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1892 English Edition
Introduction
[History (the role of Religion)
in the English middle-class]

When Europe emerged from the Middle Ages, the gismddle-
class of the towns constituted its revolutionargnetnt. It had
conquered a recognized position within mediaevalidéé
organization, but this position, also, had becooeenarrow for its
expansive power. The development of the middlesclas
thebourgeoisie became incompatible with the maintenance of the
feudal system; the feudal system, therefore, hdallto

But the great international centre of feudalism wlas Roman
Catholic Church. It united the whole of feudaliz&destern
Europe, in spite of all internal wars, into one ngtapolitical
system, opposed as much to the schismatic Greeks #se
Mohammedan countries. It had organized its owrahodry on the
feudal model, and, lastly, it was itself by far tmest powerful
feudal lord, holding, as it did, fully 1/3rd of theoil of the
Catholic world. Before profane feudalism could hecessfully
attacked in each country and in detail, this, #sred central
organization, had to be destroyed.

Moreover, parallel with the rise of the middle-dasent on the
great revival of science; astronomy, mechanicssigty anatomy,
physiology were again cultivated. And the bourgeoi$or the
development of its industrial production, requisedcience which
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ascertained the physical properties of natural abjeind the
modes of action of the forces of Nature. Now ughien science
had but been the humble handmaid of the Church,nbadeen
allowed to overlap the limits set by faith, and fbat reason had
been no science at all. Science rebelled agaiesCtiurch; the
bourgeoisie could not do without science, and,etoee, had to
join in the rebellion.

The above, though touching but two of the pointgmetthe rising
middle-class was bound to come into collision withe
established religion, will be sufficient to showst, that the class
most directly interested in the struggle against gihetensions of
the Roman Church was the bourgeoisie; and secbatevery
struggle against feudalism, at that time, had ke t@n a religious
disguise, had to be directed against the Churchthen first
instance. But if the universities and the tradérthe cities started
the cry, it was sure to find, and did find, a sgogecho in the
masses of the country people, the peasants, whgvawvere had
to struggle for their very existence with theirdaiilords, spiritual
and temporal.

The long fight of the bourgeoisie against feudalmmminated in
three great, decisive battles.

The first was what is called the Protestant Refdionain

Germany. The war cry raised against the ChurcH,Uikier, was
responded to by two insurrections of a politicaune; first, that
of the lower nobility under Franz von Sickingen Z3% then the
great Peasants' War, 1525. Both were defeated,flychie

consequence of the indecision of the parties nmistasted, the
burghers of the towns — an indecision into the eawud which we
cannot here enter. From that moment, the struggigenkerated
into a fight between the local princes and the regénower, and
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ended by blotting out Germany, for 200 years, fthmpolitically
active nations of Europe. The Lutheran Reformaporduced a
new creed indeed, a religion adapted to absoluteanchy. No
sooner were the peasant of North-east Germany deavéo
Lutheranism than they were from freemen reducexits.

But where Luther failed, Calvin won the day. Calsioreed was
one fit for the boldest of the bourgeoisie of hime. His

predestination doctrine was the religious expressb the fact
that in the commercial world of competition successfailure

does not depend upon a man's activity or cleverrimgsupon
circumstances uncontrollable by him. It is not ohhhat willeth

or of him that runneth, but of the mercy of unknogurperior
economic powers; and this was especially true ge@od of

economic revolution, when all old commercial roudesl centres
were replaced by new ones, when India and Ameraa wpened
to the world, and when even the most sacred ecanarticles of
faith — the value of gold and silver — began téetoand to break
down. Calvin's church constitution of God was rdmalnized,

could the kingdoms of this world remains subjectnonarchs,
bishops, and lords? While German Lutheranism becamgling

tool in the hands of princes, Calvinism foundedeaublic in

Holland, and active republican parties in Englaard, above all,
Scotland.

In Calvinism, the second great bourgeois upheawahd its
doctrine ready cut and dried. This upheaval toak@ln England.
The middle-class of the towns brought it on, arelyeomanry of
the country districts fought it out. Curiously egbu in all the
three great bourgeois risings, the peasantry faesishe army that
has to do the fighting; and the peasantry is justdass that, the
victory once gained, is most surely ruined by trewn@mic
consequences of that victory. A hundred years &itemwell, the
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yeomanry of england had almost disappeared. Anyhaw,it not
been for that yeomanry and for thiebianelement in the towns,
the bourgeoisie alone would never have fought thé&anout to
the bitter end, and would never have brought Chkarléo the
scaffold. In order to secure even those conqueststhe
bourgeoisie that were ripe for gathering at theetithe revolution
had to be carried considerably further — exactlyirad793 in
France and 1848 in Germany. This seems, in fadte tone of the
laws of evolution of bourgeois society.

Well, upon this excess of revolutionary activityeté necessarily
followed the inevitable reaction which, in its tument beyond
the point where it might have maintained itselfteifa series of
oscillations, the new centre of gravity was at lagained and
became a new starting-point. The grand period gfli&m history,

known to respectability under the name of "the GRebellion",

and the struggles succeeding it, were brought tdose by the
comparatively puny events entitled by Liberal histos “"the

Glorious Revolution™.

The new starting-point was a compromise betweenriiag
middle-class and the ex-feudal landowners. Theerlathough
called, as now, the aristocracy, had been longesorc the way
which led them to become what Louis Philippe innéebecame
at a much later period: "The first bourgeois of #iegdom".
Fortunately for England, the old feudal barons lkdkkd one
another during the War of the Roses. Their sucegssiobough
mostly scions of the old families, had been so moghof the
direct line of descent that they constituted qaiteew body, with
habits and tendencies far more bourgeois than felilay fully
understood the value of money, and at once beganctease
their rents by turning hundreds of small farmersand replacing
them with sheep. Henry VIII, while squandering @feurch lands,
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created fresh bourgeois landlords by wholesale;ithemerable
confiscation of estates, regranted to absoluteslative upstarts,
and continued during the whole of the 17th centbhad the same
result. Consequently, ever since Henry VII, the IBhg
"aristocracy”, far from counteracting the developimeof

industrial production, had, on the contrary, soutghindirectly

profit thereby; and there had always been a secifahe great
landowners willing, from economical or political asons, to
cooperate with the leading men of the financial amdustrial

bourgeoisie. The compromise of 1689 was, therefeasily

accomplished. The political spoils of "pelf andgadawere left to
the great landowning families, provided the ecormoimierests of
the financial, manufacturing, and commercial mieclkss were
sufficiently attended to. And these economic irdesevere at that
time powerful enough to determine the general gol¢ the

nation. There might be squabbles about matterstildbut, on

the whole, the aristocratic oligarchy knew too wlht its own

economic prosperity was irretrievably bound up wthht of the

industrial and commercial middle-class.

From that time, the bourgeoisie was a humble, Hilt 3

recognized, component of the ruling classes of &rdyl With the
rest of them, it had a common interest in keepmgubjection the
great working mass of the nation. The merchant anufacturer
himself stood in the position of master, or, awas until lately
called, of "natural superior" to his clerks, his niepeople, his
domestic servants. His interest was to get as namchas good
work out of them as he could; for this end, they babe trained
to proper submission. He was himself religious; reieggion had
supplied the standard under which he had foughkitige and the
lords; he was not long in discovering the oppottasithis same
religion offered him for working upon the minds lois natural
inferiors, and making them submissive to the behest the
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masters it had pleased God to place over them.hamt,sthe
English bourgeoisie now had to take a part in kegpiown the
"lower orders", the great producing mass of théonatand one of
the means employed for that purpose was the inflieof
religion.

There was another factor that contributed to strey the

religious leanings of the bourgeoisie. That was tiee of

materialism in England. This new doctrine not oshocked the
pious feelings of the middle-class; it announcesklit as a
philosophy only fit for scholars and cultivated mainthe world,

in contrast to religion, which was good enoughtf& uneducated
masses, including the bourgeoisie. With Hobbestepped on the
stage as a defender of royal prerogative and ortenge; it called
upon absolute monarchy to keep down thadr robustus sed
malitiosus["Robust but malicious boy}+ to wit, the people.
Similarly, with the successors of Hobbes, with Bgbroke,

Shaftesbury, etc., the new deistic form of matemalremained an
aristocratic, esoteric doctrine, and, thereforetefoh to the

middle-class both for its religious heresy andif®@anti-bourgeois
political connections. Accordingly, in oppositiono tthe

materialism and deism of the aristocracy, thosdeBtant sects
which had furnished the flag and the fighting cogént against
the Stuarts continued to furnish the main strength the

progressive middle-class, and form even today #ekione of
"the Great Liberal Party".

In the meantime, materialism passed from Englandrremce,
where it met and coalesced with another matei@lsthool of
philosophers, a branch of Cartesianism. In Fraro®, it
remained at first an exclusively aristocratic dimetr But, soon, its
revolutionary character asserted itself. The Frenakerialists did
not limit their criticism to matters of religiouselef; they
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extended it to whatever scientific tradition oripchl institution
they met with; and to prove the claim of their dina to universal
application, they took the shortest cut, and boéajiplied it to all
subjects of knowledge in the giant work after whtbley were
named — the Encyclopaedia. Thus, in one or ther @hés two
forms — avowed materialism or deism — it becamectked of the
whole cultures youth of France; so much so thaenie Great
Revolution broke out, the doctrine hatched by EfgRoyalists
gave a theoretical flag to French Republicans asmlofists, and
furnished the text for the Declaration of the Rgbf Man. The
Great French Revolution was the third uprisinghef bourgeoisie,
but the first that had entirely cast off the radigs cloak, and was
fought out on undisguised political lines; it wae ffirst, too, that
was really fought out up to the destruction of ook the
combatants, the aristocracy, and the complete piurf the
other, the bourgeoisie. In England, the continudf pre-
revolutionary and post-revolutionary institutiongnd the
compromise between landlords and capitalists, fouitsl
expression in the continuity of judicial precedentsd in the
religious preservation of the feudal forms of thevl In France,
the Revolution constituted a complete breach vhth traditions
of the past; it cleared out the very last vestigefeudalism, and
created in the Code Civil a masterly adaptatiothefold Roman
law — that almost perfect expression of the juadicelations
corresponding to the economic stage called by Mt
production of commodities — to modern capitalishditions; so
masterly that this French revolutionary code s#irves as a
model for reforms of the law of property in all etrcountries, not
excepting England. Let us, however, not forget thBnhglish law
continues to express the economic relations otaligiisociety in
that barbarous feudal language which correspondéothing
expressed, just as English spelling correspondsEmglish
pronunciation -vous ecrivez Londres et vous prononcez
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Constantinoplesaid a Frenchman — that same English law is the
only one which has preserved through ages, andnn#ed to
America and the Colonies, the best part of that GErmanic
personal freedom, local self-government, and inddpece from

all interference (but that of the law courts), whion the
Continent has been lost during the period of aliealionarchy,
and has nowhere been as yet fully recovered.

To return to our British bourgeois. The French Retron gave
him a splendid opportunity, with the help of the nGioental
monarchies, to destroy French maritime commerceartnex
French colonies, and to crush the last French msetes to
maritime rivalry. That was one reason why he foughfnother
was that the ways of this revolution went very magfainst his
grain. Not only its "execrable" terrorism, but thery attempt to
carry bourgeois rule to extremes. What should th#tisB

bourgeois do without his aristocracy, that taugim Imanners,
such as they were, and invented fashions for hthrat-furnished
officers for the army, which kept order at homed dhe navy,
which conquered colonial possessions and new nsaedstard?
There was, indeed, a progressive minority of therdgpeoisie, that
minority whose interests were not so well attenttedinder the
compromise; this section, composed chiefly of thes|wealthy
middle-class, did sympathize with the Revolutiomt it was

powerless in Parliament.

Thus, if materialism became the creed of the FrdRetolution,
the God-fearing English bourgeois held all the dasio his
religion. Had not the reign of terror in Paris pedwvhat was the
upshot, if the religious instincts of the massesantest? The more
materialism spread from France to neighboring aoesytand was
reinforced by similar doctrinal currents, notably lerman
philosophy, the more, in fact, materialism and frisught
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generally became, on the Continent, the necessalfigations
of a cultivated man, the more stubbornly the Emgitrgddle-class
stuck to its manifold religious creeds. These csesight differ
from one another, but they were, all of them, dddty religious,
Christian creeds.

