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THE SECRET OF PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION

We have seen how money is changed into capital; how
through capital surplus-value is made, and from surplus-
value more capital. But the accumulation of capital pre-
supposes surplus-value; surplus-value pre-supposes capi-
talistic production; capitalistic production pre-supposes the
pre-existence of considerable masses of capital and of la-
bour-power in the hands of producers of commodities. The
whole movement, therefore, seems to turn in a vicious cir-
cle, out of which we can only get by supposing a primitive
accumulation (previous accumulation of Adam Smith) pre-
ceding capitalistic accumulation; an accumulation not the
result of the capitalist mode of production, but its starting-
point.

This primitive accumulation plays in Political Economy
about the same part as original sin in theology. Adam bit
the apple, and thereupon sin fell on the human race. Its
origin is supposed to be explained when it is told as an an-
ecdote of the past. In times long gone by there were two
sorts of people; one, the diligent, intelligent, and, above
all, frugal élite; the other, lazy rascals, spending their sub-
stance, and more, in riotous living. The legend of theologic-
al original sin tells us cerlainly how man came to be con-
demned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow; but the
history of economic original sin reveals to us that there are
people to whom this is by no means essential. Never mind!
Thus it came to pass that the former sort accumulated
wealth, and the latter sort had at last nothing to sell ex-
cept their own skins. And from this original sin dates the
poverty of the great majority that, despite all its labour, has
up to now nothing to secll but itself, and the wealth of the
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few that increases constantly although they have long
ceased to work. Such insipid childishness is every day
preached to us in the defence of property. M. Thiers, e.qg.,
had the assurance to repeat it with all the solemnity of a
statesman, to the French people, once so spirituel. But as
soon as the question of property crops up, it becomes a sa-
cred duty to proclaim the intellectual food of the infant as
the one thing fit for all ages and for all stages of develop-
ment. In actual history it is notorious that conquest, en-
slavement, robbery, murder, briefly force, play the great
part. In the tender annals of Political Economy, the idyllic
reigns from time immemorial. Right and “labour” were
from all time the sole means of enrichment, the present
year of course always excepted. As a matter of fact, the
methods of primitive accumulation are anything but
idyllic.

' In themselves money and commodities are no more cap-
ital than are the means of production and of subsistence.
They want transforming into capital. But this transforma-
tion itself can only take place under certain circumstances
that centre in this, viz., that two very different kinds of
commodity-possessors must come face to face and into con-
tact; on the one hand, the owners of money, means of
production, means of subsistence, who are eager to in-
crease the sum of values they possess, by buying other
people’s labour-power; on the other hand, free labourers,
the sellers of their own labour-power, and therefore the
sellers of labour. Free labourers, in the double sense that
neither they themselves form part and parcel of the means
of production, as in the case of slaves, bondsmen, &c., nor
do the means of production belong to them, as in the case
of peasant-proprietors; they are, therefore, free from, un-
encumbered by, any means of production of their own.
With this polarisation of the market for commodities, the
fundamental conditions of capitalist production are given.
'I"h‘e capitalist system pre-supposes the complete separa-
tion of the labourers from all property in the means by
which they can realise their labour. As soon as capitalist
production is once on its own legs, it not only maintains
this separation, but reproduces it on a continually extend-
ing scale. The process, therefore, that clears the way for
the capitalist system, can be none other than the process
which takes away from the labourer the possession of his
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means of production; a process that transforms, on the
one hand, the social means of subsistence and of produc-
tion into capital, on the other, the immediate producers in-
to wage-labourers. The so-called primitive accumulation,
therefore, is nothing else than the historical process of di-
vorcing the producer from the mecans of production. It ap-
pears as primitive, because it forms the pre-historic stage
of capital and of the mode of production corresponding
with it.

The economic structure of capitalistic society has grown
out of the economic structure of feudal society. The
dissolution of the latter set free elements of the for-
mer.

The immediate producer, the labourer, could only dispose
of his own person after he had ceased to be attached to the
soil and ceased to be the slave, serf, or bondman of an-
other. To become a free seller of labour-power, who car-
ries his commodity wherever he finds a market, he must
further have escaped from the regime of the guilds, their
rules for apprentices and journeymen, and the impedi-
ments of their labour regulations. Hence, the historical
movement which changes the producers into wage-workers,
appears, on the one hand, as their emancipation from serf-
dom and from the fetters of the guilds, and this side alone
exists for our bourgeois historians. But, on the other hand,
these new freedmen became sellers of themselves only
after they had been robbed of all their own means of pro-
duction, and of all the guarantees of existence afforded by
the old feudal arrangements. And the history of this, their
expropriation, is written in the annals of mankind in let-
ters of blood and fire.

The industrial capitalists, these new potentates, had on
their part not only to displace the guild masters of handi-
crafts, but also the feudal lords, the possessors of the
sources of wealth. In this respect their conquest of social
power appears as the fruit of a victorious struggle both
against feudal lordship and its revolting prerogatives, and
against the guilds and the fetters they laid on the free de-
velopment of production and the free exploitation of man
by man. The chevaliers d’industrie, however, only succeed-
ed in supplanting the chevaliers of the sword by making
use of events of which they themselves were wholly in-
nocent. They have risen by means as vile as those by which
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the Roman freedman once on a time made himself the
master of his patronus.

The starting-point of the development that gave rise to
the wage-labourer as well as to the capitalist, was the ser-
vitude of the labourer. The advance consisted in a change
of form of this servitude, in the transformation of feudal
exploitation into capitalist exploitation. To understand its
march, we need not go back very far. Although we come
across the first beginnings of capitalist production as early
as the 14th or 15th century, sporadically, in certain towns
of the Mediterranean, the capitalistic era dates from the
16th century. Wherever it appears, the abolition of serf-
dom has been long effected, and the highest development
of the middle ages, the existence of sovereign towns, has
been long on the wane.

In the history of primitive accumulation, all revolutions
are epoch-making that act as levers for the capitalist class
in course of formation; but, above all, those moments when
great masses of men are suddenly and forcibly torn from
their means of subsistence, and hurled as free and “unat-
tached” proletarians on the labour-market. The expropria-
tion of the agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the
soil, is the basis of the whole process. The history of this
expropriation, in different countries, assumes different as-
pects, and runs through its various phases in different or-
ders of succession, and at different periods. In England
?lone,lwhic‘h we take as our example, has it the classic
orm.

! In Italy, where capitalistic production developed earliest, the dis-
solution of serfdom also took place earlier than elsewhere. The serf
was emancipated in that country before he had acquired any prescrip-
tive right to the soil. His emancipation at once transformed him into
a free proletarian, who, moreover, found his master ready waiting for
him in the towns, for the most part handed down as legacies from
the Roman time. When the revolution of the world-market [By the
revolution of the world-market Marx means a sharp deterioration in
Fhe role which Genoa, Venice and other cities of Northern Italy played
in transit trade. It occurred at the end of the 15th century as a re-
sult of great geographical discoveries such as the discovery of Cuba,
Haiti, Bahama Islands, North America, a sea route to India round Africa
and, finally, of South America.—Ed.], about the end of the 15th cen-
tury, annihilated Northern Italy’s commercial supremacy, a movement
in the reverse direction set in. The labourers of the towns were driven
en masse into the country, and gave an impulse, never before seen,
to the petite culture, carried on in the form of gardening,
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EXPROPRIATION
OF THE AGRICULTURAL POPULATION
FROM THE LAND

In England, serfdom had practically disappeared in the
last part of the 14th century. The immense majority of the
population ! consisted then, and to a still larger extent, in
the 15th century, of free peasant proprietors, whatever was
the feudal title under which their right of property was
hidden. In the larger seignorial domains, the old bailiff,
himself a serf, was displaced by the free farmer. The wage-
labourers of agriculture consisted partly of peasants, who
utilised their leisure time by working on the large estates,
partly of an independent special class of wage-labourers,
relatively and absolutely few in numbers. The latter also
were practically at the same time peasant farmers, since,
besides their wages, they had allotted to them arable land
to the extent of 4 or more acres, together with their cottages.
Besides they, with the rest of the peasants, enjoyed the
usufruct of the common land, which gave pasture to their
cattle, furnished them with timber, fire-wood, turf, &c.2
In all countries of Europe, feudal production is character-
ised by division of the soil amongst the greatest possible
number of sub-feudatories. The might of the feudal lord,

I “The petty proprietors who cultivated their own fields with their
own hands, and enjoyed a modest competence ... then formed a much
more important part of the nation than at present., If we may trust
the best statistical writers of that age, not less than 160,000 proprie-
tors who, with their families, must have made up more than a sev-
enth of the whole population, derived their subsistence from little
[reehold eslates. The average income of these small landlords ... was
estimated at between £60 and £70 a year. It was computed that the
number of persons who tilled their own land was greater than the
number of those who farmed the land of others.” Macaulay: “History
of England,” 10th ed., 1854, 1. pp. 333, 334. Even in the last third of
the 17th century, %/s of the English people were agricultural. (1. c.,
p. 413.) 1 quote Macaulay, because as systematic falsifier of history
he minimises as much as possible facts of this kind.

2 We must never forget that even the serf was not only the owner,
if but a tribute-paying owner, of the piece of land attached to his
house, but also a co-possessor of the common land. “Le paysan y (in
Silesia, under Frederick II.) est serf.” Nevertheless, these serfs possess
common lands. “On n’a pas pu encore engager les Silésiens au partage
des communes, tandis que dans la Nouvelle Marche, il n’y a guére de
village oll ce partage ne soit exécuté avec le plus grand succés.” (Mira-
beau: “De la Monarchie Prussienne.” Londres, 1788, t. ii, pp. 125, 126.)
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like that of the sovereign, depended not on the length of
his rent-roll, but on the number of his subjects, and the
latter depended on the number of peasant proprietors. !
Although, therefore, the English land, after the Norman
conquest, was distributed in gigantic baronies, one of which
often included some 900 of the old Anglo-Saxon lordships,
it was bestrewn with small peasant properties, only here
and there interspersed with great seignorial domains. Such
condilions, together with the prosperity of the towns so
characteristic of the 15th century, allowed of that wealth
of the people which Chancellor Fortescue so eloquently
paints in his “Laudes legum Angliz”: but it excluded the
possibility of capitalistic wealth.

The prelude of the revolution that laid the foundation
of the capitalist mode of production, was played in the
last third of the 15th, and the first decade of the 16th cen-
tury. A mass of free proletarians was hurled on the labour-
market by the breaking-up of the bands of feudal retainers,
who, as Sir James Steuart well says, “‘everywhere uselessly
filled house and castle.” 2 Although the royal power, itself
a product of bourgeois development, in its strife after ab-
solute sovereignty forcibly hastened on the dissolution of
these bands of retainers, it was by no means the sole cause
of it. In insolent conflict with king and parliament, the
great feudal lords created an incomparably larger proletar-
iat by the forcible driving of the peasantry from the land,
to which the latter had the same feudal right as the lord
himself, and by the usurpation of the common lands. The
rapid rise of the Flemish wool manufactures, and the cor-
responding rise in the price of wool in England, gave the
direct impulse to these evictions. The old nobility had been
devoured by the great feudal wars. The new nobility was
the child of its time, for which money was the power of
all powers. Transformation of arable land into sheep-walks
was, therefore, its cry. Harrison, in his “Description of Eng-
land, prefixed to Holinshed’s Chronicles,” describes how
the expropriation of small peasants is ruining the country.

! :Iapan, with its purely feudal organisation of landed property
and its developed petite culture, gives a much truer picture of the Eu-
ropean middle ages than all our history books, dictated as these are
for the most part, by bourgeois prejudices. It is very convenient to
be “liberal” at the expense of the middle ages.

2 J. Steuart, An Inquiry into the Principles of Political Economy,
Vol. I, Dublin, 1770, p. 52.—Ed.
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“What care our great encroachers?” The dwellings of the
peasants and the cottages of the labourers were razed to
the ground or doomed to decay. “If) says Harrison, “the
old records of euerie manour be sought ... it will soon
appear that in some manour seventeene, eighteene, or twen-
tie houses are shrunk ... that England was neuer less fur-
nished with people than at the present.... Of cities and
townes either utterly decaied or more than a quarter or
half diminished, though some one be a little increased
here or there; of townes pulled downe for sheepe-walks,
and no more but the lordships now standing in them ... I
could saie somewhat.” The complaints of these old chroni-
clers are always exaggerated, but they reflect faithfully the
impression made on contemporaries by the revolution in the
conditions of production. A comparison of the writings of
Chancellor Fortescue and Thomas More reveals the gulf
between the 15th and 16th century. As Thornton rightly
has it, the English working-class was precipitated without
any transition from its golden into its iron age.
Legislation was terrified at this revolution. It did not yet
stand on that height of civilisation where the “wealth of
the nation” (i.e., the formation of capital, and the reckless
exploitation and impoverishing of the mass of the people)
figure as the ultima Thule of all state-craft. In his history
of Henry VII., Bacon says: “Inclosures at that time (1489)
began to be more frequent, whereby arable land (which
could not be manured without people and families) was
turned into pasture, which was easily rid by a few herds-
men; and tenancies for years, lives, and at will (whereupon
much of the yeomanry lived) were turued into demesnes.
This bred a decay of people, and (by consequence) a decay
of towns, churches, tithes, and the like.... In remedying
of this inconvenience the king’s wisdom was admirable, and
the parliament’s at that time ... they took a course to take
away depopulating inclosures, and depopulating pasturage.”
An Act of Henry VII., 1489, cap. 19, forbade the destruction
of all “houses of husbandry” to which at least 20 acres of
land belonged. By an Act, 25 Henry VIII,, the same law was
renewed. It recites, among other things, that many farms
and large flocks of cattle, especially of sheep, are concen-
trated in the hands of a few men, whereby the rent of land
has much risen and tillage has fallen off, churches and
houses have been pulled down, and marvellous numbers

11



of people have been deprived of the means wherewith to
maintain themselves and their familics. The Act, therefore,
ordains the rebuilding of the decayed farm-steads, and
fixes a proportion between corn land and pasture land, &ec.
An Act of 1533 recites that some owners possess 24,000
sheep, and limits the number to be owned to 2,000.1 The
cry of the people and the legislation directed, for 150 years
after Henry VIL., against the expropriation of the small far-
mers and peasants, were alike fruitless. The secret of their
inefficiency Bacon, without knowing it, reveals to us. “The
device of King Henry VIIL.,” says Bacon, in his “Essays, Civil
and Moral,” Essay 29, “was profound and admirable, in
making farms and houses of husbandry of a standard;
that is, maintained with such a proportion of land unto
them as may breed a subject to live in convenient plenty,
and no servile condition, and to keep the plough in the
hands of the owners and not mere hirelings.” 2 What the
capitalist system demanded was, on the other hand, a de-
graded and almost servile condition of the mass of the peo-
ple, the transformation of them into mercenaries, and of
their means of labour into capital. During this transfor-

! In his “Utopia,” Thomas More says, that in England “your shepe
that were wont to be so meke and tame, and so smal eaters, now,
as I heare saye, be become so great devourers and so wylde that they
eate up, and swallow downe, the very men themselfes.” “Utopia,”
transl. by Robinson, ed. Arber, Lond., 1869, p. 41.

2 Bacon shows the connexion between a free, well-to-do peasantry
and good infantry. “This did wonderfully concern the might and
mannerhood of the kingdom to have farms as it were of a standard
sufficicnt to maintain an able body out of penury, and did in effect
amortise a great part of the lands of the kingdom unto the hold and
occupation of the yeomanry or middle people, of a condition between
gentlemen, and cottagers and peasants.... For it hath been held by the
general opinion of men of best judgment in the wars. ... that the prin-
cipal strength of an army consisteth in the infantry or foot. And to
make good infantry it requireth men bred, not in a servile or indi-
gent fashion, but in some free and plentiful manner. Therefore, if a
state run most to noblemen and gentlemen, and that the husbandmen
and ploughmen be but as their workfolk and labourers, or else mere
cottagers (which are but hous’d beggars), you may have a good cav-
alry, but never good stable bands of foot.... And this is to be seen
in France, and Italy, and some other parts abroad, where in effect
all is noblesse or peasantry. ... insomuch that they arc inforced to em-
ploy mercenary bands of Switzers and the like, for their battalions
of foot; whereby also it comes to pass that those nations have much
people and few soldiers.” (“The Reign of Henry VII.” Verbatim reprint
from Kennet’s England. Ed. 1719. Lond., 1870, p. 308.)
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mation period, legislation also strove to retain the 4 acres
of land by the cottage of the agricultural wage-labourer, and
forbad him to take lodgers into his cottage. In the reign of
James 1., 1627, Roger Crocker of Front Mill, was condemned
for having built a cottage on the manor of Front Mill
without 4 acres of land attached to the same in perpetuity.
As late as Charles 1.s reign, 1638, a royal commission was
appointed to enforce the carrying out of the old }aws, es-
pecially that referring to the 4 acres of land. Even in Crom-
well’s time, the building of a house within 4 miles of Lon-
don was forbidden unless it was endowed with 4 acres of
land. As late as the first half of the 18th century complaint
is made if the cottage of the agricultural labourer has not
an adjunct of one or two acres of land. Nowadays he is
lucky if it is furnished with a little garden, or if he may
rent, far away from his cottage, a few roods. “Landlords
and farmers,”’ says Dr. Hunter, “work here hand in hand.
A few acres to the cottage would make the labourers too
independent.” !

The process of forcible expropriation of the people re-
ceived in the 16th century a new and frightful impulse from
the Reformation, and from the consequent colossal spolia-
tion of the church property. The Catholic church was, at
the time of the Reformation, feudal proprietor of a gr.ea‘t
part of the English land. The suppression of the monasteries,
&c., hurled their inmates into the proletariat. The estates
of the church were to a large extent given away to ra-
pacious royal favourites, or sold at anominal price to spec-
ulating farmers and citizens, who drove out, en masse, the
hereditary sub-tenants and threw their holdings into one.
The legally guaranteed property of the poorer fo%k“m a
part of the church’s tithes was tacitly confiscated. Pau-
per ubique jacet,” 3 cried Queen Elizabeth, after a journey

1 Dr. Hu_nter, “Public Health. 7th Report 1864, London, 1865. P 134.
“The quantity of land assigned (in the old laws) would now })e judged
too great for labourers, and rather as likely to convert them into small
farmers.” (George Roberts: “The Social History of the People of the
Southern Counties of England in past centuries.” Lond., 1856, pp. 184-

185.
2) “The right of the poor to share in the tithe, is established by the
tenour of ancient statutes.” (Tuckett, “A History of the Past and Pre-
sent State of the Labouring Population,” London, 1846, Vol. IL., pp. 804-
805.) ) ' _
3 “Everywhere the poor are unhappy”—a quotation from Ovid,
Fasts, Book 1, Verse 218.—Fd.

