1774, p. 56.] 



*        *        *       *

In evidence of the change in rhetoric towards 1800, consider what looks at first like a hard case.  The characters in Jane Austen’s six mature and finished novels, published between 1811 and 1817, are of course smallish landholders and their pastors, mainly the lesser gentry, with the Army and the Navy off stage.  She never portrays, and hardly mentions, the real heights of England’s tiny aristocracy.  Her dedication of Emma to the Prince Regent, for example, was famously compelled.  "3 or 4 families in a country village," she writes to her niece Anna in 1814, "are the very thing to work on."[footnoteRef:352]  We hear little or nothing of dukes and duchesses, and not much of the major county gentry.  The horrid Lady Catherine de Bourgh of Pride and Prejudice “likes to have the distinction of rank preserved,” as evoked by her Norman-style name (though you might also observe that it is suspiciously bourgeois).  Austen’s people bring along with their rise into the gentry an attitude of disapproval for the gaming tables and dueling grounds of the real aristocracy, or the obsession with hunting among the county bloods.  “Drunk as a lord” is still proverbial.  In the early nineteenth century, as Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall put it, the “claim [by the English middle class] to moral superiority was at the heart of their challenge to an earlier aristocracy.”[footnoteRef:353]  Part of the embourgeoisfication of England 1600 to 1848, as F. M. L Thompson has long argued, consisted of tempering the upper classes with bourgeois values.[footnoteRef:354]  Dukes took to walking about in sober business suits and serving as honorary board chairmen for gas works.   [352:   Penelope Hughes-Hallett, ed., The Illustrated Letters of Jane Austen NY: Clarkson Potter, 1991, p. 118.]  [353:   Davidoff and Hall 1987, p. 30.]  [354:   Cite Michael.  FML Thompson, ***check his book on bourgeois values among gentry and A] 

In the other class direction, Jane’s servants and children are entirely silent—barely mentioned.  Her country villages seem bare of agricultural workers—contrast Hardy fifty years on.  We hear of Mrs. Charles nursery-maid, but we do not hear her speak, or hear of the children who thronged these households.  Remember that Jane's mother had eight children, six sons and two daughters.  Yet the classes of children or servants or farm workers are all silent.
And none of Austen's major characters are conventionally bourgeois.  “Characters in Austen,” observes Markman Ellis, rather overstating Austen’s position, “express a profound distaste for trade. . . .  A consistent stream of conservative opinion throughout the eighteenth century continued to argue [against Addison and Steele and Defoe and NNNN] that active engagement in commerce vitiated any claims to gentility.”[footnoteRef:355]  In Austen’s finished novels not a single merchant or manufacturer is so much as mentioned, though it is less surprising when one realizes that Austen Country, like Dickens country later on, was the south and southwest, the least industrial parts of England at the time—though London had only recently given up its ranking as the chief manufacturing area in Europe, and was still the trading hub.  The most ordinarily bourgeois figure is Robert Martin, the farmer-suitor of Harriet Smith.  Emma snobbishly persuades Harriet not to accept his offer, until the very end of the novel.  Her unfinished Sanditon, though, does deal with the bourgeoisie—Jane’s favorite brother Henry (1771-150), who was a successful banker for a long time in London, had just gone bankrupt in the economic slump after Napoleon had been defeated.  One wishes on that trivial ground, too, that she had not died at age 41. [355:   Ellis 2005, p. 416.] 

So Austen wrote in a bourgeois genre, but did not on the whole bother with tradesmen.  An anti-trade snobbery reigns within the tiny class that she examines, at least among the minor characters, or among the misled major characters.  Marilyn Butler argued in a classic study that Austen was a right-wing figure, an anti-Jacobin: “the crucial action of her novels is in itself expressive of the conservative side in an active war of ideas.”[footnoteRef:356]  But it is not exactly our twentieth-century ideological war.  Other conservatives, like the poet William Cowper, whom Austen joined many of her contemporaries in admiring, were not anti-capitalist, though they worried—as Adam Smith did, too—about the dangers of excess.  They were often anti-urban, that is, hostile to massed humanity, much in the spirit of recent radical environmentalism.  Thus Cowper in The Task:  [356:   Butler 1975, p. 298, quoted in Abigail Williams 2006, p. 56.] 

And burghers, men immaculate perhaps
In all their private functions, once combined,
Become a loathsome body, only fit
For dissolution, hurtful to the main.
Hence merchants, unimpeachable of sin
Against the charities of domestic life,
Incorporated, seem at once to lose
Their nature; and, disclaiming all regard
For mercy and the common rights of man,
Build factories with blood, conducting trade
At the sword’s point, and dyeing the white robe
Of innocent commercial Justice red.
Cowper, The Task, Bk. IV, lines 671-682
In citing the passage Markman Ellis takes it as saying that “in its modern form, commerce had grown cruel and corrupting in its search for profit at all cost.”[footnoteRef:357]  His reading seems rather a projection of the hostility to trade among the clerisy after 1848.  It is not in the text, which is about the evils of “man, associated and leagued with man,” whether for aristocratic or bourgeois purpose.  The bourgeoisie after all were “men immaculate perhaps/ In all their private functions” and the merchants “unimpeachable of sin/ Against the charities of domestic life,” and commercial justice began “innocent,” all of which would be highly unlikely descriptions in a clerisy instructed by Marx.  Jane Austen would not have drawn a moral from Cowper, as Ellis does, that “in the calculating spirit of trade . . . the enduring virtues of the English gentleman were narrowed, hardened and corrupted.”[footnoteRef:358]  That’s late nineteenth-century rhetoric, not Jane’s.  True, she was not a radical bourgeois writer, not at all.  But she was not a modern socialist, either. [357:   Ellis 2005, p. 416.]  [358:   Ellis 2005, p. 417.] 

No celebration can be found in Austen of entrepreneurship or the thrusting enterprise of new men, to put it mildly.  Not at all.  But neither was she opposed to calculation or trade—merely favoring the country village as its site.  What makes prudence into greed in her more foolish characters is precisely the absence of balancing justice or love or faith or temperance.[footnoteRef:359]  She frequently visited in London the grand house of her brother Henry, who acted before and after her death as her literary agent, and showed no outrage towards his banking business, and certainly no outrage against her own profits from the literary trade.   [359:   As Jason Douglas pointed out to me.] 

And yet I would say—again, nothing original about it—that our Jane is highly economistic, and in this way bourgeois.  For one thing she celebrates, if on a tiny social stage, the idealism of ordinary life that characterizes modernity, and economics.  And it is a feature of the English novel from Robinson Crusoe forward that before they venture, the characters plan, consider, agonize about their material condition.[footnoteRef:360]  One would do so in ordinary life, as against a heroic or holy or peasant-habitual life.  The contrast is sharp with the medieval romance down to its parodic transformation in Don Quixote.  Austen neither honors nor laughs at the heroic aristocratic gestures, the Christian martyrdom, the peasantly, goyisher-kop impulse.  Calculation—dignified in self-conscious ethical development by the major characters and absurdly undignified in self-absorbed pursuit of narrow interest by many of the minor characters—is the ticket.  It is the ticket to emotional maturity and to marriage, and marriage was the literal business of young women of the gentry, a truth universally acknowledged.[footnoteRef:361]  At age 13 Jane was already capable of Austenian irony about the whole business, and indeed about the ticket, writing of “Mr. Wilmot of Wilmot Lodge . . . the representative of a very ancient Family & possessed besides his paternal Estate, a considerable share in a Lead mine & a ticket in the Lottery.”[footnoteRef:362] [360:   As Chris Findeisen pointed out to me.]  [361:   Cf. Thompson 1990.]  [362:   In her juvenile novel “Edgar and Emma,” quoted in Copeland 2005, p. 319.  I can’t Resist including the Significant Capitalization.] 

The novel and the science of economics, called then "political economy," grew up at the same time as the novel, and share the subject of calculation about ordinary life.  Alessandro Manzoni, the Italian Tolstoy, devoted an entire chapter of his masterpiece I Promessi Sposi (The Betrothed 1825-26, 1840; Chapter 12) to explaining the dire consequences of interfering with the grain market.  You could reprint it for a lecture in Economics 101.  But Austen, like Richardson and Manzoni, advocates both sense and sensibility, that is, both prudence and love among the traditional principal virtues.  Those are the virtues honored.  In this she is strikingly bourgeois, understanding the word as praiseworthy, not merely another word for “greedy.”  The bourgeoisie has sense, and calculates, if not always correctly.  But the good bourgeois has sensibility, too, and loves, if not always wisely.
Notice how impossible a carelessly aristocratic sentiment is in an Austen novel.  Responsibility, honor/honesty in the bourgeois sense of keeping your word, and above all “amiability,” her most admired quality, play a larger part.  Edgy heroism of a boy's sort does not.  Doubtless Austen’s brothers Frank and Charles were gloriously heroic, and urged their men once more unto the breach.  You didn’t rise in His Majesty's navy of Lord Nelson and Horatio Hornblower and Jack Aubrey to the rank of Admiral of the Fleet, as both of her sailor brothers did, without physical courage.  The large Army and especially the large Navy of her time provided quasi-aristocratic careers for the sons of the lower gentry, like the brothers.  Peter Earle suggests that the wars of the eighteenth century financed by sinking funds and the like “provided a useful niche for the younger sons of gentlemen, a trend which was eventually . . . to encourage a snobbish disdain for business as the eighteenth century went on.”[footnoteRef:363]  A similar pseudo-aristocratization of the middle class, with a similar consequence in reversing the admiration for a business civilization, happens in Germany during the late nineteenth century on a much larger scale, to provide the officers for the gigantic armies of the Empire, mobilizable in weeks.   [363:   Earle 1989, p, 73.] 

But in Austen's little world of 3 or 4 families in a country village, as in the Royal Navy, the most necessary virtue was the bourgeois virtue of prudence.  Naval officers were of course expected to do their utmost, and were hanged if they didn’t, to encourage the others.  But they were expected to be prudent as well as courageous.  No wild charges for the guns, no throwing away an expensively trained life on gestures, no endangering a £105,000 ship Victory of His Majesty’s Navy ($420 million in present-day terms) by being an illiterate, peasantly navigator or a careless, aristocratic fighter.  
In Austen the admiration of prudence is undercut, of course, when it shows as prudence only.  The minor characters are often insanely prudent, mothers pushing their daughters up the marital tree, for example, with a single-mindedness that would delight a Samuelsonian economist.  Of Lucy Steele’s success in the business of marriage in Pride and Prejudice our author remarks: “The whole of Lucy's behavior in the affair, and the prosperity which crowned it, therefore, may be held forth as a most encouraging instance of what an earnest, an unceasing attention to self-interest, however its progress may be apparently obstructed, will do in securing every advantage of fortune, with no other sacrifice than of time and conscience.”[footnoteRef:364]  Or more famously, consider Mr. Collin's proposal to Elizabeth in Pride and Prejudice, an anticipation of Mr. Gradgrind’s argument to Louisa in Hard Times: [364:   Oxford Illustrated ed., p. 376.] 

My reasons for marrying are, first, that I think it a right thing for every clergyman in easy circumstances (like myself) to set the example of matrimony in his parish.  Secondly, that I am very convinced it will add very greatly to my happiness; and thirdly—which perhaps I ought to have mentioned earlier, that it is the particular advice of the very noble lady whom I have the honor of calling patroness.[footnoteRef:365] [365:   Pride and Prejudice, p. ] 

But the major characters never talk in this idiotically prudence-only way.  They talk instead Smithian economics.  Their behavior, and their talk about their behavior, always mixes prudence with love and justice and temperance and moral courage, as Smith always did.  At any rate they achieve such admirable ethical balance by the last pages of the novel.  They struggle.  As the literary critic Elsie Michie argues, Jane Austen and Adam Smith are both chiefly concerned with the good and the bad that can come out of the pursuit of interest and the possession of wealth.  “The changes in the depiction of the rich woman as we move from Pride and Prejudice to Mansfield Park to Emma,” Michie writes, “show Austen wrestling with the ambivalences we find in Smith's writings: the sense that in a commercial culture the desire for wealth will be both beneficial and harmful and the need to find a way to acknowledge and accept the universality of such self-interested impulses while at the same time imagining psychological and social mechanisms that will keep them in check.”[footnoteRef:366] [366:   Michie 2000. ] 

The two virtues of the classical and Christian seven that are missing from Austen are the same ones missing also from Adam Smith (of whom it seems Austen got the gist indirectly; though her father’s library of 500 books doubtless had Smith anyway)—transcendent hope and faith and love of God.  That is, Jane is not a Romantic novelist, even though she concerned herself exclusively with romance in its very recent sense of “affairs of the heart.”  She does not take art as a model for life, and does not elevate the artist to a lonely pinnacle of heroism, or worship the Middle Ages, or have any of the other obsessions of Sir Walter Scott and later Romantics.  Her Northanger Abbey, written it appears in the same year as Coleridge and Wordsworth’s Lyrical Ballads, was a spoof on the proto-Romantic gothic novel. 
In this ethical connection what is especially odd is that she is not, either, much of a Christian novelist, or at any rate her characters, whether major or minor, make little of their Christianity.  Hope and faith and love of God are Christian virtues.  So the Christians had claimed from earliest times.  But the Neo-classicism of the eighteenth century had put religion aside, without usually going all the way to the atheism that became so common a century later among advanced thinkers such as Hardy or Zola.  The Romanticism after Austen revived talk of hope and faith and a love for Art or Nature or the Revolution as a necessary transcendent in people's lives, and the Sentimental Revolution of the 1780s in England had anticipated Romance.  Yet Austen deals lightly with the transcendent.  She was a daughter of a clergyman, courted by clergymen, and a sister to two clergyman, and the aunt or-great-aunt-in-law to clergymen.  As a friend put it to me, “In an Austen novel you can’t spit without hitting an Anglican clergyman.”  But she rarely mentions God, and uses the official word for an Anglican clergyman, “priest,” only once in her books.[footnoteRef:367]  We know from other sources than her mainly a-religious novels (though the heroine of Northanger Abbey is Christian to set off the pagan absurdities of the gothic novel) that she was an eighteenth-century, broad-church Anglican.  She clearly was no Enthusiast.  She writes to her beloved niece Fanny Knight, advising her on a suitor: “and as to there being any objection from his Goodness, from the danger of his becoming even Evangelical, I cannot admit that.  I am by no means convinced that we ought not all to be Evangelicals, and am at least persuaded that they who are so from Reason and Feeling, must be happiest and safest.”[footnoteRef:368]  Note the mix of Reason and Feeling, sense and sensibility—showing, that is, a lack of understanding of the Evangelical temper.  She therefore, writes Michael Wheeler, “eschews the kind of fervent religiosity that characterizes much of the religious fiction of her day.”[footnoteRef:369] [367:   Wheller 2005, p. 409, in Mansfield Park.  The OED remarks on “priest,” however, that “in the nineteenth century more prominent in English regional (Northern) use,” and became later “associated with High Church and Anglo-Catholic circles.”]  [368:   #108, 18 Nov 1814 in R.W. Chapman, ed., Jane Austen: Selected Letters Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1955, 1985, p. 174.]  [369:   Wheeler 2005, p. 412.] 

It has often been remarked, further, that Austen is bourgeois in the sensible concern she has for money.  Edward Copeland entitles both of his contributions to recent handbooks for the study of simply “Money.”[footnoteRef:370]  Oliver McDonagh ***check spelling observed that Jane “was accustomed from childhood to hear money matters discussed in informed and detailed fashion; and the lessons she learned were driven home by her own comparative poverty.”[footnoteRef:371]  My undergraduate students who come from farms and other small businesses have the same informed grasp of the value of money, which eludes students from more privileged backgrounds.  In the letter just quoted Jane tells the heiress Fanny that Mansfield Park has sold out its first edition.  "I am very greedy and want to make the most of it; but,” adds Aunt Jane to the young heiress in a sharp turn, “you are much above caring about money.  I shall not plague you with any particulars."[footnoteRef:372] [370:   Copeland 1997, 2005.]  [371:   McDonagh, Jane Austen: Real and Imagined Worlds New Haven: Yale University Press, 1991, p. 44.]  [372:   Chapman, ed., p. 175f.] 

Samuel Johnson said that no one but a blockhead wrote except for money, and Jane was no blockhead.  She writes to her sister Cassandra expressing her pleasure in making so much as £400 from writing, twenty times the average annual income of a working family at the time—think in modern terms of royalties accumulating to $600,000.  As Marilyn Butler explains, she felt in her last six years, 1811-1817, that she was an Author, because she was making money at it.[footnoteRef:373]  It was her independence, and bespoke a prudence, temperance, hope, and courage similar to that of her sailor brothers.  It was a bourgeois standard: when the buying public pays, you are a professional.  In Chapter 8 of Persuasion, Austen’s last published novel, Captain Wentworth reminisces about a commercial triumph in capturing enemy vessels:  "Ah! those were pleasant days when I had the Laconia!  How fast I made money in her.”  Nobody but a blockhead goes to sea except for money.  Or to put it another way, Jane’s banker brother Henry, after his post-War bankruptcy, became an Anglican priest (curate or rector after 1817; died 1850).  As Anthony Waterman has persuasively argued, in the early nineteenth century, before the rise of anti-commercial ideology in the European clerisy, there was nothing strange in this.[footnoteRef:374] [373:   Butler 1985, introduction to reissue of Chapman, ed., Jane Austen: Selected Letters, p. xxvi]  [374:   Cite Waterman.] 

Economics is the science of prudence, and prudence is the chief virtue of the bourgeoisie.  So Jane was in the narrow sense an economist in her life and in her fiction, a follower of sense.  But prudence is nothing like the only virtue, say Adam and Jane and I.  Austen is of the Bourgeois Era.  She is not attacking “the essentially selfish nature of the commercial imperative,” as Ellis puts it in his very modern way.[footnoteRef:375]  Her foolish characters are selfish, the very word she uses to describe Lucy Steele. [375:   Ellis 2005, p. 423.  He applies it to the slave trade, and implies that Austen took the slave trade as a synecdoche for bourgeois life.  Since the people who, as Ellis notes, “have some recent losses” on their West Indian estates are the Bertrams of Mansfield Park, the epitome of the gentry, Ellis’ figure does not seem to figure.] 

Put it to the test: imagine that her first published novel, Sense and Sensibility, had emerged from the press not in 1811 but in 1611.  No would have bought it, and it certainly would not have made its author pleased with her bourgeois professionalism.  The gentry of which it spoke were at the time often questionably literate, especially the women who were such a large share of the audience for the later English novel.  Unlike the urban bourgeoise, they had no need to do accounts and thus to read.  Novels at the time, like plays, were supposed to display startling events, not the gradual development of ethical character—that awaited Puritan moralists like Bunyan and then the secularized versions of Defoe and then Richardson and then Austen.  The only sympathetically portrayed bourgeois figure in Shakespeare, Antonio in the Merchant of Venice, startles us by impulsively agreeing to Shylock’s bargain in aid of Antonio’s beloved and aristocratic Bessanio.  Antonio shows true love by not calculating for as long as a single line.  Shylock calculates incessantly—or rather, miscalculates.  And so do Austen’s minor characters.  The major characters are more thoughtfully “rational.”
Austen, like Adam Smith, is above all an ethical writer.  In her novels nothing much happens, of course, because the happenings are internal.  If Austen is bourgeois, she is a model for good bourgeoisness—not sense alone, but combined with sensibility.  Not amiability alone, but also a prudent marriage.  (“I consider,” she declared in a letter, “everyone as having a right to marry once in their lives for love, if they can.”[footnoteRef:376])  True, she doesn't so much as mention stockbrokers or mill owners.  But so long after her death she has assumed a special place in the ethical education of the English-speaking, bourgeois world.  I am thinking of her apotheosis at the hands of the English critic F. R. Leavis in the 1930s.   It would alarm many of her readers then and now to say so, but her kind of people are the kind we want in our capitalist society—her major people, that is, who do not follow the modern economists, as her minor people often do, in relying on prudence only.     [376:   Letters, quoted in ] 


*       *       *       *
If the bourgeoisie rose sharply in prestige, with their central virtue, prudence, and if the change in values resulted in an obsession with innovation, the evidence ought to appear all over British and American society.  It does.[footnoteRef:377]  For instance, one proof that the Bourgeois Era had well begun by the early 19th century comes from a recent classic of English history, Family Fortunes: Men and Women of the English Middle Class, 1780-1850 by Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall (1987), a multi-generational portrait of two provincial families.  They were the Cadbury’s of Birmingham, Quakers selling tea, coffee, and at last chocolate, and the Taylors of Colchester, Evangelicals making and selling engravings and books.  “Serious Christians” they were, both.  “It is surely no accident,” wrote Donna Andrew in 1980, “that it was an Evangelical, Thomas Gisborne, in his Duties [An Enquiry Into the Duties of Men in the Higher and Middle Classes of Society in Great Britain: Resulting from Their Respective Stations, Professions, and Employments, 1794] who was among the first writers to use the term ‘middle class.’  Much of the evangelical literature was specifically addressed to this group and helped it to identify itself and its responsibilities.”[footnoteRef:378] [377:   I promise again that Bourgeois Rhetoric, the next volume of The Bourgeois Era, will offer more evidence.]  [378:   Andrew 1980, p. 429, n97.  She is not literally correct, since the first quotation in the OED is in fact 1745.  But as Dror Wahrman (DDDD) argues it was not until the Napoleonic Wars that the middle class was differentiated much from the lower and common people, especially in its self-image.  The early quotations in the OED entry therefore speak of “people of the middle or inferior classes” (1756).  For the very word “class” the OED notes that “higher and lower orders were formerly used” (italics supplied), until around 1800, when “orders” in this sense appears to die out except in consciously ironic uses.] 


