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Special Introduction
to the English Edition of 1892

The present little book is, originally, a part of a larger
whole. About 1875, Dr. E. Diihring, privatdocent at Berlin
University, suddenly and rather clamorously announced his
conversion to Socialism, and presented the German public
not only with an elaborate Socialist theory, but also with
a complete practical plan for the reorganisation of society.
As a matter of course, he fell foul of his predecessors;
above all, he honoured Marx by pouring out upon him the
full vials of his wrath.

This took place about the time when the two sections
of the Socialist party in Germany—Eisenachers and Las-
salleans!—had just effected their fusion, and thus obtained
not only an immense increase of strength, but, what was
more, the faculty of employing the whole of this strength
against the common enemy. The Socialist party in Germany
was fast becoming a power. But to make it a power, the
first condition was that the newly conquered unity should
not be imperilled. And Dr. Diihring openly proceeded to

t Lassalleans and Eisenachers: Two parties in the German working-
class movement in the sixties and early seventies of the 19th century.

Lassalleans, {ollowers of Ferdinand Lassalle, who founded the Gen-
eral Association of German Workers in 1863.

Lisenachers, adherents of Marxism; they were under the ideologi-
cal influence of Karl Marx and Frederick Kngels. Headed by Wilhelm
Liebknecht and August Bebel, they founded the Social-Democratic Par-
ty of Germany at the Eisenach Congress in 1869. :

Progress of the working-class movement induced the two parties to
merge. The merger was effected at the Gotha Congress in 1875, a sin-
gle Socialist Labour Party of Germany being formed in which the Las-
salleans represented the opportunist wing.—Ed.
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form around himself a sect, the nucleus of a future separate
party. It thus became necessary to take up the gauntlet
thrown down to us, and to fight out the struggle whether
iked it or not. '

e 'lIl'hig, however, though it might not be an over-difficult,
was evidently a long-winded business. As 1s well known, we
Germans are of a terribly ponderous Griindlichkeit, radical
profundity or profound radicality, whatever you may like
to call it. Whenever anyone of us expounds what he consid-
ers a new doctrine, he has first to elaborate it into an a}ll-
comprising system. He has to prove that both the first prin-
ciples of logic and the fundamental laws of the universe
had existed from all eternity for no other purpose than to
ultimately lead to this newly discovered, crowning theory.
And Dr. Diihring, in this respect, was quite up to the nation-
al mark. Nothing less than a complete System of Phl%ots—
ophy”, mental, moral, natural, and h1_stqr1cz’1’1; a complete
“System of Political Economy and Soc1ah,s’m ; and, ﬁnally,
a “Critical History of Political Economy —three big vol-
umes in octavo, heavy extrinsically and 1_ntr1nS1caIly, three
army-corps of arguments mpbihsed against all previous
philosophers and economists in general, and against Marx
in particular—in fact, an attempt at a complete revolution
in science’—these were what I should have to tackle. I had
to treat of all and every possible subject, from the concepts
of time and space to Bimetallism; from the eternity of mat-
ter and motion to the perishable nature of moral ideas; from
Darwin’s natural selection to the education of youth in a fu-
ture society. Anyhow, the systematic comprehensiveness of
my opponent gave me the opportunity of developing, in }?p&
position to him, and in a more connected form than af
previously been done, the views held by Marx and .my.sell
on this great variety of subjects. And that was the principa
reason which made me undertake this otherwise ungrateful
taSkMy reply was first published in a series of articles in the1
Leipzig “Vorwirts”, the chief organ of the Socialist pfllrty,

and later on as a book: “Herr Eugen Diihrings Umwilzung
der Wissenschaft” (Mr. E. Dithring’s Revolution in Science),
a second edition of which appeared in Zurich, 1886.

Social-Democracy after the

1 Uorwarts: The central organ of German O 1876-78.Ed.

Gotha Unification Congress. It appeared in
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At the request of my friend, Paul Lafargue, now repre-
sentative of Lille in the French Chamber of Deputies, I
arranged three chapters of this book as a pamphlet, which
he translated and published in 1880, under the title: “So-
cialisme utopique et Socialisme scientifique.” From this
French text a Polish and a Spanish edition were prepared.
In 1883, our German friends brought out the pamphlet in
the original language. Italian, Russian, Danish, Dutch, and
Rumanian translations, based upon the German text, have
since been published. Thus, with the present English edition,
this little book circulates in ten languages. I am not aware
that any other Socialist work, not even our “Communist
Manifesto” of 1848 or Marx’s Capital, has been so often
translated. In Germany it has had four editions of about
20,000 copies in all.

