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Andre Gunder Frank and David Landes, in a debate at 450 Dodge Hall, Northeastern University on Wednesday, December 2, 1998, argued the merits of their contrasting approaches to modern world history, as presented in their books ReORIENT: THE ASIAN ECONOMY IN THE GLOBAL AGE (Frank), and THE WEALTH AND POVERTY OF NATIONS (Landes). Nearly 200 people attended this very lively session sponsored by the World History Center.

A very special thanks is due to Xochitl Kountz of Northeastern University for excellent work in transcribing this debate.

Pat Manning: Well good afternoon and welcome. Welcome to this extraordinary debate between two senior scholars who will argue the merits of their contrasting approaches to the economic history of the modern world. I am Pat Manning. I am the director of the World History Center which is the sponsoring organization for this extraordinary episode in our regular bi-weekly world history seminar. This session is co-sponsored by the Department of Economics and by the College of Arts and Sciences of Northeastern University. Before introducing our panelists, I would like to introduce the coordinator of the World History Center, Jeffrey Sommers who did so much to organize this session. Jeff...

Jeff Sommers: Thanks... I want to thank you all for attending. When I actually asked David Landes to come, I sent him a fax and I asked him if he would speak to our graduate students. I was an organizer in a former life before becoming a graduate student. And, so I decided that I was going to organize my own education here, a little bit by bringing in speakers who I was interested in. So, I sent David a fax and I said that we had Andre Gunder Frank and Noam Chomsky and other august members of the academic community here to speak. And he responded about the fax saying that, “Well if you had them speak, you're in serious need of a corrective. When do I come over?” So, I really appreciated his good humor and took him up on his offer to have him come in and speak to our graduate students. And I just want to thank both him and Andre Gunder Frank. Gunder has just been really tremendous in terms of making himself available to our graduate students. And, you know, with no recompense. He has done it because he is interested in the field of world history developing and he is matched in this good deed by David Landes. And I just want to thank them both very, very much. And I'll turn the microphone back over to Pat Manning.

Pat Manning: So it's my pleasure to be able to introduce our two speakers and to introduce the moderator of the session this afternoon. Introducing them in alphabetical order and with reference not so much to their distinguished education, but to a few of their key publications. Let me begin with Andre Gunder Frank, an emeritus professor at the University of Amsterdam, whose publication career in books began with Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America in 1967 which extended the coining of the phrase development of underdevelopment so closely associated with him and his work. He followed that up with among other works, another key one was World Accumulation-1492-1789 which appeared in 1978: a summary of capitalist development on a global scale. That was followed in 1992 by The Centrality of Central Asia and then by a major co-edited work in which he was also a contributor along with he and Barry Kay Gills were the editors of World Systems-Five Hundred Years or Five Thousand that appeared in 1993. And now of course the volume under discussion today - Reorient the Global Economy in the Asian Age. David Landes, emeritus professor of history and economics at Harvard University first published Bankers and Pashas in 1958: that is the study of imperialism and international finance in Egypt. In 1969, he published Unbound Prometheus: a study of technology and economic growth in Europe since 1750. His Roman Revolution in Time: a study of clocks and their impact in the modern world appeared in 1983. And now the book that is under discussion today, The Wealth and Poverty of Nations, published this year. Our moderator, Doctor William Fowler, a former professor and chair of the Department of History at Northeastern University, and now the director of the Massachusetts Historical Society. He is well-known as the historian of colonial and early modern US, particularly known for his studies of American naval history. And Bill Fowler will introduce the rules of the game and then direct the question and answer. Bill...

William Fowler: Thank you Pat. I must confess that as the director of a local historical society, I feel somewhat inadequate amidst this glittering galaxy of world historians. But none the less. My task is to bring order to this tiny world this afternoon. I suspect it will be a very easy task. Each of the participants will begin with a ten minute opening statement. Following that opening statement, they will then have the opportunity to respond to questions from the other participant. These questions have been submitted in advance and I will be reading the questions. Each questioneer will have seven minutes to respond, and the respondent will then have seven minutes. At the end, we will try to leave sufficient time for audience questions and then at the conclusion of audience questions, there will be a few moments for each of the participants, if they wish, to make some concluding remarks. So let me begin then and ask for the first opening statement from Professor Gunder Frank.

Andre Gunder Frank: Thank you. This doesn't work. Is it supposed to? Are these supposed to work? Bill, you can't count that as part of my time nor the next two statements that I make which is contrary to what Pat and Jeff said. I am actually the country bumpkin form Peoria here who is stepping into the ring with the world champ. And therefore I require, he requires, actually a handicap. One of which is that you count what I am now saying as part of his time, not my time. Secondly, it reminds of a debate between Paul Sweezy and Milton Freedman in which Sweezy said to the audience, ”Please make your judgment on the basis of the evidence, and not on the basis of the renowned debating skills of my worthy opponent.” I make that statement again. Please the evidence and thirdly on the evidence, I have to quote in order to do justice to David and his alleged evidence. I have to quote some of which takes more time. Now comes the prepared statement.... You better believe me and the wealth of my preordained gospel truth, or I will bring down on you the wrath of my Judeo-Christian God and have you condemned to everlasting damnation and poverty in hell by the ghosts of my like-minded fellow evangelists John Calvin and Karl Marx. For in my wealth of nations, wealth and poverty of nations, I contend that it is our precious Judeo-Christian culture and values that fundamentally distinguish the west from the rest. This contention which for me is self-evident, the same as its demonstration, also comes for the wealth of the west and the poverty of the rest. Except of Japan and others that don't fit into your scheme of things. In so doing, this book continues the tradition of political economy sociology in history that established itself in the mid-nineteenth century after the Industrial Revolution and at the beginning of European colonialism and imperialism and has remained dominant ever since. This, then at that time, newly established tradition had some forerunners like Montesquieu and Malthus and so forth, which had begun to revise what had previously been the dominant view in Europe held by people like Leibnitz, Voltaire and still Adam Smith. However, as Weber later recognized, it was none other than Karl Marx who finally codified and imposed this new historiography and social theory. Already in the Communist Manifesto whose hundred and fiftieth anniversary is being celebrated this year in Lenin Capital, Marx argued that the European Feudalism already contained the seeds of it's own transformation and of the transition to ongoing capital accumulation by the then germinating and sprouting of a progressive bourgeoisie that would pull itself and their economies up by their own boot straps through the development what that has since become to be known as Capitalism. Landes, too, writes that, “Britain made itself.” And Marx showed that India, alleged, that India shows the mirror of its future... Sorry... that Britain shows India the mirrors of its future. On the other hand, according to Marx, the rest of the world was characterized instead by the Asiatic mode of production, hydraulic society and oriental despotism whose traditional societies lacked these essentials and essentialist transformatory qualities and therefore condemned their society's and people to remain mired in everlasting poverty and ignorance. Until the West arrived to waken the rest from the traditional slumber. The West-Rest term was just introduced by Landes' Harvard colleague and influential cold war ideologue, Samuel Huntington, in his 1993 article on foreign affairs. But this already shows how ubiquitous and still dominant is the now - quote - “traditional” - theory that after Marx would only be embellished and was simply renamed by the other fathers of the new history and sociology predominantly the German Ranke School but also Compte and Durkheim in France and Sir Henry Main in England. The fundamental essential of this late 19th century theory was and remains as essentialist dualism that distinguishes between us in the West contracting mechanical, allegedly universal, scientific Gesellschaft, etc... Versus them and the rest traditional particularist organic Gemeinschaft, etc. The very same theme has only been further refined throughout the 20th century, first in Europe by Sombart and Simmel, rationalism. Weber and Tawney, the partisan ethic and the spirit of capitalism. Toynbee and Polanyi, civilizations and the great transformation. And then in the United States by the also Harvard Sociologist Talcottgutt Parsons, universalism vs. particularism and so forth. The Anthropologist Redfield, with whom I studied, low civilization - folk and high civilization - urban society and most universally” end quote. In that white building at MIT across the river here where I was myself visiting in 1958 when the CIA was financing the birth of modernization theory at CENDES through the pens of Walt Whitman Rostow's Stages of Economic Growth, from Daniel Lerner's Passing of Traditional Society to the late David McClelland's Achieving Society. A decade later in 1969, David Landes would codify this same thesis in his Unbound Prometheus. And today, another 3 decades later, in his Wealth and Poverty of Nations. And he's still espousing the very same theory of Marx, Weber, M-A-R-X, Weber. Landes credits Marx only two times very briefly while he devotes a half a dozen pages to insisting that Weber was right on. Although, Landes also repeatedly cites Adam Smith, Landes avoids any mention of how fundamentally he neglects and denies, as I will demonstrate in this debate, the very fundamentals of Smith's own analysis of the nature and causes of the wealth of nations. For Smith's famous analysis of the relations between the extent of the market and the division of labor was already global in 1776 and recognized that China is a much richer part, is much richer than any part of Europe. Only since then from Marx to Landes has it become “traditional,” like Landes still is to dismiss the alleged Asiatic mode of production among pourome despotism. Particularly in China as incapable of generating any development whatsoever. Thus overall, thus, although Landes also writes that we must study China, he claims, and I quote, here comes a long list of things that David actually says about China. That China is a culturally and intellectually homeostatic society that could live with little change, that they had indifference to technology, technological and scientific torpor, lacked institutions for finding and learning, abhorred mercantile success and were not motivated by greed and passion. They showed deliberate introversion, isolationism, risk aversion, irrationality, xenophobia, arrogance, haughtiness, unsubmitiveness, I'm running out of breath, self-defeating escapism, were insecure and brittle, and so on, and on and on and on. More than three decades of historical research of empirically have completely disconfirmed these theses about China and other parts of the world but David either ignores these findings all together or he finds them dismissible on the simple ground that they do not fit into the simple scheme of things of what we already know... to be true. Landes also uses the same theory of knowledge to characterize the West. He asserts again and again that we know that the West is essentially different and has been so for at least for the past thousand years. Over all this time and in feudal society already, Western values and progress supposedly prepared the way and 500 years ago, Europe already allegedly had a head start over the rest of the world for promoting the purported invention of inventions, his chapter four's title, and the 17th century's scientific revolution to generate the technology of the industrial revolution through what, from the title of Eric Jones' 1981 book, has become to be known as the European Miracle. More and more historical research has also disconfirmed these allegations and critiques so much so, about the West itself, so much so that by 1988, even Jones himself renounced and even denounced if not all of his account, at least his European exceptionalist title. None the less, David still sticks to his unbound Prometheus guns and continues to believe in what James Blaut has aptly termed “the myth of the tunnel perspective in history of the orient express traveling only on the Westbound track for more than the past 1000 years.” Indeed I don't know why you say thousand, because if it's Judeo-Christian values, then, why not since two and more thousand years. Therefore, Landes concludes in Wealth and Poverty that, “if we learn anything from the history of economic development, it is that culture makes all the difference.” This is what Landes has studied and learned in the thirty years since Unbound Prometheus. Yet, unfortunately, according to David, others have been unable to learn as much because, “the new economic history is beguiled by numbers.” Marxists, leftists and globalists, political economists and historians suffer from, “anti-intellectual and wrong Europhobia.” And especially Gunder Frank and other e-mail discussions on the H-WORLD net, that is organized right here by Pat Manning and the World History Center which is our host, “advance folklore fantasies and fallacies,” and Gunder Frank in particular does bad history. Landes himself says that his position is the expression of his Calvinist ideology. His review in the New York review of books, William McNeill called them unabashedly triumphalist dubious exertions. Landes' Harvard colleague Samuel Huntington even celebrates them and wants us to defend them in the present and coming clash of civilizations. I contend that this whole school of thought and Landes' right to call it ideology is a politically charged, is as politically charged and dangerous as it is scientifically baseless and wrong. If I may be permitted to encapsule the whole position in a three letter caricature, it could as well be called B-M-W, the acronym used to call, used to stand for Bayerische Motoren Werke but for David, it also stands for Baron Montesquieu-Marx/Weber, that is, I now drive a BMW because, I, in my exceptional values and superior qualities deserve it. I got it made, Jack! And the devil take the hind-most. That's my summary of David's book. Now comes his summary of my book.

