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A spectre is haunting Europe -- the sp_eitﬁg_g_fiqr_n_mygism. All the powers of old Europe have entered
into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals

and German police-spies.
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Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by its opponents in power?
Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the branding reproach of communism, against the
more advanced opposition parties, as well as against its reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact:

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power.

I1. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole wor]d,publish their views,
their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the spectre of communism with a manifesto
of the party itself.

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in London and sketched the following
manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German, Italian, Flemish and Danish languages.

I-- BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS [1]

- - . - . /——-——_‘ \‘
The history of all hitherto existing society [2] is the history @

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebian, lord and serf, guild-master [3] and journeyman, in a word,
oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now
hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society
at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated arrangement of society into
various orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights,
plebians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, apprentlces

serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations.
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The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not done away
with class antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of
struggle in place of the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinct feature: it has simplified
class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into
two great classes directly facing each other --&ourgeoisie and proletariat:

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these
burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising
bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, trade with the
colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to
navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary element in
the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was monopolized by closed guilds, now
no longer suffices for the growing wants of the new markets. The manufacturing system took its place.
The guild-masters were pushed aside by the manufacturing middle class; division of Tabor between the
different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labor in each single workshop.

Meantime, the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacturers no longer
sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionized industrial production. The place of

manufacture was taken by the giant, MODE USTRY; the place of the industrial middle class by
industrial millionaires, the leaders of the whole industrial armjes, the modern bourgeois.
Sorve. el
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Modern industry has established the world matket, for which the discovery of America paved the way.
This market has given an immense development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by
land. This development has, in turn, reacted on the extension of industry; and in proportion as industry,
commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased
its capital, and pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of development,
of a series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding political
advance in that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and
self-governing association of medieval commune [4]: here independent urban republic (as in Italy and
Germany); there taxable "third estate" of the monarchy (as in France); afterward, in the period of
manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise
against the nobility, and, in fact, cornerstone of the great monarchies in general -- the bourgeoisie has
at last, since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the world market, conquered for itself, in the
modern representative state, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern state is but a
committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. ~— ———

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic
relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his "natural superiors",
and has left no other nexus between people than naked self-interest, than callous "cash payment". It
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has drowned out the most heavenly ecstacies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into exchange
value, and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single,
unconscionable freedom -- Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political
illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honored and looked up to with
reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into

its paid wage | . '
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The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation
into a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigor in the Middle Ages,
which reactionaries so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has
been the first to show what man's activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing
Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in
the shade all former exoduses of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments of production, and
thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the
old modes of production in unaltered form, was, on the contrary, the first condition of existence for all
earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social
conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones.
All fixed, fast frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are
swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into
air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses his real condition
of life and his relations with his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the entire
surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has, through its exploitation of the world market, given a cosmopolitan character to
production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of reactionaries, it has drawn from
under the feet of industry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national industries
have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose
introduction becomes a life and death question for all civilized nations, by industries that no longer
work up indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose
products are consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants,
satisfied by the production of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the
products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and
self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-dependence of nations. And as
in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become
common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible,
and from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the immensely
facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilization. The
cheap prices of commodities are the heavy artillery with which it forces the barbarians' intensely
obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the
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bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilization into their midst,
i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created enormous cities, has
greatly increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable
part of the population from the idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country dependent on the
towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilized ones, nations
of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the population, of the
means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated population, centralized the means of
production, and has concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was
political centralization. Independent, or but loosely connected provinces, with separate interests, laws,
governments, and systems of taxation, became lumped together into one nation, with one government,
one code of laws, one national class interest, one frontier, and one customs tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more
colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of nature's forces to
man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways,
electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization or rivers, whole
populations conjured out of the ground -- what earlier century had even a presentiment that such
productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labor?

We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose foundation the bourgeoisie built
itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these means of
production and of exchange, the conditions under which feudal society produced and exchanged, the
feudal organization of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal relations of
property became no longer compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so
many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political constitution adapted in
it, and the economic and political sway of the bourgeois class.

- —
A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois society, with its relations of
production, of exchange and of property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic means of
production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer who is no longer able to control the powers of the
nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For many a decade past, the history of industry and
commerce is but the history of the revolt of modern productive forces against modern conditions of
production, against the property relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeois and
of its rule. It is enough to mention the commercial crises that, by their periodical return, put the
existence of the entire bourgeois society on its trial, each time more threateningly. In these crises, a
great part not only of the existing products, but also of the previously created productive forces, are
periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would
have seemed an absurdity -- the epidemic of over-production. Society suddenly finds itself put back
into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation, had cut
off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be destroyed. And why?
Because there is too much civilization, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too much
commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the development
of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become too powerful for these
conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder

4 0f32 9/29/2012 1:27 PM



THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO http://www.anu.edu.aw/polsci/marx/classics/manifesto.html

into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of
bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the
bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one hand, by enforced destruction of a mass of productive
forces; on the other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the old
ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and more destructive crises, and by
diminishing the means whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground are now turned against the
bourgeoisie itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called into
existence the men who are to wield those weapons -- the modern working class -- the proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat, the
modern working class, developed -- a class of laborers, who live only so long as they find work, and
who find work only so long as their labor increases capital. These laborers, who must sell themselves
piecemeal, are a commodity, like every other article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all
the vicissitudes of competition, to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery, and to the division of labor, the work of the proletarians has
lost all individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage
of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that
is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the
means of subsistence that he requires for maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the
price of a commodity, and therefore also of labor, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion,
therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. What is more, in proportion
as the use of machinery and division of labor increases, in the same proportion the burden of toil also
increases, whether by prolongation of the working hours, by the increase of the work exacted in a
given time, or by increased speed of machinery, etc.

Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patnarchal master into the great factory of
the industrial &apita Ses of laborers, crowded it o1 organized diers. As
prlvateSMarmy, they are placed under the command of a perfect hlerarchy of officers
and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois state; they are daily
and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, in the individual bourgeois
manufacturer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more
petty, the more hat?ﬂ and the more embittering it is.

nlgrtral
The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labor, in other words, the more modern
industry becomes developed, the more is the labor of men superseded by that of women. Differences
of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social validity for the working class. All are instruments
of labor, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the laborer by the manufacturer, so far at an end, that he receives his
wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other portion of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper,
[

the pawnbroker, etc. ’-)"‘( NS

The lower strata of<he -- the small tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen

generally, the handlcraftsmen and peasants -- all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly
because their diminutive capital does n i odern Industry is carried on,

and is swamped in the competition with the large capitalists, partly because their specialized skill is
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rendered worthless by new methods of production. Thus, the proletariat is recruited from all classes of
the population.

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins its struggle with the
bourgeoisie. At first, the contest 15 carried on by individual laborers, then by the work of people of a
factory, then by the operative of one trade, in one locality, against the individual bourgeois who
directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois condition of production, but
against the instruments of production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their
labor, they smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage, the laborers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country, and broken
up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet
the consequence of their own active union, but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to
attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet,
for a time, able to do so. At this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the
enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the non-industrial
bourgeois, the petty bourgeois. Thus, the whole historical movement is concentrated in the hands of
the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes
concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various interests
and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are more and more equalized, in proportion as F
machinery obliterates all distinctions of labor, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low [() 1/0/\/ 1g
level. The growing competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the
wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The increasing improvement of machinery, ever more
rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions between individual
workmen and individual bourgeois take more and more the character of collisions between two classes.
Thereupon, the workers begin to form combinations (trade unions) against the bourgeois; they club
together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they found permanent associations in order to make
provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there, the contest breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lie not in
the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of the workers. This union is helped on by the
improved means of communication that are created by Modern Industry, and that place the workers of
different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was needed to centralize
the numerous local struggles, all of the same character, into one national struggle between classes. But
every class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers of the Middle

Ages, with their miserable highways, required centuries, the modern proletarian, thanks to railways,
achieve in a few years.

This organization of the proletarians into a class, and, consequently, into a political party, is continually
being upset again by the competition between the workersthemselves. But it ever rises up again,
stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers, by
taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus, the Ten-Hours Bill in England

was carried. ( l ; ey (
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Altogether, collisions between the classes of the old society furthetin many ways the course o My,
development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds fself involved in a constant battle. At first with
the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the boyrgeoisie itself, whose interests have become
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antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all time with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all
these battles, it sees itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for help, and thus to drag it into
the political arena. The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of

political and general education, in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting
the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling class are, by the advance of industry,
precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least threatened in their conditions of existence. These also
supply the proletariat with fresh elements of enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the progress of dissolution going on
within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring
character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the
class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the nobility
went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in
particular, a portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level of
comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a genuinely

revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of Modérn Industry; the
proletariat is its special and essential product.

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight
against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class. They
are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay, more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll
back the wheel of history. If, by chance, they are revolutionary, they are only so in view of their
impending transfer into the proletariat; they thus defend not their present, but their future interests;
they desert their own standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat.

The "dangerous class", the social scum, that passively rotting mass thrown off by the lowest layers of
the old society, may, here and there, be swept into the movement by a proletarian revolution; its
conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the condition of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually swamped. The
proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no lohgeranything in common
with tm family relations; modern industry labor, modern subjection to capital, the same in
England as in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national character.
Law, morality, religion, are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as
many bourgeois interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their already acquired status by
subjecting society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters
of the productive forces of society, except by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation,
and thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure
and to fortify; their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual

property.

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interest of minorities. The
proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the
interest of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir,
cannot raise itself up, without the whole superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the
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air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a
national struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own
bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, we traced the more or less
veiled civil war, raging within existing society, up to the point where that war breaks out into open
revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the
proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the antagonism of
oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class, certain conditions must be assured to
it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised
himself to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of the feudal
absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of rising
with the process of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own
class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly than population and wealth. And
here it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the ruling class in society, and to
impose its conditions of existence upon society as an overriding law. It is unfit to rule because it is
incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him
sink into such a state, that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer live
under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence is no longer compatible with society.

The essential conditions for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the formation and
augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage labor. Wage labor rests exclusively on
competition between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the
bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the laborers, due to competition, by the revolutionary
combination, due to association. The development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its
feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the

bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable.

FOOTNOTES

[1] By bourgeoisie is meant the class of modern capitalists, owners of the means of social production
and employers of wage labor.

By proletariat, the class of modern wage laborers who, having no means of production of their own,
are reduced to selling their labor power in order to live. [Note by Engels - 1888 English edition]

[2] That is, all _written_ history. In 1847, the pre-history of society, the social organization existing
previous to recorded history, all but unknown. Since then, August von Haxthausen (1792-1866)
discovered common ownership of land in Russia, Georg Ludwig von Maurer proved it to be the social
foundation from which all Teutonic races started in history, and, by and by, village communities were
found to be, or to have been, the primitive form of society everywhere from India to Ireland. The inner
organization of this primitive communistic society was laid bare, in its typical form, by Lewis Henry
Morgan's (1818-1861) crowning discovery of the true nature of the gens and its relation to the tribe.
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With the dissolution of the primeaval communities, society begins to be differentiated into separate
and finally antagonistic classes. I have attempted to retrace this dissolution in _Der Ursprung der

Familie, des Privateigenthumus und des Staats_, second edition, Stuttgart, 1886. [Engels, 1888 English
edition]

[3] Guild-master, that is, a full member of a guild, a master within, not a head of a guild. [Engels: 1888
English edition]

[4] This was the name given their urban communities by the townsmen of Italy and France, after they

had purchased or conquered their initial rights of self-government from their feudal lords. [Engels:
1890 German edition]

"Commune" was the name taken in France by the nascent towns even before they had conquered from
their feudal lords and masters local self-government and political rights as the "Third Estate".
Generally speaking, for the economical development of the bourgeoisie, England is here taken as the
typical country, for its political development, France. [Engels: 1888 English edition]

II - PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? The Communists do not form
a separate party opposed to the other working-class parties.
‘___________.——-———-\___‘_-_-____—“

They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a whole.
S s

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mold the proletarian
movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only:

(1) In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out and bring to
the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all nationality.

(2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against the

bourgeoisie has to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the movement
as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand practically, the most advanced and resolute section of
the working-class parties of every country, that section which pushes forward all others; on the other
hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the proletariat the advantage of clearly
understanding the lines of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general results of the proletarian
movement.

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all other proletarian parties: Formation of
the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political power by the

proletariat. PR e

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas or principles that have
been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer.
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They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class struggle, from a
historical movement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of existing property relations is not at
all a distinctive feature of communism.

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change consequent upon
the change in historical conditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favor of bourgeois property.

The distinguishing feature of communism is not the abolition of property generally, but the abolition of
bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois private property is the final and most complete expression
of the System of producing and appropriating products that is based on class antagonisms, on the

exploitation of the many by the few. é’ 3%6@ uﬂ P (Ope/ I(Z [(/0'01 m C

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be’summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of
private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of personally acquiring
property as the fruit of a man's own labor, which property is alleged to be the groundwork of all
personal freedom, activity and independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the property of petty artisan and of the
small peasant, a form of property that preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need to abolish that;
the development of industry has to a great extent already destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

Or do you mean the modern bourgeois private property? /

' But does wage labor create any property for the laborer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that kind of
Cl/ _!_ property which exploits wage labor, and which cannot increase except upon conditions of begetting a
w new supply of wage labor for fresh exploitation. Property, in its present form, is based on the s

6% antagonism of capital and wage labor. Let us examine both sides of this antagonism. L\Q/" LJ'“ZS 2/@ \J | VH(J

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a social STATUS in production. Capital is a
collective product, and only by the united action of many members, nay, in the last resort, only by the i
united action of all members of society, can it be set in motion. \/‘NO

Capital is therefore not only personal; it is a social power.
S RN
When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the property of all members of

society, personal property is not thereby transformed into social property. It is only the social character
of the property that is changed. It loses its class character.

Let us now take wage labor.

The average price of wage labor is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum of the means of subsistence
which is absolutely réquisite to keep the laborer in bare existence as a laborer. What, therefore, the
wage laborer appropriates by means of his labor merely suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare
existence. We by no means intend to abolish this personal appropriation (%mmr, an
appropriation that is made for the maintenance and reproduction of human life, and that leaves no
surplus wherewith to command the labor of others. All that we want to do away with is the miserable
character of this appropriation, under which the laborer lives merely to increase capital, and is allowed
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to live only in so far as the interest of the ruling class requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labor is but a means to increase accumulated labor. In communist society,
accumulated labor is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the laborer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in communist society, the present
dominates the past. In bourgeois society, capital is independent and has individuality, while the living
person is dependent and has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgeois, abolition of individuality and
freedom! And rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois individuality, bourgeois independence, and
bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions of production, free trade, free selling and
buying.

But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying disappears also. This talk about free selling
and buying, and all the other "brave words" of our bourgeois about freedom in general, have a
meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling and buying, with the fettered traders of the
Middle Ages, but have no meaning when opposed to the communist abolition of buying and selling, or
the bourgeois conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. But in your existing society,
private property is already-done-away-with-for nine-tenths.of the population; its existence for the few
is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with
intending to do away with a form of property, the necessary condition for whose existence is the
non-existence of any property for the immense majority of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with your property. Precisely so; that is just
what we intend.

From the moment when labor can no longer be converted into capital, money, or rent, into a social
power capable of being monopolized, i.e., from the moment when individual property can no longer be
transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, from that moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by "individual" you mean no other person than the bourgeois, than
the middle-class owner of property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way, and made
impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate 'mggcl_ltcit‘s’of society; all that it does is to
deprive him of the power to subjugate the labor of others by meansof such appropriations.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of/pn'vate property, all work will cease, and universal
laziness will overtake us.

P Lo
According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs through sheer idleness;

for those who acquire anything, do not work. The whole of this objection is but another expression of
the tautology: There can no longer be any wage labor when there is no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the communistic mode of producing and appropriating material products,
have, in the same way, been urged against the communistic mode of producing and appropriating
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intellectual products. Just as to the bourgeois, the disappearance of class property is the disappearance
of production itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to him identical with the disappearance of
all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous majority, a mere training to act as a
machine.

But don't wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of bourgeois property, the
standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, culture, law, etc. Your very ideas are but the outgrowth
of the conditions of your bourgeois production and bourgeois property, just as your jurisprudence is but
the will of your class made into a law for all, a will whose essential character and direction are
determined by the economical conditions of existence of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature and of reason the
social forms stringing from your present mode of production and form of property -- historical relations
that rise and disappear in the progress of production -- this misconception you share with every ruling
class that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the case of ancient property, what you admit in
the case of feudal property, you are of course forbidden to admit in the case of your own bourgeois
form of property.

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this infamous proposal of the Communists.

On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On caprigta/l,gn_m\g.ti@in. In
its completely developed form, this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things

finds its complement in the practical absence of the family among proletarians, and in public
prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement vanishes, and both will
vanish with the vanishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their parents? To this crime we
plead guilty.
T R e

But, you say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when we replace home education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by the social conditions under which you
educate, by the intervention direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, etc.? The Communists
have not intended the intervention of society in education; they do but seek to alter the character of
that intervention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois claptrap about the family and education, about the hallowed correlation of parents and
child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry, all the family ties
among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children transformed into simple articles of
commerce and instruments of labor.

But you Communists would introduce community of women, screams the bourgeoisie in chorus.

x’—\

The bourgeois sees his wife a mere mstrument of production. He hears that the instruments of
production are to be exploited in common and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion that the lot
of being common to all will likewise fall to the women.
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He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is to do away with the status of women as
mere instruments of production.

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at the community
of women which, they pretend, is to be openly and officially established by the Communists. The
Communists have no need to introduce free love; it has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having wives and daughters of their proletarians at their disposal, not

to speak of common prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other's wives. (Ah, those
were the days!)

Bourgeois marriage is, in reality, a system of n and thus, at the most, what the
Communists might possibly be reproached with is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for a
hypocritically concealed, an openly legalized system of free love. For the rest, it is self-evident that the
abolition of the present system of production must bring with it the abolition of free love springing
from that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish countries and nationality.

The workers have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got. Since the proletariat
must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the nation, must
constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.

National differences and antagonism between peoples are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the
development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world market, to uniformity in the
mode of production and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action of the leading
civilized countries at least is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the proletariat.

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another will also be put an end to, the
exploitation of one nation by another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the antagonism
between classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to another will come to an end.

The charges against communism made from a religious, a philosophical and, generally, from an
ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man's ideas, views, and conception, in one word,
man's consciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his material existence, in his
social relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production changes its character in
proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of
its ruling class.

When people speak of the ideas that revolutionize society, they do but express that fact that within the
old society the elements of a new one have been created, and that the dissolution of the old ideas
keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of existence.

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient religions were overcome by Christianity.
When Christian ideas succumbed in the eighteenth century to rationalist ideas, feudal society fought its
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death battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie. The ideas of religious liberty and freedom of
conscience merely gave expression to the sway of free competition within the domain of knowledge.

"Undoubtedly," it will be said, "religious, moral, philosophical, and juridicial ideas have been modified
in the course of historical development. But religion, morality, philosophy, political science, and law,
constantly survived this change."

"There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice, etc., that are common to all states of
society. But communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality, instead of
constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to all past historical experience."

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past society has consisted in the
development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed different forms at different epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common to all past ages, viz., the exploitation of
one part of society by the other. No wonder, then, that the social consciousness of past ages, despite all
the multiplicity and variety it displays, moves within certain common forms, or general ideas, which
cannot completely vanish except with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.

The communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional relations; no wonder that its
development involved the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.

But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to communism.

We have seen above that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the proletariat
to the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to
centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the state, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the
ruling class; and to increase the total productive forces as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the rights
of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, therefore, which
appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the movement, outstrip
themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of
entirely revolutionizing the mode of production.

These measures will, of course, be different in different countries.

Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally applicable.

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public purposes.

2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

3. Abolition of all rights of inheritance.

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.

5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank with state capital and
an exclusive monopoly. ) ,
Wity) e
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6. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the state.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the state; the bringing into

cultivation of waste lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common
plan.

8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of all the distinction

between town and country by a more equable distribution of the populace over the country.

\
k é&, 10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children's factory labor in its present
3 form. Combination of education with industrial production, etc.
RQLDPUL When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all production has been
( e concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its
political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the organized power of one class for
Ak ﬂoppressmg another. If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force
QI\@ercumstances to organize itself as a class; if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling
s, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with

AN
W these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes
generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an
association in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all.

I -- SOCIALIST AND COMMUNIST LITERATURE

1. REACTIONARY SOCIALISM
a. Feudal Socialism

Owing to their historical position, it became the vocation of the aristocracies of France and England to
write pamphlets against modern bourgeois society. In the French Revolution of July 1830, and in the
English reform agitation, these aristocracies again succumbed to the hateful upstart. Thenceforth, a
serious political struggle was altogether out of the question. A literary battle alone remained possible.
But even in the domain of literature, the old cries of the restoration period had become impossible. [1]

In order to arouse sympathy, the aristocracy was obliged to lose sight, apparently, of its own interests,
and to formulate its indictment against the bourgeoisie in the interest of the exploited working class
alone. Thus, the aristocracy took their revenge by singing lampoons on their new masters and
whispering in his ears sinister prophesies of coming catastrophe.

In this way arose feudal socialism: half lamentation, half lampoon; half an echo of the past, half
menace of the future; at times, by its bitter, witty and incisive criticism, striking the bourgeoisie to the
very heart's core, but always ludicrous in its effect, through total incapacity to comprehend the march
of modern history.

The aristocracy, in order to rally the people to them, waved the proletarian alms-bag in front for a
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banner. But the people, so often as it joined them, saw on their hindquarters the old feudal coats of
arms, and deserted with loud and irreverent laughter.

One section of the French Legitimists and "Young England" exhibited this spectacle:

In pointing out that their mode of exploitation was different to that of the bourgeoisie, the feudalists
forget that they exploited under circumstances and conditions that were quite different and that are
now antiquated. In showing that, under their rule, the modern proletariat never existed, they forget that
the modern bourgeoisie is the necessary offspring of their own form of society.

For the rest, so little do they conceal the reactionary character of their criticism that their chief
accusation against the bourgeois amounts to this: that under the bourgeois regime a class is being
developed which is destined to cut up, root and branch, the old order of society.

What they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so much that it creates a proletariat as that it creates a
revolutionary _proletariat.
o S T

In political practice, therefore, they join in all corrective measures against the working class; and in
ordinary life, despite their high falutin' phrases, they stoop to pick up the golden apples dropped from
the tree of industry, and to barter truth, love, and honor, for traffic in wool, beetroot-sugar, and potato
spirits. [2]

As the parson has ever gone hand in hand with the landlord, so has clerical socialism with feudal
socialism.

Nothing is easier than to give Christian asceticism a socialist tinge. Has not Christianity declaimed
against private property, against marriage, against the state? Has it not preached in the place of these,
charity and poverty, celibacy and mortification of the flesh, monastic life and Mother Church?
Christian socialism is but the holy water with which the priest consecrates the heart-burnings of the
aristocrat.

b. Petty-Bourgeois Socialism

The feudal aristocracy was not the only class that was ruined by the bourgeoisie, not the only class
whose conditions of existence pined and perished in the atmosphere of modern bourgeois society. The
medieval burgesses and the small peasant proprietors were the precursors of the modern bourgeoisie.
In those countries which are but little developed, industrially and commercially, these two classes still
vegetate side by side with the rising bourgeoisie.

In countries where modern civilization has become fully developed, a new class of petty bourgeois has
been formed, fluctuating between proletariat and bourgeoisie, and ever renewing itself a
supplementary part of bourgeois society. The individual members of this class, however, as being
constantly hurled down into the proletariat by the action of competition, and, as Modern Industry
develops, they even see the moment approaching when they will completely disappear as an

independent section of modern society, to be replaced in manufactures, agriculture and commerce, by
overlookers, bailiffs and shopmen.

In countries like France, where the peasants constitute far more than half of the population, it was
natural that writers who sided with the proletariat against the bourgeoisie should use, in their criticism
of the bourgeois regime, the standard of the peasant and petty bourgeois, and from the standpoint of
these intermediate classes, should take up the cudgels for the working class. Thus arose petty-
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bourgeois socialism. Sismondi was the head of this school, not only in France but also in England.

This school of socialism dissected with great acuteness the contradictions in the conditions of modern
production. It laid bare the hypocritical apologies of economists. It proved, incontrovertibly, the
disastrous effects of machinery and division of labor; the concentration of capital and land in a few
hands; overproduction and crises; it pointed out the inevitable ruin of the petty bourgeois and peasant,
the misery of the proletariat, the anarchy in production, the crying inequalities in the distribution of
wealth, the industrial war of extermination between nations, the dissolution of old moral bonds, of the
old family relations, of the old nationalities.

In it positive aims, however, this form of socialism aspires either to restoring the old means of
production and of exchange, and with them the old property relations, and the old society, or to
cramping the modern means of production and of exchange within the framework of the old property
relations that have been, and were bound to be, exploded by those means. In either case, it is both
reactionary and Utopian. '

Its last words are: corporate guilds for manufacture; patriarchal relations in agriculture.

Ultimately, when stubborn historical facts had dispersed all intoxicating effects of self-deception, this
form of socialism ended in a miserable hangover.

c. German or "True" Socialism

The socialist and communist literature of France, a literature that originated under the pressure of a
bourgeoisie in power, and that was the expressions of the struggle against this power, was introduced
into Germany at a time when the bourgeoisie in that country had just begun its contest with feudal
absolutism.

German philosophers, would-be philosophers, and beaux esprits (men of letters), eagerly seized on this
literature, only forgetting that when these writings immigrated from France into Germany, French
social conditions had not immigrated along with them. In contact with German social conditions, this
French literature lost all its immediate practical significance and assumed a purely literary aspect.
Thus, to the German philosophers of the eighteenth century, the demands of the first French
Revolution were nothing more than the demands of "Practical Reason" in general, and the utterance of
the will of the revolutionary French bourgeoisie signified, in their eyes, the laws of pure will, of will as
it was bound to be, of true human will generally.

The work of the German literati consisted solely in bringing the new French ideas into harmony with
their ancient philosophical conscience, or rather, in annexing the French ideas without deserting their
own philosophic point of view.

This annexation took place in the same way in which a foreign language is appropriated, namely, by
translation.

It is well known how the monks wrote silly lives of Catholic saints _over_ the manuscripts on which
the classical works of ancient heathendom had been written. The German literati reversed this process
with the profane French literature. They wrote their philosophical nonsense beneath the French
original. For instance, beneath the French criticism of the economic functions of money, they wrote
"alienation of humanity", and beneath the French criticism of the bourgeois state they wrote
"dethronement of the category of the general", and so forth.
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The introduction of these philosophical phrases at the back of the French historical criticisms, they
dubbed "Philosophy of Action", "True Socialism", "German Science of Socialism", "Philosophical
Foundation of Socialism", and so on.

The French socialist and communist literature was thus completely emasculated. And, since it ceased,
in the hands of the German, to express the struggle of one class with the other, he felt conscious of
having overcome "French one-sidedness" and of representing, not true requirements, but the
requirements of truth; not the interests of the proletariat, but the interests of human nature, of man in
general, who belongs to no class, has no reality, who exists only in the misty realm of philosophical
fantasy.

This German socialism, which took its schoolboy task so seriously and solemnly, and extolled its poor
stock-in-trade in such a mountebank fashion, meanwhile gradually lost its pedantic innocence.

The fight of the Germans, and especially of the Prussian bourgeoisie, against feudal aristocracy and
absolute monarchy, in other words, the liberal movement, became more earnest.

By this, the long-wished for opportunity was offered to "True" Socialism of confronting the political
movement with the socialistic demands, of hurling the traditional anathemas against liberalism, against
representative government, against bourgeois competition, bourgeois freedom of the press, bourgeois
legislation, bourgeois liberty and equality, and of preaching to the masses that they had nothing to gain,
and everything to lose, by this bourgeois movement. German socialism forgot, in the nick of time, that
the French criticism, whose silly echo it was, presupposed the existence of modern bourgeois society,
with its corresponding economic conditions of existence, and the political constitution adapted thereto,
the very things whose attainment was the object of the pending struggle in Germany.

To the absolute governments, with their following of parsons, professors, country squires, and officials,
it served as a welcome scarecrow against the threatening bourgeoisie.

It was a sweet finish, after the bitter pills of flogging and bullets, with which these same governments,
Just at that time, dosed the German working-class risings.

While this "True" Socialism thus served the government as a weapon for fighting the German
bourgeoisie, it, at the same time, directly represented a reactionary interest, the interest of German
philistines. In Germany, the petty-bourgeois class, a relic of the sixteenth century, and since then

constantly cropping up again under the various forms, is the real social basis of the existing state of
things.

To preserve this class is to preserve the existing state of things in Germany. The industrial and political
supremacy of the bourgeoisie threatens it with certain destruction -- on the one hand, from the
concentration of capital; on the other, from the rise of a revolutionary proletariat. "True" Socialism
appeared to kill these two birds with one stone. It spread like an epidemic.

The robe of speculative cobwebs, embroidered with flowers of rhetoric, steeped in the dew of sickly
sentiment, this transcendental robe in which the German Socialists wrapped their sorry "eternal truths",
all skin and bone, served to wonderfully increase the sale of their goods amongst such a public. And on

its part German socialism recognized, more and more, its own calling as the bombastic representative
of the petty-bourgeois philistine.

It proclaimed the German nation to be the model nation, and the German petty philistine to be the
typical man. To every villainous meanness of this model man, it gave a hidden, higher, socialistic
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interpretation, the exact contrary of its real character. It went to the extreme length of directly
opposing the "brutally destructive” tendency of communism, and of proclaiming its supreme and
impartial contempt of all class struggles. With very few exceptions, all the so-called socialist and

communist publications that now (1847) circulate in Germany belong to the domain of this foul and
enervating literature. [3]

2. CONSERVATIVE OR BOURGEOIS SOCIALISM

A part of the bourgeoisie is desirous of redressing social grievances in order to secure the continued
existence of bourgeois society.

To this section belong economists, philanthropists, humanitarians, improvers of the condition of the
working class, organizers of charity, members of societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals,
temperance fanatics, hole-and-corner reformers of every imaginable kind. This form of socialism has,
moreover, been worked out into complete systems.

We may cite Proudhon's Philosophy of Poverty as an example of this form.

The socialistic bourgeois want all the advantages of modern social conditions without the struggles and
dangers necessarily resulting therefrom. They desire the existing state of society, minus its
revolutionary and disintegrating elements. They wish for a bourgeoisie without a proletariat. The
bourgeoisie naturally conceives the world in which it is supreme to be the best; and bourgeois
socialism develops this comfortable conception into various more or less complete systems. In
requiring the proletariat to carry out such a system, and thereby to march straightaway into the social
New Jerusalem, it but requires in reality that the proletariat should remain within the bounds of
existing society, but should cast away all its hateful ideas concerning the bourgeoisie.

A second, and more practical, but less systematic, form of this socialism sought to depreciate every
revolutionary movement in the eyes of the working class by showing that no mere political reform, but
only a change in the material conditions of existence, in economical relations, could be of any
advantage to them. By changes in the material conditions of existence, this form of socialism, however,
by no means understands abolition of the bourgeois relations of production, an abolition that can be
affected only by a revolution, but administrative reforms, based on the continued existence of these
relations; reforms, therefore, that in no respect affect the relations between capital and labor, but, at
the best, lessen the cost, and simplify the administrative work of bourgeois government.

Bourgeois socialism attains adequate expression when, and only when, it becomes a mere figure of
speech.

Free trade: for the benefit of the working class. Protective duties: for the benefit of the working class.
Prison reform: for the benefit of the working class. This is the last word and the only seriously meant
word of bourgeois socialism.

It is summed up in the phrase: the bourgeois is a bourgeois -- for the benefit of the working class.
3. CRITICAL-UTOPIAN SOCIALISM AND COMMUNISM

We do not here refer to that literature which, in every great modern revolution, has always given voice
to the demands of the proletariat, such as the writings of Babeuf [4] and others.

The first direct attempts of the proletariat to attain its own ends, made in times of universal excitement,
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when feudal society was being overthrown, necessarily failed, owing to the then undeveloped state of
the proletariat, as well as to the absence of the economic conditions for its emancipation, conditions
that had yet to be produced, and could be produced by the impending bourgeois epoch alone. The
revolutionary literature that accompanied these first movements of the proletariat had necessarily a
reactionary character. It inculcated universal asceticism and social levelling in its crudest form.

The socialist and communist systems, properly so called, those of Saint-Simon [5], Fourier [6], Owen
[71, and others, spring into existence in the early undeveloped period, described above, of the struggle
between proletariat and bourgeoisie (see Section 1. Bourgeois and Proletarians).

The founders of these systems see, indeed, the class antagonisms, as well as the action of the
decomposing elements in the prevailing form of society. But the proletariat, as yet in its infancy, offers
to them the spectacle of a class without any historical initiative or any independent political
movement.

Since the development of class antagonism keeps even pace with the development of industry, the
economic situation, as they find it, does not as yet offer to them the material conditions for the
emancipation of the proletariat. They therefore search after a new social science, after new social
laws, that are to create these conditions.

Historical action is to yield to their personal inventive action; historically created conditions of
emancipation to fantastic ones; and the gradual, spontaneous class organization of the proletariat to an
organization of society especially contrived by these inventors. Future history resolves itself, in their
eyes, into the propaganda and the practical carrying out of their social plans.

In the formation of their plans, they are conscious of caring chiefly for the interests of the working
class, as being the most suffering class. Only from the point of view of being the most suffering class
does the proletariat exist for them.

The undeveloped state of the class struggle, as well as their own surroundings, causes Socialists of this
kind to consider themselves far superior to all class antagonisms. They want to improve the condition

of every member of society, even that of the most favored. Hence, they habitually appeal to society at
large, without the distinction of class; nay, by preference, to the ruling class. For how can people when

once they understand their system, fail to see in it the best possible plan of the best possible state of
society?

Hence, they reject all political, and especially all revolutionary action; they wish to attain their ends by
peaceful means, necessarily doomed to failure, and by the force of example, to pave the way for the
new social gospel.

Such fantastic pictures of future society, painted at a time when the proletariat is still in a very
undeveloped state and has but a fantastic conception of its own position, correspond with the first
instinctive yearnings of that class for a general reconstruction of society.

But these socialist and communist publications contain also a critical element. They attack every
principle of existing society. Hence, they are full of the most valuable materials for the enlightenment
of the working class. The practical measures proposed in them -- such as the abolition of the distinction
between town and country, of the family, of the carrying on of industries for the account of private
individuals, and of the wage system, the proclamation of social harmony, the conversion of the
function of the state into a more superintendence of production -- all these proposals point solely to the
disappearance of class antagonisms which were, at that time, only just cropping up, and which, in these
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publications, are recognized in their earliest indistinct and undefined forms only. These proposals,
therefore, are of a purely utopian character.

The significance of critical-utopian socialism and communism bears an inverse relation to historical
development. In proportion as the modern class struggle develops and takes definite shape, this
fantastic standing apart from the contest, these fantastic attacks on it, lose all practical value and all
theoretical justifications. Therefore, although the originators of these systems were, in many respects,
revolutionary, their disciples have, in every case, formed mere reactionary sects. They hold fast by the
original views of their masters, in opposition to the progressive historical development of the
proletariat. They, therefore, endeavor, and that consistently, to deaden the class struggle and to
reconcile the class antagonisms. They still dream of experimental realization of their social utopias, of
founding isolated phalansteres, of establishing "Home Colonies", or setting up a "Little Icaria" [8] --
pocket editions of the New Jerusalem -- and to realize all these castles in the air, they are compelled to
appeal to the feelings and purses of the bourgeois. By degrees, they sink into the category of the
reactionary conservative socialists depicted above, differing from these only by more systematic
pedantry, and by their fanatical and superstitious belief in the miraculous effects of their social science.

They, therefore, violently oppose all political action on the part of the working class; such action,
according to them, can only result from blind unbelief in the new gospel.

The Owenites in England, and the Fourierists in France, respectively, oppose the Chartists and the
Reformistes.

FOOTNOTES

[11 NOTE by Engels to 1888 English edition: Not the English Restoration (1660-1689), but the French
Restoration (1814-1830).

[2] NOTE by Engels to 1888 English edition: This applies chiefly to Germany, where the landed
aristocracy and squirearchy have large portions of their estates cultivated for their own account by
stewards, and are, moreover, extensive beetroot-sugar manufacturers and distillers of potato spirits.
The wealthier british aristocracy are, as yet, rather above that; but they, too, know how to make up for
declining rents by lending their names to floaters or more or less shady joint-stock companies.

[3] NOTE by Engels to 1888 German edition: The revolutionary storm of 1848 swept away this whole
shabby tendency and cured its protagonists of the desire to dabble in socialism. The chief
representative and classical type of this tendency is Mr Karl Gruen.

[4] Francois Noel Babeuf (1760-1797): French political agitator; plotted unsuccessfully to destroy the
Directory in revolutionary France and established a communistic system.

[5] Comte de Saint-Simon, Claude Henri de Rouvroy (1760-1825): French social philosopher;
generally regarded as founder of French socialism. He thought society should be reorganized along

industrial lines and that scientists should be the new spiritual leaders. His most important work is
_Nouveau_Christianisme_ (1825).

[6] Charles Fourier (1772-1837): French social reformer; propounded a system of self-sufficient
cooperatives known as Fourierism, especially in his work _Le Nouveau Monde_industriel (1829-30)
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[7] Robert Owen (1771-1858): Welsh industrialist and social reformer. He formed a model industrial
community at New Lanark, Scotland, and pioneered cooperative societies. His books include
_New_ View Of Society_ (1813).

[8] NOTE by Engels to 1888 English edition: "Home Colonies" were what Owen called his communist
model societies. Phalansteres were socialist colonies on the plan of Charles Fourier; Icaria was the
name given by Caber to his utopia and, later on, to his American communist colony.

IV —- POSITION OF THE COMMUNISTS IN RELATION TO

THE VARIOUS EXISTING OPPOSITION PARTIES

Section II has made clear the relations of the Communists to the existing working-class parties, such as
the Chartists in England and the Agrarian Reformers in America.