They were influence by Mary Ryan’s 1981.  Cradle of the Middle Class; The Family in Oneida County, New York, 1790-1865.  Cambridge: 
The middle class was elevated to the degree that royals like George III behaved so.  George “in his later life . . . had embraced all those virtues increasingly adopted by the middling sort: piety, dignity, honesty [in a modern definition] and the love of a proper domestic life.” [footnoteRef:379]  His eldest son the long-suffering Prince Regent (then George IV) warred against middle-class values (and against his wife Charlotte who espoused them).  But his younger brother, the Duke of Clarence (then William IV), called a royal truce, and Farmer George’s granddaughter Victoria reigned 1837-1901 with great success by embodying bourgeois values.  The bourgeoisie’s “rejection of landed wealth as the source of honor and insistence on the primacy of the inner spirit brought with it a preoccupation with the domestic as a necessary basis for a good Christian life.”[footnoteRef:380]   Another testimony to the unusually bourgeois character of the English is that dueling ended there long before it did on the Continent (the last known English duel occurred in 1852).[footnoteRef:381] [379:   Davidoff and Hall 1987, p. 152.]  [380:   Davidoff and Hall 1987, p. 450.]  [381:   Andrew 1980, p. 432.] 


*         *         *       *

But after all, mere words can’t matter, can they?  Surely interests rule?  
Such a hermeneutics of suspicion itself arose from the new prestige of prudence, and came in the late nineteenth century to be shared by left and right.  The vulgar Marxist and the cynical reactionary both believe, against the words of Lenin and Hitler in the twentieth century, that words don’t matter—though oddly, as I have repeatedly noted, they keep on writing.  But in fact, for good or ill, since 1600 the words, ideas, rhetoric have come to matter steadily more, not less, even though the prestige of their name, “rhetoric,” has declined.  The materialists believe the opposite, that words matter less and less—in recent times expressed on the left by anti-corporatists and on the right by realists in foreign policy.  But it is the main burden of Enlightenment, free-market ideology, liberalism, Romanticism, post-Gramscian Marxism that words do matter.  The material conditions themselves say so.  A literate  electorate studying the words on TV or on the internet continues a wordy tradition in the West since the scholastic universities and Gutenberg.  The materialists may be correct scientifically speaking that interests rule, mainly.  Or they might not be.  It is an empirical matter.  But at the least their prudence-only rhetoric should not be taken as an end point of inquiry, the unexamined premise of a materialist argument.   
***Davidoff and Hall here, Family Fortunes: Men and Women of the English Middle Class, 1780-1850 (1987)

*       *       *      *

A good thing or bad, this triumph of bourgeois virtues?
“The postclassical world,” as ***NNNN Berry understands Adam Smith, “is irretrievably a world of strangers.”[footnoteRef:382]  Berry’s reply to communitarians such as Alasdair, MacIntyre, Charles Taylor (***?), and Michael Walzer, with their nostalgia for civic humanism, is essentially, “Too bad.”  “We must look to the public realm for rules . . . and to the private for virtue.”  One can sympathize with Berry’s position, noting the horrors that modern “moral communities of citizens” such as under fascism or communism or nationalism have perpetrated.  Berry (and old Adam Smith) have a lively appreciation of the corruptions possible, ranging from such mild misuses of  public activism as imperial preferences and protection all the way up to the aestheticization of the public sphere in the fascist state.   [382:   Berry 1992, p. 84.] 

But I have another reply: that we do in a commercial world bump regularly against strangers, but the strangers become friends.  To my friends (as indeed they are) the communitarians I say: your ends are achieved precisely by commerce.
Henry Maine a century and a half ago made the still-sound argument that cases of fraud imply the existence of a general trust: “if colossal examples of dishonesty occur, there is no surer conclusion than that scrupulous honesty is displayed in the average of the transactions.”[footnoteRef:383]  The muckrakers are liable to draw the opposite, and erroneous, conclusion: that a fraud is typical of the whole barrel.  Arthur Miller remarked on his play, All My Sons (1947, two years before Death of a Salesman), “If the . . . play was Marxist, it was Marxism of a strange hue.  Joe Keller is arraigned by his son for a willfully unethical use of his economic position; and this, as the Russians said when they removed the play from their stages, bespeaks an assumption that the norm of capitalist behavior is ethical.”[footnoteRef:384]  [383:   Ancient Law, London 1861, p. 307: check exact page in my copy; quoted in Searle 1998, p. 99.  ]  [384:   Miller, 1957, p. 170.] 

The growth of the market, I would argue, promotes virtue, not vice.  Most intellectuals think the opposite: that it erodes virtue.  And yet we all take happily what the market gives—polite, accommodating, energetic, enterprising, risk-taking, trustworthy people; not bad people.  Sir William Temple attributed the honesty of Dutch merchants in the seventeenth century “not so much [to] . . . a principle of conscience or morality, as from a custom or habit introduced by the necessity of trade among them, which depends as much upon common-honesty, as war does upon discipline.”[footnoteRef:385]  In the Bulgaria of socialism the department stores had a policeman on every floor—not to prevent theft but to stop the customers from attacking the arrogant and incompetent staff charged with selling goods that at once fell apart.  The way a salesperson in an American store greets customers makes the point: “How can I help you?”  The phrase startles some foreigners.  It is an instance in miniature of the bourgeois virtues. [385:   Temple, Iv, p. 83.] 

Even taking the calumnies of the clerisy against the bourgeoisie at face value, an ethics of greed for the almighty dollar is not the worst.  It is better, for example, than an ethics of slaughter with patrician swords or plebeian pikes.  ***This following repeatsDr. Johnson said, “There are few ways in which a man can be more innocently employed than in getting money.”  Commenting on Johnson’s remark, Hirschman notes that “The very contempt in which economic activities were held led to the conviction, in spite of much evidence to the contrary, that they could not possibly have much potential in any area of human endeavor and were incapable of causing either good or evil.[footnoteRef:386]”  The “evidence to the contrary” was not so great in 1775.   Adam Smith at the time saw only a modest growth arising from peaceful specialization. [386:   Hirschman 1977, p. 58.  ] 

The vulgar property developer Donald Trump, to take an extreme example, offends.  But for all the jealous criticism he has provoked he is not a thief.  He did not get his billions from aristocratic cattle raids, acclaimed in bardic glory.  He made, as he put it in his first book, deals, all of them voluntary.  He did not use a .38 or a broadsword to get people to agree.  He bought the Commodore Hotel low and sold it high because Penn Central, Hyatt Hotels, and the New York City Board of Estimate—and behind them the voters and hotel guests (and, let it be admitted, the powers and potentates)—put the old place at a low value and the new place, trumped up, at a high value.  Trump earned a suitably fat profit for seeing that a hotel in a low-value use could be moved into a high-value use.  An omniscient central planner would have ordered the same move.  Market capitalism can be seen as the most altruistic of systems, each capitalist working to help a customer, for pay.  Trump does well by doing good.  
Thomas Buddenbrook becomes the head of the family and “The thirst for action, for power and success, the longing to force fortune to her knees, sprang up quick and passionate in his eyes.”[footnoteRef:387]   But success at bourgeois occupations is success in mutually advantageous deals, deals in which Thomas delights, not the successful slaughter or double dealing recounted in the literature of aristocrats or peasants.   Greece even in Homer’s time was a commercial society, and one sees a trace of the merchant in the emplotment of Odysseus’ wanderings, “. . . and unbent sails/ There, where down cloudy cliffs, through sheets of foam,/ Shy traffickers, the dark Iberians come;/ And on the beach undid his corded bales.” But the character shows few townly virtues.    [387:   Mann, p. 200.  ] 

And even from a strictly individual point of view the bourgeois virtues, though not those of Achilles or Jesus, are not ethical zeroes.  The honesty of a society of merchants in fact goes beyond what would be strictly self-interested in a society of rats, as one can see in that much-maligned model of the mercantile society, the small Midwestern city.  A reputation for fair dealing is necessary for a roofer whose trade is limited to a city of 50,000.  One bad roof and he is ruined.  A professor at the University of Iowa refused to tell at a cocktail party the name of a roofer in Iowa City who had at first done a bad job (he redid the job free, at his own instigation) because the roofer would be ruined in town if his name got out in this connection.  The professor’s behavior itself shows that ethical habits of selfish origin can harden into ethical convictions, the way a child grows from fear of punishment towards servicing an internal master.  A rat would have told the name of the roofer, to improve the story.  After all, the professor’s own reputation in business was not at stake.  
The motto of the Buddenbrook family was “My son, attend with zeal to thy business by day; but do none that hinders thee from thy sleep at night.”[footnoteRef:388]  It is the bourgeois’ pride to be “a fair-dealing merchant,” with “quiet, tenacious industry,” to “make concessions and show consideration.” to have “assured and elegant bearing, . . . tact and winning manners,” a “liberal, tolerant strain,” with “sociability and ease, and . . . remarkable power of decision at a division” in the town Assembly, “a man of action,” making “quick decision upon the advantageous course,” “a strong and practical-minded man, with definite impulses after power and conquest,” but by no evil means.[footnoteRef:389]  “Men walked the streets proud of their irreproachable reputation as business men.”[footnoteRef:390]  Is it evil to hope that “one can be a great man, even in a small place; a Caesar even in a little commercial town on the Baltic”?  I think not.  What is wrong with “the dream of preserving an ancient name, an old family, an old business”?[footnoteRef:391]  Nothing.  [388:   pp. 42, 380, 209, 320, 144, 370, 34, 400,]  [389:   pp. 124, 57, 215,]  [390:   p. 243.  ]  [391:   p. 215.] 

But the point here is that increasingly in the eighteenth and then especially in the nineteenth century, neither did the elite and neither then did a wider swathe of European public opinion.  In 1953 Sol Tax lamented of Guatemala, “Europe and its offshoots embraced a business civilization.  The outcome was the Bourgeois Era and the Age of Innovation.  Long may it prosper.


&Chapter 19:
A Change in Talk Made the Modern World

Consider where we’ve gotten.
Once upon a time a great change occurred, unique for a while to Europe, especially after 1600 in the lands around the North Sea, and most especially in Holland and then in Britain.  The change had been foreshadowed in the Hansa towns such as Lübeck and Bergen and Dantzig, and in some trading towns of southern Germany, and in the prosperous little cities of Flanders and Brabant, in Barcelona, in the Huguenot strongholds of France, and especially in the northern Italian cities such as Venice, Florence, Genoa, and the rest.  It had been tried out a bit in other places and times—such as to a limited extent in late seventeenth-century CE Osaka, or it seems in second-century BCE Carthage, or “Tyre, the city of battlements,/ whose merchants were princes/ and her traders the most honored men on earth” (Isaiah 23: 8).  But after the Province of Holland and after the eighteenth century and after Britain—meaning to be precise northern and western England and parts of Lowland Scotland, with Amsterdam and London providing financial and trading services—the change persisted.  Then it spread to the world.
The change was the coming of a business-respecting civilization.  Much of the elite, and then also much of the non-elite of northwestern Europe and its offshoots, came to accept or even admire, in a word, the “bourgeois” values of exchange and innovation.  Or at least it did not attempt to block them, and even sometimes honored them on a scale never before seen.  Especially it did so in the new United States.  Then likewise the elites and then the common people in more of the world, and now, startlingly, in China and India and Brazil, undertook to respect or at least not to despise and overtax the bourgeoisie.  Not everyone did, even in the United States, and there’s the rub, and the promise.
It took many decades, and is not entirely complete.  Anti-bourgeois attitudes survive in bourgeois cities like London and New York and Milan, expressed around neo-aristocratic dinner tables and in neo-priestly editorial meetings.  The bourgeoisie is far from ethically blameless, of course, and the sneers are often justified.  The newly tolerated bourgeoisie has regularly, for example, tried to set up as a new aristocracy protected by the state, just as Adam Smith and Karl Marx said it would.  And anyway even in the embourgeoisfying lands on the North Sea the old hierarchy based on birth or clerical rank did not simply disappear on January 1, 1700.  In 1773 Oliver Goldsmith attacked the new sentimental comedies on the London stage as too much concerned with mere tradesmen (The London Merchant was an earlier, tragic version), whom he from a faux-aristocratic height found dreary.[footnoteRef:392]  He thought it much more satisfactory to display (to an audience of tradesmen and their wives) the foibles of aristocrats, or at least of the gentry and their servants, as in The Marriage of Figaro.  Tales of pre- or anti-bourgeois life have strangely dominated the high and low art of the Bourgeois Era.  Flaubert’s and Hardy’s novels, D’Annunzio’s and Eliot’s poetry, Sergei Eisenstein’s and Pier Paolo Pasolini’s films, not to speak of a rich undergrowth of cowboy movies and country music, celebrate peasant/proletariat or aristocratic values, and uniformly despise the bourgeoisie.  Oh, yes: a hard coming we had of it.   [392:   “An Essay on the Theatre,” quoted in Duthie 1979, p. xviii.] 

Yet the hardness was not mainly material.  It was ideological and rhetorical.  So at least some many historians and sociologists have argued, and even a few economists—Smith and Joseph Schumpeter and Albert Hirschman, to name three.  What made the modern world, as many economic historians are realizing, was not trade or empire or the exploitation of the periphery.  These were exactly peripheral.  Anyway imperialism had been routine in the Athenian or Sung or Mughal or Spanish empires.  Yet the empires, which were commercial empires, too, did not make a modern world.  Nor was a class struggle the maker of modernity, though Marx and Engels were wise to emphasize the leading role of the bourgeoisie.  Recent historians, unless Marxists of an older sort, have come to see the class struggle as precisely not the history of all hitherto existing societies.  But neither did a bourgeois civilization come from any of the engines of analysis of bourgeois and Samuelsonian economists.  The engines, whether Marxist or Samuelsonian, are well worth having, because in their own scientific realms they explain a good deal—and then by their failures outside their realms they exhibit how very much of human life depends on rhetoric and ideas.  Some modern Marxist economists, for example, would like to say that innovation came from a prudent struggle for power in the workplace, and that steam-driven looms and the like were just what bosses did to break proto-union power and to discipline the workforce.[footnoteRef:393]  There’s something in it.  But not much.  And modern Samuelsonian economists would like to say that a business-respecting civilization came from the prudent division of labor or the accumulation of capital or the increasing returns to scale or the expansion of international trade or the downward march of transaction costs or the Malthusian pressures on behavior.  There’s something in all of these, too.  But not much.  The limits of the prudence-only arguments of Marxists or Samuelsonians show how important are virtues other than prudence.  Expressed as a summary for economists: “What happened in the Industrial Revolution, 1750 to the present, was neither Karl Marx nor Paul Samuelson in the main, but Adam Smith and Joseph Schumpeter and Albert Hirschman.”  For everyone else: “Not matter, but mainly ideas.” [393:   Lazonick cite***; Marglin, “What Do Bosses Do?”***] 

The makers of the modern world of computers and frozen pizza were the new ideas for machines and organizations—especially those of the eighteenth century and after, such as the spinning jenny and the insurance company, and the new ideas in politics and society, such as the American constitution and the British middle class.  The new ideas arose to some modest degree from material causes such as educational investment and the division of labor, and even from the beloved of Samuelsonian “growth theorists” in economics nowadays, “economies of scale,” a renaming of the proposition that nothing succeeds like success.  Good.  But the pioneering innovations of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in Europe and its offshoots arose mainly from a change in what the blessed Adam Smith called "moral sentiments.  A unique rise of liberty, and especially a rise of talk about liberty, freed human innovation, in Holland starting in 1585, and in England and New England a century later.  That is, innovation came largely out of a change in the ethical rhetoric of the economy, especially about the bourgeoisie and its projects.  
Understand the words used here.  What follows repeats: put it back in introductory chapters You can see for one thing that “bourgeois” does not have to mean what conservatives and progressives mean by it, namely, “having a thoroughly corrupted human spirit.”  The bourgeois was viewed by the late-Romantic conservative Thomas Carlyle in 1843 as an atheist with “a deadened soul, seared with the brute Idolatry of Sense, to whom going to Hell is equivalent to not making money.”[footnoteRef:394]  Or from the other side, in 1996 the influential leftist historian of the United States, Charles Sellers, viewed the new respect for the bourgeoisie in America as a terrible plague which would during 1815-1846 “wrench a commodified humanity to relentless competitive effort and poison the more affective and altruistic relations of social reproduction that outweigh material accumulation for most human beings.”[footnoteRef:395]  Contray to such voice, bourgeois life is in fact good for us, and we should all have it.  The philosopher the late Richard Rorty viewed himself as a “postmodern bourgeois liberal.[footnoteRef:396]  Give it a try. [394:   Carlyle 1843 (Book III, Chap. Ii), p. 147.]  [395:   Sellers in Stokes and Conway 1996, p. ***Got to FIND]  [396:   Cite ***; admittedly the word “liberal” didn’t mean to him quite what it means to me.] 

That does not mean, however, that one needs to be fond of the vice of greed, or needs to think that greed suffices for an economic ethic.  Such a theory, dating from Bernard Mandeville’s (DDDD-DDDD***) Fable of the Bees, has undermined ethical thinking about the Age of Innovation.  It has especially done so during the past three decades in smart-aleck hangouts such as Wall Street or the Department of Economics.  Greed is not good.  Adam Smith didn’t say it was— if you think he did you need to exchange your Adam Smith tie for a library card.  Prudence is a great virtue among seven, but greed is the sin of prudence-only, the virtue of prudence when it is not balanced by the other six, and becomes instead a vice.  That is the central point of The Bourgeois Virtues (or for that matter Smith The Theory of Moral Sentiments, 1759), and will recur in Bourgeois Words.  
Nor has the Bourgeois Era led in fact to a poisoning of the virtues.  In a recent collection of mini-essays asking “Does the Free Market Corrode Moral Character?” the political theorist Michael Waltzer replies “Of course it does.”  But then he wisely notes that any social system corrodes one or another virtue.  That the Bourgeois Era surely has tempted people into thinking that greed is good “isn’t itself an argument against  the free market.  Think about the ways democratic politics also corrodes moral character.  Competition for political power puts people under great pressure . . . to shout lies at public meeting, to make promises they can’t keep.”[footnoteRef:397]  Or think about the ways socialism puts people under great pressure to commit the sins of envy or state-sponsored greed or environmental imprudence.  Or think about the ways the alleged affective and altruistic relations of social reproduction in America before the alleged commercial revolution put people under great pressure to obey their husbands in all things and to hang troublesome Quakers and Anabaptists.  That is to say, any social system, if it is not to dissolve into a war of all against all, needs ethics internalized by its participants (Waltzer puts his trust in ethical education arising from legislation.  On could have some doubts that a state strong enough to enforce such laws as Walzer [check spelling throughout***] would remain uncorrupted).  Contrary to a common opinion, in many ways the arrival of a bourgeois, business-respecting civilization did not corrupt the human spirit, despite temptations.  Mostly in fact it elevated the human spirit.  The Age of Innovation improved much behavior, and depended on the improvements.[footnoteRef:398]  Waltzer is right to add that “the arrogance of the economic elite these last few decades has been astonishing.”[footnoteRef:399]  So it has.  But the arrogance comes from the smart-aleck theory that greed is good, not from the moralized economy that Smith and Mill imagined, and in some respects saw around them, and which continues even now to spread. [397:   Walzer 2008, p. 20.]  [398:   For which see McCloskey 2006.]  [399:   Walzer 2008, p. 22.] 

And the Era of the Bourgeoisie did not thrust aside, as Charles Sellers elsewhere claims in rhapsodizing about the world we have lost, lives “of enduring human values of family, trust, cooperation, love, and equality.”[footnoteRef:400]  Good lives such as these can be and actually are lived on a gigantic scale in the modern, bourgeois town, freed from chill penury and the little tyrants of the fields.  In Alan Paton’s Cry, the Beloved Country John Kumalo, from a little village in Natal, and now a big man in Johannesburg, says, “I do not say we are free here,” certainly true for a black man under apartheid in South Africa in 1948.  “But at least I am free of the chief.  At least I am free of an old and ignorant man.”[footnoteRef:401]   [400:   Sellers 1991, p. 6.]  [401:   Paton 1948, p. 34.] 