William Fowler: Thank you professor Frank. And now, professor Landes.

David Landes: Thank  you. First I want to express my gratitude for the opportunity of coming here and talking to you. I did tell Jeff that I thought, having seen the list of people who had spoken that it would do the students here some good to hear another point of view. And it was I who suggested that we would bring Gunder Frank here because I knew his new book and I thought his new book represented a very sharp contrast to what I had written in the Wealth and Poverty of Nations. Now, I have to tell you that I am not going to criticize his book for the moment except to say that it's full of misstatements of alleged fact. Alright, and I am prepared to demonstrate that. I want to talk, rather, about what my book was trying to do since there is little in what he said that would give you a sense of what my book is about, alright? That's just what I think. Alright. My book is an effort to understand how the world got to where it is. And it is global history. It is concerned with the large process of what you might call economic and industrial development or what you might call modernization. And my thesis is that this story, over the last thousand years has been set and driven by what was happening in Europe and some of its overseas extensions, alright? And what's more, it is not something that started relatively recently, that if you want to follow the process by which Europe – which at the start of this period is a somewhat backward western extremity of the Eurasian land mass – that Europe, over a period of centuries beginning already in the 10th and 11th centuries, begins to take a different path from the rest. That is, it really deviates from the pattern of what has sometimes been called aristocratic empires in which small elites ruled large populations often connected to the elites only by their submission, submissiveness and subordination that Europe moved in an entirely different way in the direction of science and the application of science, such that, by 1500 already, the Europeans could plant themselves anywhere in the world within reach of naval cannon. That's not a trivial achievement. It may not be for good, and I don't want to say anything about Europe being morally better, more virtuous. I'm talking simply about the material achievement and the power that goes with it. And, yes, Europe learned many of these things from other civilizations. Europe learned gunpowder from the Chinese, it learned printing from the Chinese, it learned porcelain from the Chinese. It learned key mathematical concepts from India. It learned a great deal from the Muslim/Middle-Eastern society and civilization, in particular, astronomical observations that proved crucial to mastery of oceanic navigation. But Europe learned these things and improved these things and surpassed its teachers, so that when Vasco DeGama leads the first European/Portuguese fleet to the Indies, the most important message it brings back is we can shoot straighter and farther than they can. And when the second Portuguese fleet goes out, it gets instructions, don't look for trouble, but if you see a vessel that looks hostile, don't let it get close, just blow it out of the water. And when you can destroy the presumed enemy from a distance that way, it means that you possess an important technological advantage and, in fact, that remains a key consideration in the penetration by Europe in the whole Asian and South Asian and Southeastern Asian market. The whole area of spices, of cottons and Indians, so on, all of this rests in the last analysis on European superiority of power. So that's the question that I put myself, how did this happen? And it happened in ways that have a lot to do with the Judeo-Christian tradition. I find myself a little amused to be put in bed with Karl Marx. People do not think of me as a radical, or as a communist or as a socialist. When I was a little boy and I misbehaved, my father would call me a socialist, so I got the lesson. Yes?

Andre Gunder Frank: I'm glad I have something in common with your father.

