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4) This man, at the beginning of industry, deals on
terms of equality with his companions who later become
his workmen.

5) One realizes, in fact, that this original equality
had rapidiy to disappear in view of the advantagcous
position of the master and the dependence of the wage-
carner.” [I 163]

That is another example of M. Proudhon's Aisiorical
and descriptive method.

Let us now examine, from the historical and economic
point of view, whether the workshop or the machine really
introduced the principle of authorify in society subse-
quently to the division of labour; whether it rehabilitated
the worker on the one hand, while submitting him to
authority on the other; whether the machine is the recom-
position of divided labour, the synthesis of labour as
opposed lo its analysis.

Society as a whole has this in common with the interior
of a workshop, that it too has its division of labour. If
one took as a model the division of labour in a modern
workshop, in order to apply it to a whole society, the
society best organized for the production of wealth would
undoubtedly be that which had a single chief employer,
distributing tasks to the different members of the com-
munity according to a previously fixed rule. But this is
hy no means the case. While inside the modern workshaop
the division of labour is meticulously regulated by the
authority of the employer, modern society has no other
rule, no other authority for the distribution of labour than
free competition.

Under the patriarchal system, under the caste system,
under the feudal and corporative system, there was divi-
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sion of labour in the whole of society according to fixed
rules, Were these rules established by a legislator? No.
Originally born of the conditions of material production,
they were raised to the status of laws only much later.
In this way these different forms of the division of labour
became so many bases of social organization. As for the
division of labour in the workshop, it was very little devel-
oped in all these forms of society.

it can even be laid down as a general rule that the less
authority presides over the division of labour inside so-
ciety, the more the division of labour develops inside the
workshop, and the more it is subjected there to the au-
thority of a single person. Thus authority in the workshop
and authority in society, in relation to the division of
labour, are in inverse ralio ta each other.

The question now is what kind of workshop it is in
which the occupations are very much separated, where
each worker’s task is reduced to a very simple operation,
and where the authority, capital, groups and directs the
work. How was this warkshop brought into existence? In
order to answer this question we shall have to examine
how manufacturing industry, properly so-called, has
developed. I am speaking here of that industry which is
not yet modern industry, with its machinery, but which
is already no longer the industry of the artisans of the
Middle Ages, nor domestic industry. We shall not go
into great detail: we shall merely give a few main points
to show that history is not to be made with formulas.

Orne of the most indispensable conditions for the forma-
tion of manufacturing industry was the accumulation of
capital, facilitated by the discovery of America and the
import of its precious metals.
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It is sufficiently proved that the increase in the means
of exchange resulted in the depreciation of wages and
land rents, on the one hand, and the growth of industrial
profits on the other. In other words: to the extent
that the propertied class and the working class, the feudal
lords and the people, sank, to that extent the capitalist
class, the bourgeoisie, rose,

There were yet other circumstances which contributed
simultanecusly to the development of manufacturing
industry: the increase of commodities put into circulation
from the moment that trade had penetrated to the East
Indies by way of the Cape of Good Hope; the colonial
system; the development ol maritime trade.

Another point which has not yet been sufficiently
appreciated in the history of manufacturing industry is
the disbanding of the numerous retinues of feudal lords,
whose subordinate ranks became vagrants before entering
the workshop. The creation of the workshep was preceded
by an almost universal vagrancy in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, The workshop found, besides,
a poweriul support in the many peasants who, continually
driven from the country owing to the transformation of
the fields into pastures and to the progress in agriculture
which necessitated fewer hands for the tillage of the soil,
went on congregating in the towns during whole
centuries.

The growth of the market, the accumulation of capital,
the modification in the social position of the classes, a
large number of persons being deprived of their sources
of income, all these are historical pre-conditions for the
formation of manufacture. It was not, as M. Proudhon
says, {riendly agreemenis belween equals that brought
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men together into the workshop. It was not even in the
bosom of the old guilds that manufacture was born. It
was the merchant that became the head of the modern
workshop, and not the old guild-master. Almost every-
where there was a desperate struggle between manufac-
ture and craits.

The accumulation and concentration of instruments and
workers preceded the development of the division of
labour inside the workshop. Manufacture consisied much
more in the bringing together of many workers and many
crafts in one place, in one room under the command
of one capital, than in the analysis of labour and
the adaptation of a special worker to a very simple
task.

The utility of a workshop consisted much less in the
division of labour as such, than in the circumstance that
work was done on a much larger scale, that many unnec-
essary expenses were saved, etc. At the end of the
sixteenth and at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, Dutch manufacture scarcely knew any division
of labour.

The development of the division of labour supposes the
assemblage of workers in a workshop, There is not one
single example, whether in the sixteenth or in the seven-
teenth century, of the different branches of one and the
same craft being exploited separately to such an extent
that it would have sufficed to assemble them all in one
place so as to obtain a complete, ready-made workshop.
But once the men and the instruments had been brought
together, the division of labour, such as it had existed in
the form of the guilds, was reproduced, necessarily
reflected inside the workshop.
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For M. Proudhen, who sees things upside down, if he
sees them at all, the division of labour, in Adam Smith’s
sense, precedes the workshop, which is a condition of its
existence.

Machinery, properly so-called, dates from the end
of the eighteenth century. Nothing is more absurd
than to see in machinery the anfithesis of the division
of labour, the synthesis restoring unity to divided
labour.

The machine is a unification of the instruments of
labour, and by no means a combination of different
operations for the worker himself. *“When, by the division
of labour, each particular operation has been simplified
to the use of a single instrument, the linking-up of all
these instrurnenis, set in motion by a single engine,
constitutes—a machine.” (Babbage, Traité sur {"Econo-
mie des machines, etc., Paris 1833.) Simple tools; ac-
cumulation of tools; composite {ools; setting in molion
of a composite tool by a single hand engine, by man;
setting in motion of these instruments by natural forces,
machines; system of machines having one motor; system
of machines having one aufomatic motor—this is the
progress of machinery.

The concentralion of the instruments of production and
the division of labour are as inseparable one from the
other as are, in the political sphere, the concentration of
public authority and the division of private interests.
England, with the concentration of the land, this instru-
ment of agriculiural labour, has at the same {ime division
of agricultural labour and the application of machinery
to the exploitation of the soil. France, which has the divi-
sion of the instruments, the small holdings system, has,
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in general, neither division of agricultural labour nor
application of machinery to the soil.

For M. Proudhon the concentration of the instruments
of labour is the negation of the division of labour. In
reality we find again the reverse. As the concentration of
instruments develops, the division develops alse, and vice
versa. This is why every big mechanical invention is fol-
lowed by a greater division of labour, and each increase
in the division of labour gives rise in turn to new mechani-
cal inventions.

We need not recall the fact that the great progress of
the division of labour began in England after the inven-
tion of machinery. Thus the weavers and spinners were
for the most part peasants like those one still meets in
backward countries. The invention of machinery brought
about the separation of manufacturing indusiry from
agricultural industry. The weaver and the spinner, united
but lately in a single family, were separated by the
machine. Thanks to the machine, the spinner can live in
England while the weaver resides in the East Indies.
Before the invention of machinery, the industry of
a country was carried on chiefly with raw materials that
were the products of its own soil; in England—wool, in
Germany—flax, in France—sitks and flax, in the East
Indies and the Levant-—cotton, etc. Thanks to the appli-
cation of machinery and of steam, the division of labour
was able to assume such dimensions that large-scale
industry, detached from the national soil, depends entirely
on the world market, on international exchange, on an
international division of labour. In short--the machine
has so great an influence on the division of labour, that
when, in the manufacture of some object, a means has
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been found to produce parts of it mechanically, the manu-
facture splits up immediately into two works independent
of each other.

Need we speak of the philanthropic and providential
aim that M. Proudhon discovers in the invention and first
application of machinery?

When in Engiand the markel had become so far devel-
oped that manual labour was no longer adequate, the
need for machinery was felt. Then came the idea of the
application of meghanical science, already quite developed
in the eighteenth century,

The automatic workshop opened its career with acts
which were anything but philanihropic, Children were
kept at work at the whip's end; they were made an object
of traffic and contracts were undertaken with the orphan-
ages. All the laws on the apprenticeship of workers were
repealed, because, to use M. Proudhon’s phraseology,
there was no further need of synthefic workers. Finally,
from 1825 onwards, almost all the new inventions were
the resuit of collisions between the worker and the
employer who sought at all costs to depreciate the
worker’s specialized ability. After each new strike of any
importance, there appeared a new machine. So little
indeed did the worker see in the application of machinery
a sort of rehabilitation, restoration-—as M. Proudhon
would say—that in the eighteenth cenlury he stood out for
a very long time against the incipient domination of the
automaton,

“Wyalt,” says Doctor Ure, “invented the series of
fluted rollers. .. (the spinning fingers usually ascribed to
Arkwright,)... The main difficulty did not, to my appre-
hension, lie so much in the invention of a proper self-
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acting mechanism ... as in training human beings to re-
nounce their desultory habits of work, and to identify
themselves with the unvarying regularity of the complex
automaton. But to devise and administer a successful
code of factory discipline, suited to the necessities of
factory diligence, was the Herculean enterprise, the noble
achievement of Arkwright.” (I 21-22, 23]

In short, by the introduction of machinery the division
of labour inside society has grown up, the task of the
worker inside the workshop has been simplified, capital
has been concentrated, human beings have been further
dismembered,

When M. Proudhon wants to be an economist, and to
abandon for a moment the “‘evolution of ideas in serial
relation in the understanding,” then he goes and draws
erudition from Adam Smith, from a time when the auto-
matic workshep was only just coming into existence.
Indeed, what a difference between the division of labour
as it existed in Adam Smith’s day and as we see it in the
automatic workshop! In order {o make this properly
understood, we need only quote a few passages from
Dr. Ure's The Philosophy of Manufactures.

“When Adam Smith wrote his immortal elements of
economics, automatic machinery being hardly known, he
was properly led to regard the division of labour as the
grand principle of manufacturing improvement; and he
showed, in the example of pin-making, how each handi-
craftsman, being thereby enabled to perfect himself by
practice in one point, became a quicker and cheaper
workman. In each branch of manufacture he saw that
some paris were, on that principle, of easy execution, like
the cutting of pin wires into uniform lengths, and some
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were comparatively difficult, like the formation and
fixation of their heads; and therefore he concluded that
to each a workman of appropriate value and cost was
naturally assigned. This appropriation forms the very
essence of the division of labour.... But what was in
Dr. Smith’s time a topic of useful itlustration, cannot now
be used without risk of misleading the public mind as to
the right principle of manulacturing industry. In fact, the
division, or rather adaptation of labour to the different
talents of men, is liitle thought of in factory employment.
On the contrary, wherever a process requires peculiar
dexterity and steadiness of hand, it is withdrawn as soon
as possible from the cunning workman, who is prone to
irregularities of many kinds, and it is placed in charge
of a peculiar mechanism, so self-regulating, that a child
may superintend it.

“The principle of the factory system then is, to substi-
tute mechanical science for hand skill, and the partition of
a process into its essential constituents, for the division
or gradation of labour among artisans. On the handicraft
plan, labour more or less skilled, was usualiy the most
expensive element of production ... but on the automatic
plan, skilled labour gets progressively superseded, and
will, eventually, be replaced by mere overlookers of
machines.

“By the infirmity of human nature it happens, that the
more skilful the workman, the more seli-willed and in-
tractable he is apt to become, and, of course, the less fit
a component of a mechanicat system, in which, by occa-
sional irregularities, he may do great damage to the whole,
The grand object therefore of the modern manufacture
is, through the union of capital and science, to reduce the
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task of his workpeople to the exercise of vigilance and
dexterity,—faculties, when concentrated to one process,
speedily brought o perfection in the young.

“On the pgradation system, a man must serve an
apprenticeship of many years before his hand and eye
become skilled enough for certain mechanical feats; but
on the system of decomposing a process into ifs consti-
tuents, and embodying each part in an automatic
machine, a person of common care and capacity may be
entrusted with any of the said elementary parts after
a short probation, and may be transferred from one to
another, on any emergency, at the discretion of the master.
Such translations are utterly at variance with the old
practice of the division of labour, which fixed one man
to shaping the head of a pin, and another to sharpening
its point, with most irksome and spirit-wasting uniform-
ity, for a whole life. ... But on the egualizafion plan of
seli-acting machines, the operative needs to call his
faculties only into agreeable exercise.... As his business
consists in tending the work of a well-regulated mecha-
nism, he can learn it in a short period; and when he
transfers his services from one machine to another, he
varies his task, and enlarges his views, by thinking on
those general combinations which result from his and
his companions' labours. Thus, that cramping of the
faculties, that narrowing of the mind, that stunting of the
frame, which were ascribed, and not unjustly, by moral
writers, to the division of labour, cannot, in common
circumstances, occur under the equable distribution of
industry. ...

“11 is, in fact, the constant aim and tendency of every
improvement in machinery to supersede human labour al-
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together, or to diminish its cost, by substituting the in-
dustry of women and children for that of men; or that of
ordinary labourers for trained artisans. ... This tendency
to employ merely children with watchful eyes and nimble
fingers, instead of journeymen of long experience, shows
how the scholastic dogma of the division of labour into
degrees of skill has been exploded by our enlightened
manufacturers.,” (André Ure, Philosophie des manufac-
tures ou Economie industrielle, Vol. 1, Chap. 1, [pp. 34-35].)

What characterizes the division of labour inside modern
society is that it engenders specialized functions, special-
ists, and with them craft-idiocy.

“We are struck with admiration,” says Lemontey,
“when we see among the Ancients the same person distin-
guishing himseli to a high degree as philosopher, poet,
crator, historian, priest, administrator, general of an
army. Our souls are appalled at the sight of so vast a
domain. Each one of us plants his hedge and shuts him-
self up in his enclosure. 1 do nol know whether by this
parcellaiion the field is enlarged, but [ do know that man
is belittled.”

What characterizes the division of labour in the auto-
matic workshop is that labour has there completely lost
its specialized character. But the moment every special
development stops, the need for universality, the tendency
towards an integral development of the individual begins
o be {elt. The automatic workshop wipes out specialists
and craft-idiocy.

M. Proudhon, not having understood even this one
revolutionary side of the automatic workshop, takes a step
backward and proposes to the worker that he make not
only the twelfth part of a pin, but successively all twelve

11890
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parts of it. The worker would thus arrive at the knowledge
and the consciousness of the pin. This is M. Proudhon’s
synthetic labour. Nobody will contest that to make
a movement forward and another movement backward is
also to make a synthetic movement.

To sum up, M. Proudhon has not gone further than the
petty-bourgeois ideal. And to realize this ideal, he can
think of nothing better than to take us back to the jour-
neyman or, at most, to the master craftsman of the
Middle Ages. It is enough, he says somewhere in his
book, to have created a masterpiece once in one’s life, to
have felt oneself just once to be a man. Is not this, in
form as in content, the masterpiece demanded by the
trade guild of the Middle Ages?

§ 3. COMPETITION AND MONOPOLY

“Competition is as essential to

Good side of labour as division. ... It is neces.
competition ] sary for the advent of equality.”
(1 186, 188]

“The principle is the negation
Bad side of of itself. Its most certain resull
competition is to ruin those whom it drags in
its train.” [I 185]

“The drawbacks which follow
in its wake, just as the good it
provides ... both flow logically
from the principle.” {I 185-186]

General reflection |
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“To seek the principle of
accommodation, which must be
derived from a law superior to
liberty itself.” [I 185]

Variant

Problem to be solved “There can, therefore, be no
question here of destroying com-
petition, a thing as impossible to
destroy as liberty; we have only
to find its equilibrium, I would
be ready to say its police.”
(1 223]

M. Proudhon begins by defending the eternal necessity
of competition against those who wish to replace it by
emulation.*

There is no “purposeless emulation,” and as “the object
of every passion {s necessarily analopous to the passion
itself—a woman for the lover, power for the ambitious,
gold for the miser, a garland for the poet—the object of
industrial emulation is necessarily profif. Emulation is
nothing but competition itself.” [[ 187]

Competition is emulation with a view to profit. Is
industrial emulation necessarily emulation with a view to
profit, that is, competition® M. Proudhon proves il by
affirming it. We have seen that, for him, to aifirm is to
prove, just as to suppose is to deny.