The Communists fight for the attainment of the immediate aims, for the enforcement of the momentary
interests of the working class; but in the movement of the present, they also represent and take care of
the future of that movement. In France, the Communists ally with the Social Democrats* against the
conservative and radical bourgeoisie, reserving, however, the right to take up a critical position in
regard to phases and illusions traditionally handed down from the Great Revolution.

In Switzerland, they support the Radicals, without losing sight of the fact that this party consists of
antagonistic elements, partly of Democratic Socialists, in the French sense, partly of radical bourgeois.

In Poland, they support the party that insists on an agrarian revolution as the prime condition for
national emancipation, that party which fomented the insurrection of Krakow in 1846.

In Germany, they fight with the bourgeoisie whenever it acts in a revolutionary way, against the
absolute monarchy, the feudal squirearchy, and the petty-bourgeoisie.

But they never cease, for a single instant, to instill into the working class the clearest possible
recognition of the hostile antagonism between bourgeoisie and proletariat, in order that the German
workers may straightway use, as so many weapons against the bourgeoisie, the social and political
conditions that the bourgeoisie must necessarily introduce along with its supremacy, and in order that,

after the fall of the reactionary classes in Germany, the fight against the bourgeoisie itself may
immediately begin.

The Communists turn their attention chiefly to Germany, because that country is on the eve of a
bourgeois revolution that is bound to be carried out under more advanced conditions of European
civilization and with a much more developed proletariat than that of England was in the seventeenth,
and France in the eighteenth century, and because the bourgeois revolution in Germany will be but the
prelude to an immediately following proletarian revolution.

In short, the Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against the existing
social and political order of things.

In all these movements, they bring to the front, as the leading question in each, the property question,
no matter what its degree of development at the time.
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Finally, they labor everywhere for the union and agreement of the democratic parties of all countries.

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their ends can be
attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble

at a communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to
win.

Proletarians of all countries, unite!

FOOTNOTES

* NOTE by Engels to 1888 English edition: The party then represented in Parliament by Ledru-Rollin,
in literature by Louis Blanc (1811-82), in the daily press by the Reforme. The name of Social-
Democracy signifies, with these its inventors, a section of the Democratic or Republican Party more or
less tinged with socialism.

PREFACE TO 1872 GERMAN EDITION

The Communist League, an international association of workers, which could of course be only a
secret one, under conditions obtaining at the time, commissioned us, the undersigned, at the Congress
held in London in November 1847, to write for publication a detailed theoretical and practical
programme for the Party. Such was the origin of the following Manifesto, the manuscript of which
travelled to London to be printed a few weeks before the February Revolution. First published in
German, it has been republished in that language in at least twelve different editions in Germany,
England, and America. It was published in English for the first time in 1850 in the _Red Republican_,
London, translated by Miss Helen Macfarlane, and in 1871 in at least three different translations in
America. The french version first appeared in Paris shortly before the June insurrection of 1848, and
recently in _Le Socialiste of New York. A new translation is in the course of preparation. A Polish
version appeared in London shortly after it was first published in Germany. A Russian translation was
published in Geneva in the 'sixties. Into Danish, too, it was translated shortly after its appearance.

However much that state of things may have altered during the last twenty-five years, the general
principles laid down in the Manifesto are, on the whole, as correct today as ever. Here and there, some
detail might be improved. The practical application of the principles will depend, as the Manifesto
itself states, everywhere and at all times, on the historical conditions for the time being existing, and,
for that reason, no special stress is laid on the revolutionary measures proposed at the end of Section
I1. That passage would, in many respects, be very differently worded today. In view of the gigantic
strides of Modern Industry since 1848, and of the accompanying improved and extended organization
of the working class, in view of the practical experience gained, first in the February Revolution, and
then, still more, in the Paris Commune, where the proletariat for the first time held political power for
two whole months, this programme has in some details been antiquated. One thing especially was
proved by the Commune, viz., that "the working class cannot simply lay hold of ready-made state
machinery, and wield it for its own purposes." (See The Civil War in France: Address of the General
Council of the International Working Men's Assocation, 1871, where this point is further developed.)
Further, it is self-evident that the criticism of socialist literature is deficient in relation to the present
time, because it comes down only to 1847; also that the remarks on the relation of the Communists to
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the various opposition parties (Section IV), although, in principle still correct, yet in practice are
antiquated, because the political situation has been entirely changed, and the progress of history has
swept from off the earth the greater portion of the political parties there enumerated.

But then, the Manifesto has become a historical document which we have no longer any right to alter.
A subsequent edition may perhaps appear with an introduction bridging the gap from 1847 to the
present day; but this reprint was too unexpected to leave us time for that.

KARL MARX
FREDERICK ENGELS

June 24, 1872
London

PREFACE TO 1882 RUSSIAN EDITION

The first Russian edition of the Manifesto of the Communist Party, translated by Bakunin, was
published early in the 'sixties by the printing office of the Kolokol. Then the West could see in it (the
Russian edition of the Manifesto) only a literary curiosity. Such a view would be impossible today.

What a limited field the proletarian movement occupied at that time (December 1847) is most clearly
shown by the last section: the position of the Communists in relation to the various opposition parties
in various countries. Precisely Russia and the United States are missing here. It was the time when
Russia constituted the last great reserve of all European reaction, when the United States absorbed the
surplus proletarian forces of Europe through immigration. Both countries provided Europe with raw
materials and were at the same time markets for the sale of its industrial products. Bother were,
therefore, in one way of another, pillars of the existing European system.

How very different today. Precisely European immigration fitted North American for a gigantic
agricultural production, whose competition is shaking the very foundations of European landed
property -- large and small. At the same time, it enabled the United States to exploit its tremendous
industrial resources with an energy and on a scale that must shortly break the industrial monopoly of
Western Europe, and especially of England, existing up to now. Both circumstances react in a
revolutionary manner upon America itself. Step by step, the small and middle land ownership of the
farmers, the basis of the whole political constitution, is succumbing to the competition of giant farms;
at the same time, a mass industrial proletariat and a fabulous concentration of capital funds are
developing for the first time in the industrial regions.

And now Russia! During the Revolution of 1848-9, not only the European princes, but the European
bourgeois as well, found their only salvation from the proletariat just beginning to awaken in Russian
intervention. The Tsar was proclaimed the chief of European reaction. Today, he is a prisoner of war of
the revolution in Gatchina, and Russia forms the vanguard of revolutionary action in Europe.

The Communist Manifesto had, as its object, the proclamation of the inevitable impending dissolution
of modern bourgeois property. But in Russia we find, face-to-face with the rapidly flowering capitalist
swindle and bourgeois property, just beginning to develop, more than half the land owned in common
by the peasants. Now the question is: can the Russian obshchina, though greatly undermined, yet a
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form of primeaval common ownership of land, pass directly to the higher form of Communist common
ownership? Or, on the contrary, must it first pass through the same process of dissolution such as
constitutes the historical evolution of the West?

The only answer to that possible today is this: If the Russian Revolution becomes the signal for a
proletarian revolution in the West, so that both complement each other, the present Russian common
ownership of land may serve as the starting point for a communist development.

KARL MARX

FREDERICK ENGELS January 21, 1882
London

PREFACE TO 1883 GERMAN EDITION

The preface to the present edition I must, alas, sign alone. Marx, the man to whom the whole working
class class of Europe and America owes more than to any one else -- rests at Highgate Cemetary and
over his grave the first first grass is already growing. Since his death [March 13, 1883], there can be
even less thought of revising or supplementing the Manifesto. But I consider it all the more necessary
again to state the following expressly:

The basic thought running through the Manifesto -- that economic production, and the structure of
society of every historical epoch necessarily arising therefrom, constitute the foundation for the
political and intellectual history of that epoch; that consequently (ever since the dissolution of the
primaeval communal ownership of land) all history has been a history of class struggles, of struggles
between exploited and exploiting, between dominated and dominating classes at various stages of
social evolution; that this struggle, however, has now reached a stage where the exploited and
oppressed class (the proletariat) can no longer emancipate itself from the class which exploits and
oppresses it (the bourgeoisie), without at the same time forever freeing the whole of society from
exploitation, oppression, class struggles -- this basic thought belongs soley and exclusively to Marx.

[ENGELS FOOTNOTE TO PARAGRAPH: "This proposition", I wrote in the preface to
the English translation, "which, in my opinion, is destined to do for history what Darwin's
theory has done for biology, we both of us, had been gradually approaching for some
years before 1845. How far I had independently progressed towards it is best shown by
my _Conditions of the Working Class in England_. But when I again met Marx at
Brussels, in spring 1845, he had it already worked out and put it before me in terms almost
as clear as those in which I have stated it here."|

I have already stated this many times; but precisely now is it necessary that it also stand in front of the
Manifesto itself.

FREDERICK ENGELS

June 28, 1883
London
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PREFACE TO 1888 ENGLISH EDITION

The Manifesto was published as the platform of the Communist League, a working men's association,
first exclusively German, later on international, and under the political conditions of the Continent
before 1848, unavoidably a secret society. At a Congress of the League, held in November 1847, Marx
and Engels were commissioned to prepare a complete theoretical and practical party programme.
Drawn up in German, in January 1848, the manuscript was sent to the printer in London a few weeks
before the French Revolution of February 24. A French translation was brought out in Paris shortly
before the insurrection of June 1848. The first English translation, by Miss Helen Macfarlane,
appeared in George Julian Harney's Red Republican_, London, 1850. A Danish and a Polish edition
had also been published.

The defeat of the Parisian insurrection of June 1848 -- the first great battle between proletariat and
bourgeoisie -- drove again into the background, for a time, the social and political aspirations of the
European working class. Thenceforth, the struggle for supremacy was, again, as it had been before the
Revolution of February, solely between different sections of the propertied class; the working class
was reduced to a fight for political elbow-room, and to the position of extreme wing of the
middle-class Radicals. Wherever independent proletarian movements continued to show signs of life,
they were ruthlessly hunted down. Thus the Prussian police hunted out the Central Board of the
Communist League, then located in Cologne. The members were arrested and, after eighteen months'
imprisonment, they were tried in October 1852. This selebrated "Cologne Communist Trial" lasted
from October 4 till November 12; seven of the prisoners were sentenced to terms of imprisonment in a
fortress, varying from three to six years. Immediately after the sentence, the League was formlly
dissolved by the remaining members. As to the Manifesto, it seemed henceforth doomed to oblivion.

When the European workers had recovered sufficient strength for another attack on the ruling classes,
the International Working Men's Association sprang up. But this association, formed with the express
aim of welding into one body the whole militant proletariat of Europe and America, could not at once
proclaim the principles laid down in the Manifesto. The International was bound to have a programme
broad enough to be acceptable to the English trade unions, to the followers of Proudhon in France,
Belgium, Italy, and Spain, and to the Lassalleans in Germany.

[ENGEL'S FOOTNOTE: Lassalle personally, to us, always acknowledged himself to be a disciple of
Marx, and, as such, stood on the ground of the Manifesto. But in his first public agitation, 1862-1864,
he did not go beyond demanding co-operative worhsops supported by state credit.]

Marx, who drew up this programme to the satisfaction of all parties, entirely trusted to the intellectual
development of the working class, which was sure to result from combined action and mutual
discussion. The very events and vicissitudes in the struggle against capital, the defeats even more than
the victories, could not help bringing home to men's minds the insufficiency of their various favorite
nostrums, and preparing the way for a more complete insight into the true conditions for working-class
emancipation. And Marx was right. The International, on its breaking in 1874, left the workers quite
different men from what it found them in 1864. Proudhonism in France, Lassalleanism in Germany,
were dying out, and even the conservative English trade unions, though most of them had long since
severed their connection with the International, were gradually advancing towards that point at which,
last year at Swansea, their president could say in their name: "Continental socialism has lost its terror

for us." In fact, the principles of the Manifesto had made considerable headway among the working
men of all countries.
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The Manifesto itself came thus to the front again. Since 1850, the German text had been reprinted
several times in Switzerland, England, and America. In 1872, it was translated into English in New
York, where the translation was published in _Woorhull and Claflin's Weekly . From this English
version, a French one was made in _Le Socialiste_ of New York. Since then, at least two more English
translations, moer or less mutilated, have been brought out in America, and one of them has been
reprinted in England. The first Russian translation, made by Bakunin, was published at Herzen's
Kolokol office in Geneva, about 1863; a second one, by the heroic Vera Zasulich, also in Geneva, in
1882. A new Danish edition is to be found in _Socialdemokratisk Bibliothek , Copenhagen, 1885; a
fresh French translation in _Le Socialiste_, Paris, 1886. From this latter, a Spanish version was
prepared and published in Madrid, 1886. The German reprints are not to be counted; there have been
twelve altogether at the least. An Armenian translation, which was to be published in Constantinople
some months ago, did not see the light, I am told, because the publisher was afraid of bringing out a
book with the name of Marx on it, while the translator declined to call it his own production. Of
further translations into other languages I have heard but had not seen. Thus the history of the
Manifesto reflects the history of the modern working-class movement; at present, it is doubtless the
most wide spread, the most international production of all socialist literature, the common platform
acknowledged by millions of working men from Siberia to California.

Yet, when it was written, we could not have called it a _socialist_manifesto. By Socialists, in 1847,
were understood, on the one hand the adherents of the various Utopian systems: Owenites in England,
Fourierists in France, both of them already reduced to the position of mere sects, and gradually dying
out; on the other hand, the most multifarious social quacks who, by all manner of tinkering, professed
to redress, without any danger to capital and profit, all sorts of social grievances, in both cases men
outside the working-class movement, and looking rather to the "educated" classes for support.
Whatever portion of the working class had become convinced of the insufficiency of mere political
revolutions, and had proclaimed the necessity of total social change, called itself Communist. It was a
crude, rough-hewn, purely instinctive sort of communism; still, it touched the cardinal point and was
powerful enough amongst the working class to produce the Utopian communism of Cabet in France,
and of Weitling in Germany. Thus, in 1847, socialism was a middle-class movement, communism a
working-class movement. Socialism was, on the Continent at least, "respectable”; communism was the
very opposite. And as our notion, from the very beginning, was that "the emancipation of the workers
must be the act of the working class itself," there could be no doubt as to which of the two names we
must take. Moreover, we have, ever since, been far from repudiating it.

The Manifesto being our joint production, I consider myself bound to state that the fundamental
proposition which forms the nucleus belongs to Marx. That proposition is: That in every historical
epoch, th prevailing mode of economic production and exchange, and the social organization
necessarily following from it, form the basis upon which it is built up, and from that which alone can
be explained the political and intellectual history of that epoch; that consequently the whole history of
mankind (since the dissolution of primitive tribal society, holding land in common ownership) has been
a history of class struggles, contests between exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes;
That the history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions in which, nowadays, a stage has
been reached where the exploited and oppressed class -- the proletariat -- cannot attain its
emancipation from the sway of the exploiting and ruling class -- the bourgeoisie -- without, at the same
time, and once and for all, emancipating society at large from all exploitation, oppression, class
distinction, and class struggles.

This proposition, which, in my opinion, is destined to do for history what Darwin's theory has done for

biology, we both of us, had been gradually approaching for some years before 1845. How far I had
independently progressed towards it is best shown by my _Conditions of the Working Class in
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England . But when I again met Marx at Brussels, in spring 1845, he had it already worked out and
put it before me in terms almost as clear as those in which I have stated it here.

From our joint preface to the German edition of 1872, I quote the following:

"However much that state of things may have altered during the last twenty-five years, the
general principles laid down in the Manifesto are, on the whole, as correct today as ever.
Here and there, some detail might be improved. The practical application of the principles
will depend, as the Manifesto itself states, everywhere and at all times, on the historical
conditions for the time being existing, and, for that reason, no special stress is laid on the
revolutionary measures proposed at the end of Section II. That passage would, in many
respects, be very differently worded today. In view of the gigantic strides of Modern
Industry since 1848, and of the accompanying improved and extended organization of the
working class, in view of the practical experience gained, first in the February Revolution,
and then, still more, in the Paris Commune, where the proletariat for the first time held
political power for two whole months, this programme has in some details been
antiquated. One thing especially was proved by the Commune, viz., that "the working
class cannot simply lay hold of ready-made state machinery, and wield it for its own
purposes.” (See _The Civil War in France: Address of the General Council of the
International Working Men's Assocation_ 1871, where this point is further developed.)
Further, it is self-evident that the criticism of socialist literature is deficient in relation to
the present time, because it comes down only to 1847; also that the remarks on the
relation of the Communists to the various opposition parties (Section IV), although, in
principle still correct, yet in practice are antiquated, because the political situation has
been entirely changed, and the progress of history has swept from off the Earth the greater
portion of the political parties there enumerated.

"But then, the Manifesto has become a historical document which we have no longer any
right to alter."

The present translation is by Mr Samuel Moore, the translator of the greater portion of Marx's
_Capital_. We have revised it in common, and I have added a few notes explanatory of historical
allusions.

FREDERICK ENGELS

January 30, 1888
London

PREFACE TO 1890 GERMAN EDITION

Since [the 1883 German edition preface] was written, a new German edition of the Manifesto has
again become necessary, and much has also happened to the Manifesto which should be recorded here.

A second Russian translation -- by Vera Zasulich -- appeared in Geneva in 1882; the preface to that
edition was written by Marx and myself. Unfortunately, the original German manuscript has gone
astray; [ must therefore retranslate from the Russian which will in no way improve the text. It reads:
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"The first Russian edition of the Manifesto of the Communist Party, translated by
Bakunin, was published early in the 'sixties by the printing office of the Kolokol. Then the

West could see in it (the Russian edition of the Manifesto) only a literary curiosity. Such a
view would be impossible today.

"What a limited field the proletarian movement occupied at that time (December 1847) is
most clearly shown by the last section: the position of the Communists in relation to the
various opposition parties in various countries. Precisely Russia and the United States are
missing here. It was the time when Russia constituted the last great reserve of all
European reaction, when the United States absorbed the surplus proletarian forces of
Europe through immigration. Both countries provided Europe with raw materials and were
at the same time markets for the sale of its industrial products. Both were, therefore, in
one way of another, pillars of the existing European system.

"How very different today. Precisely European immigration fitted North American for a
gigantic agricultural production, whose competition is shaking the very foundations of
European landed property -- large and small. At the same time, it enabled the United
States to exploit its tremendous industrial resources with an energy and on a scale that
must shortly break the industrial monopoly of Western Europe, and especially of England,
existing up to now. Both circumstances react in a revolutionary manner upon America
itself. Step by step, the small and middle land ownership of the farmers, the basis of the
whole political constitution, is succumbing to the competition of giant farms; at the same
time, a mass industrial proletariat and a fabulous concentration of capital funds are
developing for the first time in the industrial regions.

" And now Russia! During the Revolution of 1848-9, not only the European princes, but
the European bourgeois as well, found their only salvation from the proletariat just
beginning to awaken in Russian intervention. The Tsar was proclaimed the chief of
European reaction. Today, he is a prisoner of war of the revolution in Gatchina, and
Russia forms the vanguard of revolutionary action in Europe.

"The Communist Manifesto had, as its object, the proclamation of the inevitable
impending dissolution of modern bourgeois property. But in Russia we find, face-to-face
with the rapidly flowering capitalist swindle and bourgeois property, just beginning to
develop, more than half the land owned in common by the peasants. Now the question is:
can the Russian obshchina, though greatly undermined, yet a form of primeaval common
ownership of land, pass directly to the higher form of Communist common ownership? Or,
on the contrary, must it first pass through the same process of dissolution such as
constitutes the historical evolution of the West?

"The only answer to that possible today is this: If the Russian Revolution becomes the
signal for a proletarian revolution in the West, so that both complement each other, the
present Russian common ownership of land may serve as the starting point for a
communist development.

"January 21, 1882 London"
At about the same date, a new Polish version appeared in Geneva: _Manifest Kommunistyczny_.

Furthermore, a new Danish translation has appeared in the _Socialdemokratisk Bibliothek ,
Copenhagen, 1885. Unfortunately, it is not quite complete; certain essential passages, which seem to
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have presented difficulties to the translator, have been omitted, and, in addition, there are saigns of
carelessness here and there, which are all the more unpleasantly conspicuous since the translation
indicates that had the translator taken a little more pains, he would have done an excellent piece of
work.

A new French version appeared in 1886, in _Le Socialiste  of Paris; it is the best published to date.

From this latter, a Spanish version was published the same year in _El Socialista_ of Madrid, and the.n
reissued in pamphlet form: Manifesto del Partido Communista_ por Carlos Marx y F. Engels, Madrid,
Administracion de El Socialista, Hernan Cortes 8.

As a matter of curiosity, I may mention that in 1887 the manuscript of an Armenian translation was
offered to a publisher in Constantinople. But the good man did not have the courage to publish
something bearing the name of Marx and suggested that the translator set down his own name as
author, which the latter however declined.

After one, and then another, of the more or less inaccurate American translations had been repeatedly
reprinted in England, an authentic version at last appeared in 1888. This was my friend Samuel Moore,
and we went through it together once more before it went to press. It is entitled: Manifesto of the
Communist_Party , by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels. Authorized English translation, edited and
annotated by Frederick Engels, 1888, London, William Reeves, 185 Fleet Street, E.C. I have added
some of the notes of that edition to the present one.

The Manifesto has had a history of its own. Greeted with enthusiasm, at the time of its appearance, by
the not at all numerous vanguard of scientific socialism (as is proved by the translations mentioned in
the first place), it was soon forced into the background by the reaction that began with the defeat of
the Paris workers in June 1848, and was finally excommunicated "by law" in the conviction of the
Cologne Communists in November 1852. With the disappearance from the public scene of the

workers' movement that had begun with the February Revolution, the Manifesto too passed into the
background.

When the European workers had again gathered sufficient strength for a new onslaught upon the
power of the ruling classes, the International Working Men's Association came into being. Its aim was
to weld together into _one_ huge army the whole militant working class of Europe and America.
Therefore it could not _set out_ from the principles laid down in the Manifesto. It was bound to have a
programme which would not shut the door on the English trade unions, the French, Belgian, Italian,
and Spanish Proudhonists, and the German Lassalleans. This programme -- the considerations
underlying the Statutes of the International -- was drawn up by Marx with a master hand
acknowledged even by the Bakunin and the anarchists. For the ultimate final triumph of the ideas set
forth in the Manifesto, Marx relied solely upon the intellectual development of the working class, as it
necessarily has to ensue from united action and discussion. The events and vicissitudes in the struggle
against capital, the defeats even more than the successes, could not but demonstrate to the fighters the
inadequacy of their former universal panaceas, and make their minds more receptive to a thorough
understanding of the true conditions for working-class emancipation. And Marx was right. The
working class of 1874, at the dissolution of the International, was altogether different from that of
1864, at its foundation. Proudhonism in the Latin countries, and the specific Lassalleanism in
Germany, were dying out; and even the ten arch-conservative English trade unions were gradually
approaching the point where, in 1887, the chairman of their Swansea Congress could say in their name:
"Continental socialism has lost its terror for us." Yet by 1887 continental socialism was almost
exclusively the theory heralded in the Manifesto. Thus, to a certain extent, the history of the Manifesto
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reflects the history of the modern working-class movement since 1848. At present, it is doubtless the
most widely circulated, the most international product of all socialist literature, the common
programme of many millions of workers of all countries from Siberia to California.

Nevertheless, when it appeared, we could not have called it a_socialist manifesto. In 1847, two kinds
of people were considered socialists. On the one hand were the adherents of the various utopian
systems, notably the Owenites in England and the Fourierists in France, both of whom, at that date,
had already dwindled to mere sects gradually dying out. On the other, the manifold types of social
quacks who wanted to eliminate social abuses through their various universal panaceas and all kinds of
patch-work, without hurting capital and profit in the least. In both cases, people who stood outside the
labor movement and who looked for support rather to the "educated" classes. The section of the
working class, however, which demanded a radical reconstruction of society, convinced that mere
political revolutions were not enough, then called itself _Communist_. It was still a rough-hewn, only
instinctive and frequently somewhat crude communism. Yet, it was powerful enough to bring into
being two systems of utopian communism -- in France, the "Icarian" communists of Cabet, and in
Germany that of Weitling. Socialism in 1847 signified a bourgeois movement, communism a
working-class movement. Socialism was, on the Continent at least, quite respectable, whereas
communism was the very opposite. And since we were very decidely of the opinion as early as then
that "the emancipation of the workers must be the task of the working class itself," we could have no
hesitation as to which of the two names we should choose. Nor has it ever occured to us to repudiate

it.

"Working men of all countries, unite!" But few voices responded when we proclaimed these words to
the world 42 years ago, on the eve of the first Paris Revolution in which the proletariat came out with
the demands of its own. On September 28, 1864, however, the proletarians of most of the Western
European countries joined hands in the International Working Men's Association of glorious memory.
True, the International itself lived only nine years. But that the eternal union of the proletarians of all
countries created by it is still alive and lives stronger than ever, there is no better witness than this day.
Because today, as I write these lines, the European and American proletariat is reviewing its fighting
forces, mobilized for the first time, mobilized as _one army, under one flag, for one immediate
aim: the standard eight-hour working day to be established by legal enactment, as proclaimed by the
Geneva Congress of the International in 1866, and again by the Paris Workers' Congress of 1889. And
today's spectacle will open the eyes of the capitalists and landlords of all countries to the fact that
today the proletarians of all countries are united indeed.

If only Marx were still by my side to see this with his own eyes!
FREDERICK ENGELS

May 1, 1890
London

NOTES ON THE MANIFESTO AND TRANSLATIONS OF IT

The Communist Manifesto was first published in February 1848 in London. It was written by Marx
and Engels for the Communist League, an organisation of German emigre workers living in several
western European countries. The translation above follows that of the authorised English translation by
Samuel Moore of 1888. In a few places, notably the concluding line 'Proletarians of all countries,
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unite!", Hal Draper's 1994 translation has been followed, rather than Moore's, which reads "Working
men of all countries unite!' For an exceptionally thorough account of the background of the Manifesto,
the history of different editions and translations, see Hal Draper The Adventures of the Communist
Manifesto Centre for Socialist History, Berkeley 1994.

Marxism Page

4

Original URL http//www.anu.edu.aw/polsci/marx/classics/manifesto, html
Author Rick Kuhn. Last revised 22 May 2011. Send feedback to Rick. Kuhn (@ anwedu.au

320f32 9/29/2012 1:27 PM



The Communist Manifesto

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia (Z Q(/(,[', /O / Z O qv},
he Communist Manifest s Kommunistische Manifest),
originally titled Manifesto of the Communist Party (German: The Communist Manifesto

Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei) is a short 1848
publication written by the political theorists Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels. It has since been recognized as one of the
world's most influential political manuscripts.m
Commissioned by the CW, it laid out the
League's purposes and program. It presents an analytical
approach to the class stimggle (historical and present)and the
problems of capitalism, rather than a prediction of ’ /QU {L
communism's potential future forms.[2] 7
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The book contains Marx and Engels' theories about the nature
of society and politics, that in their own words, "The history
of all hitherto existing society is the history of class
strllggles".[3] It also briefly features their ideas for how the
capitalist society of the time would eventually be replaced by

socialism, and then eventually communism.
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r(s)

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels

J,W%e]q dei C{‘(b$ th Country  United Kingdom

Contents

1 Authorship Language  Originally German, subsequently into

= 2 Textual history — (A NL(@mQ many others.
= 3 Contents I l b ‘
~pVv

= 3.1 Introduction
= 3.2 I. Bourgeois and Proletarians )@0‘. L lﬁ Publication 21 Fcbruary 1848

= 3 3 ]I. Proletarians and Communists Df]_ﬁ date

Genre(s) History, sociology, philosophy

m 3.4 111, Socialist and Communist Literatur
= 3.51V. Position of the Communists in

Relation to the Various Opposition P'utlcqmﬁh }Vl// gﬂ- V‘y/tz ! W// # ()I[

= 4 Reception

= 5 See also P@gpk
" (6 Notes

= 7 References

= 8 External links

Authorship

Friedrich Engels has often been credited in composing the first drafts, which led to The Communist Manifesto.



In July 1847, Engels was elected into the Communist League, where he was assigned to draw up a catechism.
This became the Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith. The draft contained almost two dozen questions
that helped express the ideas of both Engels and Karl Marx at the time. In October 1847, Engels composed his
second draft for the Communist League entitled The Principles of Communism. The text remained unpublished
until 1914, despite its basis for The Manifesto. From Engels's drafts Marx was able to write, once commissioned
by the Communist League, The Communist Manifesto, where he combined more of his ideas along with
Engels's drafts and work, The Condition of the Working Class in England. [4]

Although the names of both Engels and Karl Marx appear on the title page alongside the "persistent assumption
of joint-authorship", Engels, in the preface introduction to the 1883 German edition of the Manifesto, said that
the Manifesto was "cssentially Marx's work™and that "the basic thought... belongs solely and exclusively to
Marx."”]

Engels wrote after Marx's death,

"I cannot deny that both before and during my forty years' collaboration with Marx I had a certain
independent share in laying the foundations of the theory, but the greater part of its leading basic
principles belongs to Marx....Marx was a genius; we others were at best talented. Without him the
theory would not be by far what it is today. It therefore rightly bears his name."°!

Despite Engels's modesty in these two quotations, in fact he made major contributions to the Manifesto, starting
with the suggestion to abandon "the form of a catechism and entitle it the Communist Manifesto." Moreover,
Engels joined Marx in Brussels for the writing of the Manifesto. There is no evidence of what his contributions
to the final writing were, but the Manifesto bears the stamp of Marx's more rhetorical writing style.
Nevertheless, it scems clear that Engels's contributions justify his name's appearance on the title page after
Marx's.l”]

Textual history

The Communist Manifesio was first published (in German) in London by a group of German political refugees
in 1848. It was also serialised at around the same time in a German-language London newspaper, the Deutsche
Londoner Zeitung '8 The first En glish translation was produced by Helen Macfarlane in 1850, and the book
was first published in the United States by Stephen Pearl Andrews.[®] The Manifesto went through a number of
editions from 1872 to 1890; notable new prefaces were written by Marx and Engels for the 1872 German
edition, the 1882 Russian edition, the 1883 French edition, and the 1888 English edition. The 1910 edition,

translated by Samuel Moore with the assistance of Engels, has been the most commonly used English text
citation needed]

since.[

However, some recent English editions, such as Phil Gasper's annotated "road map" (Haymarket Books, 2006),
have used a slightly modified text in response to criticisms of the Moore translation made by Hal Draper in his
1994 history of the Manifesto, The Adventures of the "Communist Manifesto" (Center for Socialist History,
1994).

In late 2010, Red Quill Books (http://www.redquillbooks.com/) announced the release of a modern, illustrated
"comic book" (http://www.redquillbooks.com/Connnunist_Manifesto.hlml) version of the Communist
Manifesto in four par[s.[m]“ J!



Contents

The Manifesto is divided into an introduction, three substantive sections, and a conclusion.

Introduction

The preamble to the main text of the Manifesto states that the continent of Europe fears the "spectre of
cg_rzlgl_u_[_lism”, and the powers of old Europe are uniting in "a holy alliance [intended to] exorcise this spectre".
Marx refers here to not only the houses of power and landed gentry of old Europe—the bourgeoisie—but
diverse factions such as the papacy and the emerging corporate world as well.l'2) Marx declares that "It is high
time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish their views, their aims, their
tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the spectre of communism with a manifesto of the party itself".[12]

I. Bourgeois and Proletarians

The first chapter of the Manifesto, "Bourgeois and Proletarians”, examines the Marxist conception of history,
with the initial 1dea asserting that "The history of all hitherto existing society is the histo ss stru st [3]
[t goes on to say that in capitalism, the working class, proletariat, are fighting in the class struggle against the
owners of the means of production, the bourgeois, and that past class struggle ended either with revolution that

restructured society, or "common ruin of the contending classes".[3!

It continues by adding that the bourgcois exploits the proletariat through the "constant revolutionising of
production [and] uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions" 1!

The Manifesto explains that the reason the bourgeois exist and exploit the proletariat with low wages is private
property, "the accumulation of wealth in private hands, the formation and increase-of capital”,'”! and that
competition amongst the proletariat creates wage-labour, which rests entirely on the competition among the

workers.[?] I gﬁu YL&{‘L 6(‘9}‘ }/10\/* lL g gg’?(@ffi m

This section further explains that the proletarians will eventually rise to power through class struggle: the
bourgeoisie constantly exploits the proletariat for its manual labour and cheap wages, ultimately to create profit
for the bourgeois; the proletariat rise to power through revolution against the bourgeoisie such as riots or
creation of unions. The Communist Manifesto states that while there is still class struggle amongst society,
capitalism will be overthrown by the proletariat only to start again in the near future; ultimately communism is
the key to class equality amongst the citizens of Europe.

II. Proletarians and Communists

The second section, "Proletarians and Communists", starts by stating the relationship of conscious communists
to the rest of the working class, declaring that they will not form a separate party that opposes other working-
class parties, will express the interests and general will of the proletariat as a whole, and will distinguish
themselves from other working-class partics by always expressing the common interest of the entire proletariat
independently of all nationalities and representing the interests of the movement as a whole 3]

The section goes on to defend communism from various objections, such as the claim that communists advocate

"free love", and the claim that people will not perform labor in a communist society because they have no

ificentive to work.['3] The section ends by outlining a set of short-term demands:

—



Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public purposes.

A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

Abolition of all right of inheritance.

Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.

Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by means of a national bank with State capital and an

exclusive monopoly.

Centralisation of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the State.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State; the bringing into cultivation of
waste-lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan.

8. Equal liability of all to labour. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of the distinction between

town and country, by a more equitable distribution of the population over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children's factory labour in its present form
[14]
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and combination of education with industrial production.

The implementation of these policies would, as believed by Marx and Engels, be a precursor {o the stateless and
W'm In a controversial passage they suggested that the "proletariat" might in competition with
€ bourgeoisie be compelled to organisc as a class, form a revolution, make itself a ruling class, sweep away

the old conditions of production, and in that step have abolished its own supremacy as a class.[13] This account
of the transition from socialism to communism was criticised particularly during and after the Soviet era.

I1I. Socialist and Communist Literature

The third section, "Socialist and Communist Literature," distinguishes communism from other socialist

doctrines prevalent at the time the Manifesto was written.[!3] While the degree of reproach of Marx and Engels
toward rival perspectives varics, all are dismissed for advocating reformism and failing to recognise the
preeminent role of the working class.

IV. Position of the Communists in Relation to the Various Opposition Parties

The concluding section, "Position of the Communists in Relation to the Various Opposition Parties", briefly
discusses the communist position on struggles in specific countries in the mid-nineteenth century such as
France, Switzerland, Poland, and Germany, and declares that Germany "is on the eve of a bourgeois
revolution",[1®] and predicts that a world revolution will soon follow.['®] It then ends by declaring an alliance
with the social democrats, boldly supporting other communist revolutions, and calling the proletarians to action,
ending with the rallying cry of communism, "Workers of the world, unite!".[10]

Reception

The revolutionary wave throughout Europe in 1848, which began in France in February and immediately spread
to most of Europe and parts of Latin America,l!7] owed nothing to The Communist Manifesto, but within a year

the revolutions collapsed.['®] Subsequently, traditional authorities found in The Communist Manifesto and its
contents a good excuse for action against its authors. As a consequence, Marx and his wife were arrested and
expelled from Belgium, the German daily newspaper published by Marx in Cologne between 1 June 1848 and
19 May 1849, Neue Rheinisglip Zeitung: Organ der Demokratie, was suppressed,!! 211290 and Marx himself was
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expelled from Germany and France, and, in August 1849 he sought refuge in London.[211122](23]

A number of 21st century writers have commented on The Communist Manifesto's continuing relevance.
Academic John Raines, writing in 2002, noted that "In our day this Capitalist Revolution has reached the
farthest corners of the earth. The tool of money has produced the miracle of the new global market and the
ubiquitous shopping mall. Read The Communist Manifesto, written more than one hundred and fifty years ago,
and you will discover that Marx foresaw it all."[24] Writing in 2003, the English Marxist Chris Harman

described the work, stating that: O(,CUPZ‘ I/*/l{// ﬁ\ 5 C [%5 M‘KQ/C

There is still a compulsive quality to its prose as 1t provides insight after insight into the society in
which we live, where it comes from and where its going to. It is still able to explain, as mainstream
cconomists and sociologists cannot, today's world of recurrent wars and repeated economic crisis,
of hunger for hundreds of millions on the one hand and "overproduction" on the other. There are
passages that could have come from the most recent writings on globalisation.!2*]

The continued relevance of the Marxist theories found within the text has also been supported by the Marxist
academic Alex Callinicos, editor of International Socialism, who stated that "This is indeed a manifesto for the
21st cenlLlly."[26]

Writing in The London Evening Standard on 23 April, Andrew Neather cited Verso Books' 2012 re-edition of
The Communist Manifesto, with an introduction by Eric Hobsbawm, as part of a resurgence of left-wing-themed
ideas which includes the publication of Owen Jones' best-selling Chavs: The Demonization of the Working
Class, and Jason Barker's documentary Marx Reloaded [?7]
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Communism

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia /{EML q 30 (){0)'

Communism (from Latin communis - common, universal) is a revolutionary socialist movement to create a

classless, moneyless, and stateless social order structured upon common ownership of the means of production,
as'well as a social, political and economic ideology that aims at the establishment of this socia

order [citation needed]

This movement, in its Marxist-Leninist interpretations, significantly influenced the history
of the 20th century, which saw intense rivalry between the "socialist world" (socialispstates ruled by communist
parties) and the "western world" (countries with capitalist economies).

“historical development that

erabundance of material
112]

Marxist theory holds that pure communism or full communism is a specific sta
inevitably emerges from the_develo ¢ tive forces that
wealth, allowing for distribution based on need and social relations based on freely associated individuals.
The eMﬁconnnunism varies, and it is often mistachcncral political discourse, used
interchangeably with socialism; however, Marxist thcory contends that socialism is just a transitional stage on
the Ip_g_d_gg communism. Leninism adds to Marxism the notion of a vanguard party lmirian
revolution andto secure all political power after the revolution for the working class, for the development of
universal class consciousness and worker pall:mP'mon in a transitional stage between capitalism and socialism.