David Landes: Yeah... Okay... Alright... Whatever, it is true and I have always taught my students, you want to see a paean of praise to Western achievement, read Marx and Engels on the Communist Manifesto and see what they say about the bourgeoisie and so on. It is true. And Marx was absolutely right. I mean, he looked around and saw what was happening. As for Mr. Smith, whom I greatly admire, I have to tell you immediately that I think that, on the whole, he is on my side. But it is true that he does say at certain points, that he thinks China was richer than any part of Europe. Now he was wrong about that, he never visited China. He read what he could and Adam Smith is not always right, or even always consistent. He also said that China had not grown or become richer for hundreds of years and he assumed that that was because it had gone as far as it could given its system of government, given its social order and so on. So that, you know, you're talking about a Europe that's on the rise and a China that's going no where. I wouldn't say no where, but it is true that the Chinese, and that's an important part of my book, the Chinese reacted counter-productively to their encounter in Europe. Instead of behaving the way the Europeans had and learning whatever it could from Europe, it decided that it didn't need what Europe knew how to make and do. They did have certain European things that they admired, like clocks. The Chinese had forgotten how to make really accurate complicated clocks and they never really learned to make mechanical clocks. The Europeans were way ahead. The Chinese loved what they saw, they wanted to have clocks, too. The Europeans sent the clocks with clock makers because you couldn't have a complicated clock in those days without someone to take care of it. And the Chinese thought of these things as primarily entertainment for the court and the important people in the society, so they never really learned to use clocks for what they're good for and a whole series of other innovations in Europe. I like to talk about the fact that one of the earliest European achievements, so banal, so everyday, that you hardly think it counts, was the invention of eye-glasses at the beginning of the 13th century. Now why are eye-glasses so important? Some of you are here are very young, but anyone who is around 40 or over knows that he needs visual correction. It's a biological fact. It doesn't matter whether you are white, black, yellow or red. All human beings need visual correction from about the age of 40 and on. The Europeans got it. No one else had it for hundreds of years. Why is that so important? It means that their most experienced specialists in the, in close work, in small work, more than doubled their working productive lives, `cause if you lived to 40, you had every chance of living to 60. I mean, in so far as the rate, the mortality rate was high, it was killing the children and the babies. If you lived to 40, you lived to 60 and those were the best 20 years because you were a better writer and a better reader and a better user of fine instruments at the age of 50 than you were at the age of 25. So, or printing. Mr. McNeill, whose knowledge of these matters, in spite of his great reputation, is seriously flawed, thinks that printing was the same in Europe and in China. Where has he been? The Europeans had an alphabet, the Chinese had no alphabet. The Europeans could make extensive use of moveable type, the Chinese found it costly to produce printed matter make with moveable type. So in the 50 years from Gutenberg, say, the period of the so-called inconobula, the Europeans are producing more printed material than the Chinese had made, had put out in hundreds of years before. But that's what the alphabet will do for you. All in all, I'm interested in the fact that this European achievement is an extraordinary achievement. Now, it is true, that people are not happy with this, that is, so called world historians who feel that this is not good for Europeans to feel so complacent and arrogant about this achievement. You know, it's not good for them, their morality. It's not good for the world, we want a multicultural world in which everybody is as good and as important as everyone else. I think that's a worthy objective. It has nothing to do with history. Nothing. History is concerned to understand what happened. You don't like the story, well, try moving to the moon or something, but you want to do it here on earth. Yeah, you have this extraordinary European achievement and it's seen everywhere, not only in economic performance. The ideology of the entire world, whether you're socialist, or communist, or liberal, or conservative, in almost all instances, was imported from Europe, all right? You want to talk about just clothing, the world dresses in European fashion, that's not an accident. Alright, so Europe did all this and in the 17th and 18th centuries, the Europeans themselves split sharply with a move in the center of economic gravity from the South, the Mediterranean to the North and I'm interested in that. That's where my friend Max Weber comes in and that's were my Calvinist convictions come in. I just think that the kinds of work habits that... you want me to stop. Alright, I shall stop... Let it go. We'll talk more about Max Weber in the course of the discussion.

William Fowler: I don't really want you to stop, but I, my job requires me to do that. As you can see, we're likely to have a bit of intellectual heat this afternoon and an equal amount of light, I think. Let me remind you of the format. I will ask the questions, I will read the questions. All of these questions have been seen by the participants in advance. The person responding to the question will have seven minutes to respond. When he has finished, the person who asked the question will also have seven minutes and so the first question is from Professor Landes to Professor Frank.

“Question 1: Biggest question. How to account for European/ Western performance. The question is, and this is a quote from Professor Frank's book, the question is: How and why, beginning around 1800, Europe, and then the United States, after long lagging behind, suddenly caught up, and then overtook Asian economically and politically in one world economy and system? end quote. Suddenly?!?!? Exclamation marks!!!! Question mark!!!!” Professor Landes to Professor Frank.

Andre Gunder Frank: Now, I'm supposed to follow that?

David Landes: I speak first or you speak first?

William Fowler: No, no... Professor Frank gets to speak first.

David Landes: Okay. Oh, you speak. Okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: Two years before David published his Prometheus book, eminent economic historian by the name of Hartwell wrote a book on the industrial revolution and observed that in 1910 already, his eminent predecessor, Clapham had observed, in turn, that the industrial revolution already in 1910 was a thrice, three times squeezed orange that was still giving a lot of juice. And by the time Hartwell wrote in the mid-60's, it gave, it still gave some juice but Hartwell listed reasons from soup to nuts as to why that happened with industrial revolution and the rise of the West, but that nobody could agree on any of these reasons and Hartwell added the real question is to ask whether the reasons were endogenous or exogenous, by exogenous he said in parentheses, like external economic pressures. Then came David with his `69 book that shows among some of the reasons that Hartwell and Clapham had already raised and then he still does that in this book. The point, however, is that already then and still now, David is trying no longer just to squeeze an orange but to essentially to squeeze blood out of a stone that is absolutely dry and can yield no more for a series of reasons. First of all, the British orange has already been converted into marmalade for over a century after Clapham when it had virtually squeezed dry in the century before so there isn't anything left to get there. Secondly, the issue really is to compare the British Orange with the Chinese orange and all the other oranges according to some. And you do that to a little extent not very well, because you don't look very far beyond Europe as to what actually happened. My argument is that what really needs to be done and nobody has ever tried to do that to my knowledge except the timid attempt by Gunder Frank to begin to do so which is to study the entire world orange grove and start squeezing that instead of continuing to squeeze only the British orange. And to see how it is that the entire world economic orange grove influences what happened in any of its parts including, in particular, the European part. Secondly, that it is essential to not only look at what happened after 1800 and to relate it to the alleged thousand or eight-hundred years of history before that that allegedly, suddenly, or you say, not suddenly. Let me start again. Our difference on this is two-fold. First of all, you say that the change was not sudden, but a thousand years of development or more. Therefore, you deny the very basis of what needs to be explained because you say that's not what happened; therefore, we don't have to explain it. I say we do have to explain it because until 1800, Asia was vastly ahead of Europe and all the data that we have show that, despite your denial of them. So that we do have to explain why there was a change after 1800, now it's possible that the change after 1800 could be explained in some way by some characteristics that preexisted, but it's very unlikely. I'll give you an argument that you, yourself, did not make, which would vastly strengthen your own argument, which is might be called the dinosaur/mammal argument. Mammals had certain characteristics at the time that the dinosaurs reigned which turned out to become of some use, of some survival value and even to be developable, and that had to be developed after the dinosaurs died out. In that sense, it may be that there was something before 1800 in Europe which became of some relevance after 1800, after, essentially, the Asian competition went down. But you cannot explain the change from 1800 as long as you remain like David Landes in the age of the dinosaurs. What I do instead with all this preamble now, I cannot explain it, but maybe in the next question, I will, is to try to show how it is a world economic conjuncture that through comparative factor prices and scarcities made it suddenly necessary and possible for the Europeans to invest in labor saving and power generating technology that resulted in the industrial revolution, while it was not in the interest of the others to do so, that this was a new event and incidentally, to make one small reference to your opening statement, Adam Smith and so forth. Adam Smith was writing in 1776 and he had no notion, none, that you can find in his book, that he was aware that he was living at the beginning of the industrial revolution. Neither did Malthus, that's why he invented the Malthusian theory, neither did Ricardo, none of these people were aware of what you claim has been obvious for a thousand years. Well, why weren't they aware? Because this really was a new phenomenon which we have to explain in terms that are totally un- Landesian and that are derived from an economic and, if you wish, also political and so forth... analysis of the world economy and what it was in the world economy that produced this industrial revolution in that marginal outpost as you rightly call it. And that's what Gunder Frank tries to do and that's what Landes doesn't try to do, in fact, because he says that's not even the issue. But that is the issue.

William Fowler: Thank you. Professor Landes, seven minutes please.

David Landes: Okay. Yes. Just a footnote, I think Hartwell came out in `71.

Andre Gunder Frank: My addition is `67, but okay, maybe it's `71.

David Landes: Well, in your book it's `71, okay?

Andre Gunder Frank: It doesn't matter. Okay.

David Landes: Okay. I mean, I really trust your bibliography, okay? No because you say Hartwell and then I. Actually, I had spoken to Hartwell about some of these things. Anyway, squeezing oranges. You have to squeeze all the oranges in the world, the entire world orange grove.

Andre Gunder Frank: `71, you are so right.

David Landes: I got it from you.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah, well trust what I write, not what I say.

David Landes: Yeah, okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: Do as I do, not as I say.

David Landes: Yes, okay, so we have to look after 1800 and figure out why. Until 1800, Asia far ahead of Europe, not technologically.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes.

David Landes: I mean, Asia, no Asia was far behind, particularly in the invention and use of machinery. (Grinding noise) Where the Europeans. (Grinding noise) Awfully hard to talk. What? That must be an Asian camera.

Andre Gunder Frank: It shows how far behind we are. In Japan, this wouldn't happen.