* The Fourierists. Note by Engels to the German edition of
16885

-
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If the immediate object of the lover is the woman, the
immediate object oi industrial emulation is the product
and not the profit.

Competition is not industrial emulation, it is commer-
cial emulation. In our time industrial emulation exists
only in view of commerce. There are even phases in the
economic life of modern nations when everybody is seized
with a sort of craze for making profit without producing.
This speculation craze, which recurs periodically, lays
bare the true character of competition, which seeks to
escape the need for industrial emulation.

If you bhad told an artisan of the fourteenth century
that the privileges and the whole feudal organization of
industry were going to be abrogated in favour of
industrial emulation, called competition, he would have
replied that the privileges of the various corporations,
guilds and fraternities were organized competition.
M. Proudhon does not improve upon this when he aifirms
that “‘ernulation is nothing but competition itself.”

“Decree that from the first of January, 1847, labour
and wages shall be guaranteed to everybody: immediately
an immense relaxation will succeed the high tension of
industry.” {I 189]

Instead of a supposition, an affirmation and a negation,
we have now a decree that M. Proudhon issues purposely
to prove the necessity of competition, its eternity as
a category, elc.

If we imagine that decrees are all that is needed to get
away from competition, we shall never get away from it.
And if we go so far as to propose to abolish competition
while retaining wages, we shall be proposing nonsense
by royal decree. But nations do not proceed by royal
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decree. Before framing such ordinances, they must at
least have changed from top to bottom the conditions of
their industrial and political existence, and consequently
their whole manner of being.

M. Proudhon wili reply, with his imperturbable assur-
ance, that it is the hypothesis of *a transformation of our
nature without historical antecedents,” and that he would
be right in “excluding us from the discussion,” we know
not in virtue of which ordinance.

M. Proudhon does not know that all history is nothing
but a continuous transformation of human nature.

“Let us stick to the facts. The French Revolution was
made for industrial liberty as much as for political liberty;
and although France, in 1789, had not perceived—Iet us
say it openly—all the consequences cf the principle whose
realization it demanded, it was mistaken neither in its
wishes nor in its expectations. Whoever attempts to deny
this loses, in my view, the right to criticism. I will never
dispute with an adversary who puts as principle the
spontaneous error of twenty-five million men.... Why
then, if competition had not been a principle of social
economy, a decree of fate, a necessity of the human soul,
why, instead ol abolishing corporations, guilds and broth-
erhoods, did nobody think rather of repairing the
whole?” [1 191, 192)

So, since the French of the eighteenth century abolished
corporations, guilds and fraternities instead of modify-
ing them, the French of the nineteenth century must
modify competition instead of abolishing it. Since compe-
tition was established in France in the eighteenth century
as a result of historical needs, this competition must not
be destroyed in the nineteenth century because of other
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historical needs. M. Proudhon, not understanding that
the establishment of competition was bound up with the
actual development of the men of the eighteenth century,
makes of compelition a necessity of the human soul, in
partibus infidelium.* What would he have made of the
great Colbert for the seventeenth century?

After the revolution comes the present state of affairs.
M. Proudhon equally draws facts from it to show the
eternity of competition, by proving that all industries in
which this category is not yet sufficiently developed, as
in agriculture, are in a state of inferiority and de-
crepitude,

To say that there are industries which have not yet
reached the stage of competition, that others again are
below the level of bourgeois production, is drivel which
gives not the slightest proof of the eternity of competi-
tion.

All M. Proudhon’s logic amounts to this: competition
is a social relation in which we are now developing our
productive forces. To this truth, he gives no logical
development, but only forms, often very well developed,
when he says that competition is industrial emulation, the
present-day mode of freedom, responsibility in labour,
constitution of wvalue, a condition for the advent of
equality, a principle of social economy, a decree of fate,
a necessity of the human soul, an inspiration of eternal
justice, liberty in division, division in liberty, an economic
category.

“Competition and association support each other. Far
from excluding each other they are not even divergent.

* In the territories of the infidels.—Ed.
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Whoever says competition already supposes a common
aim. Competition is therefore not egoism, and the most
deplorable error committed by socialism is o have
regarded it as the overthrow of society.” [I 223]

Whoever says competition says common aim, and that
proves, on the one hand, that competition is association;
on the other, that competition is not egoism. And whoever
says egoism, does he not say common aim? Every egoism
operates in society and by the fact of society. Hence it
presupposes society, that is to say, common aims, com-
mon needs, common means of production, etc., etc. Is
it, then, by mere chance that the competition and asso-
ciation which the Socialists talk about are not even
divergent?

Socialists know well enough that present-day society
is founded on competition. How could they accuse compe-
tition of overthrowing present-day society which they
want to overthrow themselves? And how could they
accuse competition of overthrowing the society to come,
in which they see, on the contrary, the overthrow of
cempetition?

M. Proudhon says, later on, that competition is the
opposite of monopoly, and consequently cannot be the
opposite of association.

Feudalism was, from its origin, opposed to patriarchal
meonarchy; it was thus not opposed to competition, which
was not yet in existence. Does it follow that competition
is not opposed to feudalism?

In actual fact, society, association are denominations
which can be given to every society, to feudal society as
well as to bourgeois society, which is association founded
on competition. How then cap there be Socialists, who.
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by the single word association, think they can refut:
competition? And how can M. Proudhon himself wish t»
defend competition against socialism by describing
competition by the single word associalion?

All we have just said makes up the beautiful side of
competition as M. Proudhon sees it. Now let us pass on
to the ugly side, that is the negative side, of competition.
its drawbacks, its destructive, subversive elements, its
injurious qualities.

There is something dismal about the picture M. Prou-
dhon draws of it.

Competition engenders misery, it foments civil war.
it “changes natural zones,” mixes up nationalities, causes
trouble in families, corrupts the public conscience, “sub-
verts the notions of equity, of justice,” of morality, and
what is worse, it destroys Iree, henest trade, and does not
even give in exchange synthetic value, fixed, honest price.
It disillusions everyone, even economists. It pushes
things so far as to destroy its very seli.

After all the il M. Proudhon says of it, can there be
for the relations of bourgeois society, for its principles
and its illusions, a more disintegrating, more destructive
element than competition?

It must be carefully noted that competition alwavs
becomes the more destructive for bourgeois relations in
proportion as it urges on a feverish creation of new pre-
ductive forces, that is, of the material conditions of a new
society. In this respect at least, the bad side of competi-
tion would have its good points.

“Competition as an economic position or phase, consid-
ered in its origin, is the necessary result ... of the theory
of the reduction of general expenses.” [I 235]
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For M. Proudhon, the circulation of the blood must be
a consequence of Harvey's theory.

“Monopoly is the inevilable end of competition, which
engenders it by a continual negation of itseli. This gener-
ation of monopoly is in itself a justification of it....
Mconopoly is the natural opposite of competition ... but as
soon as competition is necessary, it implies the idea of
monopoly, since monopoly is, as it were, the seat of each
competing individuality.” [T 236, 237)

We rejoice with M. Proudhon that he can for once at
least properly apply his formula to thesis and antithesis.
Everyone knows that modern monopoly is engendered by
competition itsell.

As for the content, M. Proudhon clings to poetic
images. Competition made “of every subdivision of labour
a sort of sovereignty in which each individual stood with
his power and his independence.” Monopaly is “the seat
of every competing individuality.” The sovereignty is
worth at least as much as the seat.

M. Proudhon talks of nothing but modern monopaly
engendered by competition. But we all know that competi-
tion was engendered by feudal monopoly. Thus competi-
tion was originaily the opposite of monopoly and not
monopoly the opposite of competition. So that modern
monopoly is not a simple antithesis, it is on the contrary
the true synthesis.

Thesis: Feudal monopoly, before competition.

Antithesis: Competition.

Synthesis: Modern monopoly, which is the negation of
feudal monopoly, in so far as it implies the system of
competition, and the negation of competition in so far as
it is monopoly.
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Thus modern monopoly, bourgeois monopoly, is syn-
thetic monopoly, the negation of the negation, the unity of
opposites. It is monopoly in the pure, normal, rational
state.

M. Proudhon is in contradiction with his own philose-
phy when he turns bourgeois monopoly into monopoly in
the crude, primitive, contradictory, spasmodic state.
M. Rossi, whom M, Proudhon quotes several times on lthe
subject of monopoly, seems to have a better grasp of the
synthetic characler of bourgeois monopoly. In his Cours
d’économie politigue, he distinguishes between artificial
monopolies and natural monopolies. Feudal monopolies,
he says, are artificial, that is, arbitrary; bourgecis mo-
nopolies are natural, that is, rational.

Monopoly is a good thing, reasons M. Proudhon, since
it is an economic category, an emanation “from the im-
personal reason of humanity.” Competition, again, is
a good thing since it also is an economic category. But
what is not good is the realilty of monopoly and the
reality of competition. What is still worse is that compati-
tion and monopoly devour each other. What is to be done?
Look for the synthesis of these two eternal thoughis,
wrest it from the bosem of God, where it has been de-
posited from time immemorial.

In practical life we find not only competition, monop-
oly and the antagonismn between them, but also the
synthesis of the two, which is not a formula, but a move-
ment. Monopoly produces competition, competition
produces monopoly. Monopolists are made from competi-
tion; competitors become monopolists. If the monopolists
restrict their mutual competition by means of partial
associations, competition increases among the workers;
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and the more the mass of the proletarians grows as
against the monopolists of one nation, the more desperate
competition becomes between the monopolists of different
nations. The synthesis is of such a character that monop-
oly can only maintain itself by continually entering into
the struggle of competition.

To make the dialectical transition to the faxes which
come after monopoly, M. Proudhon talks to us about the
social genius which, after zigzagging intrepidly onward,
“after striding with a jaunly step, without repenting and
without halting, reaches the corner of monopoly, casts
backward a melancholy glance, and, after profound
reflection, assails all the objecls of production with taxes,
and creates a whole administrative organization, in order
that al! employments be given to the proletariat and paid
by the men of monopoly.” [1 284, 285]

What can we say of this genius, which, while fasting,
walks about in a zigzag? And what can we say of this
walking which has no other object in view than that of
destroying the bourgeois by taxes, whereas taxes are the
very means of giving the bourgeois the wherewithal to
preserve themselves as the ruling class?

Merely to give a glimpse of the manner in which
M. Proudhon treats economic details, it suffices to say
that, according o him, the fax on consumplion was
established with a view to equality, and to relieve the
proletariat.

The tax on consumption has assumed its true develop-
men{ only since the rise of the bourgeoisie. In the hands
of industrial capital, that is, of sober and economical
wealth, which maintains, reproduces and increases itself
by the direct exploitation of labour, the tax on consump-
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tion wasa means of exploiting the Irivolous, gay, prodigal
wealth of the fine lords who did nothing but consume.
James Steuart clearly developed this original purpose of
the tax on consumption in his Recherches des principes
de [léconomie politigue, which he published fen years
before Adam Smith.

“Under the pure monarchy, the prince seems jealous,
as it were, of growi{ng wealth, and therefore imposes taxes
upon people who are growing richer. Under the limited
government they are calculated chiefly to affect those who
from rich are growing poorer. Thus the monarch imposes
a tax upon industry, where every one is rated in propor-
tion to the gain he is supposed to make by his profession.
The poll-tax and taille are likewise proportioned to the
supposed opulence of every one liable to them.... In
limited governments, impositions are more generally laid
upon consumption.” [II 190-191)

As for the logical sequence of taxes, of the balance of
trade, of credit—in the understanding of M. Proudhon—
we would only remark that the English bourgeoisie, on
attaining its political constitution under William of
Orange, created all at once a new system of taxes, public
credit and the system of protective duties, as soon as it
was in a position freely to develop its conditions of
existence.

This brief summary will suffice to give the reader a
true idea of M. Proudhon’s lucubrations on the police or
on taxes, the balance of trade, credit, communism and
population. We defy the most indulgent criticism to treat
these chapters seriously.
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§ 4. PROPERTY OR GROUND RENT

In each historical epoch, property has developed differ-
ently and under a set of entirely different social relations.
Thus to define bourgeois property is nothing else than to
give an exposition of all the social relations of bourgeois
production,

To try to give a definition of property as of an inde-
pendent relation, a category apart, an abstract and eternal
idea, can be nothing but an illusion of metaphysics or
jurisprudence.

M. Proudhon, while seeming to speak of property in
general, deals only with landed property, with ground
rent.

“The origin of rent, as property, is, so to speak, extra-
economic: it rests in psychological and moral considera-
tions which are only very distantly connected with the
production of wealth.” (Vol. 11, p. 265.)

So M. Proudhon declares himself incapable of under-
standing the economic origin of rent and of property. He
admits that this incapacity obliges him fo resort to psycho-
logical and moral considerations, which, indeed, while
cnly distanily connecfed with the production of wealth,
have yet a very close connection with the narrowness of
his historical views. M. Proudhon affirms that there is
something mystical and mysterious about the origin of
property. Now, 1o see mystery in the origin of property—
that is, to make a mystery of the relation between produe-
tion itself and the distribution of the instruments of
production—is not this, to use M. Proudhon’s language,
a renunciation of all claims to economic science?
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M. Proudhon “confines himself to recalling that at the
seventh epoch of economic evolution—credift—when fiction
had caused reality to vanish, and human activity
threatened to lose itself in empty space, it had become
necessary to bind man more closely to nature, Now, rent
was the price of this new contract.” (Vol. II, p. 263.)

L’homme aux quaranie écus* foresaw a M. Proudhon
of the future: “Mr, Creator, by vour leave: evervone is
master in his own world; but you will never make me
believe that the one we live in is made of glass.” In your
world, where credit was a means of losing oneself in
empty space, it is very possible that property became
necessary in order to dind man to nature. In the world
of real production, where landed property always
precedes credit, M. Proudhon's khorror vacui could not
exist,

The existence of rent once admitted, whatever its
origin, it becomes a subject of mutually antagonistic
negotiaticns between the farmer and the landed propri-
etor. What is the ultimate result of these negotiations, in
other words, what is the average amount of rent? This is
what M. Proudhon says:

“Ricardo’s theory answers this question. In the begin-
nings of society, when man, new to earth, had before him
nothing but huge forests, when the earth was vast and
when industry was beginning to come to life, rent must
have been nil. Land, as yet unformed by {abour, was an

* The Man of Forty Ecus—the hero of Voltaire’s story of the
same name, a modest, hard-working peasant with an annual

income of 40 écus. The following passage is quoted from the
story —Ed.
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object of utility; it was not an exchange value, it was
common, not social. Little by little, the multiplication of
families and the progress of agriculture caused the price
of land to make itself felt. Labour came to give the soil
its worth: from this, rent came into being. The more fruit
a field yielded with the same amount of labour, the higher
it was valued; hence the tendency of proprictors was
always to arrogate to themselves the whole amount of
the fruits of the soil, less the wages of the farmer--that
is, less the costs of production. Thus property followed
on the heels of labour to take from it all the product that
exceeded the actual expenses, As the proprietlor fulfils
a mystic duty and represents the community as against
the cofonus, the farmer is, by the dispensation of Provi-
dence, no more than a responsible labourer, who must
account fo society for all he reaps above his legitimate
wage, ... In essence and by destination, then, rent is an
instrument of distributive justice, one of the thousand
means that the genius of economy employs to attain to
equality. It is an immense land valuation which is carried
out contradictorily by landowners and farmers, without
any possible coliusion, in a higher interest, and whose
ultimate result must be to equalize the possession of the
land between the exploiters of the scil and the industrial-
ists. ... It needed no less than this magic of property to
snatch from the colonus the surplus of his product which
he cannot help regarding as his own and of which he
conisiders himself to be exclusively the author. Rent, or
rather property, has broken down agriculiural egoism
and created a solidarity that no power, no partition of
the land could have brought into being.... The moral
effect of property having been secured, at present
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what remains to be done is to distribute the rent.” [II
270-272]

All this tumult of words may be reduced firstly to this:
Ricardo says that the excess of the price of agricultural
products over their cost of production, including the
ordinary profit and interest on the capital, gives the
measure of the rent. M. Proudhon does better. He makes
the landowner intervene, like a Deus ex machina, and
snatch from the colonus all the surplus of his production
over the cost of production. He makes use of the inter-
vention of the landowner to explain property, of the in-
tervention of the rent-receiver to explain rent. He answers
the problem by formulating the same problem and adding
an extra syllable.