Christianity and socialism, both, are quite mistaken to contrast a rural Eden to a corrupted City of Man.  The popular poet of the Sentimental Revolution, William Cowper, expressed in 1785 a cliché dating back to Hellenistic poetry: “The town has tinged the country; and the stain /Appears a spot upon a vestal’s robe, / The worse for what it soils.”  No.  This urban, bourgeois world we live in here below is not a utopia, God knows.  But neither is it a hell.  In Christianity the doctrine that the world is a hell is a Platonic heresy, the Gnostic one of Marcion, against which the Apostles’ Creed was directed.  At any rate our specifically bourgeois world should not be judged a hell by the mere force of a sneering and historically uninformed definition of “bourgeois.”  The judgment should depend on factual inquiry, not on the clichés of left and right politics 1848 to the present.  
Another word used here, “ethics,” as argued at length in The Bourgeois Virtues, is best seen as not exclusively about how you treat other people (by exercising the virtues of justice, secular love, and the altruistic part of courage).  Ethics is also about how you treat yourself (prudence, temperance, and the rest of courage) and how you treat your purposes in life (hope, faith, and transcendent love).  Ethics is a theorization of philosophical psychology.  The theorizing of ethics changed in Northwestern Europe in the eighteenth century—for the better in its application to the economy and polity, and for the worse in the understanding of the good life by some of the leading theorists.  The high theory in Kant and Bentham was abstracting away from ordinary life at the same time the low theory in Hume and Smith and the Anglican theorists of the new economy was developing an admirably practical and bourgeois cast.  
What is known as “virtue ethics,” rediscovered in England after 1958 by Elizabeth Anscombe and subsequently developed disproportionately by female philosophers (Alasdair MacIntyre counting as an honorary female), had been dropped in the late eighteenth century in favor of single-value and abstract systems like those of Kant and Bentham.[footnoteRef:402]  The last of the former virtue ethicists was, surprisingly, Adam Smith, in his Theory of Moral Sentiments of 1759 and a sixth edition in 1790.[footnoteRef:403]  Kant the East Prussian and Bentham the South Englishman, secular sons of Protestantism, appeared instead to want to avoid the Papist-sounding “virtues,” through which one might achieve salvation by sufficiently good works.  In 1752 the playwright and novelist Henry Fielding had asserted, in half-jest as usual, that “the cardinal virtues (possibly from the popish epithet [that is, the Roman Catholic characterization] assigned to them) are at present held in. . . little repute.”[footnoteRef:404]  Kant and Bentham believed rather in a natural grace on which salvation depended, the godly grace of Augustine or Calvin translated into Duty or Utility.  With the rest of the philosophes they would have none of the richer Aristotelian-Aquinian talk.  By contrast the word “ethics,” you see, is used in the old-fashioned sense, Smithian or Aquinian or Aristotelian.  It is an ethics of the seven primary colors (courage, temperance, justice, prudence, faith, hope, and love), viewed as a rhetoric of the flourishing human life.   [402:   Cite*** Elizabeth Anscombe, and mention other women.]  [403:   McCloskey 2008d; and see Bourgeois Speech Acts forthcoming.]  [404:   Fielding 1752, p. 65.] 

And, understand, the word “rhetoric” in such phrases as “a rhetoric of the flourishing human life” is not here defined as “lying speech” or “silly bloviation.”  That’s the newspaper definition, true.  But like “anarchism” and “feminism” and “pragmatism,” the word “rhetoric” has an older, exact, honored, and non-newspaper definition.  We don’t have to go on and on falling for the newspaper definition.  When the economist and sociologist Adam Smith in 1748 taught “rhetoric and belles lettres” to Scottish boys he was not sneering at the R word.[footnoteRef:405]  Nor was the theologian and chemist Joseph Priestley sneering at it when in 1777 he published for a similar readership A Course of Lectures on Oratory and Criticism.  But for a long time Smith’s and Priestley’s descendents in economics and sociology and chemistry and even in theology have been sneering at the word “rhetoric,” formerly honored.  Many social scientists of the twentieth century—entranced by vulgar Marxism and rat running, first-order predicate logic and multiple regression, and by the metaphysics of materialism and behaviorism and logical positivism—gave up on language.  People such as Bertrand Russell or NNN*** Corbusier or Paul Samuelson came to believe in the sufficiency of a human intellect and of material forces beyond a merely human persuasion by words. [405:   Cite*** Smith on Rhetoric and Belles; and Priestley?] 

“Rhetoric” in Aristotle was defined as the available means of non-violent persuasion, peitho.  The line is drawn at physical coercion (bia), in order not to merge, say, rape with seduction, or fist-backed violence with marital discord.[footnoteRef:406]  It underlies all democracies from the councils of the hunter-gatherers to the law courts of fifth-century Syracuse to the civil society of the new South Africa.  “Rhetoric” is not simply literary.  It includes metaphor and first-order predicate logic, story and statistical data, both.  These are the available means of non-violent persuasion.  Rhetoric is not mere ornament for ornament’s sake, or pointless fancy talk.  It was the basis of education in the West from the fifth century BCE to the nineteenth century CE, and has parallels in East and South Asia, not to mention the skills of oratory exercised in traditional African law or in the councils of the Iroquois or Sioux.  It is all we have for sweetly—if not always ethically—persuading ourselves how we should do things, and persuading others, too.  With the aid of rhetoric Galileo persuaded Europe that Jupiter had moons; Alcibiades persuaded the Athenians to attack Syracuse; Lincoln persuaded Americans to free the slaves; you persuade yourself to vote for Obama.[footnoteRef:407] [406:   See John Kirby’s illuminating essay on the matter (Kirby 1990).  Laura McCloskey and Michael P. Johnson have stressed the difference between harsh words and harsh actions in the study of family violence (McCloskey DDDD***; Johnson 1999).]  [407:   On Galileo’s rhetoric, if you doubt the application of the word, see Feyerabend DDDD*** and Finochiarro DDDD***.] 

That is, rhetoric is what we have for altering our beliefs, short of reaching for our guns, or acting on impulse (or, what amounts to the same thing, acting on our always-already-known utility functions).  The American rhetorician and philosopher Richard McKeon (1900-1985; a teacher of Richard Rorty among others) distinguished rhetoric as a persuasion expositing an already known position from the higher rhetoric that explored positions, a real conversation.  Though it is surely not evil to try to persuade someone by sweet words—after all, it is better than shooting them, or rounding them up for a bantustan—the creativity of the West in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries arose from the other, good-conversation rhetoric.  The so-called “Austrian” economists such as Israel Kirzner or Friedrich Hayek (he who provokes sneers from the economic Establishment) call it “discovery.”  The discovery will sometimes involve money payments, in which the two parties discover a mutually advantageous deal.  Smith argued that “the offering of a shilling, which to us appears to have so plain and simple a meaning, is in reality offering an argument to persuade one to do so and so, as it is for his interest."[footnoteRef:408]  But discovery involves other forms of unforced persuasion as well.  Schumpeter (Austrian in a more literal sense) called it entrepreneurship, which requires sweet talk and discovery and deals at every juncture.  Examine the business section of the book racks at the airport and you will discover that fully a third of the books are about rhetoric, that is, how to persuade employees, bankers, customers, yourself. [408:   Smith, 1762-3 (1978/1982), p. 352. ] 

As the American literary critic the late Wayne Booth expressed it, rhetoric is “the art of probing what men believe they ought to believe,” “the art of discovering good reasons, finding what really warrants assent, because any reasonable person ought to be persuaded,” the “art of discovering warrantable beliefs and improving those beliefs in shared discourse.”[footnoteRef:409]  Or as the French political theorist the late Bernard Manin put it, “between the rational object of universal agreement and the arbitrary lies the domain of the reasonable and the justifiable, that is, the domain of propositions that are likely to convince, by means of arguments whose conclusion is not incontestable, the greater part of an audience made up of all the citizens.”[footnoteRef:410] [409:   Booth 1974, pp. xiii, xiv, 59.]  [410:   Manin 1985 (1987), p. 363.  Booth and Manin both acknowledged the influence of the Belgian law professor and rhetorician Chaim Perelman (1912-1984), and Booth that of the American literary critic Kenneth Burke (1897-1993) and the American professor of philosophy Richard McKeon.] 

We Europeans have been strangely ashamed of rhetoric for some centuries now.  Therefore we have devised many euphemisms for it (since one cannot live thoughtfully without it), such as “method” in Descartes’ definition, or “ideology” in Marx’s, or “deconstruction” in Jacques Derrida’s, or “frames” in George Lakoff’s, or the “social imaginary” as Jacques Lacan and Charles Taylor define it—“what makes sense of our practices,” writes Taylor, “a kind of repertory.”[footnoteRef:411]  David Bohm’s “dialogue” is still another reinvention among literally hundreds of the wheel of ancient rhetoric.  Such reinventions were necessary because philosophers such as Bacon and Descartes and Spinoza and Hobbes had revived with their own persuasive rhetoric the Platonic, anti-rhetorical notion that clear and distinct ideas were somehow achievable without human rhetoric (contradicted in the very performance in Plato of the dialogue form that asserted it).   [411:   Taylor 2005, p. 115.] 

A fully agreeing, stagnant, utopian, slave-owning, tyrannical, ant-colony, hierarchical, zombie-populated, gene-dominated, or centrally planned society wouldn’t need rhetoric, since the issues have already been settled.  Merely act, following your DNA, the traditions of the Spartanate, the Baconian method, the volonté générale, the Party line, the views of Thabo Mbeki about AIDS, or whatever else your lord or your utility function says.  The rule is: Don’t reflect; don’t discuss.  Just do it.  
For many purposes it is not a crazy rule.  Indeed an innovative society depends on tacit knowledge scattered over the economy, and the economy depends on allowing such tacit and habitual knowledge to be combined by invisible hands.  As Hayek put it, “civilization enables us constantly to profit from knowledge we individually do not possess. . . .  These ‘tools’ which man has evolved . . . . consist in a large measure of forms of conduct which we habitually follow without knowing why.”[footnoteRef:412]  You work your computer without understanding machine language.  You drive your auto without knowing precisely how its engine works.   [412:   Hayek 1960, pp. 25, 27.] 

But without fresh persuasion the rules, habits, knowledge, institutions—in a word, the tools—would never change.  The computer would be frozen in the state it achieved in 1965.  Autos would never shift to hydrogen fuel.  Financial markets would never innovate.  Mill called the exhaustion of productive persuasion “the stationary state,” which he rather admired, as ending the sick hurry of modern life:  “The richest and most prosperous countries would very soon attain the stationary state,” he wrote, “if no further improvements were made in the productive arts.”[footnoteRef:413]  The productive arts were in his day exploding (which Mill did not notice).  The productive explosion depended, ironically, on his other main delight, liberty of discussion—which is rhetoric all the way down.  Mill was contradicting himself (somewhat in the manner that radical environmentalists do nowadays) when he admired the stationary state, yet admired, too, a free rhetoric that was bound always to disrupt it. [413:   Mill 1848, Book IV, Chapter VI, para. 1.] 

It is precisely the enormous change in such productive arts 1700 to the present, accelerating late in the nineteenth century, that has made us modern.  It is not merely a matter of science and the frontiers of knowledge.  It was not until British electricity and then the telegraph in the 1840s, or German organic chemistry and artificial dyes and medicines in the 1890s, and Italian radio and mass communication in the 1900s, that Science started to pay back its debt to Technology.  Though it is common to blur the timing, most important changes in technique until well into the nineteenth century had little to do with scientific theory.  The classic case is the steam engine.  Although the discovery of the atmosphere (discovered by the Chinese, incidentally, centuries before) clearly played a role in the early steam engine, most of its improvements were matters chiefly of tinkering, and high and low skills of machine-making.  Well past Carnot science owed more to the steam engine than the steam engine owed to science.  Superheating in marine engines late in the nineteenth century might have had theoretical roots, but in truth it is not until the twentieth century that Western science matters much to the continued growth of the economy: television, plastics, electronics.  The historian of technology David Edgerton speaks, further, of the “shock of the old,” that is, the unpredictable and creative use of old technologies, such as the use of galvanized iron in the roofs of huts in favelas.[footnoteRef:414]  It’s tinkering, almost literally.   [414:   Edgerton 2007, p. 41.] 

The routine of trade or accumulation or exploitation does not explain such creativity in innovating in workshops, tinkering, and the shock of the old, in the style of Han Per.  We need to focus on how habits change, how people imagine new technologies, improve them in response to economic pressures and a new culture of honor, and think up new uses of old ones.  In other words, a society of open inquiry depends on rhetoric in its politics and in its science and in its economy, whether or not the very word “rhetoric” is honored.[footnoteRef:415]  And because such societies are rhetorically open they become intellectually creative and politically free.  To the bargain they become astonishingly rich.  That’s what began to happen on the path to a business-respecting (but not thereby virtue-ignoring) civilization, first in scattered cities of Europe in the late Middle Ages, but in fully modern form—made finally into a coherent rhetoric that would conquer the world—around the North Sea in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. [415:   You may find persuasion on persuasion in the books of McCloskey 1984 (1998), 1990, 1994.  If you are truly eager you can adjourn to deirdremccloskey.org and call up numerous persuasive articles arguing in much more detail for the views on rhetoric sketched here.] 

In North Holland and then in North Britain 1600-1848, and especially around 1700, the rhetoric about markets, innovation, and the bourgeois life changed sharply.  In the earlier outbreaks of a proud bourgeoisie in Augsburg and Nürnberg and the North-German Hansa and Bruges and Brussels and Northern Italy and the rest, not to speak of the great cities of Sung China or of the Abbasid caliphate of Baghdad, the economic rhetoric did not permanently change, and tended to slip back into monopolistic aristocracy.  Certainly they did not create a business-respecting civilization.  Commercial Verona came to be ruled by gentlemen of Verona, as was a commercial England in Shakespeare’s time ruled by men with swords and sonnet cycles and position at Court rather than by men with ledger books and ink-stained fingers and influence in Parliament.  Even Antwerp in the Spanish Netherlands, mistress of sixteenth-century European trade, was governed by an oligarchy of non-traders.  But in Amsterdam and Rotterdam and Leiden, and especially in Birmingham and Manchester and Glasgow, and then in Philadelphia and New York and Boston, the economic rhetoric did change, permanently.  
For the first time a public opinion—an audience made up of citizens (though not by any means all the adult male indwellers, and certainly very few women, and no non-Europeans)—began to matter in European politics.  It was one of the causes of the rhetorical change.  The priesthood of all believers, and especially a church governance by congregation rather than by hierarchy, invited lay people to consider themselves and their daily activities as infused with the Holy Spirit.  At the same time the turn to Humanism inspirited in the Netherlands the old “chambers of rhetoric” (rederijkerskamers) and in France and England the new grammar schools to affirm that burghers could be Latinists, too.[footnoteRef:416]  The son of a glover, William Shakespeare, had small Latin and less Greek, but he got what Latin he had in a grammar school of Stratford.  The Dutch Revolt against Spain 1568-1648 and the English tumult 1642-1688, the French Huguenot struggle against Louis XIV, stirring up a political environment readied by printing presses difficult to censor, made ordinary men and women bold.[footnoteRef:417]  As the historian of early Quakerism, Rosemary Moore, put it, “One result of the [English] Civil War was the abolition, for a period of some years, of controls on speech, printing, and ways of worship.  Ideas could flourish unchecked.”[footnoteRef:418]  And so a century later the troublesome children of Britain in Virginia and Massachusetts were emboldened, too, as still a little later were the takers of the Oath of the Tennis Court.  From 1517 to 1776 and 1789 the shared discourse was revolutionized.  What was thought reasonable and justifiable, and who was worthy of rhetorical attention, shifted, for good, opening the Bourgeois Era.  The ideas and the conscious and unconscious rules for handling them—the rhetoric—had changed. [416:   Cite George.]  [417:   About the dramatic fall in the cost of printing see Zanden 2004a.]  [418:   Moore 2000, p.3.] 


Therefore, and with the resulting economic success of the Dutch in the early seventeenth century and of the British in the early eighteenth century, the virtue of prudence rose greatly in prestige, as compared with the formerly most-honored virtues of religious faith or battlefield courage.  As Charles Taylor put it in 1989, what came to “command our awe, respect, or admiration”—what The Bourgeois Virtues called the “virtues of the transcendent”—was no longer solely the high virtues of saint or soldier but now “an affirmation of ordinary life.”[footnoteRef:419]  To be sure, saintliness and soldiery continued to be admired, causing what Taylor describes as “a tension between the affirmation of ordinary life, to which we moderns are strongly drawn, and some of the most important [and old] moral distinctions.”[footnoteRef:420]  (The Bourgeois Virtues was written in culpable ignorance of Taylor’s thinking, and therefore much of the book redid in 2006 what Taylor had already done nearly two decades earlier—describe the “tension” between bourgeois virtues and the older honored pair of aristocratic and peasant/Christian virtues.) [419:   Taylor 1989, pp. 20, 13 and throughout; McCloskey 2006, Chps. 10-13, esp. p. 151.]  [420:   Taylor 1989, p. 23.] 

By the time in 1776 that Smith wrote An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations the rhetoric of politics among advanced thinkers was beginning to be routinely bourgeois in character rather than holy or heroic, partly because Voltaire and Smith and Franklin and Sieyes kept saying so.  Shortly after Napoleon assumed the First Consulship in 1799 the Proclamation des Consuls de la République declared that the new constitution, in the embourgeoisfied formula typical of the age, “is founded on the true principles of representative government, on the sacred rights of property, of liberty, of equality.”[footnoteRef:421]  A few years later Napoleon merged nationalism with a bourgeois economic program: “We are thirty million men [well. . . ‘people,’ dear], united by the Enlightenment, property-ownership, and trade.”[footnoteRef:422]   [421:   December 15, 1799, referring to the Constitution of December 13th, at http://fr.wikisource.org/wiki/ Constitution_du_13_décembre_1799 #Proclamation_des_Consuls_de_la_R.C3.A9publique.]  [422:   May 4, 1802, in the Council of State (quoted in Furet 1988 [1992], p. 220).  I owe my knowledge of the quotation to Clifford Deaton.] 

The bourgeois turn was lamented in 1790 by Edmund Burke: “the age of chivalry is gone; that of sophisters, economists, and calculators has succeeded, and the glory of Europe is extinguished forever.  Never, never more, shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank and sex.”[footnoteRef:423]  He was lamenting, as the ur-conservative in the Bourgeois Era would, the fall of hierarchies.  The rhetorical change that Burke lamented was to a large degree, though not entirely, also rhetorical in its causes.  The eighteenth century in northwestern Europe and especially in Britain, wrote the literary critic Jane Jack, was “the great century of talk and talkers,” from Richard Steele’s imagined coffee house to anywhere Samuel Johnson sat down to speak.[footnoteRef:424]  Precisely in complaining about “sophisters” Burke was complaining about an age of fresh voice and public opinion to which he so signally contributed, as against the ancient routine of abrupt and unargued force, bia, without chance of exit, as Albert Hirschman would put it, supported by a hierarchical loyalty.[footnoteRef:425]   Go tell the Spartans, thou who passeth by,/ That here, obedient to their laws, we lie.  Obey our laws with generous loyalty to rank and sex, said King Leonidas to his doomed men, and be counted therefore glorious and aristocratic.  You will not, however, unlike some of the Athenians at the time, be counted proto-bourgeois, or liberal, or prosperous. [423:   Burke 1790, p. 87.]  [424:   Jack 1957, p. 221.]  [425:   Hirschman 1970.] 




&Chapter 20:
Its Causes Were Not All Material

It is merely a materialist-economistic prejudice to insist that such a rhetorical change from aristocratic-religious values to bourgeois values must have had economic or biological roots.  John Mueller argues that war, like slavery or the subordination of women, has become slowly less respectable in the past few centuries (Mueller 2003).  Habits of heart and of the lip change.  In the seventeenth century a master could routinely beat his servant.  Such changes are not always caused by interest and the logic of class conflict.  The Bourgeois Revaluation had also, legal, political, personal, social, class, gender, religious, philosophical, historical, linguistic, journalistic, literary, artistic, accidental roots.  Charles Taylor attributes the rhetorical change to the Reformation.  The economist Deepak Lal, relying on the legal historian Harold Berman, and paralleling an old opinion of Henry Adams, sees it in the eleventh century, in Gregory VII’s assertion of Church supremacy.[footnoteRef:426]  Perhaps.  The trouble with such earlier and broader origins is that modernity came from Holland and England, not for example from thoroughly Protestant Sweden or East Prussia (except Kant), or from thoroughly Church-supremacist Spain or Naples (except Vico).  As scene, yes, certainly; as action, no. [426:   Lal 1998; summarized in Lal 2006, pp. 5, 155.] 