The Appendix, “The Mark™ was written with the in-
tention of spreading among the German Socialist Party
some elementary knowledge of the history and development
of landed property in Germany. This seemed all the more
necessary at a time when the assimilation by that party of
the working people of the towns was in a fair way of comple-
tion, and when the agricultural labourers and peasants had
to be taken in hand. This appendix has been included in
the translation, as the original forms of tenure of land com-
mon to all Teutonic tribes, and the history of their decay,
are even less known in England than in Germany. I have
left the text as it stands in the original, without alluding
to the hypothesis recently started by Maxim Kovalevsky,
according to which the partition of the arable and meadow
lands among the members of the Mark was preceded by
their being cultivated for joint-account by a large patriar-
chal family community embracing several generations (as
exemplified by the still existing South Slavonian Zadruga),
and that the partition, later on, took place when the com-
munity had increased, so as to become too unwieldy for
joint-account management. Kovalevsky is probably quite
right, but the matter is still sub judice.2

t The Mark: Ancient Germanic village community. Under this title
Engels briefly related, in an appendix to the first German and first
English edition of Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, the history of the
German peasantry beginning with antiwquigr.-—Ed.

2 Sub judice: Under consideration.—Ed,
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The economic terms used in this work, as far as they
are new, agree with those used in the English edition of
Marx’s Capital. We call “production of commodities” that
economic phase where articles are produced not only for
the use of the producers, but also for purposes of exchange;
that is, as commodities, not as use values. This phase ex-
tends from the first beginnings of production for exchange
down to our present time; it attains its full development
under capitalist production only, that is, under conditions
where the capitalist, the owner of the means of production,
employs, for wages, labourers, people deprived of all means
of production except their own labour-power, and pockets
the excess of the selling price of the products over his out-
lay. We divide the history of industrial production since the
Middle Ages into three periods: (1) handicraft, small mas-
ter craftsmen with a few journeymen and apprentices,
where each labourer produces the complete article; (2) man-
ufacture, where greater numbers of workmen, grouped in
one large establishment, produce the complete article on the
principle of division of labour, each workman performing
only one partial operation, so that the product is complete
only after having passed successively through the hands of
all; (8) modern industry, where the product is produced by
machinery driven by power, and where the work of the la-
bourer is limited to superintending and correcting the per-
formances of the mechanical agent.

I am perfectly aware that the contents of this work will
meet with objection from a considerable portion of the Brit-
ish public. But if we Continentals had taken the slightest
notice of the prejudices of British “respectability”, we should
be even worse off than we are. This book defends what
we call “historical materialism”, and the word materialism
grates upon the ears of the immense majority of British
readers. “Agnosticism”! might be tolerated, but materialism
is utterly inadmissible.

And yet the original home of all modern materialism,
from the seventeenth century onwards, is England.

t Agnosticism (from the Greek prefix a—not, and grosis—knowl-
edge): Philosophical doctrine which cither denied the existonce of the
material world, alleging that we cannot know whether there exists any-
thing beyond our sensations (English philosopher Hume), or denied
the possibility of knowing the material world (German philosopher
Kant).—Ed.

“Materialism is the natural-born son of Great Britain.
Already the British schoolman, Duns Scotus, asked, ‘whether
it was impossible for matter to think?’

In order to effect this miracle, he took refuge in God’s
omnipotence, i.e., he made theology preach materialism.
Moreover:, l}e was a nominalist. Nominalism, ! the first form
of materialism, is chiefly found among the English school-
men.

_“The real progenitor of English materialism is Bacon. To
him natural philosophy is the only true philosophy, and
physics based upon the experience of the senses is the chiefest
part of natural philosophy. Anaxagoras and his homoeome-
riae, Democrl.tus and his atoms, he often quotes as his author-
ities. According to him the senses are infallible and the
source of all knowledge. All science is based on experience
and consists in subjecting the data furnished by the senses
to a rational method of investigation. Induction, analysis
comparison, observation, experiment, are the principal forms
of such a rational method. Among the qualities inherent in
matter, motion is the first and foremost, not only in the form
of mechanical and mathematical motion, but chiefly in the
form of an impulse, a vital spirit, a tension—or a ‘qual’, to
use a term of Jakob Boéhme’s 2—of matter. ,

. .In Bacon, its first creator, materialism still occludes
within itself the germs of a many-sided development. On
the one hand, matter, surrounded by a sensuous, poetic glam-
our, seems to attract man’s whole entity by winning smiles.
On the other, the aphoristically formulated doctrine pul-
luljltes ‘with inconsistencies imported from theology.