While the Revolution ensured the political triumpdf the
bourgeoisie in France, in England Watt, Arkwrig@artwright,
and others, initiated an industrial revolution, @rhicompletely
shifted the centre of gravity of economic powere T¥ealth of the
bourgeoisie increased considerably faster thandhéte landed
aristocracy. Within the bourgeoisie itself, theaficial aristocracy,
the bankers, etc., were more and more pushedhatbackground
by the manufacturers. The compromise of 1689, efer the
gradual changes it had undergone in favor of thedemisie, no
longer corresponded to the relative position of plagties to it.
The character of these parties, too, had chanpedhaurgeoisie
of 1830 was very different from that of the precedcentury. The
political power still left to the aristocracy, amsged by them to
resist the pretensions of the new industrial booisie, became
incompatible with the new economic interests. Aslirestruggle
with the aristocracy was necessary; it could enlgl ona victory
of the new economic power. First, the Reform Actsvpaished
through, in spite of all resistance, under the ilBpwf the French
Revolution of 1830. It gave to the bourgeoisie eognized and
powerful place in Parliament. Then the Repeal & thorn
Laws[a move toward free-tradejvhich settled, once and for all, the
supremacy of the bourgeoisie, and especially omitst active
portion, the manufacturers, over the landed aniatyc This was
the greatest victory of the bourgeoisie; it wasyéeer, also the
last it gained in its own exclusive interest. Whkatetriumphs it
obtained later on, it had to share with a new $pawer — first its
ally, but soon its rival.
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The industrial revolution had created a class ofgda
manufacturing capitalists, but also a class — anthramore

numerous one — of manufacturing work-people. Thigssc
gradually increased in numbers, in proportion as itidustrial

revolution seized upon one branch of manufactuter another,
and in the same proportion it increased its povars power it

proved as early as 1824, by forcing a reluctantidtaent to

repeal the acts forbidding combinations of workmaring the

Reform agitation, the workingmen constituted theliBa wing of

the Reform party; the Act of 1832 having excludeein from the
suffrage, the formulated their demands in the RespCharter,
and constituted themselves, in opposition to theatgbourgeois
Anti-Corn Law party, into an independent party, @leartists, the
first working-men's party of modern times.

Then came the Continental revolutions of Februarg Barch
1848, in which the working people played such axpnent part,
and, at least in Paris, put forward demands whieheveertainly
inadmissible from the point of view of capitalistcgety. And then
came the general reaction. First, the defeat ofGhartists on
April 10, 1848; then the crushing of the Paris wagknen's
insurrection in June of the same year; then thastkss of 1849 in
Italy, Hungary, South Germany, and at last theovictof Louis
Bonaparte over Paris, December 2, 1851. For a @inkeast, the
bugbear of working-class pretensions was put ddwh,at what
cost! If the British bourgeois had been convincedole of the
necessity of maintaining the common people in @icels mood,
how much more must he feel that necessity aftertlaise
experiences? Regardless of the sneers of his @oidin
compeers, he continued to spend thousands andftémsusands,
year after year, upon the evangelization of theeloarders; not
content with his own native religious machinery, dmpealed to
Brother Jonathah, the greatest organizer in existence of religion
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as a trade, and imported from America revivalisngollly and

Sankey, and the like; and, finally, he accepteddéwegerous aid
of the Salvation Army, which revives the propagardaearly

Christianity, appeals to the poor as the elechtfigapitalism in a
religious way, and thus fosters an element of e@Hyistian class
antagonism, which one day may become troublesortieetavell-

to-do people who now find the ready money for it.

It seems a law of historical development that thar@eoisie can
in no European country get hold of political poweat least for
any length of time — in the same exclusive way inicl the

feudal aristocracy kept hold of it during the Middhges. Even in
France, where feudalism was completely extinguishtgk

bourgeoisie as a whole has held full possessidineosovernment
for very short periods only. During Louis Philippegign, 1830-
48, a very small portion of the bourgeoisie ruled kingdom; by
far the larger part were excluded from the suffragethe high
qualification. Under the Second Republic, 1848-8f whole
bourgeoisie ruled but for three years only; thetapacity brought
on the Second Empire. It is only now, in the THRepublic, that
the bourgeoisie as a whole have kept possessitimedfielm for
more than 20 years; and they are already showwadylsigns of
decadence. A durable reign of the bourgeoisie leas Ipossible
only in countries like America, where feudalism wasknown,

and society at the very beginning started from ardpeois basis.
And even in France and America, the successors hef t
bourgeoisie, the working people, are already knugkt the door.

In England, the bourgeoisie never held undividedysvieven the
victory of 1832 left the landed aristocracy in aBh@xclusive
possession of all the leading Government officdge Teekness
with  which the middle-class submitted to this remedl
inconceivable to me until the great Liberal mantfesr, Mr. W.
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A. Forster, in a public speech, implored the youmgn of
Bradford to learn French, as a means to get ohanaorld, and
guoted from his own experience how sheepish heclbokhen, as
a Cabinet Minister, he had to move in society wHeench was,
at least, as necessary as English! The fact wass,Etglish
middle-class of that time were, as a rule, quiteeducated
upstarts, and could not help leaving to the arisibc those
superior Government places where other qualifiogtiovere
required than mere insular narrowness and insutarcait,
seasoned by business sharpng€sven now the endless
newspaper debates about middle-class education hawthe
English middle-class does not yet consider itseticgenough for
the best education, and looks to something moreestod hus,
even after the repeal of the Corn Laws, it appearedatter of
course that the men who had carried the day — thiedé€hs,
Brights, Forsters, etc. — should remain excludednfia share in
the official government of the country, until 20aye afterwards a
new Reform Act opened to them the door of the Gabiiihe
English bourgeoisie are, up to the present day,dseply
penetrated by a sense of their social inferiotigt they keep up,
at their own expense and that of the nation, anroamtal caste of
drones to represent the nation worthily at all &fanctions; and
they consider themselves highly honored whenevee oh
themselves is found worthy of admission into thedest and
privileged body, manufactured, after all, by thelvse.

The industrial and commercial middle-class had,efoee, not yet
succeeded in driving the landed aristocracy corajylefrom
political power when another competitor, the wogktiass,
appeared on the stage. The reaction after the i€thardvement
and the Continental revolutions, as well as the auajeled
extension of English trade from 1848-66 (ascribedharly to
Free Trade alone, but due far more to the colaksatlopment of
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railways, ocean steamers, and means of intercayeserally),

had again driven the working-class into the depeogleof the

Liberal party, of which they formed, as in pre-Qlsdrtimes, the
Radical wing. Their claims to the franchise, howegradually

became irresistible; while the Whig leaders of thiberals

"funked", Disraeli showed his superiority by makitige Tories
seize the favorable moment and introduce househuffdage in

the boroughs, along with a redistribution of sedtsen followed

the ballot; then, in 1884, the extension of hou&klsoffrage to
the counties and a fresh redistribution of seatsyhich electoral
districts were, to some extent, equalized. All ¢heseasures
considerably increased the electoral power of tleking-class,
so much so that in at least 150 to 200 constitesnthat class
now furnished the majority of the voters. But pamientary
government is a capital school for teaching resfuedradition; if

the middle-class look with awe and veneration updrat Lord

John Manners playfully called "our old nobilityha mass of the
working-people then looked up with respect and mefee to
what used to be desighated as "their betters" niluelle-class.
Indeed, the British workman, some 15 years ago, tvagnodel
workman, whose respectful regard for the positibhis master,
and whose self-restraining modesty in claiming tsgor himself,

consoled our German economists of Ktagheder-Socialisschool

for the incurable communistic and revolutionary demcies of
their own working-men at home.

But the English middle-class — good men of busimessthey are —
saw farther than the German professors. They hadedhtheir
powers but reluctantly with the working-class. Thegd learnt,
during the Chartist years, what tipater robustus sed malitiosus
the people, is capable of. And since that timey thad been
compelled to incorporate the better part of thepiRe® Charter in
the Statutes of the United Kingdom. Now, if evee people must
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be kept in order by moral means, and the firstfaneimost of all
moral means of action upon the masses is and remaieligion.
Hence the parsons' majorities on the School Bodrdsce the
increasing self-taxation of the bourgeoisie for gupport of all
sorts of revivalism, from ritualism to the Salvatiarmy.

And now came the triumph of British respectabibityer the free
thought and religious laxity of the Continental byeois. The
workmen of France and Germany had become rebellibusy
were thoroughly infected with Socialism, and, foeryw good
reasons, were not at all particular as to the iggaf the means
by which to secure their own ascendancy. pher robustus
here, turned from day-to-day maralitiosus Nothing remained
to the French and German bourgeoisie as a lastin@sdut to
silently drop their free thought, as a youngstdremwsea-sickness
creeps upon him, quietly drops the burning cigar bneught
swaggeringly on board; one-by-one, the scoffersadrpious in
outward behavior, spoke with respect of the Chuitshdogmas
and rites, and even conformed with the latter aagacould not be
helped. French bourgeois dineghigreon Fridays, and German
ones say out long Protestant sermons in their pgwSundays.
They had come to grief with materialism. "Die Redigmuss dem
Volk erhalten werden" — religion must be kept aliwethe people
— that was the only and the last means to savetgoltom utter
ruin. Unfortunately for themselves, they did naidfithis out until
they had done their level best to break up religamever. And
now it was the turn of the British bourgeoisie tesr and to say:
"Why, you fools, | could have told you that 200 ggeago!”

However, | am afraid neither the religious stolidif the British,
nor thepost festunconversion of the Continental bourgeois will
stem the rising Proletarian tide. Tradition is aadrretarding
force, is thevis inertiaeof history, but, being merely passive, is
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sure to be broken down; and thus religion will be lasting

safeguard to capitalist society. If our juridicahilosophical, and
religious ideas are the more or less remote offshad the

economical relations prevailing in a given societych ideas
cannot, in the long run, withstand the effects obmplete change
in these relations. And, unless we believe in sugteral

revelation, we must admit that no religious tematsever suffice

to prop up a tottering society.

In fact, in England too, the working-people havgueto move
again. They are, no doubt, shackled by traditidnsadous kinds.
Bourgeois traditions, such as the widespread b#imfthere can
be but two parties, Conservatives and Liberals, #rat the
working-class must work out its salvation by andotigh the
great Liberal Party. Working-men's traditions, intesl from their

first tentative efforts at independent action, saslthe exclusion,
from ever so many old Trade Unions, of all applisanho have
not gone through a regular apprenticeship; whichamsethe
breeding, by every such union, of its own blackldgst, for all

that, the English working-class is moving, as ewrnofessor
Brentano has sorrowfully had to report to his beotKatheder-
Socialists. It moves, like all things in Englandittwa slow and
measured step, with hesitation here, with moreess unfruitful,

tentative attempts there; it moves now and ther i over-
cautious mistrust of the name of Socialism, whitlegrnadually

absorbs the substance; and the movement spreadsiaed one
layer of the workers after another. It has now shasut of their
torpor the unskilled laborers of the East End ohdeon, and we
all know what a splendid impulse these fresh fotege given it
in return. And if the pace of the movement is net to the

impatience of some people, let them not forget ihds the

working-class which keeps alive the finest quaditid the English
character, and that, if a step in advance is oageed in England,
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it is, as a rule, never lost afterwards. If the ssai the old
Chatrtists, for reasons unexplained above, werguité up to the
mark, the grandsons bid fair to be worthy of tiiefefathers.

But the triumph of the European working-class doesdepend
upon England alone. It can only be secured by tloperation of,
at least, England, France, and Germany. In both l#ieer
countries, the working-class movement is well ahefaBngland.
In Germany, it is even within measurable distarfceuacess. The
progress it has there made during the last 25 yeansparalleled.
It advances with ever-increasing velocity. If ther@an middle-
class have shown themselves lamentably deficienpaliical
capacity, discipline, courage, energy, and persews, the
German working-class have given ample proof of thkkse
qualities. Four hundred years ago, Germany wasttdréng-point
of the first upheaval of the European middle-classthings are
now, is it outside the limits of possibility thae@nany will be the
scene, too, of the first great victory of the Ewaip proletariat?

Frederick Engels
London
April 20, 1892
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Notes

1. "Brother Jonathan" — A sort of Anglo-Christiddritle Sam".

2. And even in business matters, the conceit abmalt Chauvinism is but a sorry
adviser. Up to quite recently, the average Englismufacturer considered it
derogatory for an Englishman to speak any langbagdiis own, and felt rather
proud than otherwise of the fact that "poor devitd" foreigners settled in
England and took off his hands the trouble of diapy of his products abroad.
He never noticed that these foreigners, mostly @asnthus got command of a
very large part of British foreign trade, importsdaexports, and that the direct
foreign trade of Englishmen became limited, almestirely, to the colonies,
China, the United States, and South America. Nor It notice that these
Germans traded with other Germans abroad, who gligdwrganized a complete
network of commercial colonies all over the worBlt, when Germany, about
40 years ago [c.1850], seriously began manufaguion export, this network
served her admirably in her transformation, in bBorsa time, from a corn-
exporting into a first-rate manufacturing countifhen, about 10 years ago, the
British manufacturer got frightened, and askedanidbassadors and consuls how
it was that he could no longer keep his customegether. The unanimous
answer was:

(1) You don't learn customer's language but exipiactto speak your own;

(2) You don't even try to suit your customer's vgahibits, and tastes, but expect
him to conform to your English ones.
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I

[The Development of Utopian
Socialism]

Modern Socialism is, in its essence, the directdped of the
recognition, on the one hand, of the class antagmniexisting in
the society of today between proprietors and namppetors,
between capitalists and wage-workers; on the dthed, of the
anarchy existing in production. But, in its thearat form,
modern Socialism originally appears ostensibly asoae logical
extension of the principles laid down by the gréatnch
philosophers of the 18th century. Like every newotly, modern
Socialism had, at first, to connect itself with theellectual stock-
in-trade ready to its hand, however deeply itsgday in material
economic facts.