Let us note also that in determining rent by the dif-
ference in fertility of the soil, M. Proudhon assigns a
new origin to it, since land, before being assessed accord-
ing to difierent degrees of fertility, “was not,” in his
view, “an exchange value, but was common.” What,
then, has happened to the fiction about rent having come
intc being through the necessify of bringing back fo the
land man who was about to lose hitsell in the infinity
of empty space?

Now let us free Ricardo’s doctrine from the providen-
tial, allegorical and mystical phrases in which M. Prou-
dhon has been careful to wrap it.

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is property in land in
its bourgeois state; that is, feudal property which has
become subject to the conditions of bourgeois production.

We have seen that, according to the Ricardian doctrine,
the price of all objects is determined ultimately by the
cost of production, including the industrial profit; in
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other words, by the labour time employed. In manufac-
turing industry, the price of the product obtained by the
minimum uf labour regulates the price of all ather com-
modities of the same kind, seeing that the cheapest and
most productive instruments of production can be multi-
plied to infinity and that competition necessarily gives
rise to a market price, that is, a common price for all
products of the same kind.

In agricultural industry, on the contrary, it is the
price of the product obtained by the greatest amount of
labour which regulates the price of all products of the
same kind. In the first place, one cannot, as in manu-
facluring industry, multiply at will the instruments of
production possessing the same degrce of productivity,
that is, plots of land with the same degree of lertility.
Then, as population increases, land of an inferior quality
begins to be exploited, or new outlays of capital, propor.
tionately less productive than before, are made upon the
same plot of land. In bolh cases a greater amount of
labour is expended to obtain a proportionately smalier
product. The needs of the population having rendered
necessary this increase of labour, the product of the
iand whose exploitation is the more costly has as certain
a sale as has that of a piece of land whese exploitation
is cheaper. As competition levels the market price, the
product of the better soil will be paid for as dearly as
that of the inferior. It is the excess of the price of the
products of the better soil over the cost of their produc-
tion that constitutes rent. If one could always have at
one's disposal plols of land of the same degree of fer-
tility; if one could, as in manufacturing industry, have
recourse continually to cheaper and more productive

12— 880
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machines, or if the subsequent outlays of capital pro-
duced as much as the first, then the price of agricultural
products would be determined by the price of commeod-
ities produced by the best instruments of production, as
we have seen with the price of manufactured products,
But, from this moment rent would have disappeared
also.

For the Ricardian doctrine* to be generally true, it is
essential that capital should be freely applicable to dif-
ferent branches of industry; that a strongly developed
competition among capitalists should have brought prof-
its to an equal level; that the farmer should be no more
than an industrial capitalist claiming for the use of his
capital on inferior land** a profit equal to that which he
would draw from his capital if it were applied in any
kind of manufacture; that agricultural exploitation should
be subjected to the regime of large-scale industry; and
finally, that the landowner himself should aim at nothing
beyond the money return.

It may happen, as in Ireland, that rent does not vet
exist, although the letting of land has reached an extreme
development there. Rent being the excess not only over
wages, but also over industrial profit, it cannot exist

where the landowner’s revenue is nothing but a mere
levy on wages.

* In the copy Marx presented to N. Utina, the beginning of
this sentence was allered as follows: “For the Ricardian doctrine,
once the premises granted, to be generally true, it is moreover
essential that...”—FEd.

** In the copy presenied to N. Utina, the words “on inferior
land” were altered to *“on the land."—Ed,
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Thus, far from converting the exploiter of the land, the
farmer, into a simple labourer, and *'snatching from the
cultivator the surplus of his product, which he cannot
help regarding as his own,” rent confronts the land-
owner, not with the slave, the serf, the payer of trib-
ute, the wage labourer, but with the industrial capi-
talist.*

Once constituted as ground rent, ground property has
in its possession only the surplus over production costs,
which are determined not only by wages but also by
industrial profit. It is therefore from the landowner
that ground rent snatched a part of his income.
Thus, there was a big lapse of time before the feudal
farmer was replaced by the industrial capitalist, In
Germany, for example, this transformation began only
in the last third of the eighteenth century. It is in Eng-
lantd alone that this relation between the industrial capi-
talist and the landed proprietor has been fully developed.

So long as there was only M. Proudhon’s colonus,
there was no rent. The moment rent exists, the colonus
is no longer the farmer, but the worker, the farmer’s
cofonus. The abasement of the labourer, reduced to the
role of a simple worker, day labouret, wage-earner,
working for the industrial capitalist; the intervention of
the industrial capitalist, exploiting the land like any
other factory; the transformation of the landed proprie-

* In the German edition of 1885 the last two senfences are
omitted, and after “industrial capitalist” i{s added: “who exploits
the scil by means of his wage workers, and who pays to the land-
owner as rent only the surplus over the production costs, includ-
ing profit on capital."-—Ed.

12¢
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tor from a petty sovereign into a vulgar usurer: these
are the different relations expressed by rent.

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is patriarchal agricul-
ture transformed into commercial industry, industrial
capital applied to land, the town bourgeoisie transplant-
ed into the country. Rent, instead of binding man o
nature, has merely bound the exploitation of the land to
competition. Once established as rent, landed property
itself is the resuit of competition, since irom that time
onwards it depends on the market value of agriculfural
produce. As reni, landed property is mobilized and be-
comes an article of commerce. Rent is possible only from
the moment when the development of urban industry,
and the social organization resulting therefrom, force
the landowner to aim solely at cash profits, at the mone-
tary relation of his agricultural products—in fact to look
upon his landed property only as a machine for coining
money. Rent has so completely divorced the landed
proprietor irom the soil, [rom nature, that he has nc
need even to know his estates, as is to be seen in Eng-
land. As for the farmer, the industrial capitalist and the
agricultural worker, they are no more bound to the land
they exploit than are the employer and the worker in the
factories to the cotton and wool they manufacture; they
feel an attachment only {or the price of their production,
the monetary product. Hence the jeremiads of the reac-
tionary parties, who offer up all their prayers for the
return of feudalism, of the good old patriarchal life, of
the simple manners and the fine virtues of our forefathers.
The subjection of the soil to the laws which dominate
all other industries is and always will be the subject of
interested condolences. Thus it may be said that rent has
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become the motive power which has introduced idyll into
the movement of history.

Ricardo, after posiulating bourgeois production as nec-
essary for determining rent, applies the conception of
rent, nevertheless, to the landed property of all ages and
all countries. This is an error common to all the econo-
mists, who represent the bourgeois relations of production
as eternal calepories,

From the providential aim of rent—which is, for
M. Proudhoti, the transformation of the colonus into a re-
sponsible worker, he passes to the equalized reward of
rent.

Rent, as we have just seen, is constituted by the equal
price of the products of lands of unequal fertility, so that
a hectolitre of corn which has cost ten francs is sold for
twenty francs if the cost of production rises to twenty
francs upon soil of inferior quality.

So long as necessity forces the purchase of all the
agricultural preduects brought into the market, the mar-
ket price is determined by the cost of the most expen-
sive product. Thus it is this equalization of price, result-
ing from competition and not from the different fertili-
ties of the lands, that secures to the owner of the better
soil m rent of ten francs for every hectolitre that his
tenant sells.

Let us suppose for a moment that the price of corn is
determined by the labour-time needed to produce it, and
at once the hectolitre of corn obtained from the better
soil will sell at ten francs, while the hectolitre of corn
obtained on the inferior soil will cost twenty francs. This
being admitted, the average market price will be fifteen
francs, whereas, according to the law of competition, it
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is twenty francs. If the average price were fifteen francs,
there would be no occasion for any distribution, whether
equalized or otherwise, for there would be no rent. Rent
exists only when one can sell for twenty francs the
hectolitre of corn which has cost the producer ten franes.
M. Proudhon supposes equality of the market price, with
unequal costs of production in order to arrive at an
equalized sharing out of the product of inequality.

We understand such economists as Mill, Cherbuliez,
Hilditch and others demanding that rent should be hand-
ed over fo the state to serve in place of taxes. That is
a frank expression of the hatred the industrial capitalist
bears towards the landed proprietor, who seems to him
a useless thing, an excrescence upon the general body of
bourgeois production.

But first to make the price of the hectolitre of corn
twenty francs in order then to make a general distribu-
tion of the ten francs overcharge levied on the consum-
er, is indeed enough to make the social genius pursue
ifs zigzag course mournfully—and knock its head against
some corner.

Rent becomes, under M. Proudhon’s pen, “an immense
land valuation which is carried out contradictorily by
landlords and farmers ... in a higher interest, and
whose ultimate result must be to equalize the possession
of land between exploiters of the soil and the industrial-
ists.” [II 271]

For any land valuation based upon rent to be of prac-
tical value, the conditions of present society must not
be departed from.

Now, we have shown that the farm rent paid by the
farmer to the landlord expresses the rent with any exact-
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itude only in the countries most advanced in industry
and commerce. And even this rent often includes inter-
est paid to the landlord on capital incorporated in the
land. The location of the land, the vicinity of towns, and
many other circumstances influence the farm rent and
modify the ground rent. These peremptory reasons would
be encugh {o prove the inaccuracy of a land valuation
based on rent,

On the other hand, rent could not be the invariable
index of the degree of fertility of a piece of land, since
every moment the modern application of chemistry is
changing the nature of the soil, and geological knowl-
edge is just now, in our days, beginning to revolutionize
all the old estimates of relative fertility. It is only about
twenty years since vast plots in the eastern counties of
England were cleared; they had been left uncultivated
rom the lack of proper comprehension of the rela-
tion between the humus and the composition of the
sub-soil.

Thus history, far from supplying, in rent, a ready-
made land valuation, does nothing but change and turn
topsy-turvy the land valuations already made.

Finally, fertility is not so natural a quality as might
be thought; it is closely bound up with the social rela-
tions of the time. A piece of land may be very fertile for
corn growing, and yet the market price may decide the
cultivator to turn it into an artificial pastureland and
thus render it infertile.

M. Proudhon has improvised his land valuation, which
has not even the value of an ordinary land valuation,
only to give substance to the providentially equalitarian
aim of rent.
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“Rent,” continues M. Proudhon, “is the interest paid
on a capital which never perishes, namely—land. And
as the capital is capable of no increase in matter, but
only of an indefinite improvement in its use, it comes
about that while the interest or profit on a loan (mufuum)
tends to diminish continually through abundance of
capital, rent tends always to increase through the per-
fecting of industry, from which results the improvement
in the use of the land. ... Such, in its essence, is rent.”
(Vol. 11, p. 265.)

This time, M. Proudhon sees in rent all the charac-
{eristics of interest, save that it is derived from capital
of a specific nature. This capital is land, an eternal
capital, “which is capable of no increase in matter, but
only of an indefinite improvement in its use.” In the
progressive advance of civilization, interest has a con-
tinual tendency to fall, whilst rent continually tends to
rise. Interest falls because of the abundance of capital,
rent rises owing to fhe improvements brought about in
industry, which result in an ever beiter utilization of
land.

Such, in its essence, is the opinion of M. Proudhon.

Let us first examine how far it is true to say that rent
is interest on capital.

For the landed proprietor himsell rent represents the
interest on the capital that the land has cost him, or
that he would draw from it if he sold it. But in buying
or selling land he on!v buys or sells rent. The price he
pays to make himself a receiver of rent is regulated by
the rate of interest in general and has nothing to do
with the actual nature of rent. The interest on capital
invested in land is in general lower than the interest on
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capital invested in manufacture or commerce. Thus, for
those who make no distinction between the interest that
the land represents to the owner and the rent itsell, the
interest on land capita! diminishes still more than does
ihe interest on other capital. But it is not a question of
the purchase or sale price of rent, of the marketable value
of rent, of capitalized rent, it is a question of rent itself.

Farm rent can imply again, apart from rent proper,
the interest on the capital incorporated in the land. In
this instance the landlord receives this part of the farm
rent, not as a landlord but as a capitalist; but this is
not the rent proper that we are to deal with.

Land, so long as it is not exploited as a means of
production, is not capital. Land as capital can be in-
creased just as much as all the other instruments of
production. Nothing is added "to its matter, {o use
M, Proudhon’s language, but the lands which serve as in-
struments of production are multiplied. The very fact
of applving further outlavs of capital to land already
transformed into means of production increases land as
capital without adding anything to land as maiter, that
is, to the extent of the land. M. Proudhon’s land as mat-
fer is the earth in its limilation. As for the eternity he
attributes to land, we grant readily it has this virtue as
matter, Land as capital is no more eternal than any
other capital.

Gold and silver, which yield interest, are just as last-
ing and eternal as land. If the price of gold and silver
falls, while that of land keeps rising, this is certainly not
because of its more or less eternal nature,

Land as capital is fixed capital; but fixed capital gets
used up just as much as circulating capital. Improve-
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ments to the land need reproduction and upkeep; they
last only for a time; and this they have in common with
all other improvements used fo transform matter inte
means of production. If land as capital were eternal,
some lands would present a very different appearance
from what they do today, and we should see the Roman
Campagna, Sicily, Palestine, in all the splendour of
their former prosperity.

There are even instances when land as capital might
disappear, even though the improvements remain incor-
porated in the land.

In the first place, this occurs every time rent proper
is wiped out by the competition of new and more fertile
soils; secondly, the improvements which might have been
valuable at one time cease to be of value the moment
they become universal owing to the development of
agronomy.

The representative of tand as capital is not the land-
lord, but the farmer. The proceeds vyielded by land as
capital are interest and industrial profit, not rent. There
are lands which yield such interest and profit but siill
yield no rent.

Briefly, land in so far as it yields interest, is land
capital, and as land capital it yields no rent, it is not
landed property. Rent results from the social relations
in which the exploitation of the land takes place. It can-
not he a result of the more or less solid, more or less
durable nature of the soil. Rent is a product of society
and not of the soil.

According to M. Proudhon, “improvement in the
use of the land”—a consequence “of the perfecting
of industry”—causes the continual rise in rent. On
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the contrary, this improvement causes its periodical
fall.

Wherein consists, in general, any improvement, wheth-
er in agriculture or in manufacture? In producing
more with the same labour; in producing as much, or
even more, with less labour. Thanks to these improve-
ments, the farmer is spared from using a greater amount
of labour for a relatively smaller product. He has no
need, therefore, to resort to inferior soils, and instalments
of capital applied successively to the same soil remain
equally productive,

Thus, these improvements, far from continually rais-
ing rent as M. Proudhon says, become on the contrary
so many temporary obstacles preventing its rise,

The English landowners of the seventeenth century
were so well aware of this truth, that they opposed the
progress of agriculture for fear of seeing their incomes

diminish. (See Petty, an English economist of the time
of Charles II.)

§ 5. STRIKES AND COMBINATIONS OF WORKERS

“Every upward movement in wages can have no other
effect than a rise in the price of corn, wine, etc., that is,
the effect of a dearth. For what are wages? They are the
cost price of corn, etc.; they are the integrant price of
everything. We may go even further: wages are the
proportion of the elements composing wealth and con-
sumed reproductively every day by the mass of the work-
ers. Now, to double wages ... is to attribute to each one
of the producers a greater share than his product, which
is contradictory, and if the rise extends only to a small
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number of industries, it brings about a general disturb-
ance in exchange; in a word, a dearth.... It is impos-
sible, 1 declare, for strikes followed by an increase in
wages not to culminate in a general rise in prices: this
is as certain as that two and two make four.” (Proudhon,
Vol. 1, pp. 110 and 111.)

