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I offer these as an example of how a scholar works on other scholarly works.  

Concerning, in this order:

Ringmar, Erik.  2007.  Why Europe Was First: Social Change and Economic Growth in Europe and East Asia 1500-2050.  London and New York: Anthem.

Mielants, Eric H.  2007.  The Origins of Capitalism and the Rise of the West.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Findlay, Ronald, and Kevin H. O’Rourke.  2007.  Power and Plenty: Trade, War, and the World Economy in the Second Millennium.  Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press. 
Jones, Eric L.  2010.   Locating the Industrial Revolution: Inducement and Response.  New Jersey and London: World Scientific.
Howell, Martha C.  2010.  Commerce Before Capitalism in Europe, 1300-1600.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Morris, Ian.  2010.  Why the West Rules—For Now.  New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux,
In writing I depend as much as possible on my memory, not on written notes.   (For research on primary sources one has to be much more thorough, in order to not overlook that “not” which reverses the meaning in the sentence which you thought exhibited the smoking gun for your argument!).  I depend on memory especially for evaluative thoughts, for deciding whether or not to believe a writer—“Wow, she knows what she’s talking about!” or “Good Lord, how could he miss that”—and for routine themes that I already have integrated into my own thinking and that are not distinctive to the book.  But memory often fails, especially if one does not have already a framework for the ideas discussed in a book.  So take notes a little more than you are naturally inclined to.  

In any case, the purpose of any note you take should be to frame a sentence or paragraph or suggestion for your own work.  It is not to reproduce in another form the ideas or phrases of the writer you are reading.  You are not a copying machine.   Secondary school is over.  You are now a scholar yourself.  True, you need to get the argument that Professor X is making exactly right (because otherwise science becomes a dialogue of the deaf), but only for purposes of commending or criticizing it for your own scientific purposes.  You are to use books, converse with them, criticize them, quote them in order to advance or challenge your own argument.  Your attitude should be that described in C. Wright Mills’ famous essay c. 1960, “On Intellectual Craftsmanship,” available on line and published in his The Sociological Imagination—be adding always to The File that will become your own book.  Never write down anything that you are not going to use.  Of course, often you will find in the end that a note turns out to have no use.  But until your judgment is sharpened by the writing of many books and articles, err on the side of inclusiveness.

On the other hand: the Jewish theologian Martin Buber said to a young man who took notes on what Buber was saying, “Why do you not listen to the words themselves as I say them to you?  . . .  If you write them down to read afterwards you will concentrate on the writing down and not on what I have said” (Aubrey Hodes, Encounter with Martin Buber.  Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975; first published 1971, p. 20).

But on still another hand: the production of true history, not spiritual insight, is what we seek.

But on yet another: if we do not engage in a true dialogue with the texts we read, and therefore fail to get ”spiritual insight,” our productions will be superficial.  Amèlie Oksenberg Rorty, a philosopher/anthropologist, wrote in 1983 that what is needed in intellectual life is an 

ability to engage in continuous conversation, testing one another, discovering our hidden presuppositions, changing our minds because we have listened to the voices of our fellows. Lunatics also change their minds, but their minds change with the tides of the moon and not because they have listened, really listened, to their friends' questions and objections. 

Rorty 1983, p. 562

Words to live by.

The notes are not in any particular order—that awaits decisions about where to insert them, if at all, into Vol. 3 of my four-volume opus (an early version of the volume is available on my website, deirdremccloskey.org).   So that you do not struggle to find the continuity between successive sections that in fact do not have continuity I’ve used the ( symbol to mean ‘’Here beginneth a new note’’ and the symbol for “end of the proof, QED” in math to punctuate the end of sections, □.  It means, “this is the end of the present idea: on to the next!”
A.) Ringmar, Erik.  2007.  Why Europe Was First: Social Change and Economic Growth in Europe and East Asia 1500-2050.  London and New York: Anthem.

(The indented notes in small type are notes on the notes: occasional comments about what’s going on in my note taking.  Everything that is in black type, not in purple/blue and in 9 point type, is meant to go into some published writing of mine.)  I make a habit of checking off the chapters I’ve read.  So far in Ringmar 1, 2, . . . 5, 6. . . 9. . .15, 16, 17, with quick dips into the other chapters guided, say, by the index.  I think that’s all I will read.  A rule of scholarship: Seldom read a whole book.  (As a book reviewer for publication, though, you must, or else be very sure that skipping around is not missing the point the author is making.)  I selected the chapters that seemed most useful to my own book, or most distinctive of what I came to understand was Ringmar’s approach.  

That the notes are here in page order does not mean I started at p. 1 and read to the end.  It was merely an orderly way to type out some notes after I had marked up the book.  Since reading and writing are distinct, requiring for example different physical postures, and I don’t want to lose the thread of the author’s argument, I often separate from the writing-up the activity of reading (while taking ample notes in the margins, in the back and front flaps for points I think I might use, quarreling with the book or commending it, noting facts that startle me [a good sign that they are new and need to be digested], recording ideas for my own work that the book inspires, whether from what is right about it or what is wrong).  
On the other hand, sometimes a passage in a book is so ripe that I just have to write something about it immediately, and do so.  BTW, always mark up books if you own them.  It keeps you awake, and keeps you talking to the author.  I use asterisks (*, big stars) to mark pages or points I think at the time I will want to make a written note on.  (Note-taking is a good reason to own books rather than borrowing them from the library.  Never write on library books.  Your mother told you this, and she was right.  Books are the tools of your trade.  A carpenter wouldn’t try to get along on borrowed saws and hammers.)

The beginning of a book is sometimes a good place to start, especially if the writer is skillful and knows how to develop an argument (many writers don’t).  But often it is better to skip around, going to chapters that interest you for your own project, looking at the index, noticing what’s in the bibliography (in Ringmar’s case I noticed immediately the very wide range of bibliographical reference, and was impressed that I was in the presence of a scholarly person, who admits that other people sometimes have good ideas).

Finally then my first actual note, to be used somewhere, perhaps:

(The Humanists were “subversive antiquarians,” as Erik Ringmar puts it (2007, p. 3). □
Notice that such a sentence in my notes in black 12-point type can go straight into my book, if it proves worthy and relevant to some argument I am making.  You write while doing the research, not only when you “write up the results of research.”  It’s much more interesting to run your scholarly life this way, since you are always thinking creatively about your work, instead of being a clerkly copying machine.
(Bacon on the use of the word “progress”: The ancient world, claimed My Lord Bacon, “deserves that reverence that man should make a stand thereupon, and discover what is the best way [something Bacon did not actually believe but had to say]; but when the discovery [in the legal sense: the beginning facts] is well taken, then to make progression” (Adavcement of Learnihng 1605, find exact cite and check).□  Go to OED and check “progression” along with “progress”

Don’t bother to fix inconsequential misspelling and mistypings if it’s obvious what they should be in the final version.  I’ve taken advantage of Ringmar’s quotation (though changing “antiquity” to my “ancient world” to avoid careless appropriation of his style, called plagiarism, if I turn out to use the words introducing the quotation), which I will check against the original (I own an edition of the book, but do not stop reading and writing now to run down the quotation: only do so if the quotation is simply explosively important to your case, as for example was my little discovery that Marx’s German seldom used “greedy” to characterize capitalists, though the English translations does).  I have added here my own editorial comments in square brackets, [ ].  
You can do such a quote from a quote only if you have already read the original for yourself (I have, and have taught the very text on numerous occasions) or if you sincerely and honestly will read the original.  You cannot claim to have read it if you have not.  Quoting a quote without noting where you actually got it, unless you actually do the work of going back to the original (often you find that the secondary author misquoted it!), is dishonest scholarship.  Ringmar himself writes honestly.  In the footnote attached to the Bacon quotation he cites the secondary work, the one quoting the original of Bacon, which he in fact used, and does not claim falsely to have gone back to the original.  But if you do quoting of quotations too much you give the [correct] impression that you think with your scissors, and that you never actually read the classic texts to make your own judgment. 

Notice my instructions to myself for research (“go to OED”): I am very interested in the history of the word “progress” in English and in other languages, because it is important to my theme (the OED is the Oxford English Dictionary—the big 18 folio volume scholarly one, not the student’s editions you are familiar with). 

(Kant “self-imposed immaturity” before Aufklärung.□
Same point.  I want to remind myself of this useful phrase, which I myself had read in K.’s famous little essay on Enlightenment.  No need to cite Ringmar, since I have read the original, which is well known to students of such matters.  So I don’t give a page number in Ringmar.  I am going to go back to check the German, if I find I need the phrase to talk about the shooting-in-the-foot that a society of hierarchy and illiberty delivered.

(Another big piece of evidence for the triumph of the idea of progress is, as Erik Ringmar notes, that “modern revolutions are not reactionary but progressive [in contrast, he means, to 1642 and 1689 and 1776 in the standard, if not infallible, interpretation].  The aim of all revolutionaries from 1789 onward had not been to restore something old but on the contrary to create something new, different and better” (2007, p. 5).□
The idea was somewhat new to me (I vaguely remember the point being made about the Age of Revolutions in an old textbook I read in college!), and useful to my theme, and sounded like it was a little original with R. (especially since he does not cite someone else here, and I grew to trust his care in citing people when he has in fact borrowed from them), so I quote it in his words.  Note again how I introduce my own doubts or explanations in square brackets.  It is standard editorial form.

(As Erik Ringmar wisely concludes, “the activities of entrepreneurs are unpredictable by definition and hence necessarily difficult to theorize about.”  He does not cite here Austrian economists, but might have; and he correctly notes in a footnote that the improvements from “endogenous” growth theory of Lucas and Romer have been “marginal.”□
(Ringmar’s argument keeps coming back to the fragmentation of states in Europe, as against China’s empire: “in Europe, by contrast, power was always divided” (p. 18); “the existence of a plurality of [Europe] states who all called themselves sovereign placed some very real limits on their independence” (p. 160); “a [Chinese] state monopoly on foreign trade was put in place as early as the fourteenth century and from this time onward commerce has periodically been halted” (p. 252); “periods of chaos [in China] were periods of fragmentation when it was impossible to impose a single political framework. . . .  This allowed . . . more political, social and cultural experiments. . . . The Warring States period [for example] . . . was an extraordinarily creative period in Chinese history” (p. 270); [in China repeatedly] “the idea of pluribus unum was never properly institutionalized. . . .  The different [temporary] states . . . did not come to interact in a mutually counter-balancing system of states.  Instead hegemony imposed itself” (p. 289). □   

I knew that I wanted to note how often he ends up with this old (and I think correct) argument, since he seems to think that he has in fact something more than it, and I don’t think he does.  So I stopped writing, and searched through the rest of the book in order to pile up examples of what I knew, and had marked when I read with a pen in hand, as instances of recurring to the fragmentation argument.  The rhetorical form is called copia, abundance, and makes the point I want to make: in the end Ringmar  keeps coming back to it.  I ordered them by page number in separate paragraphs and then applied the alphabetizing function to put them in sequence.  (Scholarship takes many clerical skills!)  Notice, btw, that you don’t need to have to put little ellipses . . . before or after quotations: you only need them inside, to make a coherent sentence out of the fragmenting of what he’s written.  

He insists throughout, in accord with recent scholarship challenging nineteenth-century orientalizing clichés about the Mysterious East with its supposedly massive kowtowing populations and hydraulic civilizations, that “Chinese and European societies were always very similar to each other and this was still the case as comparatively late as in the early eighteenth century” (p. 277).  But the failures of Charlemagne, Charles V, Philip II, Louis XIV, Napoleon, and Hitler to sustain a European empire contrasts with the successes of long-lasting Chinese dynasties unifying an area the size of Western Europe from the First Emperor of 212 BCE.  Europe was odd politically because of its incompetence in making and holding empires within Europe itself.  (Yet it was strangely competent in making empires abroad, from Venice holding the golden East in fee I am here silently quoting a famous line from an English poet, btw  to the commercial subordination of Eastern Europe in the sixteenth century [which the Wallersteinians emphasize] and the age of a racist High Imperialism in the nineteenth century.) □
When I went back and revised the last passage I added the bit on Venice and imperialism, having had my understanding of such matters revived by reading Mielants last night.  Never let an inspiration pass.  Write it down, and carry a notebook around with you, or note cards, to do so.  Often the idea that will make you a great scholar comes when you are washing your hair or buying bread.  It doesn’t always come when you are officially On Duty, at your desk.  Think of scholarship as a way of life, not a 9 to 5 job.

(Ringmar’s answer to the question Why Europe Was First starts from the simple points that all change involves an initial reflection (namely, that change is possible), an entrepreneurial moment (putting the change into practice), and “pluralism” or “toleration” (I would call it a part of ideology: some way of counteracting the push-back that naturally conservative humans will give to moving their cheese).  “The argument,” though, “requires one more component before it is complete,” and unhappily he gives it then a Northian turn: institutions.  “Contemporary Britain, the United States or Japan are not modern because they contain individuals who are uniquely reflective, entrepreneurial or tolerant” (p. 31).  True: the psychological hypothesis one finds in Weber or the psychologist David McClelland or the historian David Landes does not stand up to the evidence, as for example the success of the overseas Chinese, or indeed the astonishingly quick turn from Maoist starvation in mainland China to 10 percent rates of growth per year, or from the “Hindu rate of growth” and the “license Raj” in India after Independence to growth rates since 1991 over 7 percent.  Why would psychology change so quickly?  “A modern society,” Ringmar contends in Northian style, “is a society in which change happens automatically and effortlessly because it is institutionalized” (p. 32).  One is reminded of Mae West’s old witticism: “I approve of the institution of marriage.  But I’m not ready for an institution.”

The trouble with the claim of “institutions” is, as Ringmar had noted earlier in another connection, that “it begs the question of the origin” (p. 24; Ringmar’s remarkable literacy in an English not his native tongue, by the way, shows in his accurate usage of the phrase “begs the question,” which is vulgarly used to mean “suggests the question”).  He therefore devotes 150 astoundingly lucid and learned and literate pages to exploring the origins of European science, humanism, mirrors, newspapers, universities, academies, theatre, novels, corporations, property rights, insurance, Dutch finance, diversity, states, politeness, civil rights, political parties, and economics.  