The great men, who in France prepared men’s miodsthe
coming revolution, were themselves extreme revohigiis. They
recognized no external authority of any kind whateReligion,
natural science, society, political institutionsexerything was
subjected to the most unsparing criticism: evenghnust justify
its existence before the judgment-seat of reasorgiee up
existence. Reason became the sole measure of langrytt was
the time when, as Hegel says, the world stood ugoheadij;

first in the sense that the human head, and tineiptes arrived at
by its thought, claimed to be the basis of all hnnaation and
association; but by and by, also, in the wider sdhat the reality
which was in contradiction to these principles hadfact, to be
turned upside down. Every form of society and gowent then
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existing, every old traditional notion, was flunga the lumber-
room as irrational; the world had hitherto allowtself to be led
solely by prejudices; everything in the past desérnly pity and
contempt. Now, for the first time, appeared thétligf day, the
kingdom of reason; henceforth superstition, ingestiprivilege,
oppression, were to be superseded by eternal &tdimal Right,
equality based on Nature and the inalienable rightsan.

We know today that this kingdom of reason was mgthmore
than the idealized kingdom of the bourgeoisie; tihid eternal
Right found its realization in bourgeois justickat this equality
reduced itself to bourgeois equality before the; lnat bourgeois
property was proclaimed as one of the essentiatsigf man; and
that the government of reason, entrat Sociabf Rousseau,
came into being, and only could come into beinga democratic
bourgeois republic. The great thinkers of the 1&thtury could,
no more than their predecessors, go beyond théslimposed
upon them by their epoch.

But, side by side with the antagonisms of the fénddility and
the burghers, who claimed to represent all theatsbciety, was
the general antagonism of exploiters and exploibédich idlers
and poor workers. It was this very circumstance tinade it
possible for the representatives of the bourgeotsie put
themselves forward as representing not one speleiss, but the
whole of suffering humanity. Still further. Fromsitorigin the
bourgeoisie was saddled with its antithesis: caglitacannot exist
without wage-workers, and, in the same proportia the
mediaeval burgher of the guild developed into thedemn
bourgeois, the guild journeyman and the day-laharetside the
guilds, developed into the proletarian. And althougpon the
whole, the bourgeoisie, in their struggle with th@bility, could
claim to represent at the same time the interdsthendifferent
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working-classes of that period, yet in every gréaurgeois
movement there were independent outbursts of tlags avhich
was the forerunner, more or less developed, of riwalern
proletariat. For example, at the time of the GerrRaformation
and the Peasants’ War, the Anabaptists and Thomawd; in
the great English Revolution, the Levellers; in tjreat French
Revolution, Babeuf.

These were theoretical enunciations, corresponelitgy these
revolutionary uprisings of a class not yet devethpa the 16th
and 17th centuries, Utopian pictures of ideal damaditions; in
the 18th century, actual communistic theories (Myprend
Mably)?. The demand for equality was no longer limited to
political rights; it was extended also to the sbc@anditions of
individuals. It was not simply class privileges tthveere to be
abolished, but class distinctions themselves. A @amism,
ascetic, denouncing all the pleasures of life, @pamwas the first
form of the new teaching. Then came the three great
Utopians: Saint-Simon, to whom the middle-class emoent, side
by side with the proletarian, still had a certain
significance; Fourier; and Owen, who in the countmhere
capitalist production was most developed, and utitgeinfluence

of the antagonisms begotten of this, worked outphigposals for
the removal of class distinction systematically and direct
relation to French materialism.

One thing is common to all three. Not one of thgpears as a
representative of the interests of that proletamiich historical
development had, in the meantime, produced. Lilee Rhench
philosophers, they do not claim to emancipate &qudar class to
begin with, but all humanity at once. Like themeyhwish to
bring in the kingdom of reason and eternal justibat this
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kingdom, as they see it, is as far as Heaven franthEfrom that
of the French philosophers.

For, to our three social reformers, the bourgeomsldy based
upon the principles of these philosophers, is cast@rational and
unjust, and, therefore, finds its way to the dudehquite as
readily as feudalism and all the earlier stagesaaiety. If pure
reason and justice have not, hitherto, ruled theldydhis has
been the case only because men have not rightlgrsiodd them.
What was wanted was the individual man of genius) Wwas now
arisen and who understands the truth. That he d\vasanisen, that
the truth has now been clearly understood, is motnavitable
event, following of necessity in the chains of obigtal

development, but a mere happy accident. He migitgs well
have been born 500 years earlier, and might the® Ispared
humanity 500 years of error, strife, and suffering.

We saw how the French philosophers of the 18thucgnthe

forerunners of the Revolution, appealed to reasertha sole
judge of all that is. A rational government, raabsociety, were
to be founded; everything that ran counter to etle®ason was to
be remorselessly done away with. We saw also thateternal
reason was in reality nothing but the idealizedansthnding of
the 18th century citizen, just then evolving irtte bourgeois. The
French Revolution had realized this rational sgcietnd

government.

But the new order of things, rational enough as maned with
earlier conditions, turned out to be by no meansohibely
rational. The state based upon reason completellapsed.
Rousseau’€ontrat Sociahad found its realization in the Reign
of Terror, from which the bourgeoisie, who had loshfidence in
their own political capacity, had taken refuge tfine the
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corruption of the Directorate, and, finally, undkee wing of the
Napoleonic despotism. The promised eternal peace twaed
into an endless war of conquest. The society baged reason
had fared no better. The antagonism between rich @oor,
instead of dissolving into general prosperity, hhdcome
intensified by the removal of the guild and othevifeges, which
had to some extent bridged it over, and by the venof the
charitable institutions of the Church. The “freedomproperty”
from feudal fetters, now veritably accomplishednad out to be,
for the small capitalists and small proprietorg tleedom to sell
their small property, crushed under the overmasgecompetition
of the large capitalists and landlords, to thesaglords, and thus,
as far as the small capitalists and peasant ptopsiewere
concerned, became “freeddrom property”. The development of
industry upon a capitalistic basis made poverty ramery of the
working masses conditions of existence of sociégsh payment
became more and more, in Carlyle’s phrase [See @hom
Carlyle,Past and Present.ondon 1843], the sole nexus between
man and man. The number of crimes increased fran tgpeyear.
Formerly, the feudal vices had openly stalked abaubroad
daylight; though not eradicated, they were nowrst i@ate thrust
into the background. In their stead, the bourgeaiss, hitherto
practiced in secret, began to blossom all the nhaxariantly.
Trade became to a greater and greater extent wbealihe
“fraternity” of the revolutionary motto was real@ein the
chicanery and rivalries of the battle of competiti®©ppression by
force was replaced by corruption; the sword, asfitts¢ social
lever, by gold. The right of the first night waarsferred from the
feudal lords to the bourgeois manufacturers. Ruigtn increased
to an extent never heard of. Marriage itself remdjras before,
the legally recognized form, the official cloakmbstitution, and,
moreover, was supplemented by rich crops of adulter
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In a word, compared with the splendid promises bé t
philosophers, the social and political institutionern of the
“triumph of reason” were bitterly disappointing icatures. All
that was wanting was the men to formulate thisplisantment,
and they came with the turn of the century. In 1882aint-
Simon’s Geneva letters appeared; in 1808 appeareddrs first
work, although the groundwork of his theory dateshrf 1799; on
January 1, 1800, Robert Owen undertook the dineatib New
Lanark.

At this time, however, the capitalist mode of prcitlon, and with
it the antagonism between the bourgeoisie andribletpriat, was
still very incompletely developed. Modern Industwhich had
just arisen in England, was still unknown in FranBat Modern
Industry develops, on the one hand, the conflictsclwv make
absolutely necessary a revolution in the mode oflpetion, and
the doing away with its capitalistic character -afliots not only
between the classes begotten of it, but also betwiee very
productive forces and the forms of exchange crehyed. And,
on the other hand, it develops, in these very diggroductive
forces, the means of ending these conflicts. drafore, about the
year 1800, the conflicts arising from the new slooraer were
only just beginning to take shape, this holds stitire fully as to
the means of ending them. The “have-nothing” maséd3aris,
during the Reign of Terror, were able for a momeengain the
mastery, and thus to lead the bourgeois revoluiomictory in
spite of the bourgeoisie themselves. But, in dangthey only
proved how impossible it was for their dominatianlast under
the conditions then obtaining. The proletariat, ekhihen for the
first time evolved itself from these “have-nothingiasses as the
nucleus of a new class, as yet quite incapablendépendent
political action, appeared as an oppressed, sodfearder, to
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whom, in its incapacity to help itself, help coulat best, be
brought in from without or down from above.

This historical situation also dominated the fousd® Socialism.
To the crude conditions of capitalistic productiand the crude
class conditions correspond crude theories. Thetisal of the

social problems, which as yet lay hidden in undayvet

economic conditions, the Utopians attempted towevolut of the
human brain. Society presented nothing but wrongsemove
these was the task of reason. It was necessary, ttheiscover a
new and more perfect system of social order andnfmse this
upon society from without by propaganda, and, weret was

possible, by the example of model experiments. & mesv social
systems were foredoomed as Utopian; the more coehpliney

were worked out in detail, the more they could anid drifting

off into pure phantasies.

These facts once established, we need not dwetiraemt longer
upon this side of the question, now wholly beloggia the past.
We can leave it to the literary small fry to soldynguibble over
these phantasies, which today only make us snmie,ta crow
over the superiority of their ow :
bald reasoning, as compared w
such “insanity”. For ourselves, w
delight in the stupendously grai
thoughts and germs of thought ti
everywhere break out through th
phantastic covering, and to whi
these Philistines are blind.

Saint-Simon was a son of the gr
French Revolution, at the outbre
of which he was not yet 30. Tt
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Revolution was the victory of the 3rd estate — igf.the great
masses of the natioworkingin production and in trade, over the
privilegedidle classes, the nobles and the priests. But theryicto
of the 3rd estate soon revealed itself as excliysthe victory of a
smaller part of this “estate”, as the conquestdditipal power by
the socially privileged section of it — i.e., theopertied
bourgeoisie. And the bourgeoisie had certainly tigel rapidly
during the Revolution, partly by speculation in theds of the
nobility and of the Church, confiscated and aftedsagout up for
sale, and partly by frauds upon the nation by meanharmy
contracts. It was the domination of these swindlleas, under the
Directorate, brought France to the verge of rumg #&us gave
Napoleon the pretext for ht®up d’état

Hence, to Saint-Simon the antagonism between th&State and
the privileged classes took the form of an antaganbetween
“workers” and “idlers”. The idlers were not merethe old
privileged classes, but also all who, without takiany part in
production or distribution, lived on their incomeAnd the
workers were not only the wage-workers, but alse@ th
manufacturers, the merchants, the bankers. Thadldgrs had lost
the capacity for intellectual leadership and poditi supremacy
had been proved, and was by the Revolution finsdigled. That
the non-possessing classes had not this capaeityeseto Saint-
Simon proved by the experiences of the Reign ofdreiThen,
who was to lead and command? According to SainbB8jm
science and industry, both united by a new religidond,
destined to restore that unity of religious idedsclw had been
lost since the time of the Reformation — a necdgsawystic and
rigidly hierarchic “new Christianity”. But sciencéhat was the
scholars; and industry, that was, in the first glaihe working
bourgeois, manufacturers, merchants, bankers. Thesgeois
were, certainly, intended by Saint-Simon to tramsféthemselves
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into a kind of public officials, of social trustedsit they were still
to hold,vis-a-visof the workers, a commanding and economically
privileged position. The bankers especially werbdaalled upon
to direct the whole of social production by theulagjon of credit.
This conception was in exact keeping with a timewhich
Modern Industry in France and, with it, the chasetween
bourgeoisie and proletariat was only just cominig iexistence.
But what Saint-Simon especially lays stress upothis. what
interests him first, and above all other thinggheslot of the class
that is the most numerous and the most polar ¢lasse la plus
nombreuse et la plus pauvye

Already in his Geneva letters, Saint-Simon lays wlothe
proposition that “all men ought to work”. In thensa work he
recognizes also that the Reign of Terror was tignref the non-
possessing masses.

“See,” says he to them, “what happened in Francthattime
when your comrades held sway there; they brougloutala
famine.” [Lettres d’'un habitant de Genéve a ses contempqrains
Saint-Simon, 1803]

But to recognize the French Revolution as a clasg and not
simply one between nobility and bourgeoisie, butween
nobility, bourgeoisie, and the non-possessors, waghe year
1802, a most pregnant discovery. In 1816, he deslirat politics
is the science of production, and foretells the glete absorption
of politics by economics. The knowledge that ecoitom
conditions are the basis of political instituticeggpears here only
in embryo. Yet what is here already very plainlpm®ssed is the
idea of the future conversion of political rule oween into an
administration of things and a direction of proesssf production
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— that is to say, the “abolition of the state”, abwhich recently
there has been so much noise.

Saint-Simon shows the same superiority over higectoporaries,
when in 1814, immediately after the entry of thieealinto Paris,
and again in 1815, during the Hundred Days’ Warptoelaims
the alliance of France and England, and then ol lmftthese
countries, with Germany, as the only guaranteeheprosperous
development and peace of Europe. To preach to theck in
1815 an alliance with the victors of Waterloo reqdias much
courage as historical foresight.