It is better to locate the beginnings of the politically relevant action later in European history, around 1700.  Such a dating fits better with the new historical finding that until the eighteenth century places like China, say, did not look all that less rich or even in many respects less free than Europe.[footnoteRef:427]  In Europe the scene was set by the affirmations of ordinary life, and ordinary death, in the upheavals of the Dutch Revolt and the French Huguenots and the two English Revolutions.  The economically relevant action occurred in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries with the novel ruminations along the North Sea—embodied literally in the novel as against the romance—affirming as the transcendent telos of an economy an ordinary instead of an heroic or holy life.[footnoteRef:428]   [427:   Pomerantz DDDD***, ***and others.]  [428:   Taylor 1989, p. 23.] 

Theology mattered.  These are Christians we are construing.  When Francis Bacon called for modern science “for the glory of the Creator and the relief of man’s estate,” he was not kidding; nor was the Royal Society when in 1663 it dedicated itself to the glory of God the creator.  As the historian Michael Lessnoff, who quotes these famous phrases, put it, “Bacon’s great influence began not in his lifetime [he died in 16DD] but during the Puritan ascendancy after 1640.  Puritans . . . repeatedly [invoked] his authority and his millennial hopes for science and technology, . . . citing the prophet Daniel.”[footnoteRef:429]  The post-millennial line that led to the modern liberal theology of people like Ernst Troeltsch, the Niebuhr brothers, and Paul Tillich began in the late seventeenth century.  The kingdom of God can be encouraged on earth, it came now to be preached, and indeed after a thousand years of gradual perfection in a bourgeois, temperate, and responsible way, in contrast to medieval notions of a Land of Cockaigne suddenly bursting upon us, our savior Christ will come again.  Christ has died, Christ is risen, and—if we work hard , on earth at being proper Israelites, or in a later version good to each other— Christ will come again.   [429:   Lessnoff 2003, p. 361.] 

The sharp change in the attitude towards Social Problems during the eighteenth century is a piece with post-millennialism and its gospel of progress.  Almost no one in 1647 *** exact date of Putney debates or 17*date in Wills extreme Levellers like NNNN*** or Puritans like NNNN (***: Wills book), or even in DDDD except extreme Quakers like NNNN, thought that slavery was anything other than a misfortune applied by God to temper the slave’s soul.  Robinson Crusoe sells into slavery a boy who had saved his life, and there is little doubt that Defoe had no anti-slavery irony in mind.  After all, part of Crusoe’s subsequent prosperity comes from the slave trade.[footnoteRef:430]  Similarly, no one at the time thought that poverty was somehow objectionable on theological grounds.  A French official in the seventeenth century declared that “writing should not be taught to those whom Providence caused to be born peasants: such children should be taught only to read.”[footnoteRef:431]  Infinitely lived Christians have no justified complaint if their lot in this present life is a burden.  Earthly life is, mathematically, speaking, an infinitesimal part of Life.  Take up your cross.   [430:   See for the analysis Watt 1957, p. 209.]  [431:   Quoted by Huppert (1999), p. 101.] 

But by 1800 in progressive circles in England and the United States such attitudes had fallen away, replaced by an aggressively Evangelical movement quite determined to be its brother’s keeper.  The non-Evangelicals in, say, the Church of England came to similar view.  The social gospel animated during the nineteenth century abolition, the missionary movement, imperialism, prohibition, and Christian versions of socialism.  All of them are in one form or another still with us.  Christian theology became worldly.  Sometimes the worldly turn fit smoothly with bourgeois innovation—***quote Episcopal bishop of MA.  And sometimes it decried the new economy.  ***Quote?  Yes: Paul Tillich as socialist.  But anyway it affirmed an ordinary life, or recommended missionary sainthood in aid of the ordinary life of Africans or Chinese.
The preaching had changed much earlier than the nineteenth century, and so after a while the way people talked about self-interest and pleasure changed.  Every Sunday in the late seventeenth century English people listened to sermons by liberal Anglicans and liberal non-conformists to the effect that Christ died precisely so that you can pursue your self-interest.  The Anglican preacher Thomas Taylor said, in line with the new natural theology just emerging from Newtonian and other revelations of God’s infinite wisdom, “where an appetite is universally rooted in the nature of any kind of beings we can attribute so general an effect to nothing but the Maker of those beings.”[footnoteRef:432]  The historian Joyce Appleby has shown that in seventeenth century England the conviction grew among formerly self-denying Protestants that capitalist innovation and consuming delight was “rooted in the nature” of humans, and was therefore excused—nay, encouraged—by the Maker.[footnoteRef:433]  In 1634 John Milton had the seducing Comus making such a worldly argument in theological form:  [432:   Taylor, “A Sermon Preached,” quoted in McKeon 1987 (2002), p. 203.]  [433:   Appleby *** find and cit pages] 

[bookmark: line_710]Wherefore did Nature pour her bounties forth 
With such a full and unwithdrawing hand, . . .
But all to please and sate the curious taste?
[bookmark: line_720]. . . .  If all the world 
Should, in a pet of temperance, feed on pulse,
Drink the clear stream, and nothing wear but frieze,
The All-giver would be unthanked, would be unpraised, . . .
[bookmark: line_740]List, lady; be not coy, and be not cozened
With that same vaunted name, Virginity.
Beauty is Nature’s coin; must not be hoarded,
But must be current; and the good thereof
Consists in mutual and partaken bliss.[footnoteRef:434] [434:   Milton 1634, ll. 710-711, 715, 737-741.] 

 Milton the Puritan detested the commercial claim that Nature was God’s plan for worldly happiness.  On the contrary, said he: “Who best bear his mild yoke,/ They serve him best.”  But later in the seventeenth century Charles II, who was conventionally pious though very far from Puritan—he who fathered seventeen admitted illegitimate children—inadvertently anticipated the new theological point (known as eudaimonism, “this-world happiness-ism”): God would not damn a man, said he, for taking a little pleasure along the way.[footnoteRef:435]   [435:   Morrill 2001, p. 380.  The source is an acquaintance of King Charles, Bishop Gilbert Burnet, in the form “God would not damn a man for a little irregular pleasure” (Burnet, A History of His Own Times. Ed. of 1850, p. 236).] 

In truth the Papists were always more relaxed about such matters.  Indeed a natural-law philosophy dating back to Aquinas affirmed that commerce itself was God’s natural instrument, as was desire, too, for Nature’s bounty poured forth.  Spanish philosophers of the sixteenth century and French and Italian philosophers of the eighteenth century anticipated most elements of Scottish political economy.[footnoteRef:436]  The outbreak of eudaimonism among Anglican and even English non-conformist preachers may be viewed as a return to Catholic orthodoxy after a century and a half of experiments with the asceticism of mild or not-so-mild yokes.  Eudaimonism is still Catholic orthodoxy.[footnoteRef:437]  The Second Vatican Council declared in 1965 that “earthly goods and human institutions according to the plan of God the Creator are also disposed for man’s salvation and therefore can contribute much to the building up of the body of Christ.”[footnoteRef:438]  There was nothing novel about the declaration—modern popes have repeatedly articulated it against the evil of socialism—and it is therefore not surprising that liberal notions of economics arose first in scholastic Spain.  “Glory be to God for dappled things” is a persistent theme in Catholic Christianity, against the budge doctors of the stoic fur.  In 1329 John XXII condemned the German mystic Meister Eckhart for claiming (according to John XXII’s bull In the Lord’s field, item 8) that “God is honored in those who do not pursue anything, neither honor nor advantage, neither inner revelation nor saintliness, nor reward, nor the Kingdom of Heaven itself, but who distance themselves from all these things, as well as from all that is theirs.”[footnoteRef:439]  John burned a number of such communists and declared heretical the belief that Christ and the Apostles did not have possessions. [436:   On the Spaniards, Schumpter 195DD, pp.       ; on the Italians, Bellamy 1987; on the French, Melon, Essai politique sur le commerce, 1734, *** q.v., cited in Bellamy 1987, p. 279.]  [437:   Greeley, The Catholic Imagination, 2000, p. 7; and Chp. Two, “Sacred Desire.”]  [438:   Second Vatican Council, “Decree Concerning the Pastoral Office of Bishops in the Church,” Rome, October 28, 1965, quoted in United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, Readings on Catholics in Political Life (Washington, DC: 2006), p. x.]  [439:   In agro dominico, translated from Meister Eckehart Deutsche Predigten und Traktate, Diogenes Verlag AG Zürich, 1979, p. 449 ff.  At geocities.com/hugovanwoerkom/bullxxii_0.html.] 

In any case, whether eudaimonism in Protestant circles around 1700 was quite as original as it sounded to its proponents, the consequence for economic rhetoric in England, as the intellectual historian Margaret Jacob has argued, was large.  “The most historically significant contribution of the [Anglican] latitudinarians,” she writes, “lies in their ability to synthesize the operations of a market society and the workings of nature in which a way as the render the market society natural.”[footnoteRef:440]  Anglicans, note: the place for such ideas, at least in the opinion of the English, was England around 1700, with a later branch in the Middle Colonies.  Anglicans insist that they, too, are of the holy, catholic, and apostolic church, and have always tried to take a third way between rigorist Calvinists and relaxed Catholics.  Little wonder they found it easy to slip back into a world-admiring orthodoxy, especially under the properly Protestant auspices of Newton.  Goldstone, following Jacob, argues that “only in England was the new science actively preached from the pulpit (where Anglican ministers found the orderly, law-ordained universe of Newton both a model for the order they wished for their country and a convenient club with which to beat the benighted Catholic Church), sponsored in the Royal Society, and spread through popular demonstrations of mechanical devices for craftsmen and industrialists.”[footnoteRef:441]  In Spain and Italy the clergy, as against a tiny group of philosophers, held back their praise for a natural life in trade. [440:   Jacob Newtonians, p. 51 ***Get and cite]  [441:   Goldstone 2002, citing Jacob 1988, p.112 and following.] 

Of course the resulting notions of “natural” economic liberty of the French Physiocrats and Adam Smith (anticipated, as noted, in Spain, and invented independently by Smith’s contemporary in Naples, Antonio Genovesi) took a very long time to become the default logic of even the elite.  The recent upwelling of protectionism and anti-immigrant passion in Europe and the United States shows that it has still not become so entirely.  The economist and Anglican priest Anthony Waterman has argued that until well into the nineteenth century even the policy wonks did not think in Smithian ways, even in ”free-trade” Britain.  And up to the present, he notes, Christians and socialists and especially Christian socialists, rather than admiring what we economists think lovely, that delightful “spontaneous order,” hold onto an older and organic view of society—embodied for example in a book that Waterman and I hold dear, the Anglican Book of Common Prayer.[footnoteRef:442]  “Take away all hatred and prejudice, and whatever else may hinder us from godly union,” the 1662 version pleads in a Prayer for Unity, “as there is but one Body, and one Spirit. . . one God and Father of us all; so we may henceforth be all of one heart. . . and may with one mind and one mouth glorify thee.”[footnoteRef:443]  [442:   Waterman 2004, Chp. 3; and Waterman 2008.]  [443:   Book of Common Prayer 1662 (1999), p. 539.] 

The rhetorical change was a necessity, a not-to-be-done-without, of the first Industrial Revolution, and especially of its astounding continuation in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  The goldsmith John Tuite’s patent of 1742 modifying Newcomen’s steam engine was, according to Margaret Jacob, the first patent to be granted that says boldly in the application that it will put people out of work, saving labor.  Before that time all patents needed to claim in a medieval and then a mercantilist rhetoric that employment would be increased.  In 1744 the British Newtonian, Freemason, and Chaplain to the Prince of Wales, Jean Desaguliers, of Huguenot origin, was the first person to emphasize in print, Jacob continues, the labor-saving character of steam engines. [footnoteRef:444]  Ideas and rhetoric had changed in favor of innovation.  [444:   Personal correspondence in September and October 2008 with Margaret Jacob, who is writing a book treating coal and innovation in the eighteenth century.  ] 

Material circumstances mattered, too, of course.  The Little Ice Age beginning in the fourteenth century put pressure on regimes from Ming China to the Spanish Netherlands.[footnoteRef:445]  The rising population worldwide in the sixteenth century set one elite against another.[footnoteRef:446]  The perfection by the West of a gunpowder technology invented in the East put the final nail in the coffin—or rather the final hole in the armor—of the mounted knight, although it had been anticipated in the development of the long bow and especially the crossbow, and the mounted knight (or for that matter the illiterate Spanish commoner similarly equipped) could still prevail as late as the sixteenth century when faced with Aztecs and Incas lacking steel and horses.  The voyages of discovery and the resulting empires were useful contexts, as were inside-Europe trade and the long-established security of property, but only contexts, not big causes.  Margaret Jacob argues plausibly for an ideal cause working through a very material one.  The steam engine, itself a material consequence of seventeenth-century ideas about the “weight of air,” inspired new ideas in the 1740s about machinery generally.  But without the change in ideas about the economy and the bourgeoisie around 1700, the economic society of Europe, regardless of atmospheric engines and enclosure bills and trade in sugar, would have settled into stasis, as it did in fact settle during the same period in the parallel and vigorously commercial worlds of Japan and China and the Ottoman Empire. [445:   DeVries cite ***]  [446:   Goldstone 1991.] 

The bourgeois turn was a probing, as the loyalty to rank broke down, as the holy, catholic, and apostolic church fragmented, and indeed as the loyalty to sex altered in character, of what people believed they ought to believe about ordinary life.  It changed the way influential people offered warrantable beliefs to each other about exports of cotton textiles or the dignity of inventors or the basis of legitimate power, or for that matter about sophisters, economists, and calculators.  In the metaphor of the linguist George Lakoff, it altered the frames that people used to speak of the economy, by laying down new neural pathways in their brains.[footnoteRef:447]  The alteration was completed by 1776 in the brains of elite intellectuals such as Smith, Hume, Turgot, Franklin, or Kant.  The Sentimental Revolution of the 1780s and after was an aspect of its spread.  The Separation of Spheres between bourgeois men and women was another.[footnoteRef:448]  The historian Dror Wahrman has argued that the reaction against the French Revolution was crucial to the formation of the idea of the middle class in Britain.[footnoteRef:449]  It was not aristocrats but middle-class people, especially educated ones such as William Wilberforce, descended from a long line of merchants at Hull, who led the radical and evangelical agitations, especially in Britain—though actual cabinet posts in Britain, understand, were for a long time reserved mainly for dukes and their cousins, with a sprinkling of Celtic commoners to keep up the standard of eloquence.  By 1848 the idealism of ordinary life (though incomplete and always under challenge from older rhetorics of king, country, and God) was the rhetoric of the times in which we still live, the Bourgeois Era. [447:   Lakoff 2008, ***and earlier political book.  For present uses the neurological hypothesis is for historical purposes literally untestable,  because we can’t as Lakoff and his associates do scan the relevant brains.  Close reading is the humanistic version of brain scanning.]  [448:   Hall and ***NNN***N***, DDDD***, p.  DO THEM FOR LAST CHAPTER ON FRIDAY AND THEN FILL THIS IN]  [449:   Dror Wahrman 1995, p. ***] 

In a France without the nearby and spectacular examples of bourgeois economic and political successes in Holland and then in England and Scotland, modern economic growth probably would have been so throttled—even in a France blessed with clever advocates of free trade such as Voltaire and Turgot and Condillac.  Consider how very anti-bourgeois and anti-libertarian most of France’s elite was until late in the eighteenth century.  Among the French a number of reactionary parties have prospered for two centuries after the Unfinished Revolution.  Even nowadays the charmed students of the École Polytechnique in France march under a banner that would strike graduates of such bourgeois institutions as MIT or Imperial College as absurdly antique and unbusinesslike: Pour la Patrie, les Sciences et la Gloire.  Indeed, that they march at all would give the same impression.  In Spain for different reasons (though again reasons that continue to trouble the country) economic growth was in fact throttled until very recently, despite the Dutch and British and then even the French examples.[footnoteRef:450]  But in the bourgeois countries, which eventually included France and even in the very long run Spain, the circumstances made a new rhetoric, which made new circumstances, which then again made new rhetoric.   [450:   See the book of the economic historian of Spain, Regina Grafe, ***name it and cite forthcoming, which argue that Spain’s problem was regional power, not the sort of centralism that France has practiced from the 16th century to the present.] 

The theme is that also of the Cambridge School of historians of English political thought (such as Laslett, Pocock, Skinner, Dunn, Tuck, Goldie), that ideas and circumstances are intertwined.  The Cambridge/Johns Hopkins methodological point is that you may not omit the ideas—as historians in many countries were very inclined to do during the historiographic reign of Marx and materialism, 1890-1980.  The monotheistic, universalist religions of the Axial Age, 600 BCE to 630 CE, arose it seems from the conversation of ideas between different civilizations, made possible by the material condition of improved trade.[footnoteRef:451]  But monotheism after all is an idea, spreading for example from Temple Judaism to Christianity to Islam, with remoter contacts in Zoroastrianism and Hinduism and Buddhism.  When given a chance by trading contacts, or even by one holy man speaking to another (pre-Socratic philosophers for example mulling Persian ideas), the intellectual prestige of a search for The One turns out to compete rather well in people’s minds with the vulgar particularism of tree worship and witchcraft.  That a material base can of course have an influence does not at all require that we reduce mind to matter.  Mill wrote later in the same essay mentioned, speaking of the sources of sympathy for the working class in the 1840s, that “ideas, unless outward circumstances conspire with them, have in general no very rapid or immediate efficacy in human affairs; and the most favorable outward circumstances may pass by, or remain inoperative, for want of ideas suitable to the conjuncture.  But when the right circumstances and the right ideas meet, the effect is seldom slow in manifesting itself.”[footnoteRef:452]  The Industrial Revolution and the rhetoric of respect for ordinary life, for example, made possible the rise of mass democracies—Mill speaks especially of the British Reform Bill of 1832, which was an extension if not exactly a democratization of the franchise.  But if the specifically rhetorical change had not happened, modern economic growth and therefore modern democracy would have been throttled in its cradle, or at any rate starved well before its maturity—as it had been routinely throttled or starved in earlier times.  Our liberties and our central heating would have been denied.   [451:   Goldstone 2009, p. 36.]  [452:   Mill DDDD*** “Labour”] 



&Chapter 21:
It Led to a Hockey Stick of Growth

It had never happened before.  In 1798 Robert Malthus (1766-1834), an Anglican clergyman irritated by the extravagant and anti-clerical claims of the French revolutionaries and their British friends that a new day had dawned, explained for the first time why the enrichment of the poor had not yet happened.  He said in his great book An Essay on the Principle of Population that it was not a divine malevolence but human sin and economic scarcity after Eden that kept people poor.  The pressures of population (assuming only modest technological improvement), Malthus argued, had kept our ancestors living on about a $3 a day (the figure is Angus Maddison’s estimate of world income before 1800 in 1990 prices, brought up to 2010).[footnoteRef:453]  If income got a little higher, as when potatoes were introduced from Peru into Europe and China, the people had more children, and anyway more of their children survived to adulthood.  The supply of labor therefore grew, and in a generation or so the real wage went down again to subsistence.  If it got lower than subsistence, then more children died, and in a while the real wage rolled back up to a dollar or two a day.  The $3 was in engineering lingo a “homeostatic equilibrium,” and worked the way your thermostat does. [453:   Maddison 2001, Appendix B, Table 21, p. 264.] 

A sad business.  But our cheerful little joke in economic history when we lecture to undergraduates is that the story of welfare among humans is a “hockey stick” (many economic historians are Canadians).  That is, the amount of food and education and so forth per person ran along at subsistence on a straight handle with little change at $1 or $3 during the fifteen hundred or so centuries since Homo sapiens sapiens first walked in Africa.  Or during the five-hundred centuries or so since the invention of language.  Or during the hundred centuries since the invention of agriculture.  Or during the ten centuries since commerce revived in the West.  Pick whatever length of handle you want.  Anyway, for a long, long time not much happened to the economic well-being of the average Jack or Jill.  Think of that $3 a day, with ups and downs—all right, in the richest parts of China and Europe perhaps $2.00 a day.  Well-being would go up for a while (people were not by any means always “starving,” as Goldstone points out).  But after a while it would go down.[footnoteRef:454]   [454:   Goldstone 2009, p. NNN***.] 