But Mielants is a good comparativist—this in sharp contrast to some of the other Northians, and especially the good Douglass himself.  So Mielants does not “let the European facts speak for themselves,” in that lamentable phrase.  In the next 100 pages he takes back much of the implicit claim that Europe was anciently special, by going through for China the same triad of Reflection, Entrepreneurship, and Pluralism/Toleration, and finding them pretty good.  “The Chinese were at least as intrepid [in the seas] as the Europeans” (p. 250); “The [Chinese] imperial state constituted next to no threat to the property rights of merchants and investors” (p.  254); “already by 400 BCE China produced as much cast iron as Europe would in 1750” (p. 271); Confucianism was “a wonderfully flexible doctrine” (p. 279); “China was far more thoroughly commercialized” (p. 280); European “salons and coffee shops [were]. . . in some ways strikingly Chinese” (pp. 281-282).  He knows, as the Northians appear not to, that China had banks and canals and large firms and private property long before the Northian date for the acquisition of such modernities, the seventeenth century. □
Notice that I wrote a lot here.  I saw a way of bringing in some other striking points I had marked in the book.  Then I looked for quotes to fill out the copia.  

When you see the road ahead, rush down it.  Don’t stop for coffee or a “break” or even your husband!!   (It’s helpful, after you´ve used a quote, to put a big check mark in the text of the marked-up book over each point or quotation, so you don’t repeat.)

You should let yourself be stimulated by the texts to your own thoughts.  And let your own writing suggest ideas, as it will.  The end of your sentence is a miner´s pick exploring the vein of gold.  Even style helps thinking.  Parallelisms of expression—or their clumsy lack—will suggest new ideas.  

A good start is a hostile criticism, fair or unfair—though in the end you have to be fair if science is not to dissolve into yelling at each other, or ill-argued expression of opinion ex cathedra.   If Ringmar seems to me to make a good point, after I have turned it over once or twice to test its goodness, and thought of objections and rejected them as specious, it is my responsibility as a scientist to agree and to give him credit for it.  Historical science will be progressive, standing on each other’s shoulders instead of on their faces.  (I’m not sure my little Mae-West joke at Ringmar’s expense, by the way, will survive into the last version.  If I’ve praised him enough elsewhere, though, it may be fair here to be a little cruel in wit.  It is North I am really aiming at, of course.  It annoys me that a scholar of Ringmar’s originality has let himself be misled by North.)

(Ringmar gets it exactly right when he speaks of public opinion, which was a late and contingent development in Europe, to which he recurs frequently (pp. 72, 178, 286).  The oldest newspaper still publishing is a Swedish one of 1650, Post- och Inrikes Tidningar (translate the Swedish: The Foreign and Domestic Newspaper,) and the first daily one in England was 1702. 

I use bold, you’ve noticed,  to add little notes to myself

Benjamin Franklin’s older brother James quickly imitated in Boston the idea of a newspaper (DDDD), 
The DDDD means “supply the correct date”; “NNNN” means “supply the correct name.  Don’t break your intellectual momentum by stopping all the time to get little facts right.  But you have to do so in the final version, because without getting the little fact right we are wandering in speculation, and not disciplining ourselves as historical scientists.  It’s not true in logic that getting the little facts right is the same as true history, or even a necessary condition: great historical insight could be achieved by a history that got all the little facts wrong. . . a little.  The wrong number of Union soldiers killed at Gettysburg.  Misspelling Watterlo.  One day before the actual for the Battle of Hastings (one day after, though, would have given the English time to rest from their rush south from the Battle of Stamford Bridge.)  But what is true is that if you screw up the little facts the reader is entitled to stop believing you on the big ones, and more to the point to stop believing your argument.
and became, with the active help of adolescent Ben, a thorn in the side of the authorities.  That is, the institutions that mattered the most were not the “incentives” beloved of the economists, such as patents (which have been shown to be insignificant) or property rights (which were established in China and India and the Ottoman Empire, often much earlier than in Europe).  The important “institutions” were ideas, words, rhetoric, ideology.  And these changed late.  What changed c. 1700 was a climate of persuasion, which led promptly to the amazing Reflection, Entrepreneurship, and Pluralism called the modern world. □
(As Ringmar and Goldstone and the California School assert, until even 1700 China looked as advanced as Europe.  Northwestern Europe, on account of accidents of society and politics in the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries, developed notions of the liberty and dignity of ordinary people, and in particular of the innovating bourgeoisie, which other places and earlier northwestern Europe denied.  Shakespeare was still praising without irony an aristocratic society of rank, a scant century before England turned Dutch and bourgeois—becoming after a while in Blackstone’s phrase “a polite and commercial people.”  So it is not always true, as Ringmar avers in a methodological aside, that “institutions are best explained in terms of the path through which they developed” (p. 37).  Indeed, he contradicts himself on the page previous, and there speaks truth: often “the institutions develop first and the needs come only later.”  It is not the case that the origins of English innovation, if not of individualism, are usefully traced to early medieval times.  It is not the case that, say, English common law was essential for modernity.  Places without such law promptly developed alternatives, when the ideology turned, as it often turned suddenly, in favor of innovation.  Thus, again, China in 1979 and India in 1991. □
I was getting tired of Professor Ringmar’s excellent book, and so I quickly assembled the rest of the Interesting Facts and Ideas I had marked when reading it.  I may go back to the book (it has a superb index, which will help in directed inquiries).  Notice again: I didn’t read anything like the whole book.  One can’t if one is going to be a scholar.

(Prussia was a society of laws: the king could be prosecuted. □
(The habit of calculation shows in the invention—at least in the West—of the idea of probability, in the mid-seventeenth century.   Johann de Witte get spelling right used statistics of death rates in 1671 to sell state annuities.  (His own death at the hands of a mob a few years later did not figure in his calculations.) □ 
B.) Mielants, Eric H.  2007.  The Origins of Capitalism and the Rise of the West.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

I jump right into it.  Remember: anything I write is to go into a book:

(The conflict theorists, whether orthodox relations-of-production Marxists of the Brenner sort or Leninist-imperialism-world-systems Marxists of the Wallerstein sort or late-Marxist-idea-folk of the Gramsci-Polanyi sort, agree on a non-fact: that, as Eric Mielants puts it, “only a few in the modern world are incredibly wealth while most are utterly impoverished” (Mielants 2007, p. ix).  Such a generous and revolutionary view requires the supposition that we have nothing to lose but our chains.  In 1848 it looked plausible. 
What happened in 1848, class?  Hint: Where does the “chains” talk come from?

And it surely, if still true in 2012, as Mielants declares, “debunks the notion of modernity and the importance attributed to the Industrial Revolution” (Mielants 2007, p. 11).  To carry the supposition over to the present, though, is unscientific, since the modern world has turned out to be spectacularly non-immiserizing.  Not immiserizing for anyone: not for colonial people, not for people of color, not for the descendants such as you and me and Eric Mielants of any of our appallingly poor ancestors in 1800.   

Display the statistics here; cite Bourgeois Dignity and use world tables in Robert Lucas.  Quote passages on Wallerstein in BD.
It’s acceptable to quote yourself, re-using with moderation the arguments and prose you have developed in other works.  After all, you got it right then (you foolishly think), and you may anyway be facing a very different audience now, which could use instruction at such an admirable level.  If the self-quotation is very extensive you have to apologize in a footnote, but not for an extent such as the paragraph or so I am going to use here.

The most relevant scientific thing-to-be-explained [explicandum], therefore, is how the factor of 10 or 30 or 100 happened.  Some of the non-conflict theorists share with their more radical cousins a choice of period to study that assures they will walk past the Great Fact without noticing.  My friend Douglass North, for example, claimed long ago that “there is nothing new about sustained economic growth, despite the myth perpetuated by economic historians that it is a creation of the  Industrial Revolution” (North 1979, p. 251).
I’m taking advantage of Mielant’s quotation on his p. 10 of this ripe assertion.  I’ll check the original, to make sure that Doug was not making some other point, perhaps depending on another definition of ”sustained.”

Oh, yes, there is something new about it, and no myth.  

Robert Thomas and North had declared in 1973 that “the industrial revolution was not the source of economic growth” (1973, p. 157).  You must, they were claiming, start much earlier.  Well, who says?  Who says that all causes must be deep in history?  Only if you stop the story of Europe in 1800 CE or even at a stretch in 1880 CE can you can persuade yourself that the run-up to the Great Fact is best viewed as being a thousand years, or five hundred, a “sustained economic growth” of about a tenth of 1 percent per year.  Bravo for the British.  But if you carry on to the present you realize that the Great Fact of secular human history is indeed the Industrial Revolution and its amazingly enriching follow-on—not a merely doubling but a factor of 100.  Some other friends of mine, such as Stephen Broadberry and Bishnupriya Gupta and Robert Allen and Jan Luiten van Zanden, make much of that doubling of incomes in Europe before the Industrial Revolution cites.  A factor of two in your ability to get food or shelter or education is nice.  I recommend it, at any rate compared with zero growth per capita.  But it is not the factor of 10 or 30 or 100 that you discover if the story continues after 1800 to the present.  One-hundred percent of growth 1000-1750 CE stands in life-altering force far, far below the 900 percent of a factor of 10, not to speak of the 9,900 percent of a factor of 100 of 1750-2012 CE.  

Of course, if you adopt the sometimes casually adopted supposition that deep origins are always important (instead of testing factually whether they are in the case at hand) then you can believe without troubling yourself overmuch that a factor of 2 before 1800 led to the factor of 10 or 30 or 100 after 1800.  Mielants is scandalized that anyone would suppose otherwise, and carries on a footnote war against a break in 1800: “by focusing specifically on the Industrial Revolution as the watershed event . . . one has long neglected the preconditions for technological innovation, which are rooted in economic power and political constellations” (Mielants 2007, pp. 106-107n45; compare p. 120n75).  He offers no evidence for the rooting.  And on its face the notion that the factor of 100 required the earlier doubling looks implausible.  Earlier doublings didn’t have such astounding results as the Industrial Revolution.  And later rises of a factor of 30 or 100, as in South Korea, did not have European-style preparations.  One is thrown back on the puzzle of why the numerous other doublings of per capita income in economic history, such as the Bantu adoption of iron-making and settled agriculture, or the grandeur of Rome under the Antonines, or Song Dynasty commercialization, or the Mughal Empire in 1600, did not also lead to 900 or 9900 percent per capita real growth.  
The commercializations and urbanizations and even (to return to the Wallersteinian conflict theorists) the colonizations undertaken by Europeans before 1800 are interesting to study in their own right.  I am an historian, and am interested always in dead people, the deader the better.  So I am not taking a philistine line that the Middle Ages aren’t worth studying.  I have myself.  But if we want to evaluate the unfortunately named “capitalist” era we had better study it itself, not something else just because it was earlier and therefore must have been a “root” (Mielants honestly assembled evidence that other societies than Europe had very much the same sorts of roots at the same time).  And, to return finally to Marx himself, we had better get beyond the suppositions about riches and poverty that looked plausible in 1848. □ 

Notice how I’m using Mielants’ text as an occasion for various riffs.  The one on Broadberry’s choice of period was inspired by a paper I heard him give last winter in London.  At the time he couldn’t answer my complaint except to assert that the doubling prepared for the factor of 100, without saying how.  The “friends” talk is of course (sufficiently lightly, I trust) sarcastic.  These are friends, in a way, but also half enemies, in the way that competing scientists, unhappily, tend to be.  I wish we would cooperate and listen, really listen, to our friends’ thoughts and objections.  But we are humans, many of us male humans, and we don’t listen, enough.  And anyway I do mean to establish by calling them ‘’friends’’ that I am of their “modernization” tribe, as Mielants labels it.  In that respect Broadberry and the others are definitely scientific friends of mine.
Anyway, this is an example of what I mean by using the texts to have your own thoughts.

(The most crushing objection to the Wallersteinian emphasis on trade was a calculation in several forms by Patrick O’Brien, following a suggestion of mine, that trade to distant place such as Poland was tiny by comparison with production at home (O’Brien 1982 and later statements).  

To save time later I just insert into the text the full citations that will appear in my bibliography, after I have gone back and read or reread the works: 

O’Brien, Patrick K.  1982.  “European Economic Development: The Contribution of the Periphery.”  Economic History Review 35: 1-18.
The same point can be, and has been, made about the alleged financing of the Industrial Revolution out of the profits of the slave trade (cites, including BD).  Mielants faces the point only once, early on in two successive sentences, and does not mention it again: “Some scholars (e.g. O’Brien 1990, 1991, 1992) choose to explicitly dismiss the profits derived from international trade prior to the Industrial Revolution” (Mielants 2007, p. 10).  He does not explain why O’Brien “chooses” to dismiss it (namely, that trade with the periphery on which Wallerstein and his follower Mielants devote such loving historical attention was dwarfed by trade inside the West)—leaving the impression that O’Brien “chooses” to do it out of sheer Tory political bias against the worker-loving Wallersteinians—nor does he offer contrary quantitative evidence.  He does not offer even the usual reply given to the parallel “dismissing” of the alleged fertilizing effect from the profits of the slave trade (the reply, namely, that a small amount of profit can have a large effect: in which case the profits from, say, the London brass industry, which were as large in 1750 as the profit from the slave trade, or the domestic service sector, much larger, could be offered as an explanation for why we are now so rich).  
Mielants cannot claim in defense that he is licensed by humanism to dismiss merely quantitative arguments about how important something is in an economy.  He quite properly uses very frequently himself the figure of speech of quoting figures.  He uses for example Graeme Snooks’ calculation that “40 percent of the economy in 11th century England was involved in market activities” (p. 5); and he reports throughout the large figures on the extent of medieval trade in bulk goods, in order to challenge Wallerstein’s belief in a non-trading Middle Ages (pp. 14n26, 15n32, 33n72).  