If in Saint-Simon we find a
comprehensive breadth of
view, by virtue of which
almost all the ideas of later
Socialists that are not strictly
economic are found in him in
embryo, we find in Fourier a
criticism of the existing
conditions of society,
- genuinely French and witty,
but not upon that account any
the less thorough. Fourier takes the bourgeoisieir tinspired
prophets before the Revolution, and their intecestdogists after
it, at their own word. He lays bare remorselesis/ material and
moral misery of the bourgeois world. He confrorttsvith the
earlier philosophers’ dazzling promises of a sgciget which
reason alone should reign, of a civilization in gvhihappiness
should be universal, of an illimitable human petifglity, and
with the rose-colored phraseology of the bourgeteslogists of
his time. He points out how everywhere the mostupiteality
corresponds with the most high-sounding phrases] ha

FOURIER *
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overwhelms this hopeless fiasco of phrases with rhagdant
sarcasm.

Fourier is not only a critic, his imperturbably see nature makes
him a satirist, and assuredly one of the greatgststs of all time.
He depicts, with equal power and charm, the swmgdli
speculations that blossomed out upon the downféllthe
Revolution, and the shopkeeping spirit prevalent and
characteristic of, French commerce at that timell &tore
masterly is his criticism of the bourgeois form the relations
between sexes, and the position of woman in boisgemiety.
He was the first to declare that in any given dgdiee degree of
woman’s emancipation is the natural measure of gheeral
emancipation.

But Fourier is at his greatest in his conceptiorthaf history of
society. He divides its whole course, thus fam iftur stages of
evolution — savagery, barbarism, the patriarchateization.
This last is identical with the so-called civil, lbourgeois, society
of today — i.e., with the social order that camenith the 16th
century. He proves “that the civilized stage raise®gry vice
practiced by barbarism in a simple fashion into camf of
existence, complex, ambiguous, equivocal, hypaatiti— that
civilization moves “in a vicious circle”, in contlations which it
constantly reproduces without being able to sohent, hence it
constantly arrives at the very opposite to thatclwht wants to
attain, or pretends to want to attain, so that,., e‘gnder
civilization poverty is born of superabundancelits¢ Théorie de
'unite universelle Fourier, 1843 antde nouveau monde
industriel et sociétaire, ou invention du procédéndlstrie
attrayante et enaturelle distribuée en séries passtes Fourier,
1845]
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Fourier, as we see, uses the dialectic methodeisdime masterly
way as his contemporary, Hegel. Using these saaledtics, he
argues against talk about illimitable human peitfddiy, that
every historical phase has its period of ascentasal its period
of descent, and he applies this observation tofuhe&e of the
whole human race. As Kant introduced into natucirge the
idea of the ultimate destruction of the Earth, keumtroduced
into historical science that of the ultimate desfian of the
human race.

Whilst in France the hurricane of the Revolutiorepwvover the
land, in England a quieter, but not on that accoleds
tremendous, revolution was going on. Steam andn#wve tool-
making machinery were transforming manufacture imodern
industry, and thus revolutionizing the whole foutola of
bourgeois society. The sluggish march of develognoénthe
manufacturing period changed into a veritable stamd stress
period of production. With constantly increasingifsvess the
splitting-up into large capitalists and non-possegproletarians
went on. Between these, instead of the former estalddle-class,
an unstable mass of artisans and small shopkeeiersmost
fluctuating portion of the population, now led aegarious
existence.

The new mode of production was, as yet, only ab#ginning of
its period of ascent; as yet it was the normalul@agmethod of
production — the only one possible under existimgpditions.

Nevertheless, even then it was producing cryingas@buses —
the herding together of a homeless population i@ wWorst
quarters of the large towns; the loosening of raltlitional moral
bonds, of patriarchal subordination, of family telas; overwork,
especially of women and children, to a frightfutes; complete
demoralization of the working-class, suddenly flurigto
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altogether new conditions, from the country inte town, from
agriculture into modern industry, from stable cadiodis of
existence into insecure ones

that change from day to day.

At this juncture, there came
forward as a reformer a
manufacturer 29-years-old — a
man of almost sublime,
childlike simplicity of
character, and at the same time 3
one of the few born leaders
men. Robert Owen hades
adopted the teaching of the figg
materialistic philosophers: that
man’s character is the product,
on the one hand, of heredity; on the other, ofdheronment of
the individual during his lifetime, and especiallyring his period
of development. In the industrial revolution moshe class saw
only chaos and confusion, and the opportunity sfifig in these
troubled waters and making large fortunes quicklg. saw in it
the opportunity of putting into practice his fawertheory, and so
of bringing order out of chaos. He had alreadydtrie with
success, as superintendent of more than 500 meiMianchester
factory. From 1800 to 1829, he directed the gredtion mill at
New Lanark, in Scotland, as managing partner, akbiegsame
lines, but with greater freedom of action and vatisuccess that
made him a European reputation. A population, paly
consisting of the most diverse and, for the most, peery
demoralized elements, a population that graduakyvgo 2,500,
he turned into a model colony, in which drunkenngsdice,
magistrates, lawsuits, poor laws, charity, werenamkn. And all
this simply by placing the people in conditions thgrof human
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beings, and especially by carefully bringing up thsing

generation. He was the founder of infant schoaisd, iatroduced
them first at New Lanark. At the age of two, thddilen came to
school, where they enjoyed themselves so muchthiegt could
scarely be got home again. Whilst his competitoosked their
people 13 or 14 hours a day, in New Lanark the wmgrklay was
only 10 and a half hours. When a crisis in cottimpged work for
four months, his workers received their full wagdisthe time.
And with all this the business more than doublegtalue, and to
the last yielded large profits to its proprietors.

In spite of all this, Owen was not content. Theseence which he
secured for his workers was, in his eyes, still flam being

worthy of human beings. "The people were slavasyamercy."

The relatively favorable conditions in which he hadced them
were still far from allowing a rational developmenf the

character and of the intellect in all directionsjaim less of the
free exercise of all their faculties.

“And yet, the working part of this population of5R0 persons was daily
producing as much real wealth for society as, tbas half a century before, it
would have required the working part of a populataf 600,000 to create. |
asked myself, what became of the difference betvikerwealth consumed by
2,500 persons and that which would have been coeiay 600,0007%!

The answer was clear. It had been used to payrtwigtors of
the establishment 5 per cent on the capital theylaia out, in
addition to over £300,000 clear profit. And thatiethheld for
New Lanark held to a still greater extent for &l tfactories in
England.

“If this new wealth had not been created by maatyinenperfectly as it has
been applied, the wars of Europe, in oppositioNapoleon, and to support the
aristocratic principles of society, could not hdaen maintained. And yet this
new power was the creation of the working-classes.”
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Note, I. c., p.22.

To them, therefore, the fruits of this new powelohged. The

newly-created gigantic productive forces, hithemsed only to

enrich individuals and to enslave the masses, aiffes Owen the
foundations for a reconstruction of society; thesrevdestined, as
the common property of all, to be worked for thenaaon good of

all.

Owen’'s communism was based upon this purely busines
foundation, the outcome, so to say, of commercatutation.
Throughout, it maintained this practical charactus, in 1823,
Owen proposed the relief of the distress in IrelapdCommunist
colonies, and drew up complete estimates of cosfeunding
them, yearly expenditure, and probable revenue. Anchis
definite plan for the future, the technical workiogt of details is
managed with such practical knowledge — ground,dlamt and
side and bird’'s-eye views all included — that th@e@ method of
social reform once accepted, there is from thetjacpoint of
view little to be said against the actual arrangenoé details.

His advance in the direction of Communism was theihg-point
in Owen’s life. As long as he was simply a philaofhist, he was
rewarded with nothing but wealth, applause, hoand glory. He
was the most popular man in Europe. Not only mehisfown
class, but statesmen and princes listened to hproamgly. But
when he came out with his Communist theories thas wuite
another thing. Three great obstacles seemed tcehpacially to
block the path to social reform: private propentgligion, the
present form of marriage.

He knew what confronted him if he attacked theseuttawry,
excommunication from official society, the loss los whole
social position. But nothing of this prevented Hnom attacking
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them without fear of consequences, and what he foseen

happened. Banished from official society, with ansqracy of

silence against him in the press, ruined by hisuccsssful

Communist experiments in America, in which he smed all his

fortune, he turned directly to the working-classd asontinued

working in their midst for 30 years. Every sociabvement, every
real advance in England on behalf of the workenssliitself on to

the name of Robert Owen. He forced through in 1&f@r five

years’ fighting, the first law limiting the hour$ abor of women

and children in factories. He was president offtfs Congress at
which all the Trade Unions of England united iniagke great

trade association. He introduced as transition oreasto the
complete communistic organization of society, oa time hand,
cooperative societies for retail trade and productiThese have
since that time, at least, given practical prodit tthe merchant
and the manufacturer are socially quite unneces§arnthe other
hand, he introduced labor bazaars for the exchahthe2 products
of labor through the medium of labor-notes, whosé was a

single hour of work; institutions necessarily doahte failure, but

completely anticipating Proudhon’s bank of exchaofj@ much

later period, and differing entirely from this imat it did not claim

to be the panacea for all social ills, but onlyratfstep towards a
much more radical revolution of society.

The Utopians’ mode of thought has for a long tino@egned the
Socialist ideas of the 19th century, and still gagesome of them.
Until very recently, all French and English Soatdidid homage
to it. The earlier German Communism, including thia¥Veitling,
was of the same school. To all these, Socialisthasexpression
of absolute truth, reason and justice, and hastoribe discovered
to conquer all the world by virtue of its own powé&nd as an
absolute truth is independent of time, space, drtleohistorical
development of man, it is a mere accident whenvanere it is



Rows

EI]"BEﬁI]n Socialism Frederick Engels Halaman 36

discovered. With all this, absolute truth, reasang justice are
different with the founder of each different schoAhd as each
one’s special kind of absolute truth, reason, argiige is again
conditioned by his subjective understanding, hisd@mons of

existence, the measure of his knowledge and hmlleatual

training, there is no other ending possible in tbhanflict of

absolute truths than that they shall be mutuallgiesive of one
another. Hence, from this nothing could come bukirad of

eclectic, average Socialism, which, as a mattdacif has up to
the present time dominated the minds of most of dheialist
workers in France and England. Hence, a mish-mbmlviag of

the most manifold shades of opinion: a mish-massuch critical
statements, economic theories, pictures of futo@esy by the
founders of different sects, as excite a minimunombosition; a
mish-mash which is the more easily brewed the num#nite

sharp edges of the individual constituents are edldown in the
stream of debate, like rounded pebbles in a brook.

To make a science of Socialism, it had first topkeced upon a
real basis.

Notes

1. This is the passage on the French Revolution:

“Thought, the concept of law, all at once maddfiedt, and against this
the old scaffolding of wrong could make no stamdthis conception of
law, therefore, a constitution has now been esiadt, and henceforth
everything must be based upon this. Since the Suh bdeen in the
firmament, and the planets circled around him,diigat had never been
seen of man standing upon his head — i.e., ondéa + and building
reality after this image. Anaxagoras first saidtttteeNovo, Reason,

rules the world; but now, for the first time, had&mcome to recognize
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that the Idea must rule the mental reality. And tivias a magnificent
sunrise. All thinking Beings have patrticipated iglebrating this holy
day. A sublime emotion swayed men at that time,eathusiasm of
reason pervaded the world, as if now had comedbenciliation of the
Divine Principle with the world.”

[Hegel: “The Philosophy of history”, 1840, p.535]

Is it not high time to set the anti-Socialist lawaction against
such teachings, subversive and to the common ddngéne late
Professor Hegel?

2. Engels refers here to the works of the utopiangbsets Thomas More
(16th century) and Tommaso Campanella (17th ceht@geCode de la
nature Morelly, Paris 1841 anDe la législation, ou principe des Igis
Mably, Amsterdam 1776.

3. FromThe Revolution in Mind and Practicp.21, a memorial addressed
to all the “red Republicans, Communists and Sat®lof Europe,” and
sent to the provisional government of France, 1&4f] also “to Queen
Victoria and her responsible advisers.”
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I1
[Dialectics]

In the meantime, along with and after the Frencitopbphy of
the 18th century, had arisen the new German plplogo
culminating in Hegel.

Its greatest merit was the taking up again of diale as the
highest form of reasoning. The old Greek philosopheere all
born natural dialecticians, and Aristotle, the mestyclopaedic
of them, had already analyzed the most essentiahsfoof
dialectic thought. The newer philosophy, on theeotlhand,
although in it also dialectics had brilliant expote (e.qg.
Descartes and Spinoza), had, especially through liging
influence, become more and more rigidly fixed ie to-called
metaphysical mode of reasoning, by which also tteaé¢h of the
18th century were almost wholly dominated, at a#rés in their
special philosophical work. Outside philosophy I trestricted
sense, the French nevertheless produced masteypkdalectic.
We need only call to mind Diderot® Neveu de Rameaand
Rousseau'Biscours sur l'origine et les fondements de l'ifdéga
parmi less homme&Ve give here, in brief, the essential character
of these two modes of thought.