In other words, until a couple of centuries ago, the economic historians have recently discovered, Europe and Asia were about equally poor, pegged to $3 a day pretty much regardless of where they lived.[footnoteRef:455]  And so was everybody else in the world.  The imperialist vision of China and India as always and anciently terribly overrun with paupers is a modern misunderstanding (with consequences in the eugenic excesses of the family-limitation movement after the 1950s).  For most of history, that a place was densely populated was a sign it was doing reasonably well, though not all that well for Jack or Jill—the Ganges Plain, for example, or on a smaller scale the Low Countries in Europe.  But no one stuck much above the rest of the poppies for very long.  Marshall Sahlins and other anthropologists have observed that hunter gatherers often had an easier life, working fewer hours a week for their food, than people tied down to the abundance of agriculture—the abundance of which went, according to the inexorable Principle of Population, to priests and knights rather than to our ancestors the peasants.[footnoteRef:456]  Why for the long length of the hockey stick did ordinary people do no better?  Because of the long-run homeostatic equilibrium.   [455:   Goldstone 2009 is an excellent guide to the recent scholarship, for example pp. 80-81.]  [456:   Cite*** Sahlins ***] 

Until 1750 or even 1850 Malthus looks right.  Then history reached the business end of the hockey stick.  Suddenly real income per person started growing at an astounding rate.  The growth started slowly first in a few countries in northwestern Europe, during the eighteenth century.  During the nineteenth other countries joined at a higher rate the blade part of the stick, and during the twentieth century many others worldwide at still higher rates of growth.  In other words, modern economic growth emerged only in the last couple of centuries out of 1500 centuries, or out of 500, or 100, or 10.  Humankind broke out of the homeostatic equilibrium.  Ironically, the Malthusian constraint dissolved just about the time that Malthus so persuasively articulated it.  (Environmentalist still take the Malthus of 1798 as their guide.)  
In many countries income per person has risen by now to 20 times its former level.  More.  The English colonists in North America in 1700 managed on a mere $1.40 a day in 1990 prices.  Visit the historical reconstruction of the Plimouth Plantation *** to get a sense of what such a figure means: drafty, unplastered house walls without glass windows, enclosing one room with a sleeping loft for six people (in northern Europe there were animals in the back for additional heat); one skirt for Sunday and one for the rest of the week; in America ample food, usually, though trusting to the harvest; smallpox and dysentery routine; life expectancy low.  Yet by 1998 the average resident of the United States consumed $75 a day, that is, over fifty times more housing, food, education, furniture than in 1700.[footnoteRef:457]  Fifty times.   [457:   Maddison 2001, Appendix B, Table 21, p. 264.] 

Nowhere in the world 1800 to the present did real income per head actually fall, except in places with the misfortune of tyrants on the model of Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe, or entirely uncontrolled robbers or pirates as in Somalia.  When as in Argentina during the 1930s [***check] or East Germany during the late 1940s or Venezuela during the 2000s a naïvely populist or socialist policy took hold, such as subsidies to inefficient industries or regulatory attacks on markets and property, income grew slower than it could have.  But worldwide from 1800 to the present the material welfare of humanity per average human rose by a factor of about 9.  
And it has accelerated, rising faster and faster and faster, albeit with a sickening slowdown during the anti-bourgeois disorders of Europe and its imitators, 1914-1950.[footnoteRef:458]  By contrast the years 1950-1972 after the disorders, writes Angus Maddison, “were a golden age of unparalleled prosperity.”[footnoteRef:459]  World domestic product per head rose at nearly 3 percent a year, implying a doubling of material welfare of ordinary people every 24 years—that is, in a single long generation.  The later, less vigorous growth of 1973-1998, Maddison points out, was nonetheless higher than any earlier period except the postwar boom.   [458:   Maddison 2007, p. 383 reckons world growth rates at 0.66 per capita 1913-1950, contrasted with 1.31 percent 1870-1913 and 2.91 1950-1973.]  [459:   Maddison 2007, p. 303.] 

Right now, with China and India taking up 37 percent of world population, and income per head in the two free-market and innovative places growing at 7 to 12 percent per head per year, the average income per head in the world (all the economists agree) is rising faster than ever before in history. [footnoteRef:460]  It seems likely to continue doing so— in their long socialist experiments during the 1950s and 1960s and 1970s China and India were so badly managed that there is a good deal of ground to make up.  Certainly no genetics implies that Chinese or Indians should do worse than Europeans permanently.  No limit is in sight.  Rising income at such heady rates is understandably popular with ordinary Chinese and Indian people.  As their incomes go up they, like the Westerners, will come to value the environment more.  Oil is no long-term limit to growth, as the repeated failures of limits-to-growth predictions have shown.  If we take 9 percent as the China-India annual per capita growth rate, the rest of the world could have literally zero growth per capita and still the world’s growth per year of real income per head would be (.37) x (9), or 3.3 percent per head per year, faster than the great postwar boom of 1950-1972.  If the rest of the world were to grow instead merely at the subdued rates of 1973-2003 (namely, 1.56 percent per head per year), the resulting world figure, factoring in the Chinese and Indian miracles, would be (.37) (9.0) + (.63) (1.56), or 4.3 percent per year.[footnoteRef:461]  A sustained growth rate of 4.3 percent per year per capita results in a doubling of the welfare of the average person within a short generation of 17 years, or a quadrupling in about 34 years. [460:   Population shares from Maddison 2007, p. 378.]  [461:   Maddison 2007, p. 383.  I am aware that China and India should be removed from the 1973-2003 rate to make the hypothetical exact.] 

The resulting spiritual change has been just as impressive.  Consider the move to democracy in Taiwan and South Korea, other places enriched by setting up free trade zones in which innovation was permitted and honored.  Let us earnestly pray for China, which has done the same.  Or consider the emergence in the West by 2000 of a Nature-worshipping environmentalism that would have been thought absurd in the straited times of 1700.  It was made possible by enrichment.  Rich places like Sweden, though contemptuous of such absurdities as the worship of the actual God, have found their transcendent in the worship of Nature, and spend their Sundays gathering mushrooms in Nature’s forest.  Or consider the present flourishing of world music and world cuisine.  And imagine the future explosion in world art and science when India and China become fully rich—not to speak of old Africa, whose genetic diversity promises when it too enters upon the hockey stick of growth a crop of geniuses unprecedented in world history.  Today a Mozart in western China follows the plow; an Einstein in East Africa herds cattle.  Some mute inglorious Milton here may rest.  “Full many a gem of purest ray serene/ The dark unfathom'd caves of ocean bear:/ Full many a flower is born to blush unseen,/ And waste its sweetness on the desert air.”  We await during the century to come a world spiritual change enabled by gigantically higher incomes.  In fifty years at 4.3 percent per year (it will probably be higher, as more and more countries see the Chinese and Indian light, lit first in Holland and Britain) world income per head will rise by a factor of about eight and a half—750 percent.  That is about what it has risen in the past 200 years.  In fifty years, in other words, if tyrants and robbers and populists and socialists do not win, the businesslike blade of the hockey stick will eliminate the worst of human ignorance and poverty, the malaria-crippled, soldier-raped, zero-schooling life of the poorest among us.  By the middle of the twenty-first century it will result in a big bang of world culture, with Africa in the twenty-second century leading all.
A rhetorical and ethical change caused the up-curve of the hockey stick in the seventeenth century and will transform the world in the twenty-first century.  Without the change and the resulting material improvement, the politics would not have changed.  If ordinary people had not started after 1848 benefitting from industrialization the politics would have turned even nastier than it in fact did.  The various novel darknesses since 1848, such as communism or fascism, racism and nationalism, theorized imperialism and theorized eugenics, would have stopped the gain.  They almost did, especially from 1914 to 1950.  The darknesses came out of nineteenth-century theorizing about nationalism and socialism and race, with a hangover in large parts of the world down to 1991.  And likewise for that matter the gain from 1848 to the present could have been stopped by any of the old darknesses—of royal tyranny or aristocratic presumption or peasantly envy or religious intolerance, or simply the reign of robbers into whose clutches we could have fallen.  It always had.  
Ideas and rhetoric mattered here, too.  The uniquely European ideas of individual liberty, generalized from earlier bourgeois liberties as it might have been in other parts of the world but was not, could protect the material progress.  Admittedly the ideas were double-edged, encouraging progressive redistributions that killed innovation (think again of Argentina), yet keeping social democratic countries from the chaos of revolution, too (think Germany).[footnoteRef:462]  But in any event the ethical and rhetorical change that around 1700 began to break the ancient trammels on innovation was liberating and it was Enlightened and it was liberal and it was successful.  As one of its enemies put it: [462:   As among others Sheri Berman (2006) has argued.] 

Locke sank into a swoon;
The Garden died;
God took the spinning-jenny
Out of his side.[footnoteRef:463] [463:   Yeats, “Fragments” (1928),  The Collected Poems of W. B. Yeats, (Macmillan, 1956), p. 211).] 

 Joel Mokyr has noted that Jews were not innovative in capitalism, especially in machines.  They were he argues until their emancipation too devoted to honoring the past.  "Inventions and scientific [and religious and political and marketing and literary and philosophical and sociological] breakthrough have a character of rebellion against cultural authority and the canon."  NNNN has made a similar point about the origins of the French Enlightenment in the debate between the ancients and the moderns.  The cheekiness of imagining that one can indeed innovate is the connection between invention and (English) revolution, (Dutch) revolt, (German) reformation: it results in a revaluation of innovation, such as in the Age of Exploration or the Scientific Revolution or the Industrial Revolution.  Similar backward-looking conservativism explains the other, non-Jewish cases of successful merchants and financiers who also did not innovate: the Old Believers in Russia were good at commerce but not especially good at the mechanical invention necessary for an industrial revolution.  The "large amount of obedience and respect for tradition and the wisdom of the past generations" Mokyr observes in pre-haskala Judaism strikingly characterizes China in general, and would apply to overseas Chinese, too.  "There are . . . prominent orthodox Jewish scientists, [but] their number has remained smaller than one would expect given the qualities of human capital involved in a Jewish orthodox education."  Against the capital-obsessed economists, education can be a conservative force.  And as David Mitch has shown, early education for the masses was anyway not a big factor in productivity.




&Chapter 22:
The Rhetoric Was Necessary,
and Maybe Sufficient

We live, that is, by words as much as by bread.  Such a claim is “weak” in the sense of not requiring much demonstration.  It asserts merely what few would deny when reminded, though many forget—in the present case that an anti-bourgeois rhetoric, especially if combined with the logic of vested interests, has on many occasions damaged societies.  Rhetoric against a bourgeois liberty, especially when backed by violence, prevented innovation in Silver Age Rome or Tokugawa Japan.  It stopped growth in twentieth-century Argentina or Mao’s China.  It suppressed speech in present-day Burma or Saudi Arabia.  Such words-with-guns in 1750 would have stopped cold the modern world being born in Holland and England.  In the twentieth century the bad rhetoric of nationalism and socialism did in fact stop its later development, locally, as in Italy or Russia.  Nationalism and socialism can to this day reverse it, with the help of other rhetorics such as populism or environmentalism or religious fundamentalism, by way of politics.  
Yes, the politics in the eighteenth century depended on material power, such as on the material freeing of many ordinary people from the idiocy of rural life.  Yes, the imperial adventures of the Europeans depended on the military revolution—drilled firing of muskets and naval guns.  One can grant material causes that much.  But the politics also depended heavily on rhetoric, the very words and ideas, such as the widespread translation of Prince NNN’s of the Netherlands manual for drilling infantrymen in massed gunfire, and the widespread use of Italian plans for cannon-resistant fortifications.  ***check in NNN  And in sweeter ways, too.  As Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba put it in their classic study of political attitudes, the good “civic culture” to which they attribute the success of Western liberalism  is "based on communication and persuasion.”[footnoteRef:464]  It is a bourgeois rhetoric.  “Civic,” after all, is from Latin cives, citizen of a city state, and “bourgeois” means at root merely such a citizen, standing in the forum or agora to argue his case among the vegetables and jars of wine offered there for sale. [464:   Almond and Verba 1963, p. 8.] 

The stronger claim, harder to demonstrate, tells a story of origins, a sufficiency as against a merely long-run necessity assigned to bourgeois rhetoric in making and keeping the modern world.  The rhetorical change c. 1700, admittedly, was in its origins not entirely autonomous.  The story is not a Hegelian one of the Weltgeist and the Cunning of Reason.  Consider again the guns, again, for which some people reach when they hear the word “culture.”  Consider trade, internal and external.  Consider sheer rising numbers of bourgeois.  
But neither should one turn Hegel on his head in the style of Feuerbach or Marx.  The rhetorical change was not a mere superstructure atop such material bases.  Values are not only a reflection of material interests.  Values change on their own, too.  If they don’t, after all, the numerous materialists could save their breath.  According to their own passionately held idea, their idea won’t express anything that material interest and the infrastructure have not already made inevitable.  Sit it out.  
But in fact the mere idea of a free press, if permitted politically and if accompanied by cheap printing borrowed from China, will lead eventually to independent newspapers, political pamphlets, Puritan courtesy books, epistolary novels, and guides to young men climbing the social ladder.  The mere idea of a high-pressure steam engine with separate condenser, if permitted and if accompanied by skilled machinists trained in making precision scientific instruments, will lead eventually to the mere idea of a steamship and a steam locomotive, and then to the steam generation of factory power and electricity.  The mere idea of the Galilean-Newtonian calculation of forces, if permitted and accompanied by mathematically educated people, will lead eventually to the mere idea of methodical calculations of flows of water for the improvement of Bristol’s port.[footnoteRef:465]  Above all, as Albert Hirschman suggested in 1977, the mere idea that “commercial, banking, and similar money-making pursuits [were] honorable . . . after having stood condemned or despised as greed. . . for centuries past” will lead—and did lead, though at first, Hirschman observes, “nowhere [in Europe was it] associated with the advocacy of a new bourgeois ethos”—exactly to . . . a new bourgeois ethos.[footnoteRef:466] [465:   Cite Jacob ***.  This is not to say, as Jacob would not either, that the Industrial Revolution much depended on applications of the more advanced scientific findings.  It did not until late in the nineteenth century, and in large measure not until late in the twentieth.]  [466:   Hirschman 1977, pp. 9, 12.] 

Si non, non.  China invented paper and printing and clocks centuries before the dull Europeans caught up.  For two-thousand years the Chinese system of examinations encouraged humanistic learning, as European universities did only later, and haltingly.  The extremely rigorous examinations under the Xing (or “Ch’ing,” 1644-1911) yielded about 18,000 degree holders a year, a figure comparable to the universities in a Europe of very roughly the same population as China in, say, 1644—at any rate comparable until the late eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries, when the Humboldtische reforms in Europe after 1806 [***check: foundation of University of Berlin] and the explosion of population in China would have caused a great divergence in graduates proportionate to population.  The 18,000 did not rise but the number of graduates in Europe did, and especially in chemistry and other physical sciences.[footnoteRef:467]  But for all the learning of China—censored in somewhat the same style as the Index of Forbidden Books emanating from the Vatican, but in China with more effect because there were no equivalents of the Protestant presses—the government in the eighteenth century executed a lexicographer, arrested twenty-one of his family, and condemned his two sons and three grandsons to slavery for printing the full name of the Emperor.[footnoteRef:468]  Islam carried the torch of classical learning to the West, knew much more than did Europe about Chinese technology, using paper for example hundreds of years before the Franks did (the Arabs kept the technique secret and exported paper to Europe until the thirteenth century).  But the first printing press in Turkish was not operating until 1727, and in Arabic not until 1822, two-and-a-half or three-and-a-half centuries after Europe (the cursive Arabic script, used also for Turkish until Ataturk, was an obstacle to the character-by-character printing possible with Chinese or European writing), and were anyway closely censored—though printing under the Ottomans in Hebrew in places like Salonika was by then already centuries old.  Islamic religious authorities objected to writing the Koran as against memorizing it.[footnoteRef:469]   [467:   The Chinese figure is from Fairbank et al. 1989, p. 228.  The very much less definite European reckoning comes from Clark 2003, pp. 214-215 and in more detail Simone 2003.  The European figures do not include seminaries and merchant academies, which were not small.  On the other hand, the examinees in China were older.]  [468:   Fairbank, Reischauer, and Craig 1989, p. 234.]  [469:   Rubin 2008, p. 7.  Compare Plato’s hostility to writing.] 

One must take factual care.  Down to the eighteenth century, after all, some Europeans were burning witches and heretics, and still in the sixteenth century all of them were, against a long tradition in much of Islam of toleration—though a tradition that the Ottomans overturned in response to political disorders.[footnoteRef:470]  The French state was very vigorous in the seventeenth century in censoring books (it went on doing it under Church auspices into the nineteenth century), and therefore Pierre Bayle (1647-1706) lived and published in Rotterdam.  Right down to 1848 the cruel caricatures of the pear-shaped visage of King Louis-Philippe had to be printed in Holland and smuggled into France.  London published the Scottish Enlightenment, Amsterdam the French.  In England the censorship of the theater—easy to do until electronic reproduction, because it was after all public and in one place—waxed and waned from Elizabethan times, depending on epidemics and the fortunes of Puritanism.  The morality plays of late medieval times, such as the York Cycle, were suppressed under Elizabeth, as papist in tone.[footnoteRef:471]  Censorship of the English theatre, entire under Cromwell, was brought back in 1737 by Walpole indignant at a Fielding play, and held sway in the land of our first liberties, astonishingly, until 1968.  Or consider, in the land of our second liberties, the Motion Picture Code, constraining Hollywood from DDDD ***on to portraying married couples as sleeping in twin beds, and if sleeping, gingerly.  The clichés of Orientalism—which claim that the East was a region of utter (if rather sexily Romantic) slavery whereas the West was gloriously free from the time of the Greeks or at the latest from the time of the Germanic tribes of the Black Forest (with the inconsequential exception, in both Greece or the Black Forest, of the 90 percent of the population who were women and foreigners and unfree men)—are imperfect guides to the true facts of East and West.  When we Westerners incline to swelling pride about our westernity it is time to beware. [470:   I want to say plainly, in case it is not already plain, how much my thinking has depended on Jack Goldstone’s, summarized in Goldstone 2009. ]  [471:   In the scholarly opinion of Hutton (1567), writing to the mayor and council of York: “see I many things that I cannot allow, because they be disagreeing with the sincerity of the Gospel,” that is, with the Protestant reading of it.  Cf. Walker’s introduction, p. ix.  By the way, following for example the editors of the Oxford Shakespeare, when quoting earlier English I regularly modernize the spelling and punctuation.  The past is a foreign country, but the foreignness should be exhibited in its strange behavior and strange ideas, not in its spelling conventions.  ] 

Yet the quasi-free habits of Holland and England and Scotland around 1700 granted the permission to entertain mere ideas.  They were new.  Political ideas that would have given their speaker an appointment with a Rhineland witch-burner or an Elizabethan drawer-and-quarterer circulated reasonably freely in the North-Sea lands in the early eighteenth century, at any rate by the standards of the nervous autocracies in contemporary France or China or Russia (though France like Sweden opened up in the turbulent 1780s, as did China and Russia finally in the turbulent 1890s).  “There is a mighty light,” wrote the Earl of Shaftesbury (who had been tutored as a boy by John Locke) to a Dutch friend in 1706, “which spreads itself over the world especially in those two free nations of England and Holland, on whom the affairs of Europe now turn.”[footnoteRef:472]  What made the light unceasing, and made Europe wake up, was the unique change in language, a new way of talking about profit and business and invention, about calculation and the bourgeoisie, the affirmation of ordinary as against noble or holy lives.  The bourgeoisie gradually disentangled itself from the literary and theological ideologies that had defined honor for thousands of years.  When permitted, that is, the mere idea of honor to be had in the middle station—in trade, in profit, and in devising machines and commercial proposals—led eventually to the modern world. [472:   Quoted in Porter 2000, p. 3.  (Jacob quotes it as “a new light” [Jacob 2001, p. 13]).  The “affairs of Europe” that Shaftesbury mentions, though, concerned war (of the Spanish Succession), not the economy. ] 

The alarming Bernard Mandeville argued the case in The Fable of the Bees, first published as verse in 1705, but later made into a defense of commercial life by the addition of lengthy remarks and dialogues, especially in its notorious edition of 1723.  Admiring the enterprising man, he sneers at a cloistered virtue, such as the “indolent man” exhibits—“indolent” defined as one who does not venture into the marketplace, though very willing to “work in a garret. . . with patience and assiduity.” 116  (His two characters, note, are drawn in his mental experiment from what was called then in England the bourgeoisie, “the middling people. . . of low circumstances tolerably well educated.[footnoteRef:473]”  A retiring man of letters would “run with joy to a rich nobleman that he is sure will receive him with kindness and humanity,” but will not try his mettle against real opposition.[footnoteRef:474]  Thus a member of the modern clerisy will apply to a foundation he is confident will admire his politics, NNN on the far left and Olin on the far right, but such a one “will never serve his friend or his country at the expense of his quiet” by venturing into the despised world of business, and so lives quietly at public or foundation expense.[footnoteRef:475]   Mandeville emphasized that the person with the opposite, enterprising temper, the striving, or at least stirring, man, the man of action, faces “a multitude of strong temptations to deviate from the rules of strict virtue, which hardly ever come in the other’s way.”[footnoteRef:476] “A very little avarice will egg him on to pursue his aim with eagerness and assiduity: small scruples are no opposition to him—where sincerity will not serve, he uses artifice.”[footnoteRef:477]  But Mandeville’s point, one starting to be heard more often in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, is that such assiduity enriches and ennobles the nation.  “Wealth and power, glory and worldly greatness. . . [are] not to be attained to without avarice, profuseness, pride, envy, ambition, and other vices.”[footnoteRef:478]  You admit you want wealth and power.  So stop criticizing its sources: “Thus vice nursed ingenuity,/ Which joined with time and industry/ Had carried life’s conveniences,/ Its real pleasure, comforts, ease,/ To such a height, the very poor/ Lived better than the rich before.”[footnoteRef:479]  Mandeville was trying to give honor to a commercial civilization by putting forward his paradox that what aristocratic and Christian civilizations called “vice” was what now made them rich.  “Thus every part was full of vice,/  Yet the whole mass a paradise.”[footnoteRef:480] [473:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 110.]  [474:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 118.]  [475:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 117, 119.]  [476:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 117.]  [477:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 111.]  [478:   Mandeville 1733, II, p. 106.]  [479:   Mandeville 1733, I, p. 26.  ]  [480:   Mandeville 1733, I, p. 24.] 