His only response to O’Brien, in the second sentence devoted to this central issue, is that O’Brien’s argument “is not surprising as modernization theory has a long history of denying imperialism (Omvedt 1972).”  “Denying” imperialism?  Well, that would be silly, since it happened.  But whether or not imperialism mattered much to the economic development of Western Europe is a scientific question, which must, as Mielants would agree, be given a quantitative answer.  O’Brien gave it.  Mielants won’t. □
One must go for the jugular when it seems justified.  Mielants’ sneering refusal, in an otherwise admirably scholarly book, to take seriously an argument to which he can’t think of a serious scientific reply is disgraceful.  It is not an uncommon disgrace in the world of science, alas, which works as much through sneering as through actual argument, but disgraceful nonetheless.  He and the reader ought to know it.  Scholars must not be allowed to get away with not answering serious objections to their claims, or else we end up with a non-scientific history of “factors” and “on the one hand, on the other” or, worse, “what my Party believed anyway.”  (A case in point is the refusal of many applied statisticians to defend statistical significance [t-tests and the like in the absence of an explicit loss function], or even to grasp what the main objection to such a practice it.  In my experience since 1985 most of them just get angry at the messenger.)  We must resist the evil parts of the sociology of science (it has good parts, too).

(The economic theorist and amateur economic historian John Hicks asserted long ago that “European civilization has passed through a city-state phase is the principal key to the divergence between the history of Europe and the history of Asia” (Hicks 1969, p. 38).  The assertion is not as simpleminded as it sounds, though as Mielants points out, citing the eminent Africanists Philip Curtin and Ralph Austin who have actually studied the sources in Arabic and other languages, there were plenty of city states around the Indian Ocean.  Yet, continues Mielants “it was only in Europe that merchants managed to retain such political power in the transition to an interstate system” (Mielants 2007, p. 33n73; compare p. 32 and especially pp. 102-105, 160), by which he means the rise of nation-states and their mercantilist projects in early modern times.  Maybe.  A leading student of south Asian history, Christopher Bayly, whom Mielants views as hostile to Wallerstein, notes that “Indian fortunes and Indian commercial operations seem to have been relatively short-lived by comparison with those of Europe. . . .  Indian cities were cities of burghers but not ‘burgher cities’” (Bayly 2006, p. 96, cited in Mielants 104n37). □
Bayly, Christopher A.  2000.  “South Asia and the Great Divergence.”  Itinerario 24 (3/4): 89-103.

(Mielants argues correctly that there was something special about the scale at which innovation began to work.  His version is to claim that “City-states were simply too small for the ceaseless accumulation of capital on an ever-wider scale” (2007, p. 30n65; note the Marxist theory, paralleled in bourgeois economics by “AK” models in the New Growth Theory, the bourgeois economists submerging the innovations into capital accumulation, just as Mielants and other Marxists do).  He gives the case of Venice, though it works rather against his argument: the Venetian empire at it height was quite large, though confined to the eastern Mediterranean, containing more people, for example, than did the First British Empire excluding India.□ check this notion somehow: I’ll bet it’s true
(( (a very long section to follow:) The Marxist model was adopted implicitly by most of us 1890 to 1980 during which, under a hermeneutics of suspicion combined with the remnants of pietism and evangelism, we supposed that some great sin must explain the inequality of incomes.  Marx was the greatest social scientists of the nineteenth century, without compare.  And no one can deny the ethical superiority of his caring for the poor, in an age in which caring for them was deemed by economic orthodoxy to be impossible, against the very laws of nature:  
“The Treadmill and the Poor Law are in full vigour, then?” said Scrooge.

“Both very busy, sir.”

“Oh! I was afraid, from what you said at first, that something had occurred to stop them in their useful course,” said Scrooge. “I'm very glad to hear it.”

 “Many can't go [to the workhouses]; and many would rather die.”  

“If they would rather die,” said Scrooge, “they had better do it, and decrease the surplus population.” 

When you quote very, very well-known texts, such as this famous passage from Dickens’ Christmas Carol, much dramatized, and known even to people who haven’t read the text, you need not give citations.  If you use “To be or not to be, that is the question” it would be childish pedantry to put in a citation to Hamlet.

The attitude survives on the right.  I was talking to a conservative libertarian at a conference in 2011, and remarked by way of axiom that “we both want to help the poor.”  He instantly retorted, “Only if they help me.”  It was like being punched hard in the chest.  Such screw-you libertarianism is not to be preferred to my own bleeding-heart sort.  Hurrah for bleeding hearts, Marx’s and mine and yours.  

But Marx’s way of looking at the world and the facts he believed to be true of it have proven to be gravely misleading, even setting aside the unhappy results during the twentieth century in Russia and China and Cuba of trying to put some of them into practice.  I do not know if I can convey in brief how very mistaken he and his followers down the present seem from the outside.  If one has been raised in Marxism, as I was, the vocabulary and the concepts appear at first to be the very meaning of common sense.  But they are nonsense—not the only nonsense in the world, Lord knows, and a great deal of it from the right rather than from the left; but nonsense all the same.  
Consider the tale told in its own vocabulary.  The relations of production enable capitalists to extract surplus value from the working class.  The unequal bargaining power of workers drives down wages (Mielants 2007, pp. 35n78).  Such an exploitation of wage labor (Mielants 2007, p. 11n24) leads to profits, enlarged by imperialist exploitation (Hobson DDDD, Lenin DDDD, Wallerstein DDDD, 
I should give page citations to all of these.  I own the books, so it’s not onerous to do so, and precision in citation is highly desirable, as against the piling up of whole-book citations encouraged by the modern author-date system.

Mielants 2007, pp. 11, 17, 17n24, 18, 21n41, 30-31, 43, and throughout).  Trade was unequal exchange (Mielants 2007, pp. 17, 21n41, 45n102), and resulted in an unfavorable balance of trade (p. 29) between the core and the colonized periphery (p. 18).  The profits thus acquired “achieve a ceaseless accumulation of capital” (pp. 19, 21n41, 30n65, 32, 43, 44, 45, 156, 161), which is supposed to be peculiar to capitalism.  

All the italicized words are unrelated to how the world actually works.  Some of them border on loony.  Everyone buying labor, for example, is defined to be a “capitalist,” and therefore “exploiting.”  The other Marx, the American comedian Groucho, who had a cruel wit, denied a Communist friend a job in the hungry 1930s because, said Groucho with a smile, “Harry, I wouldn’t want to exploit you.”  And so the peasant buying his neighbor’s labor at harvest time, which in the actual world has been recorded since there were first actual records, in Mesopotamia around 2000 BCE, for example, was a capitalist.  Mielants conceives ancient trade as “providing some with profits while others were exploited” (Mielants 2007, p. 13).  Well, ask the inhabitants of the Indus valley civilization or those who traded with them from the Horn of Africa or indirectly from Sumer if the trade was “exploitative.”  “Equal trade” is meaningless.  We trade because we differ, not because we pointlessly trade your frog for my identical frog of equal value.

In truth “surplus value” is “extracted” every time you exchange anything for something else—or else you wouldn’t do it, would you, now?  You are a capitalist when you buy a cup of coffee served by an “exploited” barista.  She gets a wage higher than the lowest wage she would accept, and you get a cup of coffee for lower than the highest price you would accept—that is why exchange happens at all, earning for both side the “profit.”  A member of the “working class,” such as you or I, gets profit likewise from our employment.  The “working class” is not peculiar to modern times.  It has existed anciently, as Mielants affirms for example in his careful review of actual archival scholarship on the medieval European economy.  And under the Marxist definition of “workers” a CEO hired at $20,000,000 a year to drive Home Depot into the ditch is a “worker,” too, because hired.  The “relations of production” therefore have no explanatory value.  So the word “capitalist,” and its derivative dating from after Marx, “capitalism,” which are supposed to have historically unique relations of production, but don’t, serves only to mislead people into thinking that there is something extra modern about banking and finance and profits (which as Mielants points out is factually wrong; fourth-century Athens had banks).  
I did not write out the passage without amendment.  The next day, and the day after, as a method of getting started on Mielants’ text I reread them again and again, and revised the style according to the numerous rules charted in Economical Writing, moving adverbs around, for example, until the sentence read well.  Every time I come back to a passage (as I just did to insert Mielants’ claim that ancient trade was unequal) I do some editorial housekeeping, fiddling for example this time with the Groucho Marx sentence.  Take full advantage of the ease with which a text being word processed can be revised!

“Unequal bargaining power” and “unequal trade” mean market outcomes that we wish were different, wishing that the starving farmer’s cotton sold for 15 cents rather than 10 cents a pound, that the Indian worker got $10 an hour instead of pennies.  “Bargaining power” either means “privileges enforced by state-like violence“ or “what the market brings.”  No one bargains when they have options: “exit” (to another deal), in Albert Hirschman’s terms, is simpler than exercising “voice,” trying to bargain with the cashier at the local grocery store about the price of milk.  The bargaining between husband and wife is sharply limited if divorce is possible.  Outside of literal slavery, or outside of very high transactions costs in getting to a competitor, or outside of legally enforced relationships (closed union shops, for example, or marriage without the right of divorce), people have choices, nasty though they may be.  A poor child may have the choice of working as a messenger or as a rock-breaker, but in that case his rock-breaking employer can pay him no less than the going wage for messengers.  The child will leave, exercising a (pathetic, admittedly) right of exit.  If the Indian wage is lower than the American it is because the Indian economy is radically less productive, and because a worker sleeping on the streets of Calcutta cannot show up this afternoon for employment at a MacDonald’s in Chicago, not because the Indian workers have less “bargaining power,” or because American workers have more.  

However low or high the productivity of an economy is, in the presence of choices the range of pure “bargaining power” radically narrows.  Dock workers in the western Swedish port of Gothenburg may hold up the dock owners for higher pay, and in the closed-shop case the result comes indeed from their bargaining power, such as the power enforced by the state’s monopoly of violence to prevent scabs from taking up the jobs.  But in the long run the Gothenburg dock workers exercising their bargaining power may well drive their jobs to Copenhagen or Hamburg.  So much for bargaining power as the main determinant of wages, a point that economists have been making at least since John R. Hicks’ A Theory of Wages in 193DD.  I may want to sell my house for $500,000, perhaps because that is what I paid for it at the peak of the housing boom.  But if the other houses similar to it in the neighborhood— “comparables” in the jargon of realtors—sell for $400,000, and the buyers are moderately sensible and moderately free, that’s just too bad for me: $400,000, plus or minus a few thousands achieved by pure “bargaining” skill, is going to be the going price.  Bargaining, schmargaining.

The case is my actual experience selling my mother’s apartment in Chicago.  Get in the habit of bringing your actual economic and historical experience into the text.  It is a discipline: “Can I think of an example I’ve actually experienced?  Or is my point so airy and abstract that it doesn’t really touch the world?”

I didn’t say I like the market outcomes every time.  I do wish my house now sold for $500,000 and that Indian messengers now earned $10 an hour (in twenty years or so, if we stick with free markets, actually, I reckon that both will come to pass).  I just say, as Mielants himself declares, that [almost] “every market [is] governed by the laws of supply and demand” (p. 23), and, furthermore, as another fact, letting markets work has enriched poor people worldwide.  (The wish that it were not so that every market without much governmental or other coercion is governed by the laws of supply and demand, and depended instead on the [once unfair but now corrected by state interference] distribution of “bargaining power,” finds expression in minimum wage laws.  They are the policy correlates of the mistaken history that we are rich now because of unions and regulation since 1800, not because innovation since 1800 has made our economies vastly more productive.  If such laws actually worked as advertised they would be a means right now of driving up the wage actually paid in an exchange economy, or for that matter a non-exchange economy, to any high level we wish, say $100 an hour.  $1000.  Let’s do it.)  

An “unfavorable balance of trade” is mere mercantilism, the notion that money is wealth.  It’s not.  It’s money, good for whatever services it provides but not the same as the food and housing it stands for.  If Poland’s balance was “unfavorable” in the sixteenth century (later in fact it was not: Westerners had to provide Poland with colonial sugar and tobacco to make up the balance [Rönnbäck 2009, pp. 116-118]) it meant merely that Poles paid for Western goods with (say) silver, necessarily acquired by an exchange with someone else.  That doesn’t make Poland less well off by the trade, since Western “workers and capitalists,” those ever-shifting signifiers, work to make leather goods and textiles for Poles just as Poles work to make grain and vodka.  Both are goods.  When they trade, both sides are made better off, getting goods at lower costs in other goods foregone than they would have otherwise.

Rönnbäck, Klas.  2009.  Commerce and Colonialization: Studies of Early Modern Capitalism in the Atlantic Economy.  Gothenburg Studies in Economic History 3.  Gothenburg: University of Gothenburg, Department of Economic History.
The following is taken with minor amendments from Bourgeois Dignity, and will be attached in Vol. 3 to the long section above.

And as to the “ceaseless accumulation of capital” I can do no better (having myself observed, against many Marxist and many bourgeois economists, and with economic historians like Mokyr and Goldstone, that anyway innovation, not capital accumulation, is the source of high incomes) than old Max Weber.  Weber in 1905, when the German Romantic notion that medieval society was more sweet and less greedy and more egalitarian than the Age of Innovation was just starting to crumble in the face of historical research, thundered against such an idea that greed is “in the least identical with capitalism, and still less with its spirit.”  ”It should be taught in the kindergarten of cultural history that this naïve idea of capitalism must be given up once and for all.”  In his posthumous General Economic History (1923) he wrote, “The notion that our rationalistic and capitalistic age is characterized by a stronger economic interest than other periods is childish.”
  The infamous hunger for gold, “the impulse to acquisition, pursuit of gain, of money, of the greatest possible amount of money, has in itself nothing to do with innovation.  This [greedy] impulse exists and has existed among waiters, physicians, coachmen, artists, prostitutes, dishonest officials, soldiers, nobles, crusaders, gamblers, and beggars.  One may say that is has been common to all sorts and conditions of men at all times and in all countries of the earth, wherever the objective possibility of it is or has been given.”