In its further evolution, materialism becomes one-sided.
Hobbes is the man who systematises Baconian materialism.
Knowledge based upon the senses loses its poetic blossom
it passes into the abstract experience of the mathematician;
geometry is proclaimed as the queen of sciences. Materialism

! Nominalism is derived from the Latin nomen—name i
trend of mediaeval philosophy whose adherents maintained atrlllit y e?
nerxzc‘w‘comcegtg are only names of analogous objects.—FEd. §

Qual is a philosophical play upon words. Qual literally means
torture, @ pain which drives to action of some kind; at the same time
the mystic Béhme puts into the German word somet’hing of the mean-
ing of the Latin qualitas; his “qual” was the activating principle aris-
ing from, and promoting in its turn, the spontaneous development of the
thing, relation, or person subject to it, in contradistinction to a pain
inflicted from without. [Note by Engels to the English edition.) P
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takes to misanthropy. If it is to overcome its opponent,
misanthropic, flashless spiritualism, and that on the latter’s
own ground, materialism has to chastise its own flesh and
turn ascetic. Thus, from a sensual, it passes into an intellec-
tual, entity; but thus, too, it evolves all the consistency, re-
ardless of consequences, characteristic of the intellect.

“Hobbes, as Bacon’s continuator, argues thus: if all human
knowledge is furnished by the senses, then our concepts
and ideas are but the phantoms, divested of their sensual
forms, of the real world. Philosophy can but give names to
these phantoms. One name may be applied to more than one
of them. There may even be names of names. It would im-
ly a contradiction if, on the one hand, we maintained that
all ideas had their origin in the world of sensation, and, on
the other, that a word was more than a word; that besides
the beings known to us by our senses, beings which are one
and all individuals, there existed also beings of a general,
not individual, nature. An unbodily substance is the same
absurdity as an unbodily body. Body, being, substance, are
but different terms for the same reality. It is impossible to
separate thought from matter that thinks. This matter is
the substratum of all changes going on in the world. The
word infinite is meaningless, unless it states that our mind is
capable of performing an endless process of addition. Only
material things being perceptible to us, we cannot know
anything about the existence of God. My own existence
alone is certain. Every human passion is a mechanical move-
ment which has a beginning and an end. The objects of
impulse are what we call good. Man is subject to the same
laws as nature. Power and freedom are identical.

“Hobbes had systematised Bacon, without, however, fur-
nishing a proof for Bacon’s fundamental principle, the ori-
gin of all human knowledge from the world of sensation. It
was Locke who, in his ‘Essay on the Human Understanding’,
supplied this proof.

“Hobbes had shattered the theistic! prejudices of Baconian
materialism; Collins, Dodwell, Coward, Hartley, Priestley
similarly shattered the last theological bars that still hemmed
in Locke’s sensationalism. At all events, for practical

1 Theistic: Pertaining to theism, a religious-philosophical doctrine
in which the existence of a personal deity, a ¢creator of the universe,
is recognised.—Ed.
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materialists Deism ! is but an easy-going way of getting rid
of religion.” 2

Thus Karl Marx wrote about the British origin of modern
materialism. If Englishmen nowadays do not exactly relish
the compliment he paid their ancestors, more’s the pity. It is
none the less undeniable that Bacon, Hobbes and Locke are
the fathers of that brilliant school of French materialists
which made the eighteenth century, in spite of all battles
on land and sea won over Frenchmen by Germans and
Englishmen, a pre-eminently French century, even before
that crowning French Revolution, the results of which we
outsiders, in England as well as in Germany, are still trying
to acclimatise.

There is no denying it. About the middle of this century,
what struck every cultivated foreigner who set up his
res1d.ence in England, was what he was then bound to
consider the religious bigotry and stupidity of the English
rqspectable middle-class. We, at that time, were all materi-
alists, or, at least, very advanced free-thinkers, and to us it
appeared inconceivable that almost all educated people in
England should believe in all sorts of impossible miracles
and that even geologists like Buckland and Mantell should
contort the facts of their science so as not to clash too much
with the myths of the book of Genesis; while, in order to
find people who dared to use their own intellectual faculties
with regard to religious matters, you had to go amongst the
uneducated, the “great unwashed”, as they were then called
the working people, especially the Owenite Socialists. ’
_ But England has been “civilised” since then. The exhibi-
tion of 1851 sounded the knell of English insular exclusive-
ness. England became gradually internationalised, in diet, in
manners, in ideas; so much so that I begin to wish that some
English manners and customs had made as much headway on
the Continent as other Continental habits have made here.

