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PREFACE TO THE
1 ENGLISH EDITION

Events overtake each other with dazzling speed in the contemporary world.
A new type of society, a world profoundly transformed, is in the process
~ of being born. We should, of course, choose, impose our collective destiny.
But how difficult it is to sort out all the elements, all the factors at play.
And that myopia which afflicts all historical actors prevents us from grasp-
ing, in their historic movement, all the transformations now underway.
The history of capitalism can shed light on this movement. The essential
elements of this system are already discernible in the thirteenth through
fifteenth centuries; during the sixteenth century, the system in all its facets

begins to crystallize. In successive waves, it enriches and secures the
preeminence of first Holland then England and France and, finally, the
United States, Germany, and Japan. Technology is mastered, the working
classes dominated, and ever larger regions ot the globe are taken in tow by
this new system. But then new technologies appear on the scene, the
organized working class scores important victories, and the colonies win
independence as the countries of the third world assert themselves.

Five centuries: an ephemeral moment in the infinite becoming of the
world. But also an incandescent flash which strikes humanity at 1its very
root. Even that essential grain of sand—the planet Earth—is not spared.

This book may be compared to a flashback: who has not experienced
that moment of intense reflection when his or her life has arrived at a
crossroads? For it shows that capitalism, once having spanned every corner
of the globe, entered on a new phase in its history. In the course of three -
great crises—at the end of the nineteenth century, during the 1930s, and
the present impasse—the system was transformed, reoriented, and

X1




X11 A History of Capitalism

restructured. Each great crisis has been a period of mutations, of profound

transformations. This is especially true of the crisis which since 1973 has
buffeted us about—or, in the case of the least favored, swallowed us up.
But isn’t this crisis too often simply regarded as an inexorable calamity

which, like floods and droughts, will 1n time pass if we are only patient?
Isn’t it necessary, on the contrary, to view it as an opportunity? Isn’t it
vital at some point to grasp the possibilities inherent in the crisis? For if
the new technology can indeed underpin new systems of unfettered domi-
nation and control, it can also serve as a powerful stimulus to new forms
of democratic life, decentralization and, finally, liberty. And the dominant
reality of the new relations which have been established between nations
15 certainly one of hostility, rivalry, and confrontation; but these relations
are also potentially bonds of solidarity and cooperation.

New torms of work and production have materialized; new products
have seen the light ot day. New ways to teed and house ourselves, to care
tor and educate ourselves, to move ourselves about—in short, a new way
of living—1s now within our grasp. We, the youth of this epoch, aren’t we
all perhaps on the eve of a prodigious adventure? For in the course of the
present crisis, new ways of working, producing, and living may be in-
vented, selected, and set 1n motion.

The socialists, the humanaists, of the nineteenth century dared to dream
a moral, just, free, and unified society. Much has already been accom-
plished to that end. Let us seize the opportunity that the present crisis
atfords to advance a little bit further.

' Paris, July 1983

PREFACE TO THE
FRENCH EDITION

I am completing this book at the time of the destruction, by government
order, of the premises of Vincennes, University of Paris VIII, where I have
taught since 1968.

This book owes a great deal to the discussions and the work carried on
for twelve years at Vincennes: first of all at the college of political economy,
with teachers and students too numerous to name here individually; then
with those working in other disciplines—historians, sociologists, geogra-
phers, specialists in political science or geopolitical zones, and philoso-
phers; and finally with so many others who came to discuss and contribute
to the collective thinking, especially at the time of the symposia on the
Crisis (1975), France and the Third World (1978), and the New Domestic
Order (1979). |

Mentioning University of Paris VIII at Vincennes, I will mention also
two persons who are deceased: Nikos Poulantzas, whose work has helped

‘us to analyze more closely social classes, the state, fascism, dictatorship,

and democracy; and Jaimes Baire, student in the college of political

¢conomy, tortured to death by the National Guard of El Salvador, and

whose master’s degree was upheld in absentia. May the name of each one
remind us of the price of freedom. '

| University of Paris VIII,

Saint-Denis, October 1980




INTRODUCTION
TO THE FIRST EDITION

(1980)

This book 1s born from the solid conviction that one cannot understand
the contemporary period without analyzing the profound upheavals which

_the development of capitalism has brought about in societies throughout

the world.
[t is born also from a desire to understand the various aspects of this

- development: simultaneously economic and political and ideological; simul-

taneously national and multinational; simultaneously liberating and
oppressive, destructive and creative. |

The book is born finally from the ambition to put into perspective a
group of questions which are inseparable and which are nevertheless too
often studied in 1solation: the formation of political economy 1n its relation
to “the long journey toward capitalism”; the affirmation of the democratic
1deal against the aristocratic Old Regimes and the rise of new ruling
classes who made use of the new democratic institutions; the link be-
tween the development of national capitalisms, the strengthening and
achievements of workers’ movements, and accomplishments within the
working world; the increasingly complete and complex capitalist domina-
tion of the world; the connection between class: domination and dom-
ination by nations; and crises as indicators of blockages and as moments of
renewal, particularly the present “Great Crisis.”

We will follow the blind forward movement which leads, over four
centuries, from the conquistadores to the Pax Britannica; from bankers and
merchants in Genoa, Antwerp, and Amsterdam to England, workshop
and banker for the world; from the spinning wheel to the power loom;
from the windmill to the steam engine; from trade and banking activity
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to industrial capitalism; from Machiavelli to Marx, from The Prince to

Capital. |

In one century we have been caught up in a fascinating spiral: from
British hegemony to the affirmation of American power and 1ts sub-
sequent questioning; from the progress and victories of the workers’
movement to the breaking out into the open of its own contradictions, in
the presence of new national and worldwide situations; from coal to gaso-

line, electricity, and new forms of energy; from mechanization and
Taylorism to computerization and robotics; from the first forms of finance
capital to the establishment of a hierarchical and diversified imperialist
system; and finally, through periods bound together by sequences of
prosperity, crisis, and war, from the Great Crisis of 1885—93 to the Great
Crisis of 1970-80.

A book which 1s parallel to this one and in some ways its companion
considers how, in the context of changes brought about by the industrial
revolution and the French revolution, the idea of socialism was founded,
how the many-sided workers’ movement of the nineteenth century seized
hold of this idea, but also how the ordeal of reality has led the October
revolution to state collectivism. This 1s an occasion to reflect on the nature
of social formations which today call themselves socialist—as much in the
East as in the West and in the third world—and to consider what can still
be, at this close of the twentieth century, a socialist project which takes
into account the lessons of the past century and the great challenges ot
the century to come.

INTRODUCTION
TO THE FIFTH EDITION

(1999)

Following the events of 1968, there appeared a huge number of analyses,
interpretations, and debates about capitalism. Many of these analyses

questioned the simplistic certitudes of Marxist dogma, and at the same

time went beyond the confines of their various initial historical, insti-
tutional, and structuralist frameworks.

So far as | was concerned, capitalism had been “taught” to me at the
Sorbonne’s school of law, through courses in “systems and structures”
(specifically those of André Marchal) as well as through courses in the
“history of thought” (especially those of Henri Denis and Alain Barrére).
My reading at this time, when [ was a student and novice teacher, included
writers such as Marx, Weber, Schumpeter, Perroux, and Galbraith.

Overall, the analyses of this period depended on the opposition between
“capitalism” and “socialism.” |

For Marx, as for many of the reformers, communists, and socialists of
the nineteenth century, the promise of socialism was tightly connected to
the critique and denunciation of industrial capitalism. Similarly, the
struggles of the workers’ movement were strongly tied to the hope for
another society which would be fraternal, equitable, and respectful toward
humanity. Such a society was summed up by the word “socialism.”

From the 19205 onward the reality of a “socialism being built” func-
tioned as counterpoint to the hope for socialism, buoying the simple hope
by showing that “it is possible,” but -at the same time weakening it by
forcing its removal from the realm of the abstract.

How could an impressionable mind during the postwar period fail to
be struck then by the two major assertions which served as organizing
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principles in Joseph Schumpeter’s book:' “Can capitalism survives No, |
don’t believe it can” And “Can socialism work? Without a doubt,,it can.™
The postwar period was distinguished, however, by three major

developments:

1. The expansion, supported actively by its government, of American
capitalism.

2. The proliferation, in many different countries of Europe, Asia, and other
parts of the third world, of “actually existing socialism,” which arose, in
fact, upon statist foundations.’

3. The new direction of national capitalisms in which one form or another
of social compromise took hold. Such compromises ranged from the
Japanese system to the European social democratic compromise. Within
Europe there existed differences between the French model based on
legal and legislative agreements and the German social market economy.

Though the opposition capitalism/socialism remained a major ideo-
logical battleground within the political debates of many countries, the
successes of the various national compromises produced, on the one hand,
confusion—many countries were described as socialist whose productive
structure remained quite capitalist—while on the other hand the credi-
bility of a “third way” was strengthened.

Bearing the marks of a complex history—of banks and of industry, of

working conditions and of the working world, of worker and union

struggles, of repression, of studies by historians and social scientists, of
ideological and political debates—the word “capitalism™ carries multiple
meanings. Using the word at all is hardly a neutral undertaking, since tor
some people “capitalism” has been a symbol to rally round, while for
others 1t has represented a system to be destroyed.

Some liberal* authors such as Friedrich Hayek, along with many among
the employing classes, refuse to use the word or even to hear it: they
prefer broader labels such as “market economy.” For others, it 15 a frequently
used term which describes a wide range of modern economies. And for
some authors within certain theoretical traditions “capitalism™ 1s 2 com-
plexly defined concept within economic and social analysis.

For my part [ was far from having a clear view of all this when I
began to use the word. | have always tried to understand the world and
the developments now taking place—including what 1s not working and
why—and how things may be made better. The word “capitalism” very
quickly appeared to me to describe some of the important realities of our

Introduction S

time. Understanding these realities allows us to shed light on some essential
processes, to identify problems, and to reflect on solutions. The word is
irreplaceable 1n that 1t 1s the only one which clearly describes these realities.
[f one refuses the word, one refuses to take into account many important
aspects of today’s world.

Having said this, using the word “capitalism” remains fraught with
difficulty, so heavy are the ideological and political connotations—both
positive and negative—which it carries. And of course all this makes it

exceedingly difticult to predict how the word will be understood when it
is used.

[ was taught that capitalism 1s an economic system. I understood quickly
enough that one could not reduce it to the economic dimension alone,’
and that it 1s necessary to take into account the social, ideological, political,
and ethical dimensions as well. Fundamentally, what we call “capitalism” is
inseparable from the societies and states with which it develops. This
insight led me very early on to be suspicious of analysis in terms of a

- mode of production: capitalism can never be reduced to a mode of

production alone. |
Capitalism, whether it be Dutch, British, American, or Japanese, has
most often been understood as a national phenomenon. Such an approach
1s able only partially to grasp the world transformations capitalism has
brought about. From another direction, some contemporary authors, such
as Immanuel Wallerstein, have considered capitalism as a world reality
from the start, even though, at its origins, the outlines of this reality were
not uniformly clear.® I understood, from the first edition of this book
onward, that capitalism as a reality has always had a national basis, though
the powerful and dynamic capitalisms have tended to overflow their
national boundaries and have helped redraw the political map of the world.”
Capitalism has evolved through history, from merchant capitalism to
manufacturing capitalism to industrial capitalism, and now to the emgrging
postindustrial capitalism.® It has evolved by stratification, in which each
stratum develops by partially destroying the preexisting strata, by trans-
forming whatever remains of the earlier layers, and by transforming itself
as part of an endless process.
One difficulty in analyzing this process is that our readings of capitalism
are dominated by analyses begun in the nineteenth century and developed
more fully in the first two-thirds of the twentieth century. These analyses

are thus strongly colored by the characteristics of industrial capitalism, a
coloring which may prevent us from correctly understanding current
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developments. Another difficulty is that the word hides certain traps: some
people speak of capitalism as an actor, which it is in fact not. The actors
are the financiers, the bankers, the executives of the huge corporations, as
well as the small and middle-level entrepreneurs, the wage-laborers, the
dependent producers, the savers, and the consumers. Other people speak
of capitalism as a system. Now the idea that there might exist a panoply of
systems among which one could choose appears to me as wrong. Beyond
that, I doubt increasingly whether we may speak of a capitalist system in
general. Yet such systematization, taking industrial capitalism as “the”
capitalist system, is just what has been practiced for too long.

[ have come to believe now that capitalism 1s above all a complex social
logic,” able to transform the world around it at the same time as 1t 1s able
to transform itself. Capitalism emerged, at the time 1nvisibly, in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries, forcibly asserted itself through industrialization in
the nineteenth century, and today dominates the world.

Within the very slow evolution of humanity and the world, a change
of rhythm, power, and range of influence 1s increasingly visible from 1500
“onward. Among the important moments of this great historical change,
we note the following:

—The great “discoveries” and the first colones.

—The first energy and industrial revolution.

—The development of world trade and the dividing-up of the world
among a limited number of European nations.

—Successive changes in transport, communication, and access to informa-

tion, including, most recently, new energy, industrial, and information
revolutions. |

—The establishment of huge corporations increasingly operating on a
planetary scale.

—The establishment of monetary and financial networks, also operating
on a planetary scale.

—A profound and unceasing transformation of productive techniques and

litestyles.

We could extend this list. The importance of interactions between these

various domains of change is obvious, for the interactions themselves have

deepened, widened, and accelerated the overall historical change. One

may debate whether these interactions took place on their own within
each domain, or whether an entirely new reality formed itself within the
same movement that brought forth and intensified the interactions. We
have chosen the second interpretation. |

Introduction 7

Among the many aspects of the newly developing reality, the following

were central:

__The extension of money and exchange relations.

—_The generalization of market relations, which gradually became essential
lements of the social tabric.

__The business company, which, by relying on forecasts of future
~onditions, as well as on monetary accounting procedures, chose what
to produce based on expectations of future profits. Realized profits were
then poured back into the business as part of new productive expansion.

—_Banks, credit, finance, and speculation, all of which acted as powerful
motors, weaving together and stimulating both production and
distribution.

__New relationships between all these forces and the modern state.

—An increasingly rationalized and systematic mobilization of potential
techniques and scientific knowledge toward the goal of creating new

commodities.

—The expectation that the rich, and those who become rich, will develop

new needs. |
—The whole collection of forces which broke from the past and which
threw themselves into the future at an accelerating rate.

Some aspects of this powerful movement had been glimpsed in the
analysis by Turgot and the physiocrats of the “advances” made in this
period. Adam Smith contributed his analysis of the market, while Ricardo
and Marx more clearly analyzed capital, Weber described capital-based
business, and Schumpeter focused on the innovating entrepreneur and on
creat’ive destruction. All these aspects are part of what is meant by the
Word “capitalism.” The word has been used now since the end of the
mneteenth century by countless authors of all tendencies around the world.

From start to finish in this book, we have tried to make more precise the

vVarious meanings of the reality this word names.

There remains one last question: after the collapse of “communism,” or,
_mOf:E: precisely, of Soviet statism, is this “new reality” that we call “capital-
l‘lirglfj uII;ique, thc?' ntj:cessa?ry, and the unavoidable path towarle the human
Demo-cmc' oes capitalism 1tself bear the values‘ of Modernlw, Progress,
Dati ¥, and the Great Society? In a word, is capitalism The Human

e 1:1 do not believe so; if we did believe such a statement were true, we
u : , ‘ en
call it The Human Path. We don’t believe this is so, first, because
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we do not believe human history contains an a priori meaning or purpose.
‘History is what men make, through a vast number of decisions of unequal
importance and significance. We do not believe this 1s 50, 1n the second
 place, because capitalism maintains contradictory relations with democ-
racy, and can prosper very well under authoritarian regimes. Capitalism
maintains ambivalent relations with the market, which it makes use of by
relying on, and sometimes abusing, unequal power relations: the most
competitive businesses are always trying to escape the constraints of the
market by rising to monopoly position. Finally, we believe 1t 1s not The
Human Path because capitalism skews progress by developing only prod-
ucts likely to make money.

Beside these considerations, human history is composed of advances
and retreats, action, resistance, and confrontation, forward movements and
jumps backward. Now, facing the problems, perils, and threats—either
identified or latent—of our time, to which the dynamics of capitalism
contribute a large share, it would be absurd to exclude, a priori, that in the
near or distant future, another path or other paths might become open.

This history of capitalism begins in 1500, 2 key date which opens a
century that can be considered a “great turning point in world history.”"

This beginning point is well suited to the subject of the present book,
for what we today call “capitalism” essentially assumes clear and definite
form by that date.

Yet it is clear that this new reality did not arise ex nihilo. Its origins
extend far into the human past; the complex social logic of capitalism 1s
deeply rooted in the ancient logics of possession and power, of enrich-
ment and exf:hange.

Having said this, I believe this historic turning point forms the leading
edge of a accelerating process which is in the current period launching
the world into a new stage of history.'”” An immense problem remains,
however: if we explain the emergence and the vitality of the new social
logic of capitalism in order to understand this historical turning point,

how, without falling into Eurocentrism, can we speak of the origins of a
reality which, historically, was first formed in Europe? We wish to give
adequate weight to the historical situations in which all the components
of capitalism—accumulated wealth, enterprising power, technical means—
were present, and yet where capitalism did not emerge. If we stress the
advances made by different world civilizations, do we not risk establishing

a background which appears as the cradle of capitalism at its birth in
Europe in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries?

Introduction 0

These questions remain for me today extremely difficult, and to deal
with them properly would call for another book.

A last word of introduction. At Vincennes, where I was teaching eco-
nomics, Jean Bouvier, a remarkable historian who had published material
on the history of capitalism and especially on the history of banking in
France, was teaching history. In the course of our discussions I told him
that we needed a history of capitalism, which would be both succinct and
aimed at a wide audience. The short book by Henri Sée appeared to me
both out of date and inadequate. I thought Bouvier alone capable of
successfully carrying out the project. He gave me a sly smile, shook his
head “no,” and then, after a lengthy pause, said: “A historian could never
risk such a project.”

[ was forty-three. I was not worried about the scientific authority-
figures of my discipline, nor the reactions of my colleagues, nor my own
abilities. I took on this project. I recognize and admit the temerity which
possessed me back then; now, twenty and more years later, I am no longer
sure | would attempt it again.




Part 1

FROM GOLD TO CAPITAL

_the secret of obliging all the rich to make all the poor work.
—Voltaire

Capitalism was formed within the merchant and monetary societies of
Western Europe. Many merchant and monetary societies have existed 1n
the world, however, without developing into this new form ot capitalism,
endowed with such great creative and destructive capabilities.

We will follow the developments through the sixteenth, seventeenth,
and eighteenth centuries, which lead to the British industrial capitalism of
the nineteenth century; the changes in social classes and in forms of
government; the first wave of world conquest by the European powers; as
well as the thinking and the controversies which accompany these develop-
ments and the progressive awareness which they express.




Chapter 1

THE LONG JOURNEY
TOWARD CAPITALISM

Feudal society had been established by the eleventh century: within the
c mework of the estate, the organization of production (bondage, forced
labor, corvée) and the extortion of surplus labor (in the form of rent 1n
labor) were carried out for the benefit of the seigneur, an exalted landlord
and possessor of political and jurisdictional prerogatives.

Hardly had feudal society been established, however, when the process
of its decomposition began. Rent in labor changed into rent in kind or 1n
money, with the development of free labor and forms of peasant property.
Simultaneously there was a renewal of commerce through commercial
fairs, reactivation of the artisan class (in the framework of the guilds), a
renaissance of urban life, and the formation of a commercial bourgeoisie.
[t is in this decomposition of the feudal order that the formation of
mercantile captialism took root.

Over a period of several centuries the “long journey” toward capitalism
extended in this direction: a complex and interlocking process which
- volved the formation of merchant and banking bourgeoisies, the appear-
ance of nations and the establishment of modern states, the expansion of
trade and domination on a world scale, the development of techniques of
transportation and production, the introduction of new modes of produc-
tion and the emergence of new attitudes and ideas.

The first stage of this long journey was marked by the conquest and
pillage of America (sixteenth century), the second stage by the rise and
ffrmation of the bourgeoisies (seventeenth century).

13
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COLONIAL PILLAGE AND WEALTH
OF THE PRINCE (SIXTEENTH CENTURY)

The Crusades were the opportunity for the formation of considerable for-
tunes, notably the legendary one of the Templars. Commerce, banking,
and finance flourished first in the Italian republics of the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries, and then in Holland and England. With the invention

of the printing press, progress in metallurgy, the employment of water

power, and the use of carts in the mines, the second half of the fifteenth
century was distinguished by a clear advance in the production of metals
and textiles. During this time the first cannons and other firearms began to
be produced, while improvements in the construction of caravels and in
navigational techniques allowed for the opening up of new maritime routes.’

Capital, more abundant merchandise, sailing ships, and weapons: these
were the means of expansion for commerce, discoveries, and conquests.

In the same movement and upon the same base of the decomposition
of the feudal order, great monarchs joined forces together through mar-

riages, and carved out empires and kingdoms from the conquests of war.
~ Well before national unity was achieved, the strengthened states worked to
enlarge their autonomy in relation to the papacy. The clamor for the
reform of the Church opened the way for the Reform, which became a
war machine against the Pope. While the morality of the Middle Ages
extolled the just price and prohibited lending at interest,” this morality
had already been seriously unsettled by the time Calvin justified commerce
and lending at interest, before he went on “to make of commercial success
a sign of divine election.”

Monarchs greedy for greatness and wealth, states battling for supremacy,
merchants and bankers encouraged to enrich themselves: these are the
forces which inspired trade, conquests, and wars; systematized pillage;
organized the traftic in slaves; and locked up the vagabonds so as to force
them to work.

What Western history calls the “great discoveries” enter at the junction

of this twofold dynamic: in 1487 Bartholomeu Diaz rounded the Cape of

Good Hope; in 1492 Christopher Columbus discovered America; in 1498
Vasco da Gama, having skirted Africa, arrived in India. A great hunt after

wealth—trade and pillage—began.
THE GOLD OF AMERICA

Following the return of Columbus with reports of the New World, the
Council of Castile resolved to take possession of a land whose inhabitants
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were unable to defend themselves. “The pious purpose of converting them
ro Christianity sanctified the injustice of the project. But the hope of
finding treasures of gold there, was the sole motive which prompted them
to undertake it.... All the other enterprises of the Spaniards in the new
world, subsequent to those of Columbus, seem to have been prompted by
the same motive. It was the sacred thirst of gold....”* Hernan Cortés,
conqueror of Mexico, confessed: “We Spanish suftfer from a sickness of the
heart for which gold is the only cure.”

In 1503 the first shipment of precious metals arrived from the Antilles;
in 1519 the pillage of the treasure of the Aztecs in Mexico began; in 1534
the pillage of the Incas in Peru. In Peru,

the conquistadores carried away 1,300,000 ounces of gold in a single load. They
found four large statues of lamas and a dozen life-sized statues of women made
of refined gold. The king offered as ransom a room full of gold; his subjects had
in their gardens, their houses and their temples, trees, flowers, birds and animals
of gold; their utensils were of gold; sheets of silver twenty feet long by two feet
wide and two fingers thick served as tables.’

| According to official figures, 18,000 tons of silver and 200 tons of gold

were transferred from America to Spain between 1521 and 1660; accord-

ing to other estimates, double this amount.

“One who has gold,” observed Christopher Columbus, “does as he
wills in the world, and it even sends souls to Paradise””® In a little more
than a century the Indian population was reduced by 9o percent in Mexico
(where the population fell from 25 million to 1.5 million), and by 95
percent in Peru. Las Casas estimated that between 1495 and 1503 more
than 3 million people disappeared from the islands of the New World.
They were slain in war, sent to Castile as slaves, or consumed in the mines
and other labors: “Who of those born in future generations will believe
this? I myself who am writing this and saw 1t and know most about 1t can
hardly believe that such was possible.”’

The production of sugarcane, for rum, molasses, and sugar, the trade in
black slaves, and the extraction of precious metals established considerable
sources of wealth for Spain throughout the sixteenth century. The king
paid back his enormous foreign loans (to lighten this burden, he issued a
decree in 1557 that reduced the interest he owed by two-thirds), and
financed his wars. Like the adventurers, the nobles, and the merchants
who had become rich, he bought from the markets ot Italy, France,
Holland, and England.® The abundance of precious metals was dispersed in

wider and wider waves.
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WEALTH OF THE PRINCE AND PARADOXES OF MONEY

In the same period that precious metals became more abundant, prices
rose. In Western Europe the average price of wheat, which had risen very
little between the beginning and the middle of the century, quadrupled
between the middle and the end of the century. In Spain itself prices
tripled or quadrupled between the beginning of the sixteenth century and
the beginning of the seventeenth century; in Italy the price of wheat rose
by a factor of 3.3 between 1520 and 1599; between the first and the last
quarter of the sixteenth century, prices rose by a tactor of 2.6 in England
and by 2.2 in France. In being diluted, the flow of precious metals re-
duced 1ts effect on prices. Money wages rose less quickly; it has been
estimated that real wages went down by so percent during the sixteenth
century. Popular discontent worsened and revolts of the poor broke out.

Faced with this great confusion of money and prices, the rulers issued
edicts: 1in France the edict of Villers-Cotteréts (1539) forbade workers’
alliances; while the poor laws in England prohibited vagabondage and
begeing from the end of the fifteenth century.” To these were added, in
‘the second half of the sixteenth century, the creation of workhouses for
forced labor. Governments sought also to halt the rise in prices: in Spain,
the Crown fixed maximum legal prices, without success; in France, wages
and prices were fixed by edicts in 1554, 1567, and 1577; in England, the
system for the regulation of prices and wages proved to be equally

ineftective, and after 1560 wages were reviewed each year at Easter by the

county judge.

Discussion and thinking about money and prices developed as parallel
aspects of shis process. In Gresham’s Information Touching the Fall of Ex-
change (1558) we note the “law” according to which bad money chases
out good, an observation expressed many times since the sixteenth cen-
tury. A confused debate began in which a variety of factors were accused
at random of causing high prices: farmers, middlemen, exporters, foreign-
ers, merchants, and usurers as well as “monetary revaluations” that re-
duced the content of precious metals in money. In this debate the analysis
of J. Bodin, jurist from Anjou, stands out today. Bodin wrote that “the
principal and virtually sole cause” of the rise in prices was “the abundance
of gold and silver which 1s greater today than it has been during the four

previous centuries.... The principal cause of a rise in prices is always an
abundance of that with which the price of goods is measured.”!”

~ This explanation had the great advantage of corresponding in large part
to reality, while it avoided putting into question other sources of inflation:
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che luxury of kings and nobles, the cost of wars, and the burden of
indebtedness which made succeeding “revaluations” necessary. Prefiguring
the future quantitative theory of money, this explanation was gradually
accepted and coexisted with the other leading idea of the sixteenth century,
with which it was largely incompatible: that it is the abundance of precious
metals which creates the wealth of the kingdom.

Machiavelli formulated this second idea somewhat provokingly early in
the century when he stated in The Prince (1514): “In a well-organized
government, the state should be rich and the citizens poor.” While every-
one did not adopt this formulation, and while others would emphasize
Jater the link between the wealth of the state and the wealth of the
merchants, Machiavelli had put his finger on a central question of the
sixteenth century: how to increase and maintain the wealth of the prince—
wealth which for everyone was embodied 1n reserves of gold and silver.