When we consider and reflect upon Nature at lasgéhe history
of mankind, or our own intellectual activity, atsi we see the
picture of an endless entanglement of relations m@aattions,
permutations and combinations, in which nothing aie® what,
where and as it was, but everything moves, charggeses into
being and passes away. We see, therefore, athegticture as a
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whole, with its individual parts still more or lesept in the

background; we observe the movements, transitmmsections,
rather than the things that move, combine, and@neected. This
primitive, naive but intrinsically correct concegtiof the world is
that of ancient Greek philosophy, and was firsadieformulated

by Heraclitus: everything is and is not, for evhmyg is fluid, is

constantly changing, constantly coming into beimgl @assing
away!A

But this conception, correctly as it expressesgéreeral character
of the picture of appearances as a whole, doessufice to
explain the details of which this picture is mage and so long as
we do not understand these, we have not a clearafithe whole
picture. In order to understand these details, wstrdetach them
from their natural, special causes, effects, ekss TS, primarily,
the task of natural science and historical reseaocinches of
science which the Greek of classical times, on geyd grounds,
relegated to a subordinate position, because thdyfirst of all to
collect materials for these sciences to work upAncertain
amount of natural and historical material must bkected before
there can be any critical analysis, comparison,aar@hgement in
classes, orders, and species. The foundationseoéxact natural
sciences were, therefore, first worked out by thee®s of the
Alexandrian period®, and later on, in the Middle Ages, by the
Arabs. Real natural science dates from the secalficbhthe 15th
century, and thence onward it had advanced withsteoitly
increasing rapidity. The analysis of Nature ints inhdividual
parts, the grouping of the different natural preessand objects
in definite classes, the study of the internal amgt of organized
bodies in their manifold forms — these were thedamental
conditions of the gigantic strides in our knowledgeNature that
have been made during the last 400 years. Butniethod of
work has also left us as legacy the habit of obsgrwatural
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objects and processes in isolation, apart fromr thennection
with the vast whole; of observing them in reposs, in motion;

as constraints, not as essentially variables; @i ttieath, not in
their life. And when this way of looking at thingsas transferred
by Bacon and Locke from natural science to philbgopt begot
the narrow, metaphysical mode of thought peculaithe last
century.

To the metaphysician, things and their mental xefie ideas, are
isolated, are to be considered one after the a@hdrapart from
each other, are objects of investigation fixedidrigiven once for
all. He thinks in absolutely irreconcilable antgks. His
communication is 'yea, yea; nay, nay'; for whatsoév more than
these cometh of evil." For him, a thing either &xisr does not
exist; a thing cannot at the same time be itsedf samething else.
Positive and negative absolutely exclude one anotaeise and
effect stand in a rigid antithesis, one to the othe

At first sight, this mode of thinking seems to ww luminous,
because it is that of so-called sound commonse&dsly. sound
commonsense, respectable fellow that he is, irhtmely realm
of his own four walls, has very wonderful advensudérectly he
ventures out into the wide world of research. Ange t
metaphysical mode of thought, justifiable and nsassas it is in
a number of domains whose extent varies accorairige nature
of the particular object of investigation, soonedaier reaches a
limit, beyond which it becomes one-sided, restdctEbstract, lost
in insoluble contradictions. In the contemplatioh idividual
things, it forgets the connection between them; time
contemplation of their existence, it forgets thgibring and end
of that existence; of their repose, it forgetstimeotion. It cannot
see the woods for the trees.
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For everyday purposes, we know and can say, elgethsr an
animal is alive or not. But, upon closer inquirye find that his is,
in many cases, a very complex question, as thstguknow very
well. They have cudgelled their brains in vain tiscdver a
rational limit beyond which the killing of the cHiln its mother's
womb is murder. It is just as impossible to deteenabsolutely
the moment of death, for physiology proves thattlués not an
instantaneous, momentary phenomenon, but a veryrapted
process.

In like manner, every organized being is every muintee same
and not the same; every moment, it assimilatesematipplied
from without, and gets rid of other matter; evergment, some
cells of its body die and others build themseluasng in a longer
or shorter time, the matter of its body is compietenewed, and
is replaced by other molecules of matter, so thatyeorganized
being is always itself, and yet something othen titself.

Further, we find upon closer investigation thattive poles of an
antithesis, positive and negative, e.g., are asparsble as they
are opposed, and that despite all their oppositioey mutually
interpenetrate. And we find, in like manner, thatige and effect
are conceptions which only hold good in their agadion to
individual cases; but as soon as we consider tieittual cases
in their general connection with the universe aghale, they run
into each other, and they become confounded when we
contemplate that universal action and reaction mciwv causes
and effects are eternally changing places, so it is effect
here and now will be cause there and then, andveisa.

None of these processes and modes of thought enterghe
framework of metaphysical reasoning. Dialectics, tba other
hand, comprehends things and their representaimees, in their
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essential connection, concatenation, motion, ormia ending.
Such processes as those mentioned above are otieersad many
corroborations of its own method of procedure.

Nature is the proof of dialectics, and it must beldor modern
science that it has furnished this proof with veigh materials
increasingly daily, and thus has shown that, in ldst resort,
Nature works dialectically and not metaphysicathat she does
not move in the eternal oneness of a perpetuatlyrrmg circle,
but goes through a real historical evolution. Irs tbonnection,
Darwin must be named before all others. He deakt th
metaphysical conception of Nature the heaviest ldgviais proof
that all organic beings, plants, animals, and marsélf, are the
products of a process of evolution going on througlhions of
years. But, the naturalists, who have learneditk tthialectically,
are few and far between, and this conflict of tesutts of
discovery with preconceived modes of thinking, exmd the
endless confusion now reigning in theoretical redtacience, the
despair of teachers as well as learners, of authondsreaders
alike.

An exact representation of the universe, of itsl@wan, of the

development of mankind, and of the reflection a$ #&wvolution in

the minds of men, can therefore only be obtainethbymethods
of dialectics with its constant regard to the inmumable actions
and reactions of life and death, of progressivaetrogressive
changes. And in this spirit, the new German phipbso has
worked. Kant began his career by resolving the Ist&olar
system of Newton and its eternal duration, afterfdmous initial
impulse had once been given, into the result ofistofical

process, the formation of the Sun and all the ptaeit of a
rotating, nebulous mass. From this, he at the samedrew the
conclusion that, given this origin of the Solarteys, its future
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death followed of necessity. His theory, half ataenlater, was
established mathematically by Laplace, and haltm@tury after
that, the spectroscope proved the existence inespécsuch
incandescent masses of gas in various stages déosation.

This new German philosoph
culminated in the Hegelian system.
this system — and herein is its gre
merit — for the first time the wholg
world, natural, historical, intellectuag
is represented as a process — i.e., ai
constant motion, changdils
transformation, development; and t
attempt is made to trace out tiE
internal connection that makes
continuous whole of all this movement

and development. From this point of

view, the history of mankind no longer appearedh agild whirl
of senseless deeds of violence, all equally condéfenat the
judgment seat of mature philosophic reason andtwhre best
forgotten as quickly as possible, but as the poégvolution of
man himself. It was now the task of the intellextfollow the
gradual march of this process through all its desivays, and to
trace out the inner law running through all its agmtly
accidental phenomena.

That the Hegelian system did not solve the probtggropounded
is here immaterial. Its epoch-making merit was thptopounded
the problem. This problem is one that no singleviddal will

ever be able to solve. Although Hegel was — witim&S&imon
— the most encyclopaedic mind of his time, yet ras wmited,
first, by the necessary limited extent of his owrowledge and,
second, by the limited extent and depth of the Kadge and
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conceptions of his age. To these limits, a thirdstrhe added;
Hegel was an idealist. To him, the thoughts withig brain were
not the more or less abstract pictures of actualgsh and
processes, but, conversely, things and their eeoluvere only
the realized pictures of the "ldea", existing soinewe from
eternity before the world was. This way of thinkingrned
everything upside down, and completely reversed dbtial
connection of things in the world. Correctly andeniously as
many groups of facts were grasped by Hegel, yetthi® reasons
just given, there is much that is botched, artficlabored, in a
word, wrong in point of detail. The Hegelian systamitself, was
a colossal miscarriage — but it was also the lags &ind.

It was suffering, in fact, from an internal and unable
contradiction. Upon the one hand, its essentigb@siion was the
conception that human history is a process of éxoiuwhich, by
its very nature, cannot find its intellectual fine@rm in the
discovery of any so-called absolute truth. Buttlom other hand,
it laid claim to being the very essence of thisollie truth. A
system of natural and historical knowledge, eminigaci
everything, and final for all time, is a contrathct to the
fundamental law of dialectic reasoning.

This law, indeed, by no means excludes, but, oncthdrary,
includes the idea that the systematic knowledgéhefexternal
universe can make giant strides from age to age.

The perception of the the fundamental contradictiorGerman
idealism led necessarily back to materialism, buheta bene—
not to the simply metaphysical, exclusively mechahi
materialism of the 18th century. Old materialisroked upon all
previous history as a crude heap of irrationalibd aviolence;
modern materialism sees in it the process of ewmwvlutbf
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humanity, and aims at discovering the laws ther&dith the

French of the 18th century, and even with Heged, dbnception
obtained of Nature as a whole — moving in narrowles, and

forever immutable, with its eternal celestial bagdias Newton,
and unalterable organic species, as Linnaeus, talgbdern

materialism embraces the more recent discoveriesabfiral

science, according to which Nature also has it®tyisn time, the

celestial bodies, like the organic species thateurfavorable
conditions, people them, being born and perishixind even if

Nature, as a whole, must still be said to moveegurrent cycles,
these cycles assume infinitely larger dimensionsdth aspects,
modern materialism is essentially dialectic, andamger requires
the assistance of that sort of philosophy whicheequlike,

pretended to rule the remaining mob of sciencessdam as each
special science is bound to make clear its positiothe great
totality of things and of our knowledge of thingsspecial science
dealing with this totality is superfluous or unngsa&y. That
which still survives of all earlier philosophy iket science of
thought and its law — formal logic and dialectiEserything else
Is subsumed in the positive science of Nature astarty.

Whilst, however, the revolution in the conceptidriNature could
only be made in proportion to the corresponding itpes
materials furnished by research, already much exadertain
historical facts had occurred which led to a deeigihange in the
conception of history. In 1831, the first workinlggs rising took
place in Lyons; between 1838 and 1842, the firstional

working-class movement, that of the English Chtatiseached its
height. The class struggle between proletariat bodrgeoisie
came to the front in the history of the most adegihcountries in
Europe, in proportion to the development, upondhe hand, of
modern industry, upon the other, of the newly-aagipolitical

supremacy of the bourgeoisie. facts more and mbeaously
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gave the lie to the teachings of bourgeois econasmyto the
identity of the interests of capital and labor,tashe universal
harmony and universal prosperity that would bedhesequence
of unbridled competition. All these things could fanger be
ignored, any more than the French and English $swiawhich

was their theoretical, though very imperfect, expren. But the
old idealist conception of history, which was net ylislodged,
knew nothing of class struggles based upon econamtecests,
knew nothing of economic interests; production athacconomic
relations appeared in it only as incidental, subai@ elements in
the "history of civilization".

The new facts made imperative a new examinatiomllopast
history. Then it was seen thalt past history, with the exception
of its primitive stages, was the history of clasaggles; that these
warring classes of society are always the produoictise modes of
production and of exchange — in a word, of
theeconomiaconditions of their time; that the economic stanet
of society always furnishes the real basis, startiom which we
can alone work out the ultimate explanation of twaole
superstructure of juridical and political instituts as well as of
the religious, philosophical, and other ideas @iven historical
period. Hegel has freed history from metaphysicdhe-made it
dialectic; but his conception of history was esisdigtidealistic.
But now idealism was driven from its last refugee philosophy
of history; now a materialistic treatment of histowas
propounded, and a method found of explaining m&mewing"
by his "being", instead of, as heretofore, his figéi by his
"knowing".

From that time forward, Socialism was no longeraacidental
discovery of this or that ingenious brain, but thecessary
outcome of the struggle between two historicallyedeped
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classes — the proletariat and the bourgeoisietaék was no
longer to manufacture a system of society as pedag@ossible,
but to examine the historico-economic successioavehts from
which these classes and their antagonism had efseiyg sprung,
and to discover in the economic conditions thuste the means
of ending the conflict. But the Socialism of earladays was as
incompatible with this materialist conception as tlonception of
Nature of the French materialists was with diatscand modern
natural science. The Socialism of earlier daysagdst criticized
the existing capitalistic mode of production argldbnsequences.
But it could not explain them, and, therefore, donbt get the
mastery of them. It could only simply reject thes lzad. The
more strongly this earlier Socialism denounced gkgloitations
of the working-class, inevitable under Capitalisiime less able
was it clearly to show in what this exploitatiomststed and how
it arose. but for this it was necessary —

to present the capitalistic mode of production t® historical
connection and its inevitableness during a pasdiculistorical
period, and therefore, also, to present its inblatdownfall; and

to lay bare its essential character, which was a&tgecret. This
was done by the discovery sxiirplus-value

It was shown that the appropriation of unpaid lalsdhe basis of
the capitalist mode of production and of the explmn of the
worker that occurs under it; that even if the @t buys the
labor power of his laborer at its full value asaanenodity on the
market, he yet extracts more value from it tharpael for; and
that in the ultimate analysis, this surplus-valamfs those sums
of value from which are heaped up constantly irsirepmasses
of capital in the hands of the possessing clasBes.genesis of
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capitalist production and the production of capi@tre both
explained.