David Landes: Oh, my. Anyway. Asia far ahead of Europe, not so. In anything connected with war, with oceanic navigation, as against traditional coasting and moving along coasts and keeping close to the land, the ability to get lost in the middle of the ocean, that's a European invention. It has to do with the science of latitude, not longitude, latitude and thanks to this, Europeans are able to overcome unfavorable currents and unfavorable winds all along the West Coast of Africa. They go as far West as what's now South America and swing east around African into the Indian Ocean. Europeans, with, in all the things that mattered, way ahead of Asia. The one thing that they hadn't learned yet and don't learn until the beginning of the 18th century, is how to make porcelain. But, that was not a crucial difference technologically. The dinosaur/mammal argument, well, I don't know, images like that leave me a little nonplused. Something you once, something about Europe before 1800 that will explain development after 1800. Of course I want it, because Europe has already taken the lead before 1800. If you're going to wait for 1800 you're going to say, my, my, my, machines suddenly appeared. Machines don't suddenly appear, they have a long history behind them, it takes a lot of mistakes before you make machines that can work and the Europeans went through all this, it was not an easy job. No one else was doing this kind of thing. Why? And that brings me to factor prices which you feel is important and I, are important, and I agree. Yeah, well, factor prices matter. In particular, the price of labor. Even Adam Smith, who thinks the Chinese are so wealthy, points out that labor costs are substantially lower. Why? In the, also, lower labor costs, well, because population density was higher and there were many more people who could do the work. Europe, from the middle ages on, faces a scarcity of labor problem, which is intensified by the fact that lots of people, if they don't like the country they live in, are ready to move to other countries. That's a major consideration. It means rulers have to treat their people better than they would otherwise do and it also has a great deal to do with the determination of the price of labor and the response to the high price of labor. So, I think from that point of view, yes, I do deal with these questions. I know you've read the book, but I want you to re-read it, and I want all the people who haven't read it, to read it. Preferably, to buy it, and because... No, not because you'll make me richer. Because I know that when a book is bought it is generally read by more than one person. That it generally is read by 2 or 3 people, at least, and that way I will have an even bigger audience. And that's all I will say now about these issues.

William Fowler: The second question will be from Professor Frank to Professor Landes. And so Professor Landes will have an opportunity to answer this question and Professor Frank will comment. Allow me please to read the question. 

“Why do you neglect or deny that our empirical grounds virtually all of the last three decades and more of historical research showing the relatively high development of the East and low development of the West prior to 1750? Moreover, on theoretical grounds, how can you simultaneously and contradictorily maintain that an essential and essentially unchanging millennially old element of Western culture is primarily responsible for the rise of the West and the industrial revolution and yet that culture also changes in response to changing circumstances, in other words, how do you resolve the contradiction posed about this very problem in his “The East in the West” book by Jack Goody, who argues that is logically impossible to rely on a permanent condition to explain a changing event or eventual change? I can collegially offer you an answer that is stronger and better than any you make in your book. But let's first see what you say and do, here and now.” Professor Landes.

David Landes: Well, I've already said that I do not neglect or deny on empirical grounds virtually all the last three decades or more of historical research showing the relatively high development of the East. It simply isn't so. I read the same people that Gunder Frank reads. Mr. Pomeranz on China, some of the other new work on China and so on. The work on India. One, a lot of them agree with me and, as a matter of fact, if you read ReOrient you will see that some of them are cited therein. The ones that don't agree with me don't impress me, because I don't see anything happening in Asia comparable to what's going on in Europe. I don't see the kind of mechanical inventions, the response to problems in Europe that we have else where. Why that should have been so is an interesting question and we can talk some more, but in the mean time, it's just not happening. And, so I think that we have this continuing effort in Europe to try and solve problems in production and productivity, but, also, we find that this effort rests on older attitudes. These attitudes go back to Judeo-Christian notions, they have a lot to do with the attitudes toward nature, toward the ability of man to master nature and the like. I will not go into these in detail except to say that from this point of view, Europe is significantly different from other societies. But, having said that, the question is, not that there is an essential and essentially unchanging, I quote, millennially old element of Western culture. Because the Western culture also has to learn to change and also has to respond to new opportunities. I mean, when you start getting machines and you have to train a work force for this, especially a work force that comes from the land. This takes a real effort of education, you have to transmit all kinds of ideas that these people didn't bring with them. You must not think that these attitudes last unchanging throughout history. One of the most important aspects of the European story is how successful they were at inculcating attitudes toward work and toward the use of tools and so on, on people who had never done this and teaching them new ways of production and that's a very important story.

Andre Gunder Frank: You don't realize that you have a fifth cardinal ally at the world history department who cut out the heart of my question to you.

David Landes: Oh.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes.

David Landes: Well, then you can't blame me.

Andre Gunder Frank: No, I'm not. But I'm going to pose it to you and answer it for you or let you answer it later. Anyway, but only in short-hand, that's about the contradictions and inconsistencies in your argument and, in particular, about your central argument. I count at least 20 pages in here in which you flatly contradict what you say on other pages and in which you contradict your main thesis. And one of them is on page 202, you criticize Aristotle. Please, be my guest. On page 202, and you'll find it underlined, I'm sure. 

David Landes: You marked this book up terribly.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, that's right. On page 202. Did you find it okay? Aristotle? Right there.

David Landes: Correct.

Andre Gunder Frank: Okay. You criticize Aristotle for trying to, “explain phenomena by the essential nature of things.” Well, your whole argument is essentialist. You do exactly what you criticize Aristotle for doing and then later on page 174. Do you want to look it up?

David Landes: That's not later, that's before.

Andre Gunder Frank: That's before.

David Landes: Yes.

Andre Gunder Frank: It's later in here.

David Landes: 174 comes before 202.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes it does.

David Landes: Okay, alright.

Andre Gunder Frank: We're recreating Amos and Andy, here. Maybe some of you don't remember Amos and Andy and Mutt and Jeff and so forth. Other Jeff, not that Jeff. On page 174, you say that stereotypes held an ounce of truth and a pound of lazy thinking. Unfortunately, you only say that about the stereotypes about Europe. What about all these stereotypes of yours that you attribute to the Chinese and the Russians and everywhere. How, what have you got to say about your own thinking and how can you justify these contradictory positions and there are many, many, many more. On Iberia, once, you say the ability to mobilize and exploit the latest knowledge and techniques and next you say Portuguese intellectual shortcomings became a byword. On science and technology, maybe I'll save that one until later. The fact is you keep saying that I got my facts wrong. Well, I don't have my facts wrong. All of the evidence, including that by your friend, Paul Bairoch, who is my main source on this, show that a per capita income production, productivity, competitiveness, everything, in Asia, was higher than in Europe. That with 66% of the population in 1750, the Asians produced 80% of world GNP. That the GNP estimate is your friend Bairoch's, and we discussed that at lunch and I told you. While Europeans with 20% of population produced less than 20% because the Africans and the Americans also produced something. And, in fact, contributed to the 20, to the less than 20% that the Europeans produced. And every piece of evidence that there is, as I say, about per capita income, about consumption levels, about longevity, about mortality rates, about whatever you wish to bring up, it's clear that Chinese production and income was substantially higher than that of Europe until 1750 and 1800. And, in fact, until 1750 it also was in India. You simply deny all the evidence because it doesn't fit into your scheme of things. And, in addition, as I say, you contradict yourself again and again and again and again. If your argument is both logically fallacious and empirically incorrect, how can you come here and defend it?

William Fowler: Well, I think now it's time to go to the next set of questions. The first question is from Professor Landes to Professor Frank. Again, seven minutes and then seven minutes.

The question to Professor Frank is, “Fairy Tales: periods of faster population growth in Asia must have entailed higher growth of output and higher productivity, Why?” 

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, I just answered that. Unfortunately. I...

William Fowler: Should we go along quickly?

Andre Gunder Frank: I should have kept my ammunition. If, if it is the case that population grew faster in Asia than it did in Europe, which it did, because it grew at about 6 tenths of a percent per year in one and a half, two centuries before 1750 in Asia and it grew at between 2 to 3 tenths of one percent in Europe. Then it must have been that either Asia became poorer, which it didn't, per capita, or, that production grew in tandem with population increase. That is to say that production was able to increase so much as to support that higher population growth, which it did not in Europe. Secondly, there is circumstantial evidence, that is, the famous, so-called, Price Revolution in Europe in the 16th Century, and the question arises whether there was a similar inflation in Asia and the answer is that there was not. Also, the question of whether there was a so- called 17th Century crisis or depression in Asia, as there was in Europe, and the answer is also that there was not. That is to say, from 1400 until 1750 there was a long period of economic expansion throughout Asia and particularly in China and India, which Europe did not participate in nearly as much, contrary to everything that you say. So much so, that the arrival of greater money and therefore, increase in demand in Europe drove up prices and inflation. And in Asia, what it did, was elicit greater supply of goods so that there was no inflation but instead, there was population growth. The evidence is everywhere for you to pick up, you simply refuse to look at it.

David Landes: My turn? Well, it's true faster population growth can reflect increased product, but it also bring about a fall in product per head. And I only wish that Asia over the course of its history was, in fact, getting higher output and higher productivity every time population goes up. And, exactly, not every time.