3—711 13



through England. In the 43rd year of her reign the nation
was obliged lo recognise pauperism officially by the intro-
duction of a poor-rate. “The authors of this law seem to have
been ashamed to state the grounds of it, for [contrary to
traditional usage] it has no preamble whatever.” 1 By the
16th of Charles 1., ch. 4, it was declared perpetual, and in
fact only in 1834 did it take a new and harsher form. 2

! William Cobbett: “A History of the Protestant Reformation,”
§ 471.

2 The “spirit” of Protestantism may be seen from the following,
among other things. In the south of England certain landed propric-
tors and well-to-do farmers put their heads together and propounded
ten questions as to the right interpretation of the poorlaw of Eliza-
beth. These they laid before a celebrated Jurist of that time, Sergeant
Snigge (later a judge under James 1) for his opinion. “Question
9—Some of the more wealthy farmers in the parish have devised a
skilful mode by which all the trouble of executing this Act (the 43rd
of Elizabeth) might be avoided. They have proposed that we shall
crect a prison in the parish, and then give notice to the neighbour-
hood, that if any persons are disposed to farm the poor of this
parish, they do give in sealed proposals, on a certain day, of the low-
est price at which they will take them off our hands; and that they
will be authorised to refuse to any one unless he be shut up in the
aforesaid prison. The proposers of this plan conceive that there will
be found in the adjoining counties, persons, who, being unwilling to
labour and not possessing substance or credit to take a farm or ship,
so as to live without labour, may be induced to make a very advan-
tageous offer to the parish. If any of the poor perish under the con-
tractor’s care, the sin will lie at his door, as the parish will have done
its duty by them. We are, however, apprehensive that the present Act
(43rd of Elizabeth) will not warrant a prudential measure of this
kind; but you are to learn that the rest of the freeholders of the
county, and of the adjoining county of B, will very readily join in
instructing their members to propose an Act to enable the parish to
contract with a person to lock up and work the poor; and to declare
that if any person shall refuse to be so locked up and worked, he
shall be entitled to no relief. This, it is hoped, will prevent persons
in distress from wanting relief, and be the means of keeping down
parishes.” (R. Blakey: “The History of Political Literature from the
carliest Times.” Lond. 1855, Vol. II., pp. 84-85.) In Scotland, the
abolition of serfdom took place some centuries later than in England.
Even in 1698, Fletcher of Saltoun, declared in the Scotch parliament,
“The number of beggars in Scotland is reckoned at not less than
200,000. The only remedy that I, a republican on principle, can suggest,
is to restore the old state of serfdom, to make slaves of all those who
are unable to provide for their own subsistence.” Eden, “The State of
the Poor,” London, 1797, Book L, ch. 1., pp. 60-61, says, ‘“The decrease
of villenage seems necessarily to have been the era of the origin of the
poor. Manufactures and commerce are the two parents of our national
poor.” Eden, like our Scotch republican on principle, errs only in this:
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These immediate results of the Reformation were not its
most lasting ones. The property of the ch‘u%‘ch formed (’;hg
religious bulwark of the traditional conditions of llan e
property. With its fall these were no longer tenable. ]
Even in the last decade of the 17th cenlury, the yeoman
ry, the class of independent peasants, were more numer-
ous than the class of farmers. They had formed the back-
bone of Cromwell’s strength, and, even according to the
confession of Macaulay, stood in favourable contrast to the
drunken squires and to their servants, the .coun;t\ry clergy,
who had to marry their masters’ cast-off mistresses, ‘Abou‘t
1750, the veomanry had disappeared,? and so had, in the
last decade of the 18th century, the last trace of the com-
mon land of the agricultural labourer. We leave. on one
side here the purely economic causes of the agmcultu‘rgl
revolution. We deal only with the forcible means employed.
After the restoration of the Stuarts, the landed prop-
rietors carried, by legal means, an aqt of usurpation, ef-
fected everywhere on the Continent without any l(.agal g)r-
mality. They abolished the feudal tenure ‘?,f land,.;.e.,”t ﬁy
got rid of all its obligations to the State, indemnified” t (E
State by taxes on the peasantry and the rest of the mails o
the people, vindicated for t»‘hemse'alves the rights of mfo ?irx;
private property in estates to which they had only a eﬁx ﬁ
title, and, finally, passed those laws of set:tlement_, which,
mutatis mutandis, had the same zfTect on the English agri-

not the abolition of villenage, but the abo!ition of the Rropertyd of ,th(f
agricultural labourer in the S(iil mzzge him arli)‘:t(ﬁ)ertm\:;rsl’ ;;‘lect:(;e?n
auper. In France, where the expropriz ) I
;leg:gef \Ef);;'l,pthe ordonnance of Mi)ulins, 1571, and the Edict of 1656,
the English poor-laws. .
Corfei?’r;g?isg? Rogers, flthou{;h formerly Professor of Pohtlc}::l dl;:)co-
nomy in the University of Oxford, the.hotbedrof Prolestz{nt orttho f\){z’t’
in his preface to the “History of Agriculture” lays stres; on( t‘gn g
of the pauperisation of the mass of the pcople by the Re lg)r.md 1f I->ro-
2 “A Letter to Sir T. C. Bunbury, I§;1rt., on the High I‘lCGOf‘ .

visions. By a Suffolk Gentleman.” Ipswich, 1795, p. 4. EVCI;1 th‘?I dlrll;
ical advocate of the system of large farms,'the author of t e L(I)ll(lldorf
into the Connexion between the Present Price of Prnv)wswns,' Lone se{
1773, p. 139, says: “I most lament the loss of our }eonilam'-)‘, hat sc
of men who really kept up the independence of this m}u.on,ldmdq ten}-’
I am to see their lands now in the hands of monopohsmlg Orn&itidns
anted out to small farmers, who hold their leases on such con P
as to be little better than vassals ready to attend a summons o

. P
mischievous occasion.
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cultural labourer, as the edict of the Tartar Boris Godunof
on the Russian peasantry.!

The “glorious Revolution” 2 brought into power, along
with William of Orange, the landlord and capitalist appro-
priators of surplus-value.® They inaugurated the new era
by practising on a colossal scale thefts of state lands, thefts
that had been hitherto managed more modestly. These es-
tates were given away, sold at a ridiculous figure, or even
annexed to private estates by dircct seizure.* All this hap-
pened without the slightest observation of legal etiquette.
The Crown lands thus fraudulently appropriated, together
with the robbery of the Church estates, as far as these had
not been lost again during the republican revolution, form
the basis of the to-day princely domains of the English
oligarchy.® The bourgeois capitalists favoured the opera-
tion with the view, among others, to promoting free trade in
land, to extending the domain of modern agriculture on the
large farm-system, and to increasing their supply of the free
agricultural proletarians ready to hand. Besides, the new

! Evidently a reference to the edict of 1597 promulgated during the
reign of Fyodor Ivanovich when the actual ruler of Russia was Boris
Godunov. Under that edict peasants who had run away from unbear-
able oppression and bondage at the hands of their landowners were
to be searched for and returned to their former owners within five
years of their escape.—Ed.

? The term “glorious Revolution” is used in English bourgeois his-
toriography to describe the coup d’état of 1688, after which England
became a constitutional monarchy based on a compromise between
the landed aristocracy and big bourgeoisie.—Ed.

® On the private moral character of this bourgeois hero, among
other things: “The large grant of lands in Ireland to Lady Orkney,
in 1695, is a public inslance of the king’s affection, and the lady’s
influence. .. Lady Orkney’s endearing offices are supposed to have
been—feeda labiorum ministeria.” (In the Sloane Manuscript Coilec-
tion, at the British Museum, No. 4224. The Manuscript is entitled:
“The character and behaviour of King William, Sunderland, etc.,
as represented in Original Letters to the Duke of Shrewsbury from
Somers, Halifax, Oxford, Secretary Vernon, etc.” It is full of cu-
riosa.)

* “The illegal alienation of the Crown Estates, partly by sale and
partly by gift, is a scandalous chapter in English history ... a gigantic
fraud on the nation.” (F, W, Newman, “Lectures on Political Econo-
my.” London, 1851, pp. 129, 130). [For details as to how the present
large landed proprietors of England came into their possessions see
“Our Old Nobility. By Noblesse Oblige.” London, 1879—F.E\)

5 Read, e.g., E. Burke’s Pamphlet on the ducal house of Bedford,
whose offshoot was Lord John Russell, the “tomtit of Liberalism.”
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landed aristocracy was the natural ally of the new bank-
ocracy, of the newly-hatched haute finance, and of the large
manufacturers, then depending on protective duties. The
English bourgeoisiec acted for ils own interest q%ut‘e as
wisely as did the Swedish bourgeoisie who, reversing the
process, hand in hand with their economic allles, the peas-
antry, helped the kings in the forcible resumption of the
Crown lands from the oligarchy. This happened since 1604
under Charles X. and Charles XI.

Communal property—always distinct fmm.t‘he .S\tavt'e pro-
perty just dealt with—was an old Teutonic institution
which lived on under cover of feudalism. We have seen
how the forcible usurpation of this, generally acgompamed
by the turning of arable into pasture land, begins at the
end of the 15th and extends into the 16th century. Bqt, at
that time, the process was carried on by means of indi-
vidual acts of violence against which legislation, for a hun-
dred and fifty years, fought in vain. The advance mad.e by
the 18th century shows itself in this, that the law 1‘tse}f
becomes now the instrument of the theft of the people s
land, although the large farmers make use of their little
independent methods as well.! The parliamentary form f)f
the robbery is that of Acts for enclosures of Commons, in
other words, decrees by which the landlords grant them-
selves the people’s land as private property, de‘crees‘of ex-
propriation of the people. Sir F. M. ]*'Zden refutes his own
crafty special pleading, in which he tries to represent com-
munal property as the private property of the great land-
lords who have taken the place of the feudal lords, when
he, himself, demands a “general Act of Parliament for t}le
enclosure of Commons” (admitting thereby that a paﬂla-
mentary coup d’état is necessary for its transformation 1nt:0'
private property), and moreover calls on the legislature for

N

the indemnification for the expropriated poor.?2

1 “The farmers forbid cottagers to keep any Iivi_ng creatures be-
sides themselves and children, under the pretence that if they keep any
beasts or pouliry, they will steal from the farmers’ barns f(_)r Lhelr
support; they also say, keep the cottagers poor :}nd you will keep
them industrious, &c., but the real fact, I believe, is that the farmers

i ” (“A Political
may have the whole right of common to themselves.” ( ‘;\,
Inq)l,liry into the Consequences of enclesing Waste Lands.”” London,
1785, p. 175.)

2 Eden, L. c., preface.
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Whilst the place of the independent yeoman was taken
by tenants at will, small farmers on yearly leases, a servile
rabble dependent on the pleasure of the landlords, the
systematic robbery of the Communal lands helped es-p,ecial—
ly, ne>§‘t to the theft of the State domains, to swell those
large farms, that were called in the 18th century capital
farms ! or merchant farms, 2 and to “set free” the agricul-
ttls}r,al population as proletarians for manufacturing indus-

The 18th century, however, did not yet recognise as fully
as the 19th, the identity between national wealth and the
poverty of the people. Hence the most vigorous polemic
in the economic literature of that time, on the “enc‘l-osure,
of commons.” From the mass of materials that lie before
me, I give a few extracts that will throw a strong light on
the circumstances of the time. “In several parishc; of Hert-
for‘(.ishlre,” writes one indignant person, “24 farms, num-
'berlng on the average 50-150 acres, have been mell’ted up
mt.o three farms.” ? “In Northamptonshire and Leicester-
shire the enclosure of common lands has taken place on a
very large scale, and mostof the new lordships resulting
from the enclosure, have been turned into pa-s’tuna-ge in
consequence of which many lordships have not now’ 50
acres ploughed yearly, in which 1,500 were ploughed for-
merly. The ruins of former dwelling-houses, barns, stables
&e.,” are the sole traces of the former inhabiltar;ts. “AI;
hundred houses and families have in some open field vil-
lages --. dwindled fo eight or ten.... The landholders in
most parishes that have been enclosed only 15 or 20 years
are very few in comparison of the numbers who o-c-cup-ied,
them in their open-field state. It is no uncommon thing for
4 or 5 wealthy graziers to engross a large enclosed lordship
which was before in the hands of 20 or 30 farmers an‘d
as many smaller tenants and proprietors. All these are ,here—
by thrown out of their livings with their families and

I “Capital Farms.” Two lette

8 . ers on the Flour Trade and the Dear-

nesg gf Corn. By a person in business. London, 1767, pp. 19, 20.e
Hieh Mﬁerch‘ant Far_m‘s.’ :‘An Inquiry into the Causes of the present
igh Price of Prov1§10ns.’ London, 1767, p. 11. Note.—This excellent
Xgrk, that was published anonymously, is by the Rev. Nathaniel Fors-

3 Thomas Wright: “A short add Publi
: address to the P g

of large farms,”b 1779, pp. 2, 3. ° the Public on the Monopoly
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many other families who were chiefly employed and sup-
ported by them.” ! It was not only the land that lay waste,
but often land cultivated either in common or held under

a definite rent paid to the community, that was annexed

by the ncighbouring landlords under pretext of enclosure.
“I have here in view enclosures of open fields and lands
already improved. It is acknowledged by even the writers
in defence of enclosures that these diminished villages in-
crease the monopolies of farms, raise the prices of provi-
sions, and produce depopulation ... and cven the enclo-
sure of waste lands (as now carried on) bears hard on the
poor, by depriving them of a part of their subsistence, and
only goes towards increasing farms already too large.”?
“Wihen,” says Dr. Price, “this land gets into the hands of a
few great farmers, the consequence must be that the little
farmers” (earlier designated by him “a multitude of little
proprietors and tenants, who maintain themselves and fam-
ilies by the produce of the ground they occupy, by sheep
kept on a common, by poultry, hogs, &c., and who there-
fore have little occasion to purchase any of the means of
subsistence”) “will be converted into a body of men who
earn their subsistence by working for others, and who will
be under a necessity of going to market for all they want.. ..
There will, perhaps, be more labour, because there will be
more compulsion to it.... Towns and manufactures will

. increase, because more will be driven to them in quest of

places and employment. This is the way in which the en-
grossing of farms naturally operates. And this is the way
in which, for many years, it has been actually operating in
this kingdom.” 3 He sums up the effect of the enclosures
thus: “Upon the whole, the circumstances of the lower
ranks of men are altered in almost every respect for the
worse. From little occupiers of land, they are reduced to
the state of day-labourers and hirelings; and, at the same
time, their subsistence in that state has become more diffi-

1 Rev. Addington: “Inquiry into the Reasons for or against enclos-
ing open fields.” London, 1772, pp. 37-43 passim.

2 Dr. R. Price, “Observations on Reversionary Payments,” 6th ed.,
London, 1809, v. ii, p. 155. Forster, Addington, Kent, Price, and
James Anderson, should be read and compared with the miserable prat-
tle of Sycophant MacCulloch in his catalogue: “The Literature of
Political Economy,” London, 1845.

3 Price, 1. c., p. 147.



cult.”! In fact, usurpation of the common lands and the
revolution in agricullure accompanying this, told so acutely
on the agricultural labourers that, even according to Eden,
between 1765 and 1780, their wages began to fall below
the minimum, and to be supplemented by official poor-law
relief. Their wages, he says, “were not more than enough
for the absolute necessaries of life.”

Let us hear for a moment a defender of enclosures and
an opponent of Dr. Price. “Nor is it a consequence that there
must be depopulation, because men are not seen wasting
their labour in the open field. ... If, by converting the little
farmers into a body of men who must work for others, more
labour is produced, it is an advantage which the nation”
(to which, of course, the “converted” ones do not belong)
“should wish for ... the produce being greater when their
Joint labours are employed on one farm, there will be a
surplus for manufactures, and by this means manufactures,

! Price, L. c., p. 159. We are reminded of ancient Rome. “The rich
had got possession of the greater part of the undivided land. They
trusted in the conditions of the time, that these possessions would
not be again taken from them, and bought, therefore, some of the
pieces of land lying near theirs, and belonging to the poor, with the
acquiescence of their owners, and took some by force, so that they
now were cultivating widely extended domains, instead of isolated
fields. Then they employed slaves in agriculture and cattle-breeding,
because freemen would have been taken from labour for military serv-
ice. The possession of slaves brought them great gain, inasmuch as
these, on account of their immunity from military service, could freely
multiply and have a multitude of children. Thus the powerful men
drew all wealth to themselves, and all the land swarmed with slaves.
The Italians, on the other hand, were always decreasing in number,
destroyed as they were by poverty, taxes, and military service. Even
when times of peace came, they were doomed to complete inactivity,
because the rich were in possession of the soil, and used slaves instead
of freemen in the tilling of it.” (Appian: “Civil Wars,” I. 7.) This pas-
sage refers to the time before the Licinian rogations. [The Licinian ro-
gations—a law adopted in Ancient Rome in 367 B. C. It limited, to
a certain extent, the right to transfer communal lands into private ten-
ure and provided for a partial cassation of debts. The law was aimed
against the growth of big landownership and privileges for patricians;
it also reflected a certain consolidation of the ecconomic and poli-
tical positions of the plebs. According to Roman tradition, Licinius and
Sextius, popular spokesmen, were said to be the authors of this law.
—Ed.) Military service, which hastened to so great an extent the ruin
of the Roman plebeians, was also the chief means by which, as in a
forcing-house, Charlemagne brought about the transformation of free
German peasants into serfs and bondsmen.
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one of the mines of the nation, will increase, in proportion
to the quantily of corn produced.”!

The stoical peace of mind with which the political eco
nomist regards the most shameless violation of the “sacred
righlts of property” and the grossest acts of violence to
persons, as soon as they are necessary to lay the founda-
tions of the capilalistic mode of production, is shown by
Sir I'. M. Eden, philanthropist and tory, to boot. The whole
series of thefts, outrages, and popular misery, that accom-
panied the forcible expropriation of the people, from the
last third of the 15th to the end of the 18th century, lead
him merely to the comfortable conclusion: “The due pro-
portion between arable land and pasture had to be es-
lablished. During the whole of the 14th and the greater part
of the 15th century, there was one acre of pasture to 2, 3,
and cven 4 of arable land. About the middle of the 16th
century the proportion was changed of 2 acres of pasture
to 2, later on, of 2 acres of pasture to one of arable, until
at last the just proportion of 3 acres of pasture lo one of
arable land was attained.”