Joel Mokyr has called the commercial turn, more admiringly, the “industrial Enlightenment,” a third project of the French philosophes and the Scottish improvers.[footnoteRef:481]  I would rather say that it is the Bourgeois Revaluation, but Mokyr and I do not much disagree on its importance, and certainly do not think it needs be construed as “full of vice.”  The historian Roy Porter speaks of the old question “How can I be saved?” (to which one could add, “How can I be ennobled?”) yielding to the new question, “How can I be happy here below?”[footnoteRef:482]  The questions changed, and so did the rhetoric of the replies.  ”The displacement of Calvinism,” writes Porter about the intolerant and world-denying “reformed” Christianity that still in 1706 had within living memory held supreme power among the Dutch, Swiss, Scots, English, and New Englanders, “by a confidence in cosmic benevolism blessed the pursuit of happiness, and to this end Britons set about exploiting a commercial society. . . .  Human nature was not flawed by the Fall; desire was desirable.”[footnoteRef:483]  Remember the broad-church preachers in England in the 1690s. [481:   Mokyr, Gifts of Athena  2002.]  [482:   Porter 2000, p. 22.]  [483:   Porter 2000, p. 15.] 

In Fielding’s Tom Jones (1749) the absurd characters the philosopher Square and the clergyman Thwackum embody the debate between Nature and Revelation: “Square held human nature to be the perfection of all virtue, and that vice was a deviation from our nature, in the same manner as deformity of body is.  Thwackum, on the contrary, maintained that the human mind, since the fall, was nothing but a sink of iniquity, till purified and redeemed by grace.”[footnoteRef:484]  The same debate was rehearsed in more heavily censored France, as in Diderot’s private Supplement to the Bougainville Voyage (1772; published only in safely revolutionary 1796).  The imagined Tahitian wise man, Oirou, who has offered his wife and his daughters to the pleasures of a French priest, replies to the priest’s refusal: “I don’t know what this thing is that you call ‘religion,’ but I can only have a low opinion of it because it forbids you to partake of an innocent pleasure to which Nature, the sovereign mistress of us all, invites everybody.”[footnoteRef:485]  Compare King Charles’ philosophy of pleasure.   [484:   Fielding 1749, Bk. III, Chp. 3.]  [485:   Diderot 1772 (1796) in Jacob 2001, p. 166; cf. p. 169: “is there anything so senseless as a precept that forbids us to heed the changing impulses that are inherent in our being?”] 

Some decades earlier than Diderot during the bourgeois shift of ethical rhetoric, Benjamin Franklin, that wandering child of Puritans, had exclaimed, “’tis surprising to me that men who call themselves Christians . . . should say that a God of infinite perfections would make anything our duty that has not a natural tendency to our happiness; and if to our happiness, then it is agreeable to our Nature, since a Desire of Happiness is a natural principle which all mankind are endured [endowed] with.”[footnoteRef:486]  Samuel Johnson used to say in the 1770s, “There are few ways in which a man can be more innocently employed than in getting money.”[footnoteRef:487]  By 1776, a few days before Jefferson’s draft of the Declaration of Independence (which Franklin helped revise), George Mason wrote in the Virginia Declaration of Rights, of May 15, “that all men are by nature equally free and independent and have certain inherent rights, ... namely the enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing property, and pursuing and obtaining happiness and safety."  God’s law was replaced by natural rights (the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, to spiff up George Mason’s phrase—the idea itself was a century old by then).[footnoteRef:488]  Negotiated rights—deal-making and at length voting—replaced the God-given laws of social position, at first in stirring declarations and at long last in fact.   [486:   Quoted in Campbell 1999, p. 99, from Vol. 2 of The Papers of Benjamin Franklin (Jan. 1, 1735-Dec, 31, 1744 [L. W. Labaree, ed. 1960]).  Against my general practice, I have kept some of Franklin’s Capitalization, in order to point to the master Conflict in the eighteenth century between principles of Revelation and principles of Nature.]  [487:   Boswell’s Life (March 27, 1775).  ]  [488:   Taylor 1989, p. 11.] 

To employ an old-fashioned but still useful vocabulary, devised in 1861 by Henry Maine, the northwest of Europe, and Britain in particular, changed from a society of status to a society of contract, at any rate in its theory about itself.[footnoteRef:489]  As Johnson had written of the Western Islands of Scotland, “Money confounds subordination, by overpowering the distinctions of rank and birth.”[footnoteRef:490]  Christopher Bayly has made a similar point about the confounding power of the cash nexus in the Islamic world at the time Johnson wrote.[footnoteRef:491]  In northwestern Europe inheritance gave way to self-creation—again, at least in theory.  Honest invention and hopeful revolution came to be spoken of as honorable, as they had seldom been spoken of before.  And the seven principal virtues of pagan and Christian Europe were recycled as bourgeois.  The wave of gadgets, material and political, in short, came out of a bourgeois ethical and rhetorical tsunami around 1700 in the North Sea. [489:   As Maine said at the end of Chapter V of Ancient Law (1861 [1917], p. 100.  My usage is anachronistic, because Maine was arguing about the transition from patriarchal law, such as Roman law, to English law c. 1861, in which more people than the paterfamilias (though not yet married women) were able to make “free agreements of individuals.”]  [490:   Johnson DDDD***, p.  ***]  [491:   Bayly 1989, p. 34.] 

That’s the claim.

&Chapter 23:
Ethical Ideas and Their Rhetoric Mattered

To say it in a little more detail: 
[bookmark: 1.3.366][bookmark: 1.3.367]In Dante’s time a market was viewed as an occasion for sin.  Holiness in 1300 was earned by prayers and charitable works, whereas buying low and selling high was deemed a great danger to the soul.  As the holier-than-thou Albigensians in southern France put it a century before Dante, the truly holy people were the “poor of the faith,” that is, rich people like St. Francis of Assisi who chose ”lady poverty, a fairer bride than any of you have seen.”[footnoteRef:492]  Still in Shakespeare's time a claim of "virtue" for working in a market was flatly ridiculous.  “Let me have no lying,” says the rogue Autolycus in The Winter’s Tale, “It becomes none but a merchant.”[footnoteRef:493]   Ulysses says in Troilus and Cressida, “Let us like merchants show our foulest wares /And think perchance, they'll sell.”[footnoteRef:494]   [492:   Le Roy Ladurie 1978 (1980), p. 337.]  [493:   Winter’s Tale 4.4.702.  Quotations from Shakespeare are always from The Norton Shakespeare, Based on the Oxford Edition (1997).]  [494:   Troilus and Cressida 2.1.352-353.] 

A secular gentleman, who was allowed to wear a sword, earned his virtue by nobility not by bargaining.  He was a soldier,/ Full of strange oaths and bearded like the pard,/Jealous in honor, sudden and quick in quarrel,/ Seeking the bubble reputation/ Even in the cannon's mouth.  The very title of “gentleman” in Elizabeth I’s time meant someone who attended the Cadiz Raid or Hampton Court, engaging in nothing so demeaning as actual work.  Among the Dutch, too, as late as 1743 a report on the conditions in the tiny colony around Cape Town noted of the denizens that “having imported slaves, every common or ordinary European becomes a gentleman [meneer from mijn heer, my lord, would be the word: De Heer in Dutch is The Lord God] and prefers to be served rather than to serve.”[footnoteRef:495]  The distinction haunted Afrikaner society down to the twentieth century, and kept it for a long time non-bourgeois, and poor.[footnoteRef:496] [495:   The report of Baron van Imhoff, the governor-general of the East Indies, to the Dutch Indian Company, quoted in Feinstein 2005, p. 50.  (Also quoted in Gilomee and Mbenga 2007, p. 67: the quotation is well known.)  The quotation is the English translation, that of the van Riebeeck Society, 1918, the original Dutch of which I have not consulted.  So I am not certain that meneer was in fact the word used.]  [496:   ***Insert citations to this effect from Hermann’s book.] 

[bookmark: 50093773n1]The mid-Victorian moralist Samuel Smiles, much scorned by people who have never read him (he praises the bourgeoisie; and after all he has a funny name), held up in the final chapter of Self Help (1859) “The True Gentleman” as his ideal.  But the way Smiles mixes aristocratic and Christian/democratic and bourgeois notions of gentlemanliness is not the main line of the word until very late.  Admittedly, sense 2a in the Oxford English Dictionary is “a man in whom gentle birth is accompanied by appropriate qualities and behavior; hence, in general, a man of chivalrous instincts and fine feelings,” with an instance as early as 1386, in Chaucer.  The lexicographers of Oxford note further that “in this sense the term is frequently defined by reference to the later derived senses of ‘gentle’,” that is, “mild mannered,” an early and unusual use being 1552.  Yet much more usually until modern times the word “gentle” continued to mean “well-born.”  In their book Shakespeare’s Words: A Glossary and Language Companion (2002) David and Ben Chrystal put “gentle” among their selection of the 100 most frequently encountered words that would mislead a modern reader of the Bard.  They define “gentle” simply as “well-born.”[footnoteRef:497]  (The alternative spelling and pronunciation, “genteel,” means much the same as “gentle” in seventeenth-century English, “appropriate to persons of quality,” as in Pepys writing in 1665 that “we had the genteelist dinner.”  But in its various shades of meaning recorded in the OED “genteel” becomes in the eighteenth century a bit of a joke, and is used “now chiefly with sarcastic implication.”  Thus Jane Austen in 1815 says of an unfortunate family that “they were of low origin, in trade, and only moderately genteel.”[footnoteRef:498]  Note Austen’s gentle, and genteel, amusement at the distinction.)   [497:   Crystal and Crystal 2002, p. xx. ]  [498:   ***Austen book and cite.] 

Smiles' modern assertion on the last page of his book that "Gentleness is indeed the best test of gentlemanliness" may serve well enough now in our egalitarian times, originating in the crazy notions of Levelers in the 1640s or Wat Tyler’s mad talk in 1381 that rank and birth should not matter: “When Adam delved, and Eve span/ Who then was the gentleman?”  But it has nothing to do with the self-confident society of sneering rank and birth that Shakespeare praised.  Until the rhetoric started changing in earnest around 1700 English people thought it was quite absurd to claim, as Smiles did, that gentlemanliness "may exhibit itself under the hodden grey of the peasant as well as under the lace coat of the noble."[footnoteRef:499]  Smiles’ "hodden grey" [that is, undyed homespun cloth mixed of white and black wool] is an unmarked quotation from Burns' leveling poem of 1795, "A Man's a Man for a' That": “What though on hamely [homely] fare we dine,/ Wear hoddin grey, an' a that; /Gie [give] fools their silks, and knaves their wine; /A Man's a Man for a' that.”  But Burns’ is modern, democratic, revolutionary talk, the talk of the Scottish kirk meeting, where any devout man could speak up, or the Scottish marketplace, where a poor man’s penny was as good as that of yon birkie ca’d a lord.  The very word “noble” was transformed by Calvinists in the seventeenth century into a spiritual condition, “true nobility.”[footnoteRef:500]  The change in the rhetoric, the honoring of people who claimed no privilege of robe or sword and merely worked at the business of ordinary life, serving rather than being served, yet finding honor in such a task, the shift to a bourgeois civilization—which came (as causes do) before the material and political changes it gave rise to—was historically unique.  “The pith o' sense an' pride o' worth/ Are higher rank that a' that./ Then let us pray that come it may,/ (As come it will for a' that,)/ That sense and worth, o'er a' the earth, /Shall bear the gree [be thoroughly superior], an' a' that.”  It was a change in ethics, a change in earnest talk about the good life, spreading at length to poets and plowmen.   [499:    Smiles 1858, p. 368 in the Briggs ed. ]  [500:   McKeon 1987, p. 191.] 

By the very end, by 1848, notoriously, in Holland and England and America and their imitators in northwestern Europe, a busy businessperson was routinely said to be good, and good for us, except by an angry and as yet tiny clerisy of anti-capitalists, gathering especially in France.  The new form of innovation, dating from its precursors in the northern Italian city states around 1300 to the first modern bourgeois society on a large scale in Holland around 1600 to a pro-bourgeois ethical and political rhetoric in Britain around 1776 to a world-making rhetoric around 1848, grew for the first time in history at the level of big states and empires to be acceptable, even honorable, even virtuous.  
The former aristocratic or Christian or Muslim or Confucian elites had contempt for business, and taxed it or regulated it at every opportunity, keeping it within proper bounds.  That was the chief constraint on the march to the modern—withholding honor from innovation, and dignity from ordinary life.  But indeed a small society dominated by business could itself rather easily set constraints, by arranging for a local monopoly.  If the dominate classes of merchants worked at it long enough, as the Venetians did, they could reproduce a society of strict rank and birth.  The killing of innovation by the bourgeoisie itself was made possible by economic localism, Europe being riven until the nineteenth century by toll gates within countries and at frontiers—this in sharp contrast to contemporary China, which constituted one enormous free trade area.  By contrast, beginning in 1738 the Prussian tax collectors, having torn down the old defensive city walls (no longer effective against modern guns) , erected a twenty-foot tall customs wall (Akzisemauer), which itself was torn down only in 1866—a fitting symbol of the rise and fall of European’s self-defeating mercantilism.[footnoteRef:501]  The third act of Puccini’s La Bohème (1896, from a novel of 1849 referring to the 1830s) takes place at a toll gate into Paris.  It would not have seemed odd even in post-War Europe, at any rate before the full blooming of the Common Market.  In 1968 we waited in our car for hours with hundreds of lorries to cross from Austria to Italy.   [501:   Härtel 2006, pp. 13, 18.] 

Thus Deventer, a Hansa town in the Netherlands, was in 1500 strictly bounded by tariffs and protections for existing trades.  Constraints on trade were the illiberal equilibrium of Europe before the Industrial Revolution.  You could not innovate in producing cloth without permission from the guild.  In Germany during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries even the urban poets of each little town were organized into guilds, that of Wagner’s Die Meistersinger von Nürnberg, for example, with their tunes and meters laid out in rule books in a most unRomantic way.  
In the style of central planning and regulation now—as against the wild, self-organizing free market now—people expected their economy to be predictable.  Stanislav du Plessis speaks of his Afrikaner great grandparents, and of their parents, and theirs, and theirs: “for these couples, as for humankind generally for almost all of history, parents lived the same lives as their children.”  The children “grew rich, if at all, and rarely, by accumulating more land and more cattle, more labor. . . .  It is the same model we read about in the Old Testament (Genesis 13:1-30; Genesis 30: 25-43).”[footnoteRef:502]  The model was zero sum.  In 1600 England, even though a big society, at any rate by Deventer or Nürnberg standards, still affixed chains on enterprise, under a theory that a trade was zero sum.  Many believed that “to add more persons to be Merchant Adventurers is to put more sheep into one and the same pasture which is to serve them all.”[footnoteRef:503]  Let us have predictable lives.  It is what is behind modern revivals of mercantilism, as in Lew ***check spelling Dobbs on U. S. television or the French vintners demanding still more protection or the anti-globalization rioters at the meetings of the Group of Seven. [502:   Du Plessis 2008.]  [503:   Quoted in Wrightson 2000, p. 191.] 

But a free-trade area as large as Britain in the eighteenth century, after the change in rhetoric around 1700, could develop sufficient material and intellectual interests in free trade to unbind Prometheus.[footnoteRef:504]  A balance of interests against passions, in other words, is not merely a modern liberal fancy.  Interests grew up in the British eighteenth century that had a stake in free markets.  When the new rhetoric gave license for new businesses, the businesses could enrich enough people to create their own vested interests for carrying on, creating a toleration for creative destruction, and for unpredictable lives.  Ideas and conditions intertwined into a uniquely modern rope.  The first task of Napoleon’s conquering armies was to abolish restrictions by guilds, and the abolition was lasting.  The result was the unprecedentedly rich societies of Europe and the world.  The interests of a bourgeois civilization overbalanced the accumulated interests of traditional clergy, peasants, aristocrats, and local bourgeois monopolists, sufficiently.  [504:   Landes 1969 and 1965.  This is a good place to acknowledge that I spent the first half of my historical career disagreeing with Landes on the role of the entrepreneur.  I seem to be doomed to spend the second half agreeing with him.  ] 

 From 1300 to 1600 in northern Italy and the southern and then the northern Low Countries, and the Hansa towns, and then more broadly and decisively down to 1776 in Britain, and still more broadly and still more decisively down to 1848 all over northwestern Europe and its offshoots, something changed in elite talk.  In England the change in the rhetoric about the economy happened during a concentrated and startling period 1600 to 1776, and especially during an even more concentrated and even more startling period from 1689 to 1719.  The heralds in England gave up trying to enforce the rule that only a gentleman could wear a sword.[footnoteRef:505]  Innovation, a “system of property rights coordinated by prices,” as the economist P. J. Hill puts it, and the bourgeois work in support of it came to be spoken of as virtuous.  In some ways—though not all—innovation and other bourgeois work came to be virtuous in fact.  [505:   Earle 1989, p. 5.] 

It was a close call, because rhetoric matters.  The material and legal constraints of the economy and society of Europe did not change vastly from 1689 to 1789, at any rate not on the scale of the material change from 1789 to 1914, or still more the change from 1914 to 1989.  People traveled in carriages and sailing ships in 1789 as they had in 1689; they ate grain raised mainly locally and spices raised entirely in the Indies as they had in 1689; they lived for the most part in small towns or the country as before; they worked for masters with whom they were personally acquainted; they were routinely beaten by their masters or their husbands if they misbehaved; they died at high rates from water-borne diseases; they could not vote; the laws under which they lived were ferociously slanted towards the rich.  Not a great deal of a narrowly economic or political or legal sort changed in the eighteenth century.  Therefore narrowly economic or political or legal changes cannot be the cause of that Industrial Revolution stirring in the late eighteenth century.  The economist’s instinctive materialism, in short, looks inadequate to the task of explaining the modern world.  
What did change astoundingly, and at the right time to explain subsequent enrichment, were ideas and their rhetoric.  The ideas and the rhetoric depended on the close call going a particular way.  Imagine the denouement of eighteenth-century politics without Freemasonry—Franklin, Washington, Lafayette were masons, continuing a movement begun in Britain (and spread by Desaguliers), becoming in Holland the home of the early “radical Enlightenment,” and spreading throughout Europe.  Fully 300 lodges were scattered across even princely Germany, elevating discussion and encouraging fraternal equality (and even some sororal pseudo-equality) right down to the Austrian Mozart’s Magic Flute (1791). [footnoteRef:506]   [506:   All this from Jacob 1981 (2006); Jacob 1991; and summarized in Jacob 2001, pp. 33-35.  ***read and cite Israel on radical Enligthenment] 

Or imagine the Enlightenment without Diderot and his Encylopédie (from 1751 on), by 1772 in 17 folio volumes of text and 11 volumes of 2,885 illustrations, with 140 contributors (for example, Rousseau on music), with 71,818 entries, and as early as 1754 having 4,255 subscribers, and in its cheap octavo editions in the late 1770s “reproduced and distributed on a mass scale throughout Europe,” 25,000 copies between 1751 and 1782, and many more translations and cheap editions later.[footnoteRef:507]  A half a century earlier, as Joel Mokyr has noted, the Chinese encyclopedia Gujin Tushu Jicheng, fully 100 million characters (the Encyclopédie had only one fifth as many words), was printed, but was devoted to declaring an anti-enlightened orthodoxy in Confucianism (contrary to an ancient and vigorous spirit of dispute in Confucian thought) and was printed in a mere sixty copies—enough for enlightenment in traditional wisdom of only the very top of the Chinese mandarinate.[footnoteRef:508]  This in a country in which literally hundreds of thousands of copies of books published a thousand years ago have survived to the present (the fact stuns European students of texts as important as, say, the New Testament, which have survived from so long ago in handfuls, when they have at all).  Printing was not the constraint.  Liberty was.  China in the eighteenth century wanted to play its intellectual cards very close to the Emperor’s chest.  By contrast every moderately enlightened town in Europe had access to Diderot’s Encylopédie, breaking theological custom and showing how machines were made (though beware again of Orientalism: the Chinese and Japanese at the time were also prolific in practical handbooks).   [507:   Darnton 1988; Encyclopédie 1772.]  [508:   ***Cite Joel; ***Spence, get page and check.] 