Andre Gunder Frank: But then.

David Landes: Yeah. But you assume it must have entailed this.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes.

David Landes: Yes, well, since it can have, since it can go both ways. And since our data on Asia and population and product per head are nothing at all comparable to what we have for Europe and that in itself is a very interesting point. That this relatively well to do civilization has really preserved so little in the way of records of its past, in spite of a highly authoritative form of government and the kind of thing that really does presumably try to keep records. That's a very interesting thing that we don't have this thing. The result is that lots of historians try to make a living suggesting possible plots to explain Asian performance. I'm not persuaded. When the Europeans get to Asia, they're not struck by the wealth of Asia.

Andre Gunder Frank: Of course they are.

David Landes: Oh, no, they're not. A lot of them come and they're struck by the poverty of Asia. Now, maybe you don't want to read the people who talk about poverty. But I read them, I find them very persuasive. Especially, what we know about Asia in general. I, you say, I deny the evidence of Chinese product and income higher than Europe because it doesn't fit into my scheme of things. That's an interesting question of methodology. I have found that it's a good idea when you come across evidence, in quotes, that supposedly contradicts other evidence, that I do not assume that one is right and the other is wrong and I try to reconcile them. And what I see is that the Europeans come to Asia and they have many of the material things in life in larger quantity than the Asians. Now, and they're struck by that. So, I think, I mean, I look at Pomeranz, in China, that's the new school. The Chinese has iron shares to their plows and the Chinese had stoves, metal stoves that did a lot of heating. I don't know how much information we have on that. We do have information on quantities in Europe and on consumption in Europe, very early on, and what I see is that the Europeans have these things and we can even count them. No, I, I'm not impressed by a lot of the so-called new work, in part, because it makes it very hard to account for the ease in which the Europeans established themselves in Asia, kicked the Asians around, tyrannized them and, in general, took whatever they wanted. So, I say to myself, that's very interesting. When people do that, it means they're stronger, and if they're stronger, we want to know why. And all this talk about the wealth of China and so on. No, I don't see that. Now there may have been some wealthy Chinese, I don't doubt that, but I think that the great mass of the Chinese people were poor. Compared to England and the Netherlands, very poor.

Andre Gunder Frank: May I?

William Fowler: Well, why don't we just continue with you.

Andre Gunder Frank: I no longer know where we are here.

David Landes: Huh?

Andre Gunder Frank: You say Mr. Smith never went to China...

David Landes: Yeah.

Andre Gunder Frank: ...before 1776. Well, maybe you did. But, at least, but, at least Smith read of a people and here is what he said. That, “China, Egypt and India were the wealthiest according to all accounts that ever were in the world and are chiefly renowned for their superiority in agriculture and manufacture. All accounts. You find some example that even...

David Landes: You believe that? You believe that? You believe that about Egypt and so on?

Andre Gunder Frank: No. You say... You say... You say it's permanent. I'm saying that everybody... 

William Fowler: Gentlemen, Gentlemen

Andre Gunder Frank: Okay.

David Landes: Okay, good.

William Fowler: Gentlemen, let us return to the format.

Andre Gunder Frank: Right.

William Fowler: The next question is Professor Frank to Professor Landes. And here there's been a slight change. And that is that the Professor Frank has asked that his question number three of the original question number three, now be question two. And I just mention that in case any of you are following in a text.

The question from Professor Frank to Professor Landes is as follows. “In ReOrient, I employed a combination of demographic and macro and micro economic analysis of relative world, regional, and sectoral factor supply and demand prices, especially of labor, capital and power sources and of the rational responses, there too, by individual decision makers in their choices among alternative technological processes and investments. You, on the other hand, make no such analysis in your book and then avoided the challenge your critics posed to you recently in Chicago. So, why do you dismiss, perhaps, my, still, inadequate answers as fantasies? And what alternative answer or even analysis can you offer to the question of how your allegedly cultural continuities led to contingent disjunctures.” Professor Landes.

David Landes: Well, I think we both try to do this. We just come out with different results. The business of allegedly important cultural continuities leading to contingent disjunctures. I make explicitly the point that culture is critical but that culture is not unchanging, and that, in fact, you can't even look at the story of the industrial revolution without understanding that it entailed a drastic cultural reeducation of the work force, that people were taken out of agriculture, were hired in industry and they had to learn to live and work very differently. So, the notion that so that my things or continuities, the implication that that means that they're unchanging, that's simply not true. Your inadequate answers as fantasies, you'll have to tell me where I said that they were fantasies, but, alright.

Andre Gunder Frank: Really?

David Landes: Yeah.

Andre Gunder Frank: Really?

David Landes: Yeah.

Andre Gunder Frank: Alright.

David Landes: So, and, for the rest, about supply and demand prices, yes, well, that's my point about the fact that labor costs more in Europe and Europe's looking for other ways to do things. Now the Chicago reference has to do with the debate that we had in Chicago at the World, no, it's not the World. It's the Social Science History Association. So, they had a meeting and I had five or six people telling me what was wrong with my book and then I had to reply and there is a real difference of opinion between me and some of the people at the Chicago meeting and we may want to talk about that later. Their feeling was that, yes, Europe was first, but that the others would have taken the same path once they were ripe and ready for it. They weren't ripe and ready. In that sense, they are very different from Andre Gunder Frank's notion of Asia being ahead. No, they thought Asia was somehow behind and Europe came first but Asia would have gone there. I don't think that there's any way to test that, but I have a somewhat skeptical position except for Japan which I think might well have industrialized even if they had never heard about Europe. But, aside from that, I'm not sure what you mean by the challenge the critics posed to me in Chicago. So, there.

Andre Gunder Frank: The challenge was to explain two of them said the important thing to explain was contingencies. Okay, the challenge is to explain a contingent, sudden change on the basis of a permanent condition, the Jack Goody thing. You didn't do that then and you haven't done it now.

David Landes: See I have the...

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes

David Landes: the, where I terrorize you or whatever.

Andre Gunder Frank: First of all, it says fairy tale right here.

David Landes: Yes. Yes.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes, does it say fairy tale?

David Landes: It says fairy tale.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes, it says fairy tale.

David Landes: It is a fairy tale.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well

David Landes: Yes. Okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: I can't look this up. I'll look it up later.

David Landes: Alright, look it up and you'll send me a letter.

Andre Gunder Frank: No, no, no... I'll show it to you before we go.

David Landes: Okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: It's marked.

David Landes: Alright.

Andre Gunder Frank: Where were we?

William Fowler: I'm not sure.

David Landes: I don't know, you're supposed to respond.

Andre Gunder Frank: I'm supposed to respond.

David Landes: You want me to say some more?

Andre Gunder Frank: Yes.

David Landes: Okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: Go ahead and think, go ahead and think your whole...

David Landes: That's right, yes. This thing about contingency, that's a very interesting point, and I call your attention to it. Economists have been fascinated by chaos theory and some of them are very interested in contingency and sudden changes. In particular, some of them have talked about past dependency. A very small change, persisting and growing over time and dictating an entirely new path for, say, an economy or civilization and the like. Now, I have to tell you, and I told them at Chicago, I don't buy that. I mean, I can see why mathematically, you can produce a model in which a small change grows and grows and grows and grows with enormous divergence from an original position, it's possible, but I do thing, you see, that the process of social and economic change, is complex, that there are processes that are found in societies to respond to and correct what are deemed unfortunate directions and that, therefore, over time, I don't know of any case where there is a major change in the character of the society that can be accounted for by a very small event. It reminds me of the time when I used to read “Amazing Stories” and “Astounding Stories” and you had these people, you know? I remember one story that people are led to go backward in time, which I think is impossible, and they're led to go backward in time... I mean, scientifically impossible. To go backward in time and then they can see a world, you see, but they're told that they must stand on this platform and not, in any way, enter or interfere with what they're seeing. And what happens in this story is that someone reaches out and catches a butterfly or something and then when he comes back home, the elections have gone to the republicans instead of the democrats and so on... All because of this butterfly. Well, it's a cute story, but I don't see that sort of thing happening. And, there, I did disagree with the economists at Chicago. Alright. You want to say something?

William Fowler: Professor Frank, you still have your seven minutes.

Andre Gunder Frank: Let me use `em on the next question.

David Landes: I'm flabbergasted.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, I've gotten a bit flabbergasted, also, you know?

William Fowler: The next question, then, is from Professor Landes to Professor Frank. And I will read it now.

“Lament re: Eurocentrism of treatments of science reject early 17th century European scientific advance. Even more, argues that European science made little or no difference to economy before the second half of the 19th century. Simply not true.” Professor Frank.