(QWIVM\M X Komlm

Council communists and non-Marxist libertarian communists and anarcho-communists oppose the ideas of a
vanguard party and a transition stage, and advocate for the construction of full communism to begin
immediately upon the abolition of capitalism. There is @ of theories amongst those particular
communists in regards {o hiow to build the types of institutions that would replace the various economic engines
(such as food distribution, education, and hospitals) as they exist under capitalist systems—or even whether to
do so at all. Some of these communists have specific plans for the types of administrative bodies that would
replace the current ones, while always qualifying that these bodies would be dcmWMd,
just as they currently are within the activist movements themselves. Others have no concrete set of post-
revolutionary blueprints at all, claiming instead that they simply trust that the world's workers and poor will
figure out proper modes of distribution and wide-scale production, and also coordination, entirely on their own,
without the need for any structured "replacements" for capitajist Slatc-?ascd Eontia] letuRan e
o~ (10 (un Those

In the modern lexicon of what many sociologists and political commentators refer to as the "political
mainstream", communism is often used to refer to the policies gt Joft,\nmumsl states, 1.c., the ones totally
controlled by communist parties, regardless of the practical contént oT the-acttial economic system they may
preside over. Examples of this include the policies of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam where the economic
system incorporates "doi moi", the People's Republic of China (PRC) where the economic system incorporates

"socialist market economy", and the economic system of the Sowct Union which was described as "state
capitalist" by non-Leninist socialists and later by communists who increasingly opposed the post-Stalin cra
Soviet model as it progressed over the course of the 20th ccntmy&c.g., Maoists, Trotskyists and libertarian

communists)—and even at one point by Vladimir Lenin himself.{!
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Etymology and terminology

Communism comes from the Latin word communis, which means "shared"o belong to al . [4105]

In the schema of historical materialism, communism is the idea of a free society with no division or alienation,
where the people are ﬁc_cwl)_mwm—aﬂé-scm.g_y A communisf sociely would have no governments,
countries, or class divisions. In Marxist theory, the dictatorship of the proletariat 1bm system
between capitalism and communism, when the government is in the process of changing the means of

ownership from privatism to collective ownership.!®! In political science, the term "communism" is sometimes
used to refer to communist states, a form of government in which the state operates under a one-party system
and declares allegiance to Marxism-Leninism or a der IVElthC there I"["”“”O“ needed] i

In modern usage, the word "C;D%]UDQS(I’:% ﬁstlll oflu%wd to refer 1oth policies of self-declared socialist
governments comprising one-party states-which were single legal political party systems operating under
centrally planned economies and a state ownership of the means oI production, with the state, in turn, claiming
that it represented the interests of the working classes. A significant sector of the modern communist movement




alleges that these states never made an attempt-to-transition-te-aeenununist-seciety,

while others even argue that they never achieved a legitimate socialism. Most of these
governments based their ideology on Marxfsm-Leninism, but they did not call the
system they had set up "communism", nor did they even necessarily claim at all times
that the ideology was the sole driving force behind their policies: Mao Zedong, for
example, pursued New Democracy, and Vladimir Lenin in the early 1920s enacted war

The haitiiner and communism; later, the Vietnamese enacted doi moi, and the Chinese switched to

sickle and the red socialism with Chinese characteristics. The governments labeled by other governments
star are universal as "communist" generally claimed that they had set up a transitional socialist system.
symbols of This system is sometimes referred (o as state socialism or by other similar names.
communism.

"Pure communism" is a term sometimes used to refer to the stage in history after

socialism, although just as many communists use simply the'term *communism" (o
refer to that stage; the term 1s synonymous witir *Full communism—Fhe classless, stateless society that is meant
to characterise this communism is one where decisions on what to produce and what policies to pursue are made
in the best interests of the whole of society—a sort of 'of, by, and for the working class', rather than a rich class
controlling the wealth and everyone else working for them on a wage basis. In this communism the interests of
every member of society is given equal weight to the next, in the practical decision-making process in both the
political and economic spheres of life. K ars; s well as some other communist philosophers, deliberately
never provided a detailed description as to how communism would function as a social system, nor the precise
ways in which the working class could or should rise up, nor any other material spectfics of exactly how to get
to communism from capitalism. In the Communist Manijesio, Marx does lay out a T0-point plan advising the
redistribution of land and production to begin the transition to communism, but he ensured that even this was
very general and all-encompassing. It has alwaysm‘thmx—EMMUd these theories to read this
way specifically so that later theorists in specific situations could adapt communism to their own localities and

conditions. m‘t%lmb \.l&;h}jllb
Theory We oo Wuw/ J@fw.lg o, }mpaf{%ﬁ\

According to communist theory, the only way to abolish capitalist inequalities is to have the proletariat
(working class), who collectively constitute the main producer of wealth in society, and who are perpetually
exploited and marginalised by thc@cﬁc (wealthy class), to overthrow the capitalist system in a wide-

ranging social revolution.!”! The revolution, in the theory of most individuals and groups espousing communist
revolutior; usuatly involves an armed rebellion. The revolution espoused can be explained by theorists in many
different ways, and usually depends on the environment in which the particular communism theory originates.
For example, the Chinese Revolution involved military combat between the Chinese Red and the Chinese
Nationalist Armies, while the Vietnamese Revolution was characterised by guerrilla warfare between the
heavily backed Vietnam People's Army and various Western armies, culminating in the Vietnam War which
ended in 1975. Meanwhile, the Cuban Revolution was essentially a coup that did not involve intensive wide-
scale military conflict between Fulgencio Batista's soldiers and those of Fidel Castro and Che Guevara. In fact,
Castro initially did not believe that a vanguard party was necessary in Cuba's case, a view boosted by Batista's
unpopularity at the time of the actual armed conflict between the two sides. Regardless of the specific form a
communist revolution takes, its aim is for the working class to replace the exploite ruling class to

establish a society without class divisions, called socialism, as a prefude o attempting to achieve the final stage
8] =

of communism. [



History

Main article: History of communism
According to Karl Marx:

"Communism differs from all
previous movements_in that it
overturns the basis of all carlier
relations of production and
intercourse, and for the first time
consciously treats all natural premises
as the creatures of hitherto existing
men, strips them of their natural
character and subjugates them to the
power of the united individuals."

— Karl Marx, The German

Ideology, 18451°]

Countries OMO\V (red) or previously (orange) officially

structured as socialist states under communist (Marxist-Leninist)

governments, often called "communist states” in the West. The exacl

label "Communist" is debatable, as many analysts say countries like

The People's Republic of China have moved into state capitalism and
3 can no longer be described under Marx's definition of a Communist

Early Communism 3

state.

Further information: Primitive

communism, Religious communism, and Utopian socialism

The origins of communism are debatable, and there are various historical groups, as well as theorists, whose
beliefs have been subsequently described as communist. Gel man phllosophm Karl Marx saw primitive
communism as the original, hunter-gatherer ich it arose. For Marx, only after
humanity was capable of producing surplus, d:d private property develop. The idea of a classless society first
emerged in Ancient Greece.[!% Plato in his 7he Republic described it as a state where people shared all their
property, wives, and children: "The private and individual is altogether banished from life and things which are
by nature private, such as eyes and cars and hands, have become common, and in some way see and hear and
act in common, and all men express praise and feel joy and sorrow on the same occasions."[10]

In the history of Western thought, certain clements of the idea of a society based on common ownership of
property can be traced back to ancient times. Examples include the Spartacus slave revolt in Rome.[!! The 5th
century Mazdak movement in what is now Iran has been described 8 "communistic” for challenging the
enormous privileges of the noble classes and the clergy, criticizing the institution of private property and for
striving for an egalitarian society. [12]

At one time or another, various small communist communities existed, generally under the inspiration of

Scr 1plule.[ 31 In the medicval Christian church, for example, some monastic communities and religious orders
shared their land and other property (see Religious and Christian communism). These groups often believed that
concern with private property was a distraction from religious service to God and neighbour [¢ifation needed]

Communist thought has also been traced back to the work of 16th century English writer Thomas More. In his
[rcahs@]ﬂ\ﬁ) More portrayed a society based on common ownership of property, whose rulers
administered it through the application of reason.[cation needed] 1y ¢he 17¢h century, communist thought surfaced
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again in England, where a Puritan religious group known as the "Diggers" advocated the abolition of private
ownership of land.['*! Eduard Bernstein, in his 1895 Cromwell and Communism) argued that several
groupings in the English Civil War, especially the Diggers espoused clear communistic, agrarian ideals, and that
Oliver Cromwell's attitude to these groups was at best ambivalent and often hostile.['®) Criticism of the idea of
private property continued into the Age of Enlightenment of the 18th century, through such thinkers as Jean
Jacques Rousseau in France.[c/tation needed] | aer following the upheaval of the French Revolution, communism
emerged as a political doctrine.l'”! Francois Noél Babeuf, in particular, espoused the goals of common
ownership of land and total economic and political equality among citizens, [cilation needed]

Various social reformers in the early 19th century founded communities based on common ownership. But
unlike many previous communist communities, they replaced the religious emphasis with a rational and
philanthropic basis.[!¥] Notable among them were Robert Owen, who founded New Harmony in Indiana (1825),
and Charles Fourier, whosec followers organized other scttlements in the United States such as Brook Farm
(1841—47).[18] Later in the 19th century, Karl Marx described these social reformers as "utopian socialists" to
contrast them with his program of "scientific socialism” (a term coined by Friedrich Engels). Other writers
described by Marx as "utopian socialists" included Saint-Simon.

In its modern form, communism grew out of the socialist movement of 19th century Europe. As the Industrial
Revolution advanced, socialist critics blamed capitalism for the a new class of urban
factory workers who laboured under often-hazardous conditions. Foremost among these critics were Marx and
his associate Friedrich Engels. In 1848, Marx and Engels offered a new definition of communism and
popularized the term in their famous pamphlet The Communist Manifesto.I'®] Engels, who lived in Manchester,
observed the organization of the Chartist movement (see Historv of Brilish socialism), while Marx departed
from his university comrades to meet the proletariat in France and Germany.lcifation needed]

Modern Communism

In the late 19th century, Russian Marxism developed a distinct character. The
first major figure of Russian Marxism was Georgi Plekhanov. Underlying the
work of Plekhanov was the assumption that Russia, less urbanized and
industrialized than Western Europe, had many years to go before society would
be ready for proletarian revolution to occur, and a transitional period ofa
bourgeols dmnot:‘fﬁﬁ?:’fééi/r-n-c would be required lomilh a
socialist and later communist society. (EB)lciation needed OI’L

In Russia, the 1917 October Revolution was the first time any party with an
avowedly Marxist orientation, in this case the Bolshevik Party, seized state
power. The assumption of state power by the Bolsheviks gcncralcdag'_mal

of practical and theoretical debate within the Marxist movement. Marx predicted
that socialism and communism would be built upon foundations laid by the most 3

C advanced capitalist development. Russia, however, was one of the poorest Vladimir Lenin after his
countries in Europe with an enormous, largely illiterate peasantry and a minority return to Petrograd.

of industrial workers. Marx had explicitly stated that Russia might be able to
skip the stage of bourgeoisie capilali3111.“9] Other socialists also believed that a
Russian revolution could be the precursor of workers' revolutions in the West.

The moderate Mensheviks opposed Lenin's Bolshevik plan for socialist revolution before capitalism was more



fully developed. The Bolsheviks' successful rise to power was based upon the slogans such as "Peace, bread,
and land" which tapped the massive public desire for an end to Russian involvement in the First World War, the
peasants' demand for land reform, and popular support for the Soviets.[20]

The usage of the terms "communism" and "socialism" shifted after 1917, when the Bolsheviks changed their
name to Communist Party and installed a single party regime devoted to the implementation of socialist policies
under Lenﬁfs_m’.m” needed| The Second International had dissolved T T9T6 over national divisions, as the
separate national parties that composed it did not maintain a unified front against the war, instead generally
supporting their respective nation's role. Lenin thus created the Third International (Comintern) in 1919 and
sent the Twenty-one Conditions, which included democratic centralism, to all European socialist parties willing
to adhere. In France, for example, the majority of the French Section of the Workers' International (SFIO) party
split in 1921 to form the French Section of the Communist International (SFIC).l¢itation needed] yonceforth, the
term "Communism" was applied to the objective of the parties founded under the umbrella of the Comintern.
Their program called for the uniting of workers of the world for revolution, which would be followed by the
establishment of a dictatorship of the proletariat as well as the development of a socialist economy. Ultimately,

if their program held, there would develop a harmonious classless society, with the withering away of the
state [citation needed]

During the Russian Civil War (1918-1922), the Bolsheviks
u __ nationalized all productive property and imposed a policy of
m war communism, which put factories and railroads under

strict gtwmmmmmwMood, and
introduced some bourgeois management of industry. After
three years of war.: he 1921 Kronstadt rebellion, Lenin
L{/Wé] declared dic New Economic Policy (NEPyin 1921, which
/ey Was to give a "limited place for a limited time to
capitalism." The NEP lasted until 1928, when Joseph Stalin

Socialist countries within the Marxist-Leninist achieved party leadership, and the introduction of the first
definition in 1980. Color-coding indicates political Five Year Plan spelled the end of it. Following the Russian
alignment, with either the Soviet Union (red) or the Civil War, the Bolsheviks, in 1922, formed the Union of
People's Republic of China (yellow), or non- Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), or Soviet Union, from
alignment (black). the former Russian Empire.

Following Lenin's democratic centralism, the communist
parties were organized on a hierarchical basis, with active cells of members as the broad base; they were made
up only of elite cadres appro¥ed by Righer members of the party as being reliable and completely subject to
party discipline.[*!] The Great Purge of 1937-1938 was Stalin's attempt to destroy anl_p_oislbw)sition
within the Communist Party. In the Moscow Trials many old Bolsheviks who had played prominent roles
during the Russian Revolution of 1917, or in Lenin's Soviet government afterwards, including Kamenev,

Zinoviev, Rykov, and Bukharin, were accused, pleaded guilty, and executed.2?] --6 Pl’Cﬂ, { } A’ e
0 10 Cu

Following World War II, Communists consolidated power in Central and Eastern Europe, and in 1949, the
Communist Party of China (CPC), led by Mao Zedong, established the People's Republic of China, which
would follow its own ideological path of Communist development following the Sino-Soviet split. Cuba, North
Korea, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, Angola, and Mozambique were among the other countries in the Third World
that adopted or imposed a Communist government at some point. By the early 1980s almost one-third of the
world's population lived in Communist states, including the former Soviet Union and PRC [¢itation needed]



Communist states such as the Soviet Union and PRC succeeded in becoming industrial and technological
powers, challenging the capitalists’ powers in the arms race and space race.

Cold War WO pgh man Coetd @

Main article: Cold War
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By virtue of the Soviet Union's victory in the Second World War in 1945, the Red
Army occupied nations not only in Central and Eastern Europe, but also in East

Asia; consequently, communism as a movement spread to many new countries.
This expansion of communism both in Europe and Asia gave rise to a different

. . 77
branches of its own, such as Maoism. 23]

AAMLA. DA AN

Communism had been vastly strengthened by the winning of many new nations
into the sphere @@ﬂmd strength in Central and Eastern Europe.
Governments modelled on Soviet Communism took power with Soviet assistance
in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland, Hungary and Romania. A
Communist government was also created under Marshal Tito in Yugoslavia, but
Tito's independent policies led to the expulsion of Yugoslavia from the Cominform,
which had replaced the Comintern. Titoism, a new branch in the world Communist
movement, was labelled "deviationist". Albania also became an independent
Communist nation after World War I1.124]
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USSR postage stamp
depicting the communist
state launching the first
artificial satellite Sputnik
1.

By 1950, the Chinese Communists held all of Mainland China, thus controlling the

most populous nation in the world. Oftfier arcas where rising Communist strength provoked dissension and in
some cases led to actual fighting through conventional and guerrilla warfare include the Korean War, Laos,
many nations of the Middle East and Africa, and notably succeeded in the case of the Vietnam War against the
military power of the United States and its allies. With varying degrees of success, Communists attempted to
unite with nationalist and socialist forces against what they saw as Western imperialism in these poor countries.

Red Scare (/VLLWL @L)NL m{, 6(0%&6/}

Muain article: Red Scare

With the exception of the contribution in World War II by the Soviet Union, China,
and the Italian resistance movement, communism was scen as a rival, and a threat
to western democracies and capitalism for most of the 20th ccntmy.lzs] This rivalry
peaked during the Cold War, as the world's two remaining superpowers, the United
States and tiieSoviet-Union, polarized most of the world into two camps of nations.
This was characterized in the West as' The Free World vs. Behind the Iron

Curtain [eitation needed] 1 qynnorted the spread of their respective economic and
p‘alitical systems (capitalism and communism) and strengthened their military

powers. As a result, the camps developed new weapon systems, stockpwr
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weapons, and competed in space exploration. b
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Near the beginning of the Cold War, on February 9, 1950, Senator Joseph published by the

McCarthy from Wisconsin accused 205 Americans working in the State Cateohstioal Gild
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Department of being "card-carrying communists".[2°! The fear of communism in
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the U.S. spurred McCarthyism, aggressive investigations and the red-baiting, Educational Society
blacklisting, jailing and deportation of persons suspected of following communist warning of the dangers of
or other left-wing ideologies. Many famous actors and writers were placed on a a communist revolution.
blacklist from 1950 to 1954, which meant they would not be hired and would be

subject to public disdain.[2’]

After the Cold War

Further information: List of communist parties and List of communist and anti-capitalist parties with
parliamentary representation

In 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev became leader of the Soviet Union and relaxed central control, in accordance with
reform policies of glasnost (openness) and perestroika (restructuring). The Soviet Union did not intervene as
Poland, East Germamy; Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary all abandoned Communist rule by
1990. In 1991, the Soviet Union dissolved.

By the beginning of the 21st century, states controlled by communist parties under a single-party system include
the People's Republic of China, Cuba, Laos, Vietnam, and North Korea. Communist parties, or their descendant
parties, remain politically important in a number of other countries. President Dimitris Christofias of Cyprus is a
member of the Progressive Party of Working People, but the country is not run under single-party rule. The
South African Communist Party is a partner in the African National Congress-led government. In India,
communists lead the governments of three states, with a combined population of more than 115 million. In
Nepal, communists hold a majority in the parliament.[2”! The Communist Party of Brazil is a part of the
parliamentary coalition led by the ruling democratic socialist Workers' Party and is represented in the executive
cabinet of Dilma Rousseff.

The People's Republic of China has reassessed many aspects of the Maoist legacy:;
it, along with Laos, Vietnam, and, to a lesser degree Cuba, has reduced state control
of the economy in order to stimulate growth. Chinese economic reforms started in
1978 under the leadership of Deng Xiaoping; since then, China has managed to
bring down the poverty rate from 3% in the Mao era to just 6% in 2001 [28] The
People's Republic of China runs Special Economic Zones dedicated to market-
oriented enterprise, free from central government control. Several other communist
states have also attempted to implement market-based reforms, including Vietnam.

Theories within Marxism as to why communism in
Central and Eastern Europe was not achieved after
socialist revolutions pointed to such elements as the

- pressure of external capitalist states, the relative 7’
A tableau in a communist  packwardness of the societies in which the
rally in Kerala, India, of 2 revolutions occurred, and the emergence of a '
e and 23 : : A demonstration of the
young burtatcratic stratum or class that arreste rerte

O&ZCOmmunist Party of the

worker. the transttion press in its own interests. (Scott and I .
Russian Federation,

Marshall, 2005) Marxist critics of the Soviet Union,
most notably Trotsky, referred to the Soviet system, along with other Communist
states, as "degenerated" or "deformed workers' states", arguing that the Soviet Vo oo 1L0 (Mg,'d,
system fell far short of Marx's communist ideal and he claimed the working class was politically dispossessed.
The ruling stratum of the Soviet Union was held to be a burcaucratic caste, but not a new ruling class, despite

Moscow, December 2011.



their political control. Anarchists who adhere to Participatory economics claim that the Soviet Union became
dominated by powerful intellectual elites who in a capitalist system crown the proletariat's labour on behalf of

the bourgeoisie. - @6,5 @ML@WF Mg @b[ 565"‘6 fh%gy

Non-Marxists, in contrast, have often applied the term (6 any society ruled by a communist party and’to any
party aspiring to create a society similar to such existing nation-states. In the social sciences, societies ruled by
communist parties are distinct for their single party control and their socialist economic bases. While some
social and political scientists applied the concept of "totalitarianism" to these societies, others identified
possibilities for independent political activity within them,??13%) and stressed their continued evolution up to

the point of the dissolution of the Soviet Union and its allies in Central Europe during the late 1980s and early
199 citation needed]

Marxist Communism

Main article: List of communist ideologies

Variations to the communist movement have developed, each based upon the ideas of different political
theorists, usually as additions or interpretations of various forms of Marxism, the collective philosophies of the
German philosophersKarl Mar.* ! Marxism-Leninism is the synthesis of Vladimir Lenin's contributions to
Marxism, such as howatevolutionary party should be organised;[32! Trotskyism is Leon Trotsky's conception
of Marxism, influenced by Lenin, and meanwhile, Maoism 1s Mao Zedong's interpretation of Marxism to suit
the conditions of China at that time, and is fairly heavy on the need fQ_r-agrai"rarLerkcr support as the engine
for the revolution, rather than workers in the urban areas, which were still very small at that point.

Self-identified communists hold a variety of views, including Marxism-Leninism, Trotskyism, council
communism, Luxemburgism, anarchist communism, Christian communism, and various currents of left
communism. However, the offshoots of the Marxist-Leninist interpretations of Marxism are the best-known of
these and had been a driving force in international relations during the last quarter of the 19th century and most
of the 20th century up to around 1989 and what historians refer (o as "the collapse of communism."[33]
However, other forms of communism worldwide continue to exist in the ideologies of various individual labor
movement trade unions worldwide, particularly in Europe and the Third World, and also in communist parties

that continue to espouse the ultimate need for communist revolution. s

(

especially North Korea (which has replaced Marxism-Leninism with Juche 4s its official ideology), have

Most communists today tend to agree that the remaining communist state _sdch as China, Vietnam and
nothing to do with communism, whether as practised currently withmmrieftist resistance movements and parties,

or in terms of the ideologies and programmes held by those movements. 34B331361(37]

A diverse range of theories persist amongst prominent globally known people such as Slavoj Zizek, Michael
Parenti, Alain Badiou and other radical left thinkers who proclaim themselves communists; they and others like
them are examples of present-day well-known figures in the modern communist movement.

Marxism

Main article: Marxism

Like other socialists, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels sought an end to capitalism and the systems which they



perceived to be responsible for the exploitation of workers. Whereas earlier
socialists often favored longer-term social reform, Marx and Engels believed _
that popular revolution was all but inevitable, and the only path to socialism and 'ggq aifelt
communism. = " :

Rommuniftifchen Partel.

According to the Marxist argument for communism, the main characteristic of
human life in class society ig n:-and communism is desirable because it
entails the full realization of human freedom. >8] Marx here follows Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel in conceiving freedom not merely as an absence of
restraints but as action with content.!3%] According to Marx, communism's
outlook on freedom was based on an agent, obstacle, and goal. The agent is the
common/working people; the obstacles are class divisions, economic
inequalities, unequal life-chances, and false consciousness; and the goal is the
fulfilment of human needs including satisfying work, and fair share of the
pl‘OdllCl.[40][4] |

The Communist Manifesto

They believed that communism allowed people to do what they want, but also s

put humans in such conditions and such relations with one another that they would not wish tofexploit, or have
any need to. Whereas for Hegel the unfolding of this ethical life in history is mainly driven by the realm of
ideas, for Marx, communism emerged from material forces, particularly the development of the means of
pl'odllction.[39]

Marxism holds that a process of class conflict and revolutionary struggle will result in victory for the proletariat
and the establishment of a communist society in which private property and ownership is abolished over time
and the means of production and subsistence bclong:tmp\ munity. (Private property and ownership, in this
context, means ownerships of the Wl, not private possessions).[42] Marx himself wrote little
about life under communism, giving only the most general indication as to what constituted a communist
society. It is clear that it entails abundance in which there is little limit to the projects that humans may
undertake lcitation needed] 1 the popular slogan that was adopted by the communist movement, communism was
a world in which each gave according to their abilities, and received according to their needs. The German
Ideology (1845) was one of Marx's few writings to elaborate on the communist future:

"In communist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become
accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the general production and thus makes it
possible for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the
afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner, just as [ have a mind, without ever

becoming hunter, fisherman, herdsman or critic."
—[43]

Marx's lasting vision was to add this vision to a theory of how society was moving in a law-governed way
towards communism, and, with some tension, a political theory that explained why revolutionary activity was
required to bring it about.[??]

In the late 19th century, the terms "socialism" and "communism" were often used interchangeably. However,
Marx and Engels argued that communism would not emerge from capitalism in a fully developed state, but
would pass through a "first phase" in which most productiv'c property was owned in common, but with some
class differences remaining. The "first phase" would eventually evolve into a "higher phase" in which class
differences were eliminated, and a state was no longer needed. Lenin frequently used the term "socialism" to
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refer to Marx and Engels' supposed "first phase” of communism and used the term "communism”
2 B {1 3 " B 3 44
interchangeably with Marx and Engels' "higher phase" of communism.! 44!

These later aspects, particularly as developed by Vladimir Lenin, provided the underpinning for the mobilizing
features of 20th century communist parties.

Leninism and Marxism-Leninism

Main articles: Leninism and Marxism-Leninism

Leninism is the political movement developed by Vlaich has become the foundation for the
organizational structure of most major communist parties. Leninists advocate the creation of a vanguard party
led by dedicated revolutionaries in order to lead the working class revolution to victory. Leninists believe that
socialism will not arisc spontancously through the natural decay of capitalism and that workers are unable to
organize and develop socialist consciousness without the guidance of the Vanguard party. After taking power,
Vanguard parties seek to create a socialist state continually led by the Vanguard party in order to direct social
development and defend against counterrevolutionary insurrection. The mode of industrial organization
championed by Leninism and Marxism-Leninism is the capitalist model of scientific management pioneered by

Fredrick Taylor. LI s " ) ol
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Marxism-Leninism is a“version of Leninism merged with classical Marxism adopted by the Soviet Union and
most communist parties across the world today. It shaped the Soviet Union and influenced communist parties
worldwide. It was heralded as a possibility of building communism via a massive program of industrialization
and collectivisation. Despite the fall of the Soviet Union and the 'Eastern Bloc' (meaning communist countrics
of Eastern and Central Europe), many communist parties of the world today still lay claim to uphold the
Marxist-Leninist banner. Marxism-Leninism expands on Marxist thoughts by bringing the theories to what
Lenin and other Communists considered, the age ol capitalist imperialism, and a renewed focus on party
building, the development of a socialist state, and democratic centralism as an organisational principle.

Lenin's pamphlet What is to be Done? (1902), proposed that the (urban) proletariat can successfully achieve
revolutionary consciousness only under the leadership of a vanguard party oI professional revolutionaries—who
can achieve aims only with internal democratic centralism in the party; tactical and ideological policy decisions
are agreed via democracy, and every mgmber must support and promote the agreed party policy.

‘ (}) /i dec
To wit, capitalism can be overthrown onl; with revolution—because attempts to reform capitalism from within
(Fabianism) and from without (social democracy) will fail because of its inherent contradictions. The purpose of
a Leninist revolutionary vanguard party is the forceful deposition of the incumbent government; assume power
(as agent of the proletariat) and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat. Moreover, as the government, the
vanguard party must educate the proletariat—to dispel the societal false consciousness of religion and
nationalism that are culturally insfilled by the bourgeoisie in facilitating exploitation, and to instil the material
scientific outlook of the world and the sefise of proletarian internationalism. The dictatorship of th& protetariat is
governed withra de-centratized direct democracy practised via soviels (councils) where the workers exercise
political power (cf. soviet democracy); the fifth chapter of State-&Revolution, describes it:

".... the dictatorship of the proletariat—i.e. the organisation of the vanguard of the oppressed as the
ruling class for the purpose of crushing the oppressors. . . . An immense expansion of democracy,
which for the first time becomes democracy for the poor, democracy for the people, and not
democracy for the rich: . . . and suppression by force, i.e. exclusion from democracy, for the



exploiters and oppressors of the people—this is the change which democracy undergoes during the
transition from capitalism to communism."
__[45]

The post-revolutionary Bolshevik government was hostile to nationalism, especially to Russian nationalism, the
"Great Russian chauvinism", which was seen as an 6bstzm75?‘ﬁ‘fb‘r%ﬁ1g the dictatorship of the proletariat.[4¢]
However, under the regime of Joseph Stalin, after the Allied victory in the Great Patriotic War, Russian

nationalism became upheld as a force in shaping both the domestic and foreign policies of the Soviet Union.[47]

//—._-\_———_-—._

Th% primary elements unique to Marxism-Leninism are: the revolutionary vanguard party, revolution as a
means to overthrow capitalism, and democratic centralism.

Stalinism
Main article: Stalinism

Stalinism was the political system of the Soviet Union and the countries within the
Soviet sphere of influence during the leadership of @ The term usually
defines the style of a government rather than an ideology. The ideology was
officially Marxism-Leninism theory, reflecting that Stalin himself was not a
theoretician, in contrast to Marx and Lenin, and prided himself on maintaining the
legacy of Lenin asa f g father for the Soviet Union and the future Socialist
world. Stalinism is an interpretation of their ideas, and a cerfain politicalregime
claiming to apply those ideas in ways fitting the changing needs of Soviet society,
as with the transition from "socialism at a snail's pace" in the mid-twenties to the
rapid industrialization of the Five-Year Plans.

1Y

s ; The main contributions of Stalin to communist theory were:
Joseph Stalin

= The groundwork for the Soviet policy concerning nationalities, laid in Stalin's 1913
work Marxism and the National Question,[*®] praised by Lenin.
= Socialism in One Country, stating that communists should attain socialism in their own country as a
prelude to internationalising.
» The theory of aggravation of the class struggle along with the development of socialism, a theoretical
base supporting the repression of political opponents as necessary.

The legitimacy of Stalin's claim to the roll of leadership in the Soviet Union (and thus the international
communist movement as a whole) is a matter of some debate. Advocates of Stalinism cite both Lenin's praising
of the early works of Stalin and the economic successes of the Five-Year Plans. Opponents, however, point out
that certain aspects of Stalinism (socialism in one country, "revolutionary patriotism", etc.) are not found in
Leninism, and argue that some aspects are even contradictory to Marxism-Leninism. Also, in Lenin's
Testament, a document written by Vladimir Lenin in the last weeks of 1922 and the first week of 1923 outlining
his proposed changes to the structure of the SovieL governing bodies, Lenin suggested "that the comrades think
about a way of removing Stalin from [the Secretary-General] post and appointing another man in his stead who
in all other respects differs from Comrade Stalin in having only one advantage, namely, that of being more

tolerant, more loyal, more polite and more considerate to the comrades, less capricious, etc." Botisidesof this
debate identily as being ideologteatty orthodox 1o Leninism and criticise the other as being "revisionist.”

ol



Trotskyism

Main article: Trotskyism

. It supports the theory of permanent revolution and world
revolution instead of the two stage theory and socialism in one
country. It supported proletarian internationalism and another
Communist revolution in the Soviet Union, which, under the
leadership of Stalin, Trotsky claimed had become a_degenerated

\degenera
worker's state, rather than the dictatorship of the proletariat, in

which class relations had re- emerged in a new form.
e
Trotsky and his supporters organized into the Left Opposition and
their platform became known as Trotskyism. Stalin eventually
succeeded in gaining control of the Soviet regime and Trotskyist
attempts to remove Stalin from power resulted in Trotsky's exile from the Soviet Union in 1929. During
Trotsky's exile, world communism fractured into two distinct branches: Marxism-Leninism and Trotskyism. 3!
Trotsky later founded the Fourth International, a Trotskyist rival to the Comintern, in 1938.

Trotskyism is the branch of Marxism that was developed by Leon
#o

Leon Trotsky reading The Militant.

Trotskyist ideas have continually found a modest echo among political movements in some countries in Latin
America and Asia, especially in Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia and Sri Lanka. Many Trotskyist organizations arc
also active in more stable, developed countries in North America and Western Europe. Trotsky's politics
differed sharply from those of Stalin and Mao, most importantly in declaring the need for an international
proletarian revolution (rather than socialism in one country) and unwavering support for a true dictatorship of
the proletariat based on democratic principles.

However, as a whole, Trotsky's theories and attitudes were never accepted in worldwide mainstream
Communist circles after Trotsky's expulsion, either within or outside of thg Soviet bloc. This remained the case
even after the Secret Speech and subsequent events which critics claim exposed the fallibility of Stalin.

/
Maoism

T Y Main article: Maoism

Maoism is the Marxist-Leninist trend of Communism associated with Mao
Zedong and was mostly practiced within China. Nikita Khrushchev's reforms
heightened ideological differences between China and the Soviet Union, which
became increasingly apparent in the 1960s. Parties and groups that supported
the Communist Party of China (CPC) in their criticism against the new Soviet
leadership proclaimed themselves as 'anti-revisionist' and denounced the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the parties aligned with it as
revisionist "capitalist-roaders.” The Sino-Soviet Split resulted in divisions
amongst communist parties around the world. Notably, the Party of Labour of
Albania sided with the People's Republic of China. Effectively, the CPC under
Mao's leadership became the rallying forces of a parallel international
Communist tendency.

Portrait of Mao Zedong at the
Tiananmen Gate



Definitions of Maoism vary. Within the Chinese context, Maoism can refer to Mao's belief in the mobilization
of the masses, particularly in large-scale political movements; it can also refer to the egalitarianism that was
seen during Mao's era as opposed to the free-market ideology of Deng Xiaoping; some scholars additionally
define personality cults and political sloganeering as "Maoist" practices. Contemporary Maoists in China
criticize the social inequalities created by a capitalist and 'revisionist' Communist party.

Prachanda Path

See also: Marxism—Leninism—Maoism—Prachanda Path

Prachanda Path refers to the ideological line of the Unified Communist
Party of Nepal. This thought is an extension of Marxism, Leninism and
Maoism, totally based on home-ground politics of Nepal. The doctrine
came into existence after it was realized that the ideology of Marxism,
Leninism and Maoism could not be practiced completely as it was done S -
in the past. And an ideology suitable, based on the ground reality of Prachanda, giving a speech at

Nepalese politics was adopted by the party. Pokhara, Nepal
Hoxhaism

Main article: Hoxhaism

Another variant of anti-revisionist Marxism-Leninism appeared after the ideological row between the
Communist Party of China and the Party of Labour of Albania in 1978. The Albanians rallied a new separate
international tendency, which would demarcate itsclf by a strict defence of the legacy of Joseph Stalin and
fierce criticism of virtually all other Communist groupings as revisionism. Critical of the United States, the
Soviet Union, and China, Enver Hoxha declared the latter two to be social-imperialist and condemned the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia by withdrawing from the Warsaw Pact in response. Hoxha declared Albania
to be the world's only Marxist-Leninist state after 1978. The Albanians were able to win over a large share of
the Maoists, mainly in Latin America such as the Popular Liberation Army, but also had a significant
international following in general. This tendency has occasionally been labelled as 'Hoxhaism' after him.

After the fall of the Communist government in Albania, the pro-Albanian parties are grouped around an
international conference and the publication 'Unity and Struggle'.

Titoism
Main article: Titoism

Elements of Titoism are characterized by policies and practices based on the principle that in each country, the
means of attaining ultimate communist goals must be dictated by the conditions of that particular country, rather
than by a pattern set in another country. During Tito's era, this specifically meant that the communist goal
should be pursued independently of (and often in opposition to) the policies of the Soviet Union. The term was
originally meant as a pejorative, and was labelled by Moscow as a heresy during the period of tensions between
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia known as the /nformbiro period from 1948 to 1955.

Unlike the rest of Central and Eastern Europe, which fell under Stalin's influence post—~World War 11,
Yugoslavia, due to the strong leadership of Marshal Josip Broz Tito and the fact that the Yugoslav Partisans



liberated Yugoslavia with only limited help from the Red Army, remained independent from Moscow. It
became the only country in the Balkans to resist pressure from Moscow to Join the Warsaw Pact and remained
"socialist, but independent" until the collapse of Soviet socialism in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Throughout
his time in office, Tito prided himself on Yugoslavia's independence from Russia, with Yugoslavia never

accepting full membership of the Comecon and Tito's open rejection of many aspects of Stalinism as the most
obvious manifestations of this.

Eurocommunism
Main article: Eurocommunism

Eurocommunism was a trend in the 1970s and 1980s within various Western European communist parties to
develop a theory and practice of social transformation that was more relevant in a Western European democracy
and less aligned to the influence or control of the Soviet Union. Parties such as the Italian Communist Party
(PCI), the French Communist Party (PCF), and the Communist Party of Spain (PCE), were politically active
and electorally significant in their respective countrics).[cifation needed]

The main theoretical foundation of Eurocommunism was Antonio Gramsci's writing about Marxist theory
which questioned the sectarianism of the Left and encouraged communist parties to develop social alliances to
win hegemonic support for social reforms. Eurocommunist partics expressed their fidelity to democratic
institutions more clearly than before and attempted to widen their appeal by embracing public sector middle-
class workers, new social movements such as feminism and gay liberation and more publicly questioning the
Soviet Union. Early inspirations can also be found in the Austromarxism and its seeking of a "third" democratic
"way" to socialism.

Libertarian Marxism

Main article: Libertarian Marxism

Libertarian Marxism refers to a broad scope of economic and political philosophies that emphasize the anti-
authoritarian aspects of Marxism. Early currents of libertarian Marxism, known as left communism,[#?]
emerged in opposition to Marxism-Leninism[°?] and its derivatives, such as Stalinism, Maoism, and
Trotskyism.[>!} Libertarian Marxism is also critical of reformist positions, such as those held by social
democrats.[32) Libertarian Marxist currents often draw from Marx and Engels' later works, specifically the
Grundrisse and The Civil War in France;133) emphasizing the Marxist belief in the ability of the working class
to forge its own destiny without the need for a revolutionary party or state to mediate or aid its liberation.!>4]

. . . ; ; ; ’ . “ o . ‘3 55
Along with anarchism, Libertarian Marxism is one of the main currents of libertarian socialism.>]

Libertarian Marxism includes such currents as Luxemburgism, council communism, left communism,
Socialisme ou Barbarie, the Johnson-Forest tendency, world socialism, Lettrism/Situationism and
operaismo/autonomism, and New Left.!36] Libertarian Marxism has often had a strong influence on both post-
left and social anarchists. Notable theorists of libertarian Marxism have included Anton Pannckocek, Raya
Dunayevskaya, CLR James, Antonio Negri, Cornelius Castoriadis, Maurice Brinton, Guy Debord, Daniel
Guérin, Ernesto Screpanti and Raoul Vancigem.