In the 19th century, the very memory of the connexion
between the agricultural labourer and the communal pro-
perty had, of course, vanished. To say nothing of more re-
cent times, have the agricultural population received a
farthing of compensation for the 3,511,770 acres of common
land which between 1801 and 1831 were stolen from them
and by parliamentary devices presented to the landlords
by the landlords?

The last process of wholesale expropriation of the agri-
cultural population from the soil is, finally, the so-called
clearing of estates, i.e., the sweeping men off them. All the
English methods hitherto considered culminated in “clear-
ing.” As we saw in the picture of modern condilions given
in a former chapter, where there arc no more independent
peasants to get rid of, the “clearing” of cottages begins; so
that the agricultural labourers do not find on the soil cul-
tivated by them even the spot necessary for their own hous-

! “An Inquiry into the Connexion between the Present Price of
Provisions, &c.,” pp. 124, 129. To the like effect, but with an opposite
tendency: “Working-men are driven from their cottages and forced
into the towns to seek for employment; but then a larger surplus is
obtained, and thus capital is augmented.” (“The Perils of the Nation,”
2nd ed. London, 1843, p. 14.)
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ing. Bul what “clearing of estates™ really and properly sig-
nifies, we learn only in the promised land of modern ro-
mance, the Highlands of Scotland. There the process is dis-
tinguished by its systematic character, by the magnitude of
the scale on which it is carried out at one blow (in Ireland
landlords have gone to the length of sweeping away several
villages at once; in Scotland areas as large as German prin-
cipalitics are dealt with), finally by the peculiar form of
property, under which the embezzled lands were held.

The Highland Celts were organised in clans, each of
which was the owner of the land on which it was settled.
The representative of the clan, its chief or ‘‘great man,”
was only the titular owner of this property, just as the
Queen of England is the titular owner of all the national
soil. When the English government succeeded in sup-
pressing the intestine wars of these “great men,” and their
constant incursions into the Lowland plains, the chiefs of
the clans by no means gave up their time-honoured trade as
robbers; they only changed its form. On their own authority
they transformed their nominal right into a right of private
property, and as this brought them into collision with their
clansmen, resolved to drive them out by open force. “A
king of England might as well claim to drive his subjects
into the sea,” says Professor Newman.! This revolution,
which began in Scotland after the last rising of the follow-
ers of the Pretender,? can be followed through its first
phases in the writings of Sir James Steuart  and James An-

Y1, ¢, p. 132.

2 A reference to the rising of 1745-1746, engincered by the followers
of the Stuart dynasty, who demanded that Charles Edward, the so-
called “young Pretender,” should occupy the English throne., The
rising also mirrored the protest of the popular masses in Scotland and
England against their exploitation by the landlords and the wholesale
expropriation of the land. Following the suppression of the rising by
English troops, the clan system in the Highlands of Scotland began to
disintegrate and the ‘“clearing of estates” assumed an even more inten-
sive character.—FEd.

3 Steuart says: “If you compare the rent of these lands” (he er-
roncously includes in this economic category the tribute of the task-
men to the clan-chief) “with the extent, it appears very small. If you
compare it with the numbers fed upon the farm, you will find that an
estate in the Highlands maintains, perhaps, ten times as many people
as another of the same value in a good and fertile province.” {“An In-
quiry into the Principles of Political Economy,” London, 1767, vol. i.,
ch. xvi.,, p. 104)
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derson. ' In the 18th century the hunled-out Gaels were for-
bidden 1o emigrate from the country, willh a view to driv-
ing them by force to Glasgow uand other manufacluring
towns.? As an example of the method ® obtaining in the 19th
century, the “clearing” made by the Duchess of Sutherland
will suffice here. This person, well instructed in economy,
resolved, on cntering upon her government, to effect a
radical cure, and to turn the whole country, whose pop-
ulalion had already been, by earlier processes of the like
kind, reduced to 15,000, into a sheep-walk. From 1814 to
1820 these 15,000 inhabitants, about 3,000 families, were
systematically hunted and rooted out. All their villages were
destroyed and burnt, all their fields turned into pasturage.
British soldiers enforced this eviction, and came to blows
with the inhabitants. One old woman was burnt to death
in the flames of the hut, which she refused to leave. Thus
this fine lady appropriated 794,000 acres of land that had

! James Anderson: “Observations on the means of exciting a spirit
of National Indusiry, &ec.,” Edinburgh, 1777.

2 In 1860 the people expropriated by force were exported to Ca-
nada under false pretences. Some fled to the mountains and neigh-
bouring islands. They were followed by the police, came to blows with
them and escaped.

3 “In the Highlands of Scotland,” says Buchanan, the commen-
tator on Adam Smith, 1814, “the ancient state of property is daily sub-
verted.... The landlord, without regard to the hereditary tenant (a
category used in error here), now offers his land to the highest bidder,
who, if he is an improver, instantly adopls a new system of cultiva-
tion. The land, formerly overspread with small tenanls or labourers,
was peopled in proportion {o its produce, but under the new system
of improved cultivation and increased rents, the largest possible pro-
duce is obtained at the least possible expense: and the useless hands
being, with this view, removed, the population is reduced, not to what
the land will maintain, but to what it will employ. The dispossessed
tenants either seck a subsisience in the neighbouring towns,” &ec. (Da-
vid Buchanan: “Observations on, &c., A. Smith’s Wealth of Nations.”
Edinburgh, 1814, vol iv., p. 144.)) “The Scotch grandees dispossessed
families as they would grub up coppice-wood, and they treated vil-
lages and their people as Indians harassed wilh wild beasts do, in
their vengeance, a jungle with {ligers.... Man is bartered for a fleece
or a carcase of mutton, nay, held cheaper.... Why, how much worse
is it than the intention of the Moguls, who, when they had broken
into the northern provinces of China, proposed in council to ex-
terminate the inhabitants, and convert the land into pasture. This pro-
posal many Highland proprietors have cffected in their own country
against their own countrymen.” (George Ensor: “An Inquiry concern-
ing the Population of Nations.” Lond., 1818, pp. 215, 216.)
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from time immemorial belonged to the clan. She assigned to
the expelled inhabitants about 6,000 acres on the sea-
shore -2 acres per family. The 6,000 acres had until this
time lain waste, and broughl in no income to their owners.
The Duchess, in the nobilily of her heart, actually went
so far as to let these at an average rent of 2s. 6d. per acre
to the clansmen, who for centuries had shed their blood
for her family. The whole of the stolen clanland she divided
into 29 great sheep farms, cach inhabited by a single fami-
ly, for the most part imported English farm-servants. In the
year 1825 the 15,000 Gaels were already replaced by 131,000
sheep. The remnant of the aborigines flung on the sea-shore,
tried to live by catching fish. They became amphibious
and lived, as an English author says, half on land and half
on water, and withal only half on both.!

But the brave Gaels must expiate yet more bitterly their
idolatry, romantic and of the mountains, for the ‘“great
men” of the clan. The smell of their fish rose to the noses
of the great men. They scented some profit in it, and let the
sea-shore to the great fishmongers of London. For the
second time the Gaeis were hunted out.?2

But, finally, part of the sheep-walks are turned into deer
preserves. Every one knows that there are no real forests
in England. The deer in the parks of the great are demurely
domestic cattle, fat as London aldermen, Scotland is there-
fore the last refuge of the *‘noble passion.” “In the High-
lands,” says Somers in 1848, “new forests are springing up
like mushrooms. Here, on one side of Gaick, you have the
new forest of Glenfeshie; and there on the other you have
the new forest of Ardverikie. In the same line you have the

! When the present Duchess of Sutherland entertained Mrs. Beecher
Stowe, authoress of “Uncle Tom’s Cabin,” with great magnificence in
London {o show her sympathy for the negro slaves of the American
republic—a sympathy that she prudenily forgot, with her fellow-aris-
tocrats, during the civil war, in which every “noble” English heart
beat for the slave-owner—I gave in the New York Tribune the facts
about the Sutherland slaves. (Epitomised in part by Carey in “The
Slave Trade.” Philadelphia, 1853, pp. 203, 204.) My article was reprint-
ed in a Scotch newspaper, and led to a pretty polemic between the
latter and the sycophanis of the Sutherlands.

2 Interesting details on this fish trade will be found in Mr. David
Urquhart’s Portfolio, new series.—Nassau W. Senior, in his posthumous
work, already quoted, terms “the procecdings in Sutherlandshire one
of the most beneficient clearings since the memory of man.” (“Jour-
nals, Conversations and Essays relating to Ircland,” London, 1868.)
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Black Mount, an immense waste also recently erected. I'rom
cast to west—from the neighbourhood of Aberdeen to the
crags of Oban—you have now a continuous line of forests;
while in other parts of the Highlands there are the new for-
ests of Loch Archaig, Glengarry, Glenmoriston, &c. Sheep
were introduced into glens which had been the seats of
communities of small farmers; and the latter were driven
to seek subsistence on coarser and more sterile tracts of
soil. Now deer are supplanting sheep; and these are once
more dispossessing the small tenants, who will necessarily
be driven down upon still coarser land and to more grinding
penury. Decr-forests ! and the people cannot co-exist. One
or other of the two must yield. Let the forests be increased
in number and cxtent during the next quarter of a century,
as they have been in the last, and the Gaels will perish from

their native soil.... This movement among the Highland
proprietors is with some a matter of ambition . .. with some
love of sport ... while others, of a more practical cast,

follow the trade in deer with an eye solely to profit. For
it is a fact, that a mountain range laid out in forest is, in
many cases, more profitable to the proprietor than when

let as a sheep-walk. ... The huntsman who wants a deer-
forest limits his offers by no other calculation than the
extent of his purse. . .. Sufferings have been inflicted in the

Highlands scarcely less severe than those occasioned by the
policy of the Norman kings. Deer have received extended
ranges, while men have been hunted within a narrower

and still narrower circle. ... One after one the liberties of
the people have been cloven down. ... And the oppressions
are daily on the increase. ... The clearance and dispersion

of the people is pursued by the proprietors as a settled
principle, as an agricultural necessity, just as trees and
brushwood are cleared from the wastes of America or Aus-
tralia; and the operation goes on in a quiet, business-like
way, &e.”’ 2

| The deer-forests of Scolland contain not a single tree. The sheep
are driven from, and then the deer driven to, the naked hills, and then
it is cailed a deer-forest. Not even timber-planting and real forest cul-
ture.

2 Robert Somers: “Letters from the Highlands: or the Famine of
1847.” London, 1848, pp. 12-28 passim. These letters originally appeared
in The Times. The English economists of course cxplained the famine
of the Gaels in 1847, by their over-population. At all events, they
“were pressing on their food-supply.” The “clearing of estates,” or as
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The spoliation of the church’s property, the fraudulent
alienation of the State domains, thoe robbery of the common
lands, the usurpation of feudal and clan property, and its
transformation into modern private property under cir-

it is called in Germany, “Bauernlegen,” occurred in Germany especial-
Iy after the 30 years’ war, and led to peasant-revolts as late as 1790
in Kursachsen. It obtained especially in East Germany. In most of the
Prussian provinces, Frederick II. for the first time sccured right of
property for the peasants. After the conquest of Silesia he forced the
Iandlords to rebuild the huts, harns, ete., and to provide the peasants
with cattle and implements. He wanted soldiers for his army and tax-
payers for his treasuryv. For the rest, the pleasant life that the peasant
led under Frederick’s system of finance and hodge-podge rule of des-
potism, bureaucracy and feudalism, may be scen from the following
quotation from his admirer, Mirabeau: “Le lin fait donc une des
grandes richesses du cultivateur dans le Nord de PAllemagne. Malheu-
reusement pour Pespéce humaine, ce n’est qu’une ressource contre
la misére el non un moyen de bien-élre. Les impots directs, les cor-
vées, les servitudes de tout genre, écrasent le cultivateur allemand, qui
paie encore des impdts indirects dans toul ce qu'il achéte ... et pour
comble de ruine, il n’ose pas vendre ses productions ot et comme il
le veut; il n’ose pas acheter ce dont il a besoin aux marchands qui
pourraient le lui livrer au meilleur prix. Toutes ces causes lo ruinent
insensiblement, et il se trouverait hors d’état de payer les
impots  directs &4 Péchéance sans la filerie; elle lui offre une res-
source, en occupant utilement sa femme, ses enfants, ses ser-
vants, ses valels, et lui-méme: mais quelle pénible vie, méme aidée
de ce secours. En 616, il travaille comme un forgat au labourage et 2
la récolte; il se couche A 9 heures et se love a deux, pour suffire aux
travaux; en hiver il devrait réparer ses forces par un plus grand
repos; mais il manquera de grains pour le pain et les semailles, sl
se défait des denrées qu’il faudrait vendre pour payer les impots, Il
faut donc filer pour suppléer a ce vide ... il faut v apporter la plus
grande assiduité. Aussi le pavsan se couche-t-il en hiver & minuit,
une heure, ¢t se leve a cing ou six; ou bien il se couche A neuf, et se¢
Ieve a deux, et cela tous les jours de la vie si ce n’est le dimanche.
Ces exces de veille et de lravail usent la nature humaine, et de 1a
vient quhommes et femmes vieillissent beaucoup plutdt dans les cam-
pagnes que dans les villes.” (Mirabeau, 1. c., t. III, pp. 212 sqq.)

Note to the second edition. In April 1866, 18 years after the pub-
lication of the work of Robert Somers quoted above, Professor Leone
Levi gave a lecture before the Society of Arts on the transformation
of sheep-walks into deer-forest, in which he depicts the advance in
the devastation of the Scottish Highlands. He says, with other things:
“Depopulation and iransformation into sheep-walks were the most con-
venient means for getting an income without expenditure. ... A deer-
forest in place of a sheep-walk was a common change in the High-
lands. The landowners turned out the sheep as they once turned out
the men from their eslales, and welcomed the new tenants—the wild
beasts and the feathered birds. ... One can walk from the Earl of Dal-
housie’s estales in Forfarshire (o John o’Groals, withoul ever leaving
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cumstances of reckless terrorism, were just so many idyllic
methods of primitive accumulation. Thcy.conquered the
field for capitalistic agriculture, made the soil part and par-
cel of capital, and created for the town 1ndustr10§ the
necessary supply of a “free” and outlawed proletariat.

BLOODY LEGISLATION
AGAINST THE EXPROPRIATED,
FROM THE END OF THE 15TH CENTURY.

FORCING DOWN OF WAGES
BY ACTS OF PARLIAMENT

i i f the bands

The proletariat created by the breaking up of the b
of feu(i)al retainers and by the forcible expropriation of
the people from the soil, this “free” proletariat could not

v > the fox, the wild cat, the
forest land.... In many of these woods fox, .
marten, the polecat, the weasel and the Alpine hare are c}:)?qm‘(;;l,
whilst the rabbit, the squirrel and the rat have lately r_nad‘e id elgri\bcg
into the country. Immense tracts of land, much of which is des ped
in the statistical account of Scotland .as_havmg a pastlilrage ntl frmm
ness and extent of very superior description, are thus shut 0;11 om
all cultivation and improvement, :fmd z}ra soflel‘[}lfl deg(}li‘e’c’l ’tis)het Ieoflrzlon
i e year. .
of a few persons for a very brief period o 3 Lon
] p ¢ the items of news in a
Zconomist of June 2, 1866, says, Amf)ngst of
gggtnch paper of last week, we read... ‘One of the finesl sheep tlfar(r)r}?
in Sutherlandshire, for which a rent of £1,2QO a year was recen v}e’rtod
fered, on the expiry of the existing leascl thls'yelz}r, [lS tr} I}c(:ucdo]r;i“n
; " "¢ See cT nstnclts o 4 alls
into a deer-forest” Here we sce the modern 1 ! X .
1«?]):1”1tinq pretty much as they did when Ithe I[\Imm:'ll}l F(I)]l::][lti(e)ln(lr”f
\royer vil y v fore wo s
(s ‘ed 36 villages to create the N(,\Y “orest. . .. | ‘ fion \
(}fféz(’\ . totally li’\id waste, embracing within their arca som:r.;)t[ [\h‘:
m’osl fertile lands of Scotland. The natural grass of G}en‘ws ; ;;(:n
among the most nutritive in the county of (1])c'l‘lllihT]]C'i((l]iciii;)tIrEE?1 (()A ]S:/\-
ras by far the best grazing ground in the w strict of
grri(ig;‘1"‘;spa}rt of t};c Black Mount forest was the bCStdl)TS}lllr({\ f:;;
l \ce i . ) idea of the ground laid was
black-faced sheep in Scotland. Some ic A L v
i s in Scotland may be formed from the 1:
for purely sporting purposecs in 3 d fom the [t
i a l: han the whole county ot Perth.
that it embraced an area larger 1 X ) o Perth. The
lder might give some idea o e los
resources of the forest of Ben Aulder ght ¢ G e o e e
ined fr the forced desolations, The ground
i%sggi)m:lllee;)ou;nd as it was not more than one—thlr’tlet;:' part ofltrlllg
oi(i forést gr(;und in Scotland ... it might, &c.,y .. ] All}tq(ft fl())re:] :lbf
is as tolally unproductive.... It might thus as well have been s A
I;’l(‘;"g(‘d under the waters of the German Ocean. ... Such %x]t]en'dpi(‘))rrlfsfr
\\'ii(iofnesses or deserts ought to be put down by the decided interfe

ence of the Legislature.”
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E:;).éilbly‘b‘c absorbed by the nascent manufactures as fast
;ﬂen “;iii(’;hr(l)wn upon the world. On the other hand, these
coula ud enly dragged from their wonted mode of life,
e neixsr (s:gggletrll(l)yn fa%ipt themselves to the discipline
. ey were turned en masse in
gefigiz,sero?bers, vagabonds, partly from inclination, ltg
oF the 15‘?}1 rom stre;ss of circumstances. Hence at the end
thrompt ‘;nd during the whole of the 16th century,
e abg’ n estern Europe a bloody legislation aglainét
h‘g rondage. Th? fathers of the present working-class were
chastised for their enforced transformation into vagabonds
an.d ﬁ)aupers. Legislation treated them as “voluntary” cri-
wnlilllllafz’ a(r)ld assumm.l that it depended on their own good
g eiistg(?_ working under the old conditions that no
}il Englgnd this legislation began under Henry VII
L ednry ’V II.I. 1530: Beggars 0ld and unable to work reccive
a beggar’s licence. On the other hand, whipping and im-
prisonment f‘or‘sh.lrdy vagabonds. They are to be t?ed to the
garét.—tml and whipped until the blood streams from their
odics, then to swear an oath to go back to their birthplace
olr to where they have lived the last three years and to “put
themselves to labour.” What grim irony! In 27 Henry VIII
the former statute is repeated, but strengthened with ne\x;
glauses. For the second arrest for vagabonﬁaqe the whippin
is to be repeated and half the car sliced off: but forpl‘hg
bh}rq relapse the offender is to be exccuted a’", a hardened
criminal and enemy of the common weal.‘ ©
Edward VIL.: A statute of the first year of his reign, 1547
ordains that if anyone refuses to work, he shall bé (':on,
dem'ned asaslave to the person who has donounced him q;
an idler. The master shall feed his slave on bread zu(l(ll
water, weak }Jroth and such refuse meat as he thinks fit
He h‘a‘s the right to force him to do any work, no matter
how d1§gustmg,_ with whip and chains. If the sla,vc w .absent
g fortnight, he is condemned to slavery for life and is to be
randed on forchead or back with the letter S; if he runs
away tllrlpe, he is to be exccuted as a felon. The rﬁqste;-
can sell him, bequeath him, let him out on hire as a siav
Just as any other personal chattel or cattle. If the slav‘?‘
attempt anything against the masters, they .are also to g;
cxccuted. Justices of the peace, on information m:c“to hunt
the rascals down. If it happens that a vagabo’nd has becn
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idling about for three days, he is to be taken to his birth-
place, branded with a redhot iron with the letter V on the
breast and be set to work, in chains, in the streets or at
some other labour. If the vagabond gives a false birthplace,
he is then to become the slave for life of this place, of its
inhabitants, or its corporation, and to be branded with an
S. All persons have the right to take away the children of
the vagabonds and to keep them as apprentices, the young
men until the 24th year, the girls until the 20th. If they
run away, they are to become up to this age the slaves of
their masters, who can put them in irons, whip them, &e.,
if they like. Every master may put an iron ring round the
neck, arms or legs of his slave, by which to know him more
easily and to be more certain of him. ! The last part of this
statute provides, that certain poor people may be employed
by a place or by persons, who are willing to give them food
and drink and to find them work. This kind of parish-slaves
was kept up in England until far into the 19th century
under the name of “roundsmen.”