Andre Gunder Frank: I hesitate to appeal to authority, but, I will. Even if authority can also be wrong sometimes, even most of the time. To be sure the scientists of the 18th century could not have explained why and how a steam engine worked. Do you recognize that?

David Landes: Yes.

Andre Gunder Frank: David Landes.

David Landes: Right.

Andre Gunder Frank: One authority. Okay. There are other authorities. Francis Bacon lived long time ago, long before the industrial revolution, but he already observed that there was no connection between science and technology at his time. Everybody from Francis Bacon to Thomas Kuhn has observed the same thing. Steve Chapin just wrote a book, University of Chicago press, about, and this is a quotation from his first sentence: “there was no 17th century scientific revolution and this book is about it.” And he also goes through the whole kit and kaboodle and says there's no direct effect of the 17th or 18th century science on technology. Bob Adams, the most eminent, I would say, archaeologist the United States has produced, then, secretary, meaning director, of the Smithsonian Institution, now retired, wrote a book called The Path of Fire, on the development of technology. Curiously, although he's an archaeologist who studied the, both, West Asia and Central America, one of the few who have, and who, into archaeology, brought the importance of trade and so forth. None the less, he does a book which is totally Eurocentric in the sense that it's also a tunnel of history from Meso, Egypt and Mesopotamia, the Orient Express on the Westward track through Western Europe and the United States. While he examines the relation between science and technology in at least a dozen sectors and case studies and he finds that there is no relation in any of them. Rosenberg and Birdzell, who are entirely in Landes camp on why it is that the West grew, none the less, agree and say, if you like, I'll find their quotation. Cohen in his 1994 book, The Scientific Revolution: An Historiographic Inquiry, which, at the time, I wrote, was the latest cat's meow on this question, is very clear on the same thing. He even goes so far as to say scientific revolution, the 17th century scientific revolution has already done its useful service and it's time to discard it. Except for David Landes. For you, the scientists, scientific revolution is still doing a useful service, because you're still basing, using it as a crutch for your analysis. So you haven't found time to discard it. Everybody else who has looked at this has found that what you say is simply not true, is true. What you say simply is not true, now I don't know what to ask of the audience, here. That I say this is a myth and he says what Gunder Frank says is a myth. I, at least, look at the evidence and I look at others who have looked at the evidence and all of the evidence is crystal clear that before 1870 there was 0.0 impact of science on technology. And, since, one of your heroes is Isaac Newton in the 17th century, recall that Isaac Newton was an alchemist. That's what he believed in. So, science need not and did not have the slightest impact on the industrial revolution, which, incidentally, happened two centuries after. One and two centuries after the alleged 17th century scientific revolution. The trouble is that David has a vested interest in this, of course, because he's written books on clocks and spectacles and has been trying to, on the basis of his Clockwork Orange, which was a myth, if you remember that movie. On the basis of this mythical Clockwork Orange, to build this huge, enormous theory about the rise of the West and it simply falls by the wayside. Sir.

David Landes: Well, you know, when you talk about Tom Kuhn and Floris Cohen, you're talking about old friends. And I'll have to check on the Kuhn thing. Floris Cohen I don't agree with you about. You know, just because Tom Kuhn, who was my colleague at Berkeley and whom I knew from way back when says something about science not effecting technology, that is not finding application, it just means that Kunh doesn't know what he's talking about, that's all. 

Andre Gunder Frank: I said Francis Bacon to Kuhn. Everybody.

David Landes: Yeah, everybody, not at all. If you want to find out about the role of science, let's take your steam engine. It's true, and until the mid 19th century, really, no one could really understand why the steam engine did what it did. But they had benefited from all manner of scientific investigations of vacuums, of pressure, of the role of pressure on vessels, going back to the 17th century, which told them all kinds of things and provided the basis for the sort of thing that brought about a steam engine in the early 18th century. The first decade of the 18th century. Maybe if you count the, it was some earlier work already in 1698, but I'll take it with Newcomen and about 1708. This is a hundred years before they could explain why it happened, but all that previous science made all the difference to these people. You take navigation, you're shaking your head. You'll talk later.

Andre Gunder Frank: If the scientist doesn't understand it, then how can what the scientists are saying contribute to it? I don't understand.

David Landes: Ahhh. But that's the way the mind works. They may not be able to explain it, but it suggests all kinds of things to other people who apply it. You take navigation. The Europeans learned about the sun's declination mostly from the Middle East, from Muslim scientists. It was brought mostly by Jewish scientists into Spain and Portugal. And it became terribly important once they started sailing down to the Equator and beyond, because all the previous information about measurement was no longer operative. They had to work, instead of stars, they had to sort of work with the sun. But if you're going to use the sun, you have to know about declination. Well, they did this. This was called an application of science to navigation and it permitted the conquest of the South Atlantic, which is like no other ocean on the face of the globe. Like no other ocean, it has no continental shelf, it has almost no islands, you've gotta go out into the open sea. All the currents that you would most normally attack as you go down Africa or contrary and so on. This was science applied at its best, and we're talking now, 13th, 14th centuries. So, yes, science made all the difference even before it could explain things. And if anybody tries to understand why Europe did so well without taking account of science, he's left out an important part of the story.

Andre Gunder Frank: If you can't explain it, what does that suggest?

David Landes: It suggests that you still have to learn more about the scientific side. But it suggests that your experiments and your scientific experiences are valuable and applicable.

Andre Gunder Frank: And if you say on one page that a Portuguese made this important contribution to astronomy and navigation and then the next page, you say the Portuguese couldn't do anything because they are a bunch of slobs?

David Landes: I was talking about two hundred years later. And we're talking about the Portuguese at different periods.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah, but, no. But they were a bunch of slobs at the time that they made this contribution, according to you.

David Landes: No, I don't say that.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well...

David Landes: No, I don't say that. I say that they become sloppy after they expel the Jews, whom they were making good use of in connection to navigation and the like. And, my argument is not that they lost whatever talent the Jews had, it's the terrible effect it had on their persecutors. People who kick other people around reduce their own capacity. It is a grave error. Okay.

William Fowler: If I may ask, I would like to, if I do have the permission of the participants, to go to a few questions from the audience. We will have some questions, and then both Professor Frank and Professor Landes will have an opportunity to make some concluding remarks.

Andre Gunder Frank: If I can, I would like to make some of my crucial arguments still some time.

David Landes: Go ahead.

Andre Gunder Frank: Which are in the next two questions. So...

William Fowler: Maybe. Yes, sir. I'd ask you to address your question to the participant you wish to address it to and try to be a brief as possible so we can get in as many questions as we can.

Questioner 1: Alright, so. On the recent debate on the internet there was a question about the, about the legal development of Great Britain. I believe that it was Bret Carstinson argued that, that British legal institutions were, by far, the most advanced by the, by the 1700's and you, Professor Frank, responded that there were several parts of China that had comparable development of legal institution. I was wondering if you could comment a little more about that and also, if Professor Landes could respond to that, please. 

Andre Gunder Frank: Briefly, yes. And there are Sinologists in the audience here, who are perhaps in a better position to answer the question about China, certainly in a better position than I am. That China and other places also had legal institutions and that's, after all, to be expected, considering the kind of empires they were. And, secondly, the real point is that the legal institutions are not relevant to what we're talking about. Not only are legal institutions, and know that nobody's going to like this argument, but, unfortunately, now I'm like David Landes. You gotta believe me that it's the truth. No institutions are crucial because institutions are derivative and adaptive and permissive rather than generative of change or obstacles to change. This was true in Europe and among the Ottomans and in China and everywhere else. The entire argument of North, who received the Nobel Prize for emphasizing the role of institutions in the rise of the West, is shot through, full of holes, nearly as much, not quite, I grant you, nearly as much as David Landes' argument that also is based on institutions, but David Landes' institutions are more derived from culture; whereas, North's institutions are derived from, at least, from some kind of a demographic/economic argument. But in either case, nobody can ever demonstrate and has not demonstrated that the institutional structure, let alone the legal part of it, is in some way an independent variable that, on which you can hang economic or any other kind of development or failure to develop. So, that's not only my position. To quote David Landes... “That's a fact!” 

William Fowler: Professor Landes, would you care to comment?