Marx, in characterizing capitalism in 1867 as “solely the restless stirring for gain,” said he was quoting the bourgeois economist J. R. McCulloch’s Principles of Political Economy (edition of 1830): “This inextinguishable passion for gain, the auri sacra fames [‘for gold the infamous hunger’], will always lead capitalists.”
  But, replied Weber, it leads everyone else, too.  Auri sacra fames is from The Aeneid (19 BCE), book, line 57, not from the Department of Economics or Advertising Age.  People have indulged in the sin of greed, a Prudence Only pursuit of food or money or fame or power, since Eve saw that the tree was to be desired, and took the fruit thereof.  Soviet communism massively encouraged the sin of greed (which is Prudence unbalanced by the other virtues, such as Justice or Temperance), as its survivors testify.  Medieval peasants accumulated no less “greedily” than do American corporate executives, if on a rather smaller scale.  Hume declared in 1742, “Nor is a porter less greedy of money, which he spends on bacon and brandy, than a courtier, who purchases champagne and ortolans [little songbirds rated a delicacy].  Riches are valuable at all times, and to all men.”
  Of course.

The following is new, an expression of my frustration at the erroneous theory that misleads an otherwise excellent young scholar: 

Some marxoid theorizing seems to serve chiefly as an occasion for glittering articles and books talking endlessly about itself.  It appears to speak of the actual world, and uses words like “price” and “trade” apparently drawn from the world, and refers to history that might have taken place and to countries that actually exist.  But it speaks in fact only of its own terms, endlessly rehandled them, like worry beads.  Insert Naipaul quote.  It strongly reminds me of bourgeois economic theory as practiced in such famous outlets as the Journal of Economic Theory or Econometrica, a self-contained rhetorical world in which university chairs are granted or withheld, and controversies pass from century to century, without testing observations of the world.  

I note, to make an old but true and fair point, that many intelligent people have moved from a sophisticated, adult version of Marxism into an equally sophisticated version of anti-Marxist economics of market-and-innovation (thus the Sam Bowles whom Mielants quotes on p. 11; thus even late in life the splendid Bob Heilbronner, whom he quotes in the motto to Chapter One).  And we’ve all heard of people who started in their youths as Marxists who drifted away as they aged and learned more economics and history and got more experience of the world.  Entire generations can be characterized this way.  Many millions of people.  For example, I can.  (The same can be said of bourgeois high theory, which young men especially favor and then grow disillusioned with.  But not of the low- and middle-range theory I am commending.)  Yet it’s rare indeed to find anyone who once understood exchange and economic history moving into Marxism.  Perhaps, dear Terrence, such collective biography is telling us something. □
By this time I was tiring of taking notes out of Chapter One of Mielants excellent book.  I started from the end of the chapter and worked back to the front, checking off as I went useful facts underlined, checked, annotated in the book itself when I had read it.  It’s often wise to read the book, pen in hand, then write up notes on it.  That way you give a little time for your reactions to mature. You do not exhaust yourself with premature ruminations.
( “The modernization of the commercial infrastructure was only possible after the emergence of European cities who created ever more, new and optimal conditions for an increase of productivity and thus allowed successive series of increasing growth” (Van der Wee 1981, p. 14, quoted in Mielants 2007, p. 42). □
I decided, you see, to acknowledge the quote of a quote instead of going back to the obscure paper, in French, in an Italian edited collection.

(Predecessors of Levellers: Flemish radicals inspired Wat Tyler; the Ciompi revolt in Florence.  (Mielants 2007, p. 40).  But Mielants is forgetting, as secular scholars tend to, the persistent radicalism of the Church of Faith, as against the Church of Power.  And Ian Morris notes the Levellers of 1644, who ‘’sharpened their hoes into swords, . . . declaring that they were leveling the distinction between masters and serfs’’ . . . in eastern China (Morris 2010, p. 453)] □
(Rural hinterlands “contado” □
(Putting out “Verlag” □
(For Why Holland: “In most of Holland, the established elite succeeded in preventing the guilds form becoming powerful pressure groups; Count William III even forbade the formation of guilds in 1313 (Brand 1992: 25)” (Mielants 2007, p. 34). □
I had to decide whether to make a note of the secondary source that Mielants refers to here.  Inspecting it in his bibliography I decided to, putting it into my own standard bibliographical form, in case I needed to buttress the point that Holland [literally, and not for example Overijsel, since Brand refers to Leiden alone], unlike Germany, was lightly guilded:

Brand, Hanno.  1992.  “Urban Policy or Personal Government: The Involvement of the Urban Elite in the Economy of Leiden at the End of the Middle Ages.”  Pp. 17-34 in Herman Diederiks, Paul Hoehnberg, and M. Wagenaar, eds.  Economic Policy in Europe since the Late Middle Ages.  Leicester: Leciester University Press.

(Mielants, with many others, quietly demolishes the old school-book idea that medieval folk were self-sufficient and that trade involved only luxury goods such as spices and gold (Mielants 2007, pp. 14-16).  The school books were wrong even about the countryside, and obvious wrong about the cities.  In fact medieval trade in some places approached early modern levels, exploiting Europe’s unusually complete water transport (unusual, that is, compared with many other civilized regions; Findlay and O’Rourke 2007, p. 4): they traded over long shipping distances grain, timber, food oils, raw wool, salt, beer, wine, herring, iron, cloth (cheap and expensive), ships themselves, cattle on the hoof, alum, alkali ashes, dye-stuffs, gin, glass, mirrors, crystal, and in the end sugar, tobacco, and books. The early items in the list were bulk goods for ordinary lives, not what the Dutch called “the rich trades.” □
(Use in ancient section (If you figure out where to put a note into your own work, say it so you don’t have to do the rethinking later): Eric Mielants attacks from a more orthodox Marxist position the claim by André Gunnar Frank and Barry Gills that Wallerstein’s “world system” should be conceived on a 5000-year canvas, as the “cumulation of accumulation.”  Frank and Gills had asked in the title of an edited book on the matter: The World System: Five Hundred Years or Five Thousand?  Mielants, who favors seven hundred years, complains that in Frank and Gills “a ‘frozen history’ narrative is constructed; that is, since time immemorial [I would rather put ‘time immemorial’ at 50,000 BC than at 3,000 BCE, but no matter], trade has linked people and tribes” (to which he adds the erroneous Marxist coda that such trade was “providing some with profits while others were exploited” [Mielants 2007, p. 13]).  But the archaeologists who have actually done the science and I do not think there’s anything wrong with such a “freezing.”  Humans trade, and there is evidence that trade and language co-evolved.  Trade therefore cannot be the source of the modern world, contrary to Wallerstein/Mielants on the left or Findlay/O’Rourke on the right.  Frantic innovation is the source.  Trade has always been more or less frantic.  Innovation became frantic after 1800, and started upward in franticness in 1700. □
Frank, Andre Gunder, and Barry Gills, eds.  1993.  The World System: Five Hundred Years or Five Thousand? London: Routledge.
(Use in attacking the very word “capitalism”: Eric Mielants is indignant that the brilliant French historian Jean Baechler writing his history of the very longue durée “does not mention capitalism at all” (Mielants 2007, p. 15).  Good for Baechler. □  

Baechler, Jean.  2002.  Equisse d’une Histoire Universelle.  Paris: Gallimard.

Stark, Rodney. □  

I knew Stark’s book, but wanted to remind myself to bring it in.

Then I turned to Chapter Three, on South Asia, because I know something about East Asia but am even more ignorant about India:


(Mielants’ theme is that “in South Asia, merchants lacked the institutionalized political power structures to effectively proletarianize their workers at home and effectively peripheralize other geographical areas within the Indian Ocean region” (Mielants 2007, p. 101).  Stripped of their Marxist and Wallersteinian ornamentation, the facts seems to be true.  He notes the presence in Europe of merchant militias (p. 104) and the lack of interest in naval warfare among Asian aristocrats (p.109), though he might also have noted the European aristocracy’s similar lack.  Navies are bourgeois, at any rate by comparison with armies□.

And then to his Chapter Five, “Conclusion”:
( “The origins of modernity—capitalism and citizenship—can be properly located within the European city-states and subsequent nation-states that were formed out of imperialism and warfare (Tilly 1992) within the dynamics of ceaseless capital accumulation” (Melants 2007, p. 161).  He attaches it all to imperialism: “military [especially naval] power gradually concentrated in the hands of European (mercantile) elites. . . guaranteed increasing returns and market expansion” (p. 161).  The argument depends on the false premise that more trade, because unequal and exploitative, makes for more capital, whose ceaseless accumulation is what capitalism is all about.  What mattered for capitalism and citizenship (that is, riches and liberty) was technical and organizational innovation, not piles of capital. □
C.) Findlay, Ronald, and Kevin H. O’Rourke.  2007.  Power and Plenty: Trade, War, and the World Economy in the Second Millennium.  Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press.

Here’s what I wrote in Bourgeois Dignity (2010):

 The theorist of foreign trade Ronald Findlay and the economic historian Kevin O’Rourke collaborated in 2007 in a magnificent history of world trade since 1000 CE.
  There is much to admire in the book, in particular its cosmopolitan sweep.  Findlay and O’Rourke are nothing like Eurocentric, and think big.  
When they come to the Industrial Revolution, though, their arguments become somewhat less persuasive.  After a good deal of complaining about the historical economics that they themselves are practicing, Findlay and O’Rourke come to the nub of their argument.  “International trade,” they claim, “was a key reason why the British Industrial Revolution was different” in not petering out, as had previous efflorescences (Goldstone’s very appropriate word for the numerous lurches forward in technology that the world had previously seen, but without permanent effect on the welfare of the average human).
  “For a small European country like Britain”—note that “small” is a somewhat strange characterization of one of the most populous countries in Europe—“overseas markets were vital if its Industrial Revolution was to be sustained.”

And then Findlay and O’Rourke make a crucial connection to Britain’s military adventures: “In a mercantilist world in which nations systematically excluded their enemies from protected markets [a claim which makes it hard to understand the very large volume of British-Continental trade, which also took place in a mercantilist world] British military success over the French and other European rivals was an important ingredient in explaining her subsequent rise of economic prominence.”
  Trade was important, they claim, and imperialism supported trade.  Thus the title of their book, Power and Plenty, and its theme, dating to the economist Jacob Viner in modern times, but ancient anyway: that aggression is good for you.  Thus too Mephisto in Faust II: “War, trade, and piracy together are / a trinity not to be severed.”

In correspondence with me O’Rourke has amiably disputed such a bald formulation of the theme.  Yet in an essay with Leandro Prados de la Escosura and Guillaume Daudin published after his book with Findlay he writes: “Trade profited merchants, but also yielded revenues to the state; while the state needed revenues to secure trading opportunities for its merchants, by force if necessary.”
  “Force” surely means “aggression,” and in the essay it is repeatedly cashed in this way, in a football-and-war rhetoric of “pre-eminence,” “dominant position,” “struggle for power and plenty.”  In all of O’Rourke’s work the gains from trade are said to be dependent on violence against “competitors,” as in a zero-sum footrace.  One would not learn from such passages in Findlay and O’Rourke or in O’Rourke, Prados de la Escosura, and Daudin that trade is mutually beneficial, a matter mainly of cooperation, not competition.
True, people thought that mercantilist aggression was good for them.  “Trade and empire,” O’Rourke and his 2008 coauthors continue, “were thus inextricably linked in the minds of European statesmen [about which the historian asks: because it is true in the world, or though they were misled?],. . . which explains the incessant mercantilist warfare of the time.”
  It is the rhetoric of business-school deans and big-thinking journalists.  But it is not sound, then or now, whatever people believe.

An instructive example of the unsound connection of aggression to economic success is the military historian Correlli Barnett’s brilliant old book of 1972, The Collapse of British Power, an influence for example on the Thatcher administration in Britain.  As in many of the pages of Findlay and O’Rourke, you can learn a lot from Barnett.  But he, too, mixes rank in the league table of power with economic success, and assumes as Findlay and O’Rourke do that what people thought at the time was an important connection among trade, empire, military might, and domestic prosperity was in fact the case.  Thus Barnett:

In the eighteenth century the English ruling classes—squirearchy, merchants, aristocracy—were men hard of mind and hard of will.  Aggressive and acquisitive, they saw foreign policy in terms of concrete interest: markets, national resources, colonial real estate, naval bases, profits. . . .  They saw national power as the essential foundation of national independence; commercial wealth as a means to power; and war as among the means to all three.  They accepted it as natural and inevitable that nations should be engaged in a ceaseless struggle for survival, prosperity and predominance.

That’s right.  That’s what they thought.  But they were wrong.  And Barnett was therefore wrong—even in the dismal year for the British economy of 1972—to lament British economic “decline.”  He attributed the “decline” to softness of mind and softness of will, arising especially from a new evangelical Christianity:

The abolition of the slave trade in 1807 as a result of a campaign led by William Wilberforce and of slavery itself in the British Empire in 1833 were the earliest of the great social achievements of British evangelicalism. . . .  To embrace one’s fellow men in brotherly love rather than smite them with the sword of righteousness was the broad instruction of evangelicalism to the British people. . . .  As a consequence of this spiritual revolution English policy ceased to be founded solely on the expedient and opportunistic pursuit of English interests. . . .  As Gladstone [one of the evangelical softies] put it in 1870: “The greatest triumph of our epoch will be the consecration of the idea of a public law as the fundamental law of European politics.”

Barnett’s analysis sounds quite plausible, and it sounded even more so in the realpolitik days of 1972.  Certainly British politics, at home and abroad, became in the nineteenth century more ethically driven, right down to coming to the aid of the French in 1914, against expediency, and then making a welfare state, expedient or not, and then its weak-willed shame when its masters embarked on one last exercise of hard-mindedness in Suez in 1956.  But Britain, despite its lamentable descent into namby-pamby soft-heartedness, to be cured in the glorious war of conquest against the Argentinians, has remained one of the richest economies on earth, and has shared in the modern engine of innovation, which it started.  No ceaseless struggle for survival, prosperity, and predominance backed by ships and men and money, by jingo, explains British economic success, now or in 1972 or in 1790.  Innovation enabled by bourgeois dignity and liberty does.