At first, governments took measures following common sense; they
tried to prevent gold and silver from leaving the kingdom. In Spain, from
the beginning of the sixteenth century, the export of gold or silver was
punished by death; in France, exporting coined money was prohibited in
1506, and again in 1540, 1548, and- 1574; in England, two attempts, in
1546 and 1576, to place money dealings, and even the trade of bills of
exchange, under the control of government agents were unsuccessful."

Then, toward the middle of the century, writings circulated which
called for other measures:

By halting the importation of goods produced abroad, and which could be
made in our own country; by restricting the exportation in raw form of our
wool, animal hides, and other products; by bringing under the control of the
towns, craftsmen currently living outside the towns who are producing goods
suitable for export; by investigating these goods ..., I think our towns could
quickly recover their former wealth."

Bodin advocated the same policy in The Republic (1576): create numerous
mills and forbid the export of raw textile materials. The kings of Spain,
France, and England took steps in this direction: creation of mills; mo-
nopolies or privileges granted to new products; prohibition of, or tar-
iffs against, the entry of foreign goods; interdiction of the export of raw
materials. The formation of national unity saw the beginnings of a national
market. |

Thus the dominant ideas of this period regarding economic questions
followed closely the preoccupations of the prince: the wealth of the prince
had to be guaranteed—not only for himself, but also to finance the never-
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ending wars. The prescription for doing this was simple: prevent precious
metals from leaving, by prohibiting their departure and limiting imports;
make the entry of precious metals easy, by encouraging the export of
what was not necessary to the kingdom. Both of these measures encour-
aged national production. Protected by this first idea, the related idea of
public enrichment developed itself: “Each individual is a member of the
commonweal,” wrote Hales in his Discourse, “and any trade lucrative for
the individual can also be lucrative for whomever else wishes to practise it
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1s well; what 1s proﬁtable for one will also be profitable for his neighbor
.nd consequently for everyone.” The way was opened to the idea that the
wealth of the kingdom depended on the wealth of the merchants and
manufacturers. |

With the flow of precious metals from America and the development
of production, commerce improved in Europe; with forced labor in
America (particularly in the production of sugar) and the lowering of real
wages linked to European inflation, an additional surplus was released;
with the debut of enclosures in England, a labor force of vagabonds and
defenseless beggars was set loose. The merchant and banking bourgeoisies
gathered strength. After Venice and Florence, Antwerp, London, Lyons,
and Paris developed, with populations surpassing $0,000—even 100,000.

These bourgeoisies took their bearings in part from the ideas of the
Reform, in part from the affirmation of the rights of the individual in the
face of the sovereign, and most of all from the various expressions of
humanist thought such as are found in the works of Erasmus, Rabelas,
and Montaigne. The art and universal spirit of Michelangelo bears witness

to this epoch during which the Polish astronomer Copernicus brought

forth the idea that the earth turns and is not the unmoving center of the
universe.

But let us not exaggerate: anyone could see that the sun and the stars
revolve around the earth in an unchanging order fixed by God, and the
Church saw to it that no one doubted this truth. The peasant continued
to till the land and to be crushed by taxes and corvée labor, the nobleman
continued to hunt and to feast, the king continued to reign and to make
war. Who could have conceived at that time that a new god, capital, was
preparing to dominate the world? Perhaps Thomas More felt it coming in
1516 when he wrote his Utopia, in which the Portuguese navigator
Hythloday declares: “But, Master More, to speak plainly what is in my
mind, as long as there is private property and while money is the standard
of all things, I do not think that a nation can be governed either justly or

happily....”"

THE OLD AND THE NEW

Considering only the social formations out of which capitalism began to
emerge, older formations continued to be predominant: an essentially
rural population; primarily agricultural production; and relatively httle
exchange, with a large part of the population engaged in subsistence
production. Rent (in labor, in kind, or in money) was levied on the great
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peasant masses, for the profit of the clergy, the nobility, and the royal state:
through their spending, this rent allowed for the accumulation of private
fortunes by the great traders and bankers.

Market exchange mainly involved craft production, which took place
within the framework arranged by the guilds; only a small percentage of
agricultural production was sold on the market. This slight amount of
production for the market may be summarized by the formula (C - M
— Ci): the merchant-producer, in selling the goods a he produced,
received a sum of money M which allowed him to buy other goods i.
Dealers intervened as intermediaries, buying the goods i in order to resell
them, realizing a profit AM: (M — Ci > M’, where M™ = M + AM).
This AM came either from the surplus labor imposed on the small artisans
or journeymen and apprentices, or from a part of the rent extorted from
the peasantry. |

Capitalist forms of production did exist, in certain cases even involving
wages, although this was not widespread.
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The two principal forms ot accumulation were (a) accumulation by the
ctate (royal manufactures, king’s highways, ports); and (b) bourgeois
sccumulation (private fortunes, money, precious metals, real estate). The
principal source of this accumulation was the surplus labor of the peasant,
1 in preceding centuries and other social formations, although the pillage
of the Americas must of course be added in.

For if we consider the international dimension, the new factor at this
rime was not trade with distant countries, which 1s present in all social
formations dominated by a tributary mode of prc)'ductimrl.H In 1500 trade
with Venice affected directly all of the Mediterranean and the whole of
Western Europe and extended, by relay, beyond the Levant to the Indian
Ocean, into the interior of Europe, and, in the north, to the Baltic and
Norway."”> What was new was the incredible pillage of the Americas, which
was composed of two related aspects: (a) the pillage of existing treasures
(dead labor accumulated in the extraction of precious metals and the
fabrication of works of art); and (b) the production of new value (forced
labor or slavery) either in the gold and silver mines or in cultivation (sugar
cane, etc.). | |

Conquest, pillage, extermination: this is the reality out ot which came
the low of precious metals to Europe in the sixteenth century. But the
ocean 1s immense, and passing by way of the royal treasuries of Spain and
Portugal, the money boxes of the merchants, and the accounts of the
bankers, this gold was totally “laundered” by the time 1t got into the
cofters ot the financiers of Genoa, Antwerp,' and Amsterdam.

This gold, gold of the prince, gold of the state (these “purses” were at
that time hardly distinct one from another)—how to keep it once one had
1t? How to siphon it off from somewhere else when it was lacking? The
formula of the hoarders, corresponding to a static view of the world—
forbidding precious metals from leaving the kingdom—didn’t work. An-
other formula was proposed by the mercantilists: buy little trom, and sell
more to, other countries; and in order to do that, produce more goods of
better quality. Wasn’t this in the interests of both the prince and the
merchants? | |

Thus in the sixteenth century the conditions for the future develop-
ment of capitalism were put into place: banking and merchant bourgeoi-
sies having at their disposal both immense fortunes and banking and
financial networks; national states having available the means for conquest
and domination; and a conception of the world which valued wealth and

enrichment. It 1s in this sense only that one can date the capitalist era as

16

beginning in the sixteenth century.'® But it requires hindsight, illuminated
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by an understanding of the later development of industrial capitalism, in
order to perceive and name as “mercantile capitalism” what was in the
sixteenth century only the embryo of the development that later on could
be called capitalism.

THE RISE OF THE BOURGEOISIES
IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

In the same way, one would have had to be exceptionally acute to see the
beginning of a new mode of production in the development of manufac-
ture in the seventeenth century. Nine-tenths of the population still lived
oft agriculture: superficial tillage, seedlings packed together, a lack of fer-
tilizer; grain yields were poor (four or five, sometimes three or two, to
one); fallow ground caused half of the workable land in the south and
one-third of that in the north to be barren; harvesting was done with a
sickle; the few farm animals which did exist were not well nourished.
Food consisted of soup and bread, and famine was rife after bad harvests.

The nobility was attached to its rank and privileges: at the Estates-
General in 1614 the civil lieutenant Henri de Mesme declared that *“the
three orders were brothers: children of the same mother, France.” to which
the nobles replied that they “didn’t want the children of cobblers and
shoemakers to call them brothers and that there was as much difference

between us and them as there is between a lord and a valet.”"’

The Church maintained order within the domain of ideas. Erasmus
was put on the Index in 1559. Giordano Bruno, another great humanast,
was burned as a heretic in 1600. Campanella spent twenty-seven years in
prison between 1599 and 1626. Galileo, who in 1632 had published his
Dialogues on the Principal Systems of the World, the following year was forced
by the Inquisition to abjure his-“errors and heresies.” |

Only the Low Countries stand out clearly against this general back-
ground: commerce there was developed and active, agriculture modern,
the nobility almost nonexistent and the bourgeoisie powerful. Its tolerance
was renowned: it was in Holland that Descartes settled (1625) and wrote
and published his Discourse on Method (1637) and Meditations (1641). The
Low Countries, which received their political independence from Spain
in 1609, seemed to depend on Spain very little at this time.

By 1580 the Spanish Hapsburgs had put under their authority the
whole of the Iberian peninsula, all of Latin America, Central America, the
Philippines, the region of Milan, the kingdom of Naples, Sardinia, and
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Sicily, in addition to the remains of the former state of Burgundy:; they
had a powerful ally in their cousins, the Austrian Hapsburgs, who added
he kingdoms of Bohemia and Hungary to their patrimonial states. But
+his territorial might was in a way illusory. The defeat of the “Invincible
Armada” in 1588 symbolized the beginning of a decline: the quantities of
gold and silver extracted from Latin America diminished from 1§90 on
(these were halt as much in 1650 as in 1550). Seville’s trade went down
from fifty—five ships totaling 20,000 tons in 160004, to eight ships totaling
5,500 tons in 1701-10)."° The costs of war grew heavier, supplementary
raxes were not sufficient, the budget was unbalanced, domestic production
was insufficiently developed, and the king of Spain could find no new
sources from which to borrow money. Money was devalued, economic
activity slowed down, and the population fell to 6 million at the end of
the sixteenth century. Spain sunk into an inexorable decline.

Spain’s ally, the empire of Austria, occupied by the successive waves of
the Thirty Years War, was able to get out of the war only by means of
considerable concessions at the Peace of Westphalia (1648). Thus it was

“neither in Spain nor in Austria, but principally in Holland, England, and

France, that the long journey toward capitalism continued in the seven-
teenth century.

COLONIAL EXPANSION AND CAPITALISM IN HOLLAND

Given impetus by an active merchant and banking bourgeoisie, open to
new 1deas and hospitable to those of initiative, merchant and manufacturing
capitalism developed considerably in Holland. Its strength rested on three
pillars: the Dutch East India Company, the Bank of Amsterdam, and the
merchant fleet. |

5S1x chambers of merchants gathered together in 1602 to form the
Dutch East India Company. This included seventy-three directors, all of
whom were administrators of trading companies. Direction of common
affairs was carried out by a College of Seventeen, named by the cham-
bers, eight of which were named by the Chamber of Amsterdam, which
paid for half of the joint expenses. Each chamber decided on the business
of its members: the purchases to be made in India, the amount of gold to
be sent, and the sale of merchandise received. The College of Seventeen
decided the organization of the fleets, their destination, and the price of
the goods. The company enjoyed a monopoly on trade with India, where
it practiced the mare clausum (closed sea), forbidding India to the English,
the Portuguese, and the French. In fact, it exercised regal rights: war,
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peace, treaties with the pagans, nomination of governors and councils
with the power to carry out civil and criminal justice in the company
trading posts. In the end the company had a land-based army in India of
10,000—12,000 troops, and a sea navy of forty to sixty ships, bringing into
Europe each year 10—12 million florins’ worth of goods, and giving divi-
dends of 25 to 30 percent, such that its stock value had gone from 3,000
to 18,000 florins by 1670.%

The Bank of Amsterdam was created in 1609. The money-changets
having been accused of being responsible for monetary disorder, the city
of Amsterdam suppressed them, created a bank, and granted it a mono-
poly of exchange.” This bank received all deposits in money or ingots
greater than 300 florins. The security it offered caused deposits to flow in,
even from foreign countries. Thus it was able to furnish to merchants the
money of any country, which permitted the purchase of merchandise of
any origin, and attracted foreign traders. The bank also acted as a bank of
payments: it carried out without charge all the merchants’ payments, within
the limits of their deposits, by simply transferring written notes without
manipulating precious metals. For this it used a currency with a stable
value, the bank florin, which reassured the clients. It gradually became a
credit bank. It began by giving credit to the city of Amsterdam in times of
war and to the East India Company, though by the end of the century the

bank was making loans to private companies. Private banks, however,

subsisted on loans and the accounting of bills of exchange.

Finally, there was the merchant fleet. Like the English, the Dutch had
heavy, solidly built, and well-armed ships for the route to the Levant and
India. But for the maritime routes of Western and Northern Europe they
built th& fluitschip, light and slender, yet nonetheless able to carry heavy,
cumbersome cargo (on the order of 100 to 900 tons). By paying quickly
they obtained planks and masts from Norway, at a better price than the
Norwegian shipbuilders could buy them; they standardized production
and used machines in construction (wind-powered sawmills, cranes). The
Dutch employed foreigners (often English or French) on these ships at
lower wages, for at this time sailors were the bottom layer among workers.
“The crews had to submit to very harsh discipline, were compelled to
cleanliness and were fed frugally.”> The Dutch fleet alone in 1614 em-
ployed more sailors than the combined fleets of Spain, France, England,
and Scotland. |

Dutch ships arrived in Japan in 1600, and in China in 1601. In 1621
the Dutch West Indies Company was created, though the Dutch had
trouble 1mplanting themselves solidly on the coasts of America: if they
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ook hold of Pernambuco, Surinam, Caracas (1830), and Curacao (1832),
he dream of a Dutch empire in Brazil fell apart in 1653, and New
Amsterdam, founded 1n 1626, was purchased by the English in 1664 to
hecome New York. On the other hand, from 1619 to 1663 the Dutch
dominated the routes of the Far East: they settled in Batavia (1619),
massacred the English in Amboina, Indonesia (1624), opened up the island
of Deshima near Nagasaki (1638); they set up in Malacca (1641), took the
Cape from the Portuguese (1652), and established _themselves in Aden,
Muscat, Cochin (1663), Singapore, and Tasmania (1642).

Holland imported from the Far East pepper and spices (66 percent of
all purchases in 1648—50, 23 percent in 1698-1 700) and textiles (respectively
14 percent and §s percent of the purchases at the same dates); supplied
Spain with food even during the war (half of the gold and silver acquired
by Spain ended up in Amsterdam); developed sugarcane cultivation 1in

Java; and traded with Africa and Northern Europe, reaping substantial

profits from this worldwide trade. One can understand very well why
Holland ardently defended the principle of the mare liberum (“open sea”)

except in its own colonies, where it imposed the mare clausum.

As a commercial power Holland -developed processing industries: wool
in Leyden, hinen in Haarlem; the cutting of diamonds and dyeing, weaving,

‘and spinning of silk in Amsterdam; sugar refining, finishing of English

tabrics, brewing, distilling, salt, tobacco, and cocoa refining, and lead
working in Rotterdam; polishing of optical lenses, construction of micro-
scopes, clocks, and navigational instruments, terrestrial and maritime
mapmaking, book printing in all languages, and so on. Half of the Dutch
population of the time (2.5 million) lived in cities.

A rich bourgeoisie stimulated these activities and dominated the country.
The trader Louis Trip possessed wealth of a milhon florins in 1674; the
silk merchant Jean de Neufville, who arrived with nothing in 1647, died
at the end of the century with nearly 800,000 florins; in 1674, 54 mem-
bers of the bourgeoisie held between 200,000 and 400,000 florins; 140
between 100,000 and 200,000 florins. This bourgeoisie carried out trade,
developed industry, organized “Chambers of Commerce,” controlled colo-
nial companies, watched over the University of Leyden, endowed the
Bank of Amsterdam, and made Amsterdam the financial center of the
time; indeed, it was tempted to impose the hegemony of Holland onto
the Low Countries as a whole.

From this attempt at hegemony came conflict and compromises with
the farmily of Orange, which relied on the traditional strength of the other
provinces and which succeeded in asserting itself, especially during times
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of war and international tension: Maurice de Nassau, Prince of Orange,
against the Great Pensioner Oldenbarnvelt in 1619, and William IIT of
Orange against Jean de Witt, in 1672.

With the rise of English capitalism and French protectionism, with the
three wars against England (that of 1652—54 and especially those of 1665—
67 and 1672—74), with the war against France in 1672 and especially by
participating in the War of Spanish Succession (1702-14), with the eco-
nomic depression and the fall in prices of the second half of the seventeenth
century, Dutch capitalism became indebted, weakened, and finally lost its
dominant position. This did not prevent Holland from being “the capitalist
nation par excellence,” according to Marx, and more precisely, “the symbol
of commercial and financial capitalism,” in the words of Henr1 Sée.

Rembrandt’s paintings testify to the past might of this bourgeoisie: the
syndicate of merchants (1661), the shipbuilder and his wife (1643), the
weigher of gold (1639), Jean Six, City Master of Amsterdam (around
1650)—as do his drawings of poor peasants, beggars, and blacks.

FROM MERCANTILISM TO LIBERALISM IN ENGLAND

Allied with the monarch because of their common interest in colonial
expansion and mercantilism, the English bourgeoisie knew how to use
popular discontent in its fight against absolutism, which was at the same
time a fight for the strengthening of its own power.

Colonial expansion and mercantilism

England asserted itself as a maritime and colonial power by opposing
Spain at thé end of the sixteenth century, Holland in the seventeenth
century, and France in the eighteenth century.

From the beginning of the seventeenth century, England was engaged
in colonial expansion. The English East India Company was created in
1600, with a charter from Queen Elizabeth; fifteen years later the com-
pany had trading posts numbering in the twenties, in India, the islands in
the Indian Qcean, Indonesia, and in Hiratsuka, Japan. England was 1n
Persia 1n 1628 and in Bombay in 1668. The English settled in Barbados in
1625, took Quebec (1629) and Jamaica (1655), betore taking New Am-
sterdam (1664); after the pilgrims of the Mayflower (1620) other refugees
founded the colonies of North America. |

England’s foreign trade increased tentold between 1610 and 1640.
Production developed; by 1640 some coalfields were producing 10,000~
25,000 tons of coal per year, compared to a few hundred tons a century
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carlier. Blast furnaces, forges with large water-powered hammers, paper

nd alum works employed several hundred workers; merchants and textile

makers put several hundred, sometimes several thousand, sewers and weav-

ors to work at home. The bourgeoisie, which inspired this commercial and

nanufacturing expansion, needed both encouragement and protection.

In 16271, in his Discourse on English Trade with the East Indies, Thomas
Mun emphasized the importance of foreign trade: it was not so much a
question of accumulating precious metals as of making _them circulate in
order to produce a positive balance. The mercantilist spirit was reflected in
the Report to the Private Council on 'lextiles (1662):

The remedies which we humbly propose are the following: in order to prevent
foreign fabrication, it should be forbidden under severe penalties to export
from England, Ireland or Scotland, fleece, fuller’s earth, or charcoal; ... in order
to bar products of poor quality, clear rules should be proclaimed, ... in each
country a corporation should be established of those persons who are well-oft
and competent to control the proper fabrication, dyeing and finishing of woolen
and other cloth; ... in order to lighten the taxes on our exported cloth, His
Majesty is humbly asked to negotiate with the Archduke of the Low Countries
and the Estates General; ... because of the scarcity of currency in the kingdom,
care should be taken to prevent the removal of our money, and oftenders should
be severely punished.... It is especially important that the deficit in our foreign
trade be remedied, for if there are more imports of vanity and luxury goods
than there are exports of our products, then the reserves of this kingdom wall
be squandered, as it will be necessary to export our currency to reestablish
equilibrium.*

Eftectively, James 1 and then Charles I distributed privileges and mono-
polies, regulated and organized the control of manufactures, prohibited
the export of wool, and raised taxes on imported French and Dutch
fabrics; Acts of Parliament went so far as to make obligatory the use of
woolen cloth for mourning clothes. “The state arbitrarily governed the
economy, multiphed monopolies, and thwarted agricultural innovations
even when technically justified.”*

In England’s 'Ireasure by Foreign Trade, written between 1622 and 1650
and published in 1664, Thomas Mun widened the perspective, calling
foreign trade: “The great Revenue of the King, The honour of the
Kingdom, The Nobel profession of the Merchant, The School of our Arts,
The supply of our wants, The employment of our poor, The improvement
of our Lands, the Nurcery of our Mariners, The walls of the Kingdoms,
The means of our Treasure, The Sinnews of our Wars, the terror of our
Enemies.” In the same work he noted: “If we duly consider Englands
Largeness, Beauty, Fertility, Strength, both by Sea and Land ... we shall
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find this Kingdome capable to sit as master of a Monarchy. For what

greater glory and advantage can any powerful Nation have, than to be

thus richly and naturally possessed of all things needful for Food, Rayment,
War, and Peace, not onely for its own plentiful use, but also to supply the
wants of other nations, in such a measure, that much money may be
thereby gotten yearly, to make the happiness compleat.”®

National greatness, enrichment of the state and of the merchants, mas-
tery of the universe: here was the basis for a compromise between the
bourgeoisie and the sovereign. A difficult compromise: for not having
respected the prerogative of Parliament to vote taxes, which the rich
classes clung to, Charles I had his head cut off in a great movement of
popular discontent. An attempt at an oligarchic republic with Cromwell
curned to dictatorship, which did not outlive the “Lord protector of
England, Scotland, and Ireland.”

Cromwell carried out aggressive mercantilist policies. In 1657, faced
with a crisis, he issued the first navigation act: European goods could be
transported only on English ships or on ships belonging to their country

of origin; products from Africa, Asia, or America could be imported only
on ships of England or the colonies. The second navigation act, 1n 1660,
specified that the captain and at least three-fourths of the crew had to be
English. The wars with Holland in the second half of the century show

how the rivalry sharpened between these two national capitalisms in this

depression phase.

The affirmation of the bourgeoisie

[n his 1688 estimate of the population and the wealth of England and
Wales, the English mercantilist Gregory King gave an interesting picture
of English society in the seventeenth century. Table 1.1 shows social layers
arranged according to decreasing annual family income. We see that the
rural world remained predominant: high, middle, and low landed nobility
owing their wealth mainly to the working peasantry who were their sub-
jects, a peasantry that was clearly stratified and produced most of the
wealth from which the dominating classes and the state benefited.

The poorest layers of this peasantry—small peasants, plowmen, poor
who managed to live thanks to the commons—were hurt badly by the
new wave of enclosures. By the middle of the sixteenth century, John
Hales was writung:

these inclosures doe undoe vs all, for they make vs paye dearer for our land that
we occupie, and causes that we can have no land in maner for oure monye to
but to tillage; all is taken vp for pastures, either for shepe or for grasinge of

The Long Journey toward Capitalism 29

TABLE 1.] Social Classes and Income in England in the Seventeenth

Century

Number Family annual Total class
of families income (£) income (£)
[ ords 186 2,590 481,800
Baronets 800 880 704,000
KnightS 600 650 300,000
Squires 3,000 450 1,350,000
Traders (maritime) 2,000 400 800,000
Gentry 12,000 280 3,360,000
State officials 5,000 240 1,200,000
Traders (land) 8,000 200 1,600,000
Jurists and lawyers 10,000 140 1,400,000
Seate clerks 5,000 120 600,000
Rich farmers 40,000 84 3,360,000
Navy officers 5,000 80 400,000
Army officers 4,000 60 240,000
High clergy 2,000 60 120,000
Professionals 16,000 60 060,000
Middle-level peasants 140,000 | 50 | 7,000,000
Low clergy | 8,000 45 360,000
Merchants and shopkeepers 40,000 45 1,800,000
Farmers 150,000 44 6,600,000
Artisans | 60,000 40 2,400,000
Sailors 50,000 20 1,000,000
Laborers | 304,000 15 5,460,000
Soldiers 35,000 14 490,000
Poor and landless peasants 400,000 - 6.10s8 2,600,000
Vagabonds 30,000 persons 2 (0,000

Source: Compiled from data in Peter Mathias, The First Industrial Nation (New York: Scribners,
1970), p: 24. |

cattell, so that I have knowen of late a docen plowes with 1n lesse compasse
than 6 myles aboute me laide downe within theise yeares; and whereas xl per-
sons had theire lyvinges, nowe one man and his shepard hathe all. Which thinge
is not the least course of theise vprors, for by theise inclosures men doe lacke
livinges and be idle; and therefore for verie necessitie they are desirous of a
chaunge, being in hope to come therby to somewhat; and well assured, howe
soeur it befall with theim, it can not be no harder with theim then 1t was
before. Moreover all things are so deare that by theire daily labour they are not
able to live.”

Lupton wrote in 1622: “Enclosures make the herds fat and poor people
thin”” The enclosures provoked new peasant uprisings at the beginning of
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the seventeenth century. At this time the terms Levellers and Daiggers
began to be used, so called because they “dug and planted the commons.”’

In the wave of profound discontent out of which arose the first over-
throw of the king, peasant grievances started again and created diverse
forms of agitation. Restrained aspirations were expressed in the program
of the Levellers (1648):

That you would have made good the supreme [authority] of the people, in this
Honourable House, from all pretences of Negative Voices, either in King or

Lords.
That you would have made lawes for election of representatives yearly...
That you would have made both Kings, Queens, Princes, Dukes, Earls,
Lords, and all Persons, alike liable to every Law of the Land, made or to be

made...
That you would have freed all Commoners from the jurisdiction of the

Lords in all cases...
That you would have freed all Trade and Merchandising from all Monopohzing

and Engrossing, by Companies or otherwise.
That you would have abolished Excise, and all kinds of taxes, except

subsidies. .. '
That you would have laid open all late Inclosures of Fens, and other

Commons, or have enclosed them onely or chiefly to the benefit of the poor...
That you would have removed the tedious burthen of Tythes...
That you would have bound yourselves and all future Parliaments from
abolishing propriety, levelling mens Estats, or making all things common.”

In short: parliamentary democracy, freedom, property: these were the as-
pirations of the middle and well-off peasants, the dealers, the artisans, and
the men 1mportant locally.

The discoume of the Diggers appeared more in the popular i1diom:
“Cry then, howl, you rich. God will come to you to punish you for your
oppressions; you live from the work of other men, but you give them
only bran to eat, extorting enormous rents and taxes from your brothers.
But what will you do from here on? For the people will submit no longer
to your slavery, as the understanding of the Lord enlightens them.”® One
imagines the overtaxed farmer, the exhausted plowman, the occasion of a
revolt, in such outcries.

At the same time a new mode of value extortion developed, resulting
from the indirect domination which the traders exercised over the artisans.
These passages from The Delights of the Master Draper at the end of the

seventeenth century give an indication of this domination:

We heapeth up richest treasure great store
Which we get by griping and grinding the poor.
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And this 1s a Way for to fill up our purse
Although we do get it with many a curse.

And first for the combers, we will bring them down,
From eight groats a score until half a crown;

If at all they murmur and say ’tis too small

We bid them choose whether they will work at all.
We’'ll make them believe that trading is bad

We care not a pin, though they are n’er so sad.