David Landes: Yes. Economists have been fascinated by the role of institutions and North picked up from Coase, who got an earlier Nobel Prize for his work on institutions and their role in economic behavior and the like. On that kind of thought, there is now a large, I gather, society for the study of institutions in economy that has been created and that's been holding, now, one or two international meetings, etc... We shall see more of this. But I predict we'll also see more from the economists on the role of culture, not only because culture, to a greater extent, shapes institutions, but also because, when economists begin to realize that a certain factor is important, they look for ways to incorporate it, integrate it, in their analysis, particularly if they can find ways measure it. And they're beginning to find ways to do that with culture and we're gonna see much more of that, as well. That's all I'd say by way of explaining and predicting where the trend of economic theory is headed.

William Fowler: Yes, sir. Would you please stand so that we could all...

Questioner 2: Sure. Hi. As I understand this argument, it's a lot about when a change took place. I mean, nobody denies that the West, if I may use that term, is richer today. And there was sometime, it wasn't. So there was a change that took place. So, I'm not quite clear on the importance in your different arguments about pin-pointing the timing of that change, number one. And related to that, in giving the origin of that change to culture, I don't understand how you, Professor Landes, can both give the importance to culture and say, but culture changed. Because there has to be something, then, that explains the change in culture, presumably, that lies behind that. And, so I appreciated if you would address both the time, the importance of the time in question and why does culture change and if it does, how is it explanation.

Andre Gunder Frank: That's one of the twenty internal contradictions...

Questioner 2: No, I asked him.

Andre Gunder Frank:...in the Landes argument.

Questioner 2: No, I asked him, not you, Professor.

Andre Gunder Frank: I'm not answering you.

David Landes: He's just helping you.

Andre Gunder Frank: No, he's helping you.

David Landes: Alright. Look, on the timing, we do disagree. Gunder feels that Europe really catches up and passes suddenly, he uses that word repeatedly, suddenly, around 1800, late 18th century, say, with the industrial revolution. I would agree that the industrial revolution does, in fact, increase the gap between Europe, Western Europe, particularly, and the Asian civilizations. 

Questioner 2: What predicted the gap? Income levels or...?

David Landes: Income levels, yes. Product per head, that kind of thing, okay? It obviously made a huge difference. And, you know, all the estimates we have and guesstimates, `cause that's the best we can do, would argue rough equality in the early 18th century and then it opens up. But I would also say, and here Adam Smith would agree with me, that Europe is gettin' wealthier over the centuries before that. Because Europe is on a different track and that China, which was no doubt the wealthiest of these Asian civilizations, is not gaining in wealth over that period. So, you have two problems in timing. One, to fix some date at which one passes the other. But from the point of view of understanding, you have to look also at rates of change and who was changing faster and who was growing faster. If you don't take that into account, you don't understand the process. Now the other thing. What was your second thing?

Questioner 2: You said that culture explains the change according to change.

David Landes: Oh, yes. Culture is not fixed. There are people who tend to think of it as fixed and so on. But this clearly is not true, the US today has a very different culture from what it had when I was a boy and if I think to my father and grandfather, I mean, things were very different then. And so, yeah, there are some things that have stayed and some things that have changed and I made the point explicitly that, in order to create an industrial work force, you had to change the culture of those people. They were not ready from their experience on the land, to simply work at machines in factories. You had to tell them.

Questioner 2: Well, what causes change in culture.

David Landes: Well, you had a strong financial incentive, you needed a work force and you were willing to bring people in and teach them. And what you do to begin with, in which case is a good one, and I always tell my students this. I say, you have a society which needs people to work in the mills. The men don't want to do it. You gotta to get children and women because they can't say no. You get children from the poor houses, because they have to do whatever their told, and you get women because women are used to doing what they are told. And so, the early factories, are to a greater extent, made up of women and child workers. And, then, there are men doing things like moving the goods, loading, unloading, transport, that kind of thing. Even doing farm work, the early mill owners actually would set up farms to keep the men busy while the women were working in the mill. Yeah, so, you have an incentive when you have that. The Asians didn't have that problem. They had much lower labor costs. They did a lot of the work in the home. Alright? And in the home, you know, the women helped, the men helped and that was that.

Andre Gunder Frank: Now you're talking too much.

David Landes: Don't talk.

Questioner 2: It's not culture if it can change.

David Landes: Oh, no, the culture creates all kinds of habits, you see, and you ought to change these habits. You don't think that matters, oh, boy does it matter.

William Fowler: Let's give a chance here, Professor Frank.

Andre Gunder Frank: May I add my three Smithian cents worth here to this? The incentives? Where did the incentives come from? They came from the competition with the East and South Asians and the fact that the Europeans were one losing market share to them. And, secondly, were, at least, relatively losing their only means that they had to compete previously which was the American silver. And here is what our friend has to say about that - “The discovery of America, however, made a most essential contribution. By opening a new and inexhaustible market to all the commodities of Europe, it gave occasion to a new division of labor and the improvements of art, which in the narrow circle of ancient of commerce, could never have taken place for want of a market to take off the greater part of their produce.” Now, what market? One: the market of Europe has become more extensive and he goes on to say how it became, even in Eastern Europe, that had no direct contact. “Secondly,” secondly is what he says, “secondly, America is itself a new market for the produce of its own silver mines, the English colonies are altogether a new market. Thirdly, the trade to the East Indies, by opening up a new market to the commodities of Europe, must necessarily, tend to increase the annual production of European commodities. The East Indies is another market for the produce of the silver mines of America,” etc., etc., etc... If I had time to read you the whole... He's taken my watch, huh? But, I, you can have it.

David Landes: Let me look at it.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well... He's the clock maker.

David Landes: Yeah, let me look at it.

Andre Gunder Frank: So... One, Smith said there was a world economy and there had been for a long time. He recognizes that it is the competition in the world economy that drives, that generates the incentives that you finally come to that then impact on culture. Which you're... That's right, culture, is also derivative and institutions are derivative. But that's, of course, in total contradiction with your main thesis, that culture and institution are the independent variable which is total... I won't qualify it... Better not... Whereas Smith, that's what Marx said also and Weber and all these guys. But Smith, long before them, knew that was a world economy in which there is this competition. That his famous business about the division of labor and the extent of the market and, he said, the extent of the market means that there have to be exports and the exports were to the Americas, within Europe itself, and to East Asia and the source of all of this, as Smith recognized, was the American silver that the Europeans plundered from the Americas, without which, they would have been one hundred percent totally out of business. It has zero point zero to do with European culture or with European science or with European anything. It has everything to do with how it is that the world economy generated these incentives and, incidentally, for three centuries, it generated more incentives, to which the Asians were able more to respond with the inflow of American silver in Asia and Professor Nicola di Cosmo, if he would be so kind as to say what it did in Manchuria, which was a minor critique of his in my book that I didn't show how the American silver opened up the Manchurian market more than the European market. For three centuries, the American silver opened up the Asian market much more than the European market and, in fact, you claim the European guns could, from the Portuguese, gave the Europeans access to the Asian markets at one hundred percent, no, sorry, that's ninety percent false. Because they never got more than ten percent of any of the Asian market even in Southeast Asia where they penetrated the most. Whereas in East Asia and the China Sea, they penetrated zero, except for a little bit.

David Landes: What are you talking about?

Andre Gunder Frank: To Japan.

William Fowler: Yeah, but, Professor Frank...

Andre Gunder Frank: The question is...

William Fowler:...we need another question.

Andre Gunder Frank: My question is, why do you totally reject the Smithian world economic analysis which I try to use and try to replace it by the 19th century and 20th century Marxism and Weberianism, which has long since proven to be total nonsense?

William Fowler: In order to allow sufficient time for both Professor Landes and Professor Frank to make a concluding remark, I'd like to limit us to just one more question if we may, please.

Questioner 3: Thank you. Yeah, this is a, just a question that I would like a comment from both of you on. One of the aspects that hasn't been discussed in terms of technology and in terms of wealth is distribution through the society. That is, the question of the relationship between elites and commoners. If somebody goes to China and says, what a wealthy society, my impression is, he's looking at the courts. And if somebody goes and says, what poverty, my impression is that he's probably looking at the commoner population and this is true, not only of wealth, but, of course, the distribution, or the dissemination of technological innovation and knowledge and so on and so... If you could just address that as, as, in a sense, one of the ways to deal with the disagreement between the two of you, I'd appreciate it.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, you... I'll go first?

David Landes: Yeah.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, I'm glad you asked that because it goes to an essential part of my argument. Your question involves two things, one is technology and the other is essential the distribution of income and the stratification of the society. On technology, briefly, we definitely disagree, because all the evidence that I look at which he doesn't look at at all, is, that, in Chinese, Indian and Ottoman technology was on a par and ahead of European until 1750, and that includes gunnery, incidentally. And, in particular, naval technology.

David Landes: You should fight on their side.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, why, why is it that the British East India Company commissioned ships to be built in India until 1830 and imported ships from India all the time? Because Indian naval technology was better than English.