Elizabeth, 1572: Unlicensed beggars above 14 years of age
are to be severely flogged and branded on the left ear unless
some one will take them into service for two years; in case
of a repetition of the offence, if they are over 18, they are
to be executed, unless some one will take them into service
for two years; but for the third offence they are to be eXe-
cuted without mercy as felons. Similar statutes: 18 Eliza-
beth, c¢. 13, and another of 1597. 2

I The author of the “Essay on Trade, ete..” 1770, says, “In the reign
of Edward VI. indeed the English seem to have sect, in good earnest,
about encouraging manufactures and employing the poor. This we
learn from a remarkable statute which runs thus: ‘That all vagrants
shall be branded, &c.”” 1. ¢, p. 5.

2 Thomas More says in his “Utopia”: “Therfore that on covetous
and unsatiable cormaraunte and very plage of his native contrey maye
compasse aboute and inclosc many thousand akers of grounde together
within one pale or hedge, the husbandmen be thrust owte of their
owne, or els either by concyne and fraude, or by violent oppression
they be put besydes it, or by wrongs and iniuries thei be so weried
that they be compelled to sell all: by one mecanes, therfore, or by
other, either by hooke or crooke they muste needes departe awaye,
poore, selye, wretched soules, men, women, husbands, wiues, father-
lesse children, widowes, wofull mothers with their yonge babes, and
their whole houschold smal in substance, and muche in numbre, as
husbandrye requireth many handes. Awaye thei trudge, I say, owte
of their knowen accustomed houses, fyndynge no place to reste in.
All their housholde stuffe, which is very little woorthe, thoughe it
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James I: Any once wandering about and begging is de-
clared rogue and a vagabond. Justices of the peace in
petty sessions are authorised to have them publicly whipped
and for the first offence to imprison them for 6 months,
for the second for 2 years. Whilst in prison they are to be
whipped as much and as often as the Justices of the peace
think fit. ... Incorrigible and dangerous rogues are to be
branded with an R on the left shoulder and set to hard
labour, and if they are caught begging again, o be executed
without mercy. These statutes, legally binding until the be-
ginning of the 18th century, were only repealed by 12 Anne,
c. 23.

Similar laws in France, where by the middle of the 17th
century a kingdom of vagabonds (truands) was established
in Paris. Even at the beginning of Louis XVI.’s reign (Ordi-
nance of July 13th, 1777) every man in good health from
16 to 60 years of age, if without means of subsistence and
not practising a trade, is to be sent to the galleys. Of the
same nature are the statute of Charles V. for the Nether-
lands (October, 1537), the first edict of the States and
Towns of Holland (March 19, 1614), the “Plakaat” of the
United Provinces (June 25, 1649), &c.

Thus were the agricultural people, first forcibly expro-

might well abide the sale: yet beeynge sodainely thruste owte, they
be constrayned to sell it for a thing of nought. And when they
haue wandered abrode tyll that be spent, what can they then els doc
but steale, and then iustly pardy be hanged, or els go about beggyng.
And yet then also they be caste in prison as vagabondes, because
they go aboute and worke not: whom no man wyl set a worke though
thei neuer so willyingly profre themselues therto.” Of these poor fu-
gitives of whom Thomas More says that they were forced to thieve,
72,000 great and petly thieves were put to death,” in the reign of
Henry VIIL (Holinshed, “Description of England,” Vol. 1, p. 186.)
In Elizabeth’s time, “roguecs were trussed up apace, and that there was
not one year commonly wherein three or four hundred were not de-
voured and ecaten up by the gallowes.” (Strype’s “Annals of the Re-
formation and Establishment of Religion, and other Various Occur-
rences in the Church of England during Queen Elizabeth’s Happy
Reign.” Second ed., 1725, Vol. I1.) According to this same Strype, in
Somersetshire, in one year, 40 persons were executed, 35 robbers burnt
in the hand, 37 whipped, and 183 discharged as “incorrigible vaga-
bonds.” Nevertheless, he is of opinion that this large number of pris-
oners does not comprise even a fifth of the actual criminals, thanks lo
the negligence of the justices and the foolish compassion of the peo-
ple; and the other counties of England were not better off in this
respect than Somersetshire, while some were even worse,
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priated from the soil, driven from their homes, turned into
vagabonds, and then whipped, bran(‘led, tortured by laws
grotesquely terrible, into the discipline necessary for the
wage system.

It is not enough that the conditions of labour are concen-
trated in a mass, in the shape of capital, at the one pole of
society, while at the other are grouped masscs of men, 'wh_o
have nothing to sell but their labour-power. Neither is it
enough that they are compelled to sell it voluntapﬂy. The
advance of capitalist production develops a workmg-‘c‘]as.s,
which by education, tradition, habit, looks upon the condi-
tions of that mode of production as self-evident laws of
Nature. The organisation of the capitalist process of pro-
duction, once fully developed, brecaks down all resistance.
The constant generation of a relative surplus-population
keeps the law of supply and demand of lab.our, and there-
fore keeps wages, in a rut that corresponds'wuh th'e wants of
capital. The dull compulsion of economic rglatl_ons com-
pletes the subjection of the labourer to the capitalist. Direct
force, outside economic conditions, is of course s?ﬂl used,
but only exceplionally. In the ordinary run of t<h1:ng53 th’e;
labourer can be left to the “natural laws of p‘I'OdU(EvtIO'n,
i.e., to his dependence on capital, a dependence springing
from, and guaranteed in perpetuity_by, thg condr’qgns of
production themselves. It is otherwise durlr}g the blstquc
genesis of capitalist production. The bourgeoisie, at”lts rise,
wants and uses the power of the state to “regulate” wages,
i.e., to force them within the limits suitable for surplus-
value making, to lengthen the working-day and to keep the
labourer himself in the normal degree of depgndence. This
is an essential element of the so-called primitive accumula-
tlo’?ﬁe class of wage-labourers, which arose in the Iat.ter
half of the 14th century, formed then and in f[he following
century only a very small part of the population, well pro-
tected in its position by the independqnt peasant proprie-
tary in the country and the guild-organisation in the town.
In country and town master and workmen stood c'lose to-
gether socially. The subordination of l‘a.lbou‘r to capital was
only formal—i.e., the mode of production 1tselt: had as yet
no specific capitalistic character. Variable capital prepon-
derated greatly over constant. The demand fo? wage—lab'oulr
grew, therefore, rapidly with cvery accumulation of capital,
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whilst the supply of wage-labour followed but slowly. A
large part of the national product, changed later into a
fund of capitalist accumulation, then still entered into the
consumption-fund of the labourer.

Legislat*ion on wage-labour (from the first, aimed at the
exploitation of the labourer and, as it advanced, always
equally hostile to him),! is started in England by the Stat-
ute of Labourers, of Edward III., 1349. The ordinance of
1350 in France, issued in the name of King John, corre-
sponds with it. English and French legislation run parallel
and are identical in purport. So far as the labour-statutes
aim at compulsory extension of the working-day, I do not
return to them, as this point was treated earlier (Chap. X.
Section 5). ’

The Statute of Labourers was passed at the urgent in-
stance of the House of Commons. A Tory says naively: “For-
merly the poor demanded such high wages as to threaten
industry and wealth. Next, their wages are so low as to
threzflten industry and wealth equally and perhaps more,
but in another way.” 2 A tariff of wages was fixed by law
for_town and country, for piece-work and day-work. The
agricultural labourers were to hire themselves out by the
year, t\he. town ones “in open market.” It was forbidden,
under pain of imprisonment, to pay higher wages than those
fixed by the statute, but the taking of higher wages was
more severely punished than the giving them. [So also in
Sections 18 and 19 of the Statute of Apprentices of Eliza-
beth,‘ten days’ imprisonment is decreed for him that pays
the higher wages, but twenty-one days for him that receives
them.] A statute of 1360 increased the penalties and autho-
rised the masters to extort labour at the legal rate of wages
by corporal punishment, All combinations, contracts, oaths,
&c., by which masons and carpenters reciprocally bound
themselves, were declared null and void. Coalition of the la-
bourers is treated as a heinous crime from the 14th century
to }825, the year of the repeal of the laws against Trades’
Unions. The spirit of the Statute of Labourers of 1349 and

! “Whenever the legislature attempts to regulate the differences be-
twee,r,l masters and their workmen, its counsellors are always the mas-
ters,” says A Smith. “L’esprit des lois, c’est la propriété,” says Linguet.

2 “Sophisms of Free Trade.” By a Barrister. Lond., 1850, p. 206.
He adds maliciously: “We were ready enough to interfere for the
employer, can nothing now be done for the employed?”
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of its offshoots, comes out clearly in the fact, that indeed
a maximum of wages is dictated by the State, but on no
account a minimum.

In the 16th century, the condition of the labourers had,
as we know, become much worse. The money wage rose,
but not in proportion to the depreciation of money and the
corresponding rise in the prices of commodities. Wages,
therefore, in reality fell. Nevertheless, the laws for keeping
them down remained in force, together with the ear-clipping
and branding of those “whom no one was willing to take
into service.” By the Statute of Apprentices 5 Elizabeth,
c. 3, the justices of the peace were empowered to fix certain
wages and to modify them according to the time of the year
and the price of commodities. James I. extended these regu-
lations of labour also to weavers, spinners, and all possible
categories of workers. ! George II. extended the laws against
coalitions of labourers to manufactures. In the manufactur-
ing period par excellence, the capitalist mode of production
had become sufficiently strong to render legal regulation of
wages as impracticable as it was unnecessary; but the rul-
ing classes were unwilling in case of necessity to be without
the weapons of the old arsenal. Still, 8 George II. forbade a
higher day’s wage than 2s. 7'/»d. for journeymen tailors in
and around London, except in cases of general mourning;

1 From a clause of Statute 2 James I, c¢. 6, we sce that certain
cloth-makers took upon themselves to dictate, in their capacity of
justices of the peace, the official tariff of wages in their own shops.
In Germany, especially after the Thirty Years’ War, statutes for keep-
ing down wages were general. “The want of servants and labourers
was very troublesome to the landed proprietors in the depopulated
districts. All villagers were forbidden to let rooms to single men and
women; all the latter were to be reported to the authorities and
cast into prison if they were unwilling to become servants, even if they
were employed at any other work, such as sowing seeds for the peas-
ants at a daily Wwage, or even buying and selling corn. (Imperial
privileges and sanclions for Silesia, I, 125.) For a whole century in
the decrees of the small German potentates a bitter cry goes up again
and again about the wicked and impertinent rabble that will not re-
concile itself to its hard lot, will not be conlent with the legal wage;
the individual landed proprietors are forbidden to pay more than
the State had fixed by a tariff. And yet the conditions of service were
at times better after the war than 100 years later; the farm servants
of Silesia had, in 1652, meat twice a week, whilst even in our century,
districts are known where they have it only three times a year., Further,
wages after the war were higher than in the following century.”
(G. Freytag.)

33




still, 13 George III., ¢. 68, gave the regulation of the wages
of silk-weavers to the justices of the peace; still, in 1796,
it required two judgments of the higher courts to decide,
whether the mandates of justices of the peace as to wages
held good also for non-agricultural Iabourers; still, in 1799,
an act of Parliament ordered that the wages of the Scotch
miners should continue to be regulated by a statute of Eli-
zabeth and two Scotch acts of 1661 and 1671. How complete-
ly in the meantime circumstances had changed, is proved
by an occurrence unheard-of before in the English Lower
House. In that place, where for more than 400 years laws
had been made for the maximum, beyond which wages ab-
solutely must not rise, Whitbread in 1796 proposed a legal
minimum wage for agricultural labourers. Pitt opposed
this, but confessed ithat the “condition of the poor was
cruel.” Iinally, in 1813, the laws for the regulation of
wages were repealed. They were an absurd anomaly, since
the capitalist regulated his factory by his private legislation,
and could by the poor-rates make up the wage of the agri-
cultural labourer to the indispensable minimum. The provi-
sions of the labour statutes as to contracts between master
and workman, as to giving notice and the like, which only
allow of a civil action against the contract-breaking master,
but on the contrary permit a criminal action against the
contract-breaking workman, are to this hour in full force.
The barbarous laws against Trades’ Unions fell in 1825
before the threatening bearing of the proletariat. Despite
this, they fell only in part. Cerlain beautiful fragments of
the old statute vanished only in 1859. Finally, the act of
Parliament of Junc 29, 1871, made a pretence of removing
the last traces of this class of legislation by legal recognition
of Trades’ Unions. But an act of Parliament of the same
date (an act to amend the criminal law relating to violence,
threats, and molestation), re-established, in point of fact,
the former state of things in a new shape. By this Parlia-
mentary escamotage the means which the labourers could
use in a strike or lock-out were withdrawn from the laws
common to all citizens, and placed under exceptional penal
legislation, the interpretation of which fell to the masters
themselves in their capacity as justices of the peace. Two
years earlier, the same House of Commons and the same
Mr. Gladstone in the well- known straightforward fashion
brought in a bill for the abolition of all exceptional penal
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legislalion against the working-class. But this was never al-
lowed to go beyond the second reading, and the matter was
thus protracted unlil at last lhe “greal Liberal party,” by
an alliance with the Tories, found courage to turn against
the very proletariat that had carried it into power. Not
content with this treachery, the “great Liberal party” al-
lowed the English judges, ever complaisant in the service
of the ruling classes, to dig up again the carlier laws against
“conspiracy,”’ ! and to apply them to coalitions of labourers.
We sce that only against its will and under the pressure of
the masses did the English Parliament give up the laws
against Strikes and Trades’ Unions, 2 after it had itself, for
500 years, held, with shameless egoism, the position of a
permanent Trades’ Union of the capitalists against the la-
bourers.

During the very first storms of the revolution, the French
bourgeoisie dared to take away from the workers the right
of association but just acquired. By a decree of June 14,
1791, they declared all coalition of the workers as “an at-
tempt against liberty and the declaration of the rights of
man,” punishable by a fine of 500 livres, together with de-
privation of the rights of an active citizen for one year. 3

I The law against “conspiracy” cxisted in England as far back as
the Middle Ages. It prohibited “any conspiratorial action cven when
it was lawfully grounded”. On the basis of this law, workers’ organisa-
tions and their struggle against entreprencurs were suppressed both
prior to the adoption of the coalilion laws (sce footnote 2) and after
their repeal.—FEd.

2 A reference to the laws against coalitions which were adopted
by the English Parliament in 1799 and 1800 and which prohibited the
setting up and activity of any workers’ organisations. These laws were
repealed by Parliament in 1824, their repeal being reaffirmed the next
year. Nevertheless the authorities did their best to restrict the activity
of the workers’ unions. For instance mere agitation for joining a work-
ers’ union or participating in a strike was regarded as “coercion” and
“violence” and punished as a criminal offence.—£d.

3 Article L of this law runs: “L’anéantissement de toule espece de
corporations du méme état et profession étant P'une des bases fonda-
mentales de la constitution francaise, il est défendu de les rétablir de
fait sous quelque prétexte et sous quelque forme que ce soit.” Article IV.
declares, that if “des citoyems attachés aux mémes professions, arts
ct métiers prenaicnt des délibérations, faisaient entre eux des conven-
tions tendantes a refuser de concert ou i n’accorder qu'a un prix
déterminé le secours de leur industrie ou de leurs travaux, les dites
délibérations et conventions ... seront déclarées inconstitutionnelles, at-
tentatoires A la liberté et & la déclaration des droits de I’homme, &c.”’;
felony, therefore, as in the old labour-statutes. (“Révolutions de Paris,”
Paris, 1791, t. III, p. 523.)
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This law which, by means of State compulsion, confined
the struggle between capital and labour within limils com-
fortable for capital, has outlived revolutions and changes
of dynasties. Even the Reign of Terror left it untouched.
It was but quite recently struck out of the Penal Code.
Nothing is more characteristic than the pretext for this
bourgeois coup d’état. “Granting,” says Chapelier, the re-
porter of the Select Committee on this law, “that wages
ought to be a little higher than they are, ... that they ought
to be high cnough for him that receives them, to be free
from that state of absolute dependence due to the want of
the necessaries of life, and which is almost that of slavery,”
yet the workers must not be allowed to come to any under-
standing about their own interests, nor to act in common
and thereby lessen their “absolute dependence, which is
almost that of slavery”; because, forsooth, in doing this
they injure “the freedom of their ci-devant masters, the
present entrepreneurs,” and because a coalition against the
despotism of the quondam masters of the corporations is—
guess what!—is a restoration of the corporations abolished
by the Irench constitution.'!