(I’ve not changed my opinion of the book since then, rereading parts now, and reading many for the first time. The book is finely written, and its summaries of various parts of the history of foreign trade are notably judicious and learned, startlingly so from two economists, trained in a field not noted for scholarly breadth.  But its basic argument is mistaken.  And in the meantime I wonder at my restraint in my own book of 2010 in response to their sneering rejection of the ordinary logic of economics.


If you think I am being too tough on Findlay and O’Rourke, read closely p. 337, beginning with the sneer at a paper by Robert Paul Thomas and me in 1981.  (To understand why I find the sneer irritating, if you care, you need some bibliographical facts.  I largely wrote the McCloskey and Thomas paper of 1981.  Findlay and O’Rourke in their book then praise the “far less dogmatic and more nuanced contribution” by “Harley (2004).”  It was a chapter in Floud and Johnson which I also had largely written, for the second version of Floud and McCloskey some years before.  Knick did revisions of it for the Floud and Johnson volume and then publishing it under his own name.  The very sentence they quote from “Harley” is mine, for example.  So the enemy here is McCloskey and her alarming devotion to ordinary microeconomics against editorial-page theories of how power leads to plenty.)  


To know why the sneer is scientifically silly (which I hope you do care about), you need to know some elementary economics.   Findlay and O’Rourke attack me and Thomas and Harley because we “play the old trick of multiplying two fractions by each other by each other to obtain an even smaller fraction.”  But the “trick” is a rigorously correct use of ordinary economics, which any trade theorist teaches his undergraduates.  The trick, furthermore, is not, as they then claim, a calculation of what would have happened “had [the British economy] not been able to trade at all.”  Findlay and O’Rourke gesture at “forces” (i.e. mercantilist policies, which they admire throughout, contrary to their training as economists) “required to bring the [British] economy to that state [of the Industrial Revolution already firmly entrenched], insinuating that a state of entrenchment or not is relevant to the relevance of the old trick.  It is not.


Here’s how it works.  First step: We are interested in the effects of better uses of resources in, say, iron-making on national income.  So we are interested in the better techniques in iron as a proportion to all of national income: ∆(Output in iron for given inputs)  ⁄  (National income).  That at least is the static effect of better techniques in iron making—dynamic economies of scale and the like have to be argued separately (and are not so argued in Findlay and O’Rourke; in Bourgeois Dignity I suggest ways of doing so).  All right.  By mere accounting and arithmetic, therefore, one can multiply and divide by the gross output of the iron industry, “Gross iron,” to get:

 [∆(Output in iron for given inputs) ⁄  (Gross iron)] ●

[(Gross iron) ⁄ (National income)]  
The first term is the rate of better techniques in iron and the second term is the share of gross output of iron in national income (the shares add up to more than one since gross output, saving coal as well as labor, is involved; don’t worry).  That makes sense: a 10 percentage rise in productivity in iron-making will result in a ½ of one percent rise in national income if iron’s gross output is only 1/20 of national income.  We’re multiplying fractions.  It’s not a trick.  It gives economic and historical insight.

Second step: Now think of foreign trade as an industry like iron making in which the input is exports given up to make imports.  Britain sends cotton textiles abroad in order to get wheat from foreigners.  The productivity of the foreign trade industry is the terms of trade.  If the terms of trade move in favor of Britain (as is claimed for example in the dependency theories speaking of twentieth-century exporters of raw materials; or in Wallerstein speaking of sixteenth century Poland as against Holland), then the productivity is higher.  The exactly correct way to calculate the national effect is to play the same old trick of multiplying two fractions by each other by each other to obtain an even smaller fraction: the percentage change in the terms of trade is multiplied by the ratio of imports (which is the gross output of the trade “industry”) to national income.  It results, by higher math, in an even smaller fraction.  And by the logic of elementary economic, that is the effect of foreign trade—unless one abandons elementary economics and thinks of the effect of foreign trade as being simply its extent (and even that is small beside the Great Fact).
The central point is that Findlay and O’Rourke have not faced up to the elementary claim that economists have been making about trade since the eighteenth century, namely, that trades can substitute to some degree for each other, and that foreign trade is one trade among many that an economy can engage in.  Sneers-without-argument at ”the miracle of substitutability” (p. 337) are not worthy of serious scientific conversation, and are startling coming from economists.  The main point of neoclassical economics since the 1870s, in whatever form you wish to take it (Marshalian-Wicksellian-Samuelsonian, Mengerian-Hayekian, Walrasian-Debreuvian), and against both Classical and Marxist economists, is that economies appear to be able to adjust without dramatic loss to more or less of this or that activity.  Maybe such economics is wrong, and we need to start all over again with studies of power and plenty.  But then one would have to explain all sorts of anomalous observations implied by the Classical/Marxist/Man-on-the-street model of insubstitutability, such as that incomes do not change gigantically when tariffs are raised or dropped, or that countries making very different bundles of goods achieve approximately identical incomes (Denmark’s specialization in dairy products in the nineteenth century is an example that they discuss, but then do not draw the moral), or that strategic bombing in World War II didn’t have the dramatic effects the air force generals in Britain and especially the United States promised, or that declines in aggregate demand do not cause Great Depressions every time they happen.

The passage, in short, is careless bluster against logics, histories, calculations, observations inconvenient for their hypothesis.  It is unworthy of the standard of science they try to set elsewhere.  Instead of thinking through their argument in light of the numerous weighty objections to it that people since Adam Smith have raised, they have on p. 337 attacked the messengers, and throughout the book they ignore elementary economics. □  


Here from Bourgeois Dignity is another comment on the anti-economics of Findlay and O’Rourke:

Nor does foreign trade rate very highly as an engine of growth when one descends from such heights of grand strategy down to the workaday world of supply and demand curves.  Findlay and O’Rourke criticize static economic models about the issue because static models “cannot, by definition, say anything about the impact of trade on growth.”
  That’s overstated.  Static models have been shown to be inadequate to explain the greater part of modern economic growth, so large is the thing-to-be-explained.  The showing has not been achieved by “definition.”  It has been achieved by finding that static gains are not of the right order of magnitude to do the scientific job.  It is an empirical, scientific finding of the past fifty years of work on the subject, not a mere definition.  (Definitions, though, are not to be scorned as historical tools—as for example in the definitions of national income or the share of foreign trade that permit the showing of the smallness of the static gain.  A few pages earlier in their book Findlay and O’Rourke themselves had used static models of demand and supply to make the correct point that Britain shared its gains from trade with its trading partners 1796 to 1860 by increasing the supply of its exports much more rapidly than the demand curves went outward, turning the terms of trade against itself.  It is an old and good point [I made it myself in print a long time ago, so it must be right], and it is definitely “static” and definitely says a great deal about the impact of trade on growth.
)

Considering that the static effects alleged so widely for trade as an engine of growth are small, the noneconomists, and some of the economists, are likely to claim that “dynamic” effects will rescue the engine.  Possibly.  The word “dynamic” has a magical quality—the economist Fritz Machlup once placed it on a list of “weaselwords.”
  Waving “dynamic” about, though, does not in itself suffice to prove one’s economic and historical wisdom.  As I noted about the argument from transportation improvements, one has to show that the proffered “dynamic” effect is quantitatively strong, and in the right direction.  An existence theorem in a model without magnitudes—which is the routine in highbrow economics—will not do a scientific job.
(I then go on to make various “dynamic” calculations—which Findlay and O’Rourke nowhere attempt in Power and Plenty, though sneering at people who have.□
Here are some more comments on their book from Bourgeois Dignity:

And European trade with the rest of the world, as Patrick O’Brien showed long ago, was less than 4 percent of European domestic product—another reason for doubting its importance Continent-wide.  Surprisingly, and rather against their training as economists, Findlay and O’Rourke attack the relevance of the low share of things in national income.  They quote with approval a remark by the noneconomist Paul Mantoux (1877–1956), in his history of the Industrial Revolution—published in its last French edition in 1907.
  Mantoux wrote thus: “If we may borrow an analogy from natural science, only a negligible quantity of ferment is needed to affect a radical change in a considerable volume of matter.  The action of foreign trade upon the mechanism of production may be difficult to show, but it is not impossible to trace.”
  The notion that natura facit salta, nature makes jumps, has become popular after the realization that a flap of a butterfly’s wing in China can cause in due course a hurricane in Cuba.  It is sometimes true.  If it were true in explaining the Industrial Revolution, though, any little part of the British economy could have been the engine of growth.  Domestic service was larger than all the importation of tea and sugar and raw cotton and similarly exotic goods combined, or all the finished exports to pay for them, and so under such an instable model the hiring of more scullery maids could have set off the innovations.  And if you really want “small,” pick say the Birmingham brass industry with its continuous product innovation (as Maxine Berg has pointed out), or for that matter the vigorous silk industry in London around 1700.  If the slave trade or the cotton industry or even foreign trade as a whole gives a satisfactory explanation of doublings and treblings of income, then we can turn also to a brass-and-silk industry explanation of why we are rich.  Yet again we are led to wonder why similarly small industries in earlier times and other places did not tip the world into modernity.In establishing the growth-trade link, Findlay and O’Rourke use the static models to imagine a Britain without any trade at all (“if Britain had been closed to trade”; “absent trade”).
  An entire cutoff of trade, though, is not the relevant alternative.  The question is whether the mercantilist policies that Britain employed, and above all its mercantile empire, helped or hindered industrialization, much.  It’s a matter of more or less trade, not yes or no.

People innocent of economics, to repeat, believe that trade just is growth.  Export or die.  That’s not right, as Findlay and O’Rourke note when dismissing Keynesian models of trade as an engine of growth (of the sort in connection with the slave trade that William Darity boldly put forward in 1992).  So they need a better model.  The model they develop to answer the relevant question about imperialism, based on an earlier model by Darity (1982), puts a surprising emphasis on the slave trade.  Findlay and O’Rourke argue that the New World and its cotton exports would have been impossible without slavery (note the similarity to the arguments of Inikori, who likewise cites Darity with enthusiasm; and Darity cites Inikori in the same terms [Darity 1992]).  But on the contrary, cotton is easily grown without slaves, and it has been so grown early and late—early in India, late in postbellum Alabama.  (Sugar is another matter.  Sugar brought slavery with it from India to Syria to North Africa to the Azores, right down to the Jamaican and Mexican contract harvesters on H-2 visas working the cane sugar fields of Florida.  Yet Findlay and O’Rourke are making the argument that an international taste for cotton dresses and bedsheets and underwear made the modern world, not that the international sweet tooth did.)

Cotton, they say, “depended” on slaves from Africa.
  Likewise Marx: “With slavery, no cotton; without cotton, no modern industry.  Slavery has given the value to the colonies, the colonies have created world trade; world trade is the necessary condition of large-scale machine industry.”
  It does not seem so.  Cotton seems to have been no more a necessarily slave crop than coffee was.  Freedmen in the United States after 1865 picked cotton, just as freedmen in Brazil after 1887 picked coffee beans.  Findlay and O’Rourke ask with a certain vexation in their tone whether “free white labor in the Americas. . . [would] have been able to fill the gap” in producing cotton.
   Yet the formerly slaveholding American states did precisely that.  As early as 1869, noted Stanley Lebergott, “the South had actually regained its pre-war production average [of cotton].  And by the period 1870-1879 [before the full imposition of Jim Crow and other pieces of “one kind of freedom”] was running 42 percent above its pre-war level.”
  Lebergott notes by way of contrast that in British sugar colonies the earlier emancipation had reduced production.  Not in cotton.

The argument of Findlay and O’Rourke is that British imperialism helped British trade so much that the Industrial Revolution happened.  The argument assumes that a counterfactually pacific and free trade Britain would not have benefited from European engagement with the rest of the world.  It is an odd assumption, since European places like Denmark did benefit, with trivial overseas colonies.  Sweden and Germany and Austria benefited, with few or none.  Findlay and O’Rourke want to make a nationalist, militaristic, imperialist argument that British prosperity depended on British guns aimed abroad, especially at non-Europeans.  It is an argument that David Landes has frequently made.  The historian Paul Kennedy stated flatly in 1976 that “Britain’s wealth would obviously have been lost had she herself surrendered command of the sea.”
  The assertion, though conventional in British strategic thinking for centuries, runs against the logic of “this sceptr’d isle. . . this fortress. . . set in the silver sea / Which serves it in the office. . . of a moat defensive to a house / Against the envy of less happier lands.”  A Britain with a little Tudor-style navy devoted to coastal defense would have remained independent for a long time—after all, a little Tudor-style navy, assisted by a divine wind, did defeat the mighty Armada.  The wooden walls mattered up to the middle of the nineteenth century.  In fighting Hitler it was not the expensive British fleet sitting in miserable inaction at Scapa Flow that chiefly prevented invasion but British ingenuity in inventing radar and breaking the German naval code (despite which, incidentally, its breaker, Alan Turing, was driven to suicide ten years later under the British antigay laws).  The surplus violence of ships of the line and then dreadnoughts and then aircraft carriers in aid of dominion over palm and pine and the Falkland Islands was always dubious as an economic proposition.  Britain’s wealth was not at stake.  Command of the seas supported national pride, certainly, and Margaret Thatcher’s re-election.  But it did not support the national income.