David Landes: No. 

Andre Gunder Frank: But let's go to the other question.

David Landes: Okay. 

Andre Gunder Frank: About the distribution of income. That, in fact, is a crucial part of my argument. The inflow of silver was not a cause of, but helped, fueled, if you wish, the economic development of Asia more than of Europe. In doing so, it also fueled and increasing polarization of the society. Socially and economically creating a, if you wish, leisure class, to use Veblen's terminology, at the top, which consumed luxuries, both domestic and imported, and creating an underclass at the bottom which was willing and able and had to work for low wages. Therefore, the very process of Asian development, not its non-development but its yes development, generated the causes and consequences of subsequent Asian decline because of the structure of demand from the people at the top and the cheap labor force from the people at the bottom which was much more so the case in India and China than it was in Europe. Therefore, it did not generate the incentives for technological development of the Industrial revolution kind in Asia and it did do so in Europe after 1750 when it became possible to do so. So, this was related to technology only in the sense that there was, of course, technology and technological in Asia as well as there was in Europe which supported the increase in income which supported the polarization of the society as we see it today. For instance, also in the United States with the consequences that it also has today in the United States of a slowing down in the growth rate which gave the Europeans the opportunity to do a newly industrializing economies strategy, first of import substitution and then of export promotion, the same as the East Asians now. That's my answer.

William Fowler: Professor Landes, care to comment?

David Landes: I would just point out that when I try to put pieces together and be guided by theory and logic, I find that if wages are lower, it means that growth is presumably slower or that there is a big backed-up supply of cheap labor to keep wages down. It doesn't fit at all into your picture of what was going on in Asia.

Andre Gunder Frank: Of course it does.

David Landes: No, it does not. And that's exactly why Europe is so different. I also have problems with timing. 1750. Let's try the steam engine in 1709, alright? Stocking frames and other weaving machines and knitting machines going back to the late 17th century. And all the other things. No, this Europe is like nothing in Asia and the misfortune of the Asians is that their rulers thought they had everything they needed and didn't need to learn this stuff. And, so, even when they do learn it and encounter it, and, for instance, the Europeans start exporting textiles to India where they had once imported these things. So, we're talking 19th century, already, when they start doing it. The Indians don't come up with the machines to match them, not until past the middle of the century, do we see the first Indian textile machinery. So, something you see here is very different about these two societies and I don't see anything about what's going on in India that would give me any confidence that they would have done this if there had never been a contact with the British and they had not learned about these things from the British. They show no tendency... 

Andre Gunder Frank: Oh, but they did.

David Landes: ...in that direction. No they didn't.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, they dominated the world textile market until 1816.

David Landes: Yeah, but not using machines. They were getting cheap labor, right. So, and I think, you know, you may want to call that a hold.

Andre Gunder Frank: You were promised the last word.

David Landes: So, I just had it.

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, you might need me to have one and then maybe you can get another laugh.

David Landes: He wants another word.

William Fowler: I did promise an opportunity for some concluding remarks and I think that promise should be kept. And, so, Professor Frank, if you have some comments to make and I would ask that both participants try to keep their concluding remarks to something in the order of no more than five minutes. 

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, we have seen. Let me start with two critiques. The two major critiques that William McNeill of your book in his review, in the New York Review of Books and you say McNeill can also be wrong. I agree, he can be wrong and he is wrong about something, all of us can be wrong.

David Landes: Yeah, you criticize him in your book.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah.

David Landes: Yeah.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah, okay.

David Landes: Okay.

Andre Gunder Frank: Okay. But that doesn't mean that he can't be right, also. And he's certainly right about two things. One, David Landes first sentence in the book... Would you read the first sentence in your book?

David Landes: My aim in writing this book is to do world history.

Andre Gunder Frank: Okay, the first thing that McNeill says and that I say is that you don't do world history, you do European History and that you don't give a hoot in hell about the rest of the world. Secondly, the other major critique that McNeill makes is that you take zero point zero account of demography, population changes and growth and demographic analysis there of. But it turns out, of course, as we see from what you've been saying here, to be crucial because it has immediate effects on factor prices and incentives and responses there, too. But you take no account, whatsoever, in your book, on that and not even really in your analysis here. Whereas a poor country bumpkin from Peoria, that's me, at least tries to do, one, if not a world history, an analysis of the world economy, which you don't even admit exists, but Smith did. And to try to see how changes in the world economy, including the relation between demographic and economic and political and social and other changes generate changes to which decision makers have to respond and can respond in the ways that macro- and micro-economic analysis would lead us to suspect that they would. You say I write bad history, I grant you I write bad history. If only, because this is the very first time that anyone had even tried to analyze the world economy between 1500 and 1800 and how it generated the rise of the West and the fall of the East. Whereas, you write no history at all. All you do is keep repeating again and again. If you were with him when he did Unbound Prometheus, in, published in 1969, he said exactly the same thing that he is saying now. You keep repeating the same litany about the importance of European cultural values and so forth. There's no world history of any kind and no economic analysis. Sometimes, you say, well, you're not an economist. Well, you're a professor of Economics at Harvard. You owe me half of the salary that you've earned at Harvard for all these past years if you've been there as an impersonator of an Economist and only an Historian.

David Landes: That's your last word?

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, let's see what you say, my dear.

William Fowler: Professor Landes.

David Landes: Well...

Andre Gunder Frank: Well, my last word is actually quoted from him. I would... Would you agree to having the last word between the two of us but letting our moderator quote the last words from your book?

David Landes: No.

Andre Gunder Frank: Okay.

David Landes: By all means...

Andre Gunder Frank: Which are cited in my last question. And, if you like, you can take them right out of here. But, go ahead.

William Fowler: Professor Landes, perhaps you would like to say something.

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah, well, he's getting the last word, both times...

David Landes: I, I come back to the point that if you want to know how the world got the way it is, you have to understand the innovations that were born in Europe, that changed the mode of production, that enhanced enormously the productivity...

Andre Gunder Frank: Marxism.

David Landes: Marxism?

Andre Gunder Frank: Yeah, mode of production.

David Landes: Mode of production? That changed the mode of production. I don't think of myself as a Marxist. And I must say, my colleagues would be very surprised to hear this, and neither would Marx. But in any case, yeah, that changed the mode of production and that enhanced enormously the productivity of Europe and by diffusion, extension, imperialism and all the rest, has spread, incompletely, unevenly, to other parts of the world. I think that, from that point of view, if I had to make some changes, I would say more than I have about the high cost of labor. I thought I had said it and I do say it, now and again, but I would have gone into it to a greater extent and I have gone into in other writings on the subject. About the business of world history. Well, that's what world history is all about. World history is about finding out what makes the world and how it changes. You don't like the story, that's a problem. But, that's the story and, yes, it was Europe.

Andre Gunder Frank: Now don't dare anybody dare disagree with me!

David Landes: No, no, you notice, asked that you be invited. I am happy to argue with people like you. And... no, it's sheer pleasure. And I will let it go at that and you might...

William Fowler: I suspect, ladies and gentlemen, there can be no last word. But, nonetheless, I will exceed to Professor Frank's request and let me read to you this statement.

Andre Gunder Frank: From Landes, to which you may discuss.

David Landes: That will be on your shoulders.

William Fowler: Well, to cite and make my own, some words of yours, my dear David, at least we can agree that, quote, a good historian tries to keep his balance, end quote, without controversy, no serious pursuit of knowledge and truth. And the very closing words of your own book are, quote, one lesson that emerges is the need to keep trying. No miracles, no perfection, no millennium, no apocalypse, we must cultivate a skeptical faith, avoid dogma, listen and watch well, try to clarify and define ends, the better to chose the means, end quote. I could not agree...

David Landes: Hey, hey, hold on...

William Fowler: I could not agree more, especially about thee, so let's do it. Quote, just because something is obvious does not mean that people will see it or that they will sacrifice belief to reality. You wrote on your page four hundred and ninety-three. Indeed, everybody in the world except thee and me is so mad as to want to retain their cherished beliefs, especially in the face of reality. But sometimes I have doubts, even, about thee, so will you please dispel my doubts, my dear David? Well, ladies and gentlemen, I don't know about you...

David Landes: Mr. Chairman.

William Fowler:...I leave with more doubts than I arrived with.

David Landes: There is one more line to my text. It's a quote. “I have set before thee life and death, the blessing and the curse; therefore, choose life.” That comes from Deuteronomy in the Bible and, yes, that's the note I would end on.

William Fowler: Ladies and gentlemen, will you would join me in applauding our participants. Thank you very much for coming.