GENESIS OF THE CAPITALIST FARMER

Now that we have considered the forcible creation of a
class of outlawed proletarians, the bloody discipline that
turned them into wage-labourers, the disgraceful action of
the State which employed the police to accelerate the ac-
cumulation of capital by increasing the degree of exploita-
tion of labour, the question remains: whence came the cap-
ilalists originally? For the expropriation of the agricultur-
al population creates, directly, none but great landed pro-
prietors. As far, however, as concerns the genesis of the
farmer, we can, so to say, put our hand on it, because it is
a slow process evolving through many centuries. The serfs,
as well as the free small proprietors, held land under very
different tenures, and were therefore emancipated under
very different economic conditions. In England the first
form of the farmer is the bailiff, himself a serf. Iis posi-

tion is similar to that of the old Roman villicus, only in a

! Buchez et Roux: “Histoire Parlementaire,” t. x., pp. 193-195 pas-
sim.
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more limited sphere of action. During the second half of
the 14th century he is replaced by a farmer, whom the
landlord provides with seed, cattle and implemenis. His
condition is not very different from that of the peasant.
Only he exploits more wage-labour. Soon he becomes a
métayer, a half-farmer. Ile advances one part of the agri-
cultural stock, the landlord the other. The two divide the
total product in proportions determined by contract. This
form quickly disappears in England, o give place to the
farmer proper, who makes his own capital breed by em-
ploying wage-labourers, and pays a part of the surplus-
produet, in money or in kind, to the landlord as rent. So
long, during the 15th century, as the independent peasant
and the farm-labourer working for himself as well as for
wages, enriched themselves by their own labour, the cir-
cumstances of the farmer, and his field of production, were
equally mediocre. The agricultural revolution which com-
menced in the last third of the 15th century, and continued
during almost the whole of the 16th (excepting, however,
its last decade), enriched him just as speedily as it impov-
erished the mass of the agricultural people.!

The usurpation of the common lands allowed him to
augment greatly his stock of cattle, almost without cost,
whilst they yielded him a richer supply of manure for the
tillage of the soil. To this, was added in the 16th century,
a very imporlant clement. At that time the contracts for
farms ran for a long time, often for 99 years. The progres-
sive fall in the value of the precious metals, and therefore
of money, brought the farmers golden fruit. Apart from all
the other circumstances discussed above, it lowered wages.
A portion of the latter was now added to the profits of the
farm. The continuous rise in the price of corn, wool, meat,
in a word of all agricultural produce, swelled the money
capital of the farmer without any action on his part, whilst
the rent he paid (being calculated on the old value of
money) diminished in reality.? Thus they grew rich at the

! Harrison in his “Description of England,” says “although perad-
venture foure pounds of old reni be improved to fortie, toward the
end of his term, if he have not six or seven years rent lieng by hm.l,
fiftie or a hundred pounds, yet will the farmer thinke his gaines verie
small.”

2 On the influence of the depreciation of money in the 16th cen“}r)’:
on the different classes of society, sce “A Compendious or priet¢
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expense both of their labourers and their landlords. No
wonder therefore, that England, at the end of the 16th cen-
tury, had a class of capilalisl farmers. rich, considering the
circumstances of the time. !

Examination of Certayne Ordinary complaints of Diverse of our Coun-
trymen in these our Days.”” By W.S., Gentleman. (London 1581.) The
dialogue form of this work led people for a long time to ascribe it
to Shakespeare, and even in 1751, it was published under his name. Its
author is William Stafford. In one place the knight reasons as follows:

Knight: “You, my neighbour, the husbandman, you Maister Mercer,
and you Goodman Cooper, with other artificers, may save yourselves
metely well. For as much as all things are dearer than they were, so
much do you arise in the pryce of your wares and occupations that
ye sell agayne. But we have nothing to sell whereby we might advance
ye price thereof, to countervaile thosc things that we must buy
agayne.” In another place the knight asks the doctor: “I pray you,
what be those sorts that ye meane. And first, of those that ye thinke
should have no losse thereby?—Doctor: I mean all those that live by
buying and selling, for as they buy deare, they sell thereafter. Knight:
What is the next sort that ye say would win by it? Doctor: Marry, all
such as have takings of fearmes in their owne manurance [cultivation]
at the old rent, for where they pay after the olde rate they sell after
the newe—that is, they paye for theire lande good cheape, and sell
all things growing thereof deare. Knight: What sorte is that which,
ye sayde should have greater losse hereby, than these men had profit?
Doctor: It is all noblemen, gentlemen, and all other that live either
by a stinted rent or stypend, or do not manure [cultivation] the
ground, or doe occupy no buying and selling.”

! In France, the régisseur, steward, collector of dues for the feudal
lords during the earlier part of the middle ages, soon became an hom-
me d’affaires, who by extortion, cheating, &c., swindled himself into
a_capitalist. These régisseurs themselves were sometimes noblemen.
E.g9. “Cest li comple que messire Jacques de Thoraine, chevalier chaste-
lain sor Besan¢on rent &s-seigneur fenant les comptes 2 Dijon pour
monseigneur le duc et comte de Bourgoigne, des rentes appartenant a la
dite chastellenie, depuis xxve jour de décembre MCCCLIX jusqu’au
xxviiie jour de décembre MCCCLX.” (Alexis Monteil: “Traité des Ma-
tériaux manuscrits elc.,” pp. 234, 235.) Already it is evident here how
in all spheres of social life the lion’s share falls to the middleman. In
the cconomic domain, e.g., financiers, stock-exchange speculators, mer-
chants, shopkeepers skim the cream; in civil matters, the lawyer fleeces
his clients; in politics the representative is of more importance than
the volers, the minister than the sovereign; in religion God is pushed
into the background by the “Mediator,” and the latter again is shoved
back by the priests, the inevitable middlemen belween the good shep-
herd and his sheep. In France, as in England, the great feudal ter-
ritories were divided into innumerable small homesteads, but under
conditions incomparably more unfavourable for the people. During
the 14th century arose the farms or terriers. Their number grew con-

stantly, far beyond 100,000. They paid rents varying from 19 tog of the
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REACTION OF THE AGRICULTURAL REVOLUTION
ON INDUSTRY.

CREATION OF THE HOME-MARKET

FOR INDUSTRIAL CAPITAL

The exproprialion and -expulsion of the agricultural
population, intermittent but renewed wagz_lin‘and‘again, sup-
plied, as we saw, the fown industries with a mass.of pro-
letarians entirely unconnected with the corporate guilds and
unfettered by them; a fortunate circumstance that makes
old A. Anderson (not to be confounded with James An.der-
son) in his “History of Commerce,” believe in the direct
intervention of Providence. We must still pause a rr}oment
on this element of primitive accumulation. The thinning-out
of the independent, self-supporting peasants not only
brought about the crowding together of the 1qdustrlal pro-
letariat, in the way that Geoffroy Saint Hilaire explalnfad
the condcnsation of cosmical matter at one place, by its
rarefaction at another.! In spite of the smaller number
of its cultivators, the soil brought forth as much or more
produce, after as before, because the revolution in- the con-
ditions of landed property was accompanied by 1mpr0ved
methods of culture, greater co-operation, concentration of
the means of production, &c., and because not or}ly were
the agricultural wage-labourers put on thfa strain more
intensely, 2 but the field of production on which they w01:k-
ed for themselves, became more and more contracted.Wlth
the setting free of a part of the agricultural population,
therefore, their former means of nourishment were also set
free. They were now transformed into material e]ements'ol'
variable capital. The peasant, expropriated and cast ‘3d1‘lft,
mus! buy their value in the form of wages, from his new

product in money or in kind. These farms were fiefs, sub-fiefs, &c.,
according to the value and extent of the domams,'many of.thf:m‘ oply
containing a few acres. But these farmers ‘had rights of jurisdiction
in some degree over the dwellers on the 50{1; there were four gradets.
The oppression of the agricultural population under all these pet.r};
tyrants will be understood. Monteil says t‘hat ther'e were O'Ilciic;s
France 160,000 judges, where to-day, 4,000 tribunals, including justices
eace, suffice. )
of tlh?nphis “Notions de Philosophie Naturelle.” Paris, 1838.
2 A point that Sir James Steuart emphasises.
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master, the industrial capitalist. That which holds good of
.i,he means of subsistence holds with the raw materials of
industry dependent upon home agriculture. They were trans-
formed into an element of constant capital. Suppose, e.g.,a
part of the Westphalian peasants, who, at the time of Fre-
derick II., all span flax, forcibly expropriated and hunted
from the soil; and the other part that remained, turned into
day-labourers of large farmers. At the same time arise large
establishments for flax-spinning and weaving, in which the
men “set free” now work for wages. The flax looks exactly
as before. Not a fibre of it is changed, but a new social
soul has popped into its body. It forms now a part of the
constant capital of the master manufacturer. Formerly di-
_VIded among a number of small producers, who cultivated
it thelzm‘selves and with their families spun it in retail fash-
ion, it is now concentrated in the hand of one capitalist,
who sets others to spin and weave it for him. The extra
!abour expended in flax-spinning realised itself formerly
in extra income to numerous peasant families, or maybe,
in Frederick II.’s time, in taxes pour le roi de Prusse. It
realises itself now in profit for a few capitalists. The spin-
dles and looms, formerly scattered over the face of the
country, are now crowded together in a few great labour-bar-
racks, together with the labourers and the raw material.
And spindles, looms, raw material, are now transformed,
from means of independent existence for the spinners and
weavers, into means for commanding them and sucking out
pf them unpaid labour. ! One does not perceive, when look-
ing at the large manufactories and the large farms, that
they have originated from the throwing into one of many
small centres of production, and have been built up by the
expropriation of many small independent producers. Never-
theless, the popular intuition was not at fault. In the time
of Mil_‘abeau, the lion of the Revolution, the great manu-
factories were still called manufactures réunies, workshops
thrown into one, as we speak of fields thrown into one.
Says Mirabeau: “We are only paying attention to the grand
manufactories, in which hundreds of men work under a

1 < . . .

Je. pe‘rmettr'fu,” says the capitalist, “que vous ayez I’honneur de

me servir, a ?ondltlon que vous me donnez le peu qui vous reste pour

la peine que je prends de vous commander.” (J. J. Rousseau: “Discours
sur PEconomie Politique.”)

40

director and which are commonly called manufactures réu-
nies. Those where a very large number of labourers work,
each separately and on his own account, are hardly consid-
ered; they are placed at an infinite distance from the
others. This is a great error, as the latter alone make a real-
ly important object of national prosperity... The large
workshop (manufacture réunie) will enrich prodigiously
one or two entrepreneurs, but the labourers will only be
journeymen, paid more or less, and will not have any share
in the success of the undertaking. In the discrete workshop
(manufacture séparée), on the contrary, no one will become
rich, but many labourers will be comfortable; the saving and
the industrious will be able to amass a little capital, to put
by a little for a birth of a child, for an illness, for them-
selves or their belongings. The number of saving and in-
dustrious labourers will increase, because they wiil see in
good conduct, in activity, a means of essentially bettering
their condition, and not of obtaining a small rise of wages
that can never be of any importance for the future, and
whose sole result is to place men in the position to live 2
little beller, but only from day to day... The large work-
shops, undertakings of certain private persons who pay la-
bourers from day to day to work for their gain, may be able
to put these private individuals at their ease, but they will
never be an object worth the attention of governments.
Discrete workshops, for the most part combined with culti-
vation of small holdings, are the only free ones.” I The ex-
propriation and eviction of a part of the agricultural popu-
lation not only set free for industrial capital, the labourers,
their means of subsistence, and material for labour; it also
created the home-market.

In fact, the events that transformed the small peasants
into wage-labourers, and their means of subsistence and
of labour into material elements of capital, created, at the
same time,a home-market for the latter. Formerly, the peas-
ant family produced the means of subsistence and the raw
materials, which they themselves, for the most part, con-
sumed. These raw materials and means of subsistence have
! Mirabeau, 1. c., t. IIL, pp. 20-109 passim. That Mirabeau considers
the separate workshops more cconomical and productive than the
“combined,” and sees in the latter merely artificial exotics under gov-
ernment cultivation, is explained by the position at that time of a
great part of the continental manufactures.
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now become commodities: the large farmer sells them, he
finds his market in manufactures, Yarn, linen, coarse wool-
len stuffs—things whose raw materials had been within
the reach of every peasant family, had been spun and wo-
ven by it for its own use—were now transformed into ar-
ticles of manufacture, to which the country districts at once
served for markets. The many scattered customers, whom
stray artisans until now had found in the numerous small
producers working on their own account, concentrate them-
selves now into one great market provided for by indus-
trial capital.! Thus, hand in hand with the expropriation
of the self-supporting peasants, with their separation from
their means of production, goes the destruction of rural
domestic industry, the process of separation between manu-
facture and agriculture. And only the destruction of rural
domestic industry can give the internal market of a country
that extension and consistence which the capitalist mode of
production requires. Still the manufacturing period, properly
so called, does not succeed in carrying out this transforma-
tion radically and completely. It will be remembered that
manufacture, properly so called, conquers but partially the
domain of national production, and always rests on the
handicrafts of the town and the domestic industry of the
rural distriets as its ultimate basis. If it destroys these in one
form, in particular branches, at certain points, it calls them
up again elsewhere, because it needs them for the prepara-
tion of raw material up to a certain point. It produces,
therefore, a new class of small villagers who, while following
the cultivation of the soil as an accessory calling, find their
chief occupation in industrial labour, the products of which
they sell to the manufacturers directly, or through the me-
dium of merchants. This is one, though not the chief, cause
of a phenomenon which, at first, puzzles the student of
English history. From the last third of the 156th century

! “Twenty pounds of wool converted unobtrusively into the yearly
clothing of a labourer’s family by its own industry in the intervals
of other work—this makes no show; but bring it to market, send it
to the factory, thence to the broker, thence to the dealer, and you
will have great commercial operations, and nominal capital engaged
to the amount of twenty times its value.... The working-class is thus
cmersed to support a wretched factory population, a parasitical shop-
keeping class, and a fictitious commercial, monetary, and financial
system. (David Urquhart, 1. c., p. 120.)
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lie finds continually complaints, only interrupted at certain
intervals, about the encroachment of capitalist farming in
the country districts, and the progressive destruction of the
peasantry. On the other hand, he ‘al\.valys finds this peasantry
turning up again, although in d1m1n1§hed numper, and al-
ways under worse conditions. ! The chief reason is: Eng!and
is at one time chiefly a cultivator of corn, at another chiefly
a breeder of cattle, in alternate periods, and with these
the extent of peasant cultivation fluctuates. Modern .Industr.y
alone, and finally, supplics, in machinery, the lasting basis
of capitalistic agriculture, expropriates r'adlcally the enor-
mous majority of the agricultural population, and com_ple.tes
the separation between agriculture and r}lral fiomestlc 1né
dustry, whose roots—spinning and weaving—it t-'ears up.
It therefore also, for the first time, conquers for industrial
capital the entire home-market. ?

! Cromwell’s time forms an exception. So long as the Republic last-
ed, the mass of the English people of all grades rose from the degrada-
tion into which they had sunk under the Tudors..

2 Tuckett is aware that the modern woollen industry has sprung,
with the introduction of machinery, from max_lufa‘c‘-ture proper and from
the destruction of rural and domestic industries. The plough,’ the yoke,
were ‘the invention of gods, and the occupation of heroes’; are tillc
loom, the spindle, the distaff, of less noble parentage. You sever t e
distaff and the plough, the spindle and the yoke, and you get f.'actorlei
and poor-houses, credit and panics, two hostile nations, agricultura
and commercial.” (David Urquhart, L. c., o 122.) But now comes Car'ey;
and cries out upon England, surely not with unreason, that it is trying
to turn every other country into a mere agrlcult.ural.natlon, whose
manufacturer is to be England. He pretends that in this way Turkey
has been ruined, because “the owners and occupants of land have
never been permitted by England to strengthen themselves by the for-
mation of that natural alliance between the pl?ugh and the loom, the
hammer and the harrow.” (“The Slave Trade, p- 125.) .Accordmg to
him, Urquhart himself is one of the chief agents in the'ru]r_l of Turkc]y,
where he had made Free-trade propaganda in the English interest. The
best of it is that Carey, a great Russophile by the way, wants to pre-
vent the process of separation by that very system of protection

vhich accelerates it. . )

A hgc};’hilgflthropic English economists, like.Mill,Rogers,'Goldwm, Smlt}t
Fawcett, &c., and liberal manufacturers like Joh.n Bright & C(\)?.&}hase
the English landed proprietors, as God asked Cain after Abel, v el;l
are our thousands of freeholders gone? But where do you c?me rOIk,
then? From the destruction of those freeholders. _Why don’t }:011. as
further, where are the independent weavers, spinners, and artisans
gone?
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GENESIS OF THE INDUSTRIAL CAPITALIST

The genesis of the industrial ! capitalist did not proceed
in such a gradual way as that of the farmer. Doubtless many
small guild-masters, and yet more independent small arti-
sans, or even wage-labourers, transformed themselves into
small capitalists, and (by gradually extending exploitation
of wage-labour and corresponding accumulation) into full-
blown capitalists. In the infancy of capitalist production,
things often happened as in the infancy of mediseval towns,
where the question, which of the escaped serfs should be
master and which servant, was in great part decided by the
earlier or later date of their flight. The snail’s pace of this
method corresponded in no wise with the commercial re-
quirements of the new world-market that the great discov-
eries of the end of the 15th century created. But the mid-
dle ages had handed down two distinct forms of capital,
which mature in the most different economic social forma-
tions, and which, before the era of the capitalist mode of
production, are considered as capital quand méme—usurer’s
capital and merchant’s capital.

“At present, all the wealth of society goes first into the
possession of the capitalist ... he pays the landowner his
rent, the labourer his wages, the tax and tithe gatherer their
claims, and keeps a large, indeed the largest, and a contin-
ually augmenting share, of the annual produce of labour
for himself. The capitalist may now be said to be the first
owner of all the wealth of the community, though no law
has conferred on him the right to this property ... this
change has been effected by the taking of interest on cap-
ital ... and it is not a little curious that all the law-givers of
Europe endeavoured to prevent this by statutes, viz., stat-
utes against usury. ... The power of the capitalist over all
the wealth of the country is a complete change in the right
of property, and by what law, or series of laws, was it ef-
fected?” 2 The author should have remembered that revo-
lutions are not made by laws.