We deny all these assertions, except that two and two
make four.

In the first place, there is no general rise in prices.
If the price of everything doubles at the same time as
wages, there is no change in price, the only change is
in terms.

Then again, a general rise in wages can never produce
a more or less general rise in the price of goods.
Actually, if every industry employed the same number of
workers in relation to fixed capital or {o the instruments
used, a general rise in wages would produce a general
fall in profits and the current price of goods would un-
dergo no alteration.

Bul as the relation of manual labour to fixed capital
is not the same in different industries, all the industries
which employ a relatively greater mass of capital and
fewer workers, will be forced sooner or later to lower
the price of their goods. In the opposite case, in which
the price of their goods is not lowered, their profit will
rise above the common rate of profits. Machines are not
wage-earners. Therefore, the general rise in wages will
affect less those industries, which, compared with the
others, employ more machines than workers. But as
competition always tends to level the rate of profits,
those profits which rise above the average rate cannot
but be transitory. Thus, apart from a few fluctuations,
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a general rise in wages will lead, not as M. Proudhon
says, to a general increase in prices, but to a partial
fall, that is a fall in the current price of the goods that
are made chiefly with the help of machines.

The rise and fall of profits and wages expresses merely
the proportion in which capitalists and workers share in
the product of a day's work, without influencing in most
instances the price of the product., But that “strikes fol-
lowed by an increase in wages culminate in a general
rise in prices, in a dearth even”—these are notions which
can blossom only in the brain of a poet who has not
been understood.

In England, strikes have regularly given rise to the
invention .and application of new machines. Machines
were, it may be said, the weapon employed by the capi-
talists to quell the revoit of specialized labour. The self-
acting mule, the greatest invention of modern industry,
put out of action the spinners who were in revolt. If
combinations and strikes had no other effect than that of
making the efiorts of mechanical genius react against
them, they would still exercise an immense influence on
the development of industry.

“I find,” continues M. Proudhon, “in an article pub-
lished by M. Léon Faucher ... September 1845, that for
some time the British workers have got out of the habit
of combination, which is assuredly a progress for which
one cannot but congratulate them: but this improvement
in the morale of the workers comes chiefly from their
economic educaticn. ‘It is not on the manufacturers,
cried a spinning-mill worker at a Bolton meeting, ‘that
wages depend. In perieds ol depression the masters are,
so to speak, merely the whip with which necessity arms
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itself, and whether they want to or not, they have to deal
blows. The regulative principle is the relation of supply
to demand; and the masters have not this power’. ...
Well donel” cries M. Proudhon, “these are well-trained
workers, model workers, etc.,, etc, etc. Such poverty
did not exist in Britain; it will not cross the Channel.”
(Proudhon, Vol. I, pp. 261 and 262.)

Of all the towns in England, Beolton is the one in
which radicalism is the most developed. The Bolton
workers are known fo be the most revolutionary of all.
At the time of the great agitation in England for the
abolition of the Corn Laws, the English manufacturers
thought that they could cope with the landowners only
by thrusting the workers to the fore. But as the interests
of the workers were no less opposed to those of the
manufacturers than the interests of the manufacturers
were to those of the landowners, it was natural that the
manufaciurers should fare badly in the workers’ meet-
ings. What did the manufacturers do? To save appear-
ances they organized meetings composed, to a large
extent, of foremen, of the small number of workers wic
were devoted to them, and of the real friends of trade.
When later on the genuine workers tried, as in Bolion
and Manchestier, to take part in these sham demonstra-
tions, in order to protest against them, they were forbid-
den admittance on the ground that it was a fticket meet-
ing—a meeling to which only persons with entrance
oards were admitted. Yet the posters placarded on the
walls had announced public meetings. Every time one
of these meetings was held, the manufacturers’ news-
papers gave a pompous and detailed account of the
speeches made. It goes without saying that it was the
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foremen who made these speeches. The London papers
reproduced them word for word. M. Proudhon has the
misfortune to take foremen for ordinary workers, and
enjoins them not to cross the Channel.

If in 1844 and 1845 strikes drew less attention than
before, it was because 1844 and 1845 were the first two
years of prosperity that British industry had had since
1837. Nevertheless none of the frades unions had been
dissolved.

Now let us listen to the foremen of Bolton. According
to them manufacturers have no command over wages
because they have no command over the price of prod-
ucts, and they have no command over the price of
products because they have no command over the world
market. For this reason they wish it to be understood
that combinaticns should not be formed to extort an in-
crease in wages from the masters. M. Proudhon, on the
contrary, forbids combinations for fear they should
be followed by a rise in wages which would bring with
it a general dearth. We have no need to say that on one
point there is an enfente cordiale between the foremen
and M. Proudhon: that a rise in wages is equivalent to
a rise in the price of products.

But is the fear of a dearth the true cause of M. Prou-
dhon’s rancour? No. Quite simply he is annoyed with the
Bolton foremen because they determine value by supply
and demand and hardly take any account of constituted
value, of value which has passed into the state of con-
stitution, of the constifution of value, including perma-
nent exchangeability and all the other proportionalities of

relations and relations of proportionality, with Provi-
dence at their side.
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“A workers' strike is illegal, and it is not only the
Penal Code that says so, it is the economic system, the
necessity of the cstablished order. ... That each worker
individually should dispose freely over his person and
his hands, this can be {olerated, but that workers should
undertake by combinaticn to do violence to monopoly, is
something society cannot permit.” (Vol. I, pp. 334 and 335.)

M. Proudhon wants to pass off an article of the Penal
Code as a necessary and general result of bourgeois rela-
tions of production.

In England combination is authorized by an Act of
Parliament, and it is the economic system which has
forced Parliament to grant this legal authorizaton. In
1825, when, under the Minister Huskisson, Parliament
had to modify the law in order tc bring it more and more
inte line with the conditions resulting irom free compe-
tition, it had of necessily to abolish al! laws forbidding
combinations of workers. The more modern industry and
compelition develop, the more elements there are which
call forth and strengthen combination, and as soon as
combination becomes an economic faet, daily gaining in
solidity, it is bound before long to become a legal fact.

Thus the article of the Penal Code proves at the most
that modern indusiry and competition were not yet well
developed under the Constituent Assembly and under the
Empire.

Economists and Socialists* are in agreement on one
point: the condemnation of combinations. Only they have
different motives for their act of condemnation,

* That is, the Socialists of that time: the Fourierisis in France,

the Owenites in England. 'Note by Engels to the German edition
of 1883)
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The economists say to the workers: Do not combine.
By combination you hinder the regular progress of in-
dustry, you prevent manufacturers from carrying out
their orders, you disturb trade and you precipitate the in-
vasion of machines which, by rendering your labour in part
useless, force you to accept a still lower wage. Besides,
whatever you do, your wages will always be determined
by the relation of hands demanded to hands supplied, and
it is an effort as ridiculous as it is dangerous for you
to revolt against the eternal laws of political economy.

The Socialists say fo the workers: Do not combine,
because what will you gain by it anyway? A rise in
wages? The economists will prove to you quite clearly
that the few ha’pence you may gain by it for a few
moments if you succeed, will be followed by a permanent
fall. Skilled calculators will prove tfo you that it would
take you years merely to recover, through the increase
in your wages, the expenses incurred for the organi-
zation and upkeep of the combinations.

And we, as Socialists, tell you that, apart from the
money question, you will continue none the less to be
workers, and the masters will still continue fo be the
masters, just as before. So no combination! Nao politics!
For is not entering into combination engaging in poli-
tics?

The economists want the workers to remain in society
as it is constituted and as it has been signed and sealed
by them in their manuals.

The Socialists want the workers to leave the old soci-
ety alone, tht better to be able to enter the new society
which they have prepared for them with so much fore-
sight.

13—890
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In spite of both of them, in spite of manuals and
utopias, combination has not ceased for an instant to gc
forward and grow with the development and growth of
modern industry. It has now reached such a stage, that
the degree to which combination has developed in any
country ciearly marks the rank it occupies in the hier-
archy of the world market. England, whose industry has
attained the highest degree of development, has the big-
gest and best organized combinations.

In England they have not stopped at partial combi-
nations which have no other objective than a passing
strike, and which disappear with it. Permanent combi-
nations have been formed, frades unions, which serve as
ramparts f{or the workers in their struggles with the
employers. And at the present time all these local trades
unions find a rallying point in the National Association
of United Trades, the central committee of which is in
London, and which already numbers 80,000 members.
The organization of these strikes, combinations, and
trades unions went on simultaneously with the political
struggles of the workers, who now constitute a large
political party, under the name of Chartists.

The first attempts of workers to associafe among them-
selves always take place in the form of combinations.

Large-scale industry concentrates in one place a crowd
of people unknown to one another. Competition divides
their interests. But the maintenance of wages, this com-
mon interest which they have against their boss, unites
them in a common thought of resistance—combination.
Thus combination always has a double aim, that of
stopping competition among the workers, so that they
can carry on general competition with the capitalist. If
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the first aim of resistance was merely the maintenance
of wages, combinations, at first isulated, constitute them-
selves into groups as the capitalists in their {urn unite
for the purpose of repression, and in face of always
united capital, the maintenance of the association becomes
more necessary to them than that of wages. This is so
true that English economists are amazed to see the
workers sacrifice @ good part of their wages in favour
of associations, which, in the eyes of these economists,
are established solely in favour of wages. In this strug-
gle—a veritable civil war—all the elements necessary
for a coming batile unite and develop. Once it has
reached this point, association fakes on a poiitical
character.

Economic conditions had first transformed the mass
of the people of the country into workers. The combina-
tion of capital has created for this mass a common
situation, common interests. This mass is thus already
a class as against capital, but not yet for itseif. In the
struggle, of which we have noted only a few phases,
this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a
class for itself. The interests it defends become class
interests. But the siruggie of class against class is a
political struggle.

In the bourgeoisie we have two phases to distinguish:
that in which it constituled itself as a class under the
regime of feudalism and absolute monarchy, and that in
which, already censtituted as a class, it overthrew feudal-
ism and monarchy lo make society into a bourgeois
society, The first of these phases was the longer and
necessitated the greater efforts. This too began by partial
combinations against the feudal lords.

i3+
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Much research has been carried out to trace the dif-
ferent historical phases that the bourgeoisie has passed
through, from the commune up to its constitution as a
class,

But when it is a question of making a precise study of
strikes, combinations and other forms in which the pro-
letarians carry out before our eyes their organization as
a class, some ware seized with real fear and others dis-
play a franscendental disdain.

An oppressed class is the vital condition for every so-
ciety founded on the antagonism of classes. The emanci-
pation of the oppressed class thus implies necessarily the
creation of a new society. For the oppressed class to be
able to emancipale itself it is necessary that the produe-
tive powers already acquired and the existing social rela-
tions should no longer be capable of existing side by
side. Of all the instruments of production, the greatest
productive power is the revolutionary class itself. The
organization of revolutionary clements as a class sup-
poses the existence of all the productive forces which
could be engendered in the bosom of the old society.

Does this mean that after the fall of the old society
there will be a new class domination culminating in a
new political power? No.

The eondition for the emancipation of the working class
is the abolition of every class, just as the condition for
the liberation of the third estate, of the bourgeois ordes,
was the abolition of all estates* and all orders,

* Estates here in the historical sense of the estates of feu-
dalism, eslates with definite ard limited privileges, The revolution
of the bourgeoisie abolished the estates and their privileges. Bour-
geois society knows only classes. [t was, therelore, absolutely in
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The working class, in the course of its development,
will substfilute for the old civil society an association
which will exclude classes and their antagonism, and
there will be no more political power properly so-called,
since political power is precisely the official expression
of antagonism in civil society.

Meanwhile the antagonism between the proletariat and
the bourgeoisie is a struggle of class against class, a
struggle which carried to its highest expression is a to-
fal revolution. Indeed, is it at all surprising that a society
founded on the opposition of classes should culminate in
brutal confradiction, the shock of body against body, as
its final dénouement?

Do not say that social movement excludes political
movement. There is never a political movement which is
not at the same time social.

It is only in an order of things in which there are no
more classes and class antagonisms that social evolutions
will cease to be political revolutions. Till then, on the eve
of every general reshuffling of society, the last word of
social science will always be:

“Le combat ou la mort; la lutte sanguinaire ou le néant.
C’est ainsi que la question est invinciblement posée.”

George Sand.*

contradiction with history to describe the proletariat as the “fourth
estate.” [Note by F. Engels to the German edition, 18851

* “Combat or death: bloody struggle or extinction. [t is thus
that the question is inexorably put." George Sand, Jean Ziska. A
historical novel —Ed.
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MARX TO P. V. ANNENKOV

Brussels, December 28, 1846

Dear Mr. Annenkov,

You would long ago have received my answer to your
letter of November 1 buf for the fact that my bookseller
only sent me Monsieur Proudhen’s book, The Philosophy
of Poverty, last week. I have gone through it in two days
in order fo be able to give you my opinion about it at
once. As I have read the book very hurriedly, I cannot
go into details but can only tell you the general impres-
sion it has made on me. If you wish I could go into de-
tails in a second letter.

I must frankly confess that I find the book on the whole
bad, and very bad. You yourself laugh in your letter at
the “patch of German philosophy™ which M. Proudhon
parades in this formless and pretentious work, but yvou
suppose that the economic argument has not been infect-
ed by the philosophic poison. I too am very far from im-
puting the faults in the economic argument to M. Prou-
dhon’s philosophy. M, Proudhon dees nat give us a false
criticism of political economy because he is the possessor
of an absurd philosophic theory, but he gives us an ab-
surd philosophic theory because he fails to understand
the social system of foday in its engrénement (conca-
tenation), to use a word which like much else M. Prou-
dhon has borrowed from Fourier.
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M. Proudhon mixes up ideas and things. Men never
relinquish what they have won, but this does not mean
that they never relinquish the social form in which they
have acquired certain productive forces. On the contrary,
in order that thev may not be deprived of the result at-
tained, and forfeit the fruits of civilization, they are
obliged, from the moment when the form of their commerce
no longer corresponds to the productive forces acquired,
to change all their traditional social forms. I am using
the word “commerce” here in its widest sense, as we use
Verkehr in German. For example: the privileges, the in-
stitution of guilds and corporations, the regulatory regime
of the Middle Ages. were social relations that alone
corresponded to the acquired praductive forces and to the
social condition which had previously existed and from
which these institutions had arisen. Under the protection
of the regime of corporations and regulations, capital
was accumulated, overseas trade was developed, colo-
nies were founded. But the fruits of this men would have
forfeited if they had tried to retain the forms under whose
shelter these fruits had ripened. Hence burst two thunder-
elaps—the Revolutions of 1640 and 1688. All the old eco-
nomic forms, the social relations corresponding to them,
the political conditions which were the official expression
of the old civil society, were destroyed in England. Thus
the economic forms in which men produce, consume, and
exchange, are fransifory and historical. With the acquisi-
tion of new productive faculties, men change their mode
of production and with the mode of production all the
economic relations which are merely the necessary rela-
tions of this particular mode of production.
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This is what M. Proudhon has not understood and still
less demonstrated. M. Proudhon, incapable of following
the real movement of history, produces a phantasmago-
ria which presumptuously claims to be dialectical. He
does not feel it necessary to speak of the seventeenth, the
eighteenth or the nineleenth century, for his history pro-
ceeds in the misty realm of imagination and rises far
above space and time. In short, it is not history but old
Hegelian junk, it is not profane history—-a history of man
—but sacred history—a history of ideas. From his point
of view man is only the instrument of which the idea or
the eternal reason makes use in order to unfold itself.
The evolutions of which M. Proudhon speaks are under-
stood to be evolutions such as are accomplished within
the mystic womb of the absolute idea. If you tear the veil
from this mystical language, what it comes to is that
M. Proudhon is offering you the order in which econom-
ic categories arrange (hemselves inside his own
head. It will not require great exertion on my part to
prove to you that it is the order of a very disorderly
mind.