The economic models Findlay and O’Rourke use, whether formally or informally, are in fact about European trade with itself and with the rest of the world.  A Quaker United Kingdom—however unlikely a counterfactual in 1801, with twenty thousand Quakers in an aggressively nationalistic population of 16.3 million—would have gotten the same prices and opportunities as the actual Britain, allowing for transshipment costs through Amsterdam or Le Havre.  The scale of Manchester’s cotton manufacturing would have been little affected, at any rate if in God’s eyes Manchester had a comparative advantage in spinning cotton.  Only the profits (those “rents” I mentioned, supernormal profits, which are profits in the economist’s definition) in their British addressees would have been lower, because French transshippers of cotton would take a cut.  As I said, if Manchester had been the right place to spin cotton before the invention of air conditioning, then European events would have put it there, regardless of whether Britain won at Plassey or Québec or Trafalgar or Waterloo.  After all, the French side lost all those battles, and yet the making of cotton textiles flourished in Mulhouse and Lille—admittedly by importing Manchester engineers and workers, as did the firm Motte et Bossuet in Lille in 1833.

Europe as a whole opened itself to the world after Henry the Navigator.  Even when nutmeg was a Dutch monopoly, nutmeg became cheaper.  The European gains from trade were felt indirectly by everyone who bought tropical products.  As an economist would put it, that’s general equilibrium trade theory.  Empires were not necessary.  Thus Belgium, without an empire on its formation in 1830, industrialized smartly, as at the same time did the Rhineland, which was a part of a non-nautical and (overseas) nonimperial Prussia.  Both of them saw the price of tobacco, sugar, spices, bananas, cotton, and other tropical and subtropical products fall greatly as imperialist and nonimperialist Europeans traded with the world.  Overseas trade was not about Britain but about Europe.  

Britain’s overseas trade, in short, can’t explain Britain’s peculiarity.  Lining up national conquest with national trade is an old claim, though Adam Smith and many economists since him have wisely contradicted it (without persuading many politicians or journalists).  National conquest, though, doesn’t explain early British industrialization, and certainly not the continuation on the way to the factor of sixteen. Yet denying that trade was the crucial engine of growth is not to say that the expansion of foreign trade was literally a nullity.  Some goods—the banana for the Englishman’s breakfast table was the popular instance late in the nineteenth century, raw cotton the most important instance throughout—simply cannot be had in England’s clime, outside hothouses.  The regional economist Gerald Silverberg has made the case to me for cotton as special because the technological unemployment caused by its expansion was felt not by politically connected guildsmen at home but by the bleached bones of Indians starving when their machineless industry was replaced by Manchester’s mechanized one.
  The unemployment of British handloom weavers (“A trade that never yet can fail,” in the words of a pre-mechanization song) is being set aside in the argument.  The truth in Silverberg’s argument is that trades like porcelain and cotton textiles in Britain could expand in country locations out of reach of the naysayers in established guild towns like Norwich or London.  The trouble with the argument is that cotton did in fact have European substitutes, in wool and linen, as is shown by the fierce prohibitions on importing Indian calicoes into France and the rules in England that the dead were to be buried in shrouds made of good English wool.  And the same trick could have been played in China or India, both having ample domestic sources of raw cotton, if the bourgeois rhetoric had triumphed there—as it spectacularly did in the expansion of Japanese and especially Indian mechanized cotton textile manufacturing before and during World War I.  In those latter days the bleached bones, or at any rate the dole cheques, were of Mancunians and Glaswegians in Britain.


(In short, Power and Plenty perpetuates and claims to justify a notable weakness in economic history as usually practiced, namely, the study of particular trades as though nothing else could be done—a fixed-proportions logic which is the opposite of the sneer-worthy “miracle of substitutability.”  The bulk of Power and Plenty consists of interesting and accurate retellings of the ups and downs of particular trades.  But the question is what the stories have to do with explaining the Great Fact of economic history, their “Plenty.”  An economic historian can legitimately study the “rise” of this or that industry—quote Ibsen Hedda Gabler— But if she neglects to mention the opportunity cost of the resources brought in to supply its rise, she is leaving the impression that she thinks she is explaining economic growth—Plenty.  She thinks she is explaining the net gain to the whole economy.  But the net gain, as against the gross “gain” the economy gets from shuffling resources from one use to another, comes chiefly from innovation.  Innovation results in vastly higher incomes than can be got from shuffling.  Income does not (much) increase when mere shufflings take place, the cotton textile industry “rising” and the domestic service industry “declining.”  

It’s a point I made in my second published paper, “Did Victorian Britain Fail?" (Economic History Review 23 (Dec 1970): 446-59), and have never ceased to make.  The point comes with an economist’s union card.  It is startling to see two good economists burning up their union cards and adopting reasoning that ignores opportunity cost, and then declaring that it’s a fine thing to do so.  Economists say: Look behind the reshufflings that an economy is always making to the big, net innovations of steam and steel and corporations and electricity and computers that really account for most of the increase in our welfare.  The economists are right, and the non-economic historians who deny it, and think they are explaining Plenty by focusing on the negative-sum game of Power and the slightly positive-sum game of Efficiency, are wrong. □
D.)  Jones, Eric L.  2010.  Locating the Industrial Revolution: Inducement and Response.  New Jersey and London: World Scientific.
I’ve known Jones for about 40 years, ever since he generously encouraged me in studies of English open fields and enclosures.  As he explains here, he is a rural historian who became a world historian.  You should cultivate the habit of detecting first-rate work, and then paying special attention to it.  The signs include: surprising assertions backed by fact and logic as against airy assertion, a sceptical attitude towards conventional themes, steady attention to the Main Theme, precision in details, eloquence if relevant, wit.  Jones has these.  Pay attention to him: he knows of what he speaks.  His is one kind of admirable historical economics, if not the only admirable kind.
Remember: the purpose of your note, as of mine, is to frame a sentence or paragraph for your own book.  Use the text.

(It is not the psychology of the bourgeoisie that explains regional differences, whether inside England or between England and, say, France.  It is the sociology.  It is not what is inside people’s heads that matters, since it varies little (“I want more of that”; “She is honourable”), but what is on their lips, about other people: “Those wretched Browns, you know: they are such vulgar, market people”  get quote from Austen, in which the heroine disdains a farmer.  As Eric Jones put it recently, “Culture, in the sense of bourgeois values, has not been shown to differ systematically by region.”  Or by much else.  It is what is wrong with Weber’s away of thinking, which turned the discussion of entrepreneurship into how psychology changed, which it didn’t.  What changed was the sociology and its corresponding politics.  As Jones again says, “Industrialization . . . is seen to result from political and ideological change bearing on investment markets. . . .  The English elite were coming more decisively to embrace market ideology” (pp. 2, 4; compare p. 36, “the English elite came to accept market competition among its members, embracing what is called an open access order”). □

(Jones explains what he calls “the dieback of southern [English] manufacturing” (p. 8).□
I include this only because it so well expresses what he is about.  Remember, though: the main purpose of a note is to produce, not to consume.


(One of numerous ways of showing that Gregory Clark is wrong to believe that high fertilities of successful people caused properly bourgeois tastes to slip down the social scale is to note, with Eric Jones that “what constituted virtue [of the sort a rich person in 1500 might acquire] was seldom economic endeavour as now understood—it meant marrying well and currying royal favor, preferably both. . . .  A defining achievement of economic growth was to swing the balance of endeavour away from these archaic strivings towards contributing socially useful products or services” (p. 12; cite corresponding passage in Bourgeois Dignity, which Jones himself refers to on p. 142). □
When someone you have realized is a very good scholar, with good scientific taste, suggest you read Ms. X or Mr. Y, pay attention, and note down what he cites, and read it:

Bryant, J. M.  2006.  “The West and the East Revisited: Debating Capitalist Origins, European Colonialism, and the Advent of Modernity.” Canadian Journal of Sociology 31 (4): 403-444.  This and his other praised by Jones for attacking “Similarity School,” and noting that bourgeois classes get bigger in Europe.

Bryant, J. M.  2008. “A New Sociology for a New History?  Further Critical Thoughts on the Eurasian Similarity and Great Divergence Thesis.” Canadian Journal of Scoiology 3 (1): 149-167.

Roy, Tirthankar. 2001.  “Review: An Asian World Economy?”  Economic and Political Weekly 36 (Aug): 2937-2942.  Cited by Jones as good on attack on trade-led growth

Dawson, Doyne.  2003.  “The Assault of Eurocentric History.”  Journal of Historical Sociology 3: 403-427.  Praised by Jones


(Coming of Arabic numerals: “On the church at Chedworth in the Cotswolds, there are dates of the 1490s carved in Arabic form, probably having been introduced by Italian merchants who came there to buy wool” (p. 22). □

(All civilization—note the word, from Latin civis, citizen of Rome—achieved about 10 percent urbanization before the Industrial Revolution (Jones 2010, p. 24). □
Karayalcin, Cem.  2008. “Divided We Stand, United We Fall: The Hume-North-Jones Mechanism for the Rise of Europe.”  International Economic Review 49 (3): 992??  Presents fragmentation thesis

Jones, Eric L.  2006.  Cultures Merging: A Historical and Economic Critique of Culture.  Princeton: Princeton University Press.  

I know the book very well, but needed to remind myself that it is highly relevant to my current booking production.  Putting it in full citation form while I had the elements before me saves time later (as against “Jones 2006” only)


(Jones eloquently dismisses the view that nothing much happened until 1800 (Jones 2010 pp. 27-29), instancing as he did in his Growth Recurring (DDDD) such “major growth phases” as Song China and early Tokugawa Japan.  But the “failed takeoffs,” as Acemoglu and Zilibotti call them, of Florence, Genoa, and Amsterdam, were indeed failed—Jones opines that “what kept growth episodes so few was mainly excessive rent-seeking on the part of the holders of political power” (p. 29).  And they were factors of 2 in rising income per head, not factors of 30 or 100.  On a scale of human events, two is very, very far from one hundred, and Jones’ eloquence against the Nothing-New-Until-1800 folk (such as myself and Mokyr and Goldsmith) is here misplaced. □

(The illogic of Power and Plenty (use against them) Jones puts it mildly when he remarks that “it is not clear how England’s bid for primacy conduced to industrialization” (p. 36), noting that the squeeze on domestic consumption from high taxes during the Napoleonic Wars (and higher during the American wars, according to O’Brien) “surely hampered” industrialization. □

(Against export-led growth: by the early nineteenth century, Eric Jones observes, “exports were featuring the products of the new technologies [mechanized textiles, coke-fed iron]—and these had not been invented simply because of the opportunity to export them” (Jones 2010, p. 37, italics supplied).  Yes.  To think otherwise is to make the usual man-in-the-street’s error in economic analysis that attaches the size of single firms to the size of the whole market.  It is usually wrong, since a small manufacturer in a large market is not constrained by the size of the entire market.  Whoever was buying the stuff, the manufacturer was going to make more money if he could produce textiles by machine, or later by steam machines. □  


(Jones argues that falling costs of transport increased specialization: the division of labor is limited by the extent of the [accessible] market.  By Daniel Defoe’s time “particular trades” had come more to be associated with particular places, against the local self-sufficiency more common earlier, and eventually it was true for example of brewing beer: “for what were hop-yards meant, / Or why was Burton built on Trent?”  Jones observes that increased specialization was not at first a triumph of the North over the South, and certainly not at first the triumph of steam fueled by coal: “competition first came from neighboring towns, eliminating trades in favour of some nearby alternative, . . . ascending only gradually to the Victorian crescendo when the north took over” most of manufacturing (Jones 2010, p. 51; on coal compare p. 65 and especially Chapter 3, “Scarce Resources””).  “It was not fundamentally a lack of coal that brought about the de-industrialization of southern England” (Jones 2010, p. 85).  Charcoal from wood was ample for most trades, and the coal-centered decline did not kick in until steam had taken over the North, which was itself very late in the nineteenth century.  “During the preliminary stages of industrialization, the cost of energy did not strikingly favour the north” (p. 93).  And “the decay of southern industry encompassed trades that did not use significant sources of heat or power” (Jones 2010, pp. 85, 87).  He later cites Ann Kussmaul on marriage dates as evidence of agricultural specialization (p. 239). □

(Jones points out that specialization shows competition working, contrary to the historiographic impulse to say that “things are different in Great Durnford, and unconnected to things elsewhere” (Jones 2010, pp. 51-52). □
I am now at p. 63, underling this and that somewhat surprising point, or a well expressed well-known point, making typed notes for myself only when I see something I can immediately use in my own work.  Always ask: is it worth continuing?  Am I learning enough per page to justify the opportunity cost?  One has to be ruthlessly efficient to be a good scholar in cumulative fields like history.  


(Jane Austen’s class was well described by B. B. Woodward in 1862, hoping that Hampshire, having lost its local manufacturing, could become a leisure destination.  “There is in the world a large class of English people who have small means and nothing to do.”  Jones notes that “Hampshire was in course of reconstruction as a landscape for the landowner, the farmer and the retiree” (Jones 2010, p. 66).  The menfolk of the nothing-to-do tribe need a newspaper room, wrote Woodward, and, in anticipation of Veblen, “other appliances for getting rid of the leisure of an idle man” (quoted in Jones 2010, p. 65).  Woodward notes further that the women needed churches, which as Jones notes fits well with the characterization of the Church of England as “the Tory party at prayer.” □  

Keep your eyes open for clever quotations that test or illustrate your own theme (this one is to be used for a section late in The Treasured Bourgeoisie on Jane Austen as reflecting a softened attitude towards the bourgeoisie.  Force yourself in your notes to give full citations, which will save you time later.  Note the ones useful to your own work among the distinctive quotations and distinctive ideas (Jones’ idea that Hampshire was Austen country is only distinctive within his wider theme that it once had contained widespread manufacturing).  

Always give credit even when in doubt whether an idea is distinctive.  You will sometimes give credit to a secondary writer who has been careless in her own citation, and brings what is old new to sophisticated scholars of the matter, but it’s worth a little embarrassment to be generous.  The best way to make permanent academic enemies is to steal ideas.  Anyway, even if it were profitable, it’s unethical.