! Industrial here in contradistinction Lo agricultural. In the “cate-
goric” sense the farmer is an industrial capitalist as much as the
manufacturer.

2 “The Natural and Artificial Rights of Property Contrasted.” Lond.,
1832, pp. 98-99. Author of the anonymous work: “Th. Hodgskin.”
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The money capital formed by means of usury and com-
merce was prevenlted from turning into industrial capital,
in the country by the feudal constitution, in the towns by
the guild organisation. ! These fetters vanished with the dis-
solution of feudal society, with the expropriation and par-
tial eviction of the country population. The new manufac-
tures were established at sea-ports, or at inland points
beyond the control of the old municipalities and their guilds.
Hence in England an embittered struggle of the corporate
towns against these new industrial nurseries.

The discovery of gold and silver in America, the extir-
pation, enslavement and entombment in mines of the abo-
riginal population, the beginning of the conquest and loot-
ing of the East Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for
the commercial hunting of black-skins, signalised the rosy
dawn of the era of capitalist production. These idyllic pro-
ccedings are the chief momenta of primitive accumulation.
On their heels treads the commercial war of the European
nations, with the globe for a theatre. It begins with the
revolt of the Netherlands from Spain, assumes giant dimen-
sions in England’s Anti-Jacobin War, and is still going on in
the opium wars against China, &c.

The diffcrent momenta of primitive accumulation dis-
tribute themselves now, more or less in chronological order,
particularly over Spain, Portugal, Holland, France, and
England. In England at the end of the 17th century, they
arrive at a systematical combination, embracing the colo-
nies, the national debt, the modern mode of taxation, and
the protectionist system. These methods depend in part on
brute force, e.g., the colonial system. But they all employ
the power of the State, the concentrated and organised force
of society, to hasten, hothouse fashion, the process of trans-
formation of the feudal mode of production into the capital-
ist mode, and to shorten the transition. Force is the mid-
wife of every old socicty pregnant with a new one. It is
itself an economic power.

Of the Christian colonial system, W. Howitt, a mnan who
makes a speciality of Christianity, says: “The barbarities

! Even as late as 1794, the small cloth-makers of Leeds senta dep-
utation to Parliament, with a petition for a law to forbid. any mer-
chant from becoming a manufacturer. (Dr. Aikin, “Description of the
Country from 30 to 40 miles round Manchester,” London, 1795.)
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and desperate outrages of the so-called Christian race.
throughout every region of the world, and upon every peo-
ple they have been able to subdue, are not to be paralleled
by those of any other race, however ficrce, however un-
taught, and however reckless of mercy and of shame, in
any age of the carth.”! The history of the colonial admi-
nistration of Iolland—and Holland was the head capital-
istic nation of the 17th century—“is one of the most ex-
traordinary relations of treachery, bribery, massacre, and
meanness.” > Nothing is more characteristic than their Sys-
tem of stealing men, to get slaves for Java. The men steal-
ers were trained for this purpose. The thief, the interpreter,
and the seller, were the chief agents in this trade, native
princes the chief sellers. The young people stolen, were
thrown into the secret dungeons of Celebes, until they were
ready for sending to the slave-ships. An official report says:
“This one town of Macassar, eg., is full of sceret prisons,
one more horrible than the other, crammed with unfortun-
ates, victims of greed and tyranny fettered in chains, for-
cibly torn from their families.” To secure Malacca, the
Dutch corrupted the Portuguese governor. He let them into
the town in 1641. They hurried at once to his house and
assassinated him, to “abstain” from the payment of £21,875,
the price of his treason. Wherever they set foot, devastation
and depopulation followed. Banjuwangi, a province of Java,
in 1750 numbered over 80,000 inhabitants, in 1811 only
8,000. Sweet commerce!

The English East India Company, ? as is well known, ob-
tained, besides the political rule in India. the exclusive mo-
nopoly of the tea-trade, as well as of the Chinese trade in

' William Howitt: “Colonisation and Christianily: A Popular His-
tory of the Treatment of the Natives by the Europeans in ail their Colo-
nies.” London, 1838, p. 9. On the treatment of the slaves there is =
good compilation in Charles Comte, “Traité de la Législation,” 3me éd.
Bruxelles, 1837. This subject one must study in detail, to see what the
bourgeoisic makes of itself and of the labourer, wherever it can,
without restraint, model the world after its own image.

2 Thomas Stamford Raffles, late Lieut.-Gov. of that island: “The
History of Java,” Lond., 1817.

3 The East India Company—an English trade company that existed
from 1600 to 1858. It was a tool of England’s predatory colonial policy
in India, China and other Asian countries. From the middle of the
[8th century onwards the Company, which had an Army and Navy
at its command, represented a strong ilitary foree, which was used
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gencral, and of the transport ol goods to and from Europe.
But the coasting trade of India and between the islands.
as well as the internal trade of India, were the monopoly
of the higher employés of the company. The monopolies of
salt, opium, betel and other commodities, were inexhaustible
mines of wealth. The employés themselves fixed the price
and plundered at will the unhappy Iindus. The Governor-
General took part in this private traffic. Ilis favourites re-
ceived contracts under conditions whereby they, cleverer
than the alchemists, made gold out of nothing. Great for-
tunes sprang up like mushrooms in a day; primitive accumu-
lation went on without the advance of a shilling. The trial
of Warren Hastings swarms with such cases. Here is an
instance. A contract for opium was given to a certain Su.lll-
van at the moment of his departure on an official mission
lo a part of India far removed from the opium distr_ict. Sul-
livan sold his contract to one Binn for £40,000; Binn sold
it the same day for £60,000, and the ultimate purchaser who
carried out the contract declared that after all he. realised
an enormous gain. According to one of the lists laid befow
Parliament, the Company and its employés from 1757-1766
got £6,000,000 from the Indians as gifts. Between‘1769 and
1770, the English manufactured a famine by buylng up all
the rice and refusing to sell il again, except at fabulous
prices. !

The treatment of the aborigines was, naturally, mos!
frightful in plantation-colonies destined for export trade
only, such as the West Indies, and in rich and wcll—popqlat-
ed countries, such as Mexico and India, that were given
over to plunder. Bul even in the colonies properly so §alled,
the Chrislian character of primitive accumulation did not
belie itself. Those sober virtuosi of Protestantism, the Pu-
ritans of New England, in 1703, by decrees of their assem-

by the English colonialists for conquering India. For quite some tlmui
the Company enjoyed the exclusive monopoly of tI‘.Ild(’, \Vlt.h Indl'a anc
cxercised political power in that country. The Indmp national hberiib
tion uprising of 1857-1859, however, forced the English to cl'mnge ‘t c1
forms of their colonial domination: the C()mpany;gas abolished and
iz ame the property of the British Crown. -Ed. )
IndlnIlli)CtC}r;Ln(;e:lr 1!866 more than a million Hindus died of hunger in
the province‘ of Orissa alone. Nevertheless, the .nHompt wasum:‘l_dc. t([)‘
enrich the Indian lreasury by the price at which the necessaries o
life were sold to the starving people.
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bly set a premium of £40 on every Indian scalp and every
captured red-skin: in 1720 a premium of £100 on every
scalp; in 1744 after Massachusetts-Bay had proclaimed a
certain tribe as rebels, the following prices: for a male scalp
of 12 years and upwards £100 (new currency), for a male
prisoner £105, for women and children prisoners £55, for
scalps of women and children £50. Some decades later, the
colonial system took its revenge on the descendants of the
pious pilgrim fathers, who had grown seditious in the mean-
time. At English instigation and for English pay they were
tomahawked by red-skins. The British Parliament pro-
claimed blood-hounds and scalping as “means that God
and Nature had given into its hand.”

The colonial system ripened, like a hot-house, trade and
navigation. The “societies Monopolia” of Luther were power-
ful levers for concentration of capital. The colonies secured
a market for the budding manufactures, and, through the
monopoly of the market, an increased accumulation. The
treasures captured outside Europe by undisguised looting,
enslavement, and murder, floated back to the mother-coun-
try and were there turned jnto capital. Holland, which first
fully developed the colonial system, in 1648 stood already in
the acme of its commercial greatness. It was “in almost ex-
clusive possession of the East Indian trade and the com-
merce between the south-west and north-east of Europe.
Its fisheries, marine, manufactures, surpassed those of any
other country. The total capital of the Republic was prob-
ably more important than that of all the rest of Europe
put together.” Giilich forgets to add that by 1648, the peo-
ple of Holland were more over-worked, poorer and more
brutally oppressed than those of all the rest of Europe put
together.

To-day industrial supremacy implies commercial suprem-
acy. In the period of manufacture properly so called, it is,
on the other hand, the commercial supremacy that gives in-
dustrial predominance. Hence the preponderant réle that
the colonial system plays at that time. It was “the strange
God” who perched himself on the altar cheek by jowl with
the old Gods of Europe, and one fine day with a shove and
a kick chucked them all of a heap. It proclaimed surplus-
value making as the sole end and aim of humanity.

The system of public credit, i.e., of national debts, whose
origin we discover in Genoa and Venice as early as the
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middle ages, took possession of Europe genergll}{ ‘durlril.g_g
the manufacturing period. The colonial system }\'1tl1- ils mm,l.
time trade and commercial wars served as a lo_rung—llolL)lts?
for it. Thus it first took root in Holland. Natlopal de rs,
i.e., the alienation of the ‘st\ate—-\.;vhe‘ther despotic, cons i—
tutional or republican—marked with its stamp the caplila;
istic era. The only part of the so_—called natxc_)nal wealth(; a
actually enters into the collective possessions of mo er:
peoples is—their national debt. I Hence, as A necessary ci)}xl‘
sequence, the modern doctrine that a nation cho}r)nes g
richer the more deeply it is in debt. P_ubhc cred}t elcgrri:ats
the credo of capilal. And with t‘he rise of nationa le -
making, want of faith in the national debt t:ilkes the ptat()::;
of the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, which may no
for’lg}ll‘flaegilblic debt becomes one .of the most powerful leﬁfer?
of primitive accumulation. As with thg stroke of an efr;)c ZI&-
ter’s wand, it endows barren money w1tl'1 the power of bre it
ing and thus turns it into capital, \VlthOl.lt thf: n‘ecessbl}e'
of its exposing itself to the troubles an(.i risks 1n';§lpart1te_
from its employment in industry or even in usury. els e
creditors actually give nothing away, for the sumh.erll1 X
transformed into public bongs, .eastlly nego;iigile,hw;rr(;ccagh
ioning in their hands just as so :
S\::)ufllzll.]c]gll(l)t fugrther, apart from the_ class of lazyrarlmufl‘tanltls:
thus created, and from the improvised wealth 0{1 the til(l;lr?—-
ciers, middlemen between the government and the tnamanu-
as also apart from the tax-farr;ers, rtnerfcl;a‘\]r;sy, };;ral:’i?)lfa] e
€ rs, to whom a good part o B
fzrcl[(;g:s the service of a capital .f‘gllen from heaver} Stl:g
national debt has given rise to J01n§-stock compan.xe’[%,1 )
dealings in negotiable effects of all kl_nds, and tl:) aglode%n’
in a word to stock-exchange gambling and the mo
ba{f&( Ot(lzlre‘{liiyl.)irth the great banks, de_zcorated with natlonléll(l)
titles, were only associations of private speculatc(l)riil;\rrlks
placed themselves by the side of governments, and, hanks
to the privileges they received, were in a pOflttl.On  ad
vance money to the State. Hence the accumulation o

! William Cobbelt remarks that in England all public ins{tlttllé;oniss
are designated “royal”; as compensation for this, however,

the “national” debt.
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national debt has no more infallible measure than the sue-
cessive rise in the stock of these banks, whose (ull devel-
opment dates from the founding of the Bank of England in
1694. The Bank of England began with lending its money
to the Government at 8% at the same time it was cmpow-
ered by Parliament to coin money out of the same capital,
by lending it again to the public in the form of banknotes.
[t was allowed 1o use these notes for discounling bills, mak-
ing advances on commodities, and for buying the precious
metals. It was not long ere this credit-money, made by the
bank itself, became the coin in which the Bank of England
made its loans to the State, and paid, on account of the
State, the interest on the public debt. It was not enough that
the bank gave with one hand and took back more with the
other; it remained, even whilst receiving, the eternal credi-
tor of the nation down to the last shilling advanced. Grad-
ually it became inevitably the receptacle of the metallic
hoard of the country, and the centre of gravity of all com-
mercial credit. What effect was produced on their contem-
poraries by the sudden uprising of this brood of bank-
ocrats, financiers, rentiers, brokers, stock-jobbers, &e.,
is proved by the writings of that time, e.g., by Boling-
broke’s. ! ‘.
With the national debt arose an international credit
system, which often conceals one of the sources of primitive
accumulation in this or that people. Thus the villainies of
the Venetian thieving system formed one of the secret bases
of the capital-wealth of Holland to whom Venice in her
decadence lent large sums of money. So also was it with
Holland and England. By the beginning of the 18th century
the Dutch manufactures were far outstripped. Holland had
ceased to be the nation preponderant in commerce and in-
dustry. One of its main lines of business, therefore, from
1701-1776, is the lending out of enormous amounts of cap-
ilal, especially to its great rival England. The same thing
is going on to-day between England and the United States.
A great deal of capital, which appears to-day in the United
States without any certificate of birth, was yesterday, in
England, the capitalised blood of children.

1 “Si les Tartares inondaient IEurope aujourd’hui, il faudrait bien
des affaires pour leur faire entendre ce que c’est qu'un financier parmi
nous.” Montesquieu, “Esprit des lois,” t. iv., p- 33, ed. Londres, 1769.
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As the national debt finds ils support in the public reve-
nue, which must cover the yearly payments for interest.
&c., the modern system of taxation was the necessary com-
plement of the system of natlonal‘loans. The loans (inable
the government to meet. extra(_)rdlnary expenses, w1t.hout
the tax-payers feeling it immedialely, but they necess1tate:
as a consequence, increased taxes. On lhe oth.er hand, tlu:
raising of taxation caused by the accumulation of debts
contracted one after another, compel_s the government al-
ways to have recourse to new loans' for new extraordmar)y
cxpenses. Modern fiscality, whose pivot is formed by taxes
on the most necessary means of subs.lst_entfe (thereby in-
creasing their price), thus contains .\Vlth.ln 1tself t.he'%err‘:l
of automatic progression. Over-taxation is nol an inci fﬁ.’
but rather a principle. In Holland, therefore, wl&e;tet h;:
system was first inaugurated, the great patriot, De Wi ,k
in his “Maxims” ! extolled it as the best system for ma 1n§
the wage-labourer submissive, frugal, '1nd1‘15tr10us, f}?t
overburdened with labour. The destructive influence tha

" it exercises on the condition of the wage-labourer concerns

us less, however, here, than the forcible _oxproprlatxon, 1ie-
sulting from it, of peasants, artisans, an‘d in a word, all ele-
ments of the lower middle-class. On this 1he¥'e are not two
opinions, even among the bourgeoi§ economists. Tts exI;r()-
priating efficacy is still {further h.e%ght'ened by the system
ol protection, which forms one of its integral partls. rom

The great part that the public debt, and the fiscg syste '
corresponding with it, has played in the capitalisation o
wealth and the expropriation of the masses, has leq me}llr_ly
writers, like Cobbett, Doubleday and others, to 'seek 1nftﬂlls,
incorrectly, the fundamental cause of the misery o e
m(')lflheér;ylgfglgll(?f protection was an artif_ici'al means of rgan;
ufacturing manufacturers, of expropriating independen

arx is ¢ v referring hiere to the English edilion of Aan-
wys]inlz;déirIslze‘;'ysl()z?;in;)lélitike Gronden en Mﬂ?“imen van denRg)ul?)tl'll\ﬁ
Tollund en West-Friesland (The »DCS(‘:I‘lptl()n of the Basic Po i 1_c<‘
van 1.1011 )(f"‘ nd Maxims of the Republic of Holland and Western Fries-
]}?mgmp';: ill was ‘;;lleged to be written by J.ém De Witt and which ap-
o \ 1cL i(icn in 1662. Subsequently, it was discovered t.hat the
P(’lell‘ed 11} fheis book (with the exception of two chapte'rs written Dy
‘]I)l(l\t 1\({3‘1[8 was the Dutch economist and enlrepreneur Picter van den
Hove (who is also known as Picter de la Cour).—Ed.
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labourers, of capitalising the national means of production
and subsistence, of forcibly abbreviating the transition from
the  medizeval to the modern mode of production. 'The
European states tore one another lo pieces about the patent
of this invention, and, once entered into the service of the
surplus-value makers, did not merely lay under contribution
in the pursuit of this purpose their own people, indirectly
through protective duties, directly through exporl premiums.
They also forcibly rooted out, in their dependent countries,
all industry, as, e.g., England did with the Irish woollen
manufacture. On the continent of Europe, after Colbert’s
example, the process was much simplified. The primitive in-
dustrial capital, here, came in part directly out of the state
treasury. “Why,” cries Mirabeau, “why go so far to
seek the cause of the manufacturing glory of Saxony
before the war? 180,000,000 of debts contracted by the
sovereigns!” !