M. Proudhon begins his book with a dissertation on
value, which is his pet subject. I will not enter on an exam-
ination of this dissertation today.

The series of economic evolutions of the eternal reason
begins with division of labour. Ta M. Proudhon division of
labour is a periectly simple thing. But was not the caste
regime also a particular division of labour? Was not the
regime of the cerporations another division of labour?
And is not the division of labour under the system
of manufacture, which in England begins about the middle
of the seventeenth century and comes to an end in the
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last part of the eighteenth, also totally different from the
division of [abour in large-scale modern industry?

M. Proudhon is so far from the truth that he neglects
what even the profane economists altend to. When he
talks about division of labour he does not feel it neces-
sary fo mention the world markef. Good. Yet must not
the division of labour in the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-
turies, when there were still no colonies, when America
did not as yet exist for Europe, and Eastern Asia only
existed for her through the medium of Constantinople,
have been fundamentally different from what it was in
the seventeenth century when colonies were already de-
veloped?

And that is not all. Is the whole inner organization of
nations, are all their international relations anything else
than the expression of a particular division of labour?
And must not these change when the division of labour
changes?

M. Proudhon has so little understood the problem of
the division of labour that he never even mentions the
separationt of town and country, which took place in Ger-
many, for instance, from the ninth to the twelith centu-
ry. Thus, to M. Proudhon, this separation is an cternal
law since he knows neither its origin naor its development.
All through his book he speaks as if this creation of a
pariicular mode of production would endure until the end
of time. All that M. Proudhon says about the division of
labour is only & summary, and moreover a very super-
ficial and incomplete summary, of what Adam Smith and
a thousand others have said before him.

The second evolution is machinery. The connection be-
tween the division of labour and machinery is entirely
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mystical to M. Proucdhon. Each kind of division of labour
had its specific instruments of production. Between the
middle of the seventeenth and the middle of the eighteenth
century, for instance, people did not make everything by
hand. There were machines, and very complicated ones,
such as looms, ships, ievers, elc.

Thus there is nothing more absurd than to derive ma-
chinery from division of labour in general.

I may also remark, by the way, that just as M. Prou-
dhon has not understood the origin of machinery, he has
stiil less understood ifs development. One can say that
up to the year 1825—the period of the first general crisis
—-the demands ol consumption in general increased more
rapidly than production, and the development of machin-
ery was a rnecessary consequence of the needs of the
market. Since 1825, the invention and application of ma-
chinery has been simply the result of the war between
workers and employers. Bul this is only true of England.
As for the European nations, they were driven to adopt
machinery owing to Engiish competition both in iheir
home markets and on the world market. Finally, in North
America the introduction of machinery was due both to
competition with othier countries and to lack of hands,
that is, to the disproportion between the population of
North America and ils industrial necds. From these facts
you can see what sagacily Monsicur Proudhon develops
when he conjures up the spectre of competition as the
third evolution, the antithesis {o machinery!

Lastly and in general, it is altogether absurd to make
machinery an economic calegory alongside with division
of labour, competition, credit, etc.
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Machinery is no more an economic category than the
ox which draws the plough. The application of machinery
in the present day is one of the relations of our present
economic system, but the way in which machinery is uti-
lized is totally distinet from the machinery itseif. Powder
remains the same whether it is used to wound a man
or to dress his wounds.

M. Proudhon surpasses himself when he allows compe-
tition, monopoly, taxes or police, balance of trade, credit
and property to develop inside his head in the order in
which | have mentioned them. Nearly all credit institu-
tions had been developed in England by the beginning of
the eighteenth century, before the discovery of machinery.
Public credit was only a iresh method of increasing taxa-
tion and safisfying the new demands created by the rise
of the bourgeoisie to power. Finally the last category in
M. Proudhon’s system is constituted by property. In the
real world, on the other hand, the division of labour and
all M. Proudhon’s olher categories are social relations
forming in their entirety what is today known as property:
outside these relations bourgeois property is nothing but
a metaphysical or juristic illusion. The preperty of a dilfer-
ent epoch, feudal property, develops in a series of entire-
ly diffierent social relations. M. Proudhon, by establish-
ing property as an independent relation, commits more
than a mistake in method: he ciearly shows that he has
not grasped the bond which holds togelher all forms of
bourgeois production, that he has not understood the Ais-
torical and transitory character of the forms of produc-
tion in a particular epoch. M. Proudhon, who does not
regard our social institutions as histerical products,
who can understand neither their origin nor their
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development, can only produce dogmatic criticism of
them.

M. Proudhon is therefore obliged to take refuge in a
fiction in order to explain development. He imagines that
division of labour, credit, machinery, etc., were all invent-
ed to serve his fixed idea, the idea of equality. His expla-
nation is sublimely naive. These things were invented
in the interests of equality but unfortunately they turned
against equality. This constitutes his whole argument.
In other words, he makes a graluitous assumption and
then, as the actual development contradicts his fiction
at every step, he concludes that there is a contradiction.
He conceals from you the fact that the contradiction
exists solely belween his fixed ideas and the real
movement,

Thus, M. Proudhon, mainly because he lacks the his-
torical knowledge, has not perceived that as men develop
their productive forces, that is, as they live, thev develop
certain relations with one another and that the nature of
these relations must necessarily change with the change
and growth of the productive forces. He has not perceived
that economic cafegories are only absfract expressions
of these actua! relations and only remain true while these
refations exist. He therefore falls into the error of the bour-
geois economists, who regard these economic categorties
as eternal and not as historical laws which are only laws
for a parlicular historical development, for a definite de-
velopment of the productive forces. Instead, therefore, of
regarding the political-economic categories as abstract
expressions of the real, transitory, historic sccial rela-
tions, Monsieur Proudhon, thanks to @ mystic inversion,
sees in the real relations only embodiments of these

14—890
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absiractions, These abstractions themselves are formulas
which have been slumbering in the heart of God the Fa-
ther since the beginning of the world.

But here our good M. Proudhon falls into severe in-
tellectual convulsions. If all these economic categories
are emanations from the heart of God, are the hidden and
eternal life of man, how does it come about, first, that
there is such a thing ias development, and secondly, that
M. Proudhon is not a conservative? He explains these
evident contradictions by a whole system of antagonisms.

To throw light on this system of antagonisms let us
take an example.

Monopoly is a good thing, because it is an economic
category and therefore an emanation of God. Cempetition
is @ good thing because it is also an economic category.
But what is not good is the reality of monopoly and the
reality of competition. What is still worse is the fact that
competition and monopoly devour each other. What is to
be done? As these two eternal ideas of God contradict
each other, it seems obvious to him that there is also
within the bosom of God a synthesis of them both, in which
the evils of monopoly are balanced by competition and
vice versa. As a result of the struggle between the two
ideas only their good side will come into view. One must
snatch this secret idea from God and then apply it and
everything will be for the best; the synthetic formula
which lies hidden in the darkness of the impersonal rea-
son of man must be revealed. M. Proudhon does not
hesitate for a moment to come forward as the revealer.

But look for a moment at real life. In the economic life
of the present time you find not onty competition and mo-
nopoly but also their synthesis, which is not a formula
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but a movement. Monopoly produces competition, com-
petition produces monopoly. But this equation, far from
removing the difficulties of the present situation, as the
bourgeois economists imagine it does, results in a situa-
tion still more difficult and confused. If therefore you
alter the basis on which present-day economic relations
rest, if you destroy the present mode of production, then
you will not only destroy competition, monopoly and
their 'antagonism, but alsc their unity, their synthesis,
the movement which is the real equilibrium of competi-
tion and monopoly.

Now [ wiil give you an example of Monsieur Prou-
dhon’s dialectics.

Freedom and slavery constilute an antagonism. I need
not speak of the good and bad sides of freedom nor
speaking of slavery, need I dwell on its bad sides. The
only thing that has to be explained is its good side. We
are not dealing with indirect slavery, the slavery of the
proletariat, but with direct slavery, the slavery of the
black races in Surinam, in Brazil, in the Southern States
of North America.

Direct slavery is as much the pivot of our industrial-
ism today as machinery, credit, etc. Without slavery no
cotton; without cotton no modern industry. Slavery has
given value to the colonies; the colonies have created
world trade; world trade is the necessary condition of
large-scale machine industry. Thus, before the traffic in
Negroes began, the colonies supplied the Old World with
only very few products and made no visible change in
the face of the earth. Slavery is therelore an econcmic
category of the highest importance. Without slavery
North America, the most progressive country, would be

14+
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transformed into a patriarchal land. You have only to
wipe North America off the map of the nations and you
get anarchy, the total decay of trade and of modern civil-
ization. But to let slavery disappear is to wipe North
America off the map of the nations. And therefore, be-
cause it is an economic category, we find slavery in every
nation since the world began. Modern nations have mere-
ly known how to disguise slavery of their own countries
while they openly imported it into the New World. After
these observations on slavery, how will our worthy
M. Proudhon proceed? He will look for the synthesis
between ireedom and slavery, the golden mean or equi-
. librium between slavery and freedom.

Monsieur Proudhon has very well grasped the fact
that men produce cloth, linen, silks, and it is a great
merit on his part to have grasped this small amount!
What he has not grasped is that these men, according
to their abilities, also produce the social relations amid
which they prepare cloth and linen. Still less has he un-
derstood that men, who produce their social retations in
accordance with their material productivity, also produce
ideas, categories, that is to say the absiract ideal expres-
sion of these same social relations. Thus the categories
are no more eternal than the relations they express. They
are historical and transitory products. For M. Proudhon,
on the contrary, abstractions, categories are the primor-
dial cause. According to him they, and not men, make
history. The abstraction, the calegory taken as such, ie.,
apart from men and their material activities, is of course
immortal, unchangeable, unmoved; it is only one form
of the being of pure reason; which is only another way
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of saying that the abstraction as such is abstract. An
admirable tautology!

Thus, regarded as categories, economic relations for
M. Proudhon are eternal formulas without origin or
progress.

Let us put it in another way: M. Proudhon does not
directly state that bowrgeois life is for him an efernal
verify. he states it indirecily by deifying the categories
which express bourgeois relations in the form of thought.
He takes the products of bourgeois society for spontane-
ously arisen efernal beings. endowed with a life of
their own, as soon as they present themselves to his mind
in the form of categories, in the form of thought. So he
does not rise above the bourgeois horizon. As he is oper-
ating with bourgeois ideas, the eternal truth of which he
presupposecs, e secks a svnthesis, an equilibrium of these
ideas, and does not see that the present method by which
they reach equilibrium is the only possible one.

Indeed he does what all good bourgeois do. They all
tell you that in principle, that is, considered as abstract
ideas, competition, monopely, etc., are the only basis of
life, but that in practice they leave much to be desired.
They all want competifion without the lethal effects of
competition. They all want the impossible, namely, the
conditions of bourgeois existence without the necessary
consequences of those conditions. None of them under-
stands that the bourgeois form of production is historical
and transitory, just as the feudal form was. This mistake
arises from the fact that the bourgeois man is to them
the only possible basis of every society; they cannot
imagine a society in which men have ceased to be bour-
geols.
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M. Proudhon is therefore necessarily docfrinaire. To
him the historical movement which is turning the pres-
ent-day world upside down reduces itself to the problem
of discovering the correct equilibrium, the svnthesis, of
two bourgeois thoughts. And so the clever fellow is :able
by his cunning to discover the hidden thought of God,
the unity of two isolated thoughts—which are only isolat-
ed because M. Proudhon has isclated them from practi-
cal life, from present-day production, that is, from the
union of realities which they express.

In place of the great historical movement arising from
the conflict between the productive forces already ac-
quired by men and their social relations, which no longer
correspond to these productive forces; in place of the
terrible wars which are being prepared between the differ-
ent classes within each nation and between different
nations; in place of the practical and violent action of
the masses by which alone these conflicts can be resolved
—in place of this wvast, prolonged and complicated
movement, Monsieur Proudhon supplies the whimsical
motion of his own head. So it is the men of learning that
make history, the men who know how to purloin God’s
secret thoughts. The common people have only to apply
their revelations. You will now understand why M. Prou-
dhon is the declared enemy of every political movement.
The solution of present problems does not lie for him in
public action but in the dialectical rotations of his own
mind. Since to him the categories are the motive force,
it is not necessary to change practical life in order to
change the categories. Quite the contrary. One must
change the categories and the consequence will be e
change in the existing society.
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In his desire to reconcile the contradictions Monsieur
Proudhon does not even ask if the very basis of those
contradictions must not be overthrown. He is exactly
like the political doctrinaire who wants to have the king
and the chamber of deputies and the chamber of peers as
integral parts of social life, as eternal categories. All he
is looking for i{s @ new formula by which to establish an
equilibrium between these powers whose equilibrium
consists precisely in the actual movement in which one
power is now the congueror and now the slave of the
other. Thus in the eighteenth century a number of me-
diocre minds were busy finding the true formula which
would bring the social estates, nobility, king, parliament,
etc., into equilibrium, and they woke up one morning to
find that there was in fact no longer any king, parlia-
ment or nobility. The true equilibrium in this antagonism
was the overthrow of all the social relations which served
as a basis for these feudal existenices and for the antag-
onisms of these feudal existences.

Because M. Proudhon places eternal ideas, the catego-
ries of pure reason, on the one side and human beings
and their practical life, which according to him is the
.application of these categories, on the other, one finds
with him from the beginning a dualism between life and
ideas, between soul and body, a dualism which recurs
in many forms. You can see now that this antagonism is
nothing but the incapacity of M. Proudhon to under-
stand the profane origin and the profane history of the
categories which he deifies.

My letter is already too long for me to speak of the
absurd case which M. Proudhon puts up against com-
munism. For the moment you will grant me that a man
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who has not understood the present state of society may
be expected to understand still less the movement which
is tending to overthrow it, and the literary expressions
of this revolutionary movement,

The sole point on which I am in complete agreement
with Monsicur Proudhon is in his dislike for sentimental
socialistic day dreams. I had already, before him, drawn
much enmity upon myself by ridiculing this sentimental,
utopian, muiton-headed socialism. But is not M. Prou-
dhon strangely deluding himself when he sets up his petty-
bourgeois sentimentality-—I am referring to his declama-
tions about home, conjugal love and all such banalities
. —in opposition to sccialist sentimentality, which in Fou-
rier, for example, goes much deeper than the pretentious
platitudes of our worthy Proudhon? He himself is so
thoroughly conscious of the emptiness of his arguments, of
his utter incapacity to speak about these things, that he
bursts into violent explosions of rage, vociferation and
righteous wrath [irae hominis probi], foams at the mouth,
curses, denounces, cries shame and murder, beats his
breast and boasts before God and man that he is not
defiled by the socialist infamies! He does not seriously
criticize socialist sentimentalities, or what he regards as
such. Like a holy man, a pope, he excommunicates poor
sinners and sings the glories of the petty bourgeoisie
and of the miserable patriarchal and amorous illusions
of the domestic hearth. And this is no accident. From
head to foot M. Proudhon is the philosopher and econo-
mist of the petty bourgeoisie. In an advanced society the
petfy bourgeois is necessarily from his very position a
socialist on the one side and an economist on the other;
that is to say, he is dazed by the magnificence of the big
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bourgeoisie and has sympathy for the sufferings of the
people. He is at once both bourgeois and man of the
people. Deep down in his heart he flatters himself that
e is impartial and has found the right equilibrium, which
claims to be something different from mediocrity. A petty
bourgeois of this type glorifies contradiction because
contradiction is the basis of his existence. He is himself
nothing but social contradiction in action. He must
justify in theory what he is in practice, and M. Proudhon
has the merit of being the scientific interpreter of the
French petty bourgeoisie—a genuine merit, because the
petty bourgeoisie will form an integral part of ail the
impending social revolutions.