(England was once very poor.  Eric Jones notes that before the full, modern specialization in massive ironstone mines or the breaking up of cars and ships for scrap, “the shore of the Solent in Hampshire was sometimes thronged with people scrabbling along the surf for pieces of sea-washed iron to sell to the ironworks at Sowley” (Jones 2010, p. 72).  One can find people in India now working the same sort of poverty trades—though also breaking up ships by hand for the international scrap market.  In cleared villages in the Midlands of England, where as Jones notes “woodland had been scarce for a 1000 years,” dried dung was used for fuel, in the style of rural India now (Jones 2010, p.80). □    

I’ve turned Jones’ facts to my own purposes.


(England stopped being a source, of its own source, for fine wool when it moved to mixed farming.  Eric Jones notes that “feeding sheep on the rich fodder crops of the new rotations,” as against the grass on windy hills, “coarsened the wool and reduced its quality” (Jones 2010, p. 75). □
I don’t really need it for my current work, but as a once-and-future agricultural historian I need to remember this remarkable fact, and Eric is on such matters a completely reliable source.

(Innovation bizarrely widespread: the circular saw was invented by a maker of sails in 1777 and made commercially practical immediately afterwards (Jones 2010, pp. 75, 98).  The characteristic Swedish iron fireplace, which like the Franklin stove used for further heating the exhaust smoke that otherwise went up the chimney, was invented in the eighteenth century, too. □

(Conversation:  Cooperation by conversation sprung up below the level of the Lunar Society, such as the young Benjamin Franklin´s very early Junto of craftsmen, or a case in a village in Gloucestershire in the mid eighteenth century in which Jonathan Hulls, a grammar-school graduate whose occupations included farmer, clock repairer, joiner, and mechanic got together with two friends, a schoolmaster and a maltster, to write handbooks such as The Trader’s Guide.  Hulls patented a paddle boat driven by steam, which failed on trial (Jones 2010, pp. 96-97). □
You’ll notice that what I am getting out of Jones are examples.  He and I agree pretty much on the larger explanations, and so I do not take note of them.

(Breakdown of resistance to change: Jones cites the guild of shoemakers in Banbury (“Ride a cock horse to Banbury Cross”). . .  Get story from Allen, Enclosure, pp.288-289, where Eric got it, and check if the talk of the “odium” or enforcing it was original, or Allen’s word. □

( “The joker in the pack,” writes Eric Jones in speaking of the decline of guild restrictions, “was the national shift in elite opinion, which the courts partly shared.  The judges often declined to support the restrictiveness that the guilds sought to impose. . . .  As early as the start of seventeenth century, towns had been losing cases they took to court with the aim of compelling new arrivals to join their craft guilds. . . .   A key case concerned Newbury and Ipswich in 1616.  The ruling in this instance became a common law precedent, to the effect that ´foreigners,´ men from outside a borough, could not be compelled to enrol and freemen” (Jones 2010, pp. 102-103). □
From:  Kellett, J. R.  1958. “The Breakdown of Gild and Corporation Control Over the Handicraft and Retail Trade in London.”  Economic History Review 10: 381, get pages and read.  Is there some better measure of how much it in fact as used in law?

(Jones can´t really sustain his point that craft resistance “made some minor contribution to decline” of southern manufacturing without comparison with the North (Jones 2010, p. 103). □

(Availability of capital:  Jones argues ingeniously that the quick rebuilding of towns destroyed by fire before insurance was available “argues for ready availability of capital and credit” (Jones 2010, p. 114).  And as Jones also notes the local sources of capital were readily available for canal-building and later for railways.  And so how is he going to argue that investment was the crux?  He doesn’t, really.  He doesn’t think that saving was a constraint.  By “investment” he wants to contrast with mere “invention.”  That is, he wants to emphasize the practical, the persistent, “having a go,” as Peter Mathias put it. □

(Beautiful example of political interference: The making of glass in southern England decline abruptly in 1618, in favour of coal-using glassmaking in coal-rich Newcastle.  One is tempted to put it forward as an instance of coal prices causing shifting specialization, the very soul of economic incentives. . . until one learns that the King had proclaimed in 1615 that only coal should be used to make glass, ostensibly to save lumber for the wooden walls of the Navy, in actuality because the James I´s favourite, Admiral Sir Robert Mansell of Newcastle, got to the King first (Jones 2010, p. 119). □

(An advantage of literary sources is that, as Lawrence Stone put it about the records of the elite, “lives and thoughts and passions are recorded in sufficient detail to make possible investigation in full social and psychological depth” (quoted in Jones 2010, p. 137). □
I’m familiar with Stone’s work, but the source here was obscure, so I have given Jones credit for finding it, instead of digging myself back into Stone’s books.  By the way, when you do such rereading you must follow Clifford Geertz’s Rule (I learned it from him): Read enough of the original to make it your own.  Just checking the page citation is not enough.  Sometimes you have to read the whole book from which it comes.  Sorry: good science is not easy.

(Section on “responsibility”: Elias claims that markets made men think ahead.  Check.  Jones does not cite. □

(How to handle persistence of buying nobility: In a society in which only land-holding brought honor, “successful men sought to fix their position by buying estates” (Jones 2010, p. 49)..  “Plaques on the walls of village churches,” Jones writes (one may confirm it by looking), “celebrate the London merchant, office holder, or lawyer who first made the money, and recount the titles, military honors and Oxford degrees of his descendents” (p. 159).  The French case is even more straight forward evidence for the persistence of aristocratic values. □

(Jones’ theme is that the South was made into a theme park for the rich.  Privatization of roads and wastes did not put them to better use for the general good.  It made the estates of the rich better for slaughtering game birds (Jones 2010, pp. 151, 153-156, 159-161).  In the South especially, “land owners did not favour industry” (p. 161)—which industry threatened to make the workers more independent and elevate another, competing elite of mill-owners undomesticated to aristocratic values.  It illustrates my theme by contraries: aristocratic values were esteemed by former bourgeois, and killed the southern economy. □

(Porter appropriated Margaret Jacob’s theme that the Enlightenment began in England in the 1680s.  Eric doesn’t realize that she is the source of the idea. □
Heller, M. G. 2009.  Capitalism, Institutions, and Economic Development.  London: Routledge.


(Noting that Adam Smith called 1660-1770 “the happiest and most fortunate period of them all” find the cite, Jones writes that “it became acceptable to show off riches in a bourgeois, almost Dutch fashion” (2010, p. 177).  Perhaps it would be better to say that such proud behavior was newly acceptable among non-aristocrats.  Jones marshals the notion of cognitive dissonance: “values adjusted, since clinging to the old adversarial view created mental unease. . . .  Fresh values meant approving a world in which economics tended . . . to . . . occupy a larger share of everyday life” (Jones 2010, p. 177). □

( “The general mood turned against protectionism,” writes Jones, and anyway guilds and protectionism were always weak in the North (Jones 2010, p. 186). □
Mokyr, Joel, and John Nye.  2007.  “Distributional Coalitions, the Industrial Revolution, and the Origins of Economic Growth in England.” Southern Economic Journal 74: 50-70.  On ideological change:  look at it.


(We need to distinguished quite sharply, as Jones sometimes does not, in deference to gradualists like Tony Wrigley, “economic growth,” which leads to a factor of 100 from the manufacturing-cum-regional-specialization that we call “industrialization”—which happened in other places, such as Japan and China, and leads to a factor of 2.  Jones himself put the point well:

Had the Enlightenment idea of progress not influenced practical affairs, England might have become a normal country, in the terms of the period, content with a quietly prosperous but not forcefully progressive economy—like the United Provinces or Tokugawa Japan or Venice.  Living standards would have been well ahead of Stone Age affluence but stalled on a plateau of bucolic prosperity, the potential for growth meandering away in a Venetian twilight (Jones 2010, p. 245).  

Precisely.  The problem, as Joel Mokyr noted, is to explain why the meandering did not occur, as it so often had in earlier efflorescences, as Jack Goldsmith put it.  The Enlightenment conceived as French cannot be the explanation, since the French absent a British irritation would have gone on talking, and inventing military devices of doubtful practicality, just as the English, absent a Dutch irritation, would have stayed non-naval and non-financial and non-bourgeois.  To explain what we are trying to explain it has to be a British, or even Scottish, or an Industrial Enlightenment, as Mokyr and Jacob put it.  And if British—out of Holland—it has to be above all the coming of a bourgeois-admiring ideology.  That’s what made messing about with engines wholly practical, and in the end pushed even the French, as in “The Declaration of the Rights of Man,” to recommend a British and ultimately Dutch respect for property.   The bourgeoisie, or the working men such as Watt climbing into the class, were liberated from earlier constraints to discuss with a new rhetoric their progressive projects, and got to be dignified to the bargain.  They were named, and blue plaques eventually adorned the houses where they had lived and worked, unlike the servants in a great house, under the aristocratic dispensation, whom (Jones explains) were all assigned the name James or Mary, according to gender, to free their employers from the bothersome need to learn the names they were given at birth (Jones 2010, p. 158). □
E.) Howell, Martha C.  2010.  Commerce before Capitalism in Europe, 1300-1600.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

(Martha Howells argues that ‘’from the central Middle Ages forward . . . moralists, cultural critics, and lawmakers rewrote a centuries-old critique of greed and luxury’ (Howells 2010, p. 5. compare pp. 11, PPPP).  She writes:
Augustine’s centuries-old attack on lust, whether for pleasure, riches, or glory, still dominated a vitriolic narrative about the evils of commerce that circulated not just among monkish moralists but also through the very cities where commerce was a way of life. . . .  It was not until the eighteenth century that even the English  . . . could speak of materialist self-interest in positive terms. □
Note the format here.  Block quotations should be used if the quotation works out to more than four lines of text (otherwise run it in, which is easier to read if that short.  No quote marks around a block quotation.  Indented.   Wider margin on the right.  In one point smaller type than the main text.  Not doing any of these shows you as an amateur in scholarship.  Get them right.

She cites these, all of which I’ve read but need to reread on the point of changing attitudes:

Haskell, Thomas L., and Richard F. Teichgraber III, eds.  1993.  The Culture of the Market: Historical Essays.  Cambridge PUBLISHER:  I even wrote an essay for this one!
Muldrew, Craig.  1998.  The Economy of Obligation: The Culture of Credit and 
Social Relations in Early Modern England.  New York: PUBLISHER  
Hunt, Istvan, and Michael Igantieff, eds.  1983.  Wealth and Virtue: The Shaping of Political Economy in the Scottish Enlightenment.  Cambridge: PUBLISHER.

Pocock, John G. A.  1985.  Virtue. Commerce, and History.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
(Use in ‘’honest’’ section: Muldrew, p. 148, ‘’man of credit had become a man of honor,’’ as Howells p. 29 puts it.□
(In bourgeois section: ‘’The merchants, artisans, and shopkeepers who lived in places like Ghent, Antwerp, Paris, or Leiden . . . used the term bourgeois or burger only to mean [male] urban citizen’’ (Howells 2010, p. 5).  And so it was in English, until the word bourgeois came to mean ‘’enemy of the working class and all that is good,’’ after Marx and his contemporaries of 1848. □
(Capitalism section: The trouble with the word ‘’capitalist’’ is that because we have it we suppose there must be something in the world that distinguishes it from non-capitalist.  Philosophers call such a doctrine ‘’realism,’’ as in Plato.  Because we have a word for a Triangle or The Good, there must exist an Idea out in the ether consisting of the essence of triangularity or goodness.  After the word ‘’capitalism’’ became common the late nineteenth century an enormous literature built up trying to demarcate capitalist from non-capitalist times.  It is like supposing there is such a thing as a unicorn in the garden, and then writing at length about how the unicorn is to be distinguished from a deer.  But because there is no unicorn in the garden, or anywhere else, for that matter, the literature has failed.  


One popular way to accomplish the scholarly construction of the unicorn of ‘’capitalism’’ is to note the difference, as Martha Howells does in her admirable book, Commerce Before Capitalism in Europe, 1300-1600 (2010), between the putatively non-capitalist times of, say, the Low Countries before 1600 and ‘’the modern western economic system’’ (Howells 2010, p. 8).  To establish the difference you can pick any feature you wish of the modern western system: the existence of cell phones, say; or railways.   The extreme of such an exercise in unicorn-discerning is use Moses Finley’s error on ‘’markets’’.  Finley was a follower of Karl Polanyi, as Howells sometimes is (for example on p. 10; or p. 36n62, ‘’Just whether those prices were market outcomes, however, is not clear’’; or p. 38, ‘’people had trouble thinking of land as a commodity’’, or p. 263n3). The great man spent his scholarly life searching for the decisive unicorn.  


For her part Howells declares that ‘’prices did not converge’’ in her non-capitalist world of Ghent or Bruges around 1450.  She cites Richard Unger and Mark Aloisio saying that ‘’integration was local’’ (Howells 2010, p, 9n5).  Yet very few such studies, and neither Unger nor Aloisio, offer a satisfying standard of how integrated is integrated (they avoid, thankfully, the irrelevant criterion of merely statistical significance, and focus as one should on comparisons).  Unger in fact says that prices did converge in the long run, but says that a correlation of .90 is ‘’integrated’’ and one of .50 is not, the one applying to local markets, the other to longer distances (Unger 2007, pp. 351-361).  But for many purposes and products, .50 is high enough. 
Unger, Richard W.  2007.  ‘’Thresholds for Market Integration in the Low Countries and England in the Fifteenth Century.  Pp. 349-380 in in Lawrin Armstrong, Ivana Elbl, and Martin M. Elbl, eds.  Money, Markets and Trade in Late Medieval Europe: Essays in Honor of John H. A. Munro.  Leiden and Boston: Brill.
Aloisio, Mark A.  2007.  ‘’A Test Case for Regional Market Integration?  The Grain Trade Between Malta and Sicily in the Late Middle Ages.’’  Pp. 297-309 in Lawrin Armstrong, Ivana Elbl, and Martin M. Elbl, eds.  Money, Markets and Trade in Late Medieval Europe: Essays in Honor of John H. A. Munro. Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007.
When I went to find these on the internet—my purpose was merely to see quickly whether they had in fact any standard of integration—I discovered that Howells misspelt Aloisio’s name, twice in the footnote and then also in the Bibliography.  Such tiny errors are like blood in the water for a shark.  Avoid them.  It turned out that this was the only mistake in citation, and so my faith in Howells’ scholarship was restored.  Anyone who has written a book is horribly chagrined to find how many such errors creep in.  Cast not the first stone.