Council Communism



Main article: Council communism

Council communism is a far-left movement originating in Germany and the Netherlands in the 1920s. Its
primary organization was the Communist Workers Party of Germany (KAPD). Council communism continues
today as a theoretical and activist position within both left-wing Marxism and libertarian socialism.

The central argument of council communism, in contrast to those of social democracy and Leninist
Communism, is that democratic workers' councils arising in the factories and municipalities are the natural form
of working class organisation and governmental power. This view is opposed to both the reformist and the
Leninist ideologies, with their stress on, respectively, parliaments and institutional government (i.e., by
applying social reforms), on the one hand, and vanguard parties and participative democratic centralism on the
other).

The core principle of council communism is that the government and the economy should be managed by
workers' councils composed of delegates elected at workplaces and recallable at any moment. As such, council
communists oppose state-run authoritarian "State socialism"/"State capitalism". They also oppose the idea of a
"revolutionary party”, since council communists believe that a revolution led by a party will necessarily produce
a party dictatorship. Council communists support a worker's democracy, which they want to produce through a
federation of workers' councils.

Left Communism

Main article: Left communism

Left communism is the range of communist viewpoints held by the
communuist left, which criticizes the political ideas of the Bolsheviks at
certain periods, from a position that is asserted to be more authentically
Marxist and proletarian than the views of Leninism held by the Communist
International after its first and during its second congress.

Left Communists see themselves to the left of Leninists (whom they tend to
sce as 'left of capital', not socialists), anarchist communists (some of whom
they consider internationalist socialists) as well as some other revolutionary
socialist tendencies (for example De Leonists, who they tend to see as being s T
internationalist socialists only in limited instances). Rosa Luxemburg, prominent left

' ) ) communist critic of Leninism
Although she died before left communism became a distinct tendency, Rosa

Luxemburg has heavily influenced most left communists, both politically
and theoretically. Proponents of left communism have included Amadeo Bordiga, Herman Gorter, Anton
Pannekoek, Otto Riihle, Karl Korsch, Sylvia Pankhurst and Paul Mattick.

Prominent left communist groups existing today include the International Communist Party, the International
Communist Current and the Internationalist Communist Tendency.

Situationism
Main article: Situationist International

The Situationist International was a restricted group of international revolutionaries founded in 1957, and which



had its peak in its influence on the unprecedented general wildcat strikes of May 1968 in France.

With their ideas rooted in Marxism and the 20th century European artistic avant-gardes, they advocated
experiences of life being alternative to those admitted by the capitalist order, for the fulfillment of human
primitive desires and the pursuing of a superior passional quality. For this purpose they suggested and
experimented with the construction of situations, namely the setting up of environments favorable for the
fulfillment of such desires. Using methods drawn from the arts, they developed a series of experimental fields
of study for the construction of such situations, like unitary urbanism and psychogeography.

They fought against the main obstacle on the fulfillment of such superior passional living, identified by them in
advanced capitalism. Their theoretical work peaked on the highly influential book The Society of the Spectacle
by Guy Debord. Debord argued in 1967 that spectacular features like mass media and advertising have a central
role in an advanced capitalist society, which is to show a fake reality in order to mask the real capitalist
degradation of human life. To overthrow such a system, the Situationist International supported the May 1968
revolts, and asked the workers to occupy the factories and to run them with direct democracy, through workers'
councils composed by instantly revocable delegates.

After publishing in the last issue of the magazine an analysis of the May 1968 revolts, and the strategies that

will need to be adopted in future revolutions,?7! the SI was dissolved in 1972.[58]

Autonomism

Main article: Autonomism

Autonomism refers to a set of left-wing political and social movements and
theories close to the socialist movement. As an identifiable theoretical system it
first emerged in Italy in the 1960s from workerist (operaismo) communism.
Later, post-Marxist and anarchist tendencies became significant after influence
from the Situationists, the failure of Ttalian far-left movements in the 1970s, and
the emergence of a number of important theorists including Antonio Negri, who
had contributed to the 1969 founding of Potere Operaio, Mario Tronti, Paolo
Virno, etc.

Through translations made available by Danilo Montaldi and others, the Italian
Antonio Negri, main theorist autonomists drew upon previous activist research in the United States by the
of Ttalian autonomism Johnson-Forest Tendency and in France by the group Socialisme ou Barbarie.

It influenced the German and Dutch Autonomen, the worldwide Social Centre
movement, and today is influential in Italy, France, and to a lesser extent the English-speaking countries. Those
who describe themselves as autonomists now vary from Marxists to post-structuralists and anarchists. The
Autonomist Marxist and Autonomen movements provided inspiration to some on the revolutionary left in
English speaking countries, particularly among anarchists, many of whom have adopted autonomist tactics.
Some English-speaking anarchists even describe themselves as Autonomists. The Italian operaismo movement
also influenced Marxist academics such as Harry Cleaver, John Holloway, Steve Wright, and Nick Dyer-
Witheford.

Non-Marxist Communism



The dominant forms of communism are based on Marxism, but non-Marxist versions of communism (such as
Christian communism and anarchist communism) also exist.

Anarchist Communism

Main article: Anarchist communism

Anarchist communism (also known as libertarian communism) is a theory of
anarchism which advocates the abolition of the state, private property, and
capitalism in favour of common ownership of the means of production,? 211601
direct democracy and a horizontal network of voluntary associations and
workers' councils with production and consumption based on the guiding
principle: "from each according to his ability, to each according to his
need".[61](62]

Anarcho-communism differs from marxism rejecting its view about the need
for a State Socialism phase before building communism. The main anarcho-
communist theorist Peter Kropotkin argued "that a revolutionary society
should “transform itself immediately into a communist society,”, that is,
should go immediately into what Marx had regarded as the “more advanced,”
completed, phase of communism."l%3] In this way it tries to avoid the
reappearence of "class divisions and the need for a state to oversee

everything".[63]

Peter Kropotkin, main theorist

of anarcho-communism

Some forms of anarchist communism such as insurrectionary anarchism are egoist and strongly influenced by
radical individualism,[041[63]166] helieving that anarchist communism does not require a communitarian nature at
all. Most anarcho-communists view anarcho-communism as a way of reconciling the opposition between the
individual and society!671681(69]

To date in human history, the best known examples of an anarchist communist society, established around the
ideas as they exist today, that received worldwide attention and knowledge in the historical canon, are the
anarchist territories during the Spanish Revolution and the Free Territory during the Russian Revolution.
Through the efforts and influence of the Spanish Anarchists during the Spanish Revolution within the Spanish
Civil War, starting in 1936 anarchist communism existed in most of Aragon, parts of the Levante and
Andalusia, as well as in the stronghold of Anarchist Catalonia before being brutally crushed by the combined
forces of the authoritarian regime that won the war, Hitler, Mussolini, Spanish Communist Party repression
(backed by the USSR) as well as economic and armaments blockades from the capitalist countries and the
Spanish Republic itself. During the Russian Revolution, anarchists such as Nestor Makhno worked to create and
defend—through the Revolutionary Insurrectionary Army of Ukraine—anarchist communism in the Free
Territory of the Ukraine from 1919 before being conquered by the Bolsheviks in 1921.

Christian Communism

Christian communism is a form of religious communism centred on Christianity. Tt is a theological and political
theory based upon the view that the teachings of Jesus Christ urge Christians to support communism as the ideal
social system. Christian communists trace the origins of their practice to teachings in the New Testament, such
as the Acts of the Apostles at chapter 2 and verses 42, 44 and 45:



42 gnd they continued steadfastly in the apostles' doctrine and in fellowship ... ** And all that
believed were together, and had all things in common; *> And sold their possessions and goods,

and parted them to all men, as every man had need.
—King James Version

Christian communism can be seen as a radical form of Christian socialism. Also, because many Christian
communists have formed independent stateless communes in the past, there is a link between Christian
communism and Christian anarchism. Christian communists may not agree with various parts of Marxism, but
they share some of the political goals of Marxists, for example replacing capitalism with socialism, which
should in turn be followed by communism at a later point in the future. However, Christian communists
sometimes disagree with Marxists (and particularly with Leninists) on the way a socialist or communist society
should be organized.

Criticism

Main articles: Criticisms of communism, Anti-communism, and
Mass killings under Communist regimes

Some people have criticised socialism and by extension communism,
stating that the two systems have distorted or absent price signals, 701711
slow or stagnant technological advance,!”?! reduced
incentives,7374U73] reduced prosperity,! 701771 feasibility,[70171172]

and its social and political effects.[781179180](81][82][83]

Part of this criticism extends to the policies adopted by one-party states June 1941.

ruled by communist parties (known as "communist states"). Some

scholars are specially focused on their human rights records which are claimed to be responsible for famines,
purges and warfare resulting in deaths far in excess of previous empires, capitalist or other regimcs.[g‘l“85][86J
However, such state regimes do not fit the definition of communism as a stateless and international workers'
democracy, as repeatedly advocated by Marx and Engels, and subsequent orthodox Marxists.

The Council of Europe in Resolution 1481 and international declarations such as the Prague Declaration on
European Conscience and Communism and the Declaration on Crimes of Communism have condemned some
of the actions that resulted in these deaths as crimes.

Stéphane Courtois argues that communism is responsible for the murder of almost 100 million people in the

20th écntuly,[87] but two of the main Black Book's contributors, Nicolas Werth and Jean-Louis Margolin,

disagreed and publicly disassociated themselves from Courtois's statements. 188!

See also

= List of communist parties
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Socialism Aol Y30 OoF

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

means of production
and co-operative managemglll_(ilhﬁ_m;onomy,[ 1 and lifical philosophy advocating m. "Social
ownership™ may refer to cooperative enterprises, common @wnership, direct public ownership or autonomous
state Cnlelp['iSCS.[Z] There are many varieties of socialism and there is no single definition encapsulating all of
them. [?] They differ in the type of social ownership they advocate, the degree to which they rely on markets or
planning, how management is to be organised within productive institutions, and the role of the state in

constructing socialism.[4! l'tﬂid- -hQ Lez a,dd/H:MT

A socialist economic system would consist of an organization of production to directly satisfy economic
demands and human needs, so that goods and services would be produced directly for use instead of for private
profit driven by the accumulation of capital. Accounting would be based on physical quantities, a common
physical magnitude, or a direct measure of labour-time in place of financial calculation.>!1®] Distribution of
output would be based on the principle of individual contribution.

As a political movement, socialism includes a diverse array of political philosophies, ranging from reformism to
revolutionary socialism. Proponents of state socialism advocate the nationalisation of the means of production,
distribution and exchange as a strategy for implementing socialism. In contrast, libertarian socialism proposes
the traditional view of direct worker's control of the means of production and opposes the use of state power to
achieve such an arrangement, opposing both parliamentary politics and state ownership over the means of
production. Democratic socialism secks to establish socialism through democratic processes and propagate its
ideals within the context of a democratic system.

Modern socialism originated from an 18th-century intellectual and working class political movement that
criticised the effects of industrialisation and private property on society. In the early 19th-century, "socialism"
referred to any concern for the social problems of capitalism irrespective of the solutions to those problems.
However, by the late 19th-century, "socialism" had come fo signify opposition to capitalism and advocacy for
an alternative system based on some form of social ownership.l”! Utopian socialists such as Robert Owen
(1771-1858) tried to found self-sustaining communes by secession [rom a capitalist society. Marxist and
Marxist-Leninist socialists seek to develop an economy based on scientific assessment and democratic planning.
The Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc states established centrally planned economies, while Yugoslavia
instituted a form of self-managed market socialism. The Hungarian and East German communist governments
have experimented with varying degrees of markets, combining co-operative and state ownership models with
the free market exchange and free price system for consumer goods and services.[® After thc_r(_:gl—lapsc of the
Eastern bloc, China and Vietmam moved toward the socialist market cconomy model, which consists of state-
ownership and open-markets in both capital goods and consumer goods.
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Philosophy

Further information. Socialist critique of capitalism

Socialists adhere to a diverse range of philosophical views. Marxian socialism is philosophically materialist as



well as having at its centre a commitment to historical materialism. Many forms of socialist theory hold that
human behaviour is largely shaped by the soci vironment. In particular, Marxism and socialists inspired by

Marxist theory, holds that Social mores, values, cultural traits and economic practices are social creations, and
are not the result of an immutable natural law.!”] The ultimate goal for Marxist socialists is the emancipation of
labour from alienating work. Marxists argue that freeing the individual from the necessity of performing
alfenating work in order to receive goods would allow peopte To pursue their own inferests anddevetop their
own talents without being coerced into performing labour for others. For Marxists, the stage of economic
development in which this is possible, sometimes called pure communism, is contingent upon advances in the

productive capabilities of society. L&/ (val({ t/‘fﬂf\'\ qd— PG{U//LQ(J

Socialists generally argue that capitalism concentrates power and wealth within a small segment of society that
controls the means of production and derives its wealth through a system of exploitation. This creates a
stratified society based on unequal social relations that fails to provide equal opportunities for every individual
to maximise their potential,[m] and does not utilise available technology and resources to their maximum
potential in the interests of the public.l'!]
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Economics

See also: Socialist economics and Production for use

The original conception of socialism was an economic system whereby production was organised in a way to
directly produce goods and services for their utility (or use-value in classical and Marxian economics): the
direct allocation of resources in terms of physical units as opposed to ﬁngncial calculation and the economic
laws of capitalism (see: Law of value), often entailing the end of capitalistic cconomic categories such as rent,
interest, profit and money.“z] In a fully developed socialist economy, production and balancing factor inputs
with outputs becomes a technical process to be undertaken by cnginccrs.“”

This is contrasted with capitalism, where production is carried out for profit, and is thus based upon indirect
allocation because the production of utility is an indirect process. In an ideal capitalism based on perfect
competition, competitive pressures compel business enterprises to respond to the needs of consumers, so that
the pursuit of profit approximates production for use through an indirect process (competitive pressures on
private firms).

Market socialism refers to an array of different economic theories and systems that utilise the market
mechanism to organise production and to allocate factor inputs among socially owned enterprises, with the
economic surplus (profits) accruing to society in a social dividend as opposed to private capital owners.[14]
Variations of market socialism include Libertarian proposals such as mutualism, based on classical economics,

and neoclassical economic models such as the Lange Model.

The ownership of the means of production can be based on direct ownership by the users of the productive
property through worker cooperative; or commonly owned by all of society with management and control
delegated to those who operate/use the means of production; or public ownership by a state apparatus. Public
ownership may refer to the creation of statc-owned enterprises, nationalisation, municipalisation or autonomous
collective institutions. The fundamental feature of a socialist ecconomy is that publicly owned, worker-run
institutions produce goods and services in at least the commanding heights of the cconomy.!)

Management and control over the activities of enterprises is based on self-management and self-governance,



with equal power-relations in the workplace to maximise occupational autonomy. A socialist form of
organisation would eliminate controlling hierarchies so that only a hierarchy based on technical knowledge in
the workplace remains. Every member would have decision-making power in the firm and would be able to
participate in establishing its overall policy objectives. The policies/goals would be carried out by the technical
specialists that form the coordinating hierarchy of the firm, who would establish plans or directives for the work
community to accomplish these goals.[1°]

The role and use of money in a hypothetical socialist economy is a contested 1ssue. Socialists including Karl
Marx, Robert Owen, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon and John Stuart Mill advocated various forms of labour vouchers
or labour-credits, which like money would be used to acquire articles of consumption, but unlike money, they
are unable to become capital and would not be used to allocate resources within the production process.
Bolshevik revolutionary Leon Trotsky argued that, following a socialist revolution, money could not be
arbitrarily abolished. Money had to exhaust its "historic mission" (continue to be used until it became
redundant), and then would be transformed into bookkeeping receipts for statisticians, and only in the more
distant future would it might not be required even for that role.l17]

"I am convinced there is only one way to eliminate (the) grave evils (of capitalism), namely
through the establishment of a socialist economy, accompanied by an educational system
which would be oriented toward social goals. In such an economy, the means of production are
owned by society itself and are utilized in a planned fashion. A planned economy, which
adjusts production to the needs of the community, would distribute the work to be done among
all those able to work and would guarantee a livelihood to every man, woman, and child. The
education of the individual, in addition to promoting his own innate abilities, would attempt to
develop in him a sense of responsibility for his fellow-men in place of the glorification of
power and success in our present society."

— Albert Einstein, Why Socialism?, 1949118]

Planned economy

Main article: Planned economy

A planned economy is a type of economy consisting of a mixture of public ownership of the means of
production and the coordination of production and distribution through economic planning. There are two major
types of planning: decentralized-planning and centralized-planning. Enrico Barone provided a comprehensive
theoretical framework for a planned socialist economy. In his model, assuming perfect computation techniques,
simultancous equations relating inputs and outputs to ratios of equivalence would provide appropriate
valuations in order to balance supply and demand.!!°!

The most prominent example of a planned economy was the economic system of the Soviet Union, and as such,
the centralised-planned economic model is usually associated with the Communist states of the 20th century,
where it was combined with a single-party political system. In a centrally planned economy, decisions regarding
the quantity of goods and services to be produced are planned in advance by a planning agency. (See also:
Analysis of Soviet-type economic planning). The economic systems of the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc
are further classified as command economies, which are defined as systems where economic coordination is



undertaken by commands, directives and production targets.[*%] Studies by economists of various political
persuasions on the actual functioning of the Soviet economy indicate that it was not actually a planned
economy. Instead of conscious planning, the Soviet economy was based on a process whereby the plan was
modified by localized agents and the original plans went largely unfulfilled. Planning agencies, ministries and
enterprises all adapted and bargained with each other during the formulation of the plan as opposed to following
a plan passed down from a higher authority, leading some economists to suggest that planning did not actually
take place within the Soviet economy and that a better description would be an "administered" or "managed"
economy.[?!]

Although central planning was largely supported by Marxist Leninists, some factions within the Soviet Union
before the rise of Stalinism held positions contrary to central planning. Leon Trotsky rejected central planning
in favor of decentralized planning. He argued that central planners, regardless of their intellectual capacity,
would be unable to effective coordinate all economic activity within an economy because they operated without
the input and tacit knowledge embodied by the participation of the millions of people who in the economy. As a
result, central planners would be unable to respond to local economic conditions.!22]

Various economists and political theorists, including Richard D. Wolff and Stephen Resnick, have criticised the
notion that the Soviet-style planned economies represented a type of socialist cconomy. This analysis highlights
the fact that the Soviet economy was structured upon the accumulation of capital and the extraction of surplus
value from the working class by the planning agency in order to reinvest the surplus in new production in a
perpetual cycle — or to distribute to managers and senior officials in the form of bonuses, indicating the Soviet
Union (and other Soviet-type economies) were in reality state capitalist cconomies.|?3] Other socialists have
focused their analyses on the lack of self-management, the continued existence of financial calculation and the
existence of a bureaucratic elite based on hierarchical and centralised powers of authority in the Soviet model,
leading them to conclude that the Soviet system was not socialist, instead categorising it as bureaucratic
collectivism, state capitalism or deformed workers' states.

Self-managed economy

See also: Decentralized planning and Workers' self-management

A self-managed, decentralised economy 1s based upon autonomous self-regulating economic units and a
decentralised mechanism of resource allocation and decision-making. This model has found support in notable
classical and neoclassical economists including Alfred Marshall, John Stuart Mill and Jaroslav Vanek. There are
numerous variations of self~-management, including labour-managed firms and worker-managed firms. The
goals of self-management are to eliminate exploitation and reduce alienation.[?4!

One such system is the cooperative economy, a largely free market economy in which workers manage the
firms and democratically determine remuneration levels and labour divisions. Productive resources would be
legally owned by the cooperative and rented to the workers, who would enjoy usufruct rights.l-ZS] Another form
of decentralised planning is the use of cybernetics, or the use of computers to manage the allocation of
economic inputs. The socialist-run government of Salvador Allende in Chile experimented with Project
Cybersyn, a real-time information bridge between the government, state enterprises and consumers. %6]
Another, more recent, variant is participatory economics, wherein the economy is planned by decentralised
councils of workers and consumers. Workers would be remunerated solely according to effort and sacrifice, so
that those engaged in dangerous, uncomfortable, and strenuous work would receive the highest incomes and

(27]

could thereby work less.!“’! A contemporary model for a self~managed, non-market socialism is Pat Devine's



model of negotiated coordination. Negotiated coordination is based upon social ownership by those affected by
(28]

the use of the assets involved, with decisions made by those at the most localised level of production.
Michel Bauwens identifies the emergence of the open software movement and peer-to-peer production as a

new, alternative mode of production to the capitalist economy and centrally planned economy that is based on
collaborative self-management, common ownership of resources, and the production of use-values through the

free cooperation of producers who have access to distributed Capital.[zg I

Anarchist communism is a theory of anarchism which advocates the abolition of the state, private property, and
[30](31]

capitalism in favour of common ownership of the means of production.
The economy of the former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia established a system based on market-
based allocation, social ownership of the means of production and self-management within firms. This system
substituted Yugoslavia's Soviet-type central planning with a decentralized, self-managed system after reforms in
1953.132] Another practical example of worker's self-management was syndicalism as practiced in Catalonia
during the Spanish Civil War.

State-directed economy

See also: State socialism

State socialism can be used to classify any variety of socialist philosophies that advocates the ownership of the
means of production by the state apparatus, cither as a transitional stage between capitalism and socialism, or as
an end-goal in itself. Typically it refers to a form of technocratic management, whereby technical specialists
administer or manage economic enterprises on behalf of society (and the public interest) instead of workers'
councils or workplace democracy.

A state-directed economy may refer to a type of mixed cconomy consisting of public ownership over large
industries, as promoted by various Social democratic political parties during the 20th century. This ideology
influenced the policies of the British Labour Party during Clement Attlee's administration. In the biography of
the 1945 UK Labour Party Prime Minister Clement Attlee, Francis Beckett states: "the government... wanted
what would become known as a mixed cconomy".m-]

Nationalisation in the UK was achieved through compulsory purchase of the industry (i.e. with compensation).
British Aerospace was a combination of major aircraft companies British Aircraft Corporation, Hawker
Siddeley and others. British Shipbuilders was a combination of the major shipbuilding companies including
Cammell Laird, Govan Shipbuilders, Swan Hunter, and Yarrow Shipbuilders; the nationalisation of the coal
mines in 1947 created a coal board charged with running the coal industry commercially so as to be able to meet
the interest payable on the bonds which the former mine owners' shares had been converted into.[341035]

Market socialism

Main article: Market socialism
Market socialism consists of publicly owned or cooperatively owned enterprises operating in a market
economy. It is a system that utilises the market and monetary prices for the allocation and accounting of the

means of production, thereby retaining the process of capital accumulation. The profit generated would be used
to directly remunerate employees or finance public institutions.3%) In state-oriented forms of market socialism,



in which state enterprises attempt to maximise profit, the profits can be used to fund government programs and
services through a social dividend, eliminating or greatly diminishing the need for various forms of taxation that
exist in capitalist systems. The neoclassical economist Léon Walras belicved that a socialist economy based on
state ownership of land and natural resources would provide a means of public finance to make income taxes

unnecessary.[37] Yugoslavia implemented a market socialist economy based on cooperatives and worker self-
management.

The current economic system in China is formally referred to as a Socialist market economy with Chinese
characteristics. It combines a large state sector that comprises the 'commanding heights' of the economy, which
are guaranteed their public ownership status by law,138] with a private sector mainly engaged in commodity
production and light industry responsible from anywhere between 33%3°] (People's Daily Online 2005) to over
70% of GDP generated in 2005.1401 Although there has been a rapid expansion of private-sector activity since
the 1980s, privatisation of state assets was virtually halted and were partially reversed in 2005.141 The current
Chinese economy consists of 150 corporatised state-owned enterprises that report directly to China's central
governmenl.[42] By 2008, these state-owned corporations had become increasingly dynamic and generated large
increases in revenue for the state,[*31144] regulting in a state-sector led recovery during the 2009 financial crises
while accounting for most of China's economic growth.[-d'sl However, the Chinese economic model is widely
cited as a contemporary form of state capitalism, the major difference between Western capitalism and the
Chinese model being the degree of state-ownership of shares in publicly listed corporations.

The Socialist Republic of Vietnam has adopted a similar model after the Doi Moi economic renovation, but
slightly differs from the Chinese model in that the Vietnamese government retains firm control over the state

sector and strategic industries, but allows for private-sector activity in commodity production.!4°!

Social and Political theory

"We want to achieve a new and better order of society: in this new and better society there must be
neither rich nor poor; all will have to work. Not a handful of rich people, but all the working people
must enjoy the fruits of their common labour. Machines and other improvements must serve to case
the work of all and not to enable a few to grow rich at the expense of millions and tens of millions
of people. This new and better society is called socialist society. The teachings about this society
are called socialism."

— Vladimir Lenin, "To the Rural Poor" (1903)
(http://’www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1903/rp/1.htm) ; Collected Works, Vol 6, p. 366

In this context, socialism has been used to refer to a political movement, a political philosophy and a
hypothetical form of society these movements aim to achieve. As a result, in a political context socialism has
come to refer to the strategy (for achieving a socialist society) or policies promoted by socialist organisations
and socialist political parties; all of which have no connection to socialism as a socioeconomic system.

Marxism

Main articles: Marxism and Socialism (Marxism)

"At a certain stage of development, the material productive forces of society come into conflict with the existing



relations of production or — this merely expresses the same thing in legal terms — with the property relations within

the framework of which they have operated hitherto. Then begins an era of social revolution. The changes in the

econoniic_foundation lead sooner or later to the transformation of the whole immense superstructure. -Karl

Marx, Critique of the Gotha Program

The writings of Karl Marx

provided the basis for the
development of Marxist
political theory and
Marxian economics.

[47]

In the most influential of all economic theories on socialist thought, Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels argued that socialism would emerge out of historical
necessity as capitalism rendered itself obsolete and unsustainable from increasing
internal contradictions emerging from the development of the productive forces
and technology. It was these advances in the productive forces combined with the
old social relations of production of capitalism that would generate contradictions,
leading to working-class consciousness. 48]

Marx and Engels held the view that the consciousness of those who earn a wage
or salary (the "working class" in the broadest Marxist sense) would be moulded
by their "conditions" of "wage-slavery", leading to a tendency to seek their
freedom or "emancipation" by overthrowing ownership of the means of
production by capitalists, and consequently, overthrowing the state that upheld
this economic order. For Marx and Engels, conditions determine consciousness
and ending the role of the capitalist class leads eventually to a classless society in
which the state would wither away.

The Marxist conception of socialism is that of a specific historical phase that will
displace capitalism and precede communism. The major characteristics of
socialism (particularly as conceived by Marx and Engels after the Paris Commune

of 1871) are that the proletariat will control the means of production through a workers' state erected by the
workers in their interests. Economic activity would still be organised through the use of incentive systems and
social classes would still exist, but to a lesser and diminishing extent than under capitalism.

For orthodox Marxists, socialism is the lower stage of communism based on the principle of "from each
according to his ability, to ecach according to his contribution" while upper stage communism is based on the
principle of "from each according to his ability, to each according to his need"; the upper stage becoming
possible only after the socialist stage further develops economic efficiency and the automation of production

has led to a superabundance of goods and services.

[491[50]

Marx argued that the material productive forces (in industry and commerce) brought into existence by
capitalism predicated a cooperative society since production had become a mass social, collective activity of the
working class to create commodities but with private ownership (the relations of production or property
relations). This conflict between collective effort in large factories and private ownership would bring about a
conscious desire in the working class to establish collective ownership commensurate with the collective efforts

their daily cxl:)c:ricncc.[47l

Che Guevara and Mao Zedong sought socialism based on the rural peasantry rather than the urban working
class. Che Guevara attempted to inspire the peasants of Bolivia by his own example into a change of
consciousness. Guevara said in 1965:

Socialism cannot exist without a change in consciousness resulting in a new fraternal attitude



toward humanity, both at an individual level, within the societies where socialism is being built or
has been built, and on a world scale, with regard to all peoples suffering from imperialist
oppression.[5 4

Evolutionary and Institutional economics

The American institutionalist and evolutionary economist Thorstein Veblen viewed a subset of the working-
class, technical specialists and engineers, as the driving force behind socioeconomic change within capitalism
resulting from an antagonism between industry- producing economic goods and services, and business- the
process of "making money". Thorstein Veblen saw socialism as an immediate stage in an ongoing evolutionary
process in economics that would result from the natural decay of the system of business enterprise; in contrast
to Marx, he did not believe it would be the result of political struggle or revolution by the working class as a
whole and did not believe it to be the ultimate goal ofhumanity.[sz] Similar to Marx, Veblen saw technology as
the underlying driving force behind social change.

Joseph Schumpeter viewed intellectuals and the intelligentsia as the group within society that would gradually
push society toward socialism. Socialism would be partially the result of socio-economic evolution, from the
growth of workers' self-management, industrial democracy and social planning, and partially from political
pressure on the part of intellectuals in Western so&:iety.[5 Al

Role of the state

Preceding the Bolshevik-led revolution in Russia, many socialists, including reformist currents, orthodox

Marxist currents such as council communism and the Mensheviks, and Anarchism / Libertarian socialism

criticised the use of the state, through centralized planning and state-ownership, as a means to establishing
socialism.[>4]

Joseph Schumpeter rejected the association of socialism and social ownership with state ownership over the
means of production, because the state as it exists in its current form is a product of capitalist society and cannot
be transplanted into a different institutional framework. Just as there were different institutions within
feudalism, there will be different institutions with different functions within socialism. The state, along with the
concept of property and taxation are concepts exclusive to commercial society; placing them within the context
of a future socialist sociecty amounts to distortion of these concepts.?]

Utopian versus scientific

Main articles: Utopian socialism and Scientific socialism

For Marxists, the development of capitalism in western Europe provided a material basis for the possibility of
bringing about socialism because, according to the Communist Manifesto, "What the bourgeoisie produces
above all is its own grave diggers",[26]
historical objectives set it by society.

namely the working class, which must become conscious of the

Reform versus revolution

Main articles: Revolutionary socialism and Reformism



Revolutionary socialists believe that a social revolution is necessary to effect structural changes to the socio-
economic structure of society. Among revolutionary socialists there are differences in strategy, theory and the
definition of "revolution". Orthodox Maxists and Left Communists take an Impossibilist stance, believing
revolution should be spontaneous as a result of contradictions in society resulting from technological changes in
the productive forces. In contrast, Marxist-Leninists and most Trotskyists advocate Vanguardism: the creation
of a democratic centralist revolutionary Vanguard party led by a cadre of professional revolutionaries to
overthrow the capitalist state and, eventually, the institution of the state altogether. "Revolution" is not
necessarily defined by revolutionary socialists as violent insurrection,>7! but as a complete dismantling and
rapid transformation of all areas of class society led by the majority of the masses: the working class.

Reformism is generally associated with social democracy and gradualist democratic socialism. Reformism is the
belief that socialists should stand in parliamentary elections within capitalist society, and if elected, utilize the
machinery of government to pass political and social reforms for the purposes of ameliorating the instabilitics
and inequities of capitalism.

Politics

The major socialist political movements are described below. Independent socialist theorists, utopian socialist
authors, and academic supporters of socialism may not be represented in these movements. Some political
groups have called themselves socialist while holding views that some consider antithetical to socialism. The
term socialist has also been used by some politicians on the political right as an epithet against certain
individuals who do not consider themselves to be socialists, and against policies that are not considered socialist
by their proponents.

There are many variations of socialism and as such there is no single definition encapsulating all of socialism.
However there have been common elements identified by scholars.[?8] Angelo S. Rappoport in his Dictionary of
Socialism (1924) analysed forty definitions of socialism to conclude that common elements of socialism
include: general criticisms of the social effects of private ownership and control of capital - as being the cause
of poverty, low wages, unemployment, economic and social inequality, and a lack of economic security; a
general view that the solution to these problems is a form of collective control over the means of production,
distribution and exchange (the degree and means of control vary amongst socialist movements); agreement that
the outcome of this collective control should be a society based upon social justice, including social equality,
economic protection of people, and should provide a more satisfying life for most people.®?) Bhikhu Parekh in
The Concepts of Socialism (1975) identifies four core principles of socialism and particularly socialist society:
sociality, social responsibility, cooperation, and planning.[%] Michacl Freeden in his study Ideologies and
Political Theory (1996) states that all socialists share five themes: the first is that socialism posits that society is
more than a mere collection of individuals; second, that it considers human welfare a desirable objective; third,
that 1t considers humans by nature to be active and productive; fourth, it holds the belief of human equality; and
fifth, that history is progressive and will create positive change on the condition that humans work to achieve
such change.[ﬁo]

Anarchism
Main article: Anarchism

Anarchism features the political philosophy which holds the state to be undesirable, unnecessary, and harmful,
that the state cannot be used to establish a socialist economy and proposes a political alternative based on



federated decentralised autonomous communities. It includes proponents of both individualist anarchism and
social anarchism. Mutualists advocate free-market socialism, collectivist anarchists workers cooperatives and
salaries based on the amount of time contributed to production, anarcho-communists advocate a direct transition
from capitalism to libertarian communism and anarcho-syndicalists worker's direct action and the general strike.

Libertarian socialism

Main article: Libertarian socialism

Libertarian socialism is a non-hierarchical, non-bureaucratic, stateless society without private property in the
means of production. Libertarian socialists oppose all coercive forms of social organisation, promote free
association in place of government, and oppose the coercive social relations of capitalism, such as wage labor.
They oppose hierarchical leadership structures, such as vanguard parties, and most are opposed to using the
state to create socialism. Currents within libertarian socialism include Marxist tendencies such as left
communism, council communism and autonomism, as well as non-Marxist movements such as left anarchism,
Communalism, Participism, and Inclusive Democracy.

Democratic socialism
Main article: Democratic socialism

Modern democratic socialism is a broad political movement that seeks to propagate the ideals of socialism
within the context of a democratic system. Many democratic socialists support social democracy as a temporary
measure to reform the current system, but others support more revolutionary tactics to establish socialism.
Conversely, modern social democracy emphasises a program of gradual legislative reform of capitalism in order
to make it more equitable and humane, while the theoretical end goal of building a socialist society is either
completely forgotten or redefined in a pro-capitalist way. The two movements are widely similar both in
terminology and in ideology, although there arc a few key differences.

The major difference between social democracy and democratic socialism is the object of their politics:
contemporary social democrats support a welfare state and unemployment insurance as a means to "humanize”
capitalism, whereas democratic socialists seek to replace capitalism with a socialist economic system, arguing
that any attempt to "humanize" capitalism through regulations and welfare policies would distort the market and
create economic contradictions.[®1]

Democratic socialism generally refers to any political movement that seeks to establish an economy based on
economic democracy by and for the working class. Democratic socialists oppose democratic centralism and the
revolutionary vanguard party of Leninism. Democratic socialism is difficult to define, and groups of scholars
have radically different definitions for the term. Some definitions simply refer to all forms of socialism that

follow an electoral, reformist or evolutionary path to socialism, rather than a revolutionary one.[62]

Leninism

Main article: Leninism

Leninism is the revolutionary theories developed by Vladimir Lenin, including the organizational principles of
democratic centralism, Vanguardism and the political theory of imperialism. Leninist theory postulates that,
with the strongly determined will of the Bourgeoisie to establish Imperialism, socialism will not arise



spontancously through the natural decay of capitalism, and that workers by themselves,
who may be more or less sedated by reactionary propaganda, are unable to effectively
organise and develop socialist consciousness, therefore requiring the leadership of a
revolutionary vanguard organized on the basis of democratic centralism. As a result,
Leninism promotes a Vanguard party in order to lead the working-class and peasants in
a revolution. Because this revolution takes place in underdeveloped, largely pre-
capitalist countries such as Russia, Leninism establishes a single-party, authoritarian
state, justifying single-party control over the state and economy as a means to safeguard

Vladimir T Erin the revolution against counter-revolutionary insurrection and foreign invasion. 6]

1921 p ;
Although the creation of a vanguard party was outlined by Marx and Engels in Chapter

IT: "Proletarians and Communists" of The Communist Manifesto, Lenin modified this
position my changing the role of the vanguards to professional revolutionaries, who were to hold power post-
revolution and direct the national economy and society in developing world socialism.

After disposing of the Bourgeois dictatorship through socialist revolution, Leninists seek to create a socialist
state in which the working class would be in power, which they see as being essential for laying the foundations
for a transitional withering of the state towards communism (Stateless society). In this state, the vanguard party
would act as a central nucleus in the organisation of socialist society, presiding over a single-party political
system. Leninism rejects political pluralism, seeing it as divisive and destructive. Instead, Leninism advocates
the concept of democratic centralism as a process to ensure the voicing of concern and disagreement and to
refine policy. Generally, the purpose of democratic centralism is "diversity in ideas, unity in action."

Leninist revolutionary theory alongside Marxist economic theory forms the ideology of Marxism-Leninism.
After Lenin's death in 1924, Leninism branched into multiple (sometimes opposing) interpretations, including
Trotskyism, Stalinism, and Maoism.

Religious socialism

Main articles: Socialism and Islam and Christian socialism

Christian socialism is a broad concept involving an intertwining of the Christian religion with the politics and
economic theories of socialism.

[slamic socialism is a term coined by various Muslim leaders to describe a more spiritual form of socialism.
Muslim socialists believe that the teachings of the Qur'an and Muhammad are compatible with principles of
equality and public ownership drawing inspiration from the early Medina welfare state established by the
Prophet Muhammad. Muslim Socialists are more conservative than their western contemporaries and find their
roots in Anti-imperialism, anti-colonialism and Arab nationalism. Islamic Socialist leaders believe in
Democracy and deriving legitimacy from public mandate as opposed to religious texts.

Buddhist Socialism is another concept that seeks to reduce unnecessary consumption and create harmony while
ensuring everyone's basic needs are met,[¢/7ation needed]

Social democracy

Main article: Social democracy



Social democracy is not itself a socialist system. Rather, traditional social democrats advocated the creation of
socialism through political reforms by operating within the existing political system of capitalism. The social
democratic movement sought to elect socialists to political office to implement reforms. The modern social
democratic movement has abandoned the goal of moving toward a socialist economy and instead advocates for
social reforms to improve capitalism, such as a welfare state and unemployment benefits. It is best demonstrated
by the economic format which has been used in Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and Finland in the past few
decades.!" This approach has been called the Nordic model.