These two great discoveries, the materialistic eption of
history and the revelation of the secret of castial production
through surplus-value, we owe to Marx. With thessaleries,
Socialism became a science. The next thing wa®t& aut all its
details and relations.

Notes

(4 Unknown to the Western world until the 20th-cepjuthe
Chinese philosopher Lao Tzu was a predecessor gobssibly
contemporary to Heraclitus. Lao Tzu wrote the remedvTao Te
Ching in which he also espouses the fundamentakcipies of
dialectics.

(8 The Alexandrian period of the development of soéen
comprises the period extending from the 3rd cenBig§. to the

17th century A.D. It derives its name from the tosirAlexandria

in Egypt, which was one of the most important cemntiof

international economic intercourses at that tima the

Alexandrian period, mathematics (Euclid and Archies),

geography, astronomy, anatomy, physiology, etctairad

considerable development.

China also been began development in natural sesent the
third century B.C.E.
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I11
[Historical Materialism]

The materialist conception of history starts frdme froposition
that the production of the means to support hurifarahd, next
to production, the exchange of things producethesbasis of all
social structure; that in every society that hgseaped in history,
the manner in which wealth is distributed and dgaikvided into
classes or orders is dependent upon what is prddincev it is
produced, and how the products are exchanged. thismoint of
view, the final causes of all social changes anditiqa
revolutions are to be sought, not in men's branat, in men's
better insights into eternal truth and justice, ibuthanges in the
modes of production and exchange. They are to bghspnot in
thephilosophy but in theeconomic®f each particular epoch. The
growing perception that existing social institusonare
unreasonable and unjust, that reason has becoreasam, and
right wrong", is only proof that in the modes of production and
exchange changes have silently taken place witichwthie social
order, adapted to earlier economic conditions, aslanger in
keeping. From this it also follows that the meahgetdting rid of
the incongruities that have been brought to lightstmalso be
present, in a more or less developed conditiorhiwithe changed
modes of production themselves. These means argonbe
invented by deduction from fundamental principlest are to be
discovered in the stubborn facts of the existingtayn of
production.
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What is, then, the position of modern Socialism tims
connection?

The present situation of society — this is now fgrefenerally
conceded — is the creation of the ruling classoofay, of the
bourgeoisie. The mode of production peculiar toldbargeoisie,
known, since Marx, as the capitalist mode of préidac was
incompatible with the feudal system, with the peges it
conferred upon individuals, entire social ranks alutal

corporations, as well as with the hereditary tiesubordination
which constituted the framework of its social ongation. The
bourgeoisie broke up the feudal system and budnhuts ruins the
capitalist order of society, the kingdom of freempetition, of
personal liberty, of the equality, before the lavall commodity
owners, of all the rest of the capitalist blessingsenceforward,
the capitalist mode of production could develofréaedom. Since
steam, machinery, and the making of machines byhmeuy

transformed the older manufacture into modern itrgiushe

productive forces, evolved under the guidance efliburgeoisie,
developed with a rapidity and in a degree unheéioktore. But
just as the older manufacture, in its time, and diaatft,

becoming more developed under its influence, haghecanto

collision with the feudal trammels of the guilds, sow modern
industry, in its complete development, comes imtiston with

the bounds within which the capitalist mode of prcitbn holds it
confined. The new productive forces have alreadgrown the
capitalistic mode of using them. And this conflibetween
productive forces and modes of production is notoaflict

engendered in the mind of man, like that betweayiral sin and
divine justice. It exists, in fact, objectively, tsule us,
independently of the will and actions even of thennthat have
brought it on. Modern Socialism is nothing but teflex, in
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thought, of this conflict in fact; its ideal reflean in the minds,
first, of the class directly suffering under itetivorking class.

Now, in what does this conflict consist?

Before capitalist production — i.e., in the Midddegges — the
system of petty industry obtained generally, bas@dn the
private property of the laborers in their meangdduction; in
the country, the agriculture of the small peasagman, or serf;
in the towns, the handicrafts organized in guiltse instruments
of labor — land, agricultural implements, the wdrép, the tool
— were the instruments of labor of single individadapted for
the use of one worker, and, therefore, of necesstyall,
dwarfish, circumscribed. But, for this very reastrey belonged
as a rule to the producer himself. To concentia¢sd scattered,
limited means of production, to enlarge them, tom tthem into
the powerful levers of production of the present da this was
precisely the historic role of capitalist produati@nd of its
upholder, the bourgeoisie. In the fourth sectioiCapital, Marx
has explained in detail how since the 15th centhiy has been
historically worked out through the three phasessiaiple co-
operation, manufacture, and modern industry. Beiiburgeoisie,
as is shown there, could not transform these pueans: of
production into mighty productive forces withouarisforming
them, at the same time, from means of productionthsf
individual intosocialmeans of production only workable by a
collectivity of men. The spinning wheel, the hamtg the
blacksmith's hammer, were replaced by the spinmaghine, the
power-loom, the steam-hammer; the individual wodgshby the
factory implying the co-operation of hundreds ahdusands of
workmen. In like manner, production itself chandexn a series
of individual into a series of social acts, and pmeduction from
individual to social products. The yarn, the clothe metal
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articles that now come out of the factory werejtuet product of
many workers, through whose hands they had suvedg$d pass
before they were ready. No one person could sdyeoh: "I made
that; this isny product.”

But where, in a given society, the fundamental fofrproduction
is that spontaneous division of labor which cregpgradually
and not upon any preconceived plan, there the ptedake on
the form ofcommodities whose mutual exchange, buying and
selling, enable the individual producers to satigfgir manifold
wants. And this was the case in the Middle Ages Ppkasant,
e.g., sold to the artisan agricultural products laodght from him
the products of handicraft. Into this society ofdiindual
producers, of commodity producers, the new moderodluction
thrust itself. In the midst of the old division tafbor, grown up
spontaneously and upoww definite planwhich had governed the
whole of society, now arose division of labor uodefinite plan
as organized in the  factory; side by side
with individual production  appearezbcial production. The
products of both were sold in the same market, Hredefore, at
prices at least approximately equal. But orgaroratupon a
definite plan was stronger than spontaneous divisidabor. The
factories working with the combined social forcéa@ollectivity
of individuals produced their commodities far mareaply than
the individual small producers. Individual produeeuccumbed
in one department after another. Socialized produoct
revolutionized all the old methods of productionutBits
revolutionary character was, at the same timeitté® lecognized
that it was, on the contrary, introduced as a medriscreasing
and developing the production of commodities. Whearose, it
found ready-made, and made liberal use of, cenaiahinery for
the production and exchange of commodities: meitshaapital,
handicraft, wage-labor. Socialized production thogoducing
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itself as a new form of the production of commaditiit was a
matter of course that under it the old forms of rappation
remained in full swing, and were applied to itsdarots as well.

In the medieval stage of evolution of the productiof

commodities, the question as to the owner of tloelyct of labor
could not arise. The individual producer, as a,rbba, from raw
material belonging to himself, and generally hisnowmandiwork,
produced it with his own tools, by the labor of bwsn hands or of
his family. There was no need for him to approprilie new
product. It belonged wholly to him, as a mattercotrse. His
property in the product was, therefore, bagean his own labor
Even where external help was used, this was, adea of little

importance, and very generally was compensatedobyething

other than wages. The apprentices and journeymeheofuilds
worked less for board and wages than for educaitioarder that
they might become master craftsmen themselves.

Then came the concentration of the means of pramueind of
the producers in large workshops and manufactoribsjr
transformation into actual socialized means of pobidn and
socialized producers. But the socialized produesid means of
production and their products were still treateterathis change,
just as they had been before — i.e., as the meapsoduction
and the products of individuals. Hitherto, the owrd the
instruments of labor had himself appropriated thedpct,
because, as a rule, it was his own product andassestance of
others was the exception. Now, the owner of th&rungents of
labor always appropriated to himself the produlkthoaigh it was
no longerhis product but exclusively the product of tlagor of
others Thus, the products now produced socially were not
appropriated by those who had actually set in mati@ means of
production and actually produced the commoditiest by
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thecapitalists The means of production, and production itself,
had become in essence socialized. But they wereaal to a
form of appropriation which presupposes the priyaauction of
individuals, under which, therefore, every one owns own
product and brings it to market. The mode of praiduacis
subjected to this form of appropriation, althouglabolishes the
conditions upon which the latter rests.

This contradiction, which gives to the new mod@fduction its
capitalistic charactecontains the germ of the whole of the social
antagonisms of todaylhe greater the mastery obtained by the
new mode of production over all important fields pybduction
and in all manufacturing countries, the more itueet individual
production to an insignificant residuuthe more clearly was
brought out the incompatibility of socialized pration with
capitalistic appropriation

The first capitalists found, as we have said, adoiwy of other
forms of labor, wage-labor ready-made for them lom rinarket.
But it was exceptional, complementary, accessorgnsitory
wage-labor. The agricultural laborer, though, upmeasion, he
hired himself out by the day, had a few acres sfdwn land on
which he could at all events live at a pinch. Thédds were so
organized that the journeyman of today became thsten of
tomorrow. But all this changed, as soon as the mieah
production became socialized and concentrated enhtinds of
capitalists. The means of production, as well aspttoduct, of the
individual producer became more and more worthlésse was
nothing left for him but to turn wage-worker undke capitalist.
Wage-labor, aforetime the exception and accessany, became
the rule and basis of all production; aforetime pementary, it
now became the sole remaining function of the workke wage-
worker for a time became a wage-worker for lifeeTtumber of
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these permanent was further enormously increasedthiey
breaking-up of the feudal system that occurrechatsame time,
by the disbanding of the retainers of the feudaddpthe eviction
of the peasants from their homesteads, etc. Tharam was
made complete between the means of production ntaded in
the hands of the capitalists, on the one side,thadoroducers,
possessing nothing but their labor-power, on thkemThe

contradiction between socialized production and itdigtic

appropriation manifested itself as the antagonisipletariat

and bourgeoisie.

We have seen that the capitalistic mode of prodaoctirust its
way into a society of commodity-producers, of indual
producers, whose social bond was the exchangesofphoducts.
But every society based upon the production of codities has
this peculiarity: that the producers have lost cdrdver their own
social inter-relations. Each man produces for hilnseh such
means of production as he may happen to have, andutch
exchange as he may require to satisfy his remainiagts. No
one knows how much of his particular article is amnon the
market, nor how much of it will be wanted. No oneoWws
whether his individual product will meet an actudémand,
whether he will be able to make good his costsrotipction or
even to sell his commodity at all. Anarchy reignssbocialized
production.

But the production of commodities, like every otHerm of
production, has it peculiar, inherent laws inseplardrom it; and
these laws work, despite anarchy, in and througirciry. They
reveal themselves in the only persistent form ofiadointer-
relations — i.e., in exchange — and here they affexindividual
producers as compulsory laws of competition. They at first,
unknown to these producers themselves, and havebeto
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discovered by them gradually and as the resultxpeeence.
They work themselves out, therefore, independermdy the
producers, and in antagonism to them, as inexoradtieral laws
of their particular form of production. The produgbverns the
producers.

In mediaeval society, especially in the earlier tagas,

production was essentially directed toward satigfythe wants of
the individual. It satisfied, in the main, only theants of the
producer and his family. Where relations of persaependence
existed, as in the country, it also helped to Batlse wants of the
feudal lord. In all this there was, therefore, nalenge; the
products, consequently, did not assume the characfe
commodities. The family of the peasant produced oatm
everything they wanted: clothes and furniture, adlvas the

means of subsistence. Only when it began to produm® than

was sufficient to supply its own wants and the pagts in kind to

the feudal lords, only then did it also produce owodities. This

surplus, thrown into socialized exchange and offef@ sale,

became commodities.

The artisan in the towns, it is true, had from fingt to produce

for exchange. But they, also, themselves suppliedyteatest part
of their individual wants. They had gardens andiglof land.

They turned their cattle out into the communal $trevhich, also,

yielded them timber and firing. The women spun ,flaxol, and

so forth. Production for the purpose of exchangedyction of

commodities, was only in its infancy. Hence, exdwrwas

restricted, the market narrow, the methods of pcodn stable;

there was local exclusiveness without, local uwiihin; the mark

in the country; in the town, the guild.
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But with the extension of the production of comntiedi, and
especially with the introduction of the capitalistode of
production, the laws of commodity-production, hrtoelatent,
came into action more openly and with greater foifdee old
bonds were loosened, the old exclusive limits bnotkeough, the
producers were more and more turned into indepéndmtated
producers of commodities. It became apparent Heaptoduction
of society at large was ruled by absence of plgmadzident, by
anarchy; and this anarchy grew to greater and gréatight. But
the chief means by aid of which the capitalist motiproduction
intensified this anarchy of socialized productiomaswmhe exact
opposite of anarchy. It was the increasing orgdioiaa of
production, upon a social basis, in every individpeoductive
establishment. By this, the old, peaceful, stableddion of things
was ended. Wherever this organization of productigas
introduced into a branch of industry, it brookedatber method
of production by its side. The field of labor be@ara battle-
ground. The great geographical discoveries, ancéf@nization
following them, multiplied markets and quickened e th
transformation of handicraft into manufacture. Tar did not
simply break out between the individual producerparticular
localities. The local struggles begat, in theirntumational
conflicts, the commercial wars of the 17th and i&thturies.