1 wish I could send vou my book on political economy
with this letter, but it has so far been impossible for
me to get this work, and the criticism of the German
philosophers and Socialisis of which T spoke to you in
Brussels, prinfed. You would never believe the difficulties
which a publication of this kind comes up -against in
Germany, from the police on the one hand :and from the
booksellers, who are themselves the interested represent-
atives of all the tendencies I am attacking, on the other.
And as for our own Party, it is not nrerely that it is poor,
but a large section of the German Communist Party is
also angry with me for opposing their utopias and dec-
lamations. . ..



MARX TO }J. B. SCHWEITZER

London, January 24, 1865

Dear Sir,

Yesterday I received a letter in which you demand from
me a detailed judgment of Proudhon. Lack of time pre-
vents me from fulfilling your desire. Added to which | have
none of his works to hand. However, in order to assure
you of my good will I am hastily jotting down a brief
sketch. You can complete it, add to it or cut it—in short
do anvthing you like with it.*

Proudhon’s earliest eflorts I no longer remember. His
school work about the Langue Universelle [Universal
Lanpuage] shows with what little ceremony he attacked
problems for the solution of which he lacked the first ele-
ments of knowledge,

His first work, Qu'est ce gque la propriété? (What Is
Property?}, is undoubtedly his best. It is epoch-making, if
not from the novelly of ils content, at least by the new
and audacious way of coming out with everything. Of
course “property” had been not only criticized in various
ways but also “done away with” in the utopian manner
by the French Socialists and Communists whose works

+ Puyblished in the Sozialdemockrat of Fehruary 1, 3 and 5, 1865.
‘“We considered it best {o give the article unaltered,” stated an edi-
torial note. See present edition, p. 7.—Ed.
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he knew. In this book Proudhon’s relation to Saint-Simon
and Fourier is about the same as that of Feuerbach to
Hegel. Compared with Hegel, Feuerbach is extremely
poor. All the same he was epoch-making after Hegel be-
cause he laid sfress on certain points which were disagree-
able to the Christian consciousness but important for
the progress of criticism, and which Hegel had left in
mystic semi-obscurity.

Proudhon’s still strong muscular style, if I may be
allowed the expression, prevails in this book. And its
style is in my opinion its chief merit.

Even where he is only reproducing old stuff, one can
see that Proudhon has found it out for himself, that what
he is saying is new fo him and ranks as new. The pro-
vocative defiance, laying hands on the economic “holy of
holies,” the brilliant paradox which made a mock of the
ordinary bourgecis mind, the withering criticism, the bit-
ter irony, and, revealed here and there bchind these, a
deep and genuine feeling of indignation at the infamy of
the existing order, a revolutionary earnestness—all these
electrified the readers of What Is Properiy? and produced
a great sensation on its first appearance. In a strictly
scientific history of political economy the book would
hardly be worth mentioning. But sensational works of this
kind play their part in the sciences just as much as in the
histary of the novel. Take, for instance, Malthus’s book on
Population. In its first edition it was nothing but a “sen-
sational pamphlet” and plagiarism from beginning to end
into the bargain. And yet what a stimulus was produced
by this libel on the human racel

If I had Proudhon’s book before me 1 could easily give
a few examples to illustrate his early style. In the pas-
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sages which he himself regarded as the most important he
imitates Kant's treatment of the anfinomies—Kant, whose
works he had read in translations, was at that time the
only German philosopher he knew—and he leaves one
with a strong impression that to him, as to Kant, the res-
olution of the antinomies is something “beyond” the
human understanding, i.c., something about which his
own understanding is in the dark.

But in spite of all his apparent iconoclasm one already
finds in What Is Properfy? the contradiction that Prou-
dhon is criticizing society, on the one hand, from the stand-
point and with the eyes of a French small peasant (later

petty bourgeois) and, on the other, with the standards
~ derived from his inheritance from the Socialists.

The deficiency of the book is indicated by its very title.
The question was so falsely formulated that it could nol
be answered correctly. Ancient “property relations” were
swallowed up by feuda! property relations and these by
“bourgeois’” property relations. Thus history itself had
practised its criticism upon past properiy relations. What
Proudhon was actually dealing with was modern bour-
geois property as it exists today. The question of what
this is could only have been answered by a critical anal-
ysis of “political economy,” embracing these property
relations as a whole, not in their legal expression as
voluntary relations but in their real form, that is, as rela-
tions of production. But as he entangled the whole of
these economic relations in the general juristic concep-
tion of “property,” Proudhon could not get beyond the
answer which Brissof, in a similar work, had already,
before 1789, given in the same words: “Property is
theft.”
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The most that can be got out of this is that the bour-
geois juristic conceptions of “theft” apply equally well
to the “honest” gains of the bourgeois himself. On the
other hand, since theft as a forcible violation of property
presupposes the existence of property, Proudhon entangled
himself in all sorts of fantasies, obscure even to himself,
about frue bourgeois property.

During my stay in Paris in 1844 I came into personal
contact with Proudhon. I mention this here because to a
certain extent I am also to blame for his “sophistication,”
as the English call the adulteration of commercial goods.
In the course of lengthy debates often lasting all night,
I infected him to his great injury with Hegelianism,
which, owing to his lack of German, he could not study
properly. After my cxpulsion from Paris Herr Karf Griin
continued what I had begun. As a teacher of German
philosophy he also had the advantage over me that he
understood nothing about it himself.

Shortly before the appearance of Proudhon’s second
important work, Philosophie de la Misére, eic., he an-
nourced this to me himseli in a very detailed letter in
which he said, among other fhings: “I await the lash of
your criticism.” This soon fell upon him in my Misére de
{a Philosophie, efc., Paris 1847, in a fashion which ended
our friendship for ever,

From what | have already said you can see that Prou-
dhon’s Philosophie de la Misére ou Systéme des Contradic-
tions économigues first actually contained his answer to
the question What Is Properiy? In fact it was only after
the publication of this latter work that he had begun his
economic studies; he had discovered that the question he
had raised could not be answered by invective, but only



222 MARX TO J, B. SCHWEITZER

by an analysis of modern “political economy.” At the
same time he attempted to present the system of economic
categories dialectically. In place of Kani's insoluble
“antinomies,” the Hegelian “confradiction” was to be
introduced as the means of development.

For an estimate of his book, which is in two fat volumes,
I must refer you to the work I wrote as a reply. There !
showed, among other things, how little he has penetrated
irto the secret of scientific dialectics and how, on the
contrary, he shares the illusions of speculative philosophy
in his treatment of the economic categories; how instead
of conceiving them as the theoretical expression of histor-
ical relations of production, corresponding fo a partic-
ular stage of development in material production, he
transforms them by his twaddle into pre-existing eternal
ideas, and in this roundabout way arrives once more at
the standpoint of bourgeois economy.*

I also show further how very deficient and sometimes
even schoolboyish his knowledge is of the “political
economy” which he underlook to criticize, and how he
and the utopians are huniing for a so-called “science” by
which a formula for the “solution of the social question”
is to be excogitated a priori, instead of deriving their

* “When the economists say that present-day relations—the
relations of bourgeois production—are natural, they imply that
these are the relations in whichk wealth is created and productive
forces developed in conformity with the laws of nature. Thesc rela-
tions therefore are themselves nafural laws independent of the
influence of time. They are efernal {aws which must always govern
society. Thus there has been history, but there is no longer any”
{p. 113 of my work). [Note by Marx.] [See present edition,
p. 135.—Ed.]
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science from a crilical knowledge of the historical move-
ment, a movement which ilself produces the material con-
ditions of emancipation. But especially | show how con-
fused, wrong and superficial Proudhon remains with
regard to exchange value, the basis of the whole thing,
and how he even tries to use the utopian interpretation
of Ricardo’s theory of value as the basis of a new science.
With regard 1o his general point of view I made the
following comprehensive judgment:

“Every economic relation has a good and a bad side;
it is the one point on which M. Proudhon does not give
himself the lie. He sees the good side expounded by the
economists; the bad side he sces denounced by the
Socialists. He borrows from the econcmisis the necessity
of eternal relations; he borrows from the Sccialists the
illusion of seeing in poverty nothing but poverty (instead
of seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive aspect which
will overthrow the old sociely). le is in agreement with
both in wanling to {all back upon he authority of science,
Science for him reduces itsell 1o the slender proportions
of a scientific formula; he is the man in search of formu-
las. Thus it is that M. Proudhon flatters himself on having
given a crilicism of both political economy and commu-
nism: he is beneath them both. Beneath the economists,
since, as a philosopher who has at his elbow a magic
formula, he thought he could dispense with going into
purely economic details, beneath the Socialists, because
he has neither courage enough nor insight enough lo rise,
be it even speculatively, above the bourgeois horizon. . .,

“He wants to soar as the man of science above the
bourgeois and the proletarians; he is merely the
pelty bourgeois, continually tossed back and forth
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between capital and labour, political economy and
commumnism.”™*

Severe though the above judgment sounds I'must still
endorse every word of it today. At the same time,
however, it must be remembered that at the time when 1
declared his bock to be the petty-bourgecis code of
socialism and proved this theoretically, Proudhon was
still being branded as an extreme arch-revolutionary
alike by the political economists and by the Socialists.
That is why even later on [ never joined in the outcry
about his “freachery” to the revolution. It was not his
fault that, originally misunderstocd by others as well as
by himself, he failed to fulfil unjustified hopes.

In the Philosophy of Poverty all the delects of Prou-
dhon’s method of presentation stand out very unfavourably
in comparison with What Is Property? The style is often
what the French call ampoulé [bombastic]. High-sound-
ing speculative jargon, supposed to be German-philo-
sophical, appears regularly on the scene when his Gallic
acuteness of understanding fails him. A self-advertising,
seli-glorifying, boasiful tone and especially the twaddle
about “science” and sham display of it, which are always
so unedifying, are continually screaming in one’s ears.
Instead of the genuine warmth which glowed in his first
attempt, here certain passages are systematically worked
up into a momentary heat by rhetoric. Add to this the
clumsy distasteful erudition of the self-taught, whose
primitive pride in his own original thought has already
been broken and who now, as a parvenu of science, {eels

* Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, chap. I1. See present
edition, p. 141.—Ed,
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it necessary to bolster himself up with what he is not and
has not. Then the mentality of the petty bourgeois who
in an indecently brutal way—and neither acutely nor
profoundly nor even correclly—attacks a man like Cabef,
to be respected for his practical attitude towards the
proletariat, while he flalters a man like Dunoger (a
“State Councillor,” it is true). Yet the whole significance
of this Dunoyer lay in the comic zeal with which, through-
out three fat, unbearably boring volumes, he preached
the rigourism characterized by Helvetius as “On veut
que les malheureux soient parfaits” (demanding that the
unfortunate should be perfect).

The February Revolution certainly came at a very
inconvenient moment for Proudhon, who had irrefutably
proved only a few weeks before that “the era of revolu-
tions” was past for ever. His coming forward in the
National Assembly, however little insight it showed into
existing conditions, was worthy of every praise. After
the June insurrection it was an act of great courage. In
addition it had the fortunate consequence that M. Thiers,
by his speech opposing Proudhon’s proposals, which was
then issued as a special publication, proved to the whole
of Europe on what a pedestal of children’s catechism the
intellectual piilar of the French bourgeoisie was based.
Indeed, compared with M. Thiers, Proudhon expanded to
the size of an antediluvian colossus.

Proudhon’s discovery of “Crédit gratuit” [free credit]
and the “bangue du peuple” [people’s bank] based upon
it, were his last economic “deeds.” In my boock A Con-
tribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Part 1,
Berlin 1859 (pp. 59-64), will be found the proof that the
theoretical basis of his idea arises from a misunderstand-

i5—880
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ing of the first elements of bourgeois “political economy,”
namely of the relation hetween commodities and money;
while the practical superstructure is simply a reproduction
ol much older and far better developed schemes.

That under certain economic and political conditions
the credit system can serve to hasten the emancipation
of the working class, just as, for instance, in the begin-
ning of the eighteenth and again at the beginning of the
nineteenth century in England, it served towards frans-
ferring the wealth of one class to another, is quite un-
questionable, seli-evident. But to regard interest-bearing
capital as the main form of capital while trying to use a
special form of credit, the alleged abolition of interest,
as the basis for a transformation of society is a thorough-
ly petiy-bourgeois lantasy. Hence indeed this fantasia,
eked out further, is already to be found among the
economic spokesmen of the English petty bourgeoisie in
the seventeenth cenfury. Proudhon’s polemic with Bastiat
(1830) about interest-bearing capital is on a far lower
level than the Philosophy of Poverty. He succeeds in
getting himself beaten even by Bastiat and breaks into
burlesque bluster when his opponent drives his blows
home.

A few years ago Proudhon—instigated I think by the
governmeni of Lausanne—wrote a prize essay on Taxa-
tion. Here the last flicker of genius is extinguished.
Nothing remains but the petty bourgeois pure and simpte.

So far as his political and philosophical writings are
concerned they all show the same contradictory, dual
character as his economic works. Moreover their value
is confined to France alone. Nevertheless his attacks on
religion, the church, etc., were of great merit in his own



MARX TO J. B. SCHWEITZER 227

country at a time when the French Socialists thought it
desirable to show by their religiosity how superior they
were to the bourgeois Voltairianism of the eighteenth
century and the German godlessness of the nineteenth.
If Peter the Great defeated Russian barbarism by
barbarity, Proudhon did his best to defeat French phrase-
mongering by phrases. His work on the Coup d’état, in
which he flirts with Louis Bonaparte and, in fact, strives
to make him palatable to the French workers, and his
last work, written against Poland, in which for the
greater glory of the tsar he expresses the cynicism of a
cretin, must be characlerized as not merely bad but base
productions; of a baseness which corresponds, however,
to the petty-bourgeois point of view.

Proudhon has often been compared to Rousseau.
Nothing could be more erroneous. He is more like Nicolas
Linguet, whose Théorie des lois civiles, by the way, is
a very brilliant book.

Proudhon had a natural inclination for dialectics. But
as he never grasped really scientific dialectics he never
got further than sophistry. In fact this hung together
with his petty-bourgeois point of view. Like the historian
Raumer, the petty bourgeois is composed of On The One
Hand and On The Other Hand. This is so in his econom-
ic interests and therefore in his politics, in his scientific,
religious and artistic views. It is so in his morals, in
everything. He is a living coniradiction. Ii, like Proudhon,
he is in addition a gifted man, he will soon learn to play
with his own coniradictions and develop them according
to circumstances into striking, osteniatious, now
scandalous or now brilliant paradoxes. Charlatanism in
science and accommodation in politics are inseparable

15+
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from such a point of view. There only remains one
governing motive, the vanify of the subject, and the only
question for him, as for all vain people, is the success of
the moment, the attention of the day. Thus the simple
moral sense, which always kept a Rousseau, for instance,
far from even the semblance of compromise with the
powers that be, is necessarily extinguished.

Perhaps future generations will sum up the latest
phase of French development by saying that Louis
Bonaparte was its Napoleon and Proudhon its Rousseau-
Voltaire.

And now you must take upon yourself the responsibility
of having imposed upen me the role of this man’s judge
so soon after his death.