Syndicalism
Main article: Syndicalism

Syndicalism is a social movement that operates through industrial trade unions and rejects state socialism and
the use of establishment politics to establish or promote socialism. They reject using state power to construct a
socialist society, favoring strategies such as the General strike. Syndicalists advocate a socialist economy based
on federated unions or syndicates of workers who own and manage the means of production.

Some Marxist currents advocate Syndicalism, such as DeLeonism.
History

Main article: History of socialism

The term socialism is attributed to Pierre Leroux,!%®) and to Marie Roch Louis Reybaud; and in Britain to

[66][67]

Robert Owen in 1827, father of the cooperative movement. Socialist models and ideas espousing

common or public ownership have existed since antiquity. Mazdak, a Persian communal proto-socialist, %!
instituted communal possessions and advocated the public good. And it has been claimed, though
controversially, that there were elements of socialist thought in the politics of classical Greek philosophers

Platol®! and Aristotle.[70]

The first advocates of socialism favoured social levelling in order to create a meritocratic or technocratic society
based upon individual talent. Count Henri de Saint-Simon is regarded as the first individual to coin the term
socialism.""] Saint-Simon was fascinated by the enormous potential of science and technology and advocated a
socialist society that would eliminate the disorderly aspects of capitalism and would be based upon equal
opportunitics.[?z] He advocated the creation of a society in which each person was ranked according to his or
her capacities and rewarded according to his or her work.!7H The key focus of Saint-Simon's socialism was on
administrative efficiency and industrialism, and a belief that science was the key to pl'ogl'ess.[73]

This was accompanied by a desire to implement a rationally organised economy based on planning and geared
towards large-scale scientific and material progrcss,”” and thus embodied a desire for a more directed or
planned economy. Other early socialist thinkers, such as Thomas Hodgkin and Charles Hall, based their ideas
on David Ricardo's economic theories. They reasoned that the equilibrium value of commodities approximated
to prices charged by the producer when those commodities were in clastic supply, and that these producer prices
corresponded to the embodied labour — the cost of the labour (essentially the wages paid) that was required to
produce the commodities. The Ricardian socialists viewed profit, interest and rent as deductions from this

exchange—value.[m]



West European social critics, including Robert Owen, Charles Fourier, Pierre-
Joseph Proudhon, Louis Blanc, Charles Hall and Saint-Simon, were the first
modern socialists who criticised the excessive poverty and inequality of the
Industrial Revolution. They advocated reform, with some such as Robert Owen
advocating the transformation of society to small communities without private
property. Robert Owen's contribution to modern socialism was his
understanding that actions and characteristics of individuals were largely
determined by the social environment they were raised in and exposed to.3] On
the other hand Charles Fourier advocated phalansteres which were communities
that respected individual desires (including sexual preferences), affinities and
creativity and saw that work has to be made enjoyable for pcople.”s] The ideas
of Owen and Fourier were tried in practice in numerous intentional communities

around Europe and the American continent in the mid-19th century. Charles Fourier, ‘“[_h]e“f“‘l
carly French socialist thinker

Linguistically, the contemporary connotation of the words socialism and

communism accorded with the adherents' and opponents' cultural attitude towards religion. In Christian Europe,
of the two, communism was believed the atheist way of life. In Protestant England, the word communism was
too culturally and aurally close to the Roman Catholic communion rite, hence English atheists denoted
themselves socialists.l6)

Friedrich Engels argued that in 1848, at the time when the Communist Manifesto was published, "socialism was
respectable on the continent, while communism was not." The Owenites in England and the Fourierists in
France were considered "respectable"” socialists, while working-class movements that "proclaimed the necessity
of total social change" denoted themselves communists. This latter branch of socialism produced the communist
work of Etienne Cabet in France and Wilhelm Weitling in Germany.!””]

Etymology

The term "socialism" was created by Henri de Saint-Simon, a founder of utopian socialism. The term
"socialism" was created to contrast against the liberal doctrine of "individualism".l”8) The original socialists
condemned liberal individualism as failing to address social concerns of poverty, social oppression, and gross
inequality of wealth.l78] They viewed liberal individualism as degenerating society into supporting selfish
egoism and that harmed community life through promoting a society based on Compctiti011.[78] They presented
socialism as an alternative to liberal individualism, that advocated a society based on cooperation.[7g]

First International and Second International

The International Workingmen's Association (IWA), also known as the First International, was founded in
London in 1864. The IWA held a preliminary conference in 1865, and had its first congress at Geneva in 1866.
Due to the wide variety of philosophies present in the First International, there was conflict from the start. The
first objections to Marx's came from the Mutualists who opposed communism and statism. However, shortly
after Mikhail Bakunin and his followers (called Collectivists while in the International) joined in 1868, the First
International became polarised into two camps, with Marx and Bakunin as their respective figurcheads.[”] The
clearest differences between the groups emerged over their proposed strategies for achieving their visions of
socialism. The First International became the first major international forum for the promulgation of socialist
ideas.



As the ideas of Marx and Engels took on flesh, particularly in central Europe, socialists sought to unite in an

international organisation. In 1889, on the centennial of the French
Revolution of 1789, the Second International was founded, with 384
delegates from 20 countries representing about 300 labour and socialist
organisations.!3% It was termed the "Socialist International” and Engels
was elected honorary president at the third congress in 1893. Anarchists
were ejected and not allowed in mainly because of the pressure from
marxists.[8!]

Revolutions of 1917-1936

By 1917, the patriotism of World War I changed into political radicalism
in most of Europe, the United States, and Australia. In February 1917,
revolution exploded in Russia. Workers, soldiers and peasants
established soviets (councils), the monarchy fell, and a provisional
government convoked pending the election of a constituent assembly.

Mikhail Bakunin speaking to
members of the IWA at the Basel

In April of that year, Vladimir Lenin arrived in Russia from Switzerland, . .
Congress in 1869

calling for "All'power to the soviets." In October, his party, the -
Bolsheviks, won support of most soviets at the second All-Russian

Congress of Soviets, while he If Socialism can only r

and Leon Trotsky be realized when the {

simultaneously led the October intellectual :

Revolution. As a matter of development of all the i

political pragmatism, Lenin people permits it, then

reversed Marx's order of we shall not see :

ccono.mic§ over pc.>l‘ilics, Socialism for at least i

allowing for a political five hundred years. % _ \ A5

revolution led by a vanguard A -‘ 2 e

party of professional Leon Trotsky, Vladimir Lenin, and
revolutionaries rather than a
spontaneous establishment of Communist Party Congress, 1919.
socialist institutions led by a spontancous uprising of the working class

as predicted by Karl Marx.[33] On 25 January 1918, at the Petrograd Soviet, Lenin declared "Long live the

world socialist revolution!"[84] He proposed an immediate armistice on all fronts, and transferred the land of the
(85]

 Vladimir T eni e (82]
Vladimir Lenin, November 1917 T.6% Kamehes atilis Sesend

landed proprietors, the crown and the monasteries to the peasant committees without compensation.

On 26 January 1918, the day after assuming exccutive power, Lenin wrote Draft Regulations on Workers'
Control, which granted workers control of businesses with more than five workers and office employees, and
access to all books, documents and stocks, and whose decisions were to be "binding upon the owners of the
entcrprises".[%] Governing through the elected soviets, and in alliance with the peasant-based Left Socialist-
Revolutionaries, the Bolshevik government began nationalising banks, industry, and disavowed the national
debts of the deposed Romanov royal régime. It sued for peace, withdrawing from World War I, and convoked a
Constituent Assembly in which the peasant Socialist-Revolutionary Party (SR) won a maj01'ily.[871

The Constituent Assembly elected Socialist-Revolutionary leader Victor Chernov President of a Russian
republic, but rejected the Bolshevik proposal that it endorse the Soviet decrees on land, peace and workers'



control, and acknowledge the power of the Soviets of Workers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies. The next day,
the Bolsheviks declared that the assembly was elected on outdated party lists,/%8] and the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee of the Sovicts dissolved it.[8910]

The Bolshevik Russian Revolution of January 1918 engendered Communist parties worldwide, and their
concomitant revolutions of 1917-23. Few Communists doubted that the Russian success of socialism depended
upon successful, working-class socialist revolutions in developed capitalist countries.l?" 21 1n 1919, Lenin and
Trotsky organised the world's Communist parties into a new international association of workers — the
Communist International, (Comintern), also called the Third International.

By 1920, the Red Army, under its commander Trotsky, had largely defeated
the royalist White Armies. In 1921, War Communism was ended and, under
the New Economic Policy (NEP), private ownership was allowed for small
and medium peasant enterprises. While industry remained largely state-
controlled, Lenin acknowledged that the NEP was a necessary capitalist
measure for a country unripe for socialism. Profiteering returned in the

form of "NEP men" and rich peasants (Kulaks) gained power in the
countryside.[?3]

In 1922, the fourth congress of the Communist International took up the
policy of the United Front, urging Communists to work with rank and file
Social Democrats while remaining critical of their leaders, whom they
criticised for betraying the working class by supporting the war efforts of
their respective capitalist classes. For their part, the social democrats

pointed to the dislocation caused by revolution, and later, the growing Rosa Luxemburg, prominent
authoritarianism of the Communist Parties. When the Communist Party of Marxist revolutionary, martyr and
Great Britain applied to affiliate to the Labour Party in 1920 it was turned leader of the German Spartacist
down. uprising, 1919.

In 1923, on seeing the Soviet State's growing coercive power, the dying

Lenin said Russia had reverted to "a bourgeois tsarist machine... barely varnished with socialism."”*] After
Lenin's death in January 1924, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union — then increasingly under the control
of Joseph Stalin — rejected the theory that socialism could not be built solely in the Soviet Union, in favour of
the concept of Socialism in One Country. Despite the marginalised Left Opposition's demand for the restoration
of Soviet democracy, Stalin developed a bureaucratic, authoritarian government, that was condemned by
democratic socialists, anarchists and Trotskyists for undermining the initial socialist ideals of the Bolshevik
Russian Revolution.[¥31196]

The Russian Revolution of October 1917 brought about the definitive ideological division between Communists
as denoted with a capital "C" on the one hand and other communist and socialist trends such as anarcho-
communists and social democrats, on the other. The Left Opposition in the Soviet Union gave rise to
Trotskyism which was to remain isolated and insignificant for another fifty years, except in Sri Lanka, where
Trotskyism gained the majority and the pro-Moscow wing was expelled from the Communist Party.

After World War 11

In 1951, British Health Minister Aneurin Bevan expressed the view that, "It is probably true that Western
Europe would have gone socialist after the war if Soviet behaviour had not given it too grim a visage. Soviet



Communism and Socialism are not yet sufficiently distinguished in many
minds."7]

In 1951, the Socialist International was re-founded by the European social
democratic parties. It declared: "Communism has split the International Labour
Movement and has set back the realisation of Socialism in many countries for
decades... Communism falsely claims a share in the Socialist tradition. In fact it
has distorted that tradition beyond recognition. It has built up a rigid theology
which is incompatible with the critical spirit of Marxism."[?8]

In the postwar years, socialism became increasingly influential throughout the
so-called Third World. Countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America frequently

3 B Y nationalised industries held by foreign owners. The Soviet Union had become a
Joseph Stalin, leader of the superpower through its adoption of a planned economy, albeit at enormous
Soviet Union from 1922 to human cost. This achievement seemed hugely impressive from the outside, and
1953. convinced many nationalists in the former colonies, not necessarily communists

or even socialists, of the virtues of state planning and state-guided models of
social development.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Prior to its dissolution in 1991, the USSR had the second largest economy in the world after the United
States.[?] The economy of the Soviet Union was the modern world's first centrally planned economy. It was
based on a system of state ownership of industry managed through Gosplan (the State Planning Commission),
Gosbank (the State Bank) and the Gossnab (State Commission for Materials and Equipment Supply). Economic
planning was conducted through a series of Five-Year Plans. The emphasis was put on a very fast development
of heavy industry and the nation became one of the world's top manufacturers of a large number of basic and
heavy industrial products, but it lagged behind in the output of light industrial production and consumer
durables.

As the Soviet economy grew more complex, it required more and more complex disaggregation of control
figures (plan targets) and factory inputs. As it required more communication between the enterprises and the
planning ministries, and as the number of enterprises, trusts, and ministries multiplied, the Soviet economy
started stagnating. The Soviet economy was increasingly sluggish when it came to responding to change,
adapting cost—saving technologies, and providing incentives at all levels to improve growth, productivity and
efficiency.

Most information in the Soviet economy flowed from the top down and economic planning was often done
based on faulty or outdated information, particularly in sectors with large numbers of consumers. As a resul,
some goods tended to be under-produced, leading to shortages, while other goods were overproduced and
accumulated in storage. Some factories developed a system of barter and either exchanged or shared raw
materials and parts, while consumers developed a black market for goods that were particularly sought after but
constantly under-produced.

Conceding the weaknesses of their past approaches in solving new problems, the leaders of the late 1980s,
headed by Mikhail Gorbachev, were seeking to mould a program of economic reform to galvanise the economy.
However, by 1990 the Soviet government had lost control over economic conditions. Government spending
increased sharply as an increasing number of unprofitable enterprises required state support and consumer price



subsidies to continue operations.

The industrial production system in the Soviet Union suffered a political and economic collapse in 1991, after
which two transitions occurred: first from centrally planned to market-based economies, and secondly, from
state-ownership to private-ownership of economic enterprises. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
economic integration of the Soviet republics was dissolved, and overall industrial activity declined
substantially.['00] A lasting legacy remains in the physical infrastructure created during decades of combined
industrial production practices.

Social democrats in power

Main articles: Social democracy, Welfare state, and Nordic model

The Australian Labor Party, the first social democratic labour party in the world, was formed in 1891. In 1904,
Australians elected the first Labor Party prime minister in the world: Chris Watson. In 1945, the British Labour
Party, led by Clement Attlee, was elected to office based upon a radical socialist programme. Social Democratic
parties dominated post-war politics in countries such as France, Italy, Czechoslovakia, Belgium and Norway. In
Sweden, the Social Democratic Party held power from 1936 to 1976, 1982 to 1991, and 1994 to 2006. At one
point, France claimed to be the world's most state-controlled capitalist country. The nationalised public utilities
included Charbonnages de France (CDF), Electricité de France (EDF), Gaz de France (GDF), Air France,
Banque de France, and Régie Nationale des Usines Renault.l'?!] Post-World War 11 social democratic
governments introduced social reform and wealth redistribution via state welfare and taxation.

United Kingdom

In the UK, the Labour Party was influenced by the British social
reformer William Beveridge, who had identified five "Giant Evils"
alflicting the working class of the pre-war period: "want" (poverty),
disease, "ignorance" (lack of access to education), "squalor" (poor
housing), and "idleness" (unemploymcnt).[loz] Unemployment benefits,
national insurance and state pensions were introduced by the 1945
Labour government. Aneurin Bevan, who had introduced the Labour
Party's National Health Service in 1948, criticised the Attlee government
for not progressing further, demanding economic planning and
criticising the implementation of nationalisation for not empowering the
workers with democratic control of operations.

The UK Labour Government nationalised major public utilities such as
mines, gas, coal, clectricity, rail, iron, steel, and the Bank of England.
British Petroleum, privatised in 1987, was officially nationalised in
1951,1193] and there was further government intervention during the
1974-79 Labour Governmentl!194] Anthony Crosland said that in 1956,
25 per cent of British industry was nationalised, and that public
employees, including those in nationalised industries, constituted a similar percentage of the country's total
employed population.[1%5] The Labour government, however, did not seck to end capitalism, and the
"government had not the smallest intention of bringing in the 'common ownership of the means of production,
distribution, and exchange‘",[l%] Labour re-nationalised steel (1967, British Steel) after the Conservatives

Clement Attlee, U.K. Prime Minister,
Labour Party government, 1945-51.



denationalised it, and nationalised car production (1976, British Lcyland).[m_"J In 1977, major aircraft
companies and shipbuilding were nationalised.

The National Health Service provided taxpayer-funded health care to everyone, free at the point of service.[108]
Working-class housing was provided in council housing estates, and university education became available via
a school grant system. Ellen Wilkinson, Minister for Education, introduced taxpayer-funded milk in schools,
saying, in a 1946 Labour Party conference: "Free milk will be provided in Hoxton and Shoreditch, in Eton and
Harrow. What more social equality can you have than that?" Clement Attlee's biographer argued that this policy
"contributed enormously to the defeat of childhood illnesses resulting from bad diet. Generations of poor
children grew up stronger and healthicr, because of this one, small, and inexpensive act of generosity, by the

Attlee govcmmcnl".[wg]

The "Nordic hmdel”

Muain article: Nordic model

The Nordic model refers to the economic and social models of the Nordic countries (Denmark, Iceland,
Norway, Sweden and Finland). This particular adaptation of the mixed market economy is characterised by
more generous welfare states (relative to other developed countries), which are aimed specifically at enhancing
individual autonomy, ensuring the universal provision of basic human rights and stabilising the economy. It is
distinguished from other welfare states with similar goals by its emphasis on maximising labour force
participation, promoting gender equality, egalitarian and extensive benefit levels, large magnitude of
redistribution, and liberal use of expansionary fiscal policy.l'1%) This has included high degrees of labour union
membership. In 2008, labour union density was 67.5% in Finland, 67.6% in Denmark, and 68.3% in Sweden. In
comparison, union membership was 11.9% in the United States and 7.7% in France.!' '] The Nordic Model,
however, is not a single model with specific components or rules; cach of the Nordic countries has its own
economic and social models, sometimes with large differences from its neighbours.

Social democrats adopt free market policies

Main article: Third Way (centrism)

Many social democratic parties, particularly after the Cold war, adopted neoliberal-based market policies that
include privatisation, liberalisation, dercgulation and financialisation; resulting in the abandonment of pursuing
the development of moderate socialism in favour of market liberalism. Despite the name, these pro-capitalist
policies are radically different from the many non-capitalist free-market socialist theories that have existed
throughout history.

In 1959, the German Social Democratic Party adopted the Godesberg Program, rejecting class struggle and
Marxism. In 1980, with the rise of conservative neoliberal politicians such as Ronald Reagan in the U.S,
Margaret Thatcher in Britain, and Brian Mulroney in Canada, the Western welfare state was attacked from
within. Monetarists and neoliberalism attacked social welfare systems as impediments to private
entrepreneurship at public expense.

In the 1980s and 1990s, western European socialists were pressured to reconcile their socialist economic
programmes with a free-market-based communal European economy. In the UK, the Labour Party leader Neil
Kinnock made a passionate and public attack against the party's Militant Tendency at a Labour Party



conference, and repudiated the demands of the defeated striking miners after the 1984—1985 strike against pit
closures. In 1989, at Stockholm, the 18th Congress of the Socialist International adopted a new Declaration of
Principles, saying:

Democratic socialism is an international movement for freedom, social justice, and solidarity. Its
goal 1s to achieve a peaceful world where these basic values can be enhanced and where each
individual can live a meaningful life with the full development of his or her personality and talents,

and with the guarantee of human and civil rights in a democratic framework of society.[!12]

In the 1990s, released from the Left's pressure, the British Labour Party, under Tony Blair, posited policies
based upon the free market economy to deliver public services via private contractors. In 1995, the Labour
Party re-defined its stance on socialism by re-wording clause IV of its constitution, effectively rejecting
socialism by removing any and all references to public, direct worker or municipal ownership of the means of
production. In 1995, the British Labour Party revised its political aims: "The Labour Party is a democratic
socialist party. It believes that, by the strength of our common endeavour we achieve more than we achieve
alone, so as to create, for each of us, the means to realise our true potential, and, for all of us, a community in

which power, wealth, and opportunity are in the hands of the many, not the few."l113]

The objectives of the Party of European Socialists, the European Parliament's socialist bloc, are now "to pursue
international aims in respect of the principles on which the European Union is based, namely principles of
freedom, equality, solidarity, democracy, respect of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, and respect for
the Rule of Law." As a result, today, the rallying cry of the French Revolution — "Egalité, Liberté, Fraternité" —
which overthrew absolutism and ushered industrialisation into French society, are promoted as essential
socialist values.[!14]

Early 2000s

Those who championed socialism in its various Marxist and class struggle forms sought out other arenas than
the parties of social democracy at the turn of the 21st century. Anti-capitalism and anti-globalization
movements rose to prominence particularly through events such as the opposition to the WTO meeting of 1999
in Seattle. Socialist-inspired groups played an important role in these new movements, which nevertheless
embraced much broader layers of the population, and were championed by figures such as Noam Chomsky. The
2003 invasion of Iraq led to a significant anti-war movement in which socialists argued their case.

The Financial crisis of 2007-2010 led to mainstream discussions as to whether "Marx was right" [ 1S1116] Time
magazine ran an article 'Rethinking Marx' and put Karl Marx on the cover of its European edition in a special
for the 28 January 2009 Davos meeting.[!' 71181 A Globescan BBC poll on the twentieth anniversary of the fall
of the Berlin Wall (2009) found that 23% of respondents believe capitalism is "fatally flawed and a different
cconomic system is needed", with that figure rising to over 40% of the population in France; while a majority of
respondents including over 50% of Americans believe capitalism "has problems that can be addressed through
regulation and reform". Of the 27 countries polled, majorities in 22 of them expressed support for governments
to distribute wealth more evenly.!!1?]

Africa
Main article: African socialism

African socialism has been and continues to be a major ideology around the continent. Julius Nyerere was



inspired by Fabian socialist ideals.['20] He was a firm believer in rural Africans
and their traditions and ujamaa, a system of collectivisation that according to
Nyerere was present before European imperialism. Essentially he believed
Africans were already socialists. Other African socialists include Jomo
Kenyatta, Kenneth Kaunda, and Kwame Nkrumah. Fela Kuti was inspired by
socialism and called for a democratic African republic. In South Africa the
African National Congress (ANC) abandoned its partial socialist allegiances
after taking power, and followed a standard neoliberal route. From 2005 through
to 2007, the country was wracked by many thousands of protests from poor

g ;, o communities. One of these gave rise to a mass movement of shack dwellers,
s B e P Rnar Abahlali baseMjondolo that, despite major police suppression, continues to
KBAME HKPYM work for popular people's planning and against the creation of a market
economy in land and housing. Today many African countries have been accused
Kwame Nkrumah, the first of being exploited under neoliberal economics.
President of Ghana and
theorist of African socialism In his classic, "How Europe Underdeveloped Africa” Walter Rodney says that
on a soviet postage stamp Africa’s development can only be possible through its delinking with
international capitalism and embracing a socialist template.
[121]
Asia

The People's Republic of China, North Korea, Laos and Vietnam are Asian countries remaining from the wave
of Marxism-Leninist implemented socialism in the 20th century. States with socialist economies have largely
moved away from centralised cconomic planning in the 21st century, placing a greater emphasis on markets.
Forms include the Chinese socialist market economy and the Vietnamese socialist-oriented market economy.
They utilise state-owned corporate management models as opposed to modelling socialist enterprise on
traditional management styles employed by government agencies.

In the People's Republic of China, the Chinese Communist Party has led a transition from the command
economy of the Mao period to an economic program they term the socialist market economy or "socialism with
Chinese characteristics". Under Deng Xiaoping, the leadership of China embarked upon a programme of
market-based reform that was more sweeping than had been Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's perestroika
program of the late 1980s. Deng's programme, however, maintained state ownership rights over land, state or

- cooperative ownership of much of the heavy industrial and manufacturing sectors and state influence in the
banking and financial sectors.

Elsewhere in Asia, some elected socialist parties and communist parties remain prominent, particularly in India
and Nepal. The Communist Party of Nepal in particular calls for multi-party democracy, social equality, and
economic prosperity.[1221 In Singapore, a majority of the GDP is still generated from the state sector comprising
government-linked companies.“B] In Japan, there has been a resurgent interest in the Japanese Communist
Party among workers and youth.! 124][125] 1n Malaysia, the Socialist Party of Malaysia got its first Member of
Parliament, Dr. Jeyakumar Devaraj, after the 2008 general election.

Europe



In Europe, the socialist Left Party in Germany grew in popularity!'2%! due to dissatisfaction with the
increasingly neoliberal policies of the SPD, becoming the fourth biggest party in parliament in the general
election on 27 September 2009.1'27] Communist candidate Dimitris Christofias won a crucial presidential runoff
in Cyprus, defeating his conservative rival with a majority of 53%.11281 1 Greece, in the general election on 17
June 2012, Coalition of the Radical Left (Syriza) won 26.89% of the votes and became the second largest party
in parliament.

In Ireland, in the 2009 European election, Joe Higgins of the Socialist Party took one of three seats in the capital
Dublin European constituency. In Denmark, the Socialist People's Party (SF or Socialist Party for short) more
than doubled its parliamentary representation to 23 seats from 11, making it the fourth largest party.[129] In
2011, the socialist parties of Social Democrats, Socialist People's Party and the Danish Social Liberal Part
formed government, after a slight victory over the liberal parties. They were led by Helle Thorning-Schmidt,

and had the Red-Green Alliance as a supporting party.

In the UK, the National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers put forward a slate of candidates in the
2009 European Parliament elections under the banner of No to EU — Yes to Democracy, a broad left-wing alter-
globalisation coalition involving socialist groups such as the Socialist Party, aiming to offer an alternative to the
"anti-foreigner" and pro-business policies of the UK Independence Party.[ 3013 NI32] 1y he following May
2010 UK general election, the Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition, launched in January 201 0[133] and backed
by Bob Crow, the leader of the National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers union (RMT), other
union leaders and the Socialist Party among other socialist groups, stood against Labour in 40

constituencies.[ 3135 The Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition plans to contest the 2011 elections, having

gained the endorsement of the RMT June 2010 conference.!13°]

In France, the Revolutionary Communist League (LCR) candidate in the 2007 presidential election, Olivier
Besancenot, received 1,498,581 votes, 4.08%, double that of the Communist candidate.l'37] The LCR abolished
itself in 2009 to initiate a broad anti-capitalist party, the New Anticapitalist Party, whose stated aim is to "build
a new socialist, democratic perspective for the twenty-first ccntury".[138]

Latin America

Main article: Pink tide

"Every factory must be a school to educate, like Che Guevara
said, to produce not only briquettes, steel, and aluminum, but also,
above all, the new man and woman, the new society, the socialist
society."
— Hugo Chavez, at a May 2009 socialist transformation
workshopmg]

Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez, Nicaraguan President Daniel
Ortega, Bolivian President Evo Morales, and Ecuadorian president
Rafael Correa refer to their political programmes as socialist. Chavez
has adopted the term socialism of the 21st century. After winning re-

election in December 2006, Chavez said, "Now more than ever, | am
n[140]

Hugo Chavez, president of
Venezuela.

obliged to move Venezuela's path towards socialism.

"Pink tide" is a term being used in contemporary 2 1st century political analysis in the media and elsewhere to



describe the perception that Leftist ideology in general, and Left-wing politics in particular, are increasingly
influential in Latin America.l1411[142][143]

North America

In Canada, the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation, the precursor to the New Democratic Party, had some
significant success in provincial politics. In 1944, the Saskatchewan CCF formed the first socialist government
in North America. On the federal level, the social democratic New Democratic Party now forms the Official
Opposition (Canada) after winning 102/308 seats (up from 37) in the 2011 Canadian federal election.

Socialist parties in the United States reached their zenith in the early 20th century, but currently active parties
and organisations include the Socialist Party USA, the Socialist Workers Party and the Democratic Socialists of
America, the latter having approximately 10,000 members.[144]

Criticism of socialism
Main article: Criticisms of socialism

Economic liberals and pro-capitalist libertarians see private ownership of the means of production and the
market exchange as natural entities or moral rights, which are central to their conceptions of freedom and
liberty; they thusly perceive public ownership of the means of production, cooperatives and economic planning
as infringements upon liberty. Some of the primary criticisms of socialism are distorted or absent price
signals,“45][146] reduced incentives, 1471481149 pequced prospfsrity,I 150](151] [’casibility,[MS“l%“ 1521 and its
social and political effects.[13311341153][156]157]

Critics from the neoclassical school of economics criticise state-ownership and centralisation of capital on the
grounds that there is a lack of incentive in state institutions to act on information as efficiently as capitalist firms
do because they lack hard budget constraints, resulting in reduced overall economic welfare for socicly.“sg]
Economists of the Austrian school argue that socialist systems based on economic planning are unfeasible
because they lack the information to perform economic calculation in the first place, due to a lack of price

. . . . . . ‘ 5(
signals and a free price system, which they argue are required for rational economic calculation.!'>%]

See also

= Collective farming

= Dictatorship of the proletariat

= History of socialism in Great Britain
» History of the socialist movement in the United States
= List of communist ideologies

= List of socialist countries

= List of socialist economists

= List of socialist songs

= Luxemburgism

= Nanosocialism

= Proletarian revolution

= Social democracy



Marx Reaction

Michael Plasmeier

Marx's division of the world into 2 classes: the Bourgeois and Proletariat seems too simple today.
People are not stuck in either — but have the mobility to move between the two. Today’s society gives
people the opportunity to learn and improve their skills and move into the other classification. This is
called the American dream. My family would likely be labeled as being part of the Proletariat, but when
| graduate | am likely to end up with a job in the Bourgeois.

Even the Proletariat today seems worlds away from the powerless wage subsistence of Marx’s time.
America created a middle class which was comfortable and able to live within the current system of
capitalism. In fact, the capitalism system has seemed to create a higher mean and median standard of
living than the communist system — whereas the communist system had that as its explicit goal.

But in other ways, perhaps this dream is fading. Income inequality is rising. My advisor’s book, Race
Against the Machine is about how technology is eroding the middle class. Occupy Wall Street has many

of the same echos of Marx.

But for the time being, MIT remains a mechanism of the American Dream for the people it admits. 33%
of students pay nothing to attend. For the thousand or so who come through here each year it is a great
boon. But about the other people of the world who don’t get a spot? | think MITx is a promising beacon
of hope for those who want the MIT skill set but don’t make the lottery.
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Chapter 14: Division of Labour and Manufacture

Section 1: Two-Fold Origin of Manufacture

That co-operation which is based on division of labour, assumes its typical form in manufacture,
and is the prevalent characteristic form of the capitalist process of production throughout the
manufacturing period properly so called. That period, roughly speaking, extends from the middle
of the 16th to the last third of the 18th century.

Manufacture takes its rise in two ways:

(1.) By the assemblage, in one workshop under the control of a single capitalist, of labourers
belonging to various independent handicrafts, but through whose hands a given article must pass
on its way to completion. A carriage, for example, was formerly the product of the labour of a
great number of independent artificers, such as wheelwrights, harness-makers, tailors, locksmiths,
upholsterers, turners, fringe-makers, glaziers, painters, polishers, gilders, &c. In the manufacture
of carriages, however, all these different artificers are assembled in one building where they work
into one another’s hands. It is true that a carriage cannot be gilt before it has been made. But if a
number of carriages are being made simultaneously, some may be in the hands of the gilders
while others are going through an earlier process. So far, we are still in the domain of simple co-
operation, which finds its materials ready to hand in the shape of men and things. But very soon
an important change takes place. The tailor, the locksmith, and the other artificers, being now
exclusively occupied in carriage-making, each gradually loses, through want of practice, the
ability to carry on, to its full extent, his old handicraft. But, on the other hand, his activity now
confined in one groove, assumes the form best adapted to the narrowed sphere of action. At first,
carriage manufacture is a combination of various independent handicrafts. By degrees, it becomes
the splitting up of carriage-making into its various detail processes, each of which crystallises into
the exclusive function of a particular workman, the manufacture, as a whole, being carried on by
the men in conjunction. In the same way, cloth manufacture, as also a whole series of other
manufactures, arose by combining different handicrafts together under the control of a single
capitalist.!

(2.) Manufacture also arises in a way exactly the reverse of this namely, by one capitalist
employing simultaneously in one workshop a number of artificers, who all do the same, or the
same kind of work, such as making paper, type, or needles. This is co-operation in its most
elementary form. Each of these artificers (with the help, perhaps, of one or two apprentices),
makes the entire commodity, and he consequently performs in succession all the operations
necessary for its production. He still works in his old handicraft-like way. But very soon external
circumstances cause a different use to be made of the concentration of the workmen on one spot,
and of the simultaneousness of their work. An increased quantity of the article has perhaps to be
delivered within a given time. The work is therefore re-distributed. Instead of each man being
allowed to perform all the various operations in succession, these operations are changed into
disconnected, isolated ones, carried on side by side; each is assigned to a different artificer, and
the whole of them together are performed simultaneously by the co-operating workmen. This
accidental repartition gets repeated, develops advantages of its own, and gradually ossifies into a
systematic division of labour. The commodity, from being the individual product of an
independent artificer, becomes the social product of a union of artificers, each of whom performs
one, and only one, of the constituent partial operations. The same operations which, in the case of
a papermaker belonging to a German Guild, merged one into the other as the successive acts of
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one artificer, became in the Dutch paper manufacture so many partial operations carried on side
by side by numerous co-operating labourers. The needlemaker of the Nuremberg Guild was the
comerstone on which the English needle manufacture was raised. But while in Nuremberg that
single artificer performed a series of perhaps 20 operations one after another, in England it was
not long before there were 20 needlemakers side by side, each performing one alone of those 20
operations, and in consequence of further experience, each of those 20 operations was again split
up, isolated, and made the exclusive function of a separate workman.

The mode in which manufacture arises, its growth out of handicrafts, is therefore two-fold. On the
one hand, it arises from the union of various independent handicrafts, which become stripped of
their independence and specialised to such an extent as to be reduced to mere supplementary
partial processes in the production of one particular commodity. On the other hand, it arises from
the co-operation of artificers of one handicraft; it splits up that particular handicraft into its
various detail operations, isolating, and making these operations independent of one another up to
the point where each becomes the exclusive function of a particular labourer. On the one hand,
therefore, manufacture either introduces diversion of labour into a process of production, or
further develops that division; on the other hand, it unites together handicrafts that were formerly
separate. But whatever may have been its particular starting-point, its final form is invariably the
same a productive mechanism whose parts are human beings.

For a proper understanding of the division of labour in manufacture, it is essential that the
following points be firmly grasped. First, the decomposition of a process of production into its
various successive steps coincides, here, strictly with the resolution of a handicraft into its
successive manual operations. Whether complex or simple, each operation has to be done by
hand, retains the character of a handicraft, and is therefore dependent on the strength, skill,
quickness, and sureness, of the individual workman in handling his tools. The handicraft
continues to be the basis. This narrow technical basis excludes a really scientific analysis of any
definite process of industrial production, since it is still a condition that each detail process gone
through by the product must be capable of being done by hand and of forming, in its way, a
separate handicraft. It is just because handicraft skill continues, in this way, to be the foundation
of the process of production, that each workman becomes exclusively assigned to a partial

function, and that for the rest of his life, his labour-power is turned into the organ of this detail
function.

Secondly, this division of labour is a particular sort of co-operation, and many of its
disadvantages spring from the general character of co-operation, and not from this particular form
of it.

Section 2: The Detail Labourer and his Implements

If we now go more into detail, it is, in the first place, clear that a labourer who all his life
performs one and the same simple operation, converts his whole body into the automatic,
specialised implement of that operation. Consequently, he takes less time in doing it, than the
artificer who performs a whole series of operations in succession. But the collective labourer,
who constitutes the living mechanism of manufacture, is made up solely of such specialised detail
labourers. Hence, in comparison with the independent handicraft, more is produced in a given
time, or the productive power of labour is increased.” Moreover, when once this fractional work is
established as the exclusive function of one person, the methods it employs become perfected.
The workman’s continued repetition of the same simple act, and the concentration of his attention
on it, teach him by experience how to attain the desired effect with the minimum of exertion. But
since there are always several generations of labourers living at one time, and working together at
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the manufacture of a given article, the technical skill, the tricks of the trade thus acquired, become
established, and are accumulated and handed down.?

Manufacture, in fact, produces the skill of the detail labourer, by reproducing, and systematically
driving to an extreme within the workshop, the naturally developed differentiation of trades
which it found ready to hand in society at large. On the other hand, the conversion of fractional
work into the life-calling of one man, corresponds to the tendency shown by earlier societies, to
make trades hereditary; either to petrify them into castes, or whenever definite historical
conditions beget in the individual a tendency to vary in a manner incompatible with the nature of
castes, to ossify them into guilds. Castes and guilds arise from the action of the same natural law,
that regulates the differentiation of plants and animals into species and varieties, except that,
when a certain degree of development has been reached, the heredity of castes and the
exclusiveness of guilds are ordained as a law of society.”

“The muslins of Dakka in fineness, the calicoes and other piece goods of
Coromandel in brilliant and durable colours, have never been surpassed. Yet they
are produced without capital, machinery, division of labour, or any of those means
which give such facilities to the manufacturing interest of Europe. The weaver is
merely a detached individual, working a web when ordered of a customer, and
with a loom of the rudest construction, consisting sometimes of a few branches or
bars of wood, put roughly together. There is even no expedient for rolling up the
warp; the loom must therefore be kept stretched to its full length, and becomes so
inconveniently large, that it cannot be contained within the hut of the
manufacturer, who is therefore compelled to ply his trade in the open air, where it
is interrupted by every vicissitude of the weather.”

It is only the special skill accumulated from generation to generation, and transmitted from father
to son, that gives to the Hindu, as it does to the spider, this proficiency. And yet the work of such
a Hindu weaver is very complicated, compared with that of a manufacturing labourer.

An artificer, who performs one after another the various fractional operations in the production of
a finished article, must at one time change his place, at another his tools. The transition from one
operation to another interrupts the flow of his labour, and creates, so to say, gaps in his working
day. These gaps close up so soon as he is tied to one and the same operation all day long; they
vanish in proportion as the changes in his work diminish. The resulting increased productive
power is owing either to an increased expenditure of labour-power in a given time i.e., to
increased intensity of labour or to a decrease in the amount of labour-power unproductively
consumed. The extra expenditure of power, demanded by every transition from rest to motion, is
made up for by prolonging the duration of the normal velocity when once acquired. On the other
hand, constant labour of one uniform kind disturbs the intensity and flow of a man’s animal
spirits, which find recreation and delight in mere change of activity.