Finally, modern industry and the opening of the ld:onarket
made the struggle universal, and at the same tiawe ¢t an
unheard-of virulence. Advantages in natural or fierwi

conditions of production now decide the existenge non-
existence of individual capitalists, as well aswdfole industries
and countries. He that falls is remorselessly eagle. It is the
Darwinian struggle of the individual for existentensferred
from Nature to society with intensified violenceherl conditions
of existence natural to the animal appear as thal fierm of
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human development. The contradiction between spedl
production and capitalistic appropriation now preasetself asan
antagonism between the organization of production the
individual workshop and the anarchy of production Society
generally.

The capitalistic mode of production moves in thiege forms of
the antagonism immanent to it from its very oridinis never able
to get out of that "vicious circle" which Fourieadh already
discovered. What Fourier could not, indeed, seadrtime is that
this circle is gradually narrowing; that the moverméecomes
more and more a spiral, and must come to an ekd, the
movement of planets, by collision with the centre.is the

compelling force of anarchy in the production otisty at large
that more and more completely turns the great ntajof men

into proletarians; and it is the masses of thegbanlat again who
will finally put an end to anarchy in productiont is the
compelling force of anarchy in social productiomtthurns the
limitless perfectibility of machinery under modendustry into a
compulsory law by which every individual industrieapitalist
must perfect his machinery more and more, undealpeaf ruin.

But the perfecting of machinery is making human ofab
superfluous. If the introduction and increase othmaery means
the displacement of millions of manual by a few Mmae-
workers, improvement in machinery means the digpfent of
more and more of the machine-workers themselvaseHns, in
the last instance, the production of a number @llable wage
workers in excess of the average needs of caghi@formation of
a complete industrial reserve army, as | callednit1845%,
available at the times when industry is workindhigh pressure,
to be cast out upon the street when the inevitatalsh comes, a
constant dead weight upon the limbs of the worldlags in its
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struggle for existence with capital, a regulator k®eping of
wages down to the low level that suits the intareicapital.

Thus it comes about, to quote Marx, that machit@gomes the
most powerful weapon in the war of capital agathst working-

class; that the instruments of labor constantly tka means of
subsistence out of the hands of the laborer; tieat very product
of the worker is turned into an instrument for $ukbjugation.

Thus it comes about that the economizing of thé&rungents of
labor becomes at the same time, from the outseintbst reckless
waste of labor-power, and robbery based upon themalo
conditions under which labor functions; that maeimn

"the most powerful instrument for shortening laltione, becomes the
most unfailing means for placing every moment &f léborer's time and
that of his family at the disposal of the capitafier the purpose of
expanding the value of his capitalCdpital, English edition, p. 406)

Thus it comes about that the overwork of some besothe

preliminary condition for the idleness of othersdahat modern
industry, which hunts after new consumers oventhele world,

forces the consumption of the masses at home dawma t
starvation minimum, and in doing thus destroysowen home

market.

"The law that always equilibrates the relative fusp population, or

industrial reserve army, to the extent and enefggcocumulation, this

law rivets the laborer to capital more firmly thére wedges of Vulcan
did Prometheus to the rock. It establishes an agtation of misery,

corresponding with the accumulation of capital. &oalation of wealth

at one pole is, therefore, at the same time acatiool of misery, agony
of toil, slavery, ignorance, brutality, mental dadation, at the opposite
pole, i.e., on the side of the class that proditseswn product in the
form of capita{Marx's Capital, p. 661)
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And to expect any other division of the productenir the
capitalist mode of production is the same as exmgcthe
electrodes of a battery not to decompose acidulatgdr, not to
liberate oxygen at the positive, hydrogen at thgatiee pole, so
long as they are connected with the battery.

We have seen that the ever-increasing perfecyibiit modern
machinery is, by the anarchy of social productiomned into a
compulsory law that forces the individual indudtr@apitalist
always to improve his machinery, always to increate
productive force. The bare possibility of extendithg field of
production is transformed for him into a similatpmpulsory
law. The enormous expansive force of modern ingustbompared
with which that of gases is mere child's play, @pd¢o us now as
anecessityor expansion, both qualitative and quantativegt th
laughs at all resistance. Such resistance is aoffels
consumption, by sales, by the markets for the prtsdaf modern
industry. But the capacity for extension, extensanel intensive,
of the markets is primarily governed by quite difiet laws that
work much less energetically. The extension of tharkets
cannot keep pace with the extension of producfidme collision
becomes inevitable, and as this cannot produceealysolution
so long as it does not break in pieces the caglitatiode of
production, the collisions become periodic. Cajstgbroduction
has begotten another "vicious circle".

As a matter of fact, since 1825, when the firstagahcrisis broke
out, the whole industrial and commercial world, quotion and
exchange among all civilized peoples and their moreless
barbaric hangers-on, are thrown out of joint abmnde every 10
years. Commerce is at a stand-still, the markeé&s @utted,
products accumulate, as multitudinous as they asalaable, hard
cash disappears, credit vanishes, factories ased|dhe mass of



Rows

EI]"BEﬁI]n Socialism Frederick Engels Halaman 61

the workers are in want of the means of subsistdrmaeause they
have produced too much of the means of subsistéacdsruptcy
follows upon bankruptcy, execution upon executiofhe
stagnation lasts for years; productive forces ambyrcts are
wasted and destroyed wholesale, until the accuedilatass of
commodities finally filter off, more or less depiated in value,
until production and exchange gradually begin tovenagain.
Little by little, the pace quickens. It becomesd.tThe industrial
trot breaks into a canter, the canter in turn grmtsthe headlong
gallop of a perfect steeplechase of industry, cormakecredit,
and speculation, which finally, after breakneclkpleaends where
it began — in the ditch of a crisis. And so oved aver again.
We have now, since the year 1825, gone throughfitrestimes,
and at the present moment (1877), we are goingigird for the
sixth time. And the character of these crises islearly defined
that Fourier hit all of them off when he descrilibd first "crise
plethorique”, a crisis from plethora.

In these crises, the contradiction between soeidligroduction
and capitalist appropriation ends in a violent egmn. The
circulation of commodities is, for the time beirsgppped. Money,
the means of circulation, becomes a hindrancertulation. All
the laws of production and circulation of commaalitare turned
upside down. The economic collision has reachedptgyeeThe
mode of production is in rebellion against the moflexchange.

The fact that the socialized organization of prdiuncwithin the
factory has developed so far that it has becomampatible with
the anarchy of production in society, which exiside by side
with and dominates it, is brought home to the edigit
themselves by the violent concentration of capitedt occurs
during crises, through the ruin of many large, anstill greater
number of small, capitalists. The whole mechanisin tre
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capitalist mode of production breaks down underpgressure of
the productive forces, its own creations. It idomger able to turn
all this mass of means of production into capitéey lie fallow,
and for that very reason the industrial reserveyamst also lie
fallow. Means of production, means of subsisteraeilable
laborers, all the elements of production and ofegainwealth, are
present in abundance. But "abundance becomes treesof
distress and want" (Fourier), because it is they wamg that
prevents the transformation of the means of praedocand
subsistence into capital. For in capitalistic stgi¢ghe means of
production can only function when they have undeega
preliminary transformation into capital, into theeams of
exploiting human labor-power. The necessity of this
transformation into capital of the means of productand
subsistence stands like a ghost between thesehandarkers. It
alone prevents the coming together of the matamal personal
levers of production; it alone forbids the meansafduction to
function, the workers to work and live. On the ohand,
therefore, the capitalistic mode of production ds&anonvicted of
its own incapacity to further direct these produetiorces. On the
other, these productive forces themselves, withegging energy,
press forward to the removal of the existing cahti@on, to the
abolition of their quality as capital, to tpeactical recognition of
their character as social production forces.

This rebellion of the productive forces, as thegpwgmore and
more powerful, against their quality as capitals tstronger and
stronger command that their social character dfeallecognized,
forces the capital class itself to treat them naoré more as social
productive forces, so far as this is possible undapitalist

conditions. The period of industrial high pressuweth its

unbounded inflation of credit, not less than thesbritself, by the
collapse of great capitalist establishments, tedbring about
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that form of the socialization of great massesh& mmeans of
production which we meet with in the different kindf joint-

stock companies. Many of these means of productiot of

distribution are, from the outset, so colossal, thied the railways,
they exclude all other forms of capitalistic exgansAt a further

stage of evolution, this form also becomes insigfit The

producers on a large scale in a particular braf@nondustry in

a particular country unite in a "Trust", a uniom tbe purpose of
regulating production. They determine the total antoto be

produced, parcel it out among themselves, and ¢miisrce the
selling price fixed beforehand. But trusts of tkisd, as soon as
business becomes bad, are generally liable to hmea&nd on this
very account compel a yet greater concentratioassbciation.
The whole of a particular industry is turned intoeogigantic

joint-stock company; internal competition gives gaato the

internal monopoly of this one company. This haspeagd in

1890 with the English alkali production, which iew after the

fusion of 48 large works, in the hands of one camgpaonducted
upon a single plan, and with a capital of 6,000,000nds.

In the trusts, freedom of competition changes i very

opposite — into monopoly; and the production with@any

definite plan of capitalistic society capitulatesthe production
upon a definite plan of the invading socialisticisty. Certainly,

this is so far still to the benefit and advantafehe capitalists.
But, in this case, the exploitation is so palpatilat it must break
down. No nation will put up with production condedtby trusts,
with so barefaced an exploitation of the commuigya small

band of dividend-mongers.

In any case, with trusts or without, the officiapresentative of
capitalist society — the state — will ultimatelyveato undertake
the direction of productiorf This necessity for conversion into
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State property is felt first in the great instituts for intercourse
and communication — the post office, the telegraptie
railways.

If the crises demonstrate the incapacity of thergpeoisie for
managing any longer modern productive forces, the
transformation of the great establishments for petidn and
distribution into joint-stock companies, trustsd&state property,
show how unnecessary the bourgeoisie are for thiggoge. All
the social functions of the capitalist has no ferteocial function
than that of pocketing dividends, tearing off coogo and
gambling on the Stock Exchange, where the diffecapitalists
despoil one another of their capital. At first, tagpitalistic mode
of production forces out the workers. Now, it faceut the
capitalists, and reduces them, just as it reducedvorkers, to the
ranks of the surplus-population, although not imiakety into
those of the industrial reserve army.

But, the transformation — either into joint-stockngpanies and
trusts, or into State-ownership — does not do awéh the
capitalistic nature of the productive forces. Ire tjoint-stock
companies and trusts, this is obvious. And the modg&tate,
again, is only the organization that bourgeois edgciakes on in
order to support the external conditions of theiteéipt mode of
production against the encroachments as well ovibr&ers as of
individual capitalists. The modern state, no mattaat its form,
is essentially a capitalist machine — the statinefcapitalists, the
ideal personification of the total national capitdhe more it
proceeds to the taking over of productive forckse,more does it
actually become the national capitalist, the motieems does it
exploit. The workers remain wage-workers — proletss. The
capitalist relation is not done away with. It iathrer, brought to a
head. But, brought to a head, it topples over.eStatnership of
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the productive forces is not the solution of thenftiot, but
concealed within it are the technical conditionattliorm the
elements of that solution.

This solution can only consist in the practicalogition of the
social nature of the modern forces of productiord therefore in
the harmonizing with the socialized character &¢ theans of
production. And this can only come about by soctgignly and
directly taking possession of the productive foredgsch have
outgrown all control, except that of society astelg. The social
character of the means of production and of thelyxts today
reacts against the producers, periodically disrafitproduction
and exchange, acts only like a law of Nature waykislindly,

forcibly, destructively. But,with the taking ovey lsociety of the
productive forces, the social character of the medrproduction
and of the products will be utilized by the prodsceith a perfect
understanding of its nature, and instead of beingoarce of
disturbance and periodical collapse, will become timost
powerful lever of production itself.

Active social forces work exactly like natural fesc blindly,
forcibly, destructively, so long as we do not ursdi@nd, and
reckon with, them. But, when once we understananthehen
once we grasp their action, their direction, tlediects, it depends
only upon ourselves to subject them more and nmreut own
will, and, by means of them, to reach our own erfdsd this
holds quite especially of the mighty productivectes of today.
As long as we obstinately refuse to understanchétere and the
character of these social means of action — and thi
understanding goes against the grain of the cagtitalode of
production, and its defenders — so long these foare at work
in spite of us, in opposition to us, so long thegster us, as we
have shown above in detalil.
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But when once their nature is understood, they cathe hand
working together, be transformed from master demarie

willing servants. The difference is as that betwtendestructive
force of electricity in the lightning in the storrand electricity
under command in the telegraph and the voltaicthecdifference
between a conflagration, and fire working in thevee of man.
With this recognition, at last, of the real natofethe productive
forces of today, the social anarchy of productioreg place to a
social regulation of production upon a definiterplaccording to
the needs of the community and of each individd&len the
capitalist mode of appropriation, in which the prodenslaves
first the producer, and then the appropriator,eiglaced by the
mode of appropriation of the products that is baspdn the
nature of the modern means of production; uponathe hand,
direct social appropriation, as means to the maaree and
extension of production — on the other, direct wudlial

appropriation, as means of subsistence and of emgoy

Whilst the capitalist mode of production more andren
completely transforms the great majority of the ydapon into

proletarians, it creates the power which, undemftgrof its own

destruction, is forced to accomplish this revolutid/Vhilst it

forces on more and more of the transformation efuhst means
of production, already socialized, into State propeit shows

itself the way to accomplishing this revolutidrne proletariat
seizes political power and turns the means of pecodo into

State property.