1 Deism: A religious-philosophical trend which rej i
A 1 jects the idea of
a personal deity but recognises the idea of . : ‘ i -
songl 1\l/"[rime Cguse of the world.—Ed. of a godhead as the imper
arx and Engels, Die Heilige Familie, F

201-04, [Nots by A ge Familie, Frankfort a. M. 1845, pp.
_The full title of this book by Marx and Engels is: Die Heilige Fa-
mzltze Od[e‘]':hKnl?kl de; KrzltzschenCKritik. Gegen Bruno Bauer und Kon-

sorten, e Holy Family, or Criti 171 iti i
sorten. [The Holy oam Ejjl ' itique of Critical Critique. Against

1




Anyhow, the introduction and spread of salad-oil (before
1851 known only to the aristocracy) has been accompanied
by a fatal spread of Continental scepticism in matters reli-
gious, and it has come to this, that agnosticism, though not
yet considered “the thing” quite as much as the Church of
Fngland, is yet very nearly on a par, as far as respectability
goes, with Baptism, and decidedly ranks above the Salvation
Army. And 1 cannot help believing that under these cir-
cumstances it will be consoling to many who sincerely reg-
ret and condemn this progress of infidclity to learn that
these “new-fangled notions” are not of foreign origin, are
not “made in Germany”, like so many other articles of daily
use, but are undoubtedly Old English, and that their British
originators two hundred years ago went a good deal further
than their descendants now dare to venture.

What, indeed, is agnosticism but, to use an expressive
Lancashire term, “shamefaced” materialism? The agnostic’s
conception of Nature is materialistic throughout. The entire
natural world is governed by law, and absolutely excludes
the intervention of action from without. But, he adds, we
have no means cither of ascertaining or of disproving the
existence of some Supremc Being beyond the known uni-
verse. Now, this might hold good at the time when Laplace,
to Napoleon’s question, why in the great astronomer’s
Mécanique céleste! the Creator was not even mentioned,
proudly replied: “Je n’avais pas besoin de cette hypothése.” 2
But nowadays, in our evolutionary conception of the uni-
verse there is absolutely no room for either a Creator or a
Ruler; and to talk of a Supreme Being shut out from the
whole existing world, implies a contradiction in terms, and,
as it seems to me, a gratuitous insult to the feelings of reli-
gious people.

Again, our agnostic admits that all our knowledge is
based upon the information imparted to us by our senses. But,
he adds, how do we know that our senses give us correct
representations of the objects we perceive through them?
And he proceeds to inform us that, whenever he speaks of
objects or their qualities, he does in reality not mean these
objects and qualities, of which he cannot know anything for

1 P, S. Laplace, Traite de Mécanique céleste [Treatise on Celestial
Mechanics], Vol. I1-V. Paris 1799-1825.—Ed.
2 “T had no need of this hypothesis.”—Ed.
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certain, but merely the impressions which the -
duced on his senses. Now, this line of realsoninzr :lei‘;ﬁsplfg—
doubtedly hard to beat by mere argumentation. But before
there was argumentation there was action. Im Anfang war
die Tat.! And human action had solved the difficulty long
before human ingenuity invented it. The proof of the pudding
1S 1n the. eating. From the moment we turn to our own use
these objects, according to the qualities we perceive in them
we put to an infallible test the correctness or otherwise of
our sense-perceptions. If these perceptions have been wrong
then our estimate of the use to which an object can be
turned must also be wrong, and our attempt must fail. But if
we succeed in accomplishing our aim, if we find that the
object does agree with our idea of it, and does answer the
purpose we intended it for, then that is positive proof that
our perceptions of it and of its qualities, so far, agree with
reality outside ourselves. And whenever we find ourselves
face to face with a failure, then we generally are not long
in making out the cause that made us fail; we find that the
perception upon which we acted was either incomplete and
superficial, or combined with the results of other perceptions
in a way not warranted by them—what we call defective
reasoning. So long as we take care to train and to use our
senses properly, and to keep our action within the limits
prescribed by perceptions properly made and properly used,
so long we shall find that the result of our action proves the
conformity of our perceptions with the objective nature of
the things perceived. Not in one single instance, so far,
have we been led to the conclusion that our sense-percep-
tions, scientifically controlled, induce in our minds ideas
respecting the outer world that are, by their very nature, at
variance with reality, or that there is an inherent incom-
p?t.l:;)lllty between the outer world and our sense-perceptions
of it.