For that matter imagine how the close call might have gone the other way without certain individual callers—Locke, Newton, Bayle, Vico, Voltaire, Diderot, Rousseau, Smith.  The speakers were not determined by the material base.  The base was changing only sluggishly by later standards, or indeed by some earlier standards.  Show this from growth figures, scale of foreign trade, urbanization up to 1700 What mattered most were the very words of such people.  So at least has been assumed in the numerous attempts, often successful, to control behavior through controlling voice, not always backed by violence, such as Cato the Censor in Rome or theatre censorship in England or the U.S. Post Office Inspectorate or trips to the Gulag for people like Solzhenitsyn who could not keep their mouths shut.  
Yet many people still believe stoutly, without much evidence, that ideas were not important.  One needs to persuade them sweetly of their error.  Without Adam Smith, for example, the rhetoric of innovation would have developed in different ways, if at all.  He himself wrote eloquently in 1776 against the notion that only material interests matter: after all, the entire point of The Wealth of Nations was to assault what he called the “commercial system,” that is, mercantilism, another system of ideas.  Slowly his own eloquence came to matter.  He would not have wasted his breath had he thought ideas were mere reflexes of the interests, as the numerous vulgar Marxists of the left and the right claim to believe.  Thus the great American economist, George Stigler asserted in The Economist as Preacher (1982): “We live in a world that is full of mistaken policies, but they are not mistaken for their followers. . . .  Individuals always know their true self-interest [except perhaps Stigler’s students, who needed to be instructed?]. . . .  Each sector of the public will therefore demand services from intellectuals favorable to the interests of that sector.”[footnoteRef:509]  That part of his argument is identical to Antonio Gramsci’s on the role of the intellectual: “every social group. . . creates together with itself, organically, one or more strata of intellectuals.”[footnoteRef:510]  But Gramsci the Italian Marxist (1891-1937) was much less of a historical materialist than was Stigler the Chicago-School economist (1911-1991).  With Lenin, Gramsci believed in a role for rhetoric and the Party, and was opposed to an “economism” such as Stigler advocated in his old age, the cynical half truth that the Interests will always out. [509:   Stigler 1982, pp. 10, 60.  ]  [510:   Gramsci 1932, in Forgacs, ed., p. 301.] 

Smith knew the Interests well, and spent the last third of his book of 1776 railing against them.  But he knew as well the other half of the truth, too, the force of raillery, and knew that intellectuals can have a historical role independent of the interests of a sector or social group.  "To found a great empire for the sole purpose of raising up a people of customers, may at first sight appear,” he thundered, “a project fit only for a nation of shopkeepers.  It is, however, a project altogether unfit for a nation of shopkeepers, but extremely fit for a nation whose government is influenced by shopkeepers."[footnoteRef:511]  A government influenced by shopkeepers was the Deventer and the Merchant Adventurer’s case.  Repeatedly the shopkeepers and corporations since then have attempted to re-impose mercantilism, using their influence on the state to protect American sugar growers (and thus killing innovation in the use of sugar for auto fuel) or to extend the copyright on Mickey Mouse (and thus killing innovation in the use of images).  Worse, sometimes much worse, has arisen from the military-industrial complex that Eisenhower warned us against.  We must, as Smith said and did, marshal our rhetoric against ”the clamorous importunity of partial interest.”[footnoteRef:512]  Indeed.  Down with corporate welfare!  Overthrow the military-industrial complex!  Prevent monopolies from using “regulation” as a tool to block entry!  Don’t be fooled!  Aux presses, citoyens. [511:   ***Cite Smith; italics supplied.]  [512:   ***Cite Smith.] 

But in modern times the bigger danger than corruption by the bourgeoisie itself, real though that danger is, has been the re-imposition of neo-aristocratic or neo-Christian notions of the proper place of business, expressed as nationalism or socialism.  Such notions have in the twentieth century caused great slaughters of people and great violations of liberty: Kaiser Wilhelm, Mussolini, Lenin, Stalin, Hitler, Franco, Tojo, Mao, Castro, Ho Chi Minh, Pol Pot, King Saud, Saddam Hussein, Kim Jong-il.  A dreary record.  Corporate welfare by contrast has merely enriched a few well placed people with seven houses.  
Fascism and communism arose through rhetoric armed as much as did liberty, since rhetoric matters in the attacks on economic or political liberty as much as in their defense. The aristocracy or the country club, for example, favors a nationalist rhetoric nurturing military power, and a version of neo-aristocracy, in the name of King and Country.  For a moderate showing of such tendencies in the United States see any Republican Party national convention.  The progressive Christians or the clerisy favors a socialist rhetoric nurturing the leading members of the Party and selected trade unions, in the name of the wretched of the earth.  For a moderate showing of such tendencies in the United States see any Democratic Party convention.  The defeat in the twentieth century of the extremes of each was a close call, and the rhetoric of the country club and the clerisy has mattered.  In the 1930s the country club sidled up to fascism, the clerisy to communism.  The European Civil War 1914-1989 showed how high-minded theories of nationalism or socialism or, God help us, national socialism could kill off liberty and prosperity, and tens of millions of people to the bargain.  If you doubt that ideas matter, consider the importance of individuals in that pitiful history, when conditions were ripe.  The “ideational” literature in recent political science calls the vital few “carriers,” “capable of persuading others to reconsider the ways they think and act.”[footnoteRef:513]  No Lenin, with his pen, no October/November 1917.  No Hitler, with his voice, no January 1933. [513:   Berman 2006, p. 11, referring to Mark Blyth, James Kloppenberg, Judith Goldstein, G. John Inenberry, Robert Keohane, and William Sewell, Jr.  The phrase “the vital few” is from the economic historian the late Jonathan Hughes, writing in praise of economic entrepreneurs (DDDD).] 

The rhetorical and ethical change around 1700 caused modern economic growth, which at length freed us from ageless poverty.  Modern economic growth did not corrupt our souls, contrary to the anti-bourgeois rhetoric of the clerisy since 1848, and contrary to an older line of aristocratic and religious criticism of bourgeois life.  The rhetorical and ethical change at the national level was necessary for the first Industrial Revolution.  It was even perhaps jointly sufficient—with property rights standing as a supersaturated solution into which the crystal of the dignity of ordinary life was dropped.[footnoteRef:514]  British people in the eighteenth century came to accept the creative destruction of old ways of doing things, becoming in a famous phrase of Blackstone’s “a polite and commercial people.”[footnoteRef:515]  The economy paid them back with interest.  The Marxists call the acceptance of innovation “false consciousness,” and it may be.  But unless the masses in a democracy accept innovation, falsely or not, they can be led by populists to rise up and kill the goose, as in Hugo Chavez’ Venezuela.   [514:   I owe the image to the legal economist and economic historian David Haddock.]  [515:   Cite Blackstone ***] 

European people in the nineteenth century came to think of themselves as endowed by their businesslike Creator with inalienable rights, especially to liberty and property.  More innovative rhetoric.  The rhetoric paid them back at length, paradoxically, with freed slaves and freed women.  People in the late twentieth century from the Philippines to Ukraine came to expect to have a say in their governments, as in their markets.  The polity, too, paid them back with democratic liberalism, a free press, the Iowa caucuses, the South African constitution, and all our joy. 
We need now to guard the resulting precipitate against cynicism and utopianism.  One might well worry about the “cultural contradictions of capitalism” articulated with horror or glee by Daniel Bell and Polanyi and Schumpeter and Weber and Lenin and Marx.  Innovation can indeed produce its own gravediggers.[footnoteRef:516]  “Is it possible,” asked the liberal historian Macaulay in 1829, “that in the bosom of civilization itself may be engendered the malady which shall destroy it?  Is it possible that, in two or three hundred years, a few lean and half-naked fishermen may divide with owls and foxes the ruins of the greatest European cities—may wash their nets amidst the relics of her gigantic docks?”[footnoteRef:517]  As Macaulay noted, under democracy such an outcome is implied by the strictly short-run, prudence-only, interest-rules, people-know-which-side-of-their-bread-is-buttered-without-instruction theory of the act-utilitarians among us.   [516:   A dismal prospect explored in Bourgeois Enemies.  The graves are still open.]  [517:   Macaulay, “Mill on Government,” 1829, Vol. II, pp. 41-42.] 

But we do not have to admit the utilitarian, prudence-only theory.  It hasn’t worked very well as a descriptive theory outside certain narrowly economic contexts—it has failed, for example, in realist studies of foreign policy.  It encourages an unethical version of ethics.  On the contrary, ideologies matter.  People are in fact open to instruction that bourgeois life can be virtuous and that bankers should be wise.  And anyway, to repeat, no writer urging better economic or political policy can propose without self-contradiction the cynical, amoral theory.  If economism is true, put down your pen.  If you’re so smart, why are you urging others to ignore their selfish interests?  Let the short-run self-interest of the poor and the powerful come to wreck innovation, in the style of twentieth-century Argentina.  Let us welcome a life of lean and half-naked fishermen, and the ruin of cities.  Perhaps it is mistaken to assert that rhetoric in favor of innovation, a new neural pathway in the brain, was sufficient to initiate prosperity and liberty, and that it is still necessary to retain them.  We shall see.  But at least such assertion are not a performative self-contradictions, such as persuaders trying to persuade you that persuasion is a nullity.  
The modern world required a Bourgeois Revaluation.  Indeed, it still does.  Russia will not fully enter the modern world until it abandons its hostility to any tall poppy, any successful businessperson.  China and India are trying to.  But from the clerisy left and right comes the irritated reply: “You mean you want me to accord dignity to the wretched promoters and profiteers?  Are you nuts?  I’m barely willing to give them the mere liberty to forward their schemes.  They get their reward here below, in cash.  They hardly need to be admired!  I’m sticking with holy equality [thus the left] or glorious distinction [thus the right].  My admired people are saints and soldiers, not innovators and managers.  Lenin not Rockefeller.  Dorothy Day not Herbert Hoover.  Leni Riefenstahl not Walt Disney.  Patton not Eisenhower.  Tom Joad not George Babbitt.”   I wish they would stop to think.
The Bourgeois Revaluation was an ethical event, of course.  Northwestern Europe came to honor the outcome of markets, in both senses of “honor.”  It accorded dignity to them.  And it gave them the liberty to happen, as in “honoring” a contract.  But laissez faire was ethical in another sense, too.[footnoteRef:518]  It was a decision to treat markets as ethically privileged, to stop according privilege to hierarchy (“Stand aside, knave”) and to start according privilege to exchange (“The price is the price”).  Hierarchy of course did not disappear.  Men, elders, guildsmen, millionaires, officials, whites, and citizens of the town still lorded it over women, minors, apprentices, paupers, subjects, blacks, and foreigners.  The Chicago School’s and the Marxists’ cynical version of the Golden Rule still held sway: those who have the gold, rule.  But hierarchy less commonly after the Bourgeois Revaluation trumped the outcome of markets, and especially so in the crucial matter of innovation.  Even a person with bags of gold could not so often delay an innovation, unless indeed he could corrupt the existing institutions of hierarchy, such as the state, and bring in a regulation.  In Florence in 1430 an innovation in making cloth that disturbed the profits and therefore offended the standing of give correct name of guild from Florence book, and use a real name of the time was forbidden.  An outrage.  In Manchester in 1830 similar innovation that disturbed the profits of English name, preferable Clough’s father was admired, or at the least not whined about, whatever its effects on his standing.  Clever, that.  In other words, laissez faire, laissez passer comes with the Bourgeois Deal: if you let me innovate and make profits, in the long run I’ll make us all rich.  (And he did.) [518:   The discussion here benefited from reading on three successive days three illuminating papers, Demsetz 2010, Khalil 2010, and Ogilvie 2006.] 

	In a way that illuminates the point at issue here, economists routinely fumble the definition of one of their favorite bits of twentieth-century jargon, an “externality.”  “External effects” are supposed to be grounds for state intervention to repair the misdeeds of markets.  The economist will write that “in the presence of externalities, an institutional arrangement could be efficient for the individuals transacting (i.e. in their best interests), while being inefficient for society as a whole because it affects the welfare of third parties.”  But wait.  Every action in a society has effects on the welfare of third parties.  If I bid for something on E-Bay I affect all the other people by raising its price.  Not much, but a little: an effect.  Something is wrong.  By such a definition the state should intervene when you, buying a loaf of bread, take it out of the mouth of some poor and worthy person, or when you innovated in making cloth, taking profits out of the pocket of NNN as above in Florence.  The jargon of “externalities” was on the contrary invented to speak of the contrast between effects within markets and those outside of it, such as the alleged inability of beekeepers or lighthouse keepers to get market compensation for their beneficial activities.  The correct definition must therefore contain a phrase like “because it effects the welfare of third parties in ways other than supply and demand.”  The claim to achieve (to use more of the beloved jargon) “efficiency” is only about events happening within unregulated markets.  The economist says, “if property is secure and exchange permitted, then people will achieve by supply and demand the ‘contract curve’ in an ‘Edgeworth box,’ subject to the limits of ‘transaction costs.’”  Whew.
The blizzard of such jargon has made it hard for economists to see their ethical feet.  The point is that deciding what is in and what is out of the market is an ethical decision.  No man is an island, entire of itself.  Only Crusoe on his island, before Friday, does not cause spillovers on other humans.  We humans then decide to let some spillovers pass, and others not.  We decide to let innovations in making cloth go forward unimpeded, or not.  We decide to let markets in babies to take place, or not.  As disturbing as it is to the claim that economics is free of values, like chemistry (but consider Nobel and his dynamite; consider the trigger for the first atomic bomb; consider Dow Chemical and Agent Orange; keep considering), the Bourgeois Revaluation declared markets ethical.  Its servants in forming a historical block (the economists) declared much later that good spillovers are to be called supply and demand, while bad spillovers are to be called externalities.
Such ruminations will irritate both left and right.  The left wants it to be obvious that we should intervene to stop the outcome of markets and innovation when they appear to hurt some poor and worthy person.  But I am claiming that an ethical decision to let some—most—innovations go forward has been necessary to the gigantic enrichment of the world’s poor.  It might have turned out another way.  It might have been, as Marx expected, that innovation would be immiserizing.  But in the event it wasn’t.  On the contrary, innovation has been vastly more effective in making us better off than regulations and unions and taxes and redistributions and planning.  If you want poor people to prosper—and left and right the ethical people do—you need to buy into the Bourgeois Deal.  
Marxist conflict theory, such as that of Brenner or Wallerstein, supposes that the correct way to start is class conflict.  Elias Khalil observes that 
Feminist theory . . .  envisions the boundary between the genders, but not the boundary between classes, to be the ultimate entry point of analysis.  For feminist theory. . .  the family cannot have an identifiable objective function as long as the male and female have unequal power.  One can envision similar theories of boundaries that draw the lines according to religion, race, or nationality. [footnoteRef:519]   [519:  Khalil 2010, pp.5-6. ] 

Indeed one can.  The economists’ position as social philosopher, adopted first in the eighteenth century, claims that one can and should think of the welfare of the world as a whole, not according to class, gender, religion, race, or nationality.  Political economy, later to be called economics, came into its own when the objective function became People instead  or this or that interest.  The distinctive mark of the politics of economics since Turgot and Smith is its claim---which may be disputed on realistic or conspiratorial or false-consciousness grounds---to take into account all of humanity.  The conflict theorists do dispute the claim to represent all humans: “Don’t be naïve: the real world starts from the divisions by race, class, gender, nationality.”  And in a zero-sum world of hierarchy they are surely correct.  Yet the Bourgeois Era led to such gigantic enrichment that zero-sum no longer makes sense.  
The hard-minded right, on the other hand, wants it to be obvious that markets and innovation are just desirable, no weepy-eyed ethics about it.  Perhaps they should have noticed that “desirable” is an evaluative term, and “justice” a virtue, and ethics necessary for any human life.  But in any case. . . . 



&Chapter 24:
It Was a Rhetorical Change,
Not a Deep Cultural One

The Industrial Revolution and the modern world did not arise in the first instance from a quickening of the capitalist spirit or the Scientific Revolution or an original accumulation of capital or an exploitation of the periphery or imperialistic exploitation or a rise in the savings rate or a better enforcement of property rights or a higher birth-rate of the profit-making gifted or a manufacturing capitalism taking over from commercial capitalism, or from any other of the mainly materialist machinery beloved of economists and calculators left and right.  The machines weren’t necessary.  There were substitutes for each of them, as the economic historian Alexander Gerschenkron argued long ago.[footnoteRef:520]   [520:   ***Cite Gerschenkron ] 

Surprisingly, what seem at first the most malleable of things—words, metaphors, narratives—were the most necessary.  In the First Industrial Revolution there were no substitutes for bourgeois talk.  Followership after the first revolution has been another matter.  With techniques borrowed from bourgeois societies a Stalin could suppress bourgeois talk and yet make a lot of steel.  In 1700, however, the absence of the new dignity for merchants and inventors in Britain would have led to the crushing of enterprise, as it had always been crushed before.  Governments would have stopped invention to protect the vested interests, as they always had done.  Gifted people would have opted for careers as soldiers or priests or courtiers, as always.  The hobby of scientific inquiry that swept Britain in the early eighteenth century would have remained in the parlor, and never transitioned to the mill.
The talk mattered, whether or not the talk had exactly its intended effect.  In the late eighteenth-century a male and female public that eagerly read Hannah More and William Cowper created middle class values from hymns and novels and books of instruction, “an expanding literate public seeking not only diversion but instruction.”[footnoteRef:521]  Similarly, the Abbé Sieyes’ essay of 1789, What is the Third Estate? had a lasting impact on French politics.  In A Rhetoric of Bourgeois Revolution the historian William Sewell argues that “the literary devices that characterized Sieyes’s rhetoric of social revolution quickly became standard elements in a revolutionary rhetorical lexicon.  His language, it seems fair to say, had . . . enduring and powerful effects on French political culture.”[footnoteRef:522]  As Tocqueville famously put it in 1856, “Our men of letters did not merely impart their revolutionary ideas to the French nation; they also shaped the national temperament and outlook on life.  In the long process of molding men’s minds to their ideal pattern their task was all the easier since the French had had no training in the field of politics, and thus they had a clear field.”[footnoteRef:523]  Even in the British colonies from Vermont to Georgia and the new nation made out of them—places with a good deal of local training in the field of politics—the rhetoric of the American Declaration of Independence, or the Gettysburg Address, or the Four Freedoms speech, or the I Have a Dream speech, had lasting enduring and powerful effects in molding people’s minds.[footnoteRef:524]  The word’s the thing. [521:   Davidoff and Hall 1987, p. 162.]  [522:   Sewell 1994, p. 198.]  [523:   Tocqueville 1856 (1858; trans. 1955), p. 146-147.  I owe this citation to Clifford Deaton.  ]  [524:   ***Cite Gary Wills on Gettysburg.] 

Modernity did not arise from the deep psycho-social changes that Max Weber posited in 1904-05.  Weber’s evidence was of course the talk of people.  Yet he believed he was getting deeper, into the core of their psycho-social being.  It was not a Protestant ethic or a change in acquisitive desires or a rise of national feeling or an “industrious revolution” or a new experimental attitude or any other change in people’s deep behavior as individuals that initiated the new life of capitalism.  These were not trivial, and were surely the flourishing branches of a new bourgeois civilization.  They were branches, however, not the root.  People have always been proud and hard working and acquisitive and curious, when circumstances warranted it.  From the beginning , for example, greed has been a sin, and prudent self-interest a virtue.  There’s nothing Early Modern about them.  As for the pride of nationalism, Italian cities in the thirteenth century, or for that matter Italian parishes anywhere until yesterday, evinced a nationalism—the Italians still call the local version campanilismo, from campanile, the church bell tower from which the neighborhood takes its daily rhythms—that would do proud a patriotic Frenchman of 1914.  And as for the Scientific Revolution, it paid off late.  Without a new dignity for the bourgeois engineers and entrepreneurs its modest payoff in the eighteenth century would have been disdained, and the later payoffs postponed forever.
Yet Weber was correct that cultures and societies and economies require an animating spirit, a Geist, an earnest rhetoric of the transcendent, and that such rhetoric matters to economic performance.[footnoteRef:525]  (Weber’s word Geist, by the way, is less incense-smelling in German than its English translation of “spirit.”  Geisteswissenschaften, for example, literally in English a very spooky sounding “spirit sciences,” is the normal German word for what American academics call the “humanities,” the British “arts.”)  The Geist of innovation, though, is not deep.  It is superficial, located in the way people talk.  Such a rhetoric can be changed.  For example the conservatives in the United States during the 1980s and 1990s attacked the maternal metaphor of the New Deal and the Great Society, replacing it with a paternal metaphor of discipline.[footnoteRef:526]  In China the talk (and admittedly also the police action) of the Communist Party down to 1978 stopped all good economic innovation in favor of back-yard blast furnaces and gigantic collective farms.  Afterwards the regime gradually allowed innovation, and now China buzzes with talk of this or that opportunity to turn a yuan.  Sometimes, as around the North Sea 1517 to 1719, the rhetoric can change even after it has been frozen for millennia in aristocratic and then also in Christian frames of anti-bourgeois talk.  Rhetoric-as-cause lacks Romantic profundity.  But for all that it is more encouraging, less racist, less nationalistic, less deterministic.   [525:   Virgil Storr 1962 makes this point in the context of the economy of Barbados.]  [526:   Lakoff DDDD***; 2008.] 