Yours very respectfully,
Karl Marx



FROM MARXS WORK:

A CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE
OF POLITICAL ECONOMY

Berlin, 1839, pp. 61-64

The theory of labour time as an immediate money unit
was first systematically developed by John Gray.*

He causes a national Cenfral Bank through its branches
to certify the labour time expended in the production of
the various commodities. In exchange for the commodity,
the producer receives an official certificate of the value,
i.e., a receipt for as much labour time as his commodity
contains,** and these bank-notes of one labour week, one

* John Gray: The Social System, etc. A Trealise on the Prin-
ciple of Exchange, Edinburgh, 1831, Compare Lectures on the Nature
and Use of Money, Edinburgh, 1848, by the same author. After the
February Revolution, Gray seni a memorandum ta the French Pro-
visional Government, in which he argued that France was not in
need of an “organization of labour,” but of an “organization of
exchange,” the plan of which, fully worked out, was contained in
the system of money which he had invented. The good John had
no inkling that sixieen years after ithe appearance of The Social
System a patent for the same discovery would be taken out by the
inventive Proudhon,

** Gray, The Social System, efc, p. 63. “Money should be
merely a receipt, an evidence that the holder of it has either con-
tributed a certain value to the natianal stock af wealth, or that he
has acquired a right to the said value from some one who has
coniributed to it.”
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labour day, one labour hour, etc., serve at the same time
as a claim on the equivalent in all commodities stored
in the warehouses of the bank* This is "the basic
principle, carefully worked out in detail and throughout
adapted to existing English institutions. With this system,
says (ray, “to sell for money may be rendered, at all
“times, precisely as easy as it now is to buy with money;
production would become the uniform and never failing
cause of demand.”** The precious metals would lose their
“privilege” over other commodities and would “take
their proper place in the market beside butter and eggs,
and cloth and calico, and then the value of the precious
metals will concern us just as little as the value of the
diamond.*** “Shall we retain our fictitious standard of
value, gold, and thus keep the productive resources of the
country in bondage? or, shall we resort to the ratural
standard of value, fabour, and thereby set our productive
resources freep”****

Since labour time is the immanent measure of value,
why have another external measure alongside of it? Why
does exchange value develop into price? Why do all
commodities have their values estimated in one exclusive
commodity, which is thus transformed into the adequate

* “An estimated value being previously put vpon produce, let
it be lodged in a bank, and drawn out again whenever it is required;
merely stipulating, by common consent, that he who lodges any
kind of property in the proposed national Bank, may take out of
it an equal value of whatever it may contain, instead of being obliged
to draw out the self same thing that he put in.” Loc. cif., p. 68.

s+ [oc cil, p. 6.
s** Gray, Lectures on Money, elc., pp. 182-183.
+ers Loc cit, p. 169,
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existence of exchange value, into money? This was the
problem that Gray had to solve. Instead of solving it,
he imagines that commodities can have an immediate
relation to one another as products of social labour.
They can, however, only have a relation to one another
as what they are. Commodilies are, immediaiely, products
of isolated, independent, private pieces of labour which
must be sanctioned as general social labour by their
alienation in the process of private exchange, or labour
on the basis of commodity production only becomes
social labour by the all-round alienation of the individual
pieces of work. But if Gray substitutes the Tabour time
contained in the commodities as immediately social, then
he substitutes it as social labour or the labour time of
directly associated individuals. Thus, in fact, a specific
commodity, like gold or silver, would not be able to be
contrasted with other commodities as the incarnation of
general labour, exchange value would not become price,
neither would use value also become exchange value, the
product would not become a commodity and so the basis
of bourgeois production would be done away with. But
this is by no means Gray's opinion. Producits are to be
produced as commodities but not to be exchanged as
commodilies.

Gray hands over fo a national Bank the execution of
this pious wish. On the one hand, society in the form of
the bank makes the individuals dependent on the condi-
fions of private exchange, and, on the other hand, society
makes them continue to produce on the basis of private
exchange. Inner logic meanwhile drives Grayv to renounce
one bourgeois condition of production after another,
although he only wants to “reform™ money arising out
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of commodity exchange. Thus, he converts capital into
national capital,* landed property into national prop-
erty,** and if his bank is examined closely it will be
found that it does not merely receive commeodities with
one hand and with the other give out certificates of labour
supplied, but that it regulates production itself. In his
last work, Lectfures on Money, in which Gray anxiously
tries to represent his labour money as a purely bourgeois
reform, he entangles himsell in still more blatant
nonsense.

Every commodity is immediately money. This was
Gray's theory, derived [rom his incomplete and con-
sequently false analysis of commodities. The “organic”
construction of “labour money” and “national bank” and
“commodity warehouses™ is only a dream picture, in
which dogma is palmed off as a universal law. The
degma that a commodity is immediately money, or that
the particular labour of the private individual contained
in it is immediately social labour, naturaily does not
become true by a bank believing in it and operating
according to it. Bankruptcy would in such a case most
likely take the place of practical criticism. What is con-
cealed in Gray and indeed remains a secret even to
himself, viz., that labour money is an economic-sounding
phrase for the pious wish to get rid of money, and with
money to get rid of exchange value, and with exchange
value to get rid of commodiiies, and with commaodities

* “The business of every nation will be conducted upon the basis
of a national capital.”™ {John Gray: The Social System, eic., p. 171.)

*¢ “The land to be converted into national property” (Loc
=it, p. 298.)
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to get rid of the bourgeois system of production, this is
spoken out point-blank by some English Socialists who
have written partly before and partly after Gray.* But it
has been reserved for Proudhon and his school to preach
seriously the degradation of money and the ascent to
heaven of commodities as the kernel of socialism and
thereby to resolve socialism into an elementary misunder-
standing of the necessary connection between com-
modities and money.**

* See e.g., W. Thompson: An [Inguiry into the Distiribution of
Wealth, efc. London 1824; Bray: Labour’'s Wrongs and Labour's
Remedy. Leeds i830.

** As a compendium of this melodramatic theory of money
can be regarded: Alfred Darimont: De la réforme des banques,
Paris 1856.



ON THE QUESTION OF FREE TRADE

Speech Delivered by Karl Marx before the Democratic
Association of Brussels, January 9, 1848

GENTLEMEN,

The Repeal of the Corn Laws in England is the great-
est triumph of free trade in the nineteenth century. In
every country where manufacturers talk of free trade,
they have in mind chiefly free trade in corn and raw ma-
terials in general. To impose protective duties on foreign
corn is infamous, it is to speculate on the famine of
peoples.

Cheap food, high wages, this is the sole aim for which
English free-traders have spent millions, and their enthu-
siasm has already spread to their brethren on the Conti-
nent. Generally speaking those who wish for free trade
desire it in order to alleviate the condition of the working
class.

But, strange to say, the people for whom cheap food
is to be procured at all costs are very ungrateful. Cheap
food is as ill-esteemed in England as cheap government is
in France. The people see in these self-sacrificing gentle-
men, in Bowring, Bright and Co., their worst enemies
and the most shameless hypocrites.

Every one knows that in England the struggle between
Liberals and Democrats takes the name of the struggle
between Free Traders and Chartists.

Let us see now how the English free-traders have proved
to the people the good inlentions that animate them,
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This is what they said to the factory workers:

“The duty levied on corn is a tax upon wages; this tax
you pay to the landlords, those medi@val aristocrats; if
your position is a wreiched one, it is on account of the
dearness of the immediate necessities of life.”

The workers in turn asked the manufacturers:

“How is it that in the course of the last thirty years,
while our industry has undergone the greatest develop-
ment, our wages have fallen far more rapidly, in propor-
tion, than the price of corn has gone up?

“The tax which you say we pay the landlords is about
three pence a week per worker. And yet the wages of the
hand-locom weaver fell, between 1815 and 1843, from 28s.
per week to 5s., and the wages of the power-loom weavers,
between 1823 and 1843, from 20s. per week to 8s.

“And during the whole of this period that portion of
the tax which we paid to the landlord has never exceeded
three pence. And, then, in the year 1834, when bread was
very cheap and business going on very well, what did
you tell us? You said, ‘If you are unfortunate, it is be-
cause you have foo many children, and your marriages
are more productive than your lahour?

“These are the very words you spoke to us, and you set
about making new Poor Laws, and building workhouses,
those Bastilles of the proletariat.,”

To this the manufacturers replied:

“You are right, worthy labourers; it is not the price of
corn alone, but competition of the hands among them-
selves as well, which determines wages. '

“But ponder well one thing, namely, that our soil con-
sists only of rocks and sandbanks. You surely do not
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imagine that corn can be grown in flower-pots. So if, in-
stead of lavishing our capital and our labour upon a thor-
oughly sterile soil, we were to give up agriculture, and
devote ourselves exclusively ta industry, all Europe would
abandon its factories, and England would form one huge
factory town, with the whole of the rest of Eurcpe for its
countryside.”

While thus haranguing his own workingmen, the man-
ufacturer is interrogated by the small trader, who says
to him:

“Ii we repeal the Corn Laws, we shall indeed ruin
agriculture; but for all that, we shall not compel other
nations to give up their own factories and buy from ours.

“What will the consequence be? I shall lose the cus-
tomers that I have at present in the country, and the
home trade will lose its market.”

The manufacturer, turning his back upon the workers,
replies to the shopkeeper:

“As to that, you leave it to us! Ornce rid of the duty on
corn, we shall import cheaper corn from abroad. Then we
shall reduce wages at the very time when they rise in
the countries where we get our corn.

“Thus in addition to the advantages which we already
enjoy we shall also have that of lower wages and, with
all these advantages, we shall easily force the Continent
to buy from us.”

But now the farmers and agricultural labourers join
in the discussion.

“And what, pray, is to become of us?

“Are we going to pass a sentence of death upon agri-
culture, from which we get our living? Are we to allow
the soil {o be torn from beneath our feet?”
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As its whole answer the Anti-Corn Law League has
contented itseli with offering prizes for the three best es-
says upon the wholesome influence of the repeal of the
Corn Laws on English agriculture.

These prizes were carried off by Messrs. Hope, Morse
and Greg, whose essays were distributed in thousands of
copies throughout the countryside.

The first of the prize-winners devotes himself to prov-
ing that neither the tenant [armer nor the agricuitural
labourer will lose by the iree importation of foreign corn,
but only the landlord. "The English tenant farmer,” he
exclaims, “need not fear the repeal of the Corn Laws, be-
cause no other couniry can produce such good corn so
cheaply as England.

“Thus, even if the price of corn fell, it would not hurt
you, because this fall would only affect rent, which would
go down, and not at all industrial profit and wages,
which would remain staticnary.”

The second prize-winner, Mr. Morse, maintains, on the
contrary, that the price of corn will rise in consequence
of repeal. He takes infinite pains to prove that protective
duties have never been able to secure a remunerative
price for corn.

In support of his assertion he cites the fact that, when-
ever foreign corn has been imported, the price of corn in
England has gone up considerably, and that when little
corn has been imported, the price has fallen extremely.
This prize-winner forgets that the importation was not
the cause of the high price, but thaf the high price was
the cause of the importation,

And in direct contradiclion to his co-prize-winner, he
asserts that every rise in the price of corn is profitable to
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both the tenant farmer and the labourer, but not to the
landlord.

The third prize-winner, Mr. Greg, who is a big manu-
facturer and whose work is addressed to the large tenant
farmers, could not hold with such stupidities. His lan-
guage is more scientific,

He admits that the Corn Laws can raise rent only by
raising the price of corn, and that they can raise the
price of corn only by compelling capital to apply itsell to
land of inferior quality, and this is explained quite simply.

In proportion as population increases, if foreign corn
cannct be imported, less fertile soil has to be used, the
cultivation of which involves more expense and the prod-
uct of this soil is consequently dearer,

There being a forced sale for corn, the price will of
necessity be determined by the price of the product of the
most costly soil. The difference between this price and
the cost of production upon scil of better quality consti-
tutes the rent,

If, therefore, as a result of the repeal of the Corn
Laws, the price of corn, and consequently the rent, falls,
it is because inferior soil will no longer be cultivated.
Thus, the reduction of rent must inevitably ruin a part
of the tenant farmers.

These remarks were necessary in order to make Mr.
Greg’'s language comprehensible.

“The small farmers,” he says, “who cannot support
themselves by agricullure will find a rescurce in industry.
As to the large tenant farmers, they cannot fail to profit.
Either the landlords will be obliged to sell them land
very cheap, or leases will be made out for very long
periods. This will enable tenant farmers to apply large
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sums of capital to the land, to use agricultural machinery
en a larger scale, and to save manual labour, which will,
moreover, be cheaper, on account of the general fall in
wages, the immediate consequence of the repeal of the
Corn Laws.” '

Dr. Bowring conferred upon all these arguments the
consecration of religion, by exclaiming at a public meet-
ing, “Jesus Christ is Free Trade, and Free Trade is Jesus
Christ.”

One can understand that all this hypocrisy was not
calculated to make cheap bread attractive to the warkers.

Besides, how could the workingman understand the
sudden philanthropy of the manufacturers, the very men
still busy fighting against the Ten Hours' Bill, which was
to reduce the working day of the mill hands from twelve
hours to ten?

To give vou an idea of the philanthropy of these manu-
facturers I would remind you, gentiemen, of the faclory
regulations in force in all the mills.

Every manuiacturer has for his own private use a reg-
ular penal code in which fines are laid down for every
voluntary or involuntary offence. For instance, the worker
pays so much if he has the misfortune to sit down on a
chair; if he whispers, or speaks, or laughs; if he arrives a
few moments too late; if any part of the machine breaks,
or he dges not turn out work of the quality desired, etc,
etc. The fines are always greater than the damage really
done by the worker. And to give the worker every oppor-
tunity for incurring fines, the factory clock is set forward,
and he is given bad raw material to make into good
pieces of stufl. An overseer not sufficiently skiiful in mul-
tiplying cases of infraction of rules is discharged.
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You see, gentlemen, this private legislation is enacted
for the especial purpose of creating such infractions, and
infractions are manufactured for the purpose of making
money. Thus the manufaclurer uses every means of re-
ducing the nominal wage, and of profiting even by acci-
dents over which the worker has no control.

These manufacturers are the same philanthropists who
have tried to make the workers believe that they were
capable of going fo immense expense for the sole purpose
of ameliorating their lot. Thus, on ihe one hand, they
nibble at the wages of the worker in the pettiest way, by
means of factory regulations, and, on the other, they are
undertaking the greatest sacrifices to raise those wages
again by means of the Anti-Corn Law League.

They build great palaces al immense expense, in which
the League takes up, in some respects, its oificial resi-
dence; they send an army of missionaries %o all corners of
England to preach the gospel of free trade; they have
printed and distributed gratis thousands of pamphlets to
enlighten the worker upon his own interests, they spend
enormous sums to make the press favourable to their
cause; they organize a vast administrative system for the
conduct of the free trade movement, and they display all
their wealth of eloquence at public meetings. It was at
one of these meetings that a warker cried out:

“If the landlords were to sell our bones, you manufac-
turers would be the first to buy them in order to put them
through a steam-mill and make flour of them.”

The English workers have very well understood the
significance of the struggle between the landlords and the
industrial capitalists, They know very well that the price
of bread was to be reduced in order to reduce wages,
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and that industrial profit would rise by as much as
rent fell.

Ricardo, the apostle of the English free-traders, the
most eminent economist of our century, entirely agrees
with the workers upon this point. In his celebrated work
on political economy, he says:

“If instead of growing our own corn ... we discover
a new market from which we can supply ourselves ... at
a cheaper price, wages will fall and profits rise. The fall
in the price of agricultural produce reduces the wages, not
only of the labourer employed in cultivating the scil, but
also of all those employed in commerce or manufacture.”

And do not believe, gentlemen, that it is a matter of
indifference to the worker whether he receives only four
francs on account of corn being cheaper, when he had
been receiving five francs before.

Have not his wages always fallen in comparison with
profit, and is it not clear that his social position has grown
worse as compared with that of the capitalist? Besides
which he loses more as a matter of fact.

So long as the price of corn was higher and wages
were also higher, a small saving in the consumption of
bread sufficed to procure him other enjoyments, But as
soon as bread is very cheap, and wages are therefore very
cheap, he can save almost nothing on bread for the pur-
chase of other articles.