But then come the Neo-Kantian agnostics and say: We
may correctly perceive the qualities of a thing, but we can-
not by any sensible or mental process grasp the thing-in-
itself. This “thing-in-itself” is beyond our ken. To this He-
gel, long since, has replied: If you know all the qualities of
a thing, you know the thing itself; nothing remains but the
fact that the said thing exists without us; and when your

1 In the beginning was the deed. From Goethe’s Faust.—Ed.
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sénses have taught you that fact, you have grasped the last
remnant of the thing-in-itself, Kant's celebrated unknowable
Ding an sich. To which it may be added that in Kant’s time
our knowledge of natural objects was indeed so fragmen-
tary that he might well suspect, behind the little we knew
about each of them, a mysterious “thing-in-itself”. But one
after another these ungraspable things have been grasped,
analysed, and, what is more, reproduced by the giant progress
of science; and what we can produce we certainly cannot
consider as unknowable. To the chemistry of the first half
of this century organic substances were such mysterious ob-
jects; now we learn to build them up one after another
from their chemical elements without the aid of organic
processes. Modern chemists declare that as soon as the chem-
ical constitution of no matter what body is known, it can
be built up from its elements. We are still far from know-
ing the constitution of the highest organic substances, the
albuminous bodies; but there is no reason why we should
not, if only after centuries, arrive at the knowledge and,
armed with it, produce artificial albumen. But if we arrive
at that, we shall at the same time have produced organic
life, for life, from its lowest to its highest forms, is but the
normal mode of existence of albuminous bodies.

As soon, however, as our agnostic has made these formal
mental reservations, he talks and acts as the rank materi-
alist he at bottom is. He may say that, as far as we know,
matter and motion, or as it is now called, energy, can
neither be created nor destroyed, but that we have no proof
of their not having been created at some time or other. But
if you try to use this admission against him in any particular
case, he will quickly put you out of court. If he admits the
possibility of spiritualism in abstracto, he will have none of
*t in concreto. As far as we know and can know, he will
tell you there is no Creator and no Ruler of the universe;
as far as we are concerned, matter and energy can neither
be created nor annihilated; for us, mind is a mode of ener-
gy, a function of the brain; all we know is that the material
world is governed by immutable laws, and so forth. Thus, as
far as he is a scientific man, as far as he knows anything,
he is a materialist; outside his science, in spheres about
which he knows nothing, he translates his ignorance into
Greek and calls it agnosticism.

At all events, one thing seems clear: even if 1 was an ag-
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nostic, it is evident that I could not describe the ¢ i
of h-1s.tor),f’ sketched out in this little book as ‘‘histc:)rrilg:.{)t:;?gIj
nosticism”. Religious people would laugh at me, agnostics
would indignantly ask, was I going to make fun of them?
And thus I hope even British respectability will not be over-
shocked if I use, in English as well as in so many other lan-
guages, the term “historical materialism”, to designate that
view of the course of history which seeks the ultimate cause
and the great moving power of all important historic events
in the economic development of society, in the changes in
the modes of production and exchange, in the consequent
division of society into distinct classes, and in the struggles
of '}‘Iilqse;clgssies against one another.

is indulgence will perhaps be accorded to h
sooner if I show that historicgl materialism maylfll)ee Z:)lfl ;ﬁf
vantage even to British respectability. I have mentioned the
fact that, about forty or fifty years ago, any cultivated
foreigner settling in England was struck by what he was
then bound to consider the religious bigotry and stupidity
of the English respectable middle-class. I am now going to
prove that the respectable English middle-class of that time
was not quite as stupid as it looked to the intelligent for-
eigner. Its religious leanings can be explained.

‘When Europe emerged from the Middle Ages, the rising
middle-class of the towns constituted its revolutionary ele-
ment. It had conquered a recognised position within mediae-
val feudal organisation, but this position, also, had become
too narrow for its expansive power. The development of
ilﬁz mxd‘dlte-class, tl}e ﬁourfgeoisie, became incompatible with