But, in doing this, it abolishes itself as prolegrabolishes all
class distinction and class antagonisms, abolialsesthe State as
State. Society, thus far, based upon class antsmsenhad need of
the State. That is, of an organization of the paldr class which
was, pro tempore, the exploiting class, an orgaoizafor the
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purpose of preventing any interference from withauth the

existing conditions of production, and, therefoespecially, for
the purpose of forcibly keeping the exploited atsssn the
condition of oppression corresponding with the givaeode of
production (slavery, serfdom, wage-labor). The e&taias the
official representative of society as a whole; gathering of it
together into a visible embodiment. But, it wastbnly in so far
as it was the State of that class which itself espnted, for the
time being, society as a whole:

in ancient times, the State of slaveowning citizens
in the Middle Ages, the feudal lords;
in our own times, the bourgeoisie.

When, at last, it becomes the real representafithkeowhole of
society, it renders itself unnecessary. As soah&® is no longer
any social class to be held in subjection; as smodlass rule, and
the individual struggle for existence based upom present
anarchy in production, with the collisions and arising
from these, are removed, nothing more remains toepeessed,
and a special repressive force, a State, is nelomgcessary. The
first act by virtue of which the State really conges itself the
representative of the whole of society — the takpogsession of
the means of production in the name of society 4s i) at the
same time, its last independent act as a State iBtarference in
social relations becomes, in one domain after ampth
superfluous, and then dies out of itself; the goxeant of persons
is replaced by the administration of things, andh®y conduct of
processes of production. The State is not "abalishe dies
out. This gives the measure of the value of the phrésdree
State", both as to its justifiable use at timesagyators, and as to
its ultimate scientific insufficiency; and alsotbe demands of the
so-called anarchists for the abolition of the Stateof hand.
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Since the historical appearance of the capitalisiden of

production, the appropriation by society of all theeans of
production has often been dreamed of, more oruagsely, by

individuals, as well as by sects, as the ideaheffuture. But it

could become possible, could become a historice¢ssty, only

when the actual conditions for its realization wéhnere. Like

every other social advance, it becomes practicatme,by men

understanding that the existence of classes i®mradiction to

justice, equality, etc., not by the mere willingsiés abolish these
classes, but by virtue of certain new economic . The

separation of society into an exploiting and anlaigd class, a
ruling and an oppressed class, was the necessasgquences of
the deficient and restricted development of pradacin former

times. So long as the total social labor only ysell produce
which but slightly exceeds that barely necessarytHfe existence
of all; so long, therefore, as labor engages alalarost all the
time of the great majority of the members of sgciet so long, of

necessity, this society is divided into classede ®iy side with the
great majority, exclusively bond slaves to labaises a class
freed from directly productive labor, which lookitea the general
affairs of society: the direction of labor, Statasimess, law,
science, art, etc. It is, therefore, the law ofigsion of labor that
lies at the basis of the division into classes. Bus does not
prevent this division into classes from being erout by means
of violence and robbery, trickery and fraud. it so®t prevent the
ruling class, once having the upper hand, from alseting its

power at the expense of the working-class, fromimgr its social

leadership into an intensified exploitation of thasses.

But if, upon this showing, division into classessha certain
historical justification, it has this only for avgin period, only
under given social conditions. It was based upennbufficiency
of production. It will be swept away by the completevelopment
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of modern productive forces. And, in fact, the &t of classes
in society presupposes a degree of historical ¢eoliat which
the existence, not simply of this or that particulding class, but
of any ruling class at all, and, therefore, thesexice of class
distinction itself, has become a obsolete anachkrnoni It
presupposes, therefore, the development of pramuctrried out
to a degree at which appropriation of the mearmaduction and
of the products, and, with this, of political domiion, of the
monopoly of culture, and of intellectual leadershypa particular
class of society, has become not only superfluoug
economically, politically, intellectually, a hindree to
development.

This point is now reached. Their political and li@etual
bankruptcy is scarcely any longer a secret to tberdeoisie
themselves. Their economic bankruptcy recurs relyuésvery 10
years. In every crisis, society is suffocated bénéae weight of
its own productive forces and products, which nreat use, and
stands helpless, face-to-face with the absurd adiction that the
producers have nothing to consume, because consuarer
wanting. The expansive force of the means of prodadurst the
bonds that the capitalist mode of production hagosed upon
them. Their deliverance from these bonds is thepyeeondition
for an unbroken, constantly-accelerated developmentthe
productive forces, and therewith for a practicaliplimited
increase of production itself. Nor is this all. Tisecialized
appropriation of the means of production does awsy, only
with the present artificial restrictions upon protian, but also
with the positive waste and devastation of prodectorces and
products that are at the present time the inewtabhcomitants of
production, and that reach their height in theesis-urther, it sets
free for the community at large a mass of meamsaduction and
of products, by doing away with the senseless eagance of the
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ruling classes of today, and their political reprdatives. The
possibility of securing for every member of socjdty means of
socialized production, an existence not only fulufficient
materially, and becoming day-by-day more full, batexistence
guaranteeing to all the free development and es@rof their
physical and mental faculties — this possibilitynew, for the
first time, here, buit is here P

With the seizing of the means of production by etgi
production of commodities is done away with, and,
simultaneously, the mastery of the product over phaeducer.
Anarchy in social production is replaced by systiéenalefinite
organization. The struggle for individual existendisappears.
Then, for the first time, man, in a certain sensdinally marked
off from the rest of the animal kingdom, and emerffem mere
animal conditions of existence into really humaesnrhe whole
sphere of the conditions of life which environ mamd which
have hitherto ruled man, now comes under the damirand
control of man, who for the first time becomes teal, conscious
lord of nature, because he has now become masteisafwn
social organization. The laws of his own socialiagt hitherto
standing face-to-face with man as laws of Naturei¢m to, and
dominating him, will then be used with full undenstiing, and so
mastered by him. Man's own social organizationhdntb
confronting him as a necessity imposed by Natum lastory,
now becomes the result of his own free action. &keaneous
objective forces that have, hitherto, governedohyspass under
the control of man himself. Only from that time wian himself,
more and more consciously, make his own history rly rom
that time will the social causes set in movemenhioy have, in
the main and in a constantly growing measure, thsults
intended by him. It is the ascent of man from tlegélom of
necessity to the kingdom of freedom.
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Let us briefly sum up our sketch of historical exmin.

|. Mediaeval Society — Individual production on a small scale.
Means of production adapted for individual use;deeprimitive,
ungainly, petty, dwarfed in action. Production fonmediate
consumption, either of the producer himself or fesdal lord.
Only where an excess of production over this condiom occurs
Is such excess offered for sale, enters into exgdaProduction of
commodities, therefore, only in its infancy. Butealdy it contains
within itself, in embryo, anarchy in the productioh society at
large.

Il. Capitalist Revolution — transformation of industry, at first be
means of simple cooperation and manufacture. Cdoratem of
the means of production, hitherto scattered, imeagworkshops.
As a consequence, their transformation from indigldto social
means of production — a transformation which doess on the
whole, affect the form of exchange. The old form$ o
appropriation remain in force. The capitalist appedn his
capacity as owner of the means of production, hgo al
appropriates the products and turns them into cadlities.
Production has becomesacialact. Exchange and appropriation
continue to béndividual acts, the acts of individuals. The social
product is appropriated by the individual capitallfundamental
contradiction, whence arise all the contradictiamswvhich our
present-day society moves, and which modern ingldsings to
light.

A. Severance of the producer from the means of ymiooh.
Condemnation of the worker to wage-labor for I&&tagonism
between the proletariat and the bourgeaisie

B. Growing predominance and increasing effectivenet the
laws governing the production of commodities. Udlea
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competition.Contradiction between socialized organization ia th
individual factory and social anarchy in the prodioo as a
whole

C. On the one hand, perfecting of machinery, mage b
competition compulsory for each individual manufaet, and
complemented by a constantly growing displacemerfit o
laborersindustrial reserve-armyOn the other hand, unlimited
extension of production, also compulsory under cetitipn, for
every manufacturer. On both sides, unheard-of dewveént of
productive forces, excess of supply over demanek-production
and products — excess there, of laborers, withouyleyment
and without means of existence. But these two tevef
production and of social well-being are unable tarkmogether,
because the capitalist form of production prevémsproductive
forces from working and the products from circulgti unless
they are first turned into capital — which their rye
superabundance prevents. The contradiction hasnginote an
absurdity.The mode of production rises in rebellion agairist t
form of exchange

D. Partial recognition of the social character loé fproductive
forces forced upon the capitalists themselves. ncgkiver of the
great institutions for production and communicatist by joint-
stock companies, later in by trusts, then by thateStThe
bourgeoisie demonstrated to be a superfluous cdisits social
functions are now performed by salaried employees.

ll. Proletarian Revolution — Solution of the contradictions. The
proletariat seizes the public power, and by meahsthes
transforms the socialized means of productionpsig from the
hands of the bourgeoisie, into public property. tBis act, the
proletariat frees the means of production from ¢haracter of
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capital they have thus far borne, and gives theiiasized
character complete freedom to work itself out. Sixed
production upon a predetermined plan becomes herticef
possible. The development of production makes #igtance of
different classes of society thenceforth an anagkno. In
proportion as anarchy in social production vanisties political
authority of the State dies out. Man, at last theester of his own
form of social organization, becomes at the samme tihe lord
over Nature, his own master — free.

To accomplish this act of universal emancipatiothes historical
mission of the modern proletariat. To thoroughlynpoehend the
historical conditions and this the very natureto$ fact, to impart
to the now oppressed proletarian class a full kedgg of the
conditions and of the meaning of the momentoustast called

upon to accomplish, this is the task of the thecakexpression of
the proletarian movement, scientific Socialism.

Notes

1. Mephistopheles in Goethd=gawust

2. It is hardly necessary in this connection to paat that, even if the
form of appropriation remains the same, ¢tharacterof the appropriation
Is just as much revolutionized as production isthey changes described
above. It is, of course, a very different matteretiter | appropriate to
myself my own product or that of another. Note ssging that wage-
labor, which contains the whole capitalist modgfduction in embryo,
IS very ancient; in a sporadic, scattered formexisted for centuries
alongside slave-labor. But the embryo could dulyeli® into the
capitalistic mode of production only when the nseeg historical pre-
conditions had been furnished.

3. "The Conditions of the Working-Class in England"Sennenschein &
Co., p.84.
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4. | say "have to". For only when the means of préidacand distribution
haveactuallyoutgrown the form of management by joint-stock
companies, and when, therefore, the taking thenm byethe State has
becomezconomicallyinevitable, only then — even if it is the State of
today that effects this — is there an economic adeathe attainment of
another step preliminary to the taking over of @bductive forces by
society itself. But of late, since Bismarck wentfan State-ownership of
industrial establishments, a kind of spurious Smria has arisen,
degenerating, now and again, into something ofkffism, that without
more ado declaresl State-ownership, even of the Bismarkian sort,go0 b
socialistic. Certainly, if the taking over by th&at of the tobacco industry
is socialistic, then Napoleon and Metternich mwesnhbmbered among the
founders of Socialism.

If the Belgian State, for quite ordinary politicahd financial reasons,
itself constructed its chief railway lines; if Bigmck, not under any
economic compulsion, took over for the State thefcRrussian lines,
simply to be the better able to have them in handase of war, to bring
up the railway employees as voting cattle for thev&nment, and
especially to create for himself a new source obime independent of
parliamentary votes — this was, in no sense, abstic measure, directly
or indirectly, consciously or unconsciously. Othisey the Royal
Maritime Company, the Royal porcelain manufactuaed even the
regimental tailor of the army would also be sosiadiinstitutions, or even,
as was seriously proposed by a sly dog in Fredéidkam 1lI's reign,
the taking over by the State of the brothels.

5. A few figures may serve to give an approximateaidé the enormous
expansive force of the modern means of producteen under capitalist
pressure. According to Mr. Giffen, the total weatthGreat Britain and
Ireland amounted, in round numbers in

1814 to £ 2,200,000,000,
1865 to £ 6,100,000,000,
1875 to £ 8,500,000,000.

As an instance of the squandering of means of mtamuand of products
during a crisis, the total loss in the German imdustry alone, in the
crisis of 1873-78, was given at the second Gernmaudtrial Congress
(Berlin, February 21, 1878), as 22,750,000 pounds.