Howells then quotes Avner Greif quoting my classmate long ago in transportation economics, the late lamented Yoram Ben-Porath, describing capitalism as ‘’faceless buyers and sellers [who] . . . meet. . . for an instant to exchange standardized goods at equilibrium prices’’ (Howells 2010, p. 10n9; 301: in the beginning as at the end).  It is going to be trivially easy to prove that markets in olden times were not ‘’perfect’’ if perfection is defined this way.  The trouble is that, for one thing, a well-functioning innovative economy does not need such perfection—good enough will do, and ‘’good enough’’ depends on the degree of scientific approximation you are looking for.  And for another, very few of the markets of the ‘’modern western capitalist economy’’ operate in the limiting (and scientifically useless) ‘’perfect’’ way.  Anyone who has bought a car or a house knows it, or for that matter anyone who has over the years formed a little relationship between herself and the owners of Sandmeyer’s Bookstore downstairs.  (And I repeat in case you didn’t get it the first time: perfection is not necessary for a pretty well functioning economy— not that efficiency is the most important feature of such an economy; innovation is, including alert opening of the right business at the right time.)  The prices in 2012 for 1800-square foot, architect-designed penthouses located in the main business district of large cities are ‘’poorly’’ correlated over the years, if ‘’poorly’’ means a correlation of .9999, which after all is short of ‘’perfect,’’ and even if it means .50.  

Writes Howells: ‘’Information networks—the essence of efficient markets—were fragile, transportation systems unreliable, politicians untrustworthy, laws inconsistent and unevenly applied, raw material scarce, and consumers unpredictable’’ (2010, p. 22).  Something is wrong, since all these lamentable ‘’failures’’ of the real world to exactly match a diagram of perfection characterize many markets even now, late in the modern western capitalist economy.  Think of selling model ships handmade in Holland in a Michigan Avenue gift shop.  Think of the labor market for early modern historians.  Think of buying a summer home in Tuscany.  Think of investing in stocks.  What is wrong is that Howells believes that efficiency is important (it is not: innovation is) and that there is some fixed criterion for an efficient market’s ‘’essence,’’ as against an engineering approximation for this or that use.  She cannot as an historian be blamed for the deep foolishness of demarcations without standards of demarcation, because she follows here many economists.  She cites Stiglitz and Weiss 1981 as her theoretical guide.  Such beliefs in a qualitative economics without quantitative standard can be traced back to A. C. Pigou in the 1920s, and in the 1930s and 1940s to Paul Samuelson, Stiglitz’s teacher.□ 

( The idea is that goods-in-process, not to speak of land and buildings, were not ‘’considered capable of infinitely [the old word against commerce, beginning with Aristotle’s aporia ] reproducing [the Marxist word] and augmenting itself as capital, in the modern sense’’ (Howells 2010, p. 12).  Howells claims that for her early modern men and women ‘’commercial property was a store of riches, not an engine of growth’’ (Howells 2010, p. 12).  One wonders what Jesus was talking about in the parable of the talents (cite) or, if you want non-money capital, the parable of the unfruitful fig tree (cite).  It seems at least strange to argue that a jewel or a rent were not fungible in olden days (Howells 2010, pp. 16, 33), when folk tales from the time speak of peasants magically being able to pay their rent by discovering a jewel.  Howells argues that ‘’a decision to sell land . . . [was] . . . embedded in a matrix of non-market . . . imperatives—family strategies, . . . seigneurial pressure’’ (Howells 2010, p. 38n67).  Granted.  But how is it different from selling your mother‘s rent-controlled apartment in New York when your brother and especially his terminally irritating girl friend raise objections?  Arthur Miller’s play The Price reflects on such events, and they do not look any less tangled in non-market imperatives than Antonio’s deal with Shylock.  The central mistake in historically interested social science since Marx and Tonnies has been to suppose that markets were once embedded in social relations and now are not.  ‘’The mention of a ‘sale’ in a document from the Middle Ages does not necessarily mean a ‘sale’ in the modern economist’s sense, and one ‘sale’ does not imply a market’’ (Howells 2010, p. 42).  The modern economist’s sense, if she is not entranced by a vision of ‘’faceless buyers and sellers [who] . . . meet. . . for an instant to exchange standardized goods at equilibrium prices,’’ is just what Jack in the tale meant when he sold his cow for the magic beans, and just what Chaucer quote.  And a sale does imply a market, even if less than ‘’perfect.’’ □  
(Find out what Hoffman, Philip T., Filles Postel-Vinay, and Jean-Laurent Rosenthal.  2000.  the Political Economy of Credit in Paris, 1660-1870.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press is all about, and whether they think that capitalism developed, as Howells claims p. 12n14□

(Markets as liberating women.  In an anonymous painting from the ‘’Dutch School’’ in 1530 portraying the cloth market in ‘s-Hertogenbosch (also known as Den Bosch), of the 38 figures discernable as to gender in the bottom half (at any rate in the black-and-white reproduction in Howells 2010, p. 31), 25 are men, but 13 are women, both buying and selling, and mixing casually with the menfolk.   (In the foreground two male cripples approach a large man with a halo, perhaps Jesus; the Jesus figure is accompanied by two women, as Jesus often was, and an old man: this is an age of faith mixed with commerce.) □
(Peter Mathias argues that the less routine is credit the more it depends on personal honor (Mathias 2000, p. 17, quoted in Howells 2010, p. 28). □
Mathias, Peter.  2000.  ‘’Risk, Credit and Kinship in Early Modern Enterprise.’’  Pp.  PPP-PPP in John J. McCusker and Kenneth Morgan, eds.  Cambridge: PUBLISHER.
(Honesty: Martha Howells slips in to exactly the contemporary vocabulary when whe writes, ‘’Early modern Europeans ‘’did not seek to ban commerce . . . .  Rather, they sought to make trade honest, to render its practitioners honorable’’ (Howells 2010, p. 261). □
( Howells argues against a materialist reduction of the Bourgeois Revaluation.  ‘’Scholars,’’ she writes, ‘’have generally described commerce’s cautious redemption as though it automatically followed form the achievements of commercial people. . . .  The social and cultural were the roots of the economic, not footnotes to it’’ (Howells 2010, pp. 262-263).  She notes that attacks on commerce intensified just as commerce succeeded, as they do down to the present in attacks on consumerism and environmental decay and corporate malfeasance (Howells 2010, p. 264). The outcome was uncertain.  ‘’Had moralists, lawmakers, and cultural commentators not found of way to allow trade . . . into their moral economy, the so-called [why ‘so-called’?] bourgeois revolutions of the modern centuries would not have taken place’’ (Howells 2010, p. 301).  Just as late nineteenth-century theories of socialism destroyed capitalism in parts of the world in the twentieth century, the Bourgeois Revaluation could have turned out differently.  Without Aquinas’ work as an urban monk, or Adam Smith’s as a secular one, our conceptions of merit in commerce and its brother invention would have been different. □
Higginbothom, Derek.  2000.  ‘’All the World’s a Market: Economic Life on English Stages.’’ Ph.D. diss., Columbia University  look for this, it looks very good.  Has he published out of it?

(Read The Jew of Malta, in which Barabas is a very Max U fellow: ‘’And he from whom my most advantages comes shall be my friend’’ (cite) □
(Howells’ remark on The Merchant of Venice is suggestive: ‘’honor is in short supply in a story that illustrates how commerce confuses the social and moral order’’ (Howells 2010, p. 272). □
(Use with Chaucer on classes, footnote: See Howells 2010, p. 273, for more examples of the aristocratic order sneering in the fourteenth century at commerce, even in the commercial lands of the Dutch speakers. □
(Howells’ puts forward a persuasive theme that markets and women were associated before 1600, and the task was to ‘’make women into virtuous consumers and men into respectable providers’’ (Howells 2010, p. 289).  An English handbook declare in 1612 that it ‘’is the duty of the husband to get money and provision; and of wives not vainly to spend it’’ (quoted in Howells 2010, p. 293).  The conviction that women were lusty and commercial before late early modern times can be seen, for example, Chaucer’s Shipman’s Tale Read (Howells 2010, pp. 273-275, 289-294), or at the end in The Lord Mayor’s . . . l.  □
(In Austen section: One moves from NNNN 8Lord Mayor’s wife) to Jane Austen’s ethically balanced seekers of a sufficiency.  Her comic characters have the old greed, which is prudence without balancing virtues, or they have utter lack of prudence.  Her heroes and especially her heroines have sense and sensibility. □
(The aristocracy, and the self-declared aristocracy of merit in the nineteenth century known as the clerisy, must always challenge money valuations.  They will not send back their rent or royalty checks, admittedly.  But they need always to claim that merit is something beyond the going price.  Intrinsic value in bloodlines or a Pollock painting is something distinct they say from price.  The psychology explains why the clerisy acts is such aristocratic ways, though often more anxiously that the real aristocrats settled on a 500-acre park and country home.  Cite:  Howells 2010, p. 276, citing Jonathan Dewald, The European Nobility, 1400-1800, p. 12.  □  I think I’ve read Dewald
(Herman Pleij speaking of the burgermoraal  in the late medieval Low Countries wrote in 2002 that ‘’Enterprise, the desire for profit, approval of individual cleverness, moderation and self-control [became] principles for living’’ (quoted in Howells 2010, p. 281). □
Pleij, Herman.  2002.  ‘’Restyling ‘Wisdom,’ Remodeling the Nobility, Caricaturing the Peasant: Urban Literature in the Late Medieval Low Countries.’’  Journal of Interdisciplinary History 32: 515-548.  see this

(Unsurprisingly, it is in Italy that the Dominicans and Franciscans made their strongest case for the virtues of commerce.  The chief student of these matter, Giacomo Todeschi, noted in 2008 that ‘’the image which [the Franciscan monk Peter John] Olivi gives of the merchant is . . . a connoisseur who is knowledgeable about the mysterious connections that exist between values and prices’’ (quoted in Howells 2010, p. 279, her translation from Todeschi’s French). □  
Miller, Judith A.  2000.  ‘’Economic Ideologies, 1750-1800: The Creation of Modern Political Economy?’’  French Historical Studies 23: 497-511 

(Miller argues that ‘’a distinctly French version of liberalism’’ put law in the role of ‘’stimulator and regulator of the market’’ (quoted in Howells 2010, p. 288n57).  But the distinctly French form of liberalism, though adequate for a follower, would not have lead without British pressure to the modern world.  The same is true of Dutch liberalism, which was law-driven, too, exactly as one would expect from a set of independent city states.  ‘’No one imagined,’’ says Howells of her early modern revaluers of the bourgeoisie, ‘’that unfettered commerce could benefit the society as a whole. . . .  When they . . . sought to establish open markets, they were not precociously anticipating liberal market theory’’ (Howells 2010, p. 196).  They were, as people do down to the present, admitting markets as virtuous when closely regulated.  The liberty of Englishmen was special, and essential. □ 
F.) Morris, Ian.  2010.  Why the West Rules—For Now.  New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux,

(The argument is one part Toynbee challenge-and-response to two parts Jared Diamond east-west axis.  It has the problem that Toynbee has, of an empty theory.  Sometimes, as in Greenland, the challenges are too great, and civilization does not emerge.  Sometimes, as in Fiji, the challenges are too small, and civilization doesn’t emerge.  Sometimes the soup is too hot and sometimes too cold, with no guidance except the supposed outcomes to guide.  As Morris admits, ‘’Backwardness may have advantages, but it has disadvantages, too’’ (Morris 2010, p. 209).  You bet. □  

(His argument has also the problem that Diamond has.  Diamond would like to answer Yali’s Question: Why do you whites [including Japanese] have so much more cargo than we New Guineans?  But instead he answers Morris’ question, that is, why the West conquered, as against other partakers in the east-west environmental axis he so persuasively demonstrates.  Morris runs a race, starting, because he is an archaeologist, back at the end of the last ice age, and claiming without evidence that head starts matter, whether to prosperity (first half of Diamond’s book) or to successful violence (the second half of Diamond’s book and all of Morris’ book).  He has to claim a long-term lock-in for which there is no evidence.  When people move from China or India to a bourgeois-encouraging society such as Britain, they do well.  When their masters let them encourage the bourgeoisie, as in China after 1978 and India after 1991, they also do well.  What happened in such places in 1000 CE, much less 8500 BCE, is irrelevant. □
(Fragmentation: Morris believes, correctly I think, that ‘’if the Habsburgs or Turks had united Europe in the sixteenth century,’’ as both earnestly spent their treasure trying to do, ‘’perhaps that industrial revolution would not have happened,’’ though as he points out ‘’if the Habsburgs, with all their advantages, could not unite Western Europe, then no one could’’ (Morris 2010, p. 449). □
(In 1078 CE China produced more iron than the whole of Europe in 1700 (Morris 2010, p. 380). □
(His talk of ‘’greed’’ as the engine for a ‘’social development index’’ is less than persuasive. □
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�.  Quoted in Marx 1867 (Capital, vol. 1, p. 171n2).  I can’t find the phrase in any of the online editions of McCulloch’s Principles.  Note by the way the use of the word “capitalist,” which occurs in McCulloch over 100 times (and “capitalism” never).  The Oxford English Dictionary gives Arthur Young’s Travels in France of 1792 as the first quotation for “capitalist.”  Ricardo used the word little.  The first quotation in the OED for “capital” in the economic sense is 1709.
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�.  Krieg, Handel und Piraterie, / Dreieinig sind sie, nicht zu trennen (Faust 11187–11188).  That the phrase “Krieg, Handel, und Piraterie” is very well known to educated German speakers (111,000 hits on Google in the exact phrase in early 2010) shows the grip of the idea on the European imagination.  I am indebted to my colleague in the Department of History at UIC, Astrida Tantillo, for the reference.
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