Consider twentieth century history in Britain and the United States.  Look at how quickly under McKinley, then Teddy Roosevelt, and then Woodrow Wilson a previously isolationist United States came to carry a big stick in the world, to the disgust of libertarian critics like H. L. Mencken.  Look at how quickly the rhetoric of working-class politics changed in Britain between the elections of 1918 and 1922, crushing the great Liberal Party.  Look at how quickly the rhetoric of free speech changed in the United States after 1919, through the dissenting opinions of Holmes and Brandeis.[footnoteRef:527]  Look at how legal prohibitions in Britain directed at advertisements for jobs or housing saying “Europeans only,” which had been commonplace in the 1960s, changed the conversation.  (As late as 1991 such rhetoric was still allowed in Germany: a pub in Frankfurt had a notice on the door, Kein Zutritt für Hunde und Türken: “No entry for dogs and Turks.”[footnoteRef:528])  Look at how quickly American apartheid changed under the pressure of the Freedom Riders and the Voting Rights Act.  Racist talk and racist behavior didn’t vanish in either country, Lord knows.  But the racist talk could no longer claim the dignity of law and custom, and the behavior itself was on the run.  Witness Barack Obama.  Look, again, at how quickly employment for married women became routine.  Simone de Beauvoir, Betty Friedan, and other carriers of feminism mattered.[footnoteRef:529]  Look at how quickly under New Labour the nationalizing Clause IV of the British Labour Party fell out of favor.  Tony Blair and his rhetoric of realism mattered.  One can reasonably assert some material causes for parts of these, surely.  But rhetoric mattered, too, and was subject to startlingly rapid change. [527:   Whitney v. California, 274 U.S. 357 (1927).]  [528:   Ardagh 1991, p. 297.]  [529:   McCloskey 2001.] 

The historian David Landes asserted in 1999 that “if we learn anything from the history of economic development, it is that culture makes all the difference.  (Here Max Weber was right on.)”[footnoteRef:530]  That seems to be mistaken, if “culture” here means, as Landes does intend it to mean, historically deep national characteristics.  We learn instead that superficial rhetoric makes all the difference, re-figured in each generation.  That’s a much more cheerful conclusion, to repeat, than that the fault is in our ancient race or class or nationality, not in our present speech, that we are underlings.  As the economists William Baumol, Robert Litan, and Carl Schramm put it in 2007, “There are too many examples of countries turning their economies around in a relatively short period of time, a generation or less [Korea, Singapore, Thailand, Ireland, Spain]. . . .  These successes cannot be squared with the culture-is-everything view.”[footnoteRef:531]  The same could be said of countries turning their politics around in a short period of time, with little change in deep culture: defeated Germany, Franco-less Spain, Russia-freed Ukraine, enriched Taiwan.  Culture is not much to the point, it would seem—unless, indeed, “culture” is understood as “the rhetoric people presently find persuasive.”  In which case, yes, right on. [530:   ***Landes cite 1998 or 1999?]  [531:   Baumol, Litan, and Schramm 2007, p. 122.] 

The argument is that, contrary to a notion of essences derived from a Romantic theory of personality—and contrary to the other side of the Romantic coin, a notion of pre-known preferences derived from a utilitarian theory of decision-without-rhetorical-reflection—what we do is to some large degree determined by how we talk to others and to ourselves.  As Bernard Manin put it, “The free individual is not one who already knows absolutely what he wants, but one who has incomplete preferences and is trying by means of interior deliberation and dialogue with others to determine precisely what he does want.”[footnoteRef:532]  Manin points out that avant les lettres, in 1755, Rousseau mixed the Romantic and the utilitarian hostilities to such a democratic rhetoric into a nasty and influential concoction, which precisely denied deliberation and rhetoric.[footnoteRef:533]  Just vote, or discern without voting the General Will. [532:   Manin 1985(1987).  ]  [533:   Manin 1085 (1987), p. 364] 

Rhetoric is of course a part of culture.  But it is the superficial part.  “Superficial” is not here another word for “stupid” or “unimportant.”  Depth-analyses that turn on a Human Nature inherited from imagined African savannahs or an English Character inherited from imagined Anglo-Saxon liberties don’t really explain why men rape or why England has more cargo.  The rhetoric of men’s sexual dominance over women (“But she wants it”) or the rhetoric of a business civilization (“That government is best that governs least”) do explain such things, and both rhetoric cans and did change, quickly.  Not “easily.”  Quickly.
Attributing to deeper culture or personality a behavior that in fact arises from present rhetoric or circumstances is called by social psychologists the “fundamental attribution error.”[footnoteRef:534]  Seemingly profound and permanent differences in cultural dispositions to which we attribute so much can disappear in a generation or two.  The grandchildren of Hmong immigrants to the United States differ in many of their values-in-action only a little from the grandchildren of British immigrants.  If you are not persuaded, add a “great” to “grandchildren,” or another “great.”  What persists and yet develops and in the end influences, by exposition at a mother’s knee or through stories told in literature high and low, or the rumors of the newspapers and the chatter on the web—a climate of opinion and party politics new in England in the 1690s, for example—are spoken ethical valuations, that is to say, rhetoric.[footnoteRef:535]  We value others, ourselves, the transcendent in our talk.   [534:   Jones and Harris 1967.]  [535:   For example the study of children’s literature in support of the “need for achievement” in McClelland DDDD***.] 

Consider for example the high rhetorical valuation of prudence and hope and courage in American civilization.  It keeps faith with a spoken identity of unrootedness, what the Dutch economist Arjo Klamer has called the American “caravan” society as against the “citadel” society of Europe.[footnoteRef:536]  It speaks us in the American frontier myth or the Hollywood road movie, the American folk religion that “you can be anything you want to be.”  It wipes out in a couple of generations a Northern European ethic of temperance and egalitarian justice (consult Garrison Keillor) or an East Asian ethic of prudence and family faithfulness (consult Amy Tan).[footnoteRef:537] [536:   ***Cite Arjo.]  [537:    ***Cite Arjo] 

Many people said in the 1950s and 1960s and 1970s and the 1980s that India would never develop economically, that Hindu culture was hopelessly otherworldly and would always be hostile to innovation.  True, some wise heads, such as the professor of English literature Nirad Chaudhuri, demurred.  In 1959 Chaudhuri pointed out that Christian England was actually less profit-oriented in its prayer for daily bread than was the daily Hindu prayer to Durga, the Mother Goddess: “give me longevity, fame, good fortune, O Goddess, give me sons, wealth, and all things desirable.”[footnoteRef:538]  But most social scientists saw only vicious circles of poverty.  Over the forty years after Independence such a rhetoric of a Gandhi-cum-London-School-of-Economics socialism held the “Hindu rate of growth” to 3.2 percent per year, implying a miserable 1 percent a year per capita as the population grew.  Nehru wrote with satisfaction in 1962 that “the West also brings an antidote to the evils of cut-throat civilization—the principle of socialism. . . .  This is not so unlike the old Brahmin idea of service.”[footnoteRef:539] [538:   Chaudhuri 1959, p. 178; see also his Chapter V, “Money and the Englishman.”  Chaudhuri was a professor English literature who made his first trip to England after the War.]  [539:   Quoted in Lal 2006, p. 166.  One is reminded of the old and vulgar joke by the farmer: “When I hear the word ‘service’ I wonder who getting screwed.”] 

But at last the anti-market rhetoric from the European 1930s and “the old Brahmin idea of service” faded.  A capitalist, innovating rhetoric took root in India, partially upending the “License Raj.”[footnoteRef:540]  And so the place commenced, especially after the economist Manmohan Singh began in 1991 to direct economic policy, to increase the production of goods and services at rates shockingly higher than in the days of five-year plans and corrupt regulation and socialist governments led by students of Harold Laski.  By 2008 Indian national income was growing at fully 7 percent a year per head (7.6 in 2005 and 2006).  Birth rates were falling, as they do when people get better off.   [540:   Cite Dillip ***] 

At 7.0 percent per year compounded the very worst of Indian poverty will disappear in a generation of twenty years, because income per head will have increased then by a factor of 3.9.  The leading student of such matters, Angus Maddison, comes to about the same conclusion in his projections for the year 2030.[footnoteRef:541]  Income will be well over the 2003 level of income per head at purchasing power parity of Mexico—not heaven on earth, but a lot better than New Delhi now, or a lot better than all of India at $2,160 on the same basis in 2003.[footnoteRef:542]  Much of the culture didn’t change in the seventeen years after 1991, and probably won’t change much in the twenty years after 2008.  People still give offerings to Lakshmi and the son of Gauri, as they did in 1947 and 1991.  They still play cricket.  In 2028, one supposes, the Indians will still engage in these endearing cultural practices.  And in 2048, after merely two generations at such bourgeois rates of growth, average income will have risen by a factor of fully 16 over what it was in 2008, and the level will be well over what is was in the United States in 2003.  Yet even by 2048 in much of their talk and action the Indians will probably not have the slightest temptation to become like Chicagoans or Parisians, no more than southern Italians once very poor have adopted (as they became by international standards rich) an American style of driving or a British taste in food.  Yet in their rhetoric about the economy the Italians did, and the Indians will, enter the modern world, and the modern word, of a bourgeois civilization.  And they will be the better for it, materially and spiritually. [541:   Maddison 2007, p. 174.]  [542:   Maddison 2007, p. 382 for Mexico and India in 2003.] 

What changed in Europe, and then the world, was the rhetoric of trade and production and innovation—that is, the way influential people such as Defoe, Voltaire, Montesquieu, Hume, Turgot, Franklin, Smith, Paine, Wilkes, Condorcet, Pitt, Sieyes, Napoleon, Godwin, Humboldt, Wollstonecraft, Bastiat, Martineau, Mill, Manzoni, Macaulay, Peel, and Emerson, and then almost everyone, with the exception of an initially tiny group of anti-bourgeois clerisy gathering strength after 1848 such as Carlyle, List, Carey, Flaubert, Ruskin, Marx, and Thoreau, talked about earning a living.  The bourgeois talk was challenged mainly by appeal to traditional values, aristocratic or religious, developing into nationalism, socialism, and environmentalism.  But increasingly, as in Jane Austen, a rhetoric by no means enthusiastic for trade did accept—or at any rate acknowledged with genial amusement—the values of the polite and commercial people.[footnoteRef:543]  The talk mattered because it affected how economic activity was valued and how governments behaved towards it.   [543:   888Cite*** Langford] 

Max Weber in fact had also such a change in mind.  His instinct to take religious doctrine seriously in explaining the change deserves respect, though not exactly in the form of his triumphalism about reformed Protestantism.  Only fragments remains of his original notion that Calvinists were especially enterprising.  In 1995 Jacques Delacroix summarized a few of the more striking counterexamples: “Amsterdam’s wealth was centered on Catholic families; the economically advanced German Rhineland is more Catholic than Protestant; all-Catholic Belgium was the second country to industrialize.”[footnoteRef:544]  One could mention, too, the earlier evidence of capitalist vigor in Catholic Venice, Florence, Barcelona, Lisbon—unless one were pre-committed to the mistaken notion that no “capitalism” could possibly exist before 1600.  And Sweden, Prussia, and Scotland showed no signs of economic dynamism in the first couple of centuries of the priesthood of all believers.[footnoteRef:545] [544:   Delacroix 1995, p. 126.]  [545:   Cf. Goldstone 2009, p. 45.] 

 The change in talk about economic life—which by the way was born at the theoretical level in Catholic Spain before Protestant England, and in Italy among theologians before Spain, though both died in childhood—provided warrants for certain changes in behavior.[footnoteRef:546]  The talk was essential.  The trade to the East and the New World was not essential, although it got the most press.  Early and late the trade overseas was small relative to the trade among the Europeans themselves, and especially relative to trade inside each European country.  Trade in, say, France is mainly a matter of deals with other French people close by, not the deals with Native Americans at Québec for furs or with south Asians at Pondichéry for spices that constituted a tiny portion of the nation’s consumption.  The character of the European bourgeoisie itself did not change.  The merchants and manufacturers attended to business as they always had, early and late.  They “had somewhere to get to and sailed calmly on.”  They were literate and used balance sheets and thought habitually in terms of profit and loss many centuries before such rhetorical habits became honorable among the elite and then among the generality.  Nationalism did change in some places—though a lively literature nowadays dates English nationalism from many centuries before the Industrial Revolution, and even French and Scottish and Irish nationalism can be dated quite early, in reaction to the God-damning English bowmen or the God-fearing Cromwellian musketeers.  And on the other hand the bourgeois and enterprising Dutch have not to this day developed a nationalism comparable to England’s.   Compare the levels of football hooliganism among the supporters of the two countries’ national teams.  [546:   ***On the School of Salamanca, advocates of free trade in the sixteenth century, see Schumpeter DDDD***, pp. ; and Marjorie Grice-Hutchinson 1978, 1993.
 ] 

But in economic effects all these were side shows.  What did change in northwestern Europe was the spoken attitude towards the bourgeois life and the capitalist economy, in the rhetoric of the bourgeoisie themselves and in that of their traditional enemies.  The enemies revived after the Reformation in the Spanish and French lands to crush enterprise—the crushing correlated with fresh religious intolerance which England, Denmark, and Prussia managed to side-step—and then revived again Europe-wide after 1848.[footnoteRef:547]  Such rhetoric for and against innovation was no side show.  It was the main event, and it did change greatly in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.  In England the pro-innovation rhetoric triumphed, and then in the world, arousing in the nineteenth century a counter-rhetoric leading to the catastrophes of the twentieth century. [547:   Goldstone 2009, p. 50.] 

Without a new rhetoric accepting of markets and innovation and the bourgeoisie, the societies of northwestern Europe would have continued to bump along in a zero-sum mode, as had every society with fleeting exceptions since the caves.  Few would have ventured to turn a profit by inventing a seed drill for the wheat field or an atmospheric engine for the coal mine.  Why bother, if the Sultan would throw you off a cliff for your trouble, or if the Emperor’s noblemen would swoop down to seize your profits, or if every scribbler and courtier and cleric held the floor in Madrid or Versailles or Urbino by sneering at your very existence?  While a Europe roused from its provincial slumbers was fashioning a myth and eventually a science of the Orient, writes J. M Coetzee in an essay about the modern novel in Arabic, “Islam, on the other hand, knew (and cared to know) little about the West”—this long after the great age of Islamic science and scholarship.[footnoteRef:548]  When in 1792-93 George III sent 600 cases of telescopes, plate glass, globes, and so forth to the Emperor of China, the Emperor was unimpressed.  His servant replied, “there is nothing we lack. . . .  We have never set much store on strange or ingenious objects.”[footnoteRef:549]  The bourgeois civilization of Europe, on the contrary, became obsessed after 1700 with strange and ingenious objects. [548:   Coetzee 2001 (2002), p. 226.]  [549:   Maddison 2007, p. 164.] 

But before the great change around 1700 Europe had little by way of pro-innovation ideology, and a great deal against anything so bourgeois.  Castiglione’s Il Libro del Cortegiano, The Book of the Courtier, was written in 1508-1516 about an imagined conversation at the court of Guidobaldo and Francesco Maria, Dukes of Urbino, the cream of Renaissance princes.  In 1528 at Venice a first edition of 1031 copies in Italian was published, and in subsequent decades it was translated into every major European language, in twenty different cities, to become one of the most popular books of the age.  
It praises the very best ladies and gentlemen, among whom it certainly does not count the bourgeoisie.  Ladies who use too many cosmetics are “like wily merchants who display their cloths in a dark place.”  A true gentleman is motivated by glory to hazardous deeds of war, “and whoever is moved by gain or other motives. . . deserves not to be called a gentleman [gentilomo], but a most base merchant” [vilissimo mercante].  One gentleman in the imagined conversation is portrayed as deflecting praise.  His praiser, he protests modestly, in offering superficially plausible praise for such a flawed person as the gentleman in question, is like “some merchants . . . who put a false coin among many good ones.”[footnoteRef:550]   [550:   Castiglione 1528, Book I, section 40, p. 54 of English edition; I.43, p. 57;  II.65, p. 138.  ] 

But in truth the bourgeoisie figures hardly at all in the book, although the splendor of the Italian Renaissance rested on its activity.  Without the coming after 1700 of a bourgeois civilization—very different from the civilization recommended by Castiglione’s gentlefolk living courtly lives off taxes and rents from a commercial society they disdained—the profit from commercial invention would have continued even in northern Italy to be seen as ignoble, and innovation inglorious.  Buying low and selling high would have been continued to be seen as base.  Institutionalized theft and honorably restrained innovation in warfare would have continued to be seen as noble and aristocratic.  Alms and tithes would have continued to be seen as holy.  
Not that the actual aristocrats hesitated to engage in trade when opportunities arose in a market for grain or even for plebeian cloth, or indeed when more violent opportunities for profit arose.  When defeated in battle, Norbert Elias observes in making the point, “usually only the poor and lowly, for whom no considerable ransom could be expected, were mutilated.”[footnoteRef:551]  Defeated fellow knights were sent home after the ransom had been collected, with ears, noses, and fingernails intact.  Like most activities in the Middle Ages, warfare was monetized, trading a Richard the Lionhearted imprisoned in a castle outside Vienna for gold, as every watcher of the various movies of “Robin Hood” will know.   [551:   Elias 1939 (1968, 2000), p. ***.] 

Likewise the actual priests kept an eye open for profit, as poetry and folk tale bitterly attest.  The Cistercian monks were for centuries the cleverest merchant farmers in Europe, inventing financial instruments and labor-saving machines, and had no trouble with accumulating great wealth for the glory of God and the abbot’s table.  The most insistent complaint against what the historical sociologist Rodney Stark calls the Church of Power was its single-minded pursuit of wealthy display, “to be well dressed and well shod, in order to ride on horseback and to drink and eat well,” as one of the “perfects” of the heretical Albigensians, late Gnostics, put it in the early thirteenth century.[footnoteRef:552]  **add Chaucer example, or the play.  It was not desire for gain that changed.  The Middle Ages are not to be viewed as a contentedly uncommercial Merrie Englande, even if starring Errol Flynn.  This we know from a century of historical scholarship.   [552:   Le Roy Ladurie 1978 (1980), p. 340.] 

A wise economist, who might not entirely agree with my celebration of bourgeois virtues, said in 1991 that from a study of “surface phenomena: discourse, arguments, rhetoric, historically and analytically considered” emerges a finding that “discourse is shaped, not so much by fundamental personality traits [pace Weber and Landes], but simply by the imperatives of argument, almost regardless of the desires, character, or convictions of the participants.”[footnoteRef:553]   Modern innovation is not about the rise of greed or of self-interest properly understood or of some other fundamental personality trait or deep cultural characteristic.  What did change were the articulated ideas about the economy—talk about the sources of wealth, ideas and about positive sum as against zero-sum economic games, about progress and invention, and above all about what sort of calling is admirable.  A professor of English put the point well in 1987: “Capitalist ideology entails, most fundamentally, the attribution of value to capitalist activity: minimally, as valuable to ends greater than itself as significant of [that is,  signifying] virtue; perhaps as valuable in its own right; finally, even as value-creating.”  He believes the change 1600-1740 (the period to which he attributes the origin of the English novel) witnessed the rise of such a valorized innovation.  His last phrase, “value-creating” means the encouragement of values, virtues—not merely (though not excluding) exchange value.[footnoteRef:554] [553:   Hirschman 1991, p. x, italics supplied.]  [554:   McKeon 1987 (2002), p. 201; and p. 202: “Self-orienting activity, . . . the very fount of modern honor. . . . creates values, and this is the criterion of virtue. . . . [It is also] in some real sense value-creating. . . that is, of exchange value.”] 

The big change happened in what Karl Popper called World Three, above material traits (World One) and psychological traits (World Two), up at the level of recorded, spoken, bruited-about ideas concerning the material and psychological and cultural traits.  And so fresh versions of worlds One and Two were born.  The danger is that they can be killed off, too, by utopian or reactionary rhetoric of the left or the right, and quickly, especially when backed by guns.  The true believers wielding the guns are persuadable to some very nasty enthusiasms, such as the Shining Path in Peru, lead by a professor of philsophy, or the Khmir Rouge in Cambodia, intent on reviving the medieval glories of the Khmir Empire.  The liberal ideas about the economy were killed off in 1914 and 1917 and 1933 locally.  They can be again, globally.  Let’s not.
Another wise economist, who also might not have found my views altogether congenial, said in 1936 that “the ideas of economists and political philosophers, both when they are right and when they are wrong, are more powerful than is commonly understood. . . .  I am sure the power of vested interests is vastly exaggerated compared with the gradual encroachment of ideas.”[footnoteRef:555]  So here. [555:   Keynes 1936, p. 383.  ] 



Maybe then the diagram of the virtues correlated with modes of action: biology, violence, trade, and sweet talk?  As a peroration?
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