The productiveness of labour depends not only on the proficiency of the workman, but on the
perfection of his tools. Tools of the same kind, such as knives, drills, gimlets. hammers, &c., may
be employed in different processes; and the same tool may serve various purposes in a single
process. But so soon as the different operations of a labour-process are disconnected the one from
the other, and each fractional operation acquires in the hands of the detail labourer a suitable and
peculiar form, alterations become necessary in the implements that previously served more than
one purpose. The direction taken by this change is determined by the difficulties experienced in
consequence of the unchanged form of the implement. Manufacture is characterised by the
differentiation of the instruments of labour a differentiation whereby implements of a given sort
acquire fixed shapes, adapted to each particular application, and by the specialisation of those
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instruments, giving to each special implement its full play only in the hands of a specific detail
labourer. In Birmingham alone 500 varieties of hammers are produced, and not only is each
adapted to one particular process, but several varieties often serve exclusively for the different
operations in one and the same process. The manufacturing period simplifies, improves, and
multiplies the implements of labour, by adapting them to the exclusively special functions of each
detail labourer.® It thus creates at the same time one of the material conditions for the existence of
machinery, which consists of a combination of simple instruments.

The detail labourer and his implements are the simplest elements of manufacture. Let us now turn
to its aspect as a whole.

Section 3: The Two Fundamental Forms of Manufacture:
Heterogeneous Manufacture, Serial Manufacture

The organisation of manufacture has two fundamental forms which, in spite of occasional
blending, are essentially different in kind, and, moreover, play very distinct parts in the
subsequent transformation of manufacture into modern industry carried on by machinery. This
double character arises from the nature of the article produced. This article either results from the
mere mechanical fitting together of partial products made independently, or owes its completed
shape to a series of connected processes and manipulations.

A locomotive, for instance, consists of more than 5,000 independent parts. It cannot, however,
serve as an example of the first kind of genuine manufacture, for it is a structure produced by
modern mechanical industry. But a watch can; and William Petty used it to illustrate the division
of labour in manufacture. Formerly the individual work of a Nuremberg artificer, the watch has
been transformed into the social product of an immense number of detail labourers, such as
mainspring makers, dial makers, spiral spring makers, jewelled hole makers, ruby lever makers,
hand makers, case makers, screw makers, gilders, with numerous subdivisions, such as wheel
makers (brass and steel separate), pin makers, movement makers, acheveur de pignon (fixes the
wheels on the axles, polishes the facets, &c.), pivot makers, planteur de finissage (puts the wheels
and springs in the works), finisseur de barillet (cuts teeth in the wheels, makes the holes of the
right size, &c.), escapement makers, cylinder makers for cylinder escapements, escapement wheel
makers, balance wheel makers, raquette makers (apparatus for regulating the watch), the planteur
d’échappement (escapement maker proper); then the repasseur de barillet (finishes the box for the
spring, &c.), steel polishers, wheel polishers, screw polishers, figure painters, dial enamellers
(melt the enamel on the copper), fabricant de pendants (makes the ring by which the case is
hung), finisseur de charniére (puts the brass hinge in the cover, &c.), faiseur de secret (puts in the
springs that open the case), graveur, ciseleur, polisseur de boite, &c., &c., and last of all the
repasseur, who fits together the whole watch and hands it over in a going state. Only a few parts
of the watch pass through several hands; and all these membra disjecta come together for the first
time in the hand that binds them into one mechanical whole. This external relation between the
finished product, and its various and diverse elements makes it, as well in this case as in the case
of all similar finished articles, a matter of chance whether the detail labourers are brought
together in one workshop or not. The detail operations may further be carried on like so many
independent handicrafts, as they are in the Cantons of Vaud and Neufchatel; while in Geneva
there exist large watch manufactories where the detail labourers directly co-operate under the
control of a single capitalist. And even in the latter case the dial, the springs, and the case, are
seldom made in the factory itself. To carry on the trade as a manufacture, with concentration of
workmen, is, in the watch trade, profitable only under exceptional conditions, because
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competition is greater between the labourers who desire to work at home, and because the
splitting up of the work into a number of heterogeneous processes, permits but little use of the
instruments of labour in common, and the capitalist, by scattering the work, saves the outlay on
workshops, &c.” Nevertheless the position of this detail labourer who, though he works at home,
does so for a capitalist (manufacturer, établisseur), is very different from that of the independent
artificer, who works for his own customers.®

The second kind of manufacture, its perfected form, produces articles that go through connected
phases of development, through a series of processes step by step, like the wire in the

manufacture of needles, which passes through the hands of 72 and sometimes even 92 different
detail workmen.

In so far as such a manufacture, when first started, combines scattered handicrafts, it lessens the
space by which the various phases of production are separated from each other. The time taken in
passing from one stage to another is shortened, so is the labour that effectuates this passage.” In
comparison with a handicraft, productive power is gained, and this gain is owing to the general
co-operative character of manufacture. On the other hand, division of labour, which is the
distinguishing principle of manufacture, requires the isolation of the various stages of production
and their independence of each other. The establishment and maintenance of a connexion
between the isolated functions necessitates the incessant transport of the article from one hand to
another, and from one process to another. From the standpoint of modern mechanical industry,
this necessity stands forth as a characteristic and costly disadvantage, and one that is immanent in
the principle of manufacture. 10

If we confine our attention to some particular lot of raw materials, of rags, for instance, in paper
manufacture, or of wire in needle manufacture, we perceive that it passes in succession through a
series of stages in the hands of the various detail workmen until completion. On the other hand, if
we look at the workshop as a whole, we see the raw material in all the stages of its production at
the same time. The collective labourer, with one set of his many hands armed with one kind of
tools, draws the wire, with another set, armed with different tools, he, at the same time,
straightens it, with another, he cuts it, with another, points it, and so on. The different detail
processes, which were successive in time, have become simultaneous, go on side by side i in space
Hence, production of a greater quantum of finished commodities in a given time."" This
simultaneity, it is true, is due to the general co-operative form of the process as a whole; but
Manufacture not only finds the conditions for co-operation ready to hand, it also, to some extent,
creates them by the sub-division of handicraft labour. On the other hand, it accomplishes this
social organisation of the labour-process only by riveting each labourer to a single fractional
detail.

Since the fractional product of each detail labourer is, at the same time, only a particular stage in
the development of one and the same finished article, each labourer, or each group of labourers,
prepares the raw material for another labourer or group. The result of the labour of the one is the
starting-point for the labour of the other. The one workman therefore gives occupation directly to
the other. The labour-time necessary in each partial process, for attaining the desired effect, is
learnt by experience; and the mechanism of Manufacture, as a whole, is based on the assumption
that a given result will be obtained in a given time. It is only on this assumption that the various
supplementary labour-processes can proceed uninterruptedly, simultaneously, and side by side. It
is clear that this direct dependence of the operations, and therefore of the labourers, on each other,
compels each one of them to spend on h1s work no more than the necessary time, and thus a
continuity, uniformity, regularity, order,'” and even intensity of labour, of quite a different kind,
is begotten than is to be found in an independent handicraft or even in simple co-operation. The
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rule, that the labour-time expended on a commodity should not exceed that which is socially
necessary for its production, appears, in the production of commodities generally, to be
established by the mere effect of competition; since, to express ourselves superficially, each
single producer is obliged to sell his commodity at its market-price. In Manufacture, on the
contrary, the turning out of a given quantum of product in a given time is a technical law of the
process of production itself.”

Different operations take, however, unequal periods, and yield therefore, in equal times unequal
quantities of fractional products. If, therefore, the same labourer has, day after day, to perform the
same operation, there must be a different number of labourers for each operation; for instance, in
type manufacture, there are four founders and two breakers to one rubber: the founder casts 2,000
type an hour, the breaker breaks up 4,000, and the rubber polishes 8,000. Here we have again the
principle of co-operation in its simplest form, the simultaneous employment of many doing the
same thing; only now, this principle is the expression of an organic relation. The division of
labour, as carried out in Manufacture, not only simplifies and multiplies the qualitatively different
parts of the social collective labourer, but also creates a fixed mathematical relation or ratio which
regulates the quantitative extent of those parts i.e., the relative number of labourers, or the relative
size of the group of labourers, for each detail operation. It develops, along with the qualitative
sub-division of the social labour-process, a quantitative rule and proportionality for that process.

When once the most fitting proportion has been experimentally established for the numbers of the
detail labourers in the various groups when producing on a given scale, that scale can be extended
only by employing a multiple of each particular group.'* There is this to boot, that the same
individual can do certain kinds of work just as well on a large as on a small scale; for instance,
the labour of superintendence, the carriage of the fractional product from one stage to the next,
&c. The isolation of such functions, their allotment to a particular labourer, does not become
advantageous till after an increase in the number of labourers employed; but this increase must
affect every group proportionally.

The isolated group of labourers to whom any particular detail function is assigned, is made up of
homogeneous elements, and is one of the constituent parts of the total mechanism. In many
manufactures, however, the group itself is an organised body of labour, the total mechanism
being a repetition or multiplication of these elementary organisms. Take, for instance, the
manufacture of glass bottles. It may be resolved into three essentially different stages. First, the
preliminary stage, consisting of the preparation of the components of the glass, mixing the sand
and lime, &c., and melting them into a fluid mass of glass.15 Various detail labourers are
employed in this first stage, as also in the final one of removing the bottles from the drying
furnace, sorting and packing them, &c. In the middle, between these two stages, comes the glass
melting proper, the manipulation of the fluid mass. At each mouth of the furnace, there works a
group, called “the hole,” consisting of one bottlemaker or finisher, one blower, one gatherer, one
putter-up or whetter-off, and one taker-in. These five detail workers are so many special organs of
a single working organism that acts only as a whole, and therefore can operate only by the direct
co-operation of the whole five. The whole body is paralysed if but one of its members be
wanting. But a glass furnace has several openings (in England from 4 to 6), each of which
contains an earthenware melting-pot full of molten glass, and employs a similar five-membered
group of workers. The organisation of each group is based on division of labour, but the bond
between the different groups is simple co-operation, which, by using in common one of the
means of production, the furnace, causes it to be more economically consumed. Such a furnace,
with its 4-6 groups, constitutes a glass house; and a glass manufactory comprises a number of
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such glass houses, together with the apparatus and workmen requisite for the preparatory and
final stages.

Finally, just as Manufacture arises in part from the combination of various handicrafts, so, too, it
develops into a combination of various manufactures. The larger English glass manufacturers, for
instance, make their own earthenware melting-pots, because, on the quality of these depends, to a
great extent, the success or failure of the process. The manufacture of one of the means of
production is here united with that of the product. On the other hand, the manufacture of the
product may be united with other manufactures, of which that product is the raw material, or with
the products of which it is itself subsequently mixed. Thus, we find the manufacture of flint glass
combined with that of glass cutting and brass founding; the latter for the metal settings of various
articles of glass. The various manufactures so combined form more or less separate departments
of a larger manufacture, but are at the same time independent processes, each with its own
division of labour. In spite of the many advantages offered by this combination of manufactures,
it never grows into a complete technical system on its own foundation. That happens only on its
transformation into an industry carried on by machinery.

Early in the manufacturing period, the principle of lessening the necessary labour-time in the
production of commodities'®, was accepted and formulated: and the use of machines, especially
for certain simple first processes that have to be conducted on a very large scale, and with the
application of great force, sprang up here and there. Thus, at an early period in paper
manufacture, the tearing up of the rags was done by paper-mills; and in metal works, the
pounding of the ores was effected by stamping mills.”” The Roman Empire had handed down the
elementary form of all machinery in the water-wheel."®

The handicraft period bequeathed to us the great inventions of the compass, of gunpowder, of
type-printing, and of the automatic clock. But, on the whole, machinery played that subordinate
part which Adam Smith assigns to it in comparison with division of labour." The sporadic use of
machinery in the 17th century was of the greatest importance, because it supplied the great
mathematicians of that time with a practical basis and stimulant to the creation of the science of
mechanics.

The collective labourer, formed by the combination of a number of detail labourers, is the
machinery specially characteristic of the manufacturing period. The various operations that are
performed in turns by the producer of a commodity, and coalesce one with another during the
progress of production, lay claim to him in various ways. In one operation he must exert more
strength, in another more skill, in another more attention; and the same individual does not
possess all these qualities in an equal degree. After Manufacture has once separated, made
independent, and isolated the various operations, the labourers are divided, classified, and
grouped according to their predominating qualities. If their natural endowments are, on the one
hand, the foundation on which the division of labour is built up, on the other hand, Manufacture,
once introduced, develops in them new powers that are by nature fitted only for limited and
special functions. The collective labourer now possesses, in an equal degree of excellence, all the
qualities requisite for production, and expends them in the most economical manner, by
exclusively employing all his organs, consisting of particular labourers, or groups of labourers, in
performing their special functions.”® The one-sidedness and the deﬁc1enc1es of the detail labourer
become perfections when he is a part of the collective labourer.”’ The habit of doing only one
thing converts him into a never failing instrument, while his conncx:on with the whole
mechanism compels him to work with the regularity of the parts of a machine.”

Since the collective labourer has functions, both simple and complex, both high and low, his
members, the individual labour-powers, require different degrees of training, and must therefore
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have different values. Manufacture, therefore, develops a hierarchy of labour-powers, to which
there corresponds a scale of wages. If, on the one hand, the individual labourers are appropriated
and annexed for life by a limited function; on the other hand, the various operations of the
hierarchy are parcelled out among the labourers according to both their natural and their acquired
capabilities.23 Every process of production, however, requires certain simple manipulations,
which every man is capable of doing. They too are now severed from their connexion with the
more pregnant moments of activity, and ossified into exclusive functions of specially appointed
labourers. Hence, Manufacture begets, in every handicraft that it seizes upon, a class of so-called
unskilled labourers, a class which handicraft industry strictly excluded. If it develops a one-sided
speciality into a perfection, at the expense of the whole of a man’s working capacity, it also
begins to make a speciality of the absence of all development. Alongside of the hierarchic
gradation there steps the simple separation of the labourers into skilled and unskilled. For the
latter, the cost of apprenticeship vanishes; for the former, it diminishes, compared with that of
artificers, in consequence of the functions being simplified. In both cases the value of labour-
power falls.”* An exception to this law holds good whenever the decomposition of the labour-
process begets new and comprehensive functions, that either had no place at all, or only a very
modest one, in handicrafts. The fall in the value of labour-power, caused by the disappearance or
diminution of the expenses of apprenticeship, implies a direct increase of surplus value for the
benefit of capital; for everything that shortens the necessary labour-time required for the
reproduction of labour-power, extends the domain of surplus labour.

Section 4: Division of Labour in Manufacture, and Division of
Labour in Society

We first considered the origin of Manufacture, then its simple elements, then the detail labourer
and his implements, and finally, the totality of the mechanism. We shall now lightly touch upon
the relation between the division of labour in manufacture, and the social division of labour,
which forms the foundation of all production of commodities.

If we keep labour alone in view, we may designate the separation of social production into its
main divisions or genera — viz., agriculture, industries, &c., as division of labour in general, and
the splitting up of these families into species and sub-species, as division of labour in particular,
and the division of labour within the workshop as division of labour in singular or in detail.”

Division of labour in a society, and the corresponding tying down of individuals to a particular
calling, develops itself, just as does the division of labour in manufacture, from opposite starting-
points. Within a family,* and after further development within a tribe, there springs up naturally
a division of labour, caused by differences of sex and age, a division that is consequently based
on a purely physiological foundation, which division enlarges its materials by the expansion of
the community, by the increase of population, and more especially, by the conflicts between
different tribes, and the subjugation of one tribe by another. On the other hand, as I have before
remarked, the exchange of products springs up at the points where different families, tribes,
communities, come in contact; for, in the beginning of civilisation, it is not private individuals but
families, tribes, &c., that meet on an independent footing. Different communities find different
means of production, and different means of subsistence in their natural environment. Hence,
their modes of production, and of living, and their products are different. It is this spontaneously
developed difference which, when different communities come in contact, calls forth the mutual
exchange of products, and the consequent gradual conversion of those products into commodities.
Exchange does not create the differences between the spheres of production, but brings what are
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already different into relation, and thus converts them into more or less inter-dependent branches
of the collective production of an enlarged society. In the latter case, the social division of labour
arises from the exchange between spheres of production, that are originally distinct and
independent of one another. In the former, where the physiological division of labour is the
starting-point, the particular organs of a compact whole grow loose, and break off, principally
owing to the exchange of commodities with foreign communities, and then isolate themselves so
far, that the sole bond, still connecting the various kinds of work, is the exchange of the products
as commodities. In the one case, it is the making dependent what was before independent; in the
other case, the making independent what was before dependent.

The foundation of every division of labour that is well developed, and brought about by the
exchange of commodities, is the separation between town and country.”” It may be said, that the
whole economic history of society is summed up in the movement of this antithesis. We pass it
over, however, for the present.

Just as a certain number of simultaneously employed labourers are the material pre-requisites for
division of labour in manufacture, so are the number and density of the population, which here
correspond to the agglomeration in one workshop, a necessary condition for the division of labour
in society.”® Nevertheless, this density is more or less relative. A relatively thinly populated
country, with well-developed means of communication, has a denser population than a more
numerously populated country, with badly-developed means of communication; and in this sense
the Northern States of the American Union, for instance, are more thickly populated than India.*

Since the production and the circulation of commodities are the general pre-requisites of the
capitalist mode of production, division of labour in manufacture demands, that division of labour
in society at large should previously have attained a certain degree of development. Inversely, the
former division reacts upon and develops and multiplies the latter. Simultaneously, with the
differentiation of the instruments of labour, the industries that produce these instruments, become
more and more differentiated.’® If the manufacturing system seize upon an industry, which,
previously, was carried on in connexion with others, either as a chief or as a subordinate industry,
and by one producer, these industries immediately separate their connexion, and become
independent. If it seize upon a particular stage in the production of a commodity, the other stages
of its production become converted into so many independent industries. It has already been
stated, that where the finished article consists merely of a number of parts fitted together, the
detail operations may re-establish themselves as genuine and separate handicrafts. In order to
carry out more perfectly the division of labour in manufacture, a single branch of production is,
according to the varieties of its raw material, or the various forms that one and the same raw
material may assume, split up into numerous, and to some extent, entirely new manufactures.
Accordingly, in France alone, in the first half of the 18th century, over 100 different kinds of silk
stuffs were woven, and, in Avignon, it was law, that “every apprentice should devote himself to
only one sort of fabrication, and should not learn the preparation of several kinds of stuff at
once.” The territorial division of labour, which confines special branches of production to special
districts of a country, acquires fresh stimulus from the manufacturing system, which exploits
every special advantage.” The Colonial system and the opening out of the markets of the world,
both of which are included in the general conditions of existence of the manufacturing period,
furnish rich material for developing the division of labour in society. It is not the place, here, to
g0 on to show how division of labour seizes upon, not only the economic, but every other sphere
of society, and everywhere lays the foundation of that all engrossing system of specialising and
sorting men, that development in a man of one single faculty at the expense of all other faculties,
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which caused A. Ferguson, the master of Adam Smith, to exclaim: “We make a nation of Helots,
and have no free citizens.”*

But, in spite of the numerous analogies and links connecting them, division of labour in the
interior of a society, and that in the interior of a workshop, differ not only in degree, but also in
kind. The analogy appears most indisputable where there is an invisible bond uniting the various
branches of trade. For instance the cattle-breeder produces hides, the tanner makes the hides into
leather, and the shoemaker, the leather into boots. Here the thing produced by each of them is but
a step towards the final form, which is the product of all their labours combined. There are,
besides, all the various industries that supply the cattle-breeder, the tanner, and the shoemaker
with the means of production. Now it is quite possible to imagine, with Adam Smith, that the
difference between the above social division of labour, and the division in manufacture, is merely
subjective, exists merely for the observer, who, in a manufacture, can see with one glance, all the
numerous operations being performed on one spot, while in the instance given above, the
spreading out of the work over great areas, and the great number of people employed in each
branch of labour, obscure the connexion.” But what is it that forms the bond between the
independent labours of the cattle-breeder, the tanner, and the shoemaker? It is the fact that their
respective products are commodities. What, on the other hand, characterises division of labour in
manufactures? The fact that the detail labourer produces no commodities.* It is only the common
product of all the detail labourers that becomes a commodity.” Division of labour in society is
brought about by the purchase and sale of the products of different branches of industry, while the
connexion between the detail operations in a workshop, is due to the sale of the labour-power of
several workmen to one capitalist, who applies it as combined labour-power. The division of
labour in the workshop implies concentration of the means of production in the hands of one
capitalist; the division of labour in society implies their dispersion among many independent
producers of commodities. While within the workshop, the iron law of proportionality subjects
definite numbers of workmen to definite functions, in the society outside the workshop, chance
and caprice have full play in distributing the producers and their means of production among the
various branches of industry. The different spheres of production, it is true, constantly tend to an
equilibrium: for, on the one hand, while each producer of a commodity is bound to produce a use-
value, to satisfy a particular social want, and while the extent of these wants differs quantitatively,
still there exists an inner relation which settles their proportions into a regular system, and that
system one of spontaneous growth; and, on the other hand, the law of the value of commodities
ultimately determines how much of its disposable working-time society can expend on each
particular class of commodities. But this constant tendency to equilibrium, of the various spheres
of production, is exercised, only in the shape of a reaction against the constant upsetting of this
equilibrium. The a priori system on which the division of labour, within the workshop, is
regularly carried out, becomes in the division of labour within the society, an a posteriori, nature-
imposed necessity, controlling the lawless caprice of the producers, and perceptible in the
barometrical fluctuations of the market-prices. Division of labour within the workshop implies
the undisputed authority of the capitalist over men, that are but parts of a mechanism that belongs
to him. The division of labour within the society brings into contact independent commodity-
producers, who acknowledge no other authority but that of competition, of the coercion exerted
by the pressure of their mutual interests; just as in the animal kingdom, the bellum omnium contra
omnes [war of all against all — Hobbes] more or less preserves the conditions of existence of
every species. The same bourgeois mind which praises division of labour in the workshop, life-
long annexation of the labourer to a partial operation, and his complete subjection to capital, as
being an organisation of labour that increases its productiveness that same bourgeois mind
denounces with equal vigour every conscious attempt to socially control and regulate the process
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of production, as an inroad upon such sacred things as the rights of property, freedom and
unrestricted play for the bent of the individual capitalist. It is very characteristic that the
enthusiastic apologists of the factory system have nothing more damning to urge against a general
organisation of the labour of society, than that it would turn all society into one immense factory.

If, in a society with capitalist production, anarchy in the social division of labour and despotism
in that of the workshop are mutual conditions the one of the other, we find, on the contrary, in
those earlier forms of society in which the separation of trades has been spontaneously developed,
then crystallised, and finally made permanent by law, on the one hand, a specimen of the
organisation of the labour of society, in accordance with an approved and authoritative plan, and
on the other, the entire exclusion of division of labour in the workshop, or at all events a mere
dwarflike or sporadic and accidental development of the same.*

Those small and extremely ancient Indian communities, some of which have continued down to
this day, are based on possession in common of the land, on the blending of agriculture and
handicrafts, and on an unalterable division of labour, which serves, whenever a new community
is started, as a plan and scheme ready cut and dried. Occupying areas of from 100 up to several
thousand acres, each forms a compact whole producing all it requires. The chief part of the
products is destined for direct use by the community itself, and does not take the form of a
commodity. Hence, production here is independent of that division of labour brought about, in
Indian society as a whole, by means of the exchange of commodities. It is the surplus alone that
becomes a commodity, and a portion of even that, not until it has reached the hands of the State,
into whose hands from time immemorial a certain quantity of these products has found its way in
the shape of rent in kind. The constitution of these communities varies in different parts of India.
In those of the simplest form, the land is tilled in common, and the produce divided among the
members. At the same time, spinning and weaving are carried on in each family as subsidiary
industries. Side by side with the masses thus occupied with one and the same work, we find the
“chief inhabitant,” who is judge, police, and tax-gatherer in one; the book-keeper, who keeps the
accounts of the tillage and registers everything relating thereto; another official, who prosecutes
criminals, protects strangers travelling through and escorts them to the next village; the boundary
man, who guards the boundaries against neighbouring communities; the water-overseer, who
distributes the water from the common tanks for irrigation; the Brahmin, who conducts the
religious services; the schoolmaster, who on the sand teaches the children reading and writing;
the calendar-Brahmin, or astrologer, who makes known the lucky or unlucky days for seed-time
and harvest, and for every other kind of agricultural work; a smith and a carpenter, who make and
repair all the agricultural implements; the potter, who makes all the pottery of the village; the
barber, the washerman, who washes clothes, the silversmith, here and there the poet, who in some
communities replaces the silversmith, in others the schoolmaster. This dozen of individuals is
maintained at the expense of the whole community. If the population increases, a new community
is founded, on the pattern of the old one, on unoccupied land. The whole mechanism discloses a
systematic division of labour; but a division like that in manufactures is impossible, since the
smith and the carpenter, &c., find an unchanging market, and at the most there occur, according
to the sizes of the villages, two or three of each, instead of one.” The law that regulates the
division of labour in the community acts with the irresistible authority of a law of Nature, at the
same time that each individual artificer, the smith, the carpenter, and so on, conducts in his
workshop all the operations of his handicraft in the traditional way, but independently, and
without recognising any authority over him. The simplicity of the organisation for production in
these self-sufficing communities that constantly reproduce themselves in the same form, and
when accidentally destroyed, spring up again on the spot and with the same name® this simplicity
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supplies the key to the secret of the unchangeableness of Asiatic societies, an unchangeableness
in such striking contrast with the constant dissolution and refounding of Asiatic States, and the
never-ceasing changes of dynasty. The structure of the economic elements of society remains
untouched by the storm-clouds of the political sky.

The rules of the guilds, as I have said before, by limiting most strictly the number of apprentices
and journeymen that a single master could employ, prevented him from becoming a capitalist.
Moreover, he could not employ his journeymen in many other handicrafts than the one in which
he was a master. The guilds zealously repelled every encroachment by the capital of merchants,
the only form of free capital with which they came in contact. A merchant could buy every kind
of commodity, but labour as a commodity he could not buy. He existed only on sufferance, as a
dealer in the products of the handicrafts. If circumstances called for a further division of labour,
the existing guilds split themselves up into varieties, or founded new guilds by the side of the old
ones; all this, however, without concentrating various handicrafts in a single workshop. Hence,
the guild organisation, however much it may have contributed by separating, isolating, and
perfecting the handicrafts, to create the material conditions for the existence of manufacture,
excluded division of labour in the workshop. On the whole, the labourer and his means of
production remained closely united, like the snail with its shell, and thus there was wanting the
principal basis of manufacture, the separation of the labourer from his means of production, and
the conversion of these means into capital.

While division of labour in society at large, whether such division be brought about or not by
exchange of commodities, is common to economic formations of society the most diverse,
division of labour in the workshop, as practised by manufacture, is a special creation of the
capitalist mode of production alone.

Section 5: The Capitalistic Character of Manufacture

An increased number of labourers under the control of one capitalist is the natural starting-point,
as well of co-operation generally, as of manufacture in particular. But the division of labour in
manufacture makes this increase in the number of workmen a technical necessity. The minimum
number that any given capitalist is bound to employ is here prescribed by the previously
established division of labour. On the other hand, the advantages of further division are
obtainable only by adding to the number of workmen, and this can be done only by adding
multiples of the various detail groups. But an increase in the variable component of the capital
employed necessitates an increase in its constant component, too, in the workshops, implements,
&c., and, in particular, in the raw material, the call for which grows quicker than the number of
workmen. The quantity of it consumed in a given time, by a given amount of labour, increases in
the same ratio as does the productive power of that labour in consequence of its division. Hence,
it is a law, based on the very nature of manufacture, that the minimum amount of capital, which is
bound to be in the hands of each capitalist, must keep increasing; in other words, that the

transformation into capital of the social means of production and subsistence must keep
extending.”’

In manufacture, as well as in simple co-operation, the collective working organism is a form of
existence of capital. The mechanism that is made up of numerous individual detail labourers
belongs to the capitalist. Hence, the productive power resulting from a combination of labours
appears to be the productive power of capital. Manufacture proper not only subjects the
previously independent workman to the discipline and command of capital, but, in addition,
creates a hierarchic gradation of the workmen themselves. While simple co-operation leaves the
mode of working by the individual for the most part unchanged, manufacture thoroughly
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revolutionises it, and seizes labour-power by its very roots. It converts the labourer into a crippled
monstrosity, by forcing his detail dexterity at the expense of a world of productive capabilities
and instincts; just as in the States of La Plata they butcher a whole beast for the sake of his hide or
his tallow. Not only is the detail work distributed to the different individuals, but the individual
himself is made the automatic motor of a fractional operation,*® and the absurd fable of Menenius
Agrippa, which makes man a mere fragment of his own body, becomes realised.”’ If, at first, the
workman sells his labour-power to capital, because the material. means of producing a commodity
fail him, now his very labour-power refuses its services unless it has been sold to capital. Its
functions can be exercised only in an environment that exists in the workshop of the capitalist
after the sale. By nature unfitted to make anything independently, the manufacturing labourer
develops productive activity as a mere appendage of the capitalist’s workshop.** As the chosen
people bore in their features the sign manual of Jehovah, so division of labour brands the
manufacturing workman as the property of capital.

The knowledge, the judgement, and the will, which, though in ever so small a degree, are
practised by the independent peasant or handicraftsman, in the same way as the savage makes the
whole art of war consist in the exercise of his personal cunning these faculties are now required
only for the workshop as a whole. Intelligence in production expands in one direction, because it
vanishes in many others. What is lost by the detail labourers, is concentrated in the capital that
employs them.”? It is a result of the division of labour in manufactures, that the labourer is
brought face to face with the intellectual potencies of the material process of production, as the
property of another, and as a ruling power. This separation begins in simple co-operation, where
the capitalist represents to the single workman, the oneness and the will of the associated labour.
It is developed in manufacture which cuts down the labourer into a detail labourer. It is completed
in modern industry, which makes science a productive force distinct from labour and presses it
into the service of capital.**

In manufacture, in order to make the collective labourer, and through him capital, rich in social
productive power, each labourer must be made poor in individual productive powers.

“Ignorance is the mother of industry as well as of superstition. Reflection and
fancy are subject to err; but a habit of moving the hand or the foot is independent
of either. Manufactures, accordingly, prosper most where the mind is least
consulted, and where the workshop may ... be considered as an engine, the parts of
which are men.”*

As a matter of fact, some few manufacturers in the middle of the 18th century preferred, for
certain operations that were trade secrets, to employ half-idiotic persons.*

“The understandings of the greater part of men,” says Adam Smith, “are
necessarily formed by their ordinary employments. The man whose whole life is
spent in performing a few simple operations ... has no occasion to exert his
understanding... He generally becomes as stupid and ignorant as it is possible for a
human creature to become.”

After describing the stupidity of the detail labourer he goes on:

“The uniformity of his stationary life naturally corrupts the courage of his mind...
It corrupts even the activity of his body and renders him incapable of exerting his
strength with vigour and perseverance in any other employments than that to
which he has been bred. His dexterity at his own particular trade seems in this
manner to be acquired at the expense of his intellectual, social, and martial
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virtues. But in every improved and civilised society, this is the state into w}417ich the
labouring poor, that is, the great body of the people, must necessarily fall.”

For preventing the complete deterioration of the great mass of the people by division of labour, A.
Smith recommends education of the people by the State, but prudently, and in homeopathic
doses. G. Garmnier, his French translator and commentator, who, under the first French Empire,
quite naturally developed into a senator, quite as naturally opposes him on this point. Education
of the masses, he urges, violates the first law of the division of labour, and with it

“our whole social system would be proscribed.” "Like all other divisions of
labour,” he says, “that between hand labour and head labour 8 is more
pronounced and decided in proportion as society (he rightly uses this word, for
capital, landed property and their State) becomes richer. This division of labour,
like every other, is an effect of past, and a cause of future progress... ought the
government then to work in opposition to this division of labour, and to hinder its
natural course? Ought it to expend a part of the public money in the attempt to
confound and blend together two classes of labour, which are striving after
division and separation?”*

Some crippling of body and mind is inseparable even from division of labour in society as a
whole. Since, however, manufacture carries this social separation of branches of labour much
further, and also, by its peculiar division, attacks the individual at the very roots of his life™, it is
the first to afford the materials for, and to give a start to, industrial pathology.

“To subdivide a man is to execute him, if he deserves the sentence, to assassinate
him if he does not... The subdivision of labour is the assassination of a people.” '

Co-operation based on division of labour, in other words, manufacture, commences as a
spontaneous formation. So soon as it attains some consistence and extension, it becomes the
recognised methodical and systematic form of capitalist production. History shows how the
division of labour peculiar to manufacture, strictly so called, acquires the best adapted form at
first by experience, as it were behind the backs of the actors, and then, like the guild handicrafts,
strives to hold fast that form when once found, and here and there succeeds in keeping it for
centuries. Any alteration in this form, except in trivial matters, is solely owing to a revolution in
the instruments of labour. Modern manufacture wherever it arises I do not here allude to modern
industry based on machinery either finds the disjecta membra poetae ready to hand, and only
waiting to be collected together, as is the case in the manufacture of clothes in large towns, or it
can easily apply the principle of division, simply by exclusively assigning the various operations
of a handicraft (such as book-binding) to particular men. In such cases, a week’s experience is
enough tosgetermine the proportion between the numbers of the hands necessary for the various
functions.

By decomposition of handicrafts, by specialisation of the instruments of labour, by the formation
of detail labourers, and by grouping and combining the latter into a single mechanism, division of
labour in manufacture creates a qualitative gradation, and a quantitative proportion in the social
process of production; it consequently creates a definite organisation of the labour of society, and
thereby develops at the same time new productive forces in the society. In its specific capitalist
form and under the given conditions, it could take no other form than a capitalistic one
manufacture is but a particular method of begetting relative surplus value, or of augmenting at the
expense of the labourer the self-expansion of capital usually called social wealth, “Wealth of
Nations,” &c. It increases the social productive power of labour, not only for the benefit of the
capitalist instead of for that of the labourer, but it does this by crippling the individual labourers.
It creates new conditions for the lordship of capital over labour. If, therefore, on the one hand, it
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presents itself historically as a progress and as a necessary phase in the economic development of
society, on the other hand, it is a refined and civilised method of exploitation.

Political Economy, which as an independent science, first sprang into being during the period of
manufacture, views the social division of labour only from the standpoint of manufacture,” and
sees in it only the means of producing more commeodities with a given quantity of labour, and,
consequently, of cheapening commodities and hurrying on the accumulation of capital. In most
striking contrast with this accentuation of quantity and exchange-value, is the attitude of the
writers of classical antiquity, who hold exclusively by quality and use-value.** In consequence of
the separation of the social branches of production, commodities are better made, the various
bents and talents of men select a suitable field,” and without some restraint no important results
can be obtained anywhere.’® Hence both product and producer are improved by division of
labour. If the growth of the quantity produced is occasionally mentioned, this is only done with
reference to the greater abundance of use-values. There is not a word alluding to exchange-value
or to the cheapening of commodities. This aspect, from the standpoint of use-value alone, is taken
as well by Plato,”” who treats division of labour as the foundation on which the division of
society into classes is based, as by Xenophon®™, who with characteristic bourgeois instinct,
approaches more nearly to division of labour within the workshop. Plato’s Republic, in so far as
division of labour is treated in it, as the formative principle of the State, is merely the Athenian
idealisation of the Egyptian system of castes, Egypt having served as the model of an industrial
country to many of his contemporaries also, amongst others to Isocrates,” and it continued to
have this importance to the Greeks of the Roman Empire.®

During the manufacturing period proper, i.e., the period during which manufacture is the
predominant form taken by capitalist production, many obstacles are opposed to the full
development of the peculiar tendencies of manufacture. Although manufacture creates, as we
have already seen, a simple separation of the labourers into skilled and unskilled, simultaneously
with their hierarchic arrangement in classes, yet the number of the unskilled labourers, owing to
the preponderating influence of the skilled, remains very limited. Although it adapts the detail
operations to the various degrees of maturity, strength, and development of the living instruments
of labour, thus conducing to exploitation of women and children, yet this tendency as a whole is
wrecked on the habits and the resistance of the male labourers. Although the splitting up of
handicrafts lowers the cost of forming the workman, and thereby lowers his value, yet for the
more difficult detail work, a longer apprenticeship is necessary, and, even where it would be
superfluous, is jealously insisted upon by the workmen. In England, for instance, we find the laws
of apprenticeship, with their seven years’ probation, in full force down to the end of the
manufacturing period; and they are not thrown on one side till the advent of Modern Industry.
Since handicraft skill is the foundation of manufacture, and since the mechanism of manufacture
as a whole possesses no framework, apart from the labourers themselves, capital is constantly
compelled to wrestle with the insubordination of the workmen.

“By the infirmity of human nature,” says friend Ure, “it happens that the more
skilful the workman, the more self-willed and intractable he is apt to become, and
of course the less fit a component of a mechanical system in which ... he may do
great damage to the whole”™®!

Hence throughout the whole manufacturing period there runs the complaint of want of discipline
among the workmen®2. And had we not the testimony of contemporary writers, the simple facts,
that during the period between the 16th century and the epoch of Modern Industry, capital failed
to become the master of the whole disposable working-time of the manufacturing labourers, that
manufactures are short-lived, and change their locality from one country to another with the
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emigrating or immigrating workmen, these facts would speak volumes. “Order must in one way
or another be established,” exclaims in 1770 the oft-cited author of the “Essay on Trade and
Commerce.” “Order,” re-echoes Dr. Andrew Ure 66 years later, “Order” was wanting in
manufacture based on “the scholastic dogma of division of labour,” and “Arkwright created
order.”

At the same time manufacture was unable, either to seize upon the production of society to its full
extent, or to revolutionise that production to its very core. It towered up as an economic work of
art, on the broad foundation of the town handicrafts, and of the rural domestic industries. At a
given stage in its development, the narrow technical basis on which manufacture rested, came
into conflict with requirements of production that were created by manufacture itself.

One of its most finished creations was the workshop for the production of the instruments of
labour themselves, including especially the complicated mechanical apparatus then already
employed.

A machine-factory, says Ure, “displayed the division of labour in manifold
gradations the file, the drill, the lathe, having each its different workman in the
order of skill.” (P. 21.)

This workshop, the product of the division of labour in manufacture, produced in its turn
machines. It is they that sweep away the handicraftsman’s work as the regulating principle of
social production. Thus, on the one hand, the technical reason for the life-long annexation of the
workman to a detail function is removed. On the other hand, the fetters that this same principle
laid on the dominion of capital, fall away.

' To give a more modern instance: The silk spinning and weaving of Lyon and Nimes “est toute
patriarcale; elle emploie beaucoup de femmes et d’enfants, mais sans les épuiser ni les corrompre; elle
les laisse dans leur belles valises de la Drdme, du Var, de I'Isére, de Vaucluse, pour y élever des vers
et dévider leurs cocons; jamais elle n’entre dans une véritable fabrique. Pour étre aussi bien observé ...
le principe de la division du travail s’y revét d’un caractére spécial. Il y a bien des dévideuses, des
moulineurs, des teinturiers, des encolleurs, puis des tisserands; mais ils ne sont pas réunis dans un
méme établissement, ne dépendent pas d’un méme maitre, tous ils sont indépendants” [... is entirely
patriarchal; it employs a large number of women and children, but without exhausting or ruining
them; it allows them to stay in their beautiful valleys of the Dréme, the Var, the Isére, the Vaucluse,
cultuvating their silkworms and unwinding their cocoons; it never becomes a true factory industry.
However, the principle of the division of labour takes on a special character here. There do indeed
exist winders, throwsters. dyers, sizers, and finally weavers; but they are not assembled in the same
workshop, nor are they dependent on a single master; they are all independent] (A. Blanqui: “Cours,
d’Econ. Industrielle.” Recueilli par A. Blaise. Paris, 1838-39, p. 79.) Since Blanqui wrote this, the
various independent labourers have, to some extent, been united in factories. [And since Marx wrote
the above, the power-loom has invaded these factories, and is now 1886 rapidly superseding the hand-
loom. (Added in the 4th German edition. The Krefeld silk industry also has its tale to tell anent this
subject.) F. E.]

% The more any manufacture of much variety shall be distributed and assigned to different artists, the
same must needs be better done and with greater expedition, with less loss of time and labour.” (“The
Advantages of the East India Trade,” Lond., 1720, p. 71.)

? “Easy labour is transmitted skill.” (Th. Hodgskin, “Popular Political Economy,” p. 48.)

* “The arts also have ... in Egypt reached the requisite degree of perfection. For it is the only country
where artificers may not in any way meddle with the affairs of another class of citizens, but must
follow that calling alone which by law is hereditary in their clan.... In other countries it is found that
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tradesmen divide their attention between too many objects. At one time they try agriculture, at another
they take to commerce, at another they busy themselves with two or three occupations at once. In free
countries, they mostly frequent the assemblies of the people.... In Egypt, on the contrary, every
artificer is severely punished if he meddles with affairs of State, or carries on several trades at once.
Thus there is nothing to disturb their application to their calling.... Moreover, since, they inherit from
their forefathers numerous rules, they are eager to discover fresh advantages” (Diodorus Siculus: Bibl.
Hist. L. 1.¢c., 74.)

5 “Historical and descriptive account of Brit. India, &c.,” by Hugh Murray and James Wilson, &c.,
Edinburgh 1832, v. IL,, p. 449. The Indian loom is upright, i.e., the warp is stretched vertically.

® Darwin in his epoch-making work on the origin of species, remarks, with reference to the natural
organs of plants and animals: “So long as one and the same organ has different kinds of work to
perform, a ground for its changeability may possibly be found in this, that natural selection preserves
or suppresses each small variation of form less carefully than if that organ were destined for one
special purpose alone. Thus, knives that are adapted to cut all sorts of things, may, on the whole, be of
one shape; but an implement destined to be used exclusively in one way must have a different shape
for every different use.”

7 In the year 1854 Geneva produced 80,000 watches, which is not one-fifth of the production in the
Canton of Neufchitel. La Chaux-de-Fond alone, which we may look upon as a huge watch
manufactory, produces yearly twice as many as Geneva. From 1850-61 Geneva produced 720,000
watches. See “Report from Geneva on the Watch Trade” in “Reports by H. M.’s Secretaries of
Embassy and Legation on the Manufactures, Commerce, &c., No. 6, 1863.” The want of connexion
alone, between the processes into which the production of articles that merely consist of parts fitted
together is split up, makes it very difficult to convert such a manufacture into a branch of modem
industry carried on by machinery; but in the case of a watch there are two other impediments in
addition, the minuteness and delicacy of its parts, and its character as an article of luxury. Hence their
variety, which is such, that in the best London houses scarcely a dozen watches are made alike in the
course of a year. The watch manufactory of Messrs. Vacheron & Constantin, in which machinery has
been employed with success, produces at the most three or four different varieties of size and form.

% In watchmaking, that classical example of heterogeneous manufacture, we may study with great
accuracy the above-mentioned differentiation and specialisation of the instruments of labour caused
by the sub-division of handicrafts.

? “In so close a cohabitation of the people, the carriage must needs be less.” (“The Advantages of the
East India Trade,” p. 106.)

10 «“The isolation of the different stages of manufacture, consequent upon the employment of manual
labour, adds immensely to the cost of production, the loss mainly arising from the mere removals from
one process to another.” (“The Industry of Nations.” Lond., 1855, Part II, p. 200.)

1 «¢ (the division of labour) produces also an economy of time by separating the work into its
different branches, all of which may be carried on into execution at the same moment.... By carrying
on all the different processes at once, which an individual must have executed separately, it becomes
possible to produce a multitude of pins completely finished in the same time as a single pin might
have been either cut or pointed.” (Dugald Stewart, l.c., p. 319.)

12 «“The more variety of artists to every manufacture... the greater the order and regularity of every
work, the same must needs be done in less time, the labour must be less.” (“The Advantages,” &c., p.
68.)
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13 Nevertheless, the manufacturing system, in many branches of industry, attains this result but very
imperfectly, because it knows not how to control with certainty the general chemical and physical
conditions of the process of production.

14 “When (from the peculiar nature of the produce of each manufactory), the number of processes into
which it is most advantageous to divide it is ascertained, as well as the number of individuals to be
employed, then all other manufactories which do not employ a direct multiple of this number will
produce the article at a greater cost... Hence arises one of the causes of the great size of
manufacturing establishments.” (C. Babbage. “On the Economy of Machinery,” 1st ed. London. 1832.
Ch. xxi, pp. 172-73.)

' In England, the melting-furnace is distinct from the glass-furnace in which the glass is manipulated.
In Belgium, one and the same furnace serves for both processes.

16 This can be seen from W. Petty, John Bellers, Andrew Yarranton, “The Advantages of the East
India Trade,” and J. Vanderlint, not to mention others.

' Towards the end of the 16th century, mortars and sieves were still used in France for pounding and
washing ores.

'® The whole history of the development of machinery can be traced in the history of the corn mill.
The factory in England is still a “mill.” In German technological works of the first decade of this
century, the term “Miihle” is still found in use, not only for all machinery driven by the forces of
Nature, but also for all manufactures where apparatus in the nature of machinery is applied.

' As will be seen more in detail in the fourth book of this work, Adam Smith has not established a
single new proposition relating to division of labour. What, however, characterises him as the political
economist par excellence of the period of Manufacture, is the stress he lays on division of labour. The
subordinate part which he assigns to machinery gave occasion in the early days of modern mechanical
industry to the polemic of Lauderdale, and, at a later period, to that of Ure. A. Smith also confounds
differentiation of the instruments of labour, in which the detail labourers themselves took an active
part, with the invention of machinery; in this latter, it is not the workmen in manufactories, but learned
men, handicraftsman, and even peasants (Brindley), who play a part.

% «“The master manufacturer, by dividing the work to be executed into different processes, each
requiring different degrees of skill or of force, can purchase exactly that precise quantity of both
which is necessary for each process; whereas, if the whole work were executed by one workman, that
person must possess sufficient skill to perform the most difficult, and sufficient strength to execute the
most laborious of the operations into which the article is divided.” (Ch. Babbage, l.c., ch. xix.)

21 ;
For instance, abnormal development of some muscles, curvature of bones, &c.

2 The question put by one of the Inquiry Commissioners, How the young persons are kept steadily to
their work, is very correctly answered by Mr. Wm. Marshall, the general manager of a glass
manufactory: “They cannot well neglect their work; when they once begin, they must go on; they are
Just the same as parts of a machine.” (“Children’s Empl. Comm.,” 4th Rep., 1865, p. 247.)

? Dr. Ure, in his apotheosis of Modern Mechanical Industry, brings out the peculiar character of
manufacture more sharply than previous economists, who had not his polemical interest in the matter,
and more sharply even than his contemporaries Babbage, e.g., who, though much his superior as a
mathematician and mechanician, treated mechanical industry from the standpoint of manufacture
alone. Ure says, “This appropriation ... to each, a workman of appropriate value and cost was naturally
assigned, forms the very essence of division of labour.” On the other hand, he describes this division
as “adaptation of labour to the different talents of men,” and lastly, characterises the whole
manufacturing system as “a system for the division or gradation of labour,” as “the division of labour
into degrees of skill,” &c. (Ure, Lc., pp. 19-23 passim.)
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# “Each handicraftsman being ... enabled to perfect himself by practice in one point, became ... a
cheaper workman.” (Ure, l.c., p. 19.)

¥ “Division of labour proceeds from the separation of professions the most widely different to that
division, where several labourers divide between them the preparation of one and the same product, as
in manufacture.” (Storch: “Cours d’Econ. Pol.,” Paris Edn. t. I, p. 173.) “Nous rencontrons chez les
peuples parvenus 2 un certain degré de civilisation trois genres de divisions d’industrie: la premiére,
que nous nommerons générale, améne la distinction des producteurs en agriculteurs, manufacturiers et
commergants, elle se rapporte aux trois principales branches d’industrie nationale; la seconde qu’on
pourrait appeler spéciale, est la division de chaque genre d’industrie en espéces ... la troisiéme division
d’industrie, celle enfin qu’on devrait qualifier de division de la besogne on de travail proprement dit,
est celle qui s’établit dans les arts et les métiers séparés ... qui s’établit dans la plupart des
manufactures et des ateliers.” [Among peoples which have reached a certain level of civilisation, we
meet with three kinds of division of labour: the first, which we shall call general, brings about the
division of the producers into agriculturalists, manufacturers, and traders, it corresponds to the three
main branches of the nation’s labour; the second, which one could call particular, is the division of
labour of each branch into species. ... The third division of labour, which one could designate as a
division of tasks, or of labour properly so called, is that which grows up in the individual crafts and
trades ... which is established in the majority of the manufactories and workshops] (Skarbek, l.c., pp.
84, 85.)

% Note to the third edition. Subsequent very searching study of the primitive condition of man, led the
author to the conclusion, that it was not the family that originally developed into the tribe, but that, on
the contrary, the tribe was the primitive and spontaneously developed form of human association, on
the basis of blood relationship, and that out of the first incipient loosening of the tribal bonds, the
many and various forms of the family were afterwards developed. [F. E.]

%7 Sir James Steuart is the economist who has handled this subject best. How little his book, which
appeared ten years before the “Wealth of Nations,” is known, even at the present time, may be judged
from the fact that the admirers of Malthus do not even know that the first edition of the latter’s work
on population contains, except in the purely declamatory part, very little but extracts from Steuart, and
in a less degree, from Wallace and Townsend.

2 “There is a certain density of population which is convenient, both for social intercourse, and for
that combination of powers by which the produce of labour is increased.” (James Mill, L.c., p. 50.) “As
the number of labourers increases, the productive power of society augments in the compound ratio of
that increase, multiplied by the effects of the division of labour.” (Th. Hodgskin, l.c., pp. 125, 126.)

¥ In consequence of the great demand for cotton after 1861, the production of cotton, in some thickly
populated districts of India, was extended at the expense of rice cultivation. In consequence there
arose local famines, the defective means of communication not permitting the failure of rice in one
district to be compensated by importation from another.

30 Thus the fabrication of shuttles formed as early as the 17th century, a special branch of industry in
Holland.

3! Whether the woollen manufacture of England is not divided into several parts or branches
appropriated to particular places, where they are only or principally manufactured; fine cloths in
Somersetshire, coarse in Yorkshire, long ells at Exeter, soies at Sudbury, crapes at Norwich, linseys at
Kendal, blankets at Whitney, and so forth.” (Berkeley: “The Querist,” 1751, § 520.)

32 A. Ferguson: “History of Civil Society.” Edinburgh, 1767; Part iv, sect. ii., p. 285.

% In manufacture proper, he says, the division of labour appears to be greater, because “those
employed in every different branch of the work can often be collected into the same workhouse, and
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placed at once under the view of the spectator. In those great manufactures, (!) on the contrary, which
are destined to supply the great wants of the great body of the people, every different branch of the
work employs so great a number of workmen, that it is impossible to collect them all into the same
workhouse ... the division is not near so obvious.” (A. Smith: “Wealth of Nations,” bk. i, ch. i.) The
celebrated passage in the same chapter that begins with the words, “Observe the accommodation of
the most common artificer or day-labourer in a civilised and thriving country,” &c., and then proceeds
to depict what an enormous number and variety of industries contribute to the satisfaction of the wants
of an ordinary labourer, is copied almost word for word from B. de Mandeville’s Remarks to his
“Fable of the Bees, or Private Vices, Publick Benefits.” (First ed., without the remarks, 1706; with the
remarks, 1714.)

3 “There is no longer anything which we can call the natural reward of individual labour. Each
labourer produces only some part of a whole, and each part, having no value or utility in itself, there is
nothing on which the labourer can seize, and say: It is my product, this I will keep to myself.”
(“Labour Defended against the Claims of Capital.” Lond., 1825, p. 25.) The author of this admirable
work is the Th. Hodgskin I have already cited.

% This distinction between division of labour in society and in manufacture, was practically illustrated
to the Yankees. One of the new taxes devised at Washington during the civil war, was the duty of 6%
“on all industrial products.” Question: What is an industrial product? Answer of the legislature: A
thing is produced “when it is made,” and it is made when it is ready for sale. Now, for one example
out of many. The New York and Philadelphia manufacturers had previously been in the habit of
“making” umbrellas with all their belongings. But since an umbrella is a mixtum compositum of very
heterogeneous parts, by degrees these parts became the products of various separate industries, carried
on independently in different places. They entered as separate commodities into the umbrella
manufactory, where they were fitted together. The Yankees have given to articles thus fitted together,
the name of “assembled articles,” a name they deserve, for being an assemblage of taxes. Thus the
umbrella “assembles,” first, 6% on the price of each of its elements, and a further 6% on its own total
price.

Bt peut... établir en régle générale, que moins I’autorité préside a la division du travail dans
Pintérieur de la société, plus la division du travail se développe dans I’intérieur de I’atelier, et plus elle
y est soumise & Iautorité d’un seul. Ainsi ’autorité dans atelier et celle dans la société, par rapport a
la division du travail, sont en raison inverse I’une de I'autre.” [It can ... be laid down as a general rule
that the less authority presides over the division of labour inside society, the more the division of
labour develops inside the workshop, and the more it is subjected there to the authority of a single
person. Thus authority in the workshop and authority in society in relation to the division of labour,
are in inverse ratio to each other] (Karl Marx, “Misére,” &c., pp. 130-131.)

¥ Lieut.-Col. Mark Wilks: “Historical Sketches of the South of India.” Lond., 1810-17, v. L, pp. 118-
20. A good description of the various forms of the Indian communities is to be found in George
Campbell’s “Modern India.” Lond., 1852.

* “Under this simple form ... the inhabitants of the country have lived from time immemorial. The
boundaries of the villages have been but seldom altered; and though the villages themselves have been
sometimes injured, and even desolated by war, famine, and disease, the same name, the same limits,
the same interests, and even the same families, have continued for ages. The inhabitants give
themselves no trouble about the breaking up and division of kingdoms; while the village remains
entire, they care not to what power it is transferred, or to what sovereign it devolves; its internal
economy remains unchanged.” (Th. Stamford Raffles, late Lieut. Gov. of Java: “The History of Java.”
Lond., 1817, Vol. I, p. 285.)
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¥ «Jt is not sufficient that the capital” (the writer should have said the necessary means of subsistence
and of production) “required for the subdivision of handicrafts should be in readiness in the society: it
must also be accumulated in the hands of the employers in sufficiently large quantities to enable them
to conduct their operations on a large scale.... The more the division increases, the more does the
constant employment of a given number of labourers require a greater outlay of capital in tools, raw
material, &c.” (Storch: “Cours d’Econ. Polit.” Paris Ed., t. I., pp. 250, 251.) “La concentration des
instruments de production et la division du travail sont aussi inséparables I’'une de 'autre que le sont,
dans le régime politique, la concentration des pouvoirs publics et la division des intéréts privés.” [The
concentration of the instruments of production and the division of labour are as inseparable one from
the other, as are, in the political sphere, the concentration of public powers and the division of private
interests.] (Karl Marx, l.c., p. 134.)

“ Dugald Stewart calls manufacturing labourers “living automatons ... employed in the details of the
work.” (I. c., p. 318.)

*'In corals, each individual is, in fact, the stomach of the whole group; but it supplies the group with
nourishment, instead of, like the Roman patrician, withdrawing it.

# «L’ouvrier qui porte dans ses bras tout un métier, peut aller partout exercer son industrie et trouver
des moyens de subsister: ’autre (the manufacturing labourer) n’est qu’un accessoire qui, séparé de ses
confréres, n’a plus ni capacité, ni indépendance, et qui se trouve force d’accepter la loi qu’on juge a
propos de lui imposer.” [The worker who is the master of a whole craft can work and find the means
of subsistence anywhere; the other (the manufacturing labourer) is only an appendage who, when he is
separated from his fellows, possesses neither capability nor independence, and finds himself forced to
accept any law it is thought fit to impose] (Storch, l.c., Petersb. edit., 1815, t. L, p. 204.)

# A. Ferguson, l.c., p. 281: “The former may have gained what the other has lost.”

4 «“The man of knowledge and the productive labourer come to be widely divided from each other,
and knowledge, instead of remaining the handmaid of labour in the hand of the labourer to increase
his productive powers ... has almost everywhere arrayed itself against labour ... systematically
deluding and leading them (the labourers) astray in order to render their muscular powers entirely
mechanical and obedient.” (W. Thompson: “An Inquiry into the Principles of the Distribution of
Wealth.” London, 1824, p. 274.)

BA, Ferguson, l.c., p. 280.
% J.D. Tuckett: “A History of the Past and Present State of the Labouring Population.” Lond., 1846.

4T A. Smith: “Wealth of Nations,” Bk. v., ch. i, art. ii. Being a pupil of A. Ferguson who showed the
disadvantageous effects of division of labour, Adam Smith was perfectly clear on this point. In the
introduction to his work, where he ex professo praises division of labour, he indicates only in a
cursory manner that it is the source of social inequalities. It is not till the 5th Book, on the Revenue of
the State, that he reproduces Ferguson. In my “Misere de la Philosophie,” I have sufficiently explained
the historical connexion between Ferguson, A. Smith, Lemontey, and Say, as regards their criticisms
of Division of Labour, and have shown, for the first time, that Division of Labour as practised in
manufactures, is a specific form of the capitalist mode of production.

“8 Ferguson had already said, l.c., p. 281: “And thinking itself, in this age of separations, may become
a peculiar craft.”

* G. Gamier, vol. V. of his translation of A. Smith, pp. 4-5.
50 Ramazzini, professor of practical medicine at Padua, published in 1713 his work “De morbis
artificum,” which was translated into French 1781, reprinted 1841 in the “Encyclopédie des Sciences

Médicales. 7me Dis. Auteurs Classiques.” The period of Modern Mechanical Industry has, of course,
very much enlarged his catalogue of labour’s diseases. See “Hygiéne physique et morale de I’ouvrier
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dans les grandes villes en général et dans la ville de Lyon en particulier. Par le Dr. A. L. Fonteret,
Paris, 1858,” and “Die Krankheiten, welche verschiednen Stinden, Altern und Geschlechtern
eigenthiimlich sind. 6 Vols. Ulm, 1860,” and others. In 1854 the Society of Arts appointed a
Commission of Inquiry into industrial pathology. The list of documents collected by this commission
is to be seen in the catalogue of the “Twickenham Economic Museum.” Very important are the
official “Reports on Public Health.” See also Eduard Reich, M. D. “Ueber die Entartung des
Menschen,” Erlangen, 1868.

' (D. Urquhart: “Familiar Words.” Lond., 1855, p. 119.) Hegel held very heretical views on division
of labour. In his “Rechtsphilosophie” he says: “By well educated men we understand in the first
instance, those who can do everything that others do.”

72 The simple belief in the inventive genius exercised a priori by the individual capitalist in division of
labour, exists now-a-days only among German professors, of the stamp of Herr Roscher, who, to
recompense the capitalist from whose Jovian head division of labour sprang ready formed, dedicates
to him “various wages” (diverse Arbeitsiohne). The more or less extensive application of division of
labour depends on length of purse, not on greatness of genius.

53 The older writers, like Petty and the anonymous author of “Advantages of the East India Trade,”
bring out the capitalist character of division of labour as applied in manufacture more than A. Smith
does.

5 Amongst the moderns may be excepted a few writers of the 18th century, like Beccaria and James
Harris, who with regard to division of labour almost entirely follow the ancients. Thus, Beccaria:
“Ciascuno prova coll’esperienza, che applicando la mano e I’ingegno sempre allo stesso genere di
opere e di produtte, egli pil1 facili, pit abbondanti e migliori ne traca risultati, di quello che se
ciascuno isolatamente le cose tutte a se necessarie soltanto facesse.... Dividendosi in tal maniera per la
comune e privata utilitd gli uomini in varie classi e condizioni.” [Everyone knows from experience
that if the hands and the intelligence are always applied to the same kind of work and the same
products, these will be produced more easily, in greater abundance, and in higher quality, than if each
individual makes for himself all the things he needs ... In this way, men are divided up into various
classes and conditions, to their own advantage and to that of the commodity.](Cesare Beccaria:
“Elementi di Econ: Pubblica,” ed. Custodi, Parte Moderna, t. xi, p. 29.) James Harris, afterwards Earl
of Malmesbury, celebrated for the “Diaries” of his embassy at St. Petersburg, says in a note to his
“Dialogue Concerning Happiness,” Lond., 1741, reprinted afterwards in “Three Treatises, 3 Ed.,
Lond., 1772: “The whole argument to prove society natural (i.e., by division of employments) ... is
taken from the second book of Plato’s Republic.”

> Thus, in the Odyssey xiv., 228, [“AAdog yap toAloisv avep emiteprneton epyols” For
different men take joy in different works] and Archilochus in Sextus Empiricus, [“aAAog
aAlo em gpyo kopdinv wovetan.” men differ as to things cheer their hearts)

% [“IToAA MmioTano £pya, Yo ®c & nmotavo tavie.” He could do many works, but all of
them badly — Homer] Every Athenian considered himself superior as a producer of commodities
to a Spartan; for the latter in time of war had men enough at his disposal but could not command
money, as Thucydides makes Pericles say in the speech inciting the Athenians to the
Peloponnesian war: [“copact 16 £TOYHOTEPOL Ol CVTOVPYOL TOVAVINPOTOV 1) YPTUACL
noAepelv” people producing for their own consumption will rather let war have their bodies than
their money] (Thuc.: 1, I. c. 41.) Nevertheless, even with regard to material production, [autarceia
self-sufficiency], as opposed to division of labour remained their ideal, [“rapov yap 7o, gv,
TOP TOLTOV Yot o avtopess.” For with the latter there is well-being, but with the former
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there is independence.] It should be mentioned here that at the date of the fall of the 30 Tyrants
there were still not 5,000 Athenians without landed property.

*” With Plato, division of labour within the community is a development from the multifarious
requirements, and the limited capacities of individuals. The main point with him is, that the
labourer must adapt himself to the work, not the work to the labourer; which latter is unavoidable,
if he carries on several trades at once, thus making one or the other of them subordinate.
[“Ov youp ETNEAEL TO TPATTOUEVOV TEV TOV TPATTOVIOG GYTOAEV TEPLUEVELY, GAA CLVAYKE TO
V TPOLTTOVTO TO TPUTTOUEVO EMOKOAOOTIELY HLE EV TALPEPYOL MEPEL. Avayke. Ex &g Tovtov
TAELO TE EKOLOTOL YLYVETOLL KOl KAAALOV KOLL POLOV, OTALV E1G EV KOO TNYOLV KOUL EV KOLPO GY,
noAev tov aArov ayov, mpatte.” [For the workman must wait upon the work; it will not wait
upon his leisure and allow itself to be done in a spare moment. — Yes, he must,— So the
conclusion is that more will be produced of every thing and the work will be more easily and
better done, when every man is set free from all other occupations to do, at the right time, the one
thing for which he is naturally fitted.] (Rep. 1. 2. Ed. Baiter, Orelli, &c.) So in Thucydides, l.c., c.
142: “Seafaring is an art like any other, and cannot, as circumstances require, be carried on as a
subsidiary occupation; nay, other subsidiary occupations cannot be carried on alongside of this
one.” If the work, says Plato, has to wait for the labourer, the critical point in the process is
missed and the article spoiled, [“epyov yaipov droddvtar.” [If someone lets slip ...] The same
Platonic idea is found recurring in the protest of the English bleachers against the clause in the
Factory Act that provides fixed mealtimes for all operatives. Their business cannot wait the
convenience of the workmen, for “in the various operations of singeing, washing, bleaching,
mangling, calendering, and dyeing, none of them can be stopped at a given moment without risk
of damage ... to enforce the same dinner hour for all the workpeople might occasionally subject
valuable goods to the risk of danger by incomplete operations.” Le platonisme o va-t-il se
nicher! [Where will Platonism be found next!]

# Xenophon says, it is not only an honour to receive food from the table of the King of Persia, but
such food is much more tasty than other food. “And there is nothing wonderful in this, for as the other
arts are brought to special perfection in the great towns, so the royal food is prepared in a special way.
For in the small towns the same man makes bedsteads, doors, ploughs, and tables: often, too, he builds
houses into the bargain, and is quite content if he finds custom sufficient for his sustenance. It is
altogether impossible for a man who does so many things to do them all well. But in the great towns,
where each can find many buyers, one trade is sufficient to maintain the man who carries it on. Nay,
there is often not even need of one complete trade, but one man makes shoes for men, another for
women. Here and there one man gets a living by sewing, another by cutting out shoes; one does
nothing but cut out clothes, another nothing but sew the pieces together. It follows necessarily then,
that he who does the simplest kind of work, undoubtedly does it better than anyone else. So it is with
the art of cooking.” (Xen. Cyrop. L viii,, c. 2.) Xenophon here lays stress exclusively upon the
excellence to be attained in use-value, although he well knows that the gradations of the division of
labour depend on the extent of the market.

% He (Busiris) divided them all into special castes ... commanded that the same individuals should
always carry on the same trade, for he knew that they who change their occupations become skilled in
none; but that those who constantly stick to one occupation bring it to the highest perfection. In truth,
we shall also find that in relation to the arts and handicrafts, they have outstripped their rivals more
than a master does a bungler; and the contrivances for maintaining the monarchy and the other
institutions of their State are so admirable that the most celebrated philosophers who treat of this
subject praise the constitution of the Egyptian State above all others. (Isocrates, Busiris, c. 8.)
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% Cf. Diodorus Siculus.
8 Ure, 1.c., p. 20.
82 This is more the case in England than in France, and more in France than in Holland.



Chapter 15: Machinery and Modern Industry

Section 1: The Development of Machinery
John Stuart Mill says in his “Principles of Political Economy":

“It is questionable if all the mechanical inventions yet made have lightened the
day’s toil of any human being.” !

That is, however, by no means the aim of the capitalistic application of machinery. Like every
other increase in the productiveness of labour, machinery is intended to cheapen commodities,
and, by shortening that portion of the working day, in which the labourer works for himself, to
lengthen the other portion that he gives, without an equivalent, to the capitalist. In short, it is a
means for producing surplus value.

In manufacture, the revolution in the mode of production begins with the labour-power, in
modern industry it begins with the instruments of labour. Our first inquiry then is, how the
instruments of labour are converted from tools into machines, or what is the difference between a
machine and the implements of a handicraft? We are only concerned here with striking and
general characteristics; for epochs in the history of society are no more separated from each other
by hard and fast lines of demarcation, than are geological epochs.

Mathematicians and mechanicians, and in this they are followed by a few English economists,
call a tool a simple machine, and a machine a complex tool. They see no essential difference
between them, and even give the name of machine to the simple mechanical powers, the lever,
the inclined plane, the screw, the wedge, &c.” As a matter of fact, every machine is a combination
of those simple powers, no matter how they may be disguised. From the economic standpoint this
explanation is worth nothing, because the historical element is wanting. Another explanation of
the difference between tool and machine is that in the case of a tool, man is the motive power,
while the motive power of a machine is something different from man, as, for instance, an animal,
water, wind, and so on.’ According to this, a plough drawn by oxen, which is a contrivance
common to the most different epochs, would be a machine, while Claussen’s circular loom,
which, worked by a single labourer, weaves 96,000 picks per minute, would be a mere tool. Nay,
this very loom, though a tool when worked by hand, would, if worked by steam, be a machine.
And since the application of animal power is one of man’s earliest inventions, production by
machinery would have preceded production by handicrafts. When in 1735, John Wyatt brought
out his spinning machine, and began the industrial revolution of the 18th century, not a word did
he say about an ass driving it instead of a man, and yet this part fell to the ass. He described it as a
machine “to spin without fingers.”*

All fully developed machinery consists of three essentially different parts, the motor mechanism,
the transmitting mechanism, and finally the tool or working machine. The motor mechanism is
that which puts the whole in motion. It either generates its own motive power, like the steam-
engine, the caloric engine, the electromagnetic machine, &c., or it receives its impulse from some
already existing natural force, like the water-wheel from a head of water, the wind-mill from
wind, &c. The transmitting mechanism, composed of fly-wheels, shafting, toothed wheels,
pullies, straps, ropes, bands, pinions, and gearing of the most varied kinds, regulates the motion,
changes its form. where necessary, as for instance, from linear to circular, and divides and
distributes it among the working machines. These two first parts of the whole mechanism are
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there, solely for putting the working machines in motion, by means of which motion the subject
of labour is seized upon and modified as desired. The tool or working machine is that part of the
machinery with which the industrial revolution of the 18th century started. And to this day it
constantly serves as such a starting-point, whenever a handicraft, or a manufacture, is turned into
an industry carried on by machinery.

On a closer examination of the working machine proper, we find in it, as a general rule, though
often, no doubt, under very altered forms, the apparatus and tools used by the handicraftsman or
manufacturing workman; with this difference, that instead of being human implements, they are
the implements of a mechanism, or mechanical implements. Either the entire machine is only a
more or less altered mechanical edition of the old handicraft tool, as, for instance, the power-
loom,’ or the working parts fitted in the frame of the machine are old acquaintances, as spindles
are in a mule, needles in a stocking-loom, saws in a sawing-machine, and knives in a chopping
machine. The distinction between these tools and the body proper of the machine, exists from
their very birth; for they continue for the most part to be produced by handicraft, or by
manufacture, and are afterwards fitted into the body of the machine, which is the product of
machinery.® The machine proper is therefore a mechanism that, after being set in motion,
performs with its tools the same operations that were formerly done by the workman with similar
tools. Whether the motive power is derived from man, or from some other machine, makes no
difference in this respect. From the moment that the tool proper is taken from man, and fitted into
a mechanism, a machine takes the place of a mere implement. The difference strikes one at once,
even in those cases where man himself continues to be the prime mover. The number of
implements that he himself can use simultaneously, is limited by the number of his own natural
instruments of production, by the number of his bodily organs. In Germany, they tried at first to
make one spinner work two spinning-wheels, that is, to work simultaneously with both hands and
both feet. This was too difficult. Later, a treddle spinning-wheel with two spindles was invented,
but adepts in spinning, who could spin two threads at once, were almost as scarce as two-headed
men. The Jenny, on the other hand, even at its very birth, spun with 12-18 spindles, and the
stocking-loom knits with many thousand needles at once. The number of tools that a machine can
bring into play simultaneously, is from the very first emancipated from the organic limits that
hedge in the tools of a handicraftsman.

In many manual implements the distinction between man as mere motive power, and man as the
workman or operator properly so called, is brought into striking contrast. For instance, the foot is
merely the prime mover of the spinning-wheel, while the hand, working with the spindle, and
drawing and twisting, performs the real operation of spinning. It is this last part of the
handicraftsman’s implement that is first seized upon by the industrial revolution, leaving to the
workman, in addition to his new labour of watching the machine with his eyes and correcting its
mistakes with his hands, the merely mechanical part of being the moving power. On the other
hand, implements, in regard to which man has always acted as a simple motive power, as, for
instance, by turning the crank of a mill,” by pumping, by moving up and down the arm of a
bellows, by pounding with a mortar, &c., such implements soon call for the application of
animals, water® and wind as motive powers. Here and there, long before the period of
manufacture, and also, to some extent, during that period, these implements pass over into
machines, but without creating any revolution in the mode of production. It becomes evident, in
the period of modern industry, that these implements, even under their form of manual tools, are
already machines. For instance, the pumps with which the Dutch, in 1836-7, emptied the Lake of
Harlem, were constructed on the principle of ordinary pumps; the only difference being, that their
pistons were driven by cyclopean steam-engines, instead of by men. The common and very
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imperfect bellows of the blacksmith is, in England, occasionally converted into a blowing-engine,
by connecting its arm with a steam-engine. The steam-engine itself, such as it was at its
invention, during the manufacturing period at the close of the 17th century, and such as it
continued to be down to 1780,° did not give rise to any industrial revolution. It was, on the
contrary, the invention of machines that made a revolution in the form of steam-engines
necessary. As soon as man, instead of working with an implement on the subject of his labour,
becomes merely the motive power of an implement-machine, it is a mere accident that motive
power takes the disguise of human muscle; and it may equally well take the form of wind, water
or steam. Of course, this does not prevent such a change of form from producing great technical
alterations in the mechanism that was originally constructed to be driven by man alone. Now-a-
days, all machines that have their way to make, such as sewing-machines, bread-making
machines, &c., are, unless from their very nature their use on a small scale is excluded,
constructed to be driven both by human and by purely mechanical motive power.

The machine, which is the starting-point of the industrial revolution, supersedes the workman,
who handles a single tool, by a mechanism operating with a number of similar tools, and set in
motion by a single motive power, whatever the form of that power may be.'” Here we have the
machine, but only as an elementary factor of production by machinery.

Increase in the size of the machine, and in the number of its working tools, calls for a more
massive mechanism to drive it; and this mechanism requires, in order to overcome its resistance,
a mightier moving power than that of man, apart from the fact that man is a very imperfect
instrument for producing uniform continued motion. But assuming that he is acting simply as a
motor, that a machine has taken the place of his tool, it is evident that he can be replaced by
natural forces. Of all the great motors handed down from the manufacturing period, horse-power
is the worst, partly because a horse has a head of his own, partly because he is costly, and the
extent to which he is applicable in factories is very restricted.'’ Nevertheless the horse was
extensively used during the infancy of modern industry. This is proved, as well by the complaints
of contemporary agriculturists, as by the term “horse-power,” which has survived to this day as
an expression for mechanical force.

Wind was too inconstant and uncontrollable, and besides, in England, the birthplace of modern
industry, the use of water power preponderated even during the manufacturing period. In the 17th
century attempts had already been made to turn two pairs of millstones with a single water-wheel.
But the increased size of the gearing was too much for the water power, which had now become
insufficient, and this was one of the circumstances that led to a more accurate investigation of the
laws of friction. In the same way the irregularity caused by the motive power in mills that were
put in motion by pushing and pulling a lever, led to the theory, and the application, of the fly-
wheel, which afterwards plays so important a part in modern industry.'” In this way, during the
manufacturing period, were developed the first scientific and technical elements of Modern
Mechanical Industry. Arkwright’s throstle spinning mill was from the very first turned by water.
But for all that, the use of water, as the predominant motive power, was beset with difficulties. It
could not be increased at will, it failed at certain seasons of the year, and, above all, it was
essentially local.”® Not till the invention of Watt’s second and so-called double-acting steam-
engine, was a prime mover found, that begot its own force by the consumption of coal and water,
whose power was entirely under man’s control, that was mobile and a means of locomotion, that
was urban and not, like the waterwheel, rural, that permitted production to be concentrated in
towns instead of, like the water-wheels, being scattered up and down the country,'* that was of
universal technical application, and, relatively speaking, little affected in its choice of residence
by local circumstances. The greatness of Watt’s genius showed itself in the specification of the
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patent that he took out in April, 1784. In that specification his steam-engine is described, not as
an invention for a specific purpose, but as an agent universally applicable in Mechanical Industry.
In it he points out applications, many of which, as for instance, the steam-hammer, were not
introduced till half a century later. Nevertheless he doubted the use of steam-engines in
navigation. His successors, Boulton and Watt, sent to the exhibition of 1851 steam-engines of
colossal size for ocean steamers.

As soon as tools had been converted from being manual implements of man into implements of a
mechanical apparatus, of a machine, the motive mechanism also acquired an independent form,
entirely emancipated from the restraints of human strength. Thereupon the individual machine,
that we have hitherto been considering, sinks into a mere factor in production by machinery. One
motive mechanism was now able to drive many machines at once. The motive mechanism grows
with the number of the machines that are turned simultaneously, and the transmitting mechanism
becomes a wide-spreading apparatus.

We now proceed to distinguish the co-operation of a number of machines of one kind from a
complex system of machinery.

In the one case, the product is entirely made by a single machine, which performs all the various
operations previously done by one handicraftsman with his tool; as, for instance, by a weaver
with his loom; or by several handicraftsman successively, either separately or as members of a
system of Manufacture.'” For example, in the manufacture of envelopes, one man folded the
paper with the folder, another laid on the gum, a third turned the flap over, on which the device is
impressed, a fourth embossed the device, and so on; and for each of these operations the envelope
had to change hands. One single envelope machine now performs all these operations at once,
and makes more than 3,000 envelopes in an hour. In the London exhibition of 1862, there was an
American machine for making paper cornets. It cut the paper, pasted, folded, and finished 300 in
a minute. Here, the whole process, which, when carried on as Manufacture, was split up into, and
carried out by, a series of operations, is completed by a single machine, working a combination of
various tools. Now, whether such a machine be merely a reproduction of a complicated manual
implement, or a combination of various simple implements specialised by Manufacture, in either
case, in the factory, i.e., in the workshop in which machinery alone is used, we meet again with
simple co-operation; and, leaving the workman out of consideration for the moment, this co-
operation presents itself to us, in the first instance, as the conglomeration in one place of similar
and simultaneously acting machines. Thus, a weaving factory is constituted of a number of
power-looms, working side by side, and a sewing factory of a number of sewing-machines all in
the same building. But there is here a technical oneness in the whole system, owing to all the
machines receiving their impulse simultaneously, and in an equal degree, from the pulsations of
the common prime mover, by the intermediary of the transmitting mechanism; and this
mechanism, to a certain extent, is also common to them all, since only particular ramifications of
it branch off to each machine. Just as a number of tools, then, form the organs of a machine, so a
number of machines of one kind constitute the organs of the motive mechanism.

A real machinery system, however, does not take the place of these independent machines, until
the subject of labour goes through a connected series of detail processes, that are carried out by a
chain of machines of various kinds, the one supplementing the other. Here we have again the co-
operation by division of labour that characterises Manufacture; only now, it is a combination of
detail machines. The special tools of the various detail workmen, such as those of the beaters,
cambers, spinners, &c., in the woollen manufacture, are now transformed into the tools of
specialised machines, each machine constituting a special organ, with a special function, in the
system. In those branches of industry in which the machinery system is first introduced,
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Manufacture itself furnishes, in a general way, the natural basis for the division, and consequent
organisation, of the process of production.'® Nevertheless an essential difference at once
manifests itself. In Manufacture it is the workmen who, with their manual implements, must,
either singly or in groups, carry on each particular detail process. If, on the one hand, the
workman becomes adapted to the process, on the other, the process was previously made suitable
to the workman. This subjective principle of the division of labour no longer exists in production
by machinery. Here, the process as a whole is examined objectively, in itself, that is to say,
without regard to the question of its execution by human hands, it is analysed into its constituent
phases; and the problem, how to execute each detail process, and bind them all into a whole, is
solved by the aid of machines, chemistry, &c." But, of course, in this case also, theory must be
perfected by accumulated experience on a large scale. Each detail machine supplies raw material
to the machine next in order; and since they are all working at the same time, the product is
always going through the various stages of its fabrication, and is also constantly in a state of
transition, from one phase to another. Just as in Manufacture, the direct co-operation of the detail
labourers establishes a numerical proportion between the special groups, so in an organised
system of machinery, where one detail machine is constantly kept employed by another, a fixed
relation is established between their numbers, their size, and their speed. The collective machine,
now an organised system of various kinds of single machines, and of groups of single machines,
becomes more and more perfect, the more the process as a whole becomes a continuous one, i.e.,
the less the raw material is interrupted in its passage from its first phase to its last; in other words,
the more its passage from one phase to another is effected, not by the hand of man, but by the
machinery itself. In Manufacture the isolation of each detail process is a condition imposed by the
nature of division of labour, but in the fully developed factory the continuity of those processes is,
on the contrary, imperative.

A system of machinery, whether it reposes on the mere co-operation of similar machines, as in
weaving, or on a combination of different machines, as in spinning, constitutes in itself a huge
automaton, whenever it is driven by a self-acting prime mover. But although the factory as a
whole be driven by its steam-engine, yet either some of the individual machines may require the
aid of the workman for some of their movements (such aid was necessary for the running in of the
mule carriage, before the invention of the self-acting mule, and is still necessary in fine-spinning
mills); or, to enable a machine to do its work, certain parts of it may require to be handled by the
workman like a manual tool; this was the case in machine-makers’ workshops, before the
conversion of the slide rest into a self-actor. As soon as a machine executes, without man’s help,
all the movements requisite to elaborate the raw material, needing only attendance from him, we
have an automatic system of machinery, and one that is susceptible of constant improvement in
its details. Such improvements as the apparatus that stops a drawing frame, whenever a sliver
breaks, and the self-acting stop, that stops the power-loom so soon as the shuttle bobbin is
emptied of weft, are quite modern inventions. As an example, both of continuity of production,
and of the carrying out of the automatic principle, we may take a modern paper mill. In the paper
industry generally, we may advantageously study in detail not only the distinctions between
modes of production based on different means of production, but also the connexion of the social
conditions of production with those modes: for the old German paper-making furnishes us with a
sample of handicraft production; that of Holland in the 17th and of France in the 18th century
with a sample of manufacturing in the strict sense; and that of modern England with a sample of
automatic fabrication of this article. Besides these, there still exist, in India and China, two
distinct antique Asiatic forms of the same industry.
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An organised system of machines, to which motion is communicated by the transmitting
mechanism from a central automaton, is the most developed form of production by machinery.
Here we have, in the place of the isolated machine, a mechanical monster whose body fills whole
factories, and whose demon power, at first veiled under the slow and measured motions of his
giant limbs, at length breaks out into the fast and furious whirl of his countless working organs.

There were mules and steam-engines before there were any labourers, whose exclusive
occupation it was to make mules and steam-engines; just as men wore clothes before there were
such people as tailors. The inventions of Vaucanson, Arkwright, Watt, and others, were, however,
practicable, only because those inventors found, ready to hand, a considerable number of skilled
mechanical workmen, placed at their disposal by the manufacturing period. Some of these
workmen were independent handicraftsman of various trades, others were grouped together in
manufactures, in which, as before-mentioned, division of labour was strictly carried out. As
inventions increased in number, and the demand for the newly discovered machines grew larger,
the machine-making industry split up, more and more, into numerous independent branches, and
division of labour in these manufactures was more and more developed. Here, then, we see in
Manufacture the immediate technical foundation of modern industry. Manufacture produced the
machinery, by means of which modern industry abolished the handicraft and manufacturing
systems in those spheres of production that it first seized upon. The factory system was therefore
raised, in the natural course of things, on an inadequate foundation. When the system attained to a
certain degree of development, it had to root up this ready-made foundation, which in the
meantime had been elaborated on the old lines, and to build up for itself a basis that should
correspond to its methods of production. Just as the individual machine retains a dwarfish
character, so long as it is worked by the power of man alone, and just as no system of machinery
could be properly developed before the steam-engine took the place of the earlier motive powers,
animals, wind, and even water; so, too, modern industry was crippled in its complete
development, so long as its characteristic instrument of production, the machine, owed its
existence to personal strength and personal skill, and depended on the muscular development, the
keenness of sight, and the cunning of hand, with which the detail workmen in manufactures, arid
the manual labourers in handicrafts, wielded their dwarfish implements. Thus, apart from the
dearness of the machines made in this way, a circumstance that is ever present to the mind of the
capitalist, the expansion of industries carried on by means of machinery, and the invasion by
machinery of fresh branches of production, were dependent on the growth of a class of workmen,
who, owing to the almost artistic nature of their employment, could increase their numbers only
gradually, and not by leaps and bounds. But besides this, at a certain stage of its development,
modern industry became technologically incompatible with the basis furnished for it by
handicraft and Manufacture. The increasing size of the prime movers, of the transmitting
mechanism, and of the machines proper, the greater complication, multiformity and regularity of
the details of these machines, as they more and more departed from the model of those originally
made by manual labour, and acquired a form, untrammelled except by the conditions under which
they worked,"® the perfecting of the automatic system, and the use, every day more unavoidable,
of a more refractory material, such as iron instead of wood-the solution of all these problems,
which sprang up by the force of circumstances, everywhere met with a stumbling-block in the
personal restrictions, which even the collective labourer of Manufacture could not break through,
except to a limited extent. Such machines as the modern hydraulic press, the modern power-loom,
and the modermn carding engine, could never have been furnished by Manufacture.

A radical change in the mode of production in one sphere of industry involves a similar change in
other spheres. This happens at first in such branches of industry as are connected together by
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being separate phases of a process, and yet are isolated by the social division of labour, in such a
way, that each of them produces an independent commodity. Thus spinning by machinery made
weaving by machinery a necessity, and both together made the mechanical and chemical
revolution that took place in bleaching, printing, and dyeing, imperative. So too, on the other
hand, the revolution in cotton-spinning called forth the invention of the gin, for separating the
seeds from the cotton fibre; it was only by means of this invention, that the production of cotton
became possible on the enormous scale at present required.'® But more especially, the revolution
in the modes of production of industry and agriculture made necessary a revolution in the general
conditions of the social process of production, i.e., in the means of communication and of
transport. In a society whose pivot, to use an expression of Fourier, was agriculture on a small
scale, with its subsidiary domestic industries, and the urban handicrafts, the means of
communication and transport were so utterly inadequate to the productive requirements of the
manufacturing period, with its extended division of social labour, its concentration of the
instruments of labour, and of the workmen, and its colonial markets, that they became in fact
revolutionised. In the same way the means of communication and transport handed down from
the manufacturing period soon became unbearable trammels on modern industry, with its feverish
haste of production, its enormous extent, its constant flinging of capital and labour from one
sphere of production into another, and its newly-created connexions with the markets of the
whole world. Hence, apart from the radical changes introduced in the construction of sailing
vessels, the means of communication and transport became gradually adapted to the modes of
production of mechanical industry, by the creation of a system of river steamers, railways, ocean
steamers, and telegraphs. But the huge masses of iron that had now to be forged, to be welded, to
be cut, to be bored, and to be shaped, demanded, on their part, cyclopean machines, for the
construction of which the methods of the manufacturing period were utterly inadequate.

modern industry had therefore itself to take in hand the machine, its characteristic instrument of
production, and to construct machines by machines. It was not till it did this, that it built up for
itself a fitting technical foundation, and stood on its own feet. Machinery, simultaneously with the
increasing use of it, in the first decades of this century, appropriated, by degrees, the fabrication
of machines proper. But it was only during the decade preceding 1866, that the construction of
railways and ocean steamers on a stupendous scale called into existence the cyclopean machines
now employed in the construction of prime movers.

The most essential condition to the production of machines by machines was a prime mover
capable of exerting any amount of force, and yet under perfect control. Such a condition was
already supplied by the steam-engine. But at the same time it was necessary to produce the
geometrically accurate straight lines, planes, circles, cylinders, cones, and spheres, required in the
detail parts of the machines. This problem Henry Maudsley solved in the first decade of this
century by the invention of the slide rest, a tool that was soon made automatic, and in a modified
form was applied to other constructive machines besides the lathe, for which it was originally
intended. This mechanical appliance replaces, not some particular tool, but the hand itself, which
produces a given form by holding and guiding the cutting tool along the iron or other material
operated upon. Thus it became possible to produce the forms of the individual parts of machinery

“with a degree of ease, accuracy, and speed, that no accumulated experience of
the hand of the most skilled workman could give.”*

If we now fix our attention on that portion of the machinery employed in the construction of
machines, which constitutes the operating tool, we find the manual implements re-appearing, but
on a cyclopean scale. The operating part of the boring machine is an immense drill driven by a
steam-engine; without this machine, on the other hand, the cylinders of large steam-engines and
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of hydraulic presses could not be made. The mechanical lathe is only a cyclopean reproduction of
the ordinary foot-lathe; the planing machine, an iron carpenter, that works on iron with the same
tools that the human carpenter employs on wood; the instrument that, on the London wharves,
cuts the veneers, is a gigantic razor; the tool of the shearing machine, which shears iron as easily
as a tailor’s scissors cut cloth, is a monster pair of scissors; and the steam-hammer works with an
ordinary hammer head, but of such a weight that not Thor himself could wield it.”! These steam-
hammers are an invention of Nasmyth, and there is one that weighs over 6 tons and strikes with a
vertical fall of 7 feet, on an anvil weighing 36 tons. It is mere child’s-play for it to crush a block
of granite into powder, yet it is no less capable of driving, with a succession of light taps, a nail
into a piece of soft wood.”

The implements of labour, in the form of machinery, necessitate the substitution of natural forces
for human force, and the conscious application of science, instead of rule of thumb. In
Manufacture, the organisation of the social labour-process is purely subjective; it is a combination
of detail labourers; in its machinery system, modern industry has a productive organism that is
purely objective, in which the labourer becomes a mere appendage to an already existing material
condition of production. In simple co-operation, and even in that founded on division of labour,
the suppression of the isolated, by the collective, workman still appears to be more or less
accidental. Machinery, with a few exceptions to be mentioned later, operates only by means of
associated labour, or labour in common. Hence the co-operative character of the labour-process
is, in the latter case, a technical necessity dictated by the instrument of labour itself.

Section 2: The Value Transferred by Machinery to the Product

We saw that the productive forces resulting from co-operation and division of labour cost capital
nothing. They are natural forces of social labour. So also physical forces, like steam, water, &c.,
when appropriated to productive processes, cost nothing. But just as a man requires lungs to
breathe with, so he requires something that is work of man’s hand, in order to consume physical
forces productively. A water-wheel is necessary to exploit the force of water, and a steam-engine
to exploit the elasticity of steam. Once discovered, the law of the deviation of the magnetic needle
in the field of an electric current, or the law of the magnetisation of iron, around which an electric
current circulates, cost never a penny.23 But the exploitation of these laws for the purposes of
telegraphy, &c., necessitates a costly and extensive apparatus. The tool, as we have seen, is not
exterminated by the machine. From being a dwarf implement of the human organism, it expands
and multiplies into the implement of a mechanism created by man. Capital now sets the labourer
to work, not with a manual tool, but with a machine which itself handles the tools. Although,
therefore, it is clear at the first glance that, by incorporating both stupendous physical forces, and
the natural sciences, with the process of production, modern industry raises the productiveness of
labour to an extraordinary degree, it is by no means equally clear, that this increased productive
force is not, on the other hand, purchased by an increased expenditure of labour. Machinery, like
every other component of constant capital, creates no new value, but yields up its own value to
the product that it serves to beget. In so far as the machine has value, and, in consequence, parts
with value to the product, it forms an element in the value of that product. Instead of being
cheapened, the product is made dearer in proportion to the value of the machine. And it is clear as
noon-day, that machines and systems of machinery, the characteristic instruments of labour of
Modern Industry, are incomparably more loaded with value than the implements used in
handicrafts and manufactures.

In the first place, it must be observed that the machinery, while always entering as a whole into
the labour-process, enters into the value-begetting process only by bits. It never adds more value
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than it loses, on an average, by wear and tear. Hence there is a great difference between the value
of a machine, and the value transferred in a given time by that machine to the product. The longer
the life of the machine in the labour-process, the greater is that difference. It is true, no doubt, as
we have already seen, that every instrument of labour enters as a whole into the labour-process,
and only piece-meal, proportionally to its average daily loss by wear and tear, into the value-
begetting process. But this difference between the instrument as a whole and its daily wear and
tear, is much greater in a machine than in a tool, because the machine, being made from more
durable material, has a longer life; because its employment, being regulated by strictly scientific
laws, allows of greater economy in the wear and tear of its parts, and in the materials it consumes;
and lastly, because its field of production is incomparably larger than that of a tool. After making
allowance, both in the case of the machine and of the tool, for their average daily cost, that is for
the value they transmit to the product by their average daily wear and tear, and for their
consumption of auxiliary substance, such as oil, coal, and so on, they each do their work
gratuitously, just like the forces furnished by Nature without the help of man. The greater the
productive power of the machinery compared with that of the tool, the greater is the extent of its
gratuitous service compared with that of the tool. In modern industry man succeeded for the first
time in 2Iilakilr:g the product of his past labour work on a large scale gratuitously, like the forces of
Nature.

In treating of Co-operation and Manufacture, it was shown that certain general factors of
production, such as buildings, are, in comparison with the scattered means of production of the
isolated workman, economised by being consumed in common, and that they therefore make the
product cheaper. In a system of machinery, not only is the framework of the machine consumed
in common by its numerous operating implements, but the prime mover, together with a part of
the transmitting mechanism, is consumed in common by the numerous operative machines.

Given the difference between the value of the machinery, and the value transferred by it in a day
to the product, the extent to which this latter value makes the product dearer, depends in the first
instance, upon the size of the product; so to say, upon its area. Mr. Baynes, of Blackburn, in a
lecture published in 1858, estimates that

““cach real mechanical horse-power™ will drive 450 self-acting mule spindles,
with preparation, or 200 throstle spindles, or 15 looms for 40 inch cloth with the
appliances for warping, sizing, &c.”

In the first case, it is the day’s produce of 450 mule spindles, in the second, of 200 throstle
spindles, in the third, of 15 power-looms, over which the daily cost of one horse-power, and the
wear and tear of the machinery set in motion by that power, are spread; so that only a very minute
value is transferred by such wear and tear to a pound of yarn or a yard of cloth. The same is the
case with the steam-hammer mentioned above. Since its daily wear and tear, its coal-
consumption, &c., are spread over the stupendous masses of iron hammered by it in a day, only a
small value is added to a hundred weight of iron; but that value would be very great, if the
cyclopean instrument were employed in driving in nails.

Given a machine’s capacity for work, that is, the number of its operating tools, or, where it is a
question of force, their mass, the amount of its product will depend on the velocity of its working
parts, on the speed, for instance, of the spindles, or on the number of blows given by the hammer
in a minute. Many of these colossal hammers strike seventy times in a minute, and Ryder’s patent
machine for forging spindles with small hammers gives as many as 700 strokes per minute.

Given the rate at which machinery transfers its value to the product, the amount of value so
transferred depends on the total value of the machinery.”® The less labour it contains, the less
value it imparts to the product. The less value it gives up, so much the more productive it is, and
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so much the more its services approximate to those of natural forces. But the production of
machinery by machinery lessens its value relatively to its extension and efficacy.

An analysis and comparison of the prices of commodities produced by handicrafts or
manufactures, and of the prices of the same commodities produced by machinery, shows
generally, that, in the product of machinery, the value due to the instruments of labour increases
relatively, but decreases absolutely. In other words, its absolute amount decreases, but its amount,
relatively to the total value of the product, of a pound of yarn, for instance, increases.”’

It is evident that whenever it costs as much labour to produce a machine as is saved by the
employment of that machine, there is nothing but a transposition of labour; consequently the total
labour required to produce a commodity is not lessened or the productiveness of labour is not
increased. It is clear, however, that the difference between the labour a machine costs, and the
labour it saves, in other words, that the degree of its productiveness does not depend on the
difference between its own value and the value of the implement it replaces. As long as the labour
spent on a machine, and consequently the portion of its value added to the product, remains
smaller than the value added by the workman to the product with his tool, there is always a
difference of labour saved in favour of the machine. The productiveness of a machine is therefore
measured by the human labour-power it replaces. According to Mr. Baynes, 2 operatives are
required for the 450 mule spindles, inclusive of preparation machinery,” that are driven by one-
horse power; each self-acting mule spindle, working ten hours, produces 13 ounces of yarn
(average number of thickness); consequently 2% operatives spin weekly 365 5/8 lbs. of yarn.
Hence, leaving waste on one side, 366 lbs. of cotton absorb, during their conversion into yarn,
only 150 hours’ labour, or fifteen days’ labour of ten hours each. But with a spinning-wheel,
supposing the hand-spinner to produce thirteen ounces of yarn in sixty hours, the same weight of
cotton would absorb 2,700 days’ labour of ten hours each, or 27,000 hours’ labour.”” Where
blockprinting, the old method of printing calico by hand, has been superseded by machine
printing, a single machine prints, with the aid of one man or boy, as much calico of four colours
in one hour, as it formerly took 200 men to do.”® Before Eli Whitney invented the cotton gin in
1793, the separation of the seed from a pound of cotton cost an average day’s labour. By means
of his invention one negress was enabled to clean 100 lbs. daily; and since then, the efficacy of
the gin has been considerably increased. A pound of cotton wool, previously costing 50 cents to
produce, included after that invention more unpaid labour, and was consequently sold with
greater profit, at 10 cents. In India they employ for separating the wool from the seed, an
instrument, half machine, half tool, called a churka; with this one man and a woman can clean 28
lbs. daily. With the churka invented some years ago by Dr. Forbes, one man and a boy produce
250 Ibs. daily. If oxen, steam, or water, be used for driving it, only a few boys and girls as feeders
are required. Sixteen of these machines driven by oxen do as much work in a day as formerly 750
people did on an average.”

As already stated, a steam-plough does as much work in one hour at a cost of three-pence, as 66
men at a cost of 15 shillings. I return to this example in order to clear up an erroneous notion. The
15 shillings are by no means the expression in money of all the labour expended in one hour by
the 66 men. If the ratio of surplus labour to necessary labour were 100%, these 66 men would
produce in one hour a value of 30 shillings, although their wages, 15 shillings, represent only
their labour for half an hour. Suppose, then, a machine cost as much as the wages for a year of the
150 men it displaces, say £3,000; this £3,000 is by no means the expression in money of the
labour added to the object produced by these 150 men before the introduction of the machine, but
only of that portion of their year’s labour which was expended for themselves and represented by
their wages. On the other hand, the £3,000, the money-value of the machine, expresses all the
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labour expended on its production, no matter in what proportion this labour constitutes wages for
the workman, and surplus value for the capitalist. Therefore, though a machine cost as much as

the labour-power displaced by it costs, yet the labour materialised in it is even then much less
than the living labour it replaces. **

The use of machinery for the exclusive purpose of cheapening the product, is limited in this way,
that less labour must be expended in producing the machinery than is displaced by the
employment of that machinery, For the capitalist, however, this use is still more limited. Instead
of paying for the labour, he only pays the value of the labour-power employed; therefore, the
limit to his using a machine is fixed by the difference between the value of the machine and the
value of the labour-power replaced by it. Since the division of the day’s work into necessary and
surplus labour differs in different countries, and even in the same country at different periods, or
in different branches of industry; and further, since the actual wage of the labourer at one time
sinks below the value of his labour-power, at another rises above it, it is possible for the
difference between the price of the machinery and the price of the labour-power replaced by that
machinery to vary very much, although the difference between the quantity of labour requisite to
produce the machine and the total quantity replaced by it, remain constant.” But it is the former
difference alone that determines the cost, to the capitalist, of producing a commodity, and,
through the pressure of competition, influences his action. Hence the invention now-a-days of
machines in England that are employed only in North America; just as in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, machines were invented in Germany to be used only in Holland, and just
as many a French invention of the eighteenth century was exploited in England alone. In the older
countries, machinery, when employed in some branches of industry, creates such a redundancy of
labour in other branches that in these latter the fall of wages below the value of labour-power
impedes the use of machinery, and, from the standpoint of the capitalist, whose profit comes, not
from a diminution of the labour employed, but of the labour paid for, renders that use superfluous
and often impossible. In some branches of the woollen manufacture in England the employment
of children has during recent years been considerably diminished, and in some cases has been
entirely abolished. Why? Because the Factory Acts made two sets of children necessary, one
working six hours, the other four, or each working five hours. But the parents refused to sell the
“half-timers” cheaper than the “full-timers.” Hence the substitution of machinery for the “half-
timers.”** Before the labour of women and of children under 10 years of age was forbidden in
mines, capitalists considered the employment of naked women and girls, often in company with
men, so far sanctioned by their moral code, and especially by their ledgers, that it was only after
the passing of the Act that they had recourse to machinery. The Yankees have invented a stone-
breaking machine. The English do not make use of it, because the “wretch” ¥who does this work
gets paid for such a small portion of his labour, that machinery would increase the cost of
production to the c:apitalist.36 In England women are still occasionally used instead of horses for
hauling canal boats®’, because the labour required to produce horses and machines is an
accurately known quantity, while that required to maintain the women of the surplus-population
is below all calculation. Hence nowhere do we find a more shameful squandering of human
labour-power for the most despicable purposes than in England, the land of machinery.

Section 3: The Proximate Effects of Machinery on the
Workman

The starting-point of modern industry is, as we have shown, the revolution in the instruments of
labour, and this revolution attains its most highly developed form in the organised system of
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Marx Kapital Reaction

Michael Plasmeier

In Chapter 14 of Das Kapital, Marx talks about the division of labor and the changing nature of
manufacturing. Marx laments how individual handcraft is moving to large factories using
interchangeable parts and workers. Marx doesn’t like how this is giving an advantage to the wealthy
who are able to use their wealth to become wealthier while forcing most of the people to be a cog on
the assembly line. However, one thing which Marx does not mention is that this change lowered the
cost of consumer goods. If we look back a hundred years ago, advances in manufacturing have made
cheaper consumer goods. This decrease in price has allowed more people to afford these goods who
were previously unable, raising their standards of living. We saw this at work in the American middle
class.

In Chapter 15, Marx has talked about the increase of machines has made work harder, not easier for
workers. Again, let us look back over the last 100 years. Many rudimentary things are now done all by
machine. (Though, manufacturing in China is currently undergoing this transition from mass labor to
mechanization.) It is interesting that Marx seems welcoming of mechanization. Contemporary labor
unions often try to protect jobs against increasing mechanization. For example, union work rules often
seek to prevent mechanization or still require a worker present. | suppose Marx felt like these people
would be taken care of through Communism, and would not have to work if they did not have to. The
capitalist systems main paradigm is that people need to work in order to provide for themselves.
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Howard Roark - The novel’s hero. a brilliant architect of absolute integrity. Roark has friends
andMs. but relies on himself alone. He is tall, gaunt, and angular. with gray eyes and
distinctive orange hair. Born to a poor family, Roark supports himself throughout high school
and college by working odd jobs on construction sites. He brings the same fiery intensity to
whatever job he does, whether it is manual labor or architecture. He loves the beautiful
Dominique Francon with violent passion. He is the novel’s idealization of man, bringing
innovative and joyful buildings to the rest of the world.

Character List

Ellsworth _:l:g_(?slley - The villain of the novel, and Roark’s antithesis—a man with a lust for
power but no talent. Since his boyhood. Toohey has despised the achievements of others, and he
dedicates himself to squelching other people’s talents and ambitions. He is a small and fragile-
looking man, but his persuasive voice and knack for manipulation make him a formidable
opponent. He encourages selflessness and altruism to coax others into submission. His
philosophy is a blend of religion, Fascism and Socrllsm and he at times resembles the Russian

dictator Joseph Stalin. W\L GH\“/ [0” &ﬁ s e (,‘/M 'il&f,_ (ot *ﬂ /WL /

Dominique Francon - Daughter of the prestigious alchm.ct Guy Francon, her [ragile
appearance, pale gold hair, and gray eyes belie her capability and bluntness. Dispassionate,
cynical, and cold. Dominique nurses a masochistic streak. Although she loves Roark and his
beliefs, she initially tries to destroy him before the rest of the world can. Eventually, to punish
herself for her behavior, she marries Peter ing and then Gail Wynand.

Gail Wynand - A ruthless media tycoon who sells his integrity for power. Wynand comes from
New York’s slums and is an entirely self-taught, self-made man. He had sought power so he
could rule the incompetent and corrupt, but in acquiring wealth he becomes like them. His faith
in humanity is restored when he meets Roark, who is incorruptible, and he becomes Roark’s
great ally and friend before finally betraying him. i
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Peter Keating - A classmate of Roark’s who lives only for fame and the approval of others.
Keating is good-looking and commercially successful, but he steals his only original ideas from
Roark. In order to rise to the top. Keating flatters. lies, steals. kills, and even trades his wife,
Dominique for the opportunity to work on a promising project. Iis fall is even more rapid than
his rise. He ICdlI/CS the error of his ways too late and lives the rest of his life in frightened

misery. qdb {0 m Pﬂcpkb’ W'SI"?J M )/m AL Pn éﬂl&/ﬂ

Henry Cameron - Roark’s mentor, an intractable and aggressive architect who is in the twilight
of his career at the onset of the novel. Like Roark. Cameron suffers greatly at the hands of the
world because he loves his buildings, but he does not have Roark’s strength and lives a frustrated
and anguished life. Ruined physu.dlly and ﬁn ncially, Cameron dies still fighting the world.

Catherine Halsey - Ioolw)a{. m:ZJ@m Kcating’s on-again, off-again fiancée. Halsey is not
beautiful. but her innocence and sincerity provide Keating with a refuge from himself. Although
Keating loves Katie, he abandons her, and her uncle Toohey slowly destroys her spirit.



Guy Francon - Dominique’s father and Keating’s employer and business partner. Francon rises
to fame nearly as swiftly as Keating, but he has no real talent of his own. Nonetheless. Francon is
a fundamentally honest and decent man, and eventually he finds salvation through his love for
his spirited daughter.

Stephen Mallory - A gifted but disillusioned sculptor who feels alone and misunderstood until
Roark rescues him from his drunken doldrums. Mallory’s statues portray a heroic vision of man,
but the world rejects his work. Mallory tries to kill Toohey, whom the artist blames for the
failings of the world. Eventually he regains his self-confidence through his work on Roark’s
buildings.

Alvah Scarret - Wynand’s editor-in-chief. Scarret clings to Wynand out of habit and inertia. He
believes every article and column printed in the Banner. Because Scarret’s beliefs reflect those
of the masses, Wynand uses him to measure public opinion.

Mrs. Keating - Keating’s forceful and manipulative mother, Mrs. Keating’s preoccupation with
money and success prompt Keating to make all the wrong choices. Mrs. Keating devoutly
believes that financial success is the surest indicator of a person’s quality.

Mike - A tough, phenomenally ugly electrician who admires talent in any form. He instantly
recognizes Roark’s ability and becomes a staple on the construction sites of the buildings Roark
designs.

The Dean - The Dean of the architecture school. a staunch traditionalist who frowns on any
deviation from the architectural canon. The Dean belicves everything worthy has already been
designed and views Roark as dangerous.

John Erik Snyte - A supposedly progressive architect who is in fact the ultimate plagiarizer. Ie
has a group of five designers who make their own version of each design and then puts together
all of the five designs to create the final sketch.
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The Modernist Architectural Style

I think there are some interesting incongruities
with Roark’s architectural style, at least as it is shown in

the 1949 film The Fountainhead. The modernist style

Roark builds in is today regarded as a mistaken, socialist

detour in the history of architecture. Not only did

Communist nations embrace the same plain, un-
adorned style Roark favored, but Roark’s plans for
Cortlandt Homes pay a distinctive resemblance to much
of public housing built in New York after the publication

of Rand’s book.

In these projects it was fashionable to remove

the old, “dilapidated” housing in poor areas and replace & b
it with large scale, public developments. Some critics, New York City Public Housing

such as Jane Jacob’s 1961 Death and Life of Great American Cities severely criticized these “slum
clearances” as replacing perfectly good neighborhoods with drug-filled crime havens as public housing.
Roark and Friedman would have undoubtedly strongly opposed government housing and the forced
slum clearances done in the name of the poor. The forced clearances represented a very liberal,
paternalistic thinking on behalf of the government over the individual that both Friedman and Rand
would have found abhorrent. Friedman even speaks against public housing on page 178 of Capitalism

and Freedom.



Today, we almost exclusively criticize the
modernist projects Roark championed as out of scale

with the surrounding environment. This period gave

rise to the architectural preservationist movement.
We mourn the buildings that were torn down to

build these new modernist structures, such as the

Madison Square Garden over the old Penn Station.
Afterwards and still today, the new urbanism

movement is a rejection of many of the ideals from

during and after the modernist era.

| wonder what Roark would have thought

about the government adopting his style of

architecture and forcing it on the urban poor. f T : i
L e eegr Penn Station Today: The Madison Square



Michael E Plasmeier

From: Michael Piore <mpiore@MIT.EDU>
Sent: Sunday, October 14, 2012 3:33 PM
To: Michael E Plasmeier

Cc: Vincent Pons; Theodore H Hilk
Subject: Re: The Modernist Architectural Style
Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Very interesting Michael!. Not quite sure what to make of it though, whether it is a commentary on Ayn Rand, or on
styles in archetecture ..

or the way we have trled to distance ourselves from the communist/fascist era. Or maybe the director of the movie was
trying in some ?u{)tle way to make a comment on Ayn Rand.
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Michael E Plasmeier

From: Michael E Plasmeier

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2012 1:30 AM
To: 'Michael Piore'

Cc: Vincent Pons; Theodore H Hilk
Subject: RE: The Modernist Architectural Style

So originally | thought of it as more of a commentary on the architectural style which the movie was expressing.

But the more | thought about it, the more | realized modernism was the only architectural style which it could really be,
so | think we can think of it as a criticism of being different. In the book it was that Roark's style was new/different. In
the decades after the book, that style WAS popular and accepted. But now we know better - so | think this shows that
ideas are not necessarily good because they are different - there could be value in the old ways of society. It's not just a
rejection of novelty.

-Michael

From: Michael Piore [mailto:mpiore @MIT.EDU]
Sent: Sunday, October 14, 2012 3:33 PM

To: Michael E Plasmeier

Cc: Vincent Pons; Theodore H Hilk

Subject: Re: The Modernist Architectural Style

Very interesting Michael!l. Not quite sure what to make of it though, whether it is a commentary on Ayn Rand, or on
styles in archetecture ...

or the way we have tried to distance ourselves from the communist/fascist era. Or maybe the director of the movie was
trying in some subtle way to make a comment on Ayn Rand.

M.

On 10/14/2012 12:43 AM, Michael E Plasmeier wrote:
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From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Samuel Bowles (economist) @M/ 10|19
OpF

Samuel Bowles (born 1939) is an American economist and
Professor Emeritus at the University of Massachusetts
Ambherst where he continues to teach courses on
microeconomics and the theory of institutions.['l His work
belongs to the Neo-Marxian/2/[31(4] (variably called Post-
Marxian)PI] radition of economic thought.

Samuel Bowlcs

————

o-Marxian economics
- Born 1939 (age 72-73)

New Haven, Connecticut

- Institution University of Massachusetts

Ambherst
- Field Economic theory, Microeconomics,
Contents Social psychology
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Influenced Herbert Gintis

Contributions Schooling in Capitalist America

Biography

Bowles graduated with a B.A. from Yale University in 1960, where he was a founding member of the Yale
Russian Chorus, participating in their carly tours of the Soviet Union. Subsequently, he received his PhD in
Economics from Harvard University in 1965. In 1973 Bowles was hired, along with Herbert Gintis, Stephen
Resnick, Richard D. Wolff and Richard Edwards as part of the "radical package" that was hired by the
Economics Department at the University of Massachusetts Ambherst, where he taught until 2001 .

Currently, Bowles is a Professor of Economics at the University of Siena, Italy, and the Arthur Spiegel
Research Professor and Director of the Behavioral Sciences Program at the Santa Fe Institute in Santa Fe, New
Mexico. Additionally, Bowles continues to teach graduate-level courses in microeconomics at the University of
Massachusetts Amherst.[8]

In 2006 he was awarded the Leontief Prize for his outstanding contribution to economic theory by the Global
Development and Environment Institute.

Work

Bowles has challenged economic theories that free markets and inequality maximize efficiency, and argued that
self-interested financial incentives can produce behavior that is inelTicient and violates a'society's morality. He

—




has argued that economies with more cgualnx such as Asmn countries, have outperformed economies with

more inequality, such as Latin American countries. (‘w /ﬁ( W MO 84 /
Academic work and interests @ PMM‘L Nﬁ'{//"/ &/‘3;476;/2

On his website at the Santa Fe Institute, he describes his two main academic interests as first, "the co-evolution
of prefcrcr_c;sli_nsti’tuti(ﬂsjgclﬂbcjmvim with emphasis on the modeling and empirical study of cultural
evolution; the importance and evolution of non-self-regarding motives in explaining behavior, and applications
of these studies to policy areas such as intellectual property rights, the economics of education and the politics
of government redistributive programs." The second is concerned with "the causes and consequences of

economic inequality, with emphasis on the relationship between wealth inequalities, incomplete contracts, and
— . v - ~ sy i
governance of economic transactions in firms, markets, families and communities."L"]

He frequently collaborates with his former colleag@s (another Emeritus Professor of Economics
from Umass Ambherst), both of whom were asked by Martin Luther King Jr. to write background papers for the
1968 Poor People's March.[10]

In addition, he works with and is supported by The MacArthur Research Network on Preferences, The
MacArthur Research Network on the Effects of Inequality on Economic Performance, and the Behavioral
Sciences Program at the Santa Fe Institute.

He is the author of numerous scholarly articles and books, and is currently working with Gintis on the
manuscript for 4 Cooperative Species: Human Sociality and its Evolution!'!]

Selfishness vs. altruism

Bowles has recently studied the way that people are motivated by.selfishness and the desire to maximize their

own income, as compared to altruism and the desire to do a good job and be well regarded by others. Real-

world experiments show Thaf, tontrary to raditional cconomic theories, markc_iﬁmﬁc“g‘dmfroy cooperation

dnd are less efficient than voluntary, altryistic hehavmr 111 mes )’”156 n[L2] {‘ f(Jq/([
0
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People act not only for material interests bulﬁlso 'to conslllute lhcm es as dignified, autonomous, and moral
individuals," he wrote. ( /W ;}7 ]i Ak {

Behavioral experiments suggest that "economic incentives may be COLmlcrproductive when they signal that
selfishness is an appropriate response” and "undermine the moral values that lead people to act altruistically."

For example, "In Haifa, at six day care centers, a fine was imposed on parents who were late picking up their
children at the end of the day. Parents responded to the fine by doubling the fraction of time they arrived late.

When after 12 weeks the fine was revoked, their enhanced tardiness persisted unabated.” This illustrates a

"Wbclwcen economic incentives and moral behavior. "The fine seems to have undermined the

parents” sense of ethical obligation to avoid i mconvcnlcncmg the teachers and led them to think of lateness as

just another commodity th/y coul plerh‘lbb m,
¢¥av

Behavioral experiments of public gZods game show that "substantial fractions of most populations adhere to
moral rules, willingly give to others, and punish those who offend standards of appropriate behavior, even at a
cost to themselves and with no expectation of material reward."

1T agwe Taue s g
- 104[ =T Jam# M ru w/ b is Pages +

l((/ 116%/1
'JG



Diego Rivera's mural of factory workers at Ford's River Rouge assembly plant shows that organizations
motivate members "by appealing to other-regarding motives such as the desire to do a good job and a sense of
reciprocal obligations among members of a firm," Bowles wrote.

In most cases, "Incentives undermine cthical motives." "Incentives may frame a decision problem and thereby
suggest self-interest as appropriate behavior." Simply using market terminology offers justifications for actions

that would otherwise be unjustifiable.

Economic structures of socicties produce people with different values.

In'a game in which individuals could choose how much to withdraw from a common pool ("the forest"), the
withdrawal that maximized the gains of the group was substantially less than the withdrawal that maximized the
gains of the individual. When subjects were trained in a game with incentives to be selfish, they continue to be

sclTish cverswhen-they-play in a second game without those incentives.

In a "regulation" model, where individuals were fined for "overexploitation," their behavior was entirely self-
interested.

In a society, "if the relevant incentives allow the selfish to