The English workers have made the English [ree-trad-
ers realize that they are not the dupes of their illusions
or of their lies; and ii, in spite of this, the workers made
common cause with them against the landlords, it was
for the purpose of destroying the last remnants of
feudalism and in order to have only one enemy left to

16—890
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.deal with. The workers have not miscalculated, for the
landlords, in order to revenge themselves upon the
manufacturers, made common cause with the workers
to carry the Ten Hours’ Bill, which the latter had
been vainly demanding for thirty years, and which
was passed immediately after the repeal of the Corn
Laws.

When Dr. Bowring, at the Congress of Economists,
drew from his pocket a long list to show how many head of
cattle, how much ham, bacon, poultry, ete., was imparted
into England, to be consumed, as he asserted, by the work-
ers, he unfortunately forgot to tell you that at the time
the workers of Manchester and other factory towns were
finding themselves thrown on the streets by the crisis
which was beginning.

As a matter of principle in political economy, the fig-
ures of a single vear must never be taken as the basis
fcr formulating general laws. One must always take the
average period of from six to seven years—a period of
time during which modern industry passes through the
various phases of prosperity, overproduction, stagnation,
crisis, and completes its inevitable cycle.

Doubtless, if the price of all commodities falls—and
this is the necessary consequence of free trade—I can buy
far more for a franc than before. And the worker’s franc
is as good as any other man’s. Therefore, free trade will
be very advantageous to the worker. There is only one
little difficulty in this, namely, that the worker, before he
exchanges his franc for other commodities, has first ex-
changed his labour with the capitalist. If in this ex-
change he always received the said franc for the same
labour and the price of all other commodities fell, he
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would always be the gainer by such a bargain. The dif-
ficult point does not lie in proving that, if the price of all
commaodities falls, I will get more commodities for the
samme money,

Economists always take the price of labour at the mo-
ment of its exchange with other commodities. But they
altogether ignore the moment at which labour accom-
plishes its own exchange with capital.

When less expense is required to set in motion the
machine which produces commodities, the things neces-
sary for the maintenance of this machine, called a worker,
will also cost less. If all commodities are cheaper, labour,
which is 2 commodity too, will aiso fall in price, and, as
we shall see later, this commodity, labour, will fall far
lower in proportion than the other commodities, If the
worker slill pins his faith to the arguments of the econo-
mists, he will find that the franc has melted away in his
pocket, and that he has only five sous left.

Thereupon the economists will tell you: “Well, we
admit that competition among the workers, which will
certainly not have diminished under free trade, will very
seon bring wages into harmeny with the low price of
commodities. But, on the other hand, the low price of
commodities will increase consumption, the larger con-
sumption will require increased production, which will
be followed by a larger demand for hands, and this
larger demand for hands will be followed by a rise in
wages.”

The whole line of argument amounts to this: Free
trade increases productive forces. If industry keeps
growing, if wealth, il the productive power, if, in a werd,
productive capital increases, the demand for labour, the

16*
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price of labour, and consequently the rate of wages,
rise also.

The most favourable condition for the worker is the
growth of capital. This must be admitted. If capital re-
mains stationary, industry will not merely remain sta-
tionary but will decline, and in this case the worker
will be the first victim. He goes to the wall before the
capitalist. And in the case where capital keeps growing,
in the circumstances which we have said are the best
for the worker, what will be his lot? He will go to the
wall just the same. The growth of productive capital
implies the accumulation and the concentration of cap-
ital. The centralization of capital involves a greater divi-
sion of labour and a greater use of machinery. The
greater division of labour destroys the especial skill of
the labourer; and by putting in the place of this skilled
work labour which any one can periorm, it increases
competition among the workers.

This competition becomes fiercer as the division of
labour enables a single worker to do the work of three.
Machinery accomplishes the same result on a much larg-
er scale. The growth of productive capital, which forces
the industrial capitalists to work with constantly in-
creasing means, rioins the small industrialists and
throws them into the proletariat. Then, the rate of inter-
est fa'lling in proportion as capital accumulates, the
small rentiers, who can no longer live on their dividends,
are forced to go into industry and thus swell the number
of proletarians.

Finally, the more productive capital increases, the
more it is compelled to produce for a market whose
requirements it does not know, the mare production
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precedes consumption, the more supply tries to force de-
mand, and consequently crises increase in frequency and
in intensity. But every crisis in turn hastens the central-
ization of capital and adds to the proletariat,

Thus, as productive capital grows, competition among
the workers grows in a far greater proportion. The re-
ward of labour diminishes for all, and the burden of
labour increases for some.

In 1829, there were in Manchester 1,088 cotton spin-
ners employed in 36 faclories. In 1841, there were no
more than 448 and they tended 53,353 more spindles
than the 1,088 spinners did in 1829, If manual labour had
increased in the same proportion as the productive power,
the number of spinners ought to have reached the figure
of 1,848; improved machinery had, therefore, deprived
1,100 workers of employment.

We know beforehand the reply of the economists. The
men thus deprived of work, they say, will find other kinds
of employment. Dr. Bowring did not fail to reproduce this
argument at the Congress of Economists, but neither did
he fail to supply his own refutation.

In 1835, Dr. Bowring made a speech in the House of
Commons upon the 50,000 hand-loom weavers of London
who for a very long time had been starving without
being able to find that new kind of employment which
the free-traders hold out to them in the distance.

We will give the most siriking passages of this speech
of Dr. Bowring:*

“This distress of the weavers ... is an inevitable condi-

* Speech in the House of Commons, July 28, 1835. (Hansard,
Vol. XXIX, London 1835, pp. 1168-1170.) —Ed.
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tion of a species of labour easily learned—and constantly
intruded on and superseded by cheaper means of produc-
tion. A very short cessation of demand, where the com-
petition for work is so great ... produces a crisis. The
hand-loom weavers are on the verge of that state beyond
which human existence can hardly be sustained, and a
very trifling check hurls them into the regions of starva-
tion. ... The improvements of machinery, ... by supersed-
ing manual labour more and more, infallibly bring with
them in the transition much of temporary suffering. ...
The national good cannot be purchased but at the expense
of some individual evil. No advance was ever made in
manufactures but at some cost to those who are in the
rear; and of all discoveries, the power-loom is that which
most directly bears on the condition of the hand-loom
weaver. He is already beaten out of the field in many
articles; he will infallibly be compelled to surrender
many more.”

Further on he says:

“I hold in my hand the correspondence which has
taken place between the Governor-General of India and
the East-India Company, on the subject of the Dacca
hand-loom weavers.... Some years ago the East-India
Company annually received of the produce of the looms
of India to the amount ol from 6,030,000 to 8,000,000 of
pieces of cotton goods. The demand gradually fell to
somewhat more than 1,000,000, and has now nearly
ceased allogether. In 1800, the United States took from
India nearly 800,000 pieces of cottons; in 1830, not 4,000.
In 1800, 1,000,000 pieces were shipped to Portugal; in
1830, only 20,000. Terrible are the accounts of the
wretchedness of the poor Indian weavers, reduced to
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absolute starvation. And what was the sole cause? The
presence of the cheaper English manunfacture. ...
Numbers of them died of hunger; the remainder were, for
the most part, transferred to other occupations, princi-
pally agricultural. Not to have changed their trade was
inevitable starvation. And at this moment that Dacca
district is supplied with yarn and cotton cloth from the
power-looms of England.... The Dacca muslins,
celebrated over the whole world for their beauty and fine-
ness, are also annihilated from the same cause. And
the present suffering, to numerous classes in India, is
scarcely to be paralleled in the history of commerce.”

Dr. Bowring's speech is the more remarkable because
the facts quoted by him are exact, and the phrases with
which he seeks to palliate them are wholly characterized
by the hypocrisy common to all free trade sermons. He
represents the workers as means of production which
must be superseded by less expensive means of produe-
tion. He pretends to see in the labour of which he speaks
a wholly exceptional kind of labour, and in the machine
which has crushed out the weavers an equally exceptional
machine. He forgets that there is no kind of manual
labour which may not any day be subjected to the fate
of the hand-loom weavers.

“It is, in fact, the constant aim and tendency of every
improvement in machinery to supersede human labour alto-
gether, or to diminish its cost by substituting the industry
of women and children for that of men; or that of
ordinary labourers for trained artisans. In most of the
water-twist, or throstle cofton-mills, the spinning is
entirely managed by females of sixteen years and up-
wards. The effect of substituting the self-acting mule for
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the common mule, is to discharge the greater part of the
men spinners, and to retain adolescents and children.”*

These words of the most enthusiastic free-trader,
Dr. Ure, serve to complement the confessions of Dr. Bow-
ring. Dr. Bowring speaks of certain individual evils, and,
at the same time, says that these individual evils desiroy
whole classes; he speaks of the temporary sufferings dur-
ing the transition period, and at the very time of speaking
of them, he does not deny that these temporary evils have
implied for the majority the transition from life to death,
and for the rest a fransition from a better to a worse con-
dition. Ii he asserts, farther on, that the sufferings of
these workers are inseparable from the progress of
industry, and are necessary to the prosperity of the na-
tion, he simply says that the prosperity of the bourgeois
class presupposes as necessary the suffering of the
labouring class.

All the consolation which Dr. Bowring offers the work-
ers who perish, and, indeed, the whole doctrine of com-
pensation which the free-traders propound, amounts to
this:

You thousands of workers who are perishing, do not
despair! You can die with an easy conscience. Your class
will not perish. It will always be numerous enough for
the capitalist class to decimate it without fear of anni-
hilating it. Besides, how could capital be usefully applied
if it did not take care always to keep up its exploitable
material, i.e., the workers, to exploit them over and over
again?

* Dr. Andrew Ure: The Philosophy of Manufactures, London
1835, Book 1, Chap. I, p. 23,
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But, besides, why propound as a problem still to be
solved the question: What influence will the adoption of
free trade have upon the condition of the working class?
All the laws formulated by the political economists from
Quesnay to Ricardo have been based upon the hypothesis
that the trammels which still interfere with commercial
freedom have disappeared. These laws are confirmed in
proportion as freetrade isadopted. The first of these laws
is that competition reduces the price of every commodity
to the minimum cost of production. Thus the minimum of
wages is the natural price of labour. And what is the
minimum of wages? Just so much as is required for
production of the articles indispensable for the mainte-
nance of the worker, for putting him in a position to
sustain himself, however badly, and to propagate his
race, however slightly.

But do not imagine that the worker receives only
this minimum wage, and still less that he always
receives it.

No, according to this law, the working class will
sometimes be more fortunate. It will sometimes receive
something above the minimum, but this surplus wilf
merely make up for the deficit which it will have received
below the minimum in times of industrial stagnation.
That is to say that, within a given time which recurs
periodically, in the cycle which industry passes through
while undergoing the vicissitudes of prosperity, over-
production, stagnation and crisis, when reckoning all
that the working class will have had above and below
necessaries, we shall see that, in all, it will have received
neither more nor less than the minimum; i.e., the working
class will have maintained itself as a class after enduring
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any amount of misery and misfortune, and after leaving
many corpses upon the industrial battle-field. But what
of that? The class will still exist; nay, more, it will have
increased.

But this is not all. The progress of industry creates
lrss expensive means of subsistence, Thus spirits have
taken the place of beer, cotton that of wool and linen, and
potatoes that of bread. i

Thus, as means are constantly being found for the
maintenance of labour on cheaper and more wretched
food, the minimum of wages is constantly sinking. If
these wages began by making the man work to live, they
end by making him live the life of a machine. His exist-
erice has no other value than that of a simple productive
force, and the capitalist treats him accordingly.

This law of commodity labour, of the minimum of
wages, will be confirmed in proportion as the supposition
of the economists, free trade, becomes an actual fact.
Thus. of two things one: either we must reject all political
economy based upon the assumption of free trade, or we
must admit that under this free trade the whole severity
of the economic laws will fall upon the workers.

To sum up, what is free trade under the present condi-
tion of society? It is freedom of capital. When vou have
overthrown the few national barriers which still restrict
the progress of capital, you will merely have given it
complete freedom of action. So long as you let the rela-
tion of wage labour to capital exist, it does not matter
how favourable the conditions under which the exchange
of commodities takes place, there will always be a class
which wil} exploit and a class which will be exploited. It
is really difficult to understand the claim of the free-
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traders who imagine that the more advantageous appli-
cation of capital will abolish the antagonism between
industrial capitalists and wage workers. On the contrary,
the only result will be that the antagonism of these two
classes will stand out siill more clearly.

Let us assume for a moment that there are no more
Corn Laws or national or local customs duties; in fact
that all the accidental circumstances which today the
worker may take to be the cause of his miserable condi-
tion have entirely vanished, and you will have removed
so many curtains that hide from his eyes his true enemy.

He will see thal capital become free will make him no
less @ slave than capital trammelled by customs duties.

Gentlemen! Do not allow yourseives to be deluded by
the abstract word freedom. Whose freedom? It is not the
freedom of one individual in relation to another, but the
freedom of capital to crush the warker.

Why should you desire to go on sanctioning free com-
petition with this idea of freedom, when this freedom is
only the product of a state of things based upon free
competition?

We have shown what sort of brotherhood free trade
begets between the different classes of one and the same
nation, The brotherhood which free trade would establish
between the nations of the earth would hardly be more
fraternal. To call cosmopolitan exploitation universal
brotherhood is an idea that couid only be engendered in
the brain of the bourgeoisie. All the destructive phenom-
ena which unlimited competition gives rise to within
one country are reproduced in more gigantic proportions
on the world market. We need not dwell any longer upon
free trade sophisms on this subject, which are worth just
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as much as the arguments of our prize-winners Messrs.
Hope, Morse and Greg.

For instance, we are told that free trade would create
an international division of labour, and thereby give to
each country the production which is most in harmony
with its natural advantages.

You believe perhaps, gentlernen, that the production of
coffee and sugar is the natural destiny of the West Indies.

Two centuries ago, nature, which does not trouble her-
self about commerce, had planted neither sugar-cane nor
coffee trees there.

And it may be that in less than half a century you will
find there neither coffee nor sugar, for the East Indies,
by means of cheaper production, have already success-
fully combated this alleged natural destiny of the West
Indies. And the West Indies, with their natural wealth,
are already as heavy a burden for England as the weavers
of Dacca, who also were destined from the beginning of
time to weave by hand.

One other thing must never be forgotten, namely, that,
just as evervthing has become a monopoly, there are also
nowadays some branches of industry which dominate alil
the others, and secure to the nations which most largely
cultivate them the command of the world market. Thus
in international commerce cotton alone has much greater
commercial importance than all the other raw materials
used in the manufacture of clothing put together. It is
truly ridiculous to see the free-traders stress the few
specialities in each branch of industry, throwing them
into the balance against the products used in everyday
consumption and produced most cheaply in those coun-
tries in which manufacture is most highly developed.
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If the free-traders cannot understand how one nation
can grow rich at the expense of another, we need not
wonder, since these same gentlemen also refuse to under-
stand how within one country one class can enrich itself
at the expense of another.

Do not imagine, gentlemen, that in criticizing freedom
of trade we have the least intention of defending the sys-
tem of protection.

One may declare oneself an enemy of the constitutional
regime without declaring oneself a friend of the ancient
regime.

Moreover, the protectionist system is nothing but a
means of establishing large-scale industry in any given
country, that is to say, of making it dependent upon the
world market, and from the moment that dependence
vpon the world market is established, there is already
more or less dependence upon free trade. Besides this,
the protective system helps to develop free competition
within a country. Hence we see that in countries where
the bourgeoisie is beginning to make itself felt as a class,
in Germany for example, it makes great efforts to obtain
protective duties. They serve the bourgeoisie as weapons
against feudalism and absolute government, as a means
for the concentration of its own powers and for the reali-
zation of free trade within the same country.

But, in general, the protective system of our day is
conservative, while the free trade system is destructive.
It breaks up old nationalities and pushes the antagonism
of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie to the extreme
point. In a word, the free trade system hastens the social
revolution. It is in this revolutionary sense alone,
gentlemen, that I vote in favour of free trade.
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