We’ll make the poor weavers work at a low rate,

We'll find fault where there 1s none, and so we will bate;
If trading grows dead, we will presently show it,

But if it grows good, they shall never know it;

We’ll tell them that cloth beyond sea will not go,

We care not whether we keep clothing or no.

Then next for the spinners we shall ensue;

We’ll make them spin three pounds instead of two;

When they bring home their work unto us, they complain
And say that their wages will not them maintain;

But that if an ounce of weight they do lack,

Then for to bate threepence we will not be slack.

And thus, we do gain our wealth and estate

By many poor men that work early and late;

If it were not for those that labour tull hard,
We might go and hang ourselves without regard;
The combers, the weavers, the tuckers also,
With the spinners that work for wages full low,
By these people’s labour we fill up our purse,
Although we do get it with many a curse.”

These poor artisans, these men who worked for merchant-producers—it
wasn’t freedom, it wasn’t democracy that they called for—it was protec-
tion by regulation, always with the same objectives: an increase in prices
or in wages; a reduction of the working day; and protection from foreign
competition. |

Democracy, liberty—these were demanded by the banking and trading
bourgeoisies, the jurists and the men of the law, the liberal professions, the
important men in the rural areas, the merchants and wealthy farmers, as
well as by a part of the gentry.

In these groups lay an important new social force, underestimated by
the monarchy that had been reestablished after the death of Cromwell.
This monarchy increased discontent by its tendencies toward absolutism,
its alliance with France, and its penchant for Catholicism. Growing oppo-
sition to Charles II became open confrontation against his heir James 11,
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who was forced into exile. Parliament then offered the crown to William,

who had to promise to respect a “Declaration of Rights™: the king could
Lot “suspend the application of the laws, collect taxes, or raise and maintain
. army in times of peace without the consent of Parliament.” This was in
1089-

A reverse absolutism, this was not a question of establishing a democratic

regime based on universal suffrage. Only a small number of those in the
propertied classes (about $0,000) were allowed to .app.oint representatives
.y Parltament. Having benefited for a long time from the mercantilist
policies of the monarchy, the bourgeoisie knew how to use the popular
movements against absolutism as a lever; in the presence of the common
people, the bourgeoisie made a careful compromise with the nobility, the
earlier and still powerful dominating class.

Freedom and liberalism

Freedom, free consent, the right of insurrection; the English bourgeoisie
found in John Locke the theoretician to refute the ideas developed by
Hobbes in the middle of the era of the absolute state. Locke justified the

overthrow of the sovereign.
Like Hobbes, Locke began with the first social contract, though he

arrived at a position opposed to that of Hobbes:

The reason why Men enter into Society, is the preservation of their Property;
and the end why they choose and authorize a Legislative is, that there may be
Laws made and Rules set as Guards and Fences to the Properties of all the
Members of the Society, to limit the Power, and moderate the Dominion of
every Part and Member of the Society. For since it can never be supposed to
be the Will of the Society, that the Legislative should have a power to destroy
that, which every one designs to secure, by entering into Society, and for which
the People submitted themselves to the Legislators of their own making; when-
ever the Legislators endeavor to take away, and destroy the Property of the People, or
to reduce them to Slavery under Arbitrary Power, they put themselves into a
state of War with the People.”

Thus for Locke, what establishes society and government is the free
consent of the citizens: |

That which begins and actually constitutes any Political Society, is nothing but the
consent of any number of Freemen capable of a majority to unite and incor-
porate into such a Society. And this is that, and that only, which did, or could
give beginning to any lawful Government in the world ... governments were made
by the consent of the People; there can be little room for doubt, either where the
Right is, or what has been the Opinion, or Practice of Mankind, about the first

erecting of governments.”
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And this foundation even justifies the right of insurrection:

Whenever the Legislators endeavor to take away, and destroy the Property of the
People, or to reduce them to Slavery under Arbitrary Power, they put them-
selves into a state of War with the People, who are there upon absolved from
any further Obedience, and are left to common Retuge, which God bath
provided for all Men, against Force and Violence. Whensoever theretore the
Legislative shall transgress this fundamental Rule of Society; and either by
Ambition, Fear, Folly or Corruption, endeavor to grasp themselves, or put into
the hands of any other an Absolute Power over the Lives, Liberties and Estates of
the People; By this breach of Trust they forfeit the power, the People had put
into their hands.... The People generally ill treated, and contrary to right, will be
ready upon any occasion to ease themselves of a burden which sits heavy upon
them.™

Thus Locke conceived of civil government as the “true remedy for the
drawbacks in the state of nature”; he rejected absolutism, which placed
the sovereign above the law and thus beyond civil society.

But let us make no mistake: Locke was born into a farmly of merchants
and men of the law, physician to Lord Ashiey in 1666, secretary of the
Board of Trade from 1672 to 1675; he had traveled in France and sojurned
in Holland; he did not believe the working classes were capable of gov-
erning. To cope with the poor, he recommended force, as the journals of
1679 as well as the report to the Commission on Trade in 1699 indicate:
- “Able-bodied vagabonds from fourteen to fifty years of age in the mari-
time counties, who have taken to begging, should be comdemned to

serve three years in the Navy. Those from other counties should be made

to work for three years in the workhouses. Young beggars less than four-
teen years of age should be whipped and put in a work school” For
Locke, free men, those who enter into the social contract, are the mem-
bers of the nobility, the clergy, the gentry, the commercial and financial
bourgeoisie, and particularly the enlightened landowners, the bourgeois
who have shown the ability to manage their own affairs; these are the
ones who should be responsible for questions of government.

The 1deas of Locke are those of an enlightened bourgeois, which ex-
plains their success among the ruling classes of England and Holland, and
in the following century, among the jurists and philosophers in France.

One year after the publication of the Essay on Civil Government, in
1691, an English gentleman and admirer of Descartes, who had been a
merchant in Turkey, a high government functionary, and mayor of London,

expressed positions which were clearly different from the principles of
mercantilism. Sir Dudley North wrote in his Discourse on Trade:

)
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That the whole World as to Trade, is but as one Nation or People, and therein
Nations are as Persons....

That all favour to one Trade or Interest against another, 1s an Abuse, and cuts
<o much of Profit from the Publick.

That no Laws can set Prices in Trade, the Rates of which, must and will

make themselves.
When a Nation is grown rich, Gold Silver, Jewels, and everything useful, or

desirable ... will be plentiful.
No People ever yet grew rich by Policies, but it is Peace, Industry, and
Freedom that brings Trade and Wealth and nothing else.”*

The coincidence is striking: the principles of political freedom were
expressed at practically the same time as was the necessity for economic
liberalism. The bourgeoisie, having become strong enough to dety abso-
Jutism, needed to legitimate the newly established form of government.
And in the same movement, certain members of the bourgeoisie saw that
they would find in free trade the stimulus for a new expansion of
commerce and production.

The freedom to export grains, a means to encourage agriculture, was
obtained in 1670. In 1703 the Treaty of Methuen opened up Brazil; in
1713 the Peace of Utrecht opened to the English the huge market repre-
sented by the Spanish empire. In 1694, the Bank of England was created.

MERCANTILISM AND ABSOLUTISM IN FRANCE

[t was 1in France that absolutism and mercantilism appeared most clearly as
a couple, one which corresponded to an alliance between a still-weak
bourgeoisie and a monarchy whose absolutism reached fulfillment with
Louis XIV. This alliance opposed both the still-powerful nobility and, when
necessary, the uprisings of the poor: the Fronde of the nobility (164'8——5 3),
which deeply impressed the young king Louis XIV; peasant wars (particu-
larly between 1636 and 1639) and urban revolts (frequent between 1623
and 1652) which called into  question the royal Treasury in the most direct
way possible—tax collectors and their assistants were often killed, quartered,
and perforated with nails. .. | |

Through poor harvests or low prices, the various levies and de-
ductions—taxes, rents in money or in kind, ecclesiastical tithes—quickly
became beyond the means of the peasants; and in the cities, the poverty of
the vagabonds, the beggars, and those without work merged with the
discontent of the wage earners; for the guilds were closed and the em-
ployers required work days of from twelve to sixteen hours and exerted
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pressure to reduce the number of holidays. Secret unions were formed;
resistance began to take many forms.

The French bourgeoisie remained enthralled by the royal state and the
nobility. Offices of finance, justice, and the police were the most sought
after; the king created new offices in order to sell and tax them. Traders
and manufacturers grew wealthy:

Sainctot, Nicolas Le Camus, who had a fortune of 9 million and who carried
away at one time 200,000 écus worth of goods from the fair in Frankfurt, the
cloth dealer Claude Parfaict, the muslin dealer Edouard Colbert, uncle of the
future minister, and many others in the large cities, financed the manufacture

of cannons, arms, saltpeter, silks, tapestries, textile mills, and metallurgical busi- =

nesses. They acquired lands and promoted their families into the offices of the
state, the city and the Church.*

Such people were determined to “live nobly” and hoped one day to be
ennobled. Where the nobility rejected them, they gave their abilities to
the king, knowing that in one way or another they would be paid for
what they had contributed.

The mercantilist ideal

French mercantilism was well expressed by Montchrétien at the beginning
of the century. Born in 15§76, the son of an apothecary, he corresponded
with and frequented the nobility; in 1605, he killed his adversary in a duel
and fled to England; after a stay in Holland, he married a rich and noble
widow, then created a utensil and tool mill. Persuaded that the wealth of
the state required the wealth of the bourgeois, and that public prosperity
(economic) and prosperity of the Treasury (political) were indivisible, he
presented his Treatise on Political Economy to the Lord Chancellor in 1616;
the work was approved and earned him the title of baron.* “It is not at all
an abundance of gold and silver, of pearls and diamonds, which makes
states wealthy,” he wrote. “Rather it is the provision of things necessary
tor living and for clothing.” But at the same time: “It 1s impossible to
wage war without men, to maintain the men without paying them, to
supply their pay without taxes, to levy taxes without trade.” Which led to
this conclusion: “The merchants are more than useful to the state, and
their concern for profit which manifests itself in work and industry is
what creates a good part of the public good. For this reason they should
be allowed their love and quest for profit.” On the condition, of course,
that these are merchants of this nation: “Foreign merchants are like drains
which extract from the kingdom ... the pure substance of our people ...;
they are like bloodsuckers which attach themselves to the great body of
France, drawing away the best blood and gorging themselves on it.”
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Montchrétien summed up mercantilist thought in one phrase: “We
ust have money, and if we have none from our own productions, then
we must have some from foreigners.” In order to do this, he recom-
mended encouraging national trade by preventing foreign merchants from
expOrting the gold and silver of the kingdom, regulating the professions,
~reating 1n the various provinces trade workshops, “whose superintend-
ence and direction, with useful and honorable privileges, would be given
co those having capable minds, of the necessary intelligence.” He advocated
~olonial conquest, of course, in order to “make known the name of God,

our creator, to so many barbarous peoples lacking civilization, who call to

" us, who open up their arms to us, who are ready to subject themselves to

us. so that by holy teachings and good examples, we may lead them onto
the road to salvation.” “As God himself promises to those who seek out
his kingdom, that he will add to it the utmost degree of all that is good,
we must not at all doubt that besides the benediction of God, which
would come to this great and powertul state for such pious, just, and
charitable undertakings ... , he would open up in this way, as much here
as there, great and inexhaustible sources of wealth.”
Richelieu and then Colbert worked to carry out these policies.

Mercantilist policies

After the assassination of Henri IV, with the regency of Marie de Medici,
royal power went through a period of decline. In 1624 Cardinal Richelieu
was called to handle royal finances and remained director of the council
until 1642, compromising with Parliament, breaking the pride and the
conspiracies of the powerful, bringing the Protestants to ask for mercy in
the siege of La Rochelle (1627-28), organizing the state—in short, estab-
lishing absolutism. At the same time, he encouraged conflicts which weak-
ened the Hapsburgs, involving France in these conflicts when necessary.
He watched over the restoration of the means of producing wealth: agri-
culture, highways, canals and ports, some manufacturing productions, and
particularly trading companies. He wrote in his Memoirs:

- This great knowledge which the cardinal had of the sea made him introduce
into the assembly of notables of that time, several necessary, usetul, and glorious
propositions, not so much to recall the previous dignity of the French navy, as
to restore France, by means of the navy, to its former splendour. He showed

them that there was no kingdom so well situated as France and so rich in all

the resources necessary for making her master of the seas. In order to arrive at
this goal, it was necessary to see how our neighbors managed to do it—by
creating large companies and obliging merchants to make use of them through
the bestowal of valuable privileges. Without these companies, each small trader
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trades alone and for himself, using for the most part small and ill-equipped

ships which are easy prey for the corsairs and the princes of our allies, because -

they do not have the means to resist, as would a large company, and to pursue
justice to the end. These large companies would nonetheless not be sufficient

by themselves unless the King for his part. were armed with a good number of

ships to uphold with force the company ships in case they were openly attacked.
Besides this, the King would reap the further advantage that in case of war it
would not be necessary for him to go begging to his neighbors for help.”

Although certain attempts failed—Morbihan (founded in 1625), Nacelle
Saint-Pierre (founded in 1627, whose monopoly was to have covered the
» entire world)—others succeeded: the 100 Associates Company developed
its activities in Canada, the Cape Verde Company in Senegal, the Islands
of America Company in the Antilles (1635), and the East Indies Company
in Madagascar. In 1628 a French trading post was established 1n Algiers,
and in 1631 the first French consuls settled in Morocco.

Protectionist measures followed Richelieu, particularly in 1644, with
the protective tariff on textiles, and in 1659, with the tax of §0 sous per
ton on foreign ships. But it was with Louis XIV and Colbert that the
union of absolutism and mercantiism triumphed: the alliance of the Sun
King and the bourgeoisie. The court remained for the nobility. But the
bourgeoisie increasingly took over the responsibilities of the state. The
king chose his ministers, his councillors, his attendants: Le Tellier, Colbert,
Louvois, Barbezieux; he ennobled them and admitted them to the court,
creating a new kind of bourgeois nobility. The old artistocracy disapproved:
“It was a reign of the low bourgeoisie,” grumbled Saint-Simon.” |

Mercantilistn in France reached its highest point from 1663 to 1685,
under Lomix XIV and Colbert, for whom “the trading companies are the
armies of the king and the manufactures of France are his reserves.” Not-
ing that “it is only an abundance of money in a state which makes a
difference in its greatness and its.power,” and that “one cannot increase
the money of a kingdom without at the same time taking away the same
quantity of money from neighboring states,” Colbert perceived the bene-
fits of lessening French dependence on Holland for foreign trade.

Besides the advantages which would be produced by the entry of a greater
quantity of cash into the kingdom, it is certain that through manufacturing, a
vast number of people now languishing in idleness will be able to earn their
living. An equal number will be able to earn their living in navigation and at
the ports; the nearly infinite muluplication of ships will multiply in the same
way the greatness and power of the state. In my view, these are the ends to

which the King’s attention, goodness, and love for his people should be
directed.”” |
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At first the state took defensive measures: the effective imposition of a tax
on foreign ships, the protective tariffs of 1664 and 1667. It then adopted
1 policy of developing production. Beginning in 1663, Colbert undertook

. wide-ranging 1nquiry into the resources of France, about the possibilities in
each region for agriculture, trade, industry, the methods employed, and the
attitudes of the people. Once this information was gathered, Colbert prepared
a plan listing what needed to be produced and the places where these produc-
tions could be carried out. Things needed for production would be imported
from abroad: machines, in particular those not yet used in France, for example
one which made stockings “ten times more quickly than with a needle”; and
technical workers: Germans and Swedes for iron-working, Dutch for cloth,
Venetians for embroidery and glass, and Milanese for silk—all of them recruited
by the French consuls. The most celebrated case was that of Zeelander Josse Van
Robais de Middlebourg, who settled in Abbeville with all of his own workers,
to produce woolen cloth there, with a license of 20 years.*

In this way, Colbert watched over the establishment of more than 400
manufactures. There were “collective” works which brought together sev-
eral artisan centers which benefited as a group from conferred privileges:
woolens of Sedan or Elbeuf, knitwear of Troyes, arms manufacture of
Saint-Etienne. There were “‘private” works, individual enterprises (Van
R obais in Abbeville), or large companies with branches in several provinces,
especially in mining and metallurgy (Dallier de la Tour made forges,
cannons, anchors, arms) and woolen goods. Finally there were royal manu-
tactures, which were the property of the sovereign: Gobelins, Sevres,
Aubusson, Saint-Gobain—as well as arsenals and cannon foundries. The
counterpart to the privileges (monopolies of production or of sale,
exemptions and financing) was strict controls (standards, quantity, quality).
These policies developed luxury and export production (tapestries,
porcelain, glassware, luxury fabrics) as well as basic production (iron
working, paper making, armaments) and products for common consump-
tion (woolen and linen fabrics, etc.).

The state ensured that these new manufactures had a labor force.
Begears, closed up in hospitals, had to learn a trade; the unemployed,
celibate women, and those in convents, were -forced to work in manu-
factures; children had to enter an apprenticeship. For the workers, there
was Mass at the beginning of the day, and silence or canticles during
work; fines, whippings, or the punishment of an iron collar in case of
errors; a working day of from twelve to sixteen hours; low wages; and the

threat of prison in case of rebellion.
State policy extended to commerce as well as production.* The French
East Indies Company (1664) received a fifty-year monopoly on trade and
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navigation in the Indian Ocean and the Pacific Ocean; its success was
mediocre, and it did not reach prosperity until the following century. The
Levant Company (1670) benefited from subsidies and agreements with the
manufacturers of woolens and sugar; after a brief period of prosperity, it
suffered from attacks by traders from Marseilles and competition from
Holland, and became inactive around 1680. The presence of the French in
the world became more widespread: Santo Domingo (1665), the Missis-
sippi Valley (1673), Pondicherry (1674).

Thus in a general context of economic depression, a manufacturing
and colonial capitalism was established in France to confront the powertul
merchant capitalisms of Holland and England. Its base was limited yet
solid. The royal state, the absolute state, solidly maintained the effort of
developing manufacturing production and worldwide trade. The French
bourgeoisie was formed under the protection of this state, and would
carry for a long time the imprint of this development.

Mercantilism called into question

But mercantilism aroused criticism. Investors were up in arms as soon as
their interests were threatened: small producers upset by manutacturers;
dealers in Nantes, Rouen, and Marseilles annoyed by trading companies
or by Dutch or English retaliation. Thus in the Memoir to be of Use to
History we read:

Monsieur Colbert is not aware that by wanting to put the French in a position
of surpassing all other peoples he will instill in these other peoples the desire
to do the same thing for themselves. For it is certain that they will take another
route to go segk out elsewhere most of the things that they used to get for
themselves in our provinces. One of the principal causes of the shortage of
money which is apparent in France, in the middle of such a great abundance
of grains and wines, is that the Dutch no longer come to take these goods away,
as they used to. They see clearly from our conduct with them, so far as trade
is concerned, that we want to take nothing from them in exchange.... So that
after having wiped out these tiresome obstacles, we will necessarily be back in
the same state we were in previously, or else we will have no more contact with
anyone, which is impossible....+

Boisguilbert, observing the poverty of the peasants and the lowering of
income in the countryside at the end of the century, called into question
taxes, “‘the uncertainty of the faille,” and customs laws—“the- assistance and
the customs-taxes on passages through and exits from the kingdom” (Le
Détail de la France, 1695). In Le Factum de la France (1707), he considered
the interdependence of activities in a generalized market system:
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We must agree on one principle, that all professions, whatever they may be in
2 given country, work for each other and maintain each other reciprocally, to
provide not only for their needs, but for their own existence as well. A person
will buy the produce of his neighbor or the fruits of his labor only on the
condition, however tacit and unexpressed, that the seller will do the same with
the produce of his buyer. This occurs either immediately or, as happens some-
rimes, by circulating through several hands or intermediaries, which amounts to
the same thing.... Nature then, or Providence alone can ensure that justice 1s
observed, so long as no one else meddles with it. It establishes first an equal
necessity to sell and buy in all sorts of dealings, so that the desire for profit
becomes the aim of all these dealings, in the seller as well as in the buyer. With
the help of this equilibrium and balance, both are forced equally to listen to the
voice of reason and submit themselves to it.... Disobedience of this law, which
should be sacred, 1s the first and main cause of public misery. It is further a law
most often ignored.*

In the Political Will of M. de Vauban (1712), Boisguilbert demanded free-

dom in pricing and freedom for foreign trade.

SUMMARY

At the end of this “long journey” of several centuries toward capitalism,
capital, considered as a social relation of domination for the extortion of
surplus value, had nowhere emerged in its mature form. And 1t 1s only 1n
the light of its later full development that we can speak of “interest capital”
[capital usuraire], “commercial capital,” “merchant capitalism,” or even
“manufacturing capitalism.”

In the European social formations where capitalism developed, the prin-
cipal means for the extortion of surplus labor remained “tributary”: rents
of different kinds taking various forms poured out from the peasantry to
the nobility, the Church, and the royal state.

To this was added the influx of wealth resulting from the pillage of
treasures in America, the extortion of surplus labor based upon the slave
trade of Africa, and the development in America of mineral and agri-

cultural productions depending upon forced labor or slavery—a brutal

exploitation of Africans and Americans.

[t was from these two sources of value that the enrichment of the
bourgeoisies of Europe was drawn: either through the trade of merchandise
(M — C —» M), or through the exchange of money (M — M’).

The creation of manufactures, the submission of craft work to trader-
producers who imposed their rules upon the artisans, the first mills, are all
the beginning of a new mode of production which organizes all production
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(P) toward the goal of creating a supplementary value (transformation of

C into C’), by means of which a profit (AM = M’ — M) may be realized.
This process may be summarized by the formula M — C — P—->C —
M’ But this remained still tentative and embryonic; strictly localized as to
sector and geography. | |

These different sources of value, and principally the first two, made
possible two main forms of accumulation: (a) state accumulation (roads,
canals, ports, navies, as well as royal manufactures) and (b) bourgeois
accumulation (monies, precious metals, diamonds, merchandise, ships, as
well as production tools and manufactures).

Opposed by the dominant class of feudal and post-feudal society—the
nobility—the rising class of the commercial and banking bourgeoisie most
often allied with the sovereign, in what could be called the “mercantilist
compromise,” advancing first the “wealth of the prince,” then the common
interest between the prosperity of the state and the prosperity of the
merchants in order to encourage defense against foreign competition, and
promote commercial and colonial expansion and the development of
production.

When the bourgeoisie felt itself strong enough to dominate the world
market, it abandoned mercantilist theses in favor of the virtues of free
trade. When it felt strong enough to confront absolutism, it both armed
itself with the new ideas of freedom and free consent (thereby gaiming
petty bourgeois and popular support) and allied itself with the enlightened
layers of the nobility (which wanted to quiet rumblings of peasant upris-
ings and popular discontent).* In each case its presence was felt at the
highest levels of ghe state apparatus (high assistants, intendants, officials of
the state, as well as in Parliament and the judiciary)—thereby sowing the
sceds of a state “techno-bourgeoisie,” which drew real power from its
knowledge of the practical affairs of the state.

What one in any case should remember is the importance of the state

in the birth, the first beginnings, of capitalism; this is linked, too, to the
national character of the formation of capitalism: there is no capitalism
without the bourgeoisie, which developed within the framework of the
nation-state at the same time as the rise of nations occurred. Within these
boundaries the labor power necessary for the development of capitalism
was progressively created, shaped, and adapted. Finally, for dominating
capitalism, for the triumphant bourgeoisie, the geographical horizon of

activity is the entire world: it is on a world scale that capitalism procures
the labor power and the raw materials which it buys, sells, and plunders.

From its beginnings, capitalism has been national and global, competitive
and monopolistic, liberal and state-connected.
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As a transforming power, capitalism at this stage is not yet highly visible.
The main Eurasian civilizations have hardly been influenced by the changes
going on m western Europe. However, the former civilizations of the
Americas were violently attacked by the conquerors who had traversed
the Atlantic. And during this period African societies were subjected to an
:ntensification of the slave trade. Within these developments, however, 1t 1s
difficult to distinguish the dawning spirit of capitalism from the desire for
gain and profit, the thirst after wealth, and the appetite for conquest.

Within Europe itself, the primary transtorming factor is the state.
National unity, currency standardization, juridical coherence, military
strength, and the beginnings of a national economy: all these were created
and developed by the state, or with the state as organizing principle.
Scientific and technical advances play a part here as well—for navigation
and weaponry, and, in a more progressive direction, for manufacturing
production and agriculture.

No one during this period perceives that a new and complex social
logic is being formed out of the preexisting logics, which, of course, have
ot vanished: mercantilist exchange and logic; small-scale market produc-
tion and concern for efficiency; and the search for gain and profit, and for
personal or family enrichment.... Yet the two structuring motivations of
society remain, on the one hand, assuring one’s own subsistence and the
payment of tributes to the powertul; and, on the other hand, acquiring
and increasing power and wealth. Seeking out a monetary profit primarily
in order to reinject such profit into one’s lucrative activities (banking,
trade, manufacturing) represents the central motive for only a restricted
number of bankers and merchants. And such a motive was not yet clearly
distinguished from the already existing and widely accepted motive of
increasing one’s own family wealth. -

During this period, however, the two orgamizing structures which
have given coherence to the modern world—the state and mercantilism—
are beginning to take shape. The state coalesced as the power and 1nstiga-
tor of projects in the name or interest of a national group. Mercantilism,
and the rise in importance of money-based relationships, were described
1t the turn of the seventeenth into the eighteenth century by North and
Boisguilbert, each in his own way. Yet this was also the period which
produced Thomas More, and we cannot, today, read More’s dire warning
as anything other than premonitory: “Where money is the measure of all
things ... justice and prosperity will be nearly impossible.”




Chapter 2

THE CENTURY OF THE
THREE REVOLUTIONS

(EIGHTEENTH CENTURY)

The century of enlightenment, of French esprit, of enlightened despotism,
this is how the eighteenth century is usually presented—a century of
expanding trade, especially world trade, and of increasing market, agri-
cultural, and manufacturing production, accompanied by rising prices and
population growth.! All of this was most evident in the second half of the
century, accompanied by vastly increased wealth and worsening poverty.”

This was also the century of the strengthening of English capitalism, at
the same time as it weakened in Holland, stagnated 1n largely rural France,
which was dominated by the court and the “salons,” and hardly emerged
at all in countries such as Prussia, where the “enlightened despots” adopted
the old mercantilist formulas. Capitalism was still mainly colonial,
merchant, and manufacturing, though it was able to adapt to the new
situation brought about by the independence of the American colonies.
From the new wave of enclosures and the proletarianization of the rural
masses, along with the cumulative- movement of accumulation and tech-
nical progress, it was also able to create the conditions for the great
industrial revolution of the nineteenth century.

This was, then, the century in which the contradictions linked to the

development of market relations and of capitalism were accentuated. These
were contradictions of colonial domination, with wars between France and
England and the independence of the North American colonies; contra-
dictions between the nobility and the bourgeoisie in France, which explo-
ded in the revolution of 1789; and contradictions between the development
of market exchange and the limits of manufacturing production, from
which came the first spark of the industrial revolution in England.

44
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COLONIAL DOMINATION,
RIVALRIES BETWEEN THE GREAT POWERS,
AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

The treaties of 1703 and 1713 opened the markets of Brazil and those of
the Spanish colonies to England, which also enjoyed a clear maritime
.dvantage; the wars fought by Louis XIV had drained the energies of
France.

The pillage and the exploitation of the colonies intensified in the
eighteenth century. From 1720 to 1780 production of gold in Spanish
America and Brazil averaged twenty tons per year, whereas during the
previous century it had been at most ten tons per year. Sugar produced by
black slaves was another important source of wealth for the English (in

Barbados and Jamaica), the French (in Santo Domingo, Martinique, and
Guadeloupe), and the Portuguese (in Brazil).” The slave trade also ex-
panded, averaging §5,000 per year for the century as a whole (compared
to roughly 2,000 per year during the sixteenth century), and reaching
100,000 per year in some periods.* One of the ship owners who par-
ticipated in the slave trade believed in the advanced ideas of his century
and christened his ships with the names Voltaire, Rousseau, and The Social

Contract.

Millions of Africans were torn away from their countries and their
lands through violence and barter. And millions of unpaid workers were
used up, exhausted and consumed within a couple years. We should never
forget that this was an essential basis (though largely erased and ignored in
Western thought) for the bourgeois enrichment of the sixteenth, seven-
teenth, and eighteenth centuries. |

Dominated Latin America “played a decisive role in the accumulation

of wealth by the bourgeoisie of Western Europe,” while black Africa
functioned as “the periphery of the periphery” and “was reduced to the
role of furnishing slave labor for the plantations”” In effect, the forced
labor of black slaves and of the populations of South America permitted
the release of a huge mass of surplus value, which was appropriated in
monetary form mainly by the traders, manufacturers, bankers, and finan-
ciers of England. But surplus value was also appropriated by the North
American colonies and by Europe, either directly or indirectly by the sale
of manufactured products (fabrics, arms) or by the provision of transport.®

This forced labor gave rise on the one hand to the development of
private enrichment in Europe and on the other hand to an increase in
purchasing power in the rest of the world, especially in Asia.” The process
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DIAGRAM 4 ENGLISH TRADE WITH ITS AMERICAN
COLONIES IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

(pading companies extended their activities, making huge profits (the profit

e often reached 100 percent, and sometimes exceeded 200 percent).

New companies also were created, among them the United Company

(a nEW English company in India, 1709), the English Company of the

South Seas (1710), the French Occidental Company (1717), the Company
of Ostend (1722), and the reestablished French Company O_f India (1723).
English colonies were created in North America: Carolina in 1729, Geor-
gia in 1732, New Orleans in 1718, and little by little the French went LTp
the Mississippi Valley. Dupleix was the governor of Chanfdernagore in
1730, and in 1742 became governor-general of French Incba, wh.ere the
prench Company of India carried out an active commercial pohcy and
. creased 1ts trading posts. French cloth and fabrics at this time competed
with English fabrics, while French merchants became increasingly ob-
seructive to British trade. The island of Malta became an essential relay
point for French trade in the Mediterranean.

English merchants and manufacturers began to think that it was time to
halt French expansion in the world.

But it was Spain which England attacked first in 1739, because the
Spanish royal power tried to limit the activities of English traders mn 1its
empire. And the War of Austrian Succession (1740—48), in which France
and Spain, with the sporadic support of Prussia, opposed England and
Austria, ended at Aix-la-Chapelle in a peace treaty which did not settle
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DIAGRAM § EXTRACTION OF VALUE
ON A WORLD SCALE IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

the main issues. Even after taking account of what had been won in the
war, French opinion considered that France had fought “for the king of
Prussia” For the English colonists of North America, the vast domain
acquired by the small French colony had not been reduced, and English
traders found that French competition remained a threat.

These traders found in William Pitt, British prime mimster in 1756, a
firm supporter: “When trade is threatened,” he declared, “retreat 1s no
longer possible” In 1754 French and English colonists opposed one an-
other in skirmishes in the Ohio Valley. In 1753 the English fleet attacked
a convoy transporting French reinforcements to Canada, and then went
on to seize 300 French ships. During the Seven Years” War the English
scored victories in colonies which France neglected to defend: they took
over Calcutta and Chandernagore (1757), Louisbourg and Fort-Duquesne
(1758), Quebec (1759), Montreal (1760), Pondicherry and Mahé (1761).
With the Treaty of Paris (1763) England considerably expanded its empire:
from France it obtained all of Canada and that part of Louisiana to the
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east of the Mississippi; from Spain it received Florida. Besides these, it
obtained several Antillean islands (Dominica, Saint Vincent, Tobago, Gre-
nada. and the Grenadines) as well as Saint Louis and the French outposts
i Senegal. Finally, England’s hands were free to carry out a policy of
territorial annexation in the Indies. |

Thus a period of worldwide supremacy opened up for England; and 1t
was on an enlarged territorial basis that English capitahsm developed 1ts
markets. extended its domination, and organized accumulation. This was
surely the purpose of the colonies: what could be more natural?

Malachi Postlethwayt, a staunch mercantilist, asserted that the colonies
must never forget they owe their prosperity to the mother country. In
return, they owed gratitude and “all indispensable duty—to be immediately

dependent on their original parent and to make their interest subservient

thereunto.”®

While the exploitation of the southern part of North America was
mainly agricultural and slave dependent, that of the Northeast was already
three-sided: agricultural, commercial .(participation in the “triangular
trade”), and manufacturing (transformation of agricultural products, iron,
and wood). Naval construction benefited a great deal from the navigation
acts of the previous country; A. Harper estimated that by 1776 one-third
of the English fleet had been constructed in the colonies.” Western terri-
torial expansion, at first blocked by the French and Spanish presence, as
well as the Indians, proceeded once the first two obstacles were lifted 1n
1763; constant skirmishes against the third expanded into full-scale wars
between 1759 and 1761, as for example against the Cherokees in Georgia
and the Carolinas. Thus 1n the “melting-pot” of North American immi-
gration, a rural aristocracy of slave owners established itself in the South,
while variously throughout the colonies emerged a colonizing peasantry, a
market and manufacturing bourgeoisie, an urban petty bourgeoisie, and a
stratified working class with a high rate of turnover in the ports and cities.

The colonies of North America, like all English colonies, were subject
to an exclusionary policy: the mother country had a monopoly on buying
and selling. After 1763 the British government, in order to rebuild its
finances, decided to impose taxes on sugar (1764) and stamps (1765).
Faithful to the tradition of the English bourgeoisie, the new bourgeois of
North America responded that they reserved the fundamental right to
consent to taxation, and that since they were not represented in the English
Parliament, they were not required to pay the taxes which Parliament had
voted. These demands were for the most part satisfied in 1766, but the
second Pitt government imposed new taxes on imported paper, glass, lead,
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and tea. North American merchants reacted with boycotts and smuggling.
These taxes were lifted in 1770 by Lord North, all except for tea. But it
was the direct sale of tea, by the East India Company and with the accord
of the English government, which inflaimed matters and resulted in the
Boston Tea Party of 1773. In 1774 Boston and all of Massachusetts were
put under mulitary rule by the English, who annexed the Northwest
Territories through Ohio to Quebec.

In 1774 the First Continental Congress brought together the represen-
tatives of the thirteen colonies. The Second Congresé met m 1775—76, but
lacking support from the Canadians and anxious to obtain backing from
France, they adopted the Declaration of Independence on July g4, 1776,
which was deeply influenced by European philosophers.

We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men are created equal and are
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that ainong these
rights are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Governments are established
among men to guarantee these rights and their just power comes from the
consent of the governed. Any time a government becomes destructive of this

end, the people have the right to change or abolish it, and to establish a new
government.

The War of Independence lasted six years. The North Americans ben-
efited from an alliance with France (1778) and from the entry into the
war of Spain (1779) and Holland (1780). These alliances were in effect
more an opportunity for these countries to weaken England, the principal
power i Europe, than to help the English colonies win their indepen-
dence. Once independence was assured, Louis XVI, who had obtained
only the return of the islands of Tobago and Santa Lucia and France’s posts
in Senegal, at the Treaty of Paris, gave the United States /12 mllhon
outright and a loan of £6 million for economic reconstruction.

Thus the first colonization gave rise to the first war of independence.
Other movements, however, failed: the revolt of Tupac Amaru in Peru
(1780—81), the uprising led by Toussaint L’Ouverture in Santo Domingo
during the great upheaval of the French revolution (1791—95). The Napole-
F)nic Wars, the occupation, then the weakening of Spain, and the general
msurrection of the colonies of the Americas opened the way for a new
wave of independence movements: Argentina (1816), Colombia (1819),
Peru, Mexico, Venezuela (1821).

Thus the European expansion on a world scale, which took place
through colonial domination and the development of commercial trade,
led to large-scale extraction of wealth from the dominated countries. In
developing, however, the European expansion created forces which rose
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catives of the thirteen colonies. The Second Congress met in 1775—76, but
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up in resistance. The first movement toward decolonization occurred in
North America, against the premier European power, Great Britain. Out
of this decolonization there will appear, in a later epoch, a new and
powerful expansion of capitalism, followed by imperialism.

BOURGEOISIE AGAINST NOBILITY
IN FRANCE: FROM IDEOLOGICAL STRUGGLE
TO REVOLUTION

During the several Years that I have made it my Business to enquire into that
Matter, by all I can observe and find, in these late Times, near a tenth Part of
the People are actually reduc’d to Beggary; that of the other nine Parts, not five
of them are in a Condition to give Alms to that Tenth, by reason of the mizerable
Condition they are reduc’d to, and the small Pittance that is left them. That of
the four other Parts of the People, three are in hard Circumstances, by reason
of their great Debts, and the inextricable Law-Suits they are intangled 1n, and
that of the other tenth Part, in which I comprehend the Gentlemen of the
Sword (as they’re call’d) those of the Robe, both Clergy and Laity, the Nobility
of all Sorts, all those who bear Civil or Military Offices, the rich Merchants
and Burghers who have Estates, and others who are pretty well to pass, I say,
of all these there cannot be reckon’d above a Hundred thousand Families. And
I should not be much out of the way if I averrd, that, great and small together,
there are not Ten thousand of them whose Circumstances are easie.'

BOURGEOISIE AGAINST. NOBILITY

Ten thousand families very well oft. These included the high nobility—
the 3,000 or 4,0bo families introduced at the court, who benefited from
the greatest privileges, offices, and lucrative pensions—approximated more
and more closely, in the eighteenth century, by the great families of the
state nobility (intendants, and state and parhamentary councillors)."
They also included the high bourgeoisie: bankers, great maritime trad-
ers, manufacturers, and businessmen, who were not yet highly important
within French society but had active and imaginative allies among the
lawyers, jurists, lovers of literature holding salons, and finance ofticers.
After the death of Louis XIV, the nobility, long kept away from affairs
of state, wanted to return to them. Philippe d’Orléans created seven coun-
cils of nobles to look after different branches of government in place of
ministers; but intrigues and a lack of conscientiousness and work caused
this effort to fail. There was then a return to absolute monarchy, though it
was mainly from among the nobles that the monarch chose his councillors.
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Parliamentary seats, high administrative and judicial posts, high clergy,
and any ofticerships—these were all closed to commoners. Between nobles

.nd commoners there was scorn and mutual harassment; the rift between
these two groups deepened. And yet a good many of the commoners
developed their businesses and grew wealthy. The efforts of John Law,
who founded the first bank in France, though it ultimately collapsed due
to the 1ssue of paper currency, gave impetus to this movement. The Paris
Stock Exchange was created in 1724 and the liberal policies of Cardinal
Fleury (1726 to 1743) facilitated trading activity. The royal corvée permitted
an improvement of roads; the school of bridges and roads was created in
1743 and the corps of engineers during the 1750s. With colomial trade and
the traftic in slaves, Bordeaux, Nantes, and Le Havre expanded and saw
the development of trading, shipbuilding, sugar refining, and textile manu-
facturing. Marseilles continued to trade with the Levant and participated
more actively in colonial trade. Manufacturing production remained strictly
localized: in Reims, for example, more than half of the wool looms were
concentrated in a few mills. Indeed, it was 1n the interest of the merchants
to gather the workers under one roof to supervise their work and to avoid
the costs of transportation. The same was- true also of many mills in the
south of France.

Craft work and production-in-the-home organized by the dealer-mer-
chant still predominated. For example:

In Brittany the linen industry was exclusively rural and domestic. Those who
were employed 1n it were small landlords, farmers (who often had their servants
working), and day-laborers who made linen during months of unemployment.
The wages of the weavers were very low and profits went mainly to the manu-
facturers, that is, to the merchants who collected the finished products and who
often supplied the raw materials. In the regions where agriculture was more
prosperous, as in eastern Normandy, Picardy, and Flanders, the peasants who
practiced rural industry were the ones who didn’t own enough land to be able
to live oft of their own cultivation. In eastern Normandy, the Parliament of
Rouen, from 1722 on, gave examples of peasants abandoning cultivation of the
land n order to spin or card cotton, and the Parliament complained about the
resulting damage this caused agriculture. There was not a village in Normandy
without its spinners and its weavers; 180,000 were kept busy in this kind of
work by the “manufacture” of Rouen."

Sometimes group production and home production were combined:
the twelve “royal manufactures” of wool had the finishing done in group

workshops, but the spinning and weaving were done at home by the

peasants. In Abbeville, the Van Robais had 1,800 workers in their
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workshops and about 10,000 at home. The same was true with iron: nails,
ctoves, and cauldrons were often made by peasants in their homes.

How many were there? Five hundred thousand, a million? Estimates
are difficult, and figures vary according to the season and the situation.

Competition sharpened among workers available in the cities, craft
workers prepared to work for dealers, and peasants available for seasonal
work. Businessmen were mn a good position to harden their conditions:
the working day was lengthened. Father Berthelon remarked: “The manu-
facturing worker always starts betore dawn and is still working late in the

night, in order to compensate, by the length of time, for the low and

insufficient wages.”"”

In the countryside, vagabonds, beggars, and men and women without
work or means made up an unstable mass of available labor power: “iso-
lated day laborers who, belonging to no one anymore, having neither
masters nor, consequently, guardians interested in their defence and succor,
were left impoverished and at the mercy of the very greed they helped to
enrich” These were poor peasants taken to the limits of misery following
a bad harvest. Thus, during the winter of 1710, “men and women, children
big and small, could be seen with their muddy hands and faces, scratching
the earth with their nails, searching for certain small roots which they
devoured whenever they found any. Others, less industrious, browsed the
grass with the animals, while still others, completely despondent and
beaten, lay along the high roads waiting for death”'* And in 1739 the
Marquis of Argenson noted in his memoirs: “For a year now misery has
been progressing in the kingdom at an incredible rate; men die like flies,
poverty stricken and browsing grass.... The Duke of Orleans brought
recently to the Council a piece of bread made from a fern ..., saying ‘Sire,
this is the kind of bread your subjects are eating nowadays’.’"

Sometimes discontent came to a head. Revolts broke out and were
quickly crushed. |

Thus on the one hand, the nobility closed ranks around the king and
the court, reserving access to offices and jealously watching over its privi-
leges and prerogatives. On the other hand, the bourgeoisie grew richer
and stronger from trade with the colonies and the expansion of manufac-
turing production, yet they continued to suffer by being kept from affairs

of state. |
In the salons, in the luxury of velvet, lace, and gold, the discoveries of

scientists and the ideas of philosophers germinated and circulated, and it
was here that the various currents of opposition developed.
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THE IDEOLOGICAL TUMULT

Knowing, observing, explaining, understanding, doubting, debating, dis-
covering—so long as it was done in the right manner, everything could

be said, or almost everything.

This was a period of great and exaggerated admiration for the observation of
matter and nature. Collections of animals, plants, rocks, and “cabinets™ of phys-
ics every day became more numerous: dukes, magistrates, abbots, physicians,
ladies, and religious congregations had them. Louis XV had his own and be-
yond this, Buffon developed the King’s Cabinet and the King’s Garden, which
had been founded by Louis XIII: he doubled the gardens, and added green-
houses and an amphitheater.... Public lectures spread the taste for science. In
the King’s Garden, the chemist Rouelle would begin his public lecture in a wig
and lace cuffs. But he would get warmed up, and would remove first his cuffs
and wig, then his coat, and ended up tearing oft his waistcoat, finishing his
lecture in shirtsleeves, and his passion communicated itself to his audience.
Books popularizing science multiplied, some of them of great value, such as the
Spectacle of Nature by Abbé Pluche, the Lessons in Experimental Physics by Abbé
Nollet (1748), the Natural History by Buffon and the History of Electricity by
Priestley (1775). A multitude of digests, dictionaries, and manuals also appeared
constantly kept up to date and revised.'

Scientific research and discoveries also abounded: d’Alembert systematized
the principles of mechanics (1743); Lavoisier analyzed first the composi-
tion of air (1770—71), then of water (1783); Berthollet studied chlorine
(1772); Lagrange established the principles of analytical mechanics (1787).

In this context the ideas of philosophers flourished: evidence, clarity,
conformity to reason; a wonderful universe, mechanics following eternal
laws established by a supreme being, God, at once “all powerful and all
knowing”; a world based upon natural laws, natural right, and natural
morality, that were to be rediscovered; happiness, pleasure, egoism, utili-
tarianism, but also indulgence, tolerance, and a certain humanity."” And
then, becoming more and more prevalent, the idea of progress: human
progress winding its way through the intellectual progress of individuals,
the development of the mind, of knowledge and of enlightenment." These

ideas were cultivated within the milieu of the state nobility—financiers

and jurists—and, since all of the European aristocracy spoke and thought
in French, they were diftused into the courts of enlightened despots.
The Encyclopedia (1751—64) was the philosophical and scientific
summation of these ideas, destined to replace the Summa Theologica of
Thomas Aquinas: “the work of 130 collaborators, lawyers, physicians, pro-
fessdrs, priests, academicians, industrialists, and manufacturers, most of
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hem well off and bearing titles. Because of its price, it was directed to the
enlightened bourgeoisie: 1t was a bourgeois work.”"”

The Catholic church condemried the Encyclopedia for the first time jp
1752 and again in 1759, though this condemnation did not impede j¢s
success among the restricted public who did read it.

Democracy, freedom, general will

Enlightened by the English revolutions and the writings of Hobbes and
Locke, encouraged by the aspirations of the nobility to be the support of
the kingdom, and by the claims of the high bourgeoisie who wanted ¢
be consulted by the monarch and to influence affairs of state, reflective
thinking continued on, dealing with questions of power, political regimes,
laws and rights, the general interest, the social contract, and the genery]
will.

In L’Esprit des lois (1748), Montesquieu, polishing formulas, had exam-
ined the “kinds of governments”: “republican, monarchist, and despotic”
In the democratic republic, “the will of the sovereign is itself sovereigp »
But Montesquieu called attention immediately to the limits of what is
today called direct democracy: “The people, in a democracy, are, in some
respects, the monarch; in other respects, the subject.... The people who
have the sovereign power should do themselves what they can do well:
what they cannot do well, they must have done by their ministers.... The
people are admirable for choosing those to whom they must entrust some
part of their authority.... But will the people be able to conduct an affair,
know the places, the opportunities and the moments to profit from it
No, they will not.”® |

A monarchist, fascinated, as were so many enlightened minds of hjs
time, by the English parliamentary monarchy, Montesquieu extolled both
the balance of powers—the people, the nobility, and the monarch—and
the separation of powers—the legislative, the executive, and the judiciary,
He was not at all a utopian: “The true spirit of equality is as far away from
the spirit of extreme equality as the sky is from the earth.” Neither was he
a cynic: “A man 1s not poor because he has nothing, but because he does
not work.... In a good democracy, where nothing is spent but for the
necessary, everyone must have the necessary, since from whom would ope
recerve it?” And in cases where it has been impossible to prevent misery,
“the state needs to provide prompt assistance, either to stop the people’s

suffering, or to prevent their revolting.”*'
Democracy, freedom, the social contract: these new ideas found jp

Jean-Jacques Rousseau an ardent propagandist. The first chapter of Ty,
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Social Contract opens: “Man was/is born free, and éverywhere he is 1n
chains.” “To renounce one’s freedom is to renounce ones status as a man,
the rights of humanity and even its duties.... Such a renunciation 1s in-
comipatible with the nature of man, and taking away all his freedom of
will is taking away all morality from his actions.” How to find a form of
association which defends and protects, with the strength of the whole
group, the person and the goods of each member, and by which each
person, in uniting with the whole, obeys, however, only himself or her-
self, and remains as free as before: this is the fundamental problem to
which The Social Contract gives the solution: “What man loses by the social
contract is his natural freedom and an unlimited right to everything that
tempts him and that he can get; what he gains is civil freedom and the
proprietorship of everything he possesses.’*

Rousseau presents the sovereignty of the people, the general will, as
unalterable, indivisible, infallible if it 1s well informed, absolute so long as
it does not go “beyond the limits of general conventions,” and thus “sacred”
and “inviolable”” He distinguishes the sovereign from the government:
“The government receives from the sovereign the orders that it gives to
the people; and in order for the state to be in good equilibrium, all things
considered, the product or power of the government, taken by itself, must
be equal to the product or the power of the citizens, who are sovereigns on the
one hand and subjects on the other”’* Following Montesquieu, he studied the
forms of government: the simple ones (democracy, aristocracy, monarchy)
and the mixed ones; the diversity of conditions gives the result that “all
forms of government are not suitable for all countries.”

Democracy fascinated him: “If there were a people of Gods, it would
govern itself democratically. Such a perfect government is not suited to
men.” Furthermore: “In the strict sense of the term, a true democracy has
never existed and never will exist. It is contrary to the natural order that
the majority govern and the minority be governed. It is unimaginable
that the people remain constantly assembled to attend to public affairs,
and it is obvious that it could not establish commissions to manage these
affairs, without changing the form of administration.”*

Hostile to absolutism, Rousseau gives the impression of reserving
democracy (for us, direct democracy) for small states, and preferring instead
the lesser evil of an elective aristocracy (in some ways, our representative
democracy).” In fact, he never did decide. In a 1767 letter to the Marquis
de Mirabeau, he 1s no longer sure that it will be possible to find a “form
of government which places the law above men”; it this is not possible,
“we must go to the other extreme, and all at once, place men as far above
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the law as is possible, and consequently, establish arbitrary despotism, the
most arbitrary which is possible: I would like the despot to be God. In a
word, I cannot see a bearable medium between the most austere democracy
and the most perfect Hobbes-ism, for the conflict between men and laws

which puts the state into continual civil war is the worst of all political

situations.”?®

Sovereignty of the people, the general will, freedom: the great themes
of the bourgeois revolution were in place. Sovereignty of the people,
direct democracy, freedom: the great themes of the popular movements
were there too. Other debates developed: about wealth, equality, and

property.

Equality and property

In the face of the reality—not yet defined explicitly or named, but growing
larger—of merchant capitalism, and especially considering the spectacle of
poverty and misery in the countryside and in the cities, and the spectacu-
lar acquisition of wealth by a few, social indignation grew: some Wwriters
prolonged and renewed the fascinating Utopian tradition, while others
took pity and recommended charity.”’

Commissioned to write the article on “Political Economy” for the
Encyclopedia (1755), Rousseau harshly summarized the social pact which
the rich man proposes to the poor: “You need me, for I am rich and you |
are poor; let us then make an agreement between ourselves; [ will grant
you the honor of serving me, on the condition that you give me the little
you have left for the trouble I will take to order you about.”*

Throughout his writing and throughout his life, Rousseau berated
wealth and the wealthy: “It is the state of the wealthy,” he wrote to Mme.
Eranceuil in the letter which explained why he had placed his children in
an orphanage (1751): 71t 18 your state which steals from mine my children’s
bread” The rich being inhuman, it is from among them that he chooses
Emile in order to educate him: “We will be sure at least to have one more
man than before: whereas a poor person can become a man by himselt.”

‘The rich man “does not find it strange that profit is in inverse relation
to work and that an idler, hard and voluptuous, gets fat from the sweat of
. million wretches. exhausted from fatigue and need.” Rousseau continues
his denunciation: “In our societies, accumulated wealth always facilitates
the means to accumulate greater wealth, and ... 1t 1s impossible for those
who have nothing to acquire anything.”*” The “Discourse on the Origin
of Inequality Among Men” (1754) ends with these words: “It 1s manifestly
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against the law of nature i, whatever manner it is defined, ... that a

handful of men be glutteq with superfluities, while the starving multitude

lacks necessities.”"

Rousseau here explicitly links the problem of inequality and the ques-
tion of property: |

The first man who having enclosed a piece of land dared to say: “This 1s mine,”
and found people foolig, enough tO believe it, was the true founder of civil
society. How many Crimes wars and murders, how many miseries and horrors
the human race would have been spared by the man who, tearing out the
fence-stakes or ﬁllil’lg In the ditch, shouted to his fellow creatures: “Beware of
listening to this imposter; you are lost if you forget that all the fruits of the
earth are yours and that the earth itself 1s no one’s!” Though it is likely that by
then things had &h‘ﬁ‘ady come to the point where they could not continue on
any longer as they were 31

R ousseau did not advoeate the abolition of private property, however.
In the article on “Politica] geonomy” for the Encyclopedia he wrote: “the
right of property is the ¢t sacred of all the rights of the citizens,”
although he foresaw 1imiting this right through taxation and by changing
the rights of inheritance

It 1s precisely because the force of circumstances tends always to destroy equal-
ity that the power of legislation must always tend to maintaining equality.... It
1s therefore one of the main functions of government to prevent an extreme
inequality of wealth, ney by taking fortunes away from their owners, but by
depriving everyone of th. yeans for accumulating fortunes; not by building
hospitals for the poor, but by assuring that the citizens will not become poor.™

The brothef of the French phﬂosopher Etienne Condillac, Father Mably,
took up again the Critique of private property: “What is the principal
source of the misfortuneg which afflict humanity? It is the property of
goods.”” He armed hing1f against the physiocrats: |

Even if landed property ere much more favorablle than it actually 1s to the
reproduction of wealth it would still be necessary to prefer the community of

goods. What use is thig greater afluence, it if encou rages men to be unjust and

to arm themselves with force and fraud in order to get rich? Can one seriousiy
doubt that in a society where greed, vanity and amnbition were unknown, the
lowest citizen would be happier than our richest landlords are today?**

Mably opposed to the physiocrats the Spartans zind the Indians of Para-
guay: “The state, OWnin g 'everything, distributes to individuals the things
which they need. Here, | st say, is a politicall economy that I like"
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put Diderot, although he deplored the fact that “between men, indigence
-ondemns some to work while others get fat from the sweat and toil of
chose who work,” saw in private property a protection of the individual.*

Helvétius, preoccupted with the happiness of humanity, resumed the
critique of inequality: “In most nations there are only two classes of citi-
,ens: one who lack what is necessary, the other who are overflowing with
excess. The first can provide for their needs only by excessive work.” He
appealed to the government to reduce the wealth of the few, and to
increase the wealth of the others. “Do all the citizens have some property?
Are all of them fairly well oft and can they with a work day of seven to
eight hours provide abundantly for their own and their families’ needs?
They are as happy as can be’”” D’Holbach, another enlightened mind
intent on replacing religion with natural morality, asked the government
to tax luxury, to give to the poor the possibility of living by their work,
and to prevent the accumulation of wealth in a few hands. Besides work-
shops for the needy, he proposed that “all uncultivated lands should be
returned to the commons, in order to be given to those who can make
use of it for themselves and for society” '

Father Raynal, a man of the salons and a friend of Diderot, famous for
his Philosophical History of the Two Indes (1770), also denounced inequality
and wealth: “Fear the affluence of gold which brings, along with luxury,
the corruption of morals and the contempt for law; fear a greatly unequal
division of wealth, which gives rise to the appearance of a small number
of opulent citizens and a multitude of citizens in misery, from which 1s
born the insolence of the former and the degradation of the latter.”” He
had this formula: “Everywhere the rich exploit the poor,” and foresaw the
suppression of inheritance, going so far as to write: “Hang them, if need
be, these treacherous rich, and recover your dignity!” o

With Linguet, a lawyer and publicist, denunciation became more pre-
cise: he published in 1767 the Theory of Civil Laws, or Fundamental Princi-
ples of Society and, from 1777 to 1792, the Political, Civil and Literary
Annals, which was outlawed several times.