Colonial system, public debts, heavy taxes, protection,
commercial wars, &c., these children of the true manufac-
turing period, increase gigantically during the infancy of
Modern Industry. The birth of the Jatter is heralded by a great
slaughter of the innocents. Like the royal navy, the factories
were recruited by means of the press-gang. Blasé as Sir F. M.
Eden is as to the horrors of the expropriation of the agri-
cultural population from the soil, from the last third of
the 15th century to his own time; wilth all the self-satisfac-
tion with which he rejoices in this process, “essential” for
establishing capitalistic agriculture and “the due proportion
between arable and pasture land”’—he does not show, how-
ever, the same economic insight in respect to the necessity
of child-stealing and child-slavery for the transformation
of manufacturing exploitation into factory exploitation, and
the establishment of the “true relation” between capital and
labour-power. He says: “It may, perhaps, be worthy the at-
tention of the public to consider, whether any manufacture,
which, in order to be carried on successfully, requires that
cottages and workhouses should be ransacked for poor
children; that they should be employed by turns during the
greater part of the night and robbed of that rest which,
though indispensable to all, is most required by the young;
and that numbers of both sexes, of different ages and dis-

! Mirabeau, 1. c., t. vi., p. 101,
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sitions, should be collected together in such a manner that
{)l?e contagion of example cannot but lead to proﬂxgacg‘ an(i
debauchery; will add to the sum of individual or nationa

C o |
fel‘l‘(lliltyt.he counties of Derbyshire, Not.tingharzl‘shlre, and
more particularly in Lancashire,” says Fleldc_en, t}}e newtlﬁ'—
invented machinery was used in large factories built onh e
sides of streams capable of turning the water-wheel. Thou-
sands of hands were suddenly required in .these plaf:es, r_eii
mole from towns; and Lancashire, in particular, being, tll
then, comparatively thinly populated' ‘and barren, a pqpubzli-
tion was all that she now wanted. T'he small and nimble
fingers of little children being by very far the most mr;ﬁ-
quest, the custom instantly sprang up of procuring appB_
tices from the different parish workhouses of London,h ir-
mingham, and elsewhere. Many, many thousands (l)f lt) ese
little, hapless creatures were sent down into the north, ?Il‘ﬁg
from the age of 7 to the age of 13 or 14 years old. 1 te
custom was for the master to ClOthe.hIS appr’e,zntlces anlc 0
feed and lodge them in an “apprentice house” near thehac-
tory; overseers were appointed to see to the works, whose
interest it was to work the children to -the utmost, lll)ecztillllse
their pay was in proportion to the quantity of work that i,y
could exact. Cruelty was, of course, the cons.equence..l.. n
many of the manufacturing distrlf:ts, but partlcularly,h. ar]n
afraid, in the guilty county to which I belong' [Lancas ngl ,
cruelties the most heart-rending were practised upon (_a
unoffending and friendless creatures who wer.e t}lllus comc
signed to the charge of master-manufacturers; they wer
harassed to the brink of death by excess of labgqr. . .vfx{ere
flogged, fettered and tortured in the most exquisite re 1r;1e-
ment of cruelty; ... they were in many cases starvgd to the
bone while flogged to their worlf ar_lq ... even in ‘so“rfnei
instances ... were drivento commxrfc su1c1de:... The bsaautl ud
and romantic valleys of Derbyshire, Nottmghamshlre arﬁ
Lancashire, secluded from the public eye, became rIl:,he
dismal solitudes of torture, and of many a murdelj. 1e
profits of manufacturers were €normous; but this hon y
whetted the appetite that it should have satisfied, 'a1'1d t elll'e’;
fore the manufacturers had recourse to an expedient t 'ﬁ
seemed to secure to them those profits without any possib-

! Eden, 1. ¢., Vol. L., Book II., Ch. L, p. 421.
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ility of limit; they began the practice of what is termed
“night-working,” that is, having tired one set of hands, by
working them throughout the day, they had another set
ready togo on working throughout the night; the day-set
getting into the beds that the night-set had just quitted, and
in their turn again, the night-set getting into the beds that
the day-set quitted in the morning. It is a common tradi-
tion in Lancashire, that the beds never get cold.” 1

With the development of capitalist production during the
manufacturing period, the public opinion of Europe had
lost the last remnant of shame and conscience. The nations
bragged cynically of every infamy that served them as a
means to capitalistic accumulation. Read, e.g., the naive
Annals of Commerce of the worthy A. Anderson. Here it is
trumpeted forth as a triumph of English statecraft that at
the Peace of Utrecht, England extorted from the Spaniards
by the Asiento Treaty 2 the privilege of being allowed to
ply the negro-trade, until then only carried on between Afri-
ca and the English West Indies, between Africa and Spanish
America as well. England thereby acquired the right of sup-

! John Fielden, “The Curse of the Factory System,” London, 1836,
pp. 5, 6. On the earlier infamies of the factory system, cf.
Dr. Aikin (1795), 1. ¢, p. 219, and Gisborne: “Enquiry into
the Duties of Men,” 1795, Vol. II. When the steam-engine transplanted
the factories from the country waterfalls to the middle of towns, the
“abstemious” surplus-value maker found the child-material ready to
his hand, without being forced to scek slaves from the workhouses.
When Sir R. Peel (father of the “minister of plausibility”), brought in
his bill for the protection of children, in 1815, Francis Horner, lumen
of the Bullion Committee and intimate friend of Ricardo, said in the
House of Commons: “It is notorious, that with a bankrupt’s effects, a
gang, if he might use the word, of these children had been put up to
sale, and were advertised publicly as part of the property. A most
atrocious instance had been brought before the Court of King’s Bench
two years before, in which a number of these boys, apprenticed by
a parish in London to one manufacturer, had been transferred to an-
other, and had been found by some benevolent persons in a state of
absolute famine. Another case more horrible had come to his knowledge
while on a [Parliamentary] Committee ... that not many years ago, an
agreement had been made between a London parish and a Lancashire
manufacturer, by which it was stipulated, that with every 20 sound
children one idiot should be taken.”

2 Asiento—the name for treaties under which, in the 16th, 17th
and 18th centuries, Spain allowed foreign states and private persons
the privilege of carrying on the negro-trade with her American pos-
sessions.—Ed.
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plying Spanish America until 1743 with 4,800 negroes yearly.
This threw, at the same time, an official cloak over British
smuggling. Liverpool waxed fat on the slave-trade. This was
its method of primitive accumulation. And, even to the
present day, Liverpool “respectability” is the Pindar of the
slave-trade which-—compare the work of Aikin [1795} al-
ready quoted—‘“has coincided with that spirit of bold ad-
venture which has characterised the trade of Liverpool and
rapidly carried it to its present state of prosperity; has
occasioned vast employment for shipping and sailors, and
greatly augmented the demand for the manufactures of the
country” (p. 339). Liverpool employed in the slave-trade,
in 1730, 15 ships; in 1751, 53; in 1760, 74; in 1770, 96; and
in 1792, 132.

Whilst the cotton industry introduced child-slavery in
England, it gave in the United States a stimulus to the
transformation of the earlier, more or less patriarchal sla-
very, into a system of commercial exploitation. In fact, the
veiled slavery of the wage-workers in FEurope needed,
for its pedestal, slavery pure and simple in the new
world. 1

Tante molis erat, to establish the “eternal laws of Na-
ture” of the capitalist mode of production, to complete the
process of separation between labourers and conditions of
labour, to transform, at one pole, the social means of
production and subsistence into capital, at the opposite pole,
the mass of the population into wage-labourers, into “free
labouring poor,” that artificial product of modern society. ?

1 In 1790, there were in the English West Indies ten slaves for one
free man, in the French fourteen for one, in the Dutch twenty-three
for one. (Henry Brougham: “An Inquiry into the Colonial Policy of
the European Powers.” Edin. 1803, vol. II., p. 74.)

2 The phrase, “labouring poor,” is found in English legislation from
the moment when the class of wage-labourers becomes noticeable. This
term is used in opposition, on the one hand, to the “idle poor,” beg-
gars, etc., on the other to those labourers, who, pigeons not yet plucked,
are still possessors of their own means of labour. From the Statute
Book it passed into Political Economy, and was handed down by
Culpeper, J. Child, etc., to Adam Smith and Eden. After this, one can
judge of the good faith of the “execrable political cant-monger,” Ed-
mund Burke, when he called the expression, “labouring poor,”—"“ex-
ecrable political cant.” This sycophant who, in the pay of the English
oligarchy, played the romantic laudator femporis acti against the
French Revolution, just as, in the pay of the North American Colonies,
at the beginning of the American troubles, he had played the Liberal
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If money, according to Augier,! “comes into the world
with a congential blood-stain on one cheek,” capital comes
dripping from head to foot, from every pore, with blood
and dirt. 2

HISTORICAL TENDENCY
OF CAPITALIST ACCUMULATION

What does the primitive accumulation of capital, i.e.,
its historical genesis, resolve itsellf into? In so far as it
is not immediate transformation of slaves and serfs into
wage-labourers, and therefore a mere change of form, it only
means the expropriation of the immediate producers, i.e.,
the dissolution of private property based on the labour of
its owner. Private property, as the antithesis to social, col-
lective property, exists only where the means of labour and
the external conditions of labour belong to private indi-
viduals. But according as these private individuals are la-
bourers or not labourers, private property has a different

against the English oligarchy, was an out and out vulgar bourgeois.
“The laws of commerce are the laws of Nature, and Lherefore the
laws of God.” (E. Burke, “Thoughts and Details on Scarcity,” London,
1800, pp. 31,32.) No wonder that, true to the laws of God and of Na-
ture, he always sold himself in the best market. A very good portrait
of this Edmund Burke, during his liberal time, is to be found in the
writings of the Rev. Mr. Tucker. Tucker was a parson and a Tory,
but, for the rest, an honourable man and a competent political eco-
nomist. In face of the infamous cowardice of character that reigns
to-day, and believes most devoutly in “the laws of commerce,” it is
our bounden duty again and again to brand the Burkes, who only
differ from their successors in one thing—talent.

! Marie Augier: “Du Crédit Public.” Paris, 1842.

2 “Capital is said by a Quarterly Reviewer to fly turbulence and
strife, and to be timid, which is very true; but this is very incom-
pletely stating the question. Capital eschews no profit, or very small
profit, just as Nature was formerly said to abhor a vacuum. With ade-
quate profit, capital is very bold. A certain 10 per cent. will ensure its
employment anywhere; 20 per cent. certain will produce eagerness;
50 per cent., positive audacity; 100 per cent. will make it ready to
trample on all human laws; 300 per cent., and there is not a crime at
which it will scruple, nor a risk it will not run, even to the chance
of its owner being hanged. If turbulence and strife will bring a profit,
it will freely encourage both. Smuggling and the slave-trade have amply
proved all that is here stated.” (T. J. Dunning, “Trades’ Unions and
Strikes,” London, 1860, pp. 35-36.)
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character. The numberless shades, that it at first sight pre-
sents, correspond to the intermediate stages lying between
these two extremes. The private property of the laboul_'er
in his means of production is the foundation of petty in-
dustry, whether agricultural, manufacturing, or both; petty
industry, again, is an essential condition for the deYelop-
ment of social production and of the free individuality of
the labourer himself. Of course, this petty mode of pro-
duction exists also under slavery, serfdom, and other states
of dependence. But it flourishes, it lets loose its whole ener-
gy, it attains its adequate classical form, only where the la-
bourer is the private owner of his own means of labour
set in action by himself: the peasant of the land which he
cultivates, the artisan of the tool which he handles as a
virtuoso. This mode of production pre-supposes parcelling
of the soil, and scattering of the other means of production.
As it excludes the concentration of these means of produc-
tion, so also it excludes co-operation, division of labour
within each separate process of production, the control over,
and the productive application of the forces of Nature ‘by
society, and the free development of the social productive
powers. It is compatible only with a system of production,
and a society, moving within narrow and more or less prim-
itive bounds. To perpetuate it would be, as Pecqueu.r right-
ly says, “to decree universal mediocrity.” At a certain stage
of development it brings forth the material agencies for its
own dissolution. From that moment new forces and new
passions spring up in the bosom of society; but ‘the old so-
cial organisation fetters them and keeps them down. It
must be annihilated; it is annihilated. Its annihilation, the
transformation of the individualised and scattered means
of production into socially concentrated ones, of the pigmy
property of the many into the huge property of the few,
the expropriation of the great mass of the pcople from the
soil, from the means of subsistence. and from the means
of labour, this fearful and painful expropriation of the mass
of the people forms the prelude to the history of capital.
It comprises a series of forcible methods, of which we hz}ve
passed in review only those that have been epoch-making
as methods of the primitive accumulation of capital. The
expropriation of the immediate producers was accomplished
with merciless Vandalism, and under the stimulus of pas-
sions the most infamous, the most sordid, the pettiest, the
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most meanly odious. Self-earned private property, that is
based, so to say, on the fusing together of the isolated,
independent labouring-individual with the conditions of his
labour, is supplanted by capitalistic private property, which
rests on exploitation of the nominally free labour of others,
i.e., on wage-labour. !

As soon as this process of transformation has sufficiently
decomposed the old society from top to bottom, as soon as
the labourers are turned into proletarians, their means of
labour into capital, as soon as the capitalist mode of pro-
duction stands on its own feet, then the further socialisation
of labour and further transformation of the land and other
means of production into socially exploited and, therefore,
common means of production, as well as the further expro-
priation of private proprietors, takes a new form. That which
is now to be expropriated is no longer the labourer working
for himself, but the capitalist exploiting many labourers.
This expropriation is accomplished by the action of the
immanent laws of capitalistic production itself, by the cen-
tralisation of capital. One capitalist always kills many. Hand
in hand with this centralisation, or this expropriation of
many capitalists by few, develop, on an ever-extending
scale, the co-operative form of the labour-process, the cons-
cious technical application of science, the methodical cultiv-
ation of the soil, the transformation of the instruments of
labour into instruments of labour only usable in common, the
econotising of all means of production by their use as the
means of production of combined, socialised labour, the
entanglement of all peoples in the net of the world-market,
and with this, the international character of the capitalistic
régime. Along with the constantly diminishing number of
the magnates of capital, who usurp and monopolise all ad-
vantages of this process of transformation, grows the mass
of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation;
but with this too grows the revolt of the working-class, a
class always increasing in numbers, and disciplined, united,
organised by the very mechanism of the process of capitalist
production itself. The monopoly of capital becomes a fetter

! “Nous sommes dans une condition tout-a-fait nouvelle de la so-
ciété ... nous tendons i séparer toute espéce de propriété d’avec toute
espéce de travail.” (Sismondi: “Nouveaux Principes d’Econ. Polit.”
t. 1L, p. 434.)
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upon the mode of production, which has sprung up and
flourished along with, and under it. Centralisation of the
means of production and socialisation of labour at last re:ach
a point where they become incompatible with their capital-
ist integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell
of capitalist private property sounds. The expropriators are
expropriated.

The capitalist mode of appropriation, the .res.ult of the
capitalist mode of production, producgs. capltal}st private
property. This is the first negation of ind1v1du:_1] private prop-
erty, as founded on the labour of the proprl.etor. But cap-
italist production begets, with the inexorability of a };aw
of Nature, its own negation. It is the negation of negation.
This does not re-establish private property for the produc‘exl',
but gives him individual property based on the acquisi-
tions of the capitalist era: i.e., on co-operation and the
possession in common of the land and of the means of
production. .

The transformation of scatlered private property, arising
from individual labour, into capitalist private property is,
naturally, a process, incomparably more protrac.te(.i, v1qlent,
and difficult, than the transformation of capitalistic private
property, already practically resting on socialised produc-
tion, into socialised property. In the former case, we had
the expropriation of the mass of the people by a few usurp-
ers; in the latter, we have the expropriation of a few usurp-
ers by the mass of the people.!

! The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is. .the
bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, d}le to competition,
by their revolutionary combination, due to association. The develop-
ment of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its fee.t, the very
foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates prod-
ucts. What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above :}ll, are its own
grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletarlag are equally
inevitable.... Of all the classes, that stand face to face with the bour-
geoisie to-day, the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class.
The other classes perish and disappear in t‘he face of Modern In-
dustry, the proletariat is its special and essential product... The lower
middle-classes, the small manufacturers, the sh?pkeepers, the artxs_an,
the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinc-
tion their existence as fractions of the middle-clgss ... they are reaction-
ary, for they lry to roll back the wheel of .hlstory. Kar% ”Marx und
Friedrich Engels, “Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei,” London,
1848, pp. 9, 11.

59




THE MODERN THEORY OF COLONISATION !

Political Economy confuses on principle two very differ-
ent kinds of private property, of which one rests on the
producers’ own labour, the other on the employment of
the labour of others. It forgets that the latter not only is
the direct antithesis of the former, but absolutely grows on
its tomb only. In Western Europe, the home of Political
Economy, the process of primitive accumulation is more or
less accomplished. Here the capitalist régime has either di-
rectly conquered the whole domain of national production.
or, where economic conditions are less developed, it, at
least, indirectly controls those strata of society which,
though belonging to the antiquated mode of production,
continue to exist side by side with it in gradual decay. To
this ready-made world of capital, the political economist
applies the notions of law and of property inhcrited from
a pre-capitalistic world with all the more anxious zeal and
all the greater unction, the more loudly the facts cry out
in the face of his ideology. It is otherwise in the colonies.
There the capitalist régime everywhere comes into collision
with the resistance of the producer, who, as owner of his
own conditions of labour, employs that labour to enrich
himself, instead of the capitalist. The contradiction of these
two diametrically opposed economic systems, manifests it-
self here practically in a struggle between them. Where the
capitalist has at his back the power of the mother-country,
he tries to clear out of his way by force, the modes of pro-
duction and appropriation, based on the independent labour
of the producer. The same interest, which compels the syco-
phant of capital, the political economist, in the mother-
country, to proclaim the theoretical identity of the capital-
ist mode of production with its contrary, that same interest
compels him in the colonies to make a clean breast of it,
and to proclaim aloud the antagonism of the two modes of
production. To this end he proves how the development
of the social productive power of labour, co-operation, di-

! We treat here of real Colonies, virgin soils, colonised by free im-
migrants. The United States are, speaking economically, still only a
Colony of Europe. Besides, to this category belong also such old plan-
tations as those in which the abolition of slavery has completely altered
the earlier conditions.
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vision of labour, use of machinery on a large scale, &e., are
impossible without the expropriation of the labourers, and
the corresponding transformation of their means of pro-
duction into capital. In the interest of the so-called national
wealth, he seeks for artificial means to ensure the poverty
of the people. Here his apologetic armour crumbles off, bit
by bit, like rotten touchwood. It is the great merit of
E. G. Wakefield to have discovered, not anything new about
the Colonies,! but to have discovered in the Colonies the
truth as to the conditions of capitalist production in the
mother-country. As the system of protection at its origin 2
attempted to manufacture capitalists artificially in the
mother-country, so Wakefield’s colonisation theory, which
England tried for a time to enforce by Acts of Parlia-
ment, attempted to effect the manufacture of wage-
workers in the Colonies. This he calls “systematic colo-
nisation.”

First of all, Wakefield discovered that in the Colonies,
property in money, means of subsistence, machines, and
other means of production, does not as yet stamp a man
as a capitalist if there be wanting the correlative—the wage-
worker, the other man who is compelled to sell himself of
his own free-will. He discovered that capital is not a thing,
but a social relation between persons, established by the
instrumentality of things.? Mr. Peel, he moans, took with
him from England to Swan River, West Australia, means
of subsistence and of production to the amount of £50,000.
Mr. Peel had the foresight to bring with him, besides, 3,000
persons of the working-class, men, women, and children.
Once arrived at his destination, “Mr. Peel was lelt without
a servant to make his bed or fetch him water from the

1 Wakefield’s few glimpses on the subject of Modern Colonisation
are fully anticipated by Mirabeau Pére, the physiocrat, and even much
carlier by English economists.