¢ maintenance of the ! em; t '
tthrcfore, enance of eudal system; the feudal system,

ut the great international centre of feudalis
Roman Catholic Church. It united the whole ofl?el‘;:ia:li:ilg
Western Europe, in spite of all internal wars, into one grand
political system, opposed as much to the schismatic Greeks
as to the Mohammedan countries. It surrounded feudal in-
stitutions with the halo of divine consecration. It had or-
ganised its own hierarchy on the feudal model, and, lastly, it
was itself by far the most powerful feudal lord, h(;lding 'as
it did, fully one-third of the soil of the Catholic world. Be-
fg;i prof?ne faugial-hsm Tould be successfully attacked in
country and in detail, this, i i
cach count {)e destroyed.a , this, its sacred central organisa-
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Moreover, parallel with the rise of the middle-class went
on the great revival of science; astronomy, mechanics,
physics, anatomy, physiology, were again cultivated. And the
bourgeoisie, for the development of its industrial produc-
tion, required a science which ascertained the physical
properties of natural objects and the modes of action of the
forces of Nature. Now up to then science had but been the
humble handmaid of the Church, had not been allowed to
overstep the limits set by faith, and for that reason had
been no science at all. Science rebelled against the Church;
the bourgeoisie could not do without science, and, therefore,
had to join in the rebellion.

The above, though touching but two of the points where
the rising middle-class was bound to come into collision
with the established religion, will be sufficient to show, first,
that the class most directly interested in the struggle against
the pretensions of the Roman Church was the bourgeoisie;
and second, that every struggle against feudalism, at that
time, had to take on a religious disguise, had to be directed
against the Church in the first instance. But if the universi-
ties and the traders of the cities started the cry, it was sure
to find, and did find, a strong echo in the masses of the
country people, the peasants, who everywhere had to struggle
for their very existence with their feudal lords, spiritual
and temporal. '

The long fight of the bourgeoisie against feudalism culmi-
nated in three great, decisive battles.

The first was what is called the Protestant Reformation
in Germany. The war cry raised against the Church by Lu-
ther was responded to by two insurrections of a political na-
ture: first, that of the lower nobility under Franz von Sickin-
gen (1523), then the great Peasants’ War, 1525. Both were
defeated, chiefly in consequence of the indecision of the
parties most interested, the burghers of the towns—an indeci-
sion into the causes of which we cannot here enter. From that
moment the struggle degenerated into a fight between the
local princes and the central power, and ended by blotting
out Germany, for two hundred years, from the politically
active nations of Europe. The Lutheran Reformation pro-
duced a new creed indeed, a religion adapted to absolute
monarchy. No sooner were the peasants of North-Fast Ger-
many converted to Lutheranism than they were from free-
men reduced to serfs.
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But where Luther failed, Calvin won the day. Calvin’s

creed was one fit for the boldest of the bourgeoisic of his
time. His predestination doctrine was the religious expres-
sion of the fact that in the commercial world of competition
success or failure does not depend upon a man’s activity or
cleverness, but upon circumstances uncontrollable by him. It
is not of him that willeth or of him that runneth, but of the
mercy of unknown superior economic powers; and this was
especially true at a period of economic revolution, when all
old commercial routes and centres were replaced by new
ones, when India and America were opened to the world,
and when even the most sacred economic articles of faith—
the value of gold and silver—began to totter and to break
down. Calvin’s church constitution was thoroughly demo-
cratic and republican; and where the kingdom of God was
republicanised, could the kingdoms of this world remain
subject to monarchs, bishops and lords? While German Lu-
theranism became a willing tool in the hands of princes,
Calvinism founded a republic in Holland, and active repub-
lican partl.es.in England, and, above all, Scotland.
_In Calvinism, the second great bourgeois upheaval found
its doctrine ready cut and dried. This upheaval took place
in England. The middle-class of the towns brought it on,
and the yeomanry of the country districts fought it out. Cu-
riously enough, in all the three great bourgeois risings, the
peasantry furnishes the army that has to do the fighting;
and the peasantry is just the class that, the victory once
gained, is most surely ruined by the economic consequences
of that victory. A hundred years after Cromwell, the yeoman-
ry of England had almost disappeared. Anyhow, had it not
been for that yeomanry and for the plebeian element in the
towns, the bourgeoisie alone would never have fought the
matter out to the bitter end, and would never have brought
Charles I to the scaffold. In order to secure even those con-
quests of the bourgeoisie that were ripe for gathering at the
time, the revolution had to be carried considerably further—
exactly as in 1798 in France and 1848 in Germany. This
seems, in fact, to be one of the laws of evolution of bour-
geois society.

Well, upon this excess of revolutionary activity there
necessarily followed the inevitable reaction which in its turn
went beyond the point where it might have maintained it-
self. After a series of oscillations, the new centre of gravity
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