Society and property have the same basis: violence. “Greed and viol-
ence have seized hold of the earth ... so that possession today rests upon
the most shocking usurpation.” And the spirit of property, once it has
“begun to take hold of souls ..., shrinks them, materializes them so to
speak. It closes them to almost any motive other than self-interest.” Linguet
examined the situation of the laborers of his time—successors to slaves
and serfs, their fate appeared to him to be infinitely more miserable than
that of their fathers:
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They whine under the disgusting rags which are the uniform of the destitute.
They have no share in the abundance whose source is their labor. Wealth seems
to pardon them, when it consents to receive the presents they make to it ...,
at the same time it lavishes on them the most insulting scorn.... These are the
servants who have actually taken the place of the serfs among us; they are
indisputably very numerous and are the largest portion of each nation. We must
consider what 1s the effective gain for them which has been brought about by
the abolition of slavery. I say with as much sorrow as frankness: all that they

have won is to be at every moment tormented by the fear of dying of hunger, .

an unhappiness from which their predecessors in this lowest rank of humanity
were at least exempt. Misery reduces them to kneeling before the rich man in
order to obtain from him the permission to make him richer still.*

It 1s to this that “freedom” condemns the laborers: thus, “the declamations

[of the rich] against servitude are like the cries uttered by a bird of prey 5

while ripping apart the dove grasped in its talons.”
Linguet was nothing of a Utopian: “To want to make everyone happy,
In a state, 15 a project as false in politics as is searching for the philoso-

phers stone mn chemistry.”*' Economists deceive us by promising to ex-

pand wealth, for “the secret of increasing the wealth of a people is only

- that of increasing the number of its unfortunates.” In fact, it is not wealth

that 1s the source of life for the “hired man”: it is the life of the “hired

man” that creates the opulence of the rich: “You have reasoned precisely |

like a man who would like a river to feed the brooks which have formed
it, instead of the brooks feeding the river.’** The day laborer is caught in
the trap of the “free” market: “He has nothing to sell but the rent of his

arms, which [the ‘renter’ of his arms] can do without for two days, three

days, while he is sold bread that he cannot do without for twenty-four
hours.”* “k 1s then a sad irony to say that workers are free and have no
master. They do have one, the most terrible, the most imperious of mas-
ters.... The poor man is not at all free and he serves in all countries. The
poor are not under the orders of one man in particular, but under the
orders of everyone in general.”

[t 15 understandable that on the eve of the Estates-General, Linguet
could call himself the interpreter of the wishes of the fourth estate: “At
this moment when there is in France an assembly designed to bring about

general reform, there must be at least one spokesman for the protests of

the class most numerous, most mistreated, and most deprived of the means
for making itself heard.”*

While Linguet analyzed and denounced the situation of the proletarian
(day laborer, unskilled laborer, hired hand) who has nothing to sell but the
strength of his arms, Turgot and the physiocrats in France and Adam
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Smith in England saw the necessity for “advances,” that is to say, of part of
the “‘net product” used for the accumulation of capital. Thus each one
illuminated one aspect of capitalism.

The ideas of the economists

Voltaire asked the central question: “Since you have established yourselves
as a people, have you not yet discovered the secret of forcing all the rich
to make all the poor work?”* Undoubtedly there is here a possible defi-
nition of capitalism: the system which obliges the rich to make the poor
continually work longer and harder.

Rousseau opposes to this logic the rights of workers, which will up-
hold socialist thought:

It is impossible to conceive of the idea of property arising from anything except
manual labor; because one cannot see what man can add, other than his own
labor, in order to appropriate things he has not made. It is labor alone, which
giving the cultivator a right to the product of the land he has tilled, gives him
a right to the soil as a consequence, at least until the harvest, and thus from vyear
to year; which, creating continuous possession, is easily transformed into prop-

erty. 46 .

In the second half of the century a wide debate developed around the
question of production. How to produce better? How to produce more in
order to clear a “net product”? Who is productive? How to withdraw a
surplus necessary for accumulation? Among the philosophers, the “econo-
mists” in particular examined these questions.

Quesnay was the undisputed leader of the physiocratic school. Born in
[694 near Versailles into a family of well-off farmers, he obstinately acquired
an education, established himself as a surgeon in Nantes, and published
several medical works. He entered into the service of Mme. de Pompadour
(1748), became the general physician to the king, and was knighted in
[752. In 1754 he bought a property in the Nivernais.

France was at this time principally rural and agricultural (over three-
tourths of the population was engaged in agriculture); while Holland and
England had already largely adopted the new methods of cultivation,
French agriculture remained very traditional: lands remained rocky, plowing
superficial, sowings late, and yields poor. The practice of leaving lands
tallow made one-half, two-thirds, and sometimes more of the arable land
barren. “Carelessness of the big landlords; inertia of the peasants, dis-
Couraged by the taxes and obligations which weighed them down; insuf-
ficient routes for transport and especially the bad state of Cross-country
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TABLE 2.1 Actual versus Good Cultivation Yields (1757)

Actual Good Difference
For the landlord 76, $00,000 400,000,000 323,500,000 (more than 4/5s)
For the land tax 27,000,000 165,000,000 138,000,000 (more than 5/¢)
For the farmers 27,000,000 165,000,000 137,500,000 (more than 5/¢)
For the tithe 60,000,000 155,000,000 105,000,000 (more than 2/3)
For expenses 415,000,000 030,000,000 $15,000,000 (more than 5/9)

Product

less expenses 178,000,000 884,000,000 707,000,000 (more than 4/ 5)

Total product $95,000,000 1,875,000,000 1,220,000,000 (more than 2/3)

Source: Frangois Quesnay, “Grains,” in Frangois Quesnay et la Physiocratie, vol. 11 (Paris: INED, 198),
p. 478.

roads; impediments to the trading of agricultural produce and the free
choice of cultivation: all these are reasons which explain the poor develop-
ment of agriculture.”

In an article entitled “Farmers” in the Encyclopedia (1757), Quesnay
showed the superiority of tenant farming over the métayage system, and
the advantages of the horse over the ox for plowing. In an article entitled
“Grains” (1757), he depicted the conditions of large and small grain
cultivation at that time, showed what the proper cultivation could pro-
duce, and summarized the difference in a table (see Table 2.1).

He wrote: “Revenues are the product of lands and of men,” before
stating his “maxems of economic government,” in which his central ideas
already come through: productivity exclusively from the earth, the steril-
ity of industry, and the rejection of the policy of increasing wealth through
balance of trade.* |

Quesnay wrote the article on “Man” in 1757, but it was not published
in the Encyclopedia, which had lost the support of the government.
Quesnay preferred to retain the manuscript, in which his idea that wealth

comes from agriculture became more precise:

Let us not be distracted, we who are so rich in estate holdings, by a small trade
in luxuries which gives back only the costs of labor-power; fertilize our lands,
sell grains, wines, hemp, and woolen cloth—as much as is possible. The product
will in reality multiply the wealth, and these riches always being reborn annu-
ally will assure us manutactures and works of industry of all kinds.
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For atfuence i1s the mother of the arts and of luxury”* This idea was
made increasingly explicit in the different editions of the Economic Tableau
(1758—59), in the Rural Philosophy (1763), coauthored with Mirabeau, and
in the Analysis of the Arithmetic Formula of the Economic Tableau (1766),
which begins with these lines: |

The nation is reduced to three classes of citizen: the productive class, the
possessing class, and the unproductive class.

The productive class is the class which reproduces the annual wealth of the
nation by cultivation of the earth. This class gives the advances on the costs of
agricultural works, and pays each year for the income of the landowners. We
include in the dependency of this class all the work projects and all the expenses
which these incur until the sale of the first-hand productions; it is by this sale
that one knows the value of the annual reproduction of wealth of a nation.

The possessing class includes the sovereign, the landowners, and the tax
collectors. This class subsists on the income or net product of cultivation, which
1s paid to them annually by the productive class. The productive class deducts,
from the reproduction of wealth which it creates each year, what is necessary
to reimburse itself for its annual advances, and to support the wealth of
exploitation. | | |

The unproductive class includes all citizens occupied in services and work
other than agriculture, and whose expenses are paid by the productive class and

the possessing class, who themselves draw their income from the productive

class.”

Analysis of the circulation of wealth; analysis linked to classes and the
production-utilization of this wealth; the development of a net product,
that is, an available surplus; the emphasized role of “advances,” that is to
say, of the utilization of a part of this surplus to expand the investment
with a view toward renewed or enlarged production—Quesnay was the
theoretician of an agrarian capitalism which was not at all absurd at the
time. This was a period when (a) agriculture in France was fairly unpro-
ductive, having not taken advantage of techniques already proven in
England and Holland; and (b) capitalism remained for the most part at a
merchant and colonial stage, and in France had hardly reached the manu-
facturing stage. |

Turgot was an employee of the royal state (an intendant before becom-
Ing general controller) commissioned to write the articles on “Trade Fair”
and “Establishment” for the Encyclopedia, knew Voltaire, Du Pont de
Nemours, and Adam Smith, and published Reflections on the Formation and

Distribution of Wealth in 1766. He was greatly influenced by physiocratic
thought: “The earth was ever the first and only source of all riches.”?!
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But, lacking the doctrinaire mind of Quesnay and having a sufficient #§

knowledge of economic reality, he questioned himself:

What is the wealth of a state? What gives value to the lands, if not the number

of inhabitants? ... If labour is the true wealth, if money is only the indication

of this wealth, the richest country, is it not the one in which there is the most
work? Is it not the one in which the greatest number of inhabitants obtain for

themselves employment from others?-

But he does not consider the ones who employ to be on the same plane
with those who are employed:

Whoever has seen the workhouse of a tanner, cannot help feeling the absolute
impossibility of one, or even several indigent persons providing themselves with
leather, lime, tan, utensils, &c. and causing the requisite buildings to be erected
to put the tan/house to work, and of their living during a certain space of time,
till their leather can be sold.... Who shall now collect the materials for the

manufactory, the ingredients, the requisite utensils for their preparation? Who
is to construct canals, markets, and buildings of every denomination? How shall

that multitude of workmen subsist till the time of their leather being sold, and
of whom none individually would be able to prepare a single skin; and where
the emolument of the sale of a single skin could not afford subsistence to any
one of them? Who shall defray the expences for the instruction of the pupils
and apprentices? Who shall maintain them until they are sufficiently instructed,
guiding them gradually from an easy labour proportionate to their age, to works
that demand more vigour and ability? It must then be one of those proprietors
of capitals, or moveable accumulated property that must employ them, supply-
ing them with advances in part for the construction and purchase of materials,
and partly for the daily salaries of the workmen that are preparing them. It is
he that must expect the sale of the leather, which is to return him not only his
advances, byt also an emolument sufficient to indemnify him for what his money
would have procured him, had he turned it to the acquisition of lands, and
moreover of the salary due to his troubles and care, to his risk, and even to his
skill; for surely, upon equal profits he would have preferred living without
solicitude, on the revenue of land, which he could have purchased with the
same capital. In proportion as this capital returns to him by the sale of his
works, he employs it in new purchases for supporting his family and maintain-
ing his manufactory; by this continual circulation, he lives on his profits, and
lays by in store what he can spare to increase his stock, and to advance his
enterprize by augmenting the mass of his capital, in order proportionately to
augment his profits.*

Thus, as early as 1766, Turgot clearly saw the prospect of the development
of a manufacturing capitalism at the same time as he kept sight of the
development of capitalism in agriculture. From this basis, he furthered the
analysis of classes: the industrious class is “subdivided into two classes. The
one, of the undertakers, manufacturers and masters, all proprietors of large
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capitals, which they avail themselves of, by furnishing work to the other
Jass, composed of artificers, destitute of any property but their hands,

who advance only their daily labour, and receive no profits but their

.alaries.””™ “The class of cultivators may be divided, like that of manufac-
curers, into two branches, the one of undertakers or capitalists, who make
he advances, the other of simple stipendiary workmen.”™ Despite the
form of the expressions, we are closer here to Marx than to Quesnay.
Finally, “the profession of a trader, or what is properly called commerce,
divides into an infinity of branches, and it may be said of degrees.”®

Turgot was not only a witness to the development of manufacturing
capitalism. He justified it and argued in its favor. He praised low interest
rates: It 1s the abundance of capitals that animates enterprise; and a low
interest of money 1s at the same time the effect and a proof of the
abundance of capitals.””” He was opposed to a planned economy and to
protectionism: if it is a question of providing for and educating men, of
assuring good morals, “should we accustom men to demand everything,
to receive everything, and to owe nothing to themselves?” he asked. “Are
men so strongly interested in the good you wish to obtain for them? Let
them be, this is the great and sole principle”® He extolled economic
freedom, for “a man knows his own interest better than another man who
15 entirely indifferent to this interest.... But 1t is impossible, in commerce
left to itself, that the particular interest wouldn't contribute equally to the
general interest.””’

These 1deas spread during the second half of the century.

attempted to put them into practice when he held a government position,
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Turgot

from 1774 to 1776. He decreed free trade for grains in 1774, as had been
done in 1763 and 1770, but this was once more suspended. The edict of
1776, which suppressed masterships and wardenships of the guilds, and
which gave freedom to any person to carry out such kinds of commerce
and trades (as the guilds controlled), encountered strong opposition, was
not enforced, and led to Turgot’s downfall. Later, trade agreements were
signed with England in 'I786iand with Russia in 1787.

Quesnay’s diagram portrays well enough the production and circulation

- of wealth such as it could be observed in agricultural France of the eight-

centh century, and opens the prospect of the development of a capitalist
agriculture. Turgot’s diagram takes up this prospect of the development of
capitalism in agriculture, but presents it alongside a reality of the period
which Quesnay neglected: the development of a manufacturing capitalism.

Thus, in the tumult of ideas in eighteenth-century France, an 1deological
arsenal of extreme diversity was developed: weapons for contesting the
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onarchy (social contract, general will, democracy), for questioning the
privileges of the nobility (freedom, equality), for rallying the peasants and
qrban artisans (freedom, equality, property), and for responding to the
aspirations of the manufacturers and traders (freedom, once more, but to
oduce and to trade).
The long stand-off of the nobility and the bourgeoisie reached a
Jenouement in the crises at the end of the century, the bourgeoisie know-
ing how, initially, to gain support from peasant discontent and the move-
ent of the people. They found additional allies among certain layers of
the nobility and clergy.

The main aspirations of the rising bourgeoisie were attained 1n the
evolution of 1789: the abolishment of privileges, the dismantling of the

pt

~ corporative order of guild wardenships, the abolishment of the privileges

of trading companies, and the suppression of mining company mono-
polies. The king was swept away 1n the great whirlwind of revolution.
During the Estates-General of 1789, some workers, not admitted into
the main assemblies which drew up the records of grievances, put forward
2 “record of the poor,” demanding “that wages no longer be so coldly
calculated following the murderous maxims of unbridled luxury or of
insatiable cupidity; that the preservation of a working and useful man be
for the Constitution an object no less sacred than the property of the rich,
and that no working man be uncertain of his subsistence....” The law ot
Le Chapelier (1791) suppressed workers’ associations and prohibited masters
as well as workers from organizing themselves or acting together, and
from “decision-making and deliberating ... about their supposed common
interests.... All crowds composed of artisans or workers ... or incited by
them will be considered to be riots”® Its victory against the nobility
appearing to be assured, the bourgeoisie was already protecting itself against

the working classes.

AT THE DAWN OF THE INDUSTRIAL
REVOLUTION IN ENGLAND

An anonymous text of 1791, entitled Considerations upon the East India
Trade, showed remarkable perspicacity:

Let this not be taken as a paradox: the trade with India may have as a conse-
quence the manufacturing of goods with less labor, and while wages remain the
same there may be a general lowering of prices. For if goods can be manu-
fretured with less work, their prices, naturally, will be lower.... The India trade
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will very hikely provide the opportunity to introduce more order and regularity
into our English industries. It will, in effect, cause the disappearance of those 4
industries which are the least useful and the least profitable. The people who
were employed there will look for other occupations, the simplest and the
~ eastest they can find, or else they will apply themselves to partial and specialized
tasks in more complicated industries. For the simplest work is the most quickly
learned, and is the work carried out with the greatest degree of perfection and -:f?
diligence. Thus the India trade will have the following result: the different
operations that make up the most difficult tasks will be entrusted to several
qualified workers, instead of being left to the skill of one overburdened worker 74
alone.... Finally the East India trade, by bringing us manufactured goods at '
prices lower than ours, will very probably have the effect of obliging us to '§
invent processes and machines which will enable us to produce with less man-
power and fewer expenditures. This will lead to a reduction in the prices of

manufactured goods.”

In fact, production in England at the beginning of the eighteenth cen-
tury was still predominantly agricultural and at the craft level. Wood was
used not only as fuel, but also for the tanning of hides, and furnished
the potash used in textile and glass manufacturing and the tar used in
ship construction: as soon as it began to become scarce, these activities
suffered for lack of it. Large numbers of artisans who owned their own
tools yet continued to farm produced fabrics, knives (Sheffield), arms,
ironmongery, trinkets (Birmingham), and pins (Bristol). Increasingly,
merchant-manufacturers had the processing of raw materials done for
them. Within this framework the catalyst for change became worldwide
trade, which was largely based upon colonial exploitation.

COLONIAL EX®PLOITATION AND THE WORLD MARKET

At the end of the seventeenth century the India Company became the
object of sharp attacks by traders lacking privileges, interlopers who made
every effort after the revolution of 1688 to do away with the India Com-
panys monopoly. In 1698 they formed a competing company. Then in
1702 an accord was reached which led 1in 1708 to a merger of the two
companies into one, called the United Company (1709).

[t was at this time that tea, introduced in England since the beginning of the
R estoration, became an article of regular importation; that Chinese porcelains,
long valued by the Dutch and made fashionable by Queen Mary, became the
rage at the court and among upper-class English society; and that fabrics of
printed cotton, chintz, calico and muslin whose names even exposed their oriental
origin became so widespread as to alarm the manufacturers of woolen cloth.
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The trade with the Indies extended to a great diversity of products, assumed
many forms and increasingly became one of the indispensable elements in the
wealth of England.*

During this same time the Bank of England was created (1694). It was
carted by a group of financiers who promised to lend the Crown

{500,000 at 8 percent, necessary to cover the expenses of the war
against Flanders; in return they received “the title of corporation, with the
right to receive deposits, to discount commercial bills—in short, to carry
out all the operations of a bank.”® In 1708 the bank obtained a monopoly
on the issuance of bank notes for England and Wales; though, faithful to
the tradition of the London financiers, the bank was especially interested
in worldwide exchanges: it borrowed in order to lend (particularly to

'trading companies and states), accepted or guaranteed bills of exchange,

and insured payments throughout the world. It was the provincial banks,
often created by manufacturers—among them Lloyds and Barclays—which
filled the more “modest” needs of industrialists and dealer-fabricators.®® In
the city of London there were 24 banks in 1725, 42 in 1770, and $2 in
1786; the number of National Banks, however, rose from 12 in 1755 to
150 1In 1776 and 400 in 1793. |

The commercial expansion was tremendous. The value of commercial
exchange increased by a factor of 5.5 during the century, while the national
income quadrupled. English commerce was foremost in the world and
included the export trade (manufactured products, coal, and, less and less,
wheat); the transportation of goods for traders of other countries; and
warehousing, at the heart of the tightly knit network of exchanges which
crossed between the Americas, the Indies, Mediterranean Europe and the
Europe of the Baltic. This many-sided commerce transformed the whole

of England.

The development of triangular trade and of shipping and shipbuilding led to
the growth of the great seaport towns.... It was the slave and sugar trades
which made Bristol the second city of England for the first three-quarters of
the eighteenth century.... When Bristol was outstripped in the slave trade by
Liverpool, it turned its attention from the triangular trade to-the direct sugar
- trade.... Not until the Act of Union of 1707 was Scotland allowed to par-
ticipate in colonial trade. That permission put Glasgow on the map. Sugar and
tobacco underlay the prosperity of the town in the eighteenth century.... The
growth of Manchester was intimately associated with the growth of Liverpool,
1ts outlet to the sea and the world market. The capital accumulated by Liverpool
from the slave trade poured into the hinterland to fertilize the energies of
Manchester: Manchester goods for Africa were taken to the coast in the Liverpool
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slave vessels.®” Guns formed a regular part of every African cargo. Birmingham

became a center of the gun trade as Manchester was of the cotton trade.*

The development of exchange necessitated an improvement in the 3
means of transport, and work on the highway network was undertaken 4§
from the middle of the century onward. This work was based not upon 4

the corvée, as in France and several other countries on the continent, but j
Y

upon the initiative of local associations (large landowners, traders, shep-

hauling goods replaced packhorses; commercial travelers carried samples §
and took orders, eventually competing with the merchants at the market #
fairs. But even more than roads, this period was the opening of the epoch §

of canals: at the request of the textile manufacturers of Leeds, Wakefield,

and Halifax, the Aire and the Calder were made navigable; work per-
formed along the Trent and the Derwent encouraged the industrial
development of Derby and Nottingham; the dredging of the Mersey, and 4
construction of the canal, around 1720, facilitated exchange between Liv-
erpool and Manchester. Other work on rivers and the digging of canals

simplified the transport of coal, above all to Liverpool and Manchester,

and led to a halving in the cost of coal. Toward the end of the century a

regular network of canals promoted the circulation of goods between the §

different centers of English commercial activity.
To produce more in order to sell more: this was one step in the spiral

which had definitely begun in England, with the many changes this f_

involved for agriculture, mining, and processing activity.

THE EMERGENCE OF CAPITALIST PrODUCTION: THE MILL

The enclosures movement continued vigorously during the eighteenth
century, particularly after 1760; increasingly it took the form of laws voted
by Parhament (enclosure acts). Squatters living on the commons were
driven off; impoverished peasants who owned tiny patches of land could
not bear the costs of enclosure and were unable to live on the poor lands

they received; they left, as did others, which rendered useless the expansion

of amimal breeding. Still others left after being induced to sell their farms
to the large landowner nearby. One saw “the rich man’s joys increase, the
poor’s decay”®” Spurred on by the landed aristocracy, Lord Townshend at
their head, and by the large landowners, modern methods of cultivation
and animal breeding were instigated, including draining the swamps, plows
made of iron, selection and cross-breeding of stock, and Crop rotation.

1
-

herds, farmers) who financed the roads and collected the tolls. Carts for 3
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These changes in property and agricultural usage made available a con-
.iderable labor force, deprived though it often was of the essentials for
living. This labor force made possible an increase in mining and manu-
fcturing production.

Stimulated by the scarcity of wood and encouraged by the reduction in
he costs of transportation, the production of coal doubled once during

£

the first half of the century (from 2.5 to § million tons) and again during
the second halt of the century (reaching 10 million tons in 1800: two-
t

hirds of European production as a whole). The system of wage payments
to workers expanded, though in Scotland workers in the coal and salt
mines were serfs—by law until 1775, with some holdouts until the end of
the century. They were bound to the mine, were sold with it, and wore a

~ collar engraved with the name of their owner.”

Work at a craft level remained important for processing activity, though
other forms of production competed. Work at home for a merchant-
manufacturer extended to formerly independent artisans and to peasant
families, and constituted the principal form of British manufacturing
capitalism: the dealer sent his agents “to distribute the supplies, either
directly to the dispersed spinners and weavers, or else to the manu-
facturers in the countryside who in their turn divided up the supplies.””’
Manufacturing which brought together in a single building various work-
ers producing with traditional methods was never highly developed in
England, and in any case never became dominant there. What, on the
other hand, did develop during the second half of the century was the
system of mills in a movement which at first was slow but which then
accelerated.

Throughout this period of improvements, technical inventions re-
sponded to the desire for increasing production. At the beginning of the
century John Lombe learned in Livorno, Italy, the secrets of the Italian
machines for spinning silk; with his brother he constructed a mill (1717)
which received a license for fourteen years. During this same time the
Darbys, ironmasters at Coalbrookdale, improved the production of cast
Iron with mixtures of coke, peat, and coal dust, making use of ‘powertul
blowers. Steam-powered atmospherlc pumps were used in the mines to
drain them of water. In 1733 the weaver John Kay invented the “flying
shuttle” which permitted textile production in greater quantity, and 1in
larger single pieces. Though his house was destroyed by angry workers
and artisans, the flying shuttle became widespread twenty-five years later.
In 1735 the Darbys carried out the smelting of iron with coke, a practice
which was applied generally in England by 1760. In 1749 Huntsmann, a
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clockmaker from the Sheffield region, made cast steel, though in small’;

quantities. 8
From 1730 to 1760 the use of iron rose by 50 percent (tools and ¢

instruments for agriculture and processing, especially). From 1740 to 1770 f
the consumption of cotton rose by 117 percent, but the development of @
weaving created a scarcity of thread. Then in 1764 the weaver James f
Hargreaves perfected the spinning jenny, a hand-operated spinning wheelf';‘

which permitted several threads to be spun at one time. In 1767 the 4

wool-comber Thomas Highs, and in 1768—70 the barber Arkwright,

4.'

devised the water-frame to harness the energy of running water to acti- }
vate the spinning wheels. Use of the spinning jenny spread among work-

ers in the home, despite angry protests and destruction of machines by 8
out-of-work artisans (for example, in 1777—-79). Combining these two
inventions, Compton, a spinner and weaver, put into working order in
1779 the mule jenny, and spinning mills were set up along waterways.

In a parallel development, Watt, a scientist who was not averse to
technique, invented the single-eftect steam engine, which was being used
in industry by 1775. The production of iron advanced: in 1776 the first
iron rails were produced (the use of which became widespread in the
mines), in 1779 the first iron bridge was made, and in 1787, despite the
derision of the incredulous, the first iron boat was floated. The puddling
of iron, by means of the decarburation of cast iron, was carried out by
Henry Cort, a master smith, and Peter Onions, a foreman, in 1783.

[n 1783 Watt produced the double-effect steam engine, and in 1785 the
first spinning mill run by steam engines was constructed at Nottingham.
[t was then the development of weaving which lagged behind, in the face
of an abundant production of thread: in 1785 the pastor Cartwright made |
a mechanical lJoom which was gradually pertected and which was put into
general use by the end of the century. At the same time, technical ad-
vances took place in other aspects of textile production (machines for
threshing, carding, rough spinning, bleaching, dyeing) and in other indus-
tries (paper mills, saw mills, woodworking). "'_

[t was in this movement that a new form of production, the muill, had
its beginning. The mill used an energy source (coal for heat, water power
to run the apparatuses) and machines. It was only at the end of the
century that the steam engines conceived of and worked on by Watt
between 1765 and 1775 were used to power machines (there were about
500 1n service around 1800). With this energy a system of machines was
set into operation which necessarily resulted in an organization of produc-
tion and of work rhythms, and which involved a new discipline for the

A
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|aborers who served the machines. Spinning mills were built and installed
. brick buildings four or five stories high, employing several hundred
workers; iron and cast iron mills gathered together several blast furnaces
and forges.

Those who had been artisans or who had worked at home loathed
going to work in these mills, where they were “subjected to inflexible

regulations, and driven like gear-wheels by the pitiless movement of a
mechanism without a soul. Entering a mill was like entering barracks or
2 prison””? It was, then, from among the wretched proletariat driven from
the open countryside that the first industrialists found their laborers:

The personnel in the mills was at the beginning composed of the most dispa-
rate elements: peasants chased away from their villages by the expansion of large
properties, laid-oft soldiers, indigents in the care of the parish, outcasts of every
class and every trade. The manufacturer had to instruct, train, and above all,
discipline these inexperienced workers, who had little preparation in working
together: he had to transform them so to speak into a human mechanism, as
regular in its workings, as precise in its movements, and as exactly combined for
the purpose of producing a single product as the wood and metal mechanism
of which these workers became the auxiliary. Instead of the unconstrained at-
mosphere of the small workshops, there arose the most inflexible rules: the
arrival of the workers, their meals, and their leaving were timed by a bell.
Inside the mill, everyone had his assigned place and his strictly delimited task,
always the same; each person had to work with regularity and without stop-
ping, under the eye of the foreman who forced obedience with the threat of
fines or of dismissal, and sometimes with even more brutal compulsions.”

In textile manufacturing the workforce was mainly composed of women
and children, especially children receiving aid who were supplied by the
parishes: in 1789, for example, in the three Arkwright mills in Derbyshire,
out of a labor force of 1,150 persons, two-thirds were children.

Thus began in England the capitalist transformation ot production, one
aspect of which will later be stressed under the name of the industrial
revolution: colonial domination, worldwide trade, and merchant capitalism,
with the development of exchange, an increasing supply of primary
products (tea, sugar, cotton) and an increase in market outlets (textiles,
manufactured products); enclosures and the first modernization of agri-
culture supplied an uprooted and available proletariat; the scientific spirit
and techniques applied to production led to a series of inventions which
grew one upon the other; available capital, especially from commerce and
agriculture, allowed for the construction of mills. Production increased
tremendously, the system of wage payments for workers was extended,
and workers’ struggles multiplied and became organized.”
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The state played a large role in this, with protectionist measures and
the licenses and monopolies of mercantilist policies; with political and
military support for commercial and colonial expansion; with the police
against the poor and the suppression of workers’ revolts: the law of 1769
classified as a felony the voluntary destruction of machines and the
buildings which contained them, and instituted the death penalty for those
found guilty of this crime. Troops were sent to break up riots in 1779 in
Lancaster and in 1796 in Yorkshire; the law of 1799 prohibited workers’
associations formed for the purpose of obtaining wage increases, reduction
in the working day, or any other improvement in the conditions of em-
ployment or work.”

At the heart of this diverse and active movement was the first outline
of the fusion of the future bourgeoisie: members of the aristocracy giving
life to commercial enterprises, farms, and mines; great merchants and
financiers displaying their success by the purchase of estates: merchants
becoming manufacturers and then establishing muills; manufacturers and
dealers becoming bankers: they handled the whole of the country’s busi-
ness. Among the men of the law, the local notables, the well-off farmers,
the men of the Church and of the university, there were at this time
450,000 who had the right to vote: it was their interests which were

reflected in the voting of Parliament (enclosure acts, poor laws, laws against

workers, etc.). Their influence was that much greater because the politics
of the country were not well understood by the two “German kings,”

George I (1714-27) and George Il (1727-60). Under this constitutional §

monarchy, the traditional aristocracy and the rising bourgeoisie were in

possession of the real power. William Pitt recognized this in the famous 4

aphorism: “British policy is British trade.”

PROGRESS OF POLITICAL ECONOMY AND OF LIBER ALISM

The progression of liberal ideas and awareness of the new economic reality:

these two aspects of a double movement were linked.

Already the English banker Richard Cantillon, in his Essay on the Nature
of Trade in General (written in 1734 and published in 1755), widened the §
break with mercantilist thinking, pointing out particularly that “an over-
abundance of money, while 1t lasts, forms the strength of states, but by
degrees it rejects them and pushes them naturally into indigence”; he
prepared the way for physiocracy by exalting the economic role of property
owners. David Hume, 10 his Economic Essays (1752), emphasized in his
turn that wealth does not reside in an abundance of precious metals, since I;.{'

iz
Iy
.I;:.- 1
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‘hese metals, by bringing a rise in prices, lead to a disequilibrium in the
balance of trade. He carried his analysis further into the reasons for “the
.dvantage of foreign trade, from the point of view of increasing State
powWer, as well as of the wealth and happiness of the subjects™:

the advantage of foreign commerce, in augmenting the power of the state, as
well as the riches and happiness of the subject. It increases the stock of labour
in the nation, and the sovereign may convert what share of 1t he finds necessary
to the service of the public. Foreign trade, by its imports, furnishes material for
new manufactures; and by its exports, it produces labour in particular commo-
dities, which could not be consumed at home. In short, a kingdom, that has a
large import and export, must abound more with industry, and that employed
upon delicacies and luxuries, than a kingdom which rests contented with its
native commodities. It is, therefore, more powerful, as well as richer and happier.”

He stressed to the point of caricature the liberal logic according to which
people have to be governed not by regulations and controls, but rather by
their own interests: “Their greed must be made insatiable, their ambition
beyond measure, and all their vices profitable for the public good” (The
Independence of Parliament, 1741). Situated within the Newtonian perspective
of universal attraction, the idea was being elaborated that from the attrac-
tion of multiple interests and multiple individual egoisms, a new social
harmony can arise.

Adam Smith was more explicit. A disciple of Hume, he pursued the
thinking that Hume had developed in his Treatise on Human Nature (1738).
In his Theory of Moral Feelings (1759), Adam Smith tried to justify the
social order based upon the quest after individual interests; he emphasized
and deepened the notion of sympathy; he justified the enjoyment of
nobleness and of wealth, which was the privilege of the few:

It is well that nature imposes upon us in this manner. It is this deception which
rouses and keeps in continual motion the industry of mankind. It is this which
first prompted them to cultivate the ground, to build houses, to tound cities
and commonwealths, and to invent and improve all the sciences and arts.”’

He advances the idea of the “invisible hand”:

An invisible hand .. make[s] the same distribution of the necessaries of life
which would have been made had the earth been divided into equal portions
among its inhabitants; and thus, without intending it, without knowing it,
advance the interest of the society, and afford means to the multiplication of the
species. When providence divided the earth among a few lordly masters, 1t
neither forgot nor abandoned those who seemed to have been left out 1in the
partition. These last, too, enjoy their share of all that it produces.”
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K .

Closing his eyes to the wretchedness surrounding him, he goes so far as to

write about the poor: “In what constitutes the real happiness of human 4
life, they are in no respect inferior to those who seem so much above
them. In ease of body and peace of mind, all the different ranks of life are : Q‘
nearly upon a level, and the beggar, who suns himself by the side of the
highway, possesses that security which kings are fighting for.””
Chosen as preceptor for a young gentleman, Smith traveled in Europe
(1765—66). He met Voltaire, Quesnay, Turgot, d’Alembert, and Helvétius; }§
he frequented the salons. Ten years later he published his Enquiry into the [
Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776).

In the name of the interests of the consumers, Smith rejected the /§
mercantilist system. He lampooned Quesnay, “a very speculative physician,”
and while he acknowledged the physiocrats’ contribution to economic
science, he thought their chief error to be that of considering “the class of
craftsmen, manufacturers and merchants as totally sterile and unproduc-
tive.” He extolled the obvious and simple system of natural liberty, where: §

Every man, as long as he does not violate the laws of justice, 1s left perfectly
free to pursue his own interest his own way, and to bring both his industry and §
capital into competition with those of any other man, or order of men. The
sovereign is completely discharged from a duty, in the attempting to perform
which he must always be exposed to innumerable delusions, and for the proper
performance of which no human wisdom or knowledge could ever be sufficient;
the duty of superintending the industry of private people, and of directing it
towards the employments most suitable to the interest of the society.® 3

In this system:

the sovereign*has only three duties to attend to; three duties of great importance, §
indeed, but plain and intelligible to common understandings: first, the duty of *f
protecting the society from the violence and invasion of other independent 1
societies; secondly, the duty of protecting, as far as possible, every member of
the society from the injustice or oppression of every other member of it, or the }
duty of establishing an exact administration of justice; and, thirdly, the duty of 4
erecting and maintaining certain public works and certain public institutions....’! |

This is certainly very far from mercantilism.

Smith also observed and analyzed the reality of his own time. He
minutely described the division of labor in a mill manufacturing pins; he
saw the link between division of labor and mechanization and extension
of the market: “The invention of all these machines by which labour is so
much facilitated and abridged, seems to have been originally owing to the

division of labour.” But let us not mistake the perspective: his world 1s not
the world of large industry, nor even that of steam power.
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The world of Smith is that of manufacturing capitalism; his “mulls”
(nails, pins) gather together workers with manual skill; the trades to which
he refers remain at the craft level (fuller, spinner, weaver, dyer, master
Lilor, shoemaker, mason, carpenter, furniture maker, cabinetmaker, cutler,
locksn'uth, etc.); he sees the shopkeepers (grocer, apothecary, butcher,
aker, jeweler, goldsmith, barber), the transporters (carter, porter, chair-
-arrier, sailor), the farmers, the shepherds, the woodcutters.

From the very beginning of his book, Smith emphasized the importance
of labor: “The annual labour of every nation is the fund which originally
supplies it with all the necessaries and conveniences of life which it annu-
ally consumes, and which consist always either in the immediate produce

of that labour, or in what is purchased with that produce from other

" hations.” Labor is “the real measure of the exchangeable value of all com-

modities”; and the labor of the husband and wife should be able te bring
them something more than just what 1s indispensable for their subsistence
if they are expected to be able to raise a family.

Smith strictly tied this thinking about productive labor (“which adds
value to the object on which it is applied”) to his analysis of capital
accumulation. For, at heart, what interests himi is capital. Smith saw this
capital functioning before his eyes, as though on a human scale:

A capital may be employed in four different ways: either, first, in procuring the
rude produce annually required for the use and consumption of the society; or,
secondly, in manufacturing and preparing that rude produce for immediate use
and consumption; or, thirdly, in transporting either the rude or manufactured
produce from the places where they abound to those where they are wanted;
or lastly, in dividing particular portions of either into such small parcels as suit
the occasional demands of those who want them. In the first way are employed
the capitals of all those who undertake the improvement or cultivation of lands,
mines, or fisheries; in the second, those of all master manufacturers; in the
third, those of all the wholesale merchants; and in the fourth, those of all
retailers.®

He observed the ways in which this capital functioned: thus, for the
master manufacturer, one portion “is employed as a fixed capital in the
nstruments of his trade.... Part of his circulating capital 1s employed 1n
purchasing materials.... But a great part of it is always, either annually, or
In a much shorter period, distributed among the difterent workmen whom
he employs.”®

But at the same time, Smith understood the global logic of this capatal,
the logic of accumulation. Rejecting the criterion, at that time dominant,
of the balance of trade, he stressed the importance of “‘another balance”
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which “according as it happens to be either favourable or unfavourable

necessarily occasions the prosperity or the decay of every nation’:

This is the balance of the annual produce and consumption. If the exchangeﬂ;
able value of the annual produce, it has already.been observed, exceeds that of

the annual consumption, the capital of the society must annually increase ;_j;
proportion to this excess. The society in this case lives within its revenue, and*"
what is annually saved out of its revenue, 1s naturally added to its capital, and -
employed so as to increase still further the annual produce.®

Then he classified activities according to this criterion: “After agriculture,;f;_
the capital employed in manufactures puts into motion the greatest quan—-:-"rf
tity ot productive labour, and adds the greatest value to the annual pro-(---
duce. That which is employed in the trade of exportation, has the least} +
effect of any of the three”®™ And: “According to the natural course of
things, theretore, the greater part of the capital of every growing society §
is, first, directed to agriculture, afterwards to manufactures, and last of a]l
to foreign commerce.”® |

Thus during the period in which manufacturing capitalism was draw-
ing to a close and industrial capitalism, with its malls, was beginning,
Smith analyzed the capital whose accumulation, based upon productive 3§
labor, permitted “both the people and the sovereign at the same time to
be enriched.” Influenced by the ideology of the Enlightenment, of natural
laws and universal harmony, Smith put his trust in “the system of natural
freedom” which manifests itself by means of the market. He was against
agreements between dealers and manufacturers: “People of the same trade;_;
seldom meet together, even for merriment and diversion, but the con- |
versation ends gn a conspiracy against the public, or in some contrivance
to raise prices.”¥ He was against anything which might restrain the “free-
dom to work”: ““The patrimony of a poor man lies in the strength and
dexterity of his hands; and to hinder him from employing this strength
and dexterity in what manner he thinks proper without injury to his
neighbour, is a plain violation of this most sacred property. [t is a manifest §
encroachment upon the just liberty both of the workman, and of those §
who might be disposed to employ him.”®® This implied accepting in-
equality and defending, if need be, the existing social order: “Civil
government, so far as it is instituted for the security of property, is in
reality instituted for the defence of the rich against the poor.””® ’

Thomas Paine carried further the expression of the liberal utopia. In
1776, in Common Sense, he registered the distinction between society and
government: “Society 1s produced by our wants, and government by our
wickedness.... Society 1n every state is a blessing, but government even in
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s best state is but a necessary evil.”” And if governments approaching the
form of 2 republic have an advantage, it 1s that in these governments, the
sovereign has less to do. In 1791, in The Rights of Man, Paine went so far
15 to see the dissolution of the necessity for government in the formation

of a generalized market society.

The mutual dependence and reciprocal interest which man has upon man, and
.11 the parts of a civilized community upon each other, create that great chain
of connection which holds it together. The landholder, the farmer, the manu-
facturer, the merchant, the tradesman, and every occupation, prospers by the
1id which each received from the other, and from the whole. Common interest
regulates their concern, and forms their law.... In fine, society performs tor
itself almost everything which is ascribed to government.... It is to the un-
ceasing circulation of interest, which, passing through its million channels, in-
vigorates the whole mass of civilized man ... infinitely more than to anything
which the best instituted government can perform that the safety and prosper-
ity of the individual and of the whole depends.”

Without going so far as to foresee or to call for the withering away of the
state, the ruling class, the capitalist bourgeoisie, will find in this thinking

inexhaustible ideological material.

SUMMARY

The creation of the mill in the eighteenth century established capitalism
as a distinctive mode of production. Its development at this time was
based upon an accumulation of wealth which continued to come from
two principal sources: (a) the traditional extortion of peasant surplus labor;
and (b) extreme colonial exploitation taking diverse forms: pillage, forced
labor, slavery, unequal exchange, colonial taxes, and so on.

The development of markets (domestic and worldwide) and the expan-
sion of exchange made an increase in production necessary, first in the
traditional forms of production (manufacture, work in the home) and
then with new techniques and within the framework of the energy-
powered mill. In this there lay a third source of value, still limited but in
tull expansion. |

Thus besides the circulation of money (M — M"), small merchant
production (C = M — C), and commercial exchange (M — C — M),
there developed production organized to make the most of capital:

~—

M—>C—><?;P—>P—>C’—>M'
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A manufacturer having at his disposal a sum of money M buys goods C?'fil,}:
(means of production mp and labor power lp), combines them in the |
production P of goods which carry a value C’, greater than C. The sale
of these goods permits him to receive a sum of money M” = M + AM,

Manufacture began this evolution and the mill completed it. This process
was made easier by the labor force which had become available through
the growth of population and the modernization of agricultural production.

From this time on, though state accumulation continued in the same
domains as in preceding centuries (roads, waterways, harbors, fleets, ad—
ministrative machinery), bourgeois accumulation began a decisive change'

while proceeding, of course, through an increase in private fortunes and

stocks of merchandise, more and more this accumulation took the form of

productive capital (raw materials, machines, mills).

Observant minds (Quesnay, Turgot, Smith) saw the new logic: from
productive labor, a “net product™ was extracted which allowed particularly
for the setting up of “advances” owing to which the bases of production 2?3
could be enlarged or improved. Marx will later analyze this as “the formal
submission of labor to capital,” where techniques remain at the craft and
mill-work stage, and where the principal means for extracting surplus _;;:iﬁ _

value are the extension of working time and the intensification of labor.”

The principal agent of this movement was the bourgeoisie which was i
formed from the banking and commercial bourgeoisies, from dealers and
manufacturers who had become rich, and, in England, from a portion of §

the nobility. This new ruling class everywhere cultivated a key word:
freedom.

In England, where this class was involved with the affairs of state, the

. " : 4

freedom in question was above all economic freedom: freedom of trade #
and of production, as well as freedom to pay for labor power at the lowest

possible price, and so to defend itself against workers’ alliances and revolts.

[n France, where the working class was excluded from the affairs of §

state, the freedom which was called for was above all political freedom:
the suppression of privileges, a constitution, equality. Aspirations for eco-
nomic hberalism were present in France as well, however.

With the French and American revolutions, and with the development
of the “industrial revolution,” a new period opened up, characterized by
the irresistible rise of capitalism. At the same time the transforming capac-

ity of capitalism increased, due to several developments: the expansion of §

the terrain open to the market, including the market on a world scale;

new techniques and new ways to organize production; transformations of 1§

society then beginning, especially in England.
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Though each of these aspects is visible, the movement as a whole
emains for the most part opaque to the men and women who lived
chrough it: hadn’t there already been market expansions, technical progress,
and social changes during other historical periods? Nothing allowed them
to foresee that in the changes going on around them lay the beginning of
. spiraling development whose intensification would represent a break
relative to all previous history.

Among the transforming forces at work within European societies, the
state remains the most powerful. Its role is to establish the conditions
necessary for a national market, to encourage and protect production
renewal, and to organize conquest and domination in the world.

Many aspects of science amaze and fascinate the enlightened minds of

the time, though science is praised more for the promises it carries and

the progress it indicates than for its immediate, concrete effects.

As for capital and the capitalists, a few economists sense and perceive
their importance, though none of the economists imagines capital’s
enormous potential for overturning production, the market, society, and
the world.
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Colonial domination, pillage, and exploitation of imported or native

Chap ter 3 sJaves throughout this period constituted a fundamental source of enrich-

, ment for the colonizing countries. In the sixteenth century the greatest

THE IRRESISTIBLE RISE OF
INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM
(1800—70) 5
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Can the path covered in three centuries be seen clearly enough? At th |
beginning of the sixteenth century, in the name of God and the ; .-
armed expeditions conquered large areas in the Americas, massacrin' 3
pillaging, and bringing back fabulous treasures. At the end of the eighteen"-" |
century, in the name of nature and freedom, economusts, anxious to discov':‘.: B
the source of wealth, described the conditions of capital accumulation. '

What was at stake at first was the wealth of the prince; then it becamé§
a question of healthy royal finances and of enriching the nation, especially
means of exports; following this, in the same perspective, the manufacturi
and labor of the nation were stressed. The next factor to be considered closel-.*

was productive labor: the labor which permits a surplus to be extracted by#

v . 't'(ll's

means of whach production can be carried out on an enlarged scale. 3

National unity was established around the person of the king, agains@
feudalism, but also against other kings, in a terrible succession of Wéll’S.Thf:
rising class took shelter in royal authority against the nobility; this classy

.
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used mercantilist ideas to promote its own interests, in the time before 114

most advanced and strongest elements adopted liberal ideas. At the end ’-
the eighteenth century, the idea of the nation was asserted against the I -.

God and the nobility, religion and the order which grew out
feudalism, ensured social cohesion. God was torn apart in the Reformatiot{.l;
and disintegrated or became abstract at the hands of the philosophers; thﬁ
nobility, between the king and the bourgeoisie, were losing their pOWetffz
and their privileges. Thinking about the social contract, about political,i
regimes, and about democracy gave the bourgeoisie the institutional forms-:f"
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and the justifications for the types of government it was able to control: 1t
could, from this time on, do without a king.
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portion of the wealth passed first of all through royal treasuries; in the
eighteenth century this wealth was first handled by colonial companies
and financiers. But already conflicts of interest were arising which opposed
the bourgeosies of Europe against the descendants of colonists who had
come from Europe. These colonial descendants fought in. the name of the
European bourgeoisies” own ideas of democracy and freedom, even as in
their own countries they used slave labor and massacred the Indians.

Monopoly and competition; state intervention and private initiative: the
world market and the national interest were, under different forms, present
together throughout the formation of capitalism. This formation was given
life by the national bourgeoisies; was upheld and defended by national
states; and was supported by the workers of these countries and by the
subjugated or dominated peoples throughout the world.

During the years 1790—1815, the attention of all eyes was drawn by the
French revolution and the wars which rent Europe. Less spectacular,
another revolution began in England, through which the capitalist logic of
production was established and enlarged: the exploitation of a growing
number of workers and the production of an ever greater mass of goods.
At one pole a vertiginous accumulation of wealth: at the other an Increase
and aggravation of misery. Through the industrialization movement of the
nineteenth century, this logic imposed itself with greater and greater force
among widening sectors of society.

At the turn of the century, harsh ideological conflicts expressed the
sharpening of contradictions which this evolution developed.

THE CONFLICT OF IDEAS

fl\t the beginning of the nineteenth century, the capitalist development of
Lnfillstry, which had been set in motion in England, was still far from
“ing dominant, A new generation of manufacturers and industrialists
Sserted themselves (with Jean-Baptiste Say in France and David Ricardo
in Eﬁgland as their spokesmen), but the industrial bourgeoisie did not yet
;ifiztlijte a distinct sgcial layer. The mill workers, a great many of whom
meChanE:I;en and f:hﬂdren, were svjlbjected to the pitiless discipline of
production and the terrible menace of unadorned wretched-

Ness: : i I
e uprooted and without culture or stability, they did not at this time
NTm 3 ¢lass.
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On the other hand, the classes of the former society were still Very §
much present: nobility and landowners; farmers, artisans, shopkeepers, }

They felt the change which was beginning to affect them, and 1t Was 3
often from among these classes that voices were raised to criticize the,
transformations which were occurring, either in the name of the values of 1
the past (Burke in England; Bonald and Maistre in France), or in the
name of an alternative society conceived according to the norms of reason.

1 ‘

and equity (Godwin and Owen in England; Saint-Simon and Fourier in: g
France). ;ﬁr‘-f;_ |

In the debates which took place at this time, the chief ideas were L
afirmed which would be taken up again and again during the first half of |
the century, and in the case of certain of these ideas, throughout the
century and even to our own time.

OF POORrR AND RICH

Writing at the end of the century, Willlam Godwin denounced mequahty ¥
born of accumulation. He appreciated that what was fundamental to in-
equality was the exploitation of labor: '

There 1s scarcely any species of wealth, expenditure or splendour, existing in '
any civilized country, that is not, in some way, produced by the express manual @i
labour, and corporeal industry, of the inhabitants of that country. The sponta- .
neous productions of the earth are few, and contribute little to wealth, ex- _':
penditure or splendour. Every man may calculate, in every glass of wine he :
drinks, and every ornament he annexes to his person, how many individuals -'
have been condemned to slavery and sweat, incessant drudgery, unwholesome
food, continualhardships, deplorable ignorance, and brutal insensibility, that he #
may be supplied with these luxuries. It is a gross imposition that men are
accustomed to put upon themselves when they talk of the property bequeathed k.
to them by their ancestors. The property is produced by the daily labour of
men who are now in existence. All that their ancestors bequeathed to them was :
a mouldy patent which they show as a title to extort from their neighbours
what the labour of those neighbours has produced.’

It is the social logic of this exploitation which Godwin lays bare:

If, inequality being thus introduced, the poorer member of the community
shall be so depraved as to be willing, or so unfortunately circumstanced as to 38
be driven, to make himself the hired servant or labourer of his richer neigh-

bour, this probably is not an evil to be corrected by the interposition of gov- %
ernment. But, when we have gained this step, it will be difficult to set bounds £
to the extent of accumulation in one man, or of poverty and wretchedness in
another.” .

e B S PR | S S .
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This exploitation invades the domain of ideas and of values: “The spirit of
Oppression, the spirit of servility, and the spirit of fraud: these are the
immediate growth of the established administration of property.”

The Reverend Thomas Robert Malthus observed the same inequality,
the same misery, the same crushing of those having the least means, but it
was these poor themselves whom Malthus accused. He began with two

postulates:

First, That food is necessary to the existence of man.

Secondly, That the passion between the sexes is necessary and will remain
nearly in its present state ...

Assuming then, my postulate as granted, I say, that the power of population
is indefinitely greater than the power in the earth to produce subsistence for

- man.

Population, when unchecked, increases in a geometrical ratio. A slight ac-
quaintance with numbers will shew the immensity of the first power in com-
parison of the second.

By that law of our nature which makes food necessary to the life of man,
the effects of these two unequal powers must be kept equal.

This implies a strong and constantly operating check on population from the
difficulty of subsistence. This difficulty must fall somewhere and must necessar-
ily be severely felt by a large portion of mankind.*

The philanthropist, the legislator, are powerless: “It is not in the power of
the rich to supply the poor with an occupation and with bread, and
consequently the poor, by the very nature of things have no right to
demand these things from the rich.” “No possible contributions of sacri-
fices of the rich, particularly in money, could for any time prevent the
recurrence of distress among the lower members of society.” For Malthus,
this 1s fundamentally a problem of individual morality: “Everyone must
delay the establishment of his own happiness until, through his labour and
savings, he has put himself in a situation where he can provide for the
needs of his family” From this time on, the poor man, the wretch, i1s
guilty for not having respected the law of nature:

To the punishment therefore of nature he should be left, the punishment of
want. He has erred in the face of a most clear and precise warning, and can
have no just reason to complain of any person but himselt when he feels the
consequences of his error. All parish assistance should be denied him; and he
should be left to the uncertain support of private charity. He should be taught
to know that the laws of nature, which are the laws of God, had doomed him
and his family to suffer for disobeying their repeated admonitions.... It may
appear to be hard that a mother and her children, who have been guilty of no
particular crime themselves, should sufter for the ill conduct of the father; but
this is one of the invariable laws of nature.’
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Malthus goes on to claborate these ideas in a celebrated passage, which,. g

gy -
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“Laissez-faire,” Turgot and Smith had said, regarding corporate organi-

however, 15 not included in later editions: zation, mercantilist policies, the monopolies of the large companies, and

A man who is born into a world already possessed, if he cannot get subsistence
from his parents on whom he has a just demand, and if the society do not want
his labour, has no claim of right to the smallest portion of food and, in fact, has
no business to be where he is. At nature’s mighty feast there is no vacant cover
for him. She tells him to be gone, and will quickly execute her orders, if he do
not work upon the compassion of some of her guests. If these guests get up and
make room for him, other intruders immediately appear demanding the same
favor. The report of a provision for all that come, fills the hall with numerous
claimants. The order and harmony of the feast is disturbed, the plenty that
before reigned 1s changed to scarcity; and the happiness of the guests is de-
stroyed by the spectacle of misery and dependence in every part of the hall, and
by the clamorous importunity of those, who are justly enraged at not finding
the provision which they had been taught to expect. The guests learn too late
their error, in counteracting those strict orders to all intruders, issued by the '
great mustress of the feast, who, wishing all her guests should have plenty, and :'
knowing that she could not provide for unlimited numbers, humanely refused

to admut fresh comers when her table was already full.’

Here, for the pious souls, was enough to render perfectly bearable the
terrible misery of the workers and people of the time. For the rational

minds, the economists showed the “scientific necessity of this misery: ‘3

was 1t not a result of the “iron law of wages”? Jean-Baptiste Say described
in these terms how wages are determined: “When ... demand lags behind
the number of people available for work, their earnings decline below the
rate necessary for the class [of workers] to maintain their numbers. The
families most burdened with children and infirmities perish; from then on
the labor supply declines, and since labor is in lower supply, its price goes
up.”’ Ricardo, having described the same movement, judged it to be
necessary: “Like all other contracts, wages should be left to the fair and
free competition of the market, and should never be controlled by the
tervention of the legislature” This led him to denounce the English
poor laws: “Instead of making the poor rich, they are calculated to make
the rich poor.”®

THE TwoO UTOPIAS

Iwo utopian visions of a world to come were formulated on a wide scale
at the beginning of the century; each one guaranteed the happiness of all:
on one side the liberal vision, and on the other side the vision based upon
an organization of society that in the second third of the century came to
be called “socialist.” '

the mills benefiting from licenses. “Laissez-faire” without restriction, said
the “economusts™ of the nineteenth century.

For Say, Property, Freedom, and Prosperity are indissociable: property
of the productive capital and of the profits which can be drawn from it;
freedom to use this capital: “Any restriction which is not necessary to
protect the rights of another person is an attack against property”;” pros-
perity for all—for the poor and for the rich—because “their interests are
exactly the same.” Certainly, “it is a great unhappiness to be poor, but it is
an even greater unhappiness to be surrounded by people as poor as one-
self. Lacking wealth oneself, one must wish wealth for others: an indigent
has infinitely greater possibilities for earning his living and becoming well
oft if he lives among a rich population, than if he is surrounded by poor
people like himself. And note that here the hope of the poor is not
founded upon the charity of the rich, but upon the interest of the rich. It
is in his own interest that the rich man supplies the poor man with land
to cultivate, tools, fertilizer, and seeds, and with food on which to live
until the harvest’! |

For Ricardo, the free play of the market, that is to say, the law of
supply and demand, assures equilibrium: not only economic equilibrium
but also equilibrium among the three classes of soclety (landowners, owners
of capital, and laborers), even if their interests appear to be contradictory.
This same process also assures equilibrium between nations, the play of
comparative costs and of specialization guaranteeing the reciprocal interest
of all nations.

In this épirit, what could be called the “liberal utopia” developed and
became more definite: property, free enterprise, and the free play of the
market should ensure the best of all possible worlds. This implies reducing
as much as possible what comes from the state: “Governmental action is
essentially restricted to ensuring order, security, and justice,” wrote Bastiat.
“Beyond this limit, it is a usurpation of conscience, intelligence, and of
labor—in a word, of human freedom.”"!' And for the rest? Laissez-faire!
Except, of course, “to prevent dishonest things.” But “as for things which
are 1nnocent in themselves, such as work, exchange, teaching, association,
banking, etc., one must still choose. The state must either let things be
(laisse faire), or impose restrictions (empéche de Jaire). 1t the state lets things
be, we will be free and economically administered, for nothing costs less
than letting things be. If the state imposes restrictions, this 1s a calamity
for our freedoms and our purse.”'? |
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senting itself as “scientifically founded”: “The economists” (read, Liberals),
Bastiat continues on, “‘observe man, the laws of his organization, and the
social relations resulting from these laws.”
approach of the socialists: *
then a human heart matching that society.”"

Opposed to the liberal utopia were egalitarian, social, and associationist
utopias, which during the 1830s came to be described with one word:
socialist. At the time of the French revolution, the writings of I’Ange and'_f
Babeuf, and the conjuration of the Equals, bear witness to this. A few
sentences from the Manifesto of the Equals, drawn up by Sylvain Maréchal,'-"{

give an idea of the tone:

People of France!

For fifteen centuries you have lived as slaves, and consequently, unhappily.
For the last six years you have barely breathed, waiting for independence, hap- “§

piness, and equality.

Equality! first wish of nature, first need of man, and principal bond of any
Well! we mean from now on to live and die as equals,
as we were born: we want real equality or death; this is what we must have..... '-

The French revolution is only the forerunner of another much larger and §

legitimate association....

much more solemn revolution, which will be the final revolution....

The time has come to found the Republic of the Equals, this great home

b .

This “liberal utopia” from its beginnings possessed the capacity of pre-;_.
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Bastiat opposed this to the 3
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‘The socialists imagine a fantasy society and /4
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open to all men. The days of the general restitution have arrived. Lamenting §

families, come sit at the common table set by nature for all her children....

On the day after this true revolution, they will wonder in amazement: What!
General happiness depended on so little? We had only to want it. Ah, why 4

didn’t we want it sooner?'?

Saint-Simon and Fourier also give evidence of utopian sociahst thinking.
o

They were admirers of Newton and were fascinated by the harmony

originating in universal attraction. In his dream ot 1803, Saint-Simon saw

the administration of the earth entrusted to a “council of Newton” com-

posed of scientists and artists.”” In his Theory of the Four Movements (1808),
Fourier outlined the single, constant, and general law of “passionate at-
traction’’; “phalansteries,” complete and autonomous societies of 1,800
persons, were to be the base units of a new “universal harmony.” Utopia
1s here in force: the living certainty of another world, another society, at
arm’s reach. Saint-Simon paid more attention to “industry,” that is to say,
to the various forms of productive activity; he emphasized the role of
industrialists. He directed his writing toward the workers and was occu-

pied with improving the living conditions “of the most numerous and

poorest class.”'
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Fourier criticized the incoherence of the society which he called a
«elf-contradictory world” and bondage to “repulsive labor”; he extolled
che “‘common sense world,” the realization of the state of fellowship
(ounded on “natural, appealing, and truthful industry,” of which the
phalanstery would be the base unit.’

Robert Owen was more pragmatic; at the end of a brilliant career—he
was production manager of a spinning mill at age nineteen and boss ot a
big mill at age twenty-eight—he was one of the first “social employers” of
capitalist industry: during the whole first quarter of the nineteenth century,
his factory at New Lanark was a model which people came to visit from
near and far. Then Owen proposed reforming the whole of society; he
questioned religion and the family, and lost the support of the liberal
bourgeoisie. With the creation of New Harmony in the United States, he
endeavored to realize the utopia he envisioned, a combination of co-
operation and communism. It was a failure (1829—29). Owen then became
the moving spirit of the British workers’ movement and a tireless propa-
gandist for his convictions and beliets. |

Thus, faced with the. liberal utopia (human happmess assured by the
free play of supply and demand in all domains), socialist utopias (human
happiness assured by the proper organization of society) were deployed.
The former very quickly took the appearance of science (“the law of
supply and demand,” “the iron law of wages”), while the latter had the
tendency to degenerate into mysticism and sectarianism. The liberal utopian
vision was taken up and utilized by the merchant flank of the bourgeoisie
each time it had need of free rein—against regulations and the corpora-
tions, against monopolies and licenses, against laws concerning the poor,
and against protectionism. The socialist utopian vision found an echo
among the technicians (Saint-Simon, common people (tradespeople and
workers), and especially the petty bourgeoisie (artisans and shopkeepers).

Marx provided a scientific version of the socialist utopia by demon-
strating, by means of a historical and economic analysis of capitalism, that
communism must “necessarily” follow capitalism. The many associationist
and cooperative achievements, the struggles by the common people and
by the workers, the formation and maturation of the working classes—all

these anchored the socialist project and gave it concreteness.'

WHAT 1S THE SOURCE OF WEALTH?

The economists took up this fundamental question from the book by
Adam Smith; along with others, the Englishman David Ricardo and the
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Frenchman Jean-Baptiste Say opposed each other over the question of th@
origin of wealth.

Born in 1772, the son of a Jewish banker who emigrated to I-Iollano:hI

a stockbroker at twenty-two years of age, Ricardo became rich en(mgh ﬁ}f
through successful speculations to retire from business at forty-two and
buy an estate. He became a Member of Parliament in 1819, two yearg
after publishing his principal work, On the Principles of Political Economy ,
and Taxation.

Jean-Baptiste Say was born in 1767, the son of a Protestant trader Who'?‘
returned to Lyons from Geneva, where his family had been exiled after
the Edict ot Nantes. Say worked as a clerk 1in a bank, traveled in England
and enlisted as a volunteer in the French Revolutionary Wars (1792)';:
Following this, he frequented the “ideological” circles of his time, collabor--;“
ated on “The Decade,” and wrote Treatise on Political Economy, or a Simplé':}
Exposition of the Way in Which Wealth Is Formed, Distributed and Consumed 3 'f
(1803). He disapproved of the authoritarian measures of the empire and
refused the positions which were offered him. During the years 1806—14,
he built and ran a cotton spinning mill. Under the Restoration, political . §
economy—at that time tainted with anticlericalism and liberalism—being §
judged subversive, he was able to teach only at the Athénée, a private
institution of higher education (1816~17 and 1818—~19) and at the con-
servatory of arts and trades (from 1820 on); he had to wait until 1830, !
only a short time before his death, for a chair at the College de France.”” {

Say summarized his fundamental ideas in his Catechism of Political
Economy (1817): | “

—Is it possyble to create wealth?

—Yes, to create wealth, all that is necessary is to create value, or to add to the &
value which is already found in the things one possesses. o

~—How can value be added to an object?

—By giving it a use that it did not formerly have.

—How can the value that things already have be increased?

By 1increasing the degree of usefulness which existed in them when they
were acquired....

—To produce 1s to give value to things by giving them a use; and the action
which results in a product 1s called Production....

—To whom do the products created each day in a nation belong?

—They belong to the industrious, the capitalists, and the landowners, who,
either by themselves or by means of their tools, are the creators of these
products, and are consequently what we call producers.”

One of the ideological bases of economic thought in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries was hereby presented: to produce is to increase useful-
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Less; three “factors of production”—labor, capital, and land—contribute
o productlon and are paid for in proportion to their contribution.

Ricardo disagreed with Say on these two points: “Ultility,” he wrote to
Say regarding Say’s Catechism, “1s certainly the foundation of value, but the
degree of utility can never be the measure by which to estimate value. A
-ommodity ditficult of production will always be more valuable than one
which is easily produced.... A commodity must be useful to have value
put the difficulty of its production is the true measure of its value. For this
reason, lron though more useful is of less value than gold’ ' In On the
principles of Political Economy and laxation, also published in 1817, Ricardo
made his analysis more explicit: he devoted an important first chapter to
value. The long section titles of this chapter give the essential in a few
sentences: “The value of 2 commodity, or the quantity of any other com-
modity for which it will exchange, depends on the relative quantity of
labour which 1s necessary for its production, and not on the greater or less
compensation which is paid for that labour” “Not only the labour applied
immediately to commodities affect their value but the labour also which is
bestowed on the implements, tools and buildings, with which such labour
is assisted.” |

Having thus defined value, ot which the price is the monetary expres-
sion, the distribution of produced wealth will be based upon wages. Now,
“the natural price of labour is that price which is necessary to enable the
labourers, one with another, to subsist and to perpetuate their race, with-
out either increase or diminution.” From then on, “supposing corn and
manufactured goods always to sell at the same price, profits would be high
or low in proportion as wages were low or high.’*

With _Say, the 1nterests of the workers, the capitalists, and the landown-
ers are in agreement; with Ricardo, they are in opposition. It 1s from
Ricardo’s theses and from the critique of their weak points that Marx will
begin to develop his analysis of capital.

The positions of Say and of Ricardo regarding the question of machines
are similar: “The use of machines,” Say writes in his Catechism, 1s harmtul

to the working class “only at the time when a new machine is beginning

to be used; for experience teaches us that the countries where machines

are the most in use are the countries where there is the most employment
for workers.” Ricardo, discussing the theses of MacCulloch, wrote in
1820: “The employment of machinery I think never diminishes the demand
for labour—it is never a cause of a fall in the price of labour, but the
eftect of its rise”’** He abandoned this position in 1821, when he added a
chapter to the third edition of his Principles: “I am convinced, that the
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substitution of machinery for human labour, is often very injurious to the"i
interests of the class of labourers.””> However: “The employment of ma-
chinery could never be safely discouraged in a State, for if a capital is not
allowed to get the greatest net revenue that the use of machinery wﬂl
afford here, it will be carried abroad, and this must be a2 much more
serious discouragement to the demand for labour, than the most extensive
employment of machinery™**

These debates were not carried out in thin air, but were rooted in the
daily concerns and the confrontations of interest which accompanied the

development of mechanical industry.

THE CAPITALIST DEVELOPMEN'T
OF INDUSTRY

V Ir

During the nineteenth century it was chiefly through the establishment of |
mechanized industry that the capitalist mode of production was extended. a
The “mills” which had begun to be built in England at the end of the
eighteenth century became more widespread, not only in England itself,
but in Belgium, France, Switzerland, Germany, and the United States.
The development of these mills was particularly striking in the “driving”
sectors of the time: textiles and metallurgy. Men who had previously been
traders or merchants, as well as foremen and the sons of artisans, became
manufacturers and availed themselves of a labor force that had become
available through the transformation of the countryside or through immi-
oration. These laborers were employed with the intention of extracting
the maximum, and it was in conditions of misery and unbearable oppres-
sion that the original core of the modern working class was formed. This
movement was an extension of what had begun in England during the
previous century, but with a definite acceleration, which the increase in
the annual rate of growth of world industry helps us to understand (see E

Table 3.1).

THE ADVANCE OF BRITISH CAPITALISM

Capitalist industrialization on a world scale occurred 1n three major suc-
cessive flows; 1780—1880 and 1880—1950, with the third still in progress
today. Each flux is characterized by a definite extension, both sectorial (by
type of industry) and geographic (regional and national).

For the period 1780—1880, three industries had an impact and a rate of
growth such that they can be described as driving or propelling industries:
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TABLE 3.1 World Industry and Trade, Average Annual Rates of Growth

e .

World industry World trade
s - +
(sth century I.5§ 1.1
82040 2.9 2.8
(§60—70 2.9 2.8
‘170585 T 172080

Sonrce: W. W. Rostow, The World Economy (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1978), p. 67.

cotton, iron, and railroad rails. It was in Great Britain that these industries
underwent their earliest and most remarkable development.

With water power and steam engines, which allowed mechanization to
reach its full potential for productive output, and employment of a plen-
tiful, cheap, and-'tota]ly'disarmed labor force, levels of production in-
creased dramatically. The British advantage was overwhelming during the
whole first half of the century, and remained important after 1850, though
it was reduced in certain sectors. The figures indicating quantities of goods
produced are eloquent (see Table 3.2).

In England and, with some delay, in France and Germany, this evolu-
tion continued, intensified, and accelerated the movement begun in the
eighteenth century. In North America a new era was opened by the
independence of the United States, and its budding industries were able
to benefit from the difficulties which the producers and traders of Europe
encountered during the period of wars at the beginning of the century.

These four countries—Great Britain, France, Germany, and the United
States—accounted at this time for between two-thirds and three-fifths ot
the world’s industrial production, with the share of Great Britain receding
from less than one-quarter to more than one-fifth.

This industrial development inaugurated and then accentuated the end
of millennia of primarily ‘agricultural production in overwhelmingly rural
societies. A city, with its manufacturing and commercial activities, cer-
tainly might have been able to predominate in a small country. But the
development of manufacturing activity in this case was occurring for the
first time throughout a large country—Great Britain—before spreading to

others, France and Germany in particular.
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TABLE 3.4 World Industrial Production (percent)

Great Britain

France Germany Rest of Europe  United States
1820 24 20 15 37 4
1840 21 I8 17 38 S
1860 21 16 13 34 14

Source: Rostow, The World Economy, pp. 52—53.

The quantitative predominance of the agricultural and rural world

remained obvious in France and in the United States; in Great Britain, on .
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the contrary, the world of industry, trade, services, and offices, which at -

the beginning of the century already accounted for two-thirds of all em-

ployment, by 1871 represented more than four-fifths (see Table 3.5).

However, during this period the active population employed in agri-
culture did not decrease in Great Britain (1.7 million in 1801 and still 1.8
million 1n 1871); though the manpower employed in industry rose rapidly:
1.4 milhion 1n 1801, 3.3 million in 1841, and .3 million in 1871. In
France the active agricultural population grew (5.5 million in 1781—90
and 7.2 million in 1865—74), and even though the numbers doubled, the

manpower employed in industry remained clearly less significant: 1.6
million in 178190, 3.5 million in 1835—44, and 3.8 million in 1865—74.
Although the number ot workers employed in agriculture and the Brit-

ish countryside remained stable, these regions were an important source of

manpower for industry: the exodus from agriculture went from around

25,000 per decade between 1751 and 1780 to 78,000 for the decade of

1781—90, 138,000 between 1801 and 1810, 214,000 between 1811 and
1820, and 267,000 between 1821 and 1830, after which time this move-
ment slowed down considerably.”

With the agricultural exodus, to which must be added the flight of
ruined artisans, demographic growth gave rise to the formation of a mis-
erable and available labor force which contributed both to the making of
the British working class and to British emigration (2.6 million between
1821 and 1850; 4.6 million between 1851 and 1880).” Famines were espe-
cially deadly in Ireland, as this observation by Fourier shows: “The news-
papers of Dublin in 1826 say: ‘An epidemic rages here among the people:
the sick people who are brought to the hospital get well as soon as they

L
e

Y
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TABLE 3.5 Active Population (percent)
FNGLAND Agriculture Industry and trade Others
P

(811 35 45 20

1841 20 43 37

1817 14 55 31
;LANCE Agriculture, Industry, transport, Others

forestry, fishing trade, and banking”

1851 64.5 27.5 8
1860 50 37 13
UNITED STATES Primary? Secondary Tertiary
1820 73 12 14
1850 64 17.5 17.5
1 870 54 22.5 23.9%

——

* [ncludes construction and mining.

Sources: England and France—P. Bairoch, Révolution industrielle et 50u3-dével¢::ppemenr (Paris: SEDES,
1064), pp. 267, 342; United States—]. Fourastié¢, La Civilisation en 1960 (Paris: PUF, 1965), p. 260.

T Includes mining.

are fed.” Their sickness then is hunger: one need not be a wizard to guess
that this is the case, since they are cured upon eating.”

This available population accumulated in the towns, where industrial
activity was developing and where industrial workers crowded together:
“Since commerce and manufacture attain their most complete development
in these great towns, their influence upon the proletariat is also most
clearly observable here”® “What is true of London, is true of Manchester,
Birmingham, Leeds, is true of all great towns. Everywhere barbarous
indifference, hard egotism on one hand, and nameless misery on the

other, everywhere social warfare ... so openly avowed that one shrinks

before the consequences of our social state as they manifest themselves

here undisguised....””?

Accompanying capitalist industrialization, the process of urbanization
occurred particularly early in Great Britain. In 1851 ten cities in Great
Britain had more than 100,000 inhabitants, compared to five in France.
London reached a population of 2.3 million, while Paris just passed 1
million. Manchester surpassed 400,000 inhabitants, Glasgow 300,000,

Birmingham 200,000.
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TABLE 3.6 Nineteenth-century Urban and Rural Population

Total population Rural Urban
(million) (%) (%)
Great Britain (1851) 18 | 48 52
France (18571) 30 75 29
Russia (1851) 50 03 7
United States (1850) 23 87 31
Germany (1871) 41 64 36

Sources: Rioux, La révolution industrielle, p. 148; Harold Faulkner, American Economic History (New

York: Harper & Row, 1960).

Manchester was the foremost city of the cotton industry:

In 1835 the sphere of activity of Manchester—including West Riding, and the
neighboring counties of Chester and Derby—brought together 80 percent of
the factory workers [of this industry], and 85 percent in 1846. Its geographic ,,
situation was excellent. It was close to Liverpool, where cotton importation

took place. In addition, it was surrounded on all sides, except the south, by rich
coal fields which extended from Ormskirk to Bury and Ashton. The level of

production from these fields is difficult to calculate, but it must in any case have
been far greater than the 700,000 to 900,000 tons that Manchester alone con-

surmned.

This was enough for two distinct groups of factories to coexist within a /§
relatively small area. The first, and oldest, was almost entirely situated on the ’§
plain, south of Preston. It had been established in the 18th century around

Bolton, the principal center for light fabrics. Its capital then became Manches-

ter, which in 1820 accounted for a quarter of British-produced brocade. The §
increasing number of factories—at least 30 were built between 1820 and 1830— 4

created certain difficulties however, due to the increasing number of workers
and lack of space: factories of four to. eight stories, and sometimes twice this,
had to be built, and industry began to invade the residential outskirts. A second
oroup of factories began to be built then, after 1821.%

The system of wage payments was also more advanced in Great Britain:
the proportion of wage earners within the active population there reached
three-fourths during the last third of the century. In France the propor-
tion of wage earners was §5 percent in 1851, §7.5 percent in 1866, and 57
percent in 1882; in the United States it was 63 percent in 1880, and in
Germany it was 64 percent in 1882." The system of wage payments
affected workers in other sectors besides industry, however, and the pro-
ductive workers of industry were not all wage earners.

The Irresistible Rise of Industrial Capitalism 09

({ETEROGENEITY OF THE WORKING CLASS

n studying the situation of the working class in Great Britain at the
beginning of the 1840s, Friedrich Engels begins with “factory-workers,
. .. those who are comprised under the Factory Act.” This law regulates
those who work 1n the factories where “wool( silk, cotton and flax are
spun or woven by means of water or steam-power.” He then dealt with
“remaining branches of industry” (knitwear, lace, printed fabric, bleachers,
dyes, metalwares, pottery, and glass manufacture), and with the agricul-
trural and mining proletariat. Along with many studies of this time, Engels
brought to light the harshness of working and living conditions, and the
meagerness of wages. He emphasized the slavery in which the bourgeoisie
has chained the proletariat through the industrial system:

The worker is, in law and in fact, the slave of the property-holding class, so
effectually a slave that he 1s sold like a piece of goods, rises and falls in value
like a commodity.... The bourgeoisie, on the other hand, is far better off under
the present arrangement than under the old slave system; it can dismiss its
employees at discretion without sacrificing invested capital, and gets its work
done much more cheaply than is possible with slave labour... .

By the muddle of the century the British industrial system was highly
diversified. The previous system continued to exist with craft work, work
mn the home, manufactory, and workhouses, as well as with the mill,
which had appeared at the end of the eighteenth century®” In this way,
handlooms remained dominant for cotton weaving until 1829—31.

What developed was chiefly the factory system, with mills of increasing
size; 1n - addition, the putting out system, a new form of work in the
home, became more prevalent. Utilizing a driving force—water power or
steam engines—the mill grouped together a system of machines which a
labor force composed in large part of women and children “served”: “The
grand object ... of the modern manufacturer is, through the union of
capital and science, to reduce the task of his work-people to the exercise
of vigilance and dexterity—faculties, when concentrated to one process,
speedily brought to the young.”* |

In 1834 children younger than thirteen represented 13 percent of the
labor power in the English cotton industry; this figure fell to § percent
around 1850, but rose again with the crises to 14 percent in 1874.%
Extremely severe mill regulations; repression by fines, wage reductions, or
dismissal; unwholesomeness of the workplaces; harshness of the labor;
length of the working day; sicknesses; accidents: all these attest to the
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. nhuman exploitaFion which was the basis for the development of British
ndustry 10 the nineteenth century.

The putting out system was a manifestation of work in the home, in
which an entrepreneur gave tasks to poor families to carry out, though it
Jeveloped 1nto an extension of mill work, especially in the ready-made
garment trade and the shoemaking business: the materials being first
prepared in the factory, the workers of the putting out system received
hem (for instance, every week) and were to accomplish a certain type of
operation (assembling, sewing, finishing). Payment was by the piece, at
low rates, which forced these workers to work very long days. The diftu-
«on of the pedal-operated sewing machine encouraged the extension of
this kind of production: in London in 1830 one-third of the production
of garments was carried on using this system.*

In France the world of craft and industrial production was also abun-
dantly diversified: it encompassed traditional artisanship, peasant families
working at home, journeymen of the Tour de France, construction work-
ers, specialized workers (book makers, iron, bronze, and foundry workers),
and those not qualified for work in the mechanized mills. The old manu-
facturing system continued to exist, as Balzac noted in The Deputy of Arcis:

Almost all the knitwear ot France, a considerable trade, is made around Troyes.
The countryside for ten leagues in all directions 1s covered with workers whose
looms can be seen through the open doors, when passing through the wvillages.
These workers corresponded to middlemen, which led to a speculator called a

manufacturer.

In the silk-making business of Lyons, a thousand “dealers” or “merchant-
manufacturers” bought the raw material and gave it to the “shop masters”
to be worked. These men were master workers who themselves owned
the looms set up in the homes. There were 30,000 journeymen working
these looms; they were paid by the piece and received generally half the
price paid by the dealer to the shop master.”

Finally, true mills developed, usually small or medium sized. A few,
however, were very large: Dollfus-Mieg and Co. by 1834 employed 4,200
workers on 26,000 spind]es, 3,000 mechanized looms, and 120 printing
tables; Schneider, in Le Creusot, had 230 workers in 1812, 3,250 in 1850,
and 12,500 1n 1870; Wendel, in Lorraine, had 9,000 wage earning workers
In 1870.% |

Thus in France under the Second Empire, employment in craft work
was more than twice as important as industrial employment. Industrial
enterprises remained generally small in size, with an average of fourteen

workers per employer.
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Long working days, poor health, undernourishment, child labor, sick- §
nesses, accidents: analogous to what was observed in Great Britain, the g
musery of the workers in France during the nineteenth century has been /8

described many times. The subordination of the workers was solidly "

assured: the prohibition of strikes and coalitions in the law of Le Chapelier 4

was taken up again and made more strict by the Penal Code in 1811; §

workers’ record books were reestablished in 1803; and in case of a dispute, §

'i- -*

the Civil Code established in advance on whose side the truth lay: “The E
master is believed on his word as to the share and payment of wages, etc.”
A physician from Nantes in 1825 wrote this about the worker:

To live, for him, is to not die. Beyond the piece of bread which is supposed to
nourish his family and himself, beyond the bottle of wine which is supposed to
relieve him for an instant from the awareness of his sorrows, he asks for noth-
ing, he hopes for nothing.... The proletarian returns home to his miserable ff;"
room where the wind whistles through the cracks; and after having sweated ;l;}?ﬁ:
through a working day of 14 hours, he does not change his clothes when he '§
returns, because he has none to change into.”

Thus in France as in Great Britain, the capitalist industrialization of the
nineteenth century developed on the basis of a severe exploitation of the 1
working masses in the leading industries of the time: textiles, metallurgy,
coalmining. This was the case, with a greater or lesser time lag, in all the

countries of Europe and America where the capitalist development of .
industry took place.

AFFIRMATION OF THE BOURGEOISIE

The formation of a national capitalism was simultaneously the establish- fj'.

ment of a working class and the rise of a new ruling class. Great families
of high finance and international trade, businessmen, manufacturers, ship-
owners, bankers, parliamentarians, jurists, men of law, families of the aristo-
cracy and the gentry (some of whom devoted themselves to business):
among these groups, many connections were formed. There were bonds
of marriage and kinship, of common education and enterprises carried
out together, and of converging interests. Though these groups remained
distinct, they tended, by the adoption of a relatively uniform conception
of life and of society, by their attitude at the time of great social conflicts,
and by their impact on the various aspects of national life, to impose
themselves as the ruling class of capitalist society: the bourgeoisie.

[n Great Britain during the second third of the nineteenth century, a
decisive change occurred in the composition of national capital: the various
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TABLE 3.7 National Capital of Great Britain (percent)

- 1798 I812 1832 18854

-

{ ANDED INHERITANCE 63.7 63.5$ 63.3 23.3
Land $5.0 54.2 $4.1 18.1
Farmis 8.7 0.3 0.2 5.2

BUILDINGS 13.8 14.9 14.1 22.1

CAPITAL |
(linked to capitalist
development) 20.8 19.8 20.9 48.9
Overseas securities n.s. n.s. 4.7 8.2
Railroads and domestic capital

(industrial, commercial,
and financial) 20.8 19.8 16.2 30.2
PUBLIC PROPERTY 1.7 1.8 1.7 5.7

n.s. = not significant.

Source: Phyllis Deane and Wilham Cole, British Economic Growth, 1688—1952 (New York: Cambnidge.
University Press, 1969}, p. 271.

components of this capital that were linked to the development of capitz?l-
ism (overseas securjties, domestic railroads, industrial capital, commercial
and finance capital, including buildings) became dominant in relation to
the traditional landed inheritance (estates and farms) (see Table 3.7).

This evolution shows the relative economic decline of the former domi-
nating class (the nobility and gentry) in relation to the rising class of the_
bourgeoisie. And while it would be tempting to present the great ref(‘)r*ms
of the British nineteenth century as the successive victories of the rising
liberal bourgeoisie over the declining conservative aristocracy, this view,
without being entirely false—since the landed aristocracy lost in the course
of the century its quasi-monopoly over political power and local adminis-
tration—would be at the least sihplistic.

In fact, on the one hand the overthrow of royal absolutism in the
seventeenth century sealed a sort of unwritten pact between the landed
aristocracy and the high families of finance, banking, and international
trade. On the other hand, between these two poles there was never an
insurmountable barrier: members of the first group invested in commercial
and financial businesses, and even in mining and manufacturing, while for
the bankers, manufacturers, and traders who had grown wealthy, the

purchase of an estate, before becoming a social symbol, was a means of
entering Parliament. And finally, the aristocracy and the bourgeotsie reacted
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with a commen reflex of “solidarity” when faced with radical movements | celebrated as victories the other deplored as defeats. Finally, two owners for the
; «ame house, for the same domain.*

and popular uprisings which threatened property. «’I
Besides this, the peasantry, which in other European countries consti- 2 |

tuted a large conservative mass, in Great Britain had been subjected for*
three centuries to the logic of the enclosures and of profitability. It was
divided and weak in political impact. The heterogeneous working class - *{

The landed aristocracy had lived €00 long in the hope of the return of the
i legitimate king, Louis XVIII; disappointed by certain of his attitudes, the
,ristocracy placed their hopes in his successor, Charles X. They reserved

their places by excluding the high bourgeoisie: rivals whose economic and

competed among themselves and were still searching for their pohtlcal

expression. From then on, although conservatism was opposed to hberal-_"-;;.
ism, this opposition did not correspond to a confrontation between two

classes whose interests were irreducibly antagonistic.

It was the Tory reformer Peel who in 1829 abolished the Bill of Test |
and allowed Catholics to enter public office. In the same way, the elec-
toral reforms of 1832 were acceptable to a large part of the aristocracy,
since these reforms only increased the number of voters from 500,000 to
813,000, which chiefly benefited traders and industrialists. Even the repeal

of the Corn Laws in 1846, despite the harsh confrontations this provoked,

was not a disaster for the landed property owners, who were incited
toward a new effort of “good management” and mechanization. And these
landed property owners, when they gave a reply of sorts to the industri-
alists through the adoption of the factory laws, found support not only

from the popular movement but also from among the “enlightened”
portion of the employers.*

Nevertheless, although the rise of the British bourgeoisie was not carried

out against the aristocracy, and although it occurred in part from the
aristocracy and in liaison with it, this rise characterizes the nineteenth
century, especlirally the reign of Queen Victoria. In a parallel movement,
the rise of the French bourgeoisie was less clear; this is because it occurred
in quite different conditions, and had to follow a more “eventful” course.

If the revolution of 1789 marked the defeat of the privileged—nobility
and clergy—it operated to the advantige of the growing young capitalist
bourgeoisie, the middle “bureoisie” (jurists, administrators, and local
notables), and the peasantry.* The petty bourgeoisie of artisans and traders

must also be considered here. But after the fall of the empire, the bour-

geoisie of bankers, manufacturers, and traders could no longer ally them-

selves with the landed aristocracy, as in Great Britain; they had therefore

to depend on the peasants and the petty bourgeoisie of artisans and traders.
The alliance with the nobility was indeed out of the question:

There were, after the Hundred Days, two peoples separated by different memo- '}

ries, ideas, and habits, and who were no longer able to understand one another.
They were two armies which had fought one against the other: what one

financial power was expanding, while the aristocracy’s was declining. And
when Charles X was overthrown in 1830, a large. part of the landed
aristocracy resigned themselves—by retiring to their estates or by closing
themselves up in their salons—to their own decline.’

From then on the capitalist bourgeoisie had to rely upon the petty and
middle bourgeoisie, either against the aristocracy, as in 1830, or later
against the industrial proletariat. The binding elements of this alliance
against the privileged were the ideas of freedom and democracy; property
functioned 1n this role against the “sharers.” The condition of the alliance
was the protection of precisely those classes which would have been de-
stroyed by a rapid development of capitalism: foreign protectionism, a
slow utilization of new techniques, and survival of widespread agriculture
and craft work were the price of the alliance. This is surely the principal
cause of the slow development of industrial capitalism in France during
the nineteenth century.

The merchant wing of the industrial and banking bourgeoisie had to
find under Louis-Philippe, and then under Napoleon 111, the support, the
spur even, of the state, for attempts at development to be made. Sometimes
these attempts succeeded, in certain cases spectacularly: for example, the
creation of banks during the 1830s and from 1850 to 1860; the develop-
ment of railroads under the Second Empire; the digging of the Suez
Canal; and the great urbanization projects. |

But French society remained profoundly provincial, rural, and agri-
cultural, with much of the work still carried on at a craft level. French
society at this time was slow and prudent. A part even of industrial and
banking capitalism remained as though enclosed within its cocoon: cotton
of Alsace or the North, silk production of Lyons, metallurgy of Le Creusot
or of Lorraine. Within each branch, the industrialists consulted with one
another, made agreements, and organized themselves: “meeting of the silk
manufacturers,” in 1825; “committee of native sugar processors,’ created
by beet sugar producers against the “colonial” sugar, in 1832; committees
of the linen industry, in 1837, and of the cotton industry, in 1839;
“committee of metallurgical interests,” in 1840; committee of machine

manufacturers, and so on.
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As for Germany, and more precisely, Prussia, the bourgeois revolutlon

did not take place:

The 1848 movement and the issuing of a constitution by the king did not mark - |
an important turning-point in the process of the transformation of relations of - f_
production; and they did nothing to alter the state’s superstructure or the occu-
pier of political power. Despite the customs-union (Zollverein) which had already |
been accomplished by the time of this movement, the landed nobility still retained 8
political power and the Prussian state was to remain for a long time dominated g

by feudal structures. It was in fact this state which under Bismarck undertook

to bring the bourgeoisie to political domination, a process characterized by 8

Marx and Engels as “revolution from above.” Under Bismarck, this state trans-
tormed itself from within, as it were, in the direction of the capitalist state.*8

It was with the support of the state that capitalist industrialization, until
then moderate, intensified from the 1860s on. The bourgeoisie then found
itself facing a working class which very quickly became organized; even

when allied with the petty bourgeoisie, the capitalist bourgeoisie was not
able to cope on two fronts: it therefore accepted the political domination
of the coalition formed by the landed nobility with the high “bureoisie”
of the state. As a new ruling class, the bourgeoisie in Germany had to
accept second place.

The United States had no old feudal or agrarian society to destroy.
Three societies coexisted: a rural society based on plantation slavery and
cotton 1n the South; an industrial capitalism expanding in the Northeast;
and a society of farming families extending into the West. The landed
aristocracy had dominated the federal state apparatus since the formation
of the United States. The creation of the Republican Party in 1854, and
its success in 60, questioned this domination to the advantage of the

new ruling class of the Northeast; the Civil War and the defeat of the |

South prevented the secession of the southern states and abolished slavery,
the economic base of the landed aristocracy. The Civil War encouraged
industrialization (armaments, railroads), reorganization of the banking
sector, protective tariffs, and immigration: in short, the conditions for a
new and considerable industrial expansion. A new generation of capitalists
was formed and asserted itself during the war: J. P. Morgan, who resold a
stock of defective rifles to the U.S. Army and then speculated in gold; Jay
Gould, another speculator; Jim Fisk, who sold blankets to the U.S. Army;
Cornelius Vanderbilt, who rented boats to the federal government at high
rates; and John D. Rockefeller, who already had begun to sell oil.*
Thus during the 1860s, the bourgeoisie imposed itself as a dominating
class only in Great Britain. In France the bourgeoisie still had to take into
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ount burdensome alliances with the petty bourgeoisie and the peas-
“ and was only set loose, for briet favorable periods, with the support
m;tr}i state. In Germany the bourgeoisie had to be both accepted by the
tanded nobility and supported by the state. In the United States, 1t was
only after the Civil War that the bourgeoisie found the way open for its

riSt’J.

COLONIAL DOMINATION AND WORLD MARKET

England opens all of its ports; it has broken down all the barriers which separated

.t from other nations; England had so colonies, and now has only one, the

: 50
gniverse....’

England, mistress of the seas at the end of the Napoleonic Wars; England,
extending over the entire world its empire and its trade; England, work-
shop for the world: England in the nineteenth century was clearly the
premier merchant power (see Tables 3.8-3.10).

Not only was the British economy the most developed, but its process
of development from the outset had been linked to colonial expansion
and maritime trade. And already Britain was involved in the logic of
specialization and international division of labor. This is evident in the
structure of its exports, and increasingly apparent in the structure of its
IMpPOTtS. |

[n addition, the British economy’s “effort to export,” which was already
considerable during the 1820s and 1830s (when one-fifth of production
was exported), grew decade by decade to reach one-quarter of all physical
production in 1851, one-third in 1861, and two-fifths in 1871.

TABLE 3.8 International Division of Trade (percent)
Great France Germany Rest of United Rest of
Britain Europe States world
1780 12 12 I 39 2 24
1 800 33 9 10 25 ¢ 17
1820 27 0 LI 29 6 19
1840 25 IT 8 30 7 20
1 860 25 Il 0 24 Q) 21

jra—

Source: Rostow, The World Economy, pp. 70—71.
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TABLE 3.9 Structure of Foreign Trade, Britain and France (percent) TABLE 3.10 British Balance of Payments (£ million annually)

STRUCTURE OF EXPORTS - Commercial Emigrants, Maritime  Profits, Fees and  Net
Raw materials Food products Manufacturing balance tourists, transport interest, commissions total
| products government dividends
Great Britain 1§16—20 ~11 ~3 +10 13 +3 +7
I814—10 4 17 70 18206—30 —14 —3 +3.5 9.5 T2 *3
182426 4 IT 85 183040 —23 —4 +11 +153 +4 +3
1854—56 8 . g [ §46—50 —25 -0 +14 +18 +4 +9
[ 85600 —33.5 —8 +26 +33.9 +8 +26
France 1 866—70 —05 —9 45 +57 +13 41
1817-20 I1 31 58 1876—80 —124 9 +54 T88 106 +as
1R0O0—1900 —159 —I1 +62 +132 +16 +40
182730 30 70 1911—13 —140 —22 +100 +241 +277 +206
[850—354 33 67 -
' Commodity Foreign Other Gold and Net
STRUCTURE OF IMPORTS trading investment operations foreign total
Raw materials Food products Manufacturing Income currencies
products o
1920—24 —279 +199 +221 +21 +162
Great Britain 1925—29  —395 +250 ta213 +1 +68
181416 54 3S IT 1930_33 *324 1174 :127 00 08
1824—26 64 27 . 1903573 300 199 133 77 105
1854-56 o1 33 6 Sources: A.  H. Imlah, Economic Elements in the Pax Britannica, cited in Deane and Cole, British
France Economic Growth, p. 36; Mathias, The First Industrial Nation, p. 469.
181720 56 154 0
[827—30 63 29 8
1850—54 72 23

These figures give a measure of how important the conquest of foreign

SHARE OF EXPORTS markets was for British industry in the Victorian period. They also give a

Great Britam France measure of what was at stake in the debate between supporters of protec-
1801 31.3 1781-90 3.8 tionism and partisans of free trade. Was Great Britain going to be able to
1821 21.7 181§—24 6.2 supply itself with even more agricultural products and raw materials at
1831 18.9 1825—34 5-4 low prices—and chance sacrificing its own agriculture and animal breed-
1861 34-5 185504 13.1 ing even further—in order that its industry might be able to produce
1877 46.5 18305—74 17.3

more cheaply and sell still more?

~ British trade showed a deficit throughout this period: Great Britain
bought from the rest of the world more than it sold. And it was mainly
the trade in services, revenue from maritime transport, profits, interest,
and dividends received from abroad, and gains from insurance and broker-
age activities, that allowed the British balance of payments to be positive—
moderately so in the first half of the century, considerably so in the

Sources: Bairoch, Révolution industrielle, pp. 261, 335; J. Marczewski, Cahiers de I’ISEA, no. 163
(July 19653), p. lvi.

second.
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Whether it was a question of exports or investments, Britain’s princip: ;i
partners during the first half of the century were first in Europe and then
in America. British industrialists continued to sell fabrics and other con.ﬂ..
sumption products, while they also benefited from the industrialization of;
these countries and the new markets this industrialization represented
they sold engines, machines, and other equipment goods. Britain was able
to buy at the best prices “the wheat and corn of America and eastern "_'
Europe, the meats of Australia and Argentina, the dairy products of Den—- A
mark, the tropical products of the Empire and central America, tin from
Malaysia, iron from South America, wood from Scandinavia, etc.’s!

French exports during the period were more and more oriented toward
the surrounding European countries (one-third of exports in 1827—36
more than half in 1869), to the detriment of the United States (13 percent 4

3

and 5 percent respectively) and the rest of the world (more than half in §
1827-36, two-fifths in 1869).”* As for French investments abroad, at the

middle of the century they were almost totally made in Europe: 60 percent =

in Mediterranean Europe (ltaly, Spain, Portugal), 24 percent in Northwest ,.
Europe (Belgium, Luxembourg, Holland, Great Britain, and the’ Scandi-_,_
navian countries), 12 percent in central Europe (Germany, Switzerland,
Austria, Hungary), with the remaining 4 percent in the Americas.?

Mistress of the seas and dominating commercial power, Great Britain
in the nineteenth century obtained the first colonial empire in the world.
The Spanish and Portuguese empires were declining; the Dutch empire
had stabilized; Russia, though continuing 1its expansion, did so toward
Asia, by way of the continent. Restoration France took possession again
of its colonies which had been neglected during the Revolution and the j
Empire; it started new ventures in Senegal, Madagascar, Guyana, and
Algeria, which the July monarchy pursued further. With the Second
Empire, France intervened in Lebanon and Syria, had a presence in Egypt
and Tunisia, penetrated into the Sahara, established outposts in New
Caledonia and Cochin China, and instituted a protectorate in Cambodia. 3
Everywhere this presence was chiefly military, except in Algeria, where
emugrants settled, and in Egypt, where French capital was invested.

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, after the independence of
the North American colonies, the British colonial empire appeared to be
seriously reduced; the old system of the navigation acts, colonial trade
relations, and the slave trade disintegrated; to many Englishmen, the
colonies appeared to be without economic interest, a burden even: “The

Cape was only a strategic outpost, and Australia 2 penitentiary establish-
ment. As for Canada, it furnished wood, furs, and fish rather than grains.”**
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British Exports and Foreign Investments (percent)

- DESTINATION OF BRITISH EXPORTS
fﬁd—ﬁr—_ . .
Europe America Asia Africa
1.0
(§16-22 59.6 33.3 6.1
Europe United Latin British Others
States America Empire
(865 48 LI 8 24 Q
R DIVISION OF FOREIGN INVESTMENTS
Europe United Latin British
States America Empaire
1830 60 0 23
1854 55 2% I3 | 5
Europe = United Latin India Dominions Others
| States America
1870 25 27 11 22 12 3

Sources: Exports—W. G. Hoffmann, The Growth of Industrial Economies '(Dobbs Ferry,
N.Y.: Oceana, 1958); Statistical Abstract for the United Kingdom, 1867; investments
A. G. Kenwood and A. L. Lougheed, The Growth of the International Economy, 1820—

1960 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1971).

In the very movement of capitalist industrialization and commerciai.
erowth, Great Britain followed a policy of territorial expansion: it increased
its influence in West Africa and South Africa, where it occupied the Natal
(1843). Tasmania was declared an autonomous colony in 1825, as were
western Australia in 1829, southern Australia in 1836, New Zealand in
1839, and Victoria in 1850. Singapore was established in 1819, Aden was
occupied in 1839, and Hong Kong in 1842. Territorial expansion spread

to India and all of Canada. : |
During this same period, Great Britain diversified, softening when

necessary its methods of administration. The union of High Canada
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(Anglo-Saxon) with Low Canada (French) occurred in 1840: French;_---ff
speaking people were a minority, and a federal system was established in 1
1867. New Zealand was also provided with a federal system. In South
Africa, the colonies of the Cape and the Natal were separated, and eachi
one received a representative government. In India, after the revolt of the ?-"
Sepoys in 1857, the East India Company was suppressed and India Was
given the status of a crown colony.
Even though it was limited in relation to the economic changes in ¥

i
.*-5' .

L

Great Britain as a whole, the economic aspect ot colonization was strength.. &F;
ened: there were increasing purchases of indigo, jute, and cotton in India, §
where English industry also sold its cotton fabrics (ruining the local
artisans), as well as material for railroads and telegraphs; gold mining in "/ §

e

Australia (after 1851); and diamond and gold mining in South Africa (after §

1867). British emigration grew in waves, to Canada, South Africa, Australia, /g
and New Zealand. By 1870, capital invested in the Empire represented
one-third of all foreign-invested British capital.

Besides being his own dream, it was the dream of the British ruling.,ﬁf
class that Cecil Rhodes, creator of British South Africa, expressed: “Bring-
ing the majority of the world under our laws will mean the end of all

MIR5

war....

RESISTANCE AND THE
COMING OF AWARENESS

As 1t developed, nineteenth-century capitalism engendered a brutal
confrontation: between bourgeois wealth and workers’ misery; between
cultivated comfort and unrefined anguish; between power and absolute
dependence. "

These were two estranged untverses, implacable enemies, and yet in-
separable one from the other. An industrialist from the Nord, Mimerel,
wrote 1n a matter-of-fact way: “The fate of the workers 1s not bad: their 3
labor is not excessive since it does not go beyond 13 hours.... The manu-
facturer whose profits are poor 1s the one to be pitied.”* As for Thiers |
(president of the French Republic, 1871—73), he emphasized the merit of
the philanthropist: “The rich man 1s sometimes charitable, and he leaves
his palace to visit the cottage of the poor man, braving the hideous filth
and the contaglous disease, and when he has discovered this new enjoy-
ment, he develops a passion for it, he delights in it, and cannot do with-

out 1t.” This was simply one more reason why the ideas of reform should
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ot be applied: “Suppose all fortunes were equal, suppose the suppression
of all wealth and all misery; then no one would have the means to give ...
youl would have suppressed the sweetest, most charming, and most gracious
Jction of humanity. Sad reformer, you would have spoiled the work of
God by wanting to retouch it.”>’

Two universes in the same mill, in the same city: here, the neighbor-
hoods where order, calm, and “good taste” reign; there, the unhealthy
neighborhoods: filth, promiscuity, vulgarity, insecurity. Often the mansion
of the industrialist was near the mill, in the middle of a park, and then
further on, there were the workers’ homes, crowded together or lined up
in a row. Already, the first paternalistic activities were developing. Already,

enlightened minds were preoccupied with this explosive situation; among

" them Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte:

The working class, who own nothing, must become owners. Their arms are
their only wealth; these arms must be given an employment useful to all....
They must be given a place in society, and their interests must be attached to
the interests of the soil. Finally, the working class 1s without organization and
without ties, without rights and without a future——they must be given rights
and a future; they must be lifted up, in their own eyes, by association, education,
and discipline.”®

But after 1848 hatred burst out in France. Maréchal Bugeaud wrote to
Thiers on April 7, 1849: “What brutal and ferocious beasts! How does
God permit mothers to make them like that! Ah! These are the real
enemies, and not the Russians or the Austrians.”” And Charles Morny,
half-brother of Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte, wrote to the latter:

Socialism has made frightening progress.... The only thing left to do will be to
pack your bags, organize the civil war, and pray for the Cossacks to come help
us. I laugh while writing this sentence, and I think that your national pride will
be outraged, but, believe me, if you saw a socialist up close, you would not
hesitate in preferring a Cossack to him. My patriotism stops there.”

MATURATION OF THE WORKERS' MOVEMENT

When Morny talks of the (frightening) progress of socialism, he summa-
rizes in one sentence what was a slow and many-sided movement. There
were, first of all, workers’ struggles, which in the nineteenth century were
often the acts of men and women driven by misery and hunger, pushed
to risking prison, deportation, ror their lives in order to survive. There
were the harsh reactions of artisan workers, who had been ruined and
deprived of work by the expansion of mechanical production, and who




of the trade union movement in Great Britain, he became one of the
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broke machines and burned mills. There were despairing and threateni_:"'
processions of those without jobs, those who were starving; and
explosions of rage at the aggravation of exploitation: the reduction
wages, the lengthening of the working day, the hardening of
regulations; sometimes a spark was enough, a single injustice, one f
trary decision. |

There was also, more or less in clandestinity, the untiring effort
organization, of forming into one group, of solidarity: the ettort to ma

tain or revive the old trade structures, workers’ associations, secret SOCieid

ties; gatherings in taverns; groups forming around a newspaper; thil

particular influence, in a aty or neighborhood, of a worker, a printer, qg

2 shopkeeper, who had read and who spoke with others. Relief societiegj
mutual benefit societies, and cooperatives were created: the ideas of Owe
Fourier, and Proudhon were taken up, discussed, distorted, and applied;f?

For there was also socialist thought which was ripening and gaininf’
strength, with such giants as the nineteenth century was able to produc,j.
Blanqui, Proudhon, Bakunin, Engels, Marx; Samt-Simonists who 3
into the midst of workers’ surroundings; women such as Flora

who denounced the oppression of women and the oppression of é

proletariat; workers who read and who wrote their observations or
memoirs; dreamers, rebels, idealists, the passionate reformers. Innumerablf
pamphlets advocated, with disarming conviction, the solution to pauper%
ism. Social ideas were not the monopoly of “socialists”: the great classica;fﬁ.i
economist John Stuart Mill was a reformer, a path which had been openedg
in certain ways, by Sismondi.

These different forces at work, arising within or around the workingf?
class, interfered or combined with one another, and sometimes clashed.
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Just as the working class, because of its very diversity, remained linked at
numerous points to other layers of the common people, these forces Withil’lE
the working class made contact with other forces—from the petty andlf;-r_‘;i
middle bourgeoisie—which were leading the struggle for democracy anc}%ﬂ#
the republic. These struggles, often separate, sometimes met. Thus the _.
path by which the workers’ movement matured was marked by infinite i
diversity and great richness.

After a dazzling rise and success as a “social employer,” Owen did not
let himself become disheartened by the failure of the community he had i
created in the United States; at the time of the first organizational phase

i
[

principal figures in the workers’” movement: the Grand National Consoli-
dated Trade Unions reached 500,000 members in 1833 before being
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ntled. A large part of British workers’ energies were invested In a
.Sﬂ]c " ’ | | -
& ¢ popular movement, the Chartist Movement, inspired by William
red

ott and Feargus O Connor: its principal objective was to establish a
LoV

.

olitical democracy, including universal male suffrage and parliamen-

truff 5ompensati0n, <o that candidates without fortunes could be elected.
iz}pted in 1839, by 1842 the chart ha.d.z-—3 million signatutejs, and }iln
1848, 570 million. But the movement divided .(LoveEt was hostile to the
nonth-long general strike and the violence which O annor advocated),
~ncountered parliamentary evasion, was threatened and repressed, and
ended 10 confusion. | |

Emigration functioned as an outlet throughout this perlc.)d. After the
niddle of the century, a part of the working class saw thelr_real Wages
. crease and the conditions of exploitation become milder. Um_versal mal*e
cuffrage was granted in 1867. A new and decisive phase of union organi-
sation was then 1n progress, which led to the foundation of the_Trz}des
Union Congress in 1868, Universal suffrage and trade union orgamzation:
‘he workers’ movement was from this time on considcred by the Briush
bourgeoisie as a force to be taken into account. |

in 1830 French workers were active-among the popular and republican
torees which drove out Charles X. But they had not manned the barricades
for a Louis-Philippe; besides, nothing diminished their oppression and th:e
precariousness of their existence. Although quit-rents were lowe?ed, this
concerned only a few tens of thousands of owners.”’ In strikes, riots, and
street actions, popular and workers” discontent continued to be expressed.
The silk workers of Lyons rose in rebellion: “We are fighting for bread
and for work”: troops reconquered the city, killing or wounding one
thousand people. As agitation continued, the ruling class was ready for
anything: “There must be no quarter,” said Thiers. “All of them must be
killed. No quarter at all. Be pitiless.... We must make arms and legs out of
3.000 troublemakers,” ordered Bugeaud. This was the massacre of the rue
Transnonain. |
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