2 Later, it became a temporary necessity in the international com-
petitive struggle. But, whatever its motive, the consequences remain the
same.

3 “A negro is a negro. In certain circumstances he becomes a slave.
A mule is a machine for spinning cotton. Only under certain circum-
stances does it become capital. Outside these circumstances, it is no
more capital than gold is intrinsically money, or sugar is the price
of sugar.... Capital is a social relation of production. It is a historical
relation of production.” (Karl Marx, “Lohnarbeit und Kapital.”
N.Rh. Z. No. 266, April 7, 1849.)
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river.” ! Unhappy Mr. Peel who provided for everything
except the export of English modes of production to Swan
River!

For the understanding of the following discoveries of
Wakefield, two preliminary remarks: We know that the
means of production and subsistence, while they remain the
property of the immediate producer, are not capital. They
become capital, only under circumstances in which they
serve at the same time as means of exploitation and subjec-
tion of the labourer. But this capitalist soul of theirs is so
intimately wedded, in the head of the political economist, to
their material substance, that he christens them capital un-
der all circumstances, even when they are its exact opposite.
Thus is it with Wakefield. Further: the splitting up of the
means of production into the individual property of many
independent labourers, working on their own account, he
calls equal division of capital. It is with the political
economist as with the feudal jurist. The latter stuck on to
pure monetary relations the labels supplied by feudal
law.

“If,” says Wakefield, ‘“all the members of the society
are supposed to possess equal portions of capital ... no man
would have a motive for accumulating more capital than
he could use with his own hands. This is to some extent
the case in new American settlements, where a passion for
owning land prevents the existence of a class of labourers
for hire.” 2 So long, therefore, as the labourer can accumu-
late for himself-—and this he can do so long as he remains
possessor of his means of production—capitalist accumula-
tion and the capitalistic mode of production are impossible.
The class of wage-labourers, essential to these, is wanting.
How, then, in old Europe, was the expropriation of the la-
bourer from his conditions of labour, i.e., the co-existence
of capital and wage-labour, brought about? By a social con-
tract of a quite original kind. ‘“Mankind have adopted a
..simple contrivance for promoting the accumulation of cap-
ital,” which of course, since the time of Adam, floated in
their imagination as the sole and final end of their existence:
“they have divided themselves into owners of capital and
owners of labour.... This division was the result of concert

I E.G. Wakefield: “England and America,” vol. ii., p. 33.
2L ec.,p 17.
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and combination.”! In one word: the mass of mankind
expropriated itsclf in honour of the “accumulation of
capital.” Now, one would think, that this instinct of self-
denying fanaticism would give itself full fling especially
in the Colonies, where alone exist the men and conditions
that could turn a social contract from a dream to a reality.
But why, then, should “systematic colonisation” be called
in to replace its opposite, spontaneous, unregulated coloni-
sation? But—but—*“In the Northern States of the American
Union, it may be doubted whether so many as a tenth of
the people would fall under the description of hired labour-
ers.... In England ... the labouring class compose the bulk
of the people.” 2 Nay, the impulse to self-expropriation, on
the part of labouring humanity, for the glory of capital,
exists so little, that slavery, according to Wakefield himself,
is the sole natural basis of Colonial wealth. His systematic
colonisation is a mere pis aller, since he unfortunately has
to do with free men, not with slaves. “The first Spanish
settlers in Saint Domingo did not obtain labourers from
Spain. But, without labourers, their capital must have per-
ished, or, atleast, must soon have been diminished to that
small amount which each individual could employ with
his own hands. This has actually occurred in the last Colony
founded by Englishmen—the Swan River Settlement—
where a great mass of capital, of seeds, implements, and cat-
tle, has perished for want of labourers to use it, and where
no settler has preserved much more capital than he can
employ with his own hands.”3

We have seen that the expropriation of the mass of the
people from the soil forms the basis of the capitalist mode
of production. The essence of a free colony, on the contrary,
consists in this—that the bulk of the soil is still public
property, and every settler on it therefore can turn part
of it into his private property and individual means of pro-
duction, without hindering the later settlers in the samec
operation. * This is the secret both of the prosperity of the
colonies and of their inveterate vice—opposition to the es-

1. ¢, vol. i, p. 18.

2 1. c., pp- 42, 43, 44.

31, ¢, vol. ii., p. 5.

4 “Land, to be an clement of colonisation, must not only be waste,

but it must be public property, liable to be converted into private
property.” (L c., Vol. IL, p. 125.)
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tablishment of capital. “Where land is very cheap and all
men are free, where every one who so pleases can easily ob-
tain a piece of land for himself, not only is labour very
dear, as respects the labourer’s share of the produce, but the
difficulty is to obtain combined labour at any price.” !

As in the colonies the separation of the labourer from
the conditions of labour and their root, the soil, does not
yet exist, or only sporadically, or on too limited a scale,
so neither does Lhe separation of agriculture from industry
exist, nor the destruction of the household industry of the
peasaniry. Whence then is to come the internal market for
capital? “No part of the population of America is exclusive-
ly agricultural, excepting slaves and their employers who
combine capital and labour in particular works. Free Amer-
icans, who cultivate the soil, follow many other occupations.
Some portion of the furniture and tools which they usec
is commonly made by themselves. They frequently build
their own houses, and carry to market, at whatever dis-
tance, the produce of their own industry. They are spinners
and weavers; they make soap and candles, as well as, in
many cases, shoes and clothes for their own use. In Amer-
ica the cultivation of land is often the secondary pursuit of
a blacksmith, a miller or a shopkeeper.” 2 With such queer
people as these, where is the “field of abstinence” for the
capitalists?

The great beauty of capitalist production consists in
this—that it not only constantly reproduces the wage-work-
er as wage-worker, but produces always, in proportion to
the accumulation of capital, a relative surplus-population of
wage-workers. Thus the law of supply and demand of la-
bour is kept in the right rut, the oscillation of wages is
penned within limits satisfactory to capitalist exploitation,
and lastly, the social dependence of the labourer on the
capitalist, that indispensable requisite, is secured; an unmis-
takable relation of dependence, which the smug political
economist, at home, in the mother-country, can transmog-
rify into one of free contract between buyer and seller, be-
tween equally independent owners of commodities, the own-
er of the commodity capital and the owner of the commodity
labour. But in the colonies this pretty fancy is torn asunder.

'1. ¢, Vol. 1, p. 247,
2 1L e, pp. 21, 22
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The absolute population here increases much more quickly
than in the mother-country, because many labourers enter
this world as ready-made adults, and yet the labour-market
is always understocked. The law of the supply and demand
of labour falls to pieces. On the one hand, the old world
constantly throws in capital, thirsting after exploitation and
“abstinence”; on the other, the regular reproduction of the
wage-labourer as wage-labourer comes into collision with
impediments the most impertinent and in part invincible.
What becomes of the production of wage-labourers, super-
numerary in proportion to the accumulation of capital?
The wage-worker of to-day is to-morrow an independent
peasant, or artisan, working for himself. He vanishes from
the labour-market, but not into the workhouse. This con-
stant transformation of the wage-labourers into independ-
ent producers, who work for themselves instead of for cap-
ital, and enrich themselves instead of the capitalist gentry,
reacts in its turn very perversely on the conditions of the
labour-market. Not only does the degree of exploitation of
the wage-labourer remain indecently low. The wage-labour-
er loses into the bargain, along with the relation of de-
pendence, also the sentiment of dependence on the abste-
mious capitalist. Hence all the inconveniences that our
E. G. Wakefield pictures so doughtily, so eloquently, so
pathetically.

The supply of wage-labour, he complains, is neither con-
stant, nor regular, nor sufficient. “The supply of labour is
always, not only small, but uncertain.” ! “Though the prod-
uce divided between the capitalist and the labourer be
large, the labourer takes so great a share that he soon
becomes a capitalist.... Few, even of those whose lives are
unusually long, can accumulate great masses of wealth."’ 2
The labourers most distinctly decline to allow the capitalist
to abstain from the payment of the greater part of their la-
bour. It avails him nothing, if he is so cunning as to import
from Europe, with his own capital, his own wage-workers.
They soon “cease ... to be labourers for hire; they ... become
independent landowners, if not competitors with their form-
er masters in the labour-markct.” 3 Think of the horror!

1 e, Vol. 1L, p. 116.
2 1. ¢, Vol. L, p. 131.
31 c., Vol. 1L, p. 5.
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The excellent capitalist has imported bodily from Europe,
with his own good money, his own competitors! The end
of the world has come! No wonder Wakefield laments the
absence of all dependence and of all sentiment of depend-
ence on the part of the wage-workers in the colonies. On ac-
count of the high wages, says his disciple, Merivale, there
is in the colonies “the urgent desire for cheaper and more
subservient labourers—for a class to whom the capitalist
might dictate terms, instead of being dictated to by them....
In ancient civilised countries the labourer, though free, is
by a law of Nature dependent on capitalists; in colonies
this dependence must be created by artificial means.” !
What is now, according to Wakefield, the consequence of
this unfortunate state of things in the colonies? A “barba-
rising tendency of dispersion” of producers and national
wealth. 2 The parcelling-out of the means of production
among innumerable owners, working on their own account,
annihilates, along with the centralisation of capital, all the
foundations of combined labour. Every long-winded under-
taking, extending over several years and demanding outlay

! Merivale, “Lectures on Colonisation and Colonies,” London, 1841,
Vol. II, pp. 235-314 passim. Even the mild, Free-trade, vul-
gar economist, Molinari, says: “Dans les colonies ot [Pescla-
vage a été aboli sans que le travail forcé se trouvait remplacé par une
quantité équivalente de travail libre, on a vu s’opérer la contre-partie
du fait qui se réalise tous les jours sous nos yeux. On a vu les simples
travailleurs exploiter 4 leur tour les entrepreneurs d’industrie, exiger
d’eux des salaires hors de toute proportion avec la part légitime qui
leur revenait dans le produit. Les planteurs, ne pouvant obtenir de
leurs sucres un prix suffisant pour couvrir la hausse de salaire, ont
été obligés de fournir I’excédant, d’abord sur leurs profits, ensuite sur
leurs capitaux mémes. Une foule de planteurs ont été ruinés de la sorte,
d’autres ont fermé leurs ateliers pour échapper i une ruine imminen-
te... Sans doute, il vaut mieux voir périr des accumulations de capitaux
que des générations d’hommes [how gencrous of Mr. Molinari!): mais
ne vaudrait-il pas mieux que ni les uns ni les autres périssent?”’ (Moli-
nari, L. ¢, pp. 51, 52.) Mr. Molinari, Mr. Molinari! What then becomes
of the ten commandments, of Moses and the prophets, of the law of
supply and demand, if in Europe the “entrepreneur” can cut down the
labourer’s legitimate part, and in the West Indies, the labourer can
cut down the entrepreneur’s? And what, if you please, is this “legiti-
mate part,” which on your own showing the capitalist in Europe daily
neglects to pay? Over yonder, in the colonies where the labourers are
so “simple” as to “exploit” the capitalist, Mr. Molinari feels a strong
itching to set the law of supply and demand, that works elsewhere
automatically, on the right road by means of the police.

2 Wakefield, 1. c., Vol. II, p. 52.
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of fixed capital, is prevented from being carried out. In
Europe, capital invests without hesitating a moment, for
the working-class conslitutes its living appurtenance, always
in excess, always at disposal. But in the colonies! Wakefield
tells an extremely doleful anecdote. He was talking with
some capitalists of Canada and the state of New York, where
the immigrant wave often becomes stagnant and deposits
a sediment of “supernumerary” labourers. “Our capital,”
says one of the characters in the melodrama, ‘“was ready
for many operations which require a considerable period
of time for their completion; but we could not begin such
operations with labour which, we knew, would soon leave
us. If we had been surc of retaining the labour of such emi-
grants, we should have been glad to have engaged it at once,
and for a high price: and we should have engaged it, even
though we had been sure it would leave us, provided we had
been sure of a fresh supply whenever we might need it.”

After Wakefield has contrasted the English capitalist agri-
culture and its “combined” labour with the scattered culti-
vation of American peasants, he unwittingly gives us a
glimpse at the reverse of the medal. He depicts the mass
of the American people as well-to-do, independent, enter-
prising and comparatively cultured, whilst “the English
agricultural labourer is a miserable wretch, a pauper.... In
what country, except North America and some new colo-
nies, do the wages of free labour employed in agriculture,
much exceed a bare subsistence for the labourer?... Undoubt-
edly, farm-horses in England, being a valuable property, are
better fed than English peasants.” 2 But, never mind, nation-
al wealth is, once again, by its very nature, identical with
misery of the people.

How, then, to heal the anti-capitalistic cancer of the
colonies? If men were willing, at a blow, to turn all the
soil from public into private property, they would destroy
certainly the root of the evil, but also—the colonies. The
trick is how to kill two birds with one stone. Let the Govern-
ment put upon the virgin soil an artificial price, independent
of the law of supply and demand, a price that compels the
immigrant to work a long time for wages before he can earn
enough money to buy land, and turn himself into an inde-

1 1. c., pp. 191, 192,
21 c., Vol. I, pp. 47, 246.
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pendent peasant. ! The fund resulting from the sale of land
at a price relatively prohibitory for the wage-workers, this
fund of money extorted from the wages of labour by viola-
tion of the sacred law of supply and demand, the Govern-
ment is to employ, on the other hand, in proportion as it
grows, to import have-nothings from Europe into the colo-
nies, and thus keep the wage-labour market full for the cap-
italists. Under these circumstances, tout sera pour le mieux
dans le meilleur des mondes possibles. This is the great
secret of “systematic colonisation.” By this plan, Wakefield
cries in triumph, “the supply of labour must be constant
and regular, because, first, as no labourer would be able to
procure land until he had worked for money, all immigrant
labourers, working for a time for wages and in combina-
tion, would produce capital for the employment of more
labourers; secondly, because every labourer who left off
working for wages and became a landowner, would, by
purchasing land, provide a fund for bringing fresh labour
to the colony.” 2 The price of the soil imposed by the State
must, of course, be a ‘“sufficient price”—i.e., so high “as
to prevent the labourers from becoming independent land-
owners until others had followed to take their place.” 3 This
“sufficient price for the land” is nothing but a euphemistic
circumlocution for the ransom which the labourer pays to
the capitalist for leave to retirc from the wage-labour mar-
ket to the land. First, he must create for the capitalist “cap-
ital,” with which the latter may be able to exploit more
labourers; then he must place, at his own expense, a locum
tenens on the labour-market, whom the Government for-
wards across the sea for the benefit of his old master, the
capitalist.

It is very characteristic that the English Government for
years practised this method of “primitive accumulation,”
prescribed by Mr. Wakefield expressly for the use of the

1 “C’est, ajoutez-vous, grice a 'appropriation du sol et des capitaux
que I’homme, qui n’a que ses bras, trouve de l'occupation, et sc fait
un revenu ... c’est au contraire, grice a 'appropriation individuelle du
sol qu’il se trouve des hommes n’ayant que leurs bras... Quand vous
mettez un homme dans le vide, vous vous emparez de l’atmosphtre.
Ainsi faites-vous, qusnd vous vous emparez du sol... C’est le mettre
dans le vide de richesses, pour ne le laisser vivre qu’a votre volonté.”
(Colins, 1. c., t. III., pp. 268-271, passim.)

2 Wakefield, 1. c., Vol. II, p. 192,

3 1. c., p. 45.
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colonies. The fiasco was, of course, as complete as that of
Sir Robert Peel's Bank Act.! The stream of emigration was
only diverted from the English colonies to the United
States. Meanwhile, the advance of capilalistic production in
Europe, accompanied by increasing Government pressure,
has rendered Wakefield’s recipe superfluous. On the one
hand, the enormous and ceascless stream ol men, year after
year driven upon America, leaves behind a stationary sedi-
ment in the east of the United States, the wave of immigra-
tion from Europe throwing men on the labour-market there
more rapidly than the wave of emigration westwards can
wash them away. On the other hand, the American Civil
War brought in its train a colossal national debt, and, with
it, pressure of taxes, the rise of the vilest financial aristoc-
racy, the squandering of a huge part of the public land
on speculative companies for the exploitation of railways,
mines, &c., in brief, the most rapid centralisation of capital.
The great republic has, thercfore, ceased to be the prom-
ised land for emigrant labourers. Capitalistic production ad-
vances there with giant sirides, even though the lowering
of wages and the dependence of the wage-worker are yet
far from being brought down to the normal European level.
The shameless lavishing of uncultivated colonial land on
aristocrats and capitalists by the Government, so loudly de-
nounced even by Wakefield, has produced, especially in
Australia,? in conjunction with the stream of men that the

1A reference to the Bank Act of 1844. In an endeavour to avoid
difficulties in exchanging banknotes for gold, the British Government
supported the initiative of Sir Robert Pcel and in 1844 adopted an act
to reform the Bank of England. It was subdivided into two independent
departmenls: bank and emission; in addition a definile ratio was estab-
lished for exchanging banknotes for gold. The issue of banknotes
not sccured with gold was limited to 14 million pounds. Despite the
provisions of the Bank Act, however, the amount of banknotes actually
depended not on the coverage fund but on the demand for banknotes
in the sphere of circulation. During economic crises, when the neced
for money was particularly acute, the British Government temporarily
suspended the 1844 Act and increased the amount of banknotes not
secured with gold.—Ed.

2 As soon as Australia became her own law-giver, she passed, of
course, laws favourable to the settlers, but the squandering of the
land, already accomplished by the English Government, stands in the
way. “The first and main object at which the new Land Act of 1862
aims is to give incrcased facilities for the scttlement of the people.”
(“The Land Law of Victoria,” by the Ilon. C. G. Duffy, Minister of
Public Lands. Lond., 1862.)
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gold-diggings attract, and with the competition that the im-
portation of English commodities causes even to the small-
est artisan, an ample “relative surplus labouring popula-
lion,” so that almost every mail brings the Job’s news of
a “glut of the Australian labour-market,” and prostitution
in some places there flourishes as wantonly as in the Lon-
don Haymarket.

However, we are not concerned here with the condition
of the colonies. The only thing that interests us is the secret
discovered in the new world by the Political Economy of
the old world, and proclaimed on the house-tops: that the
capitalist mode of production and accumulation, and there-
fore capitalist private property, have for their fundamental
condition the annihilation of self-earned private property;
in other words, the expropriation of the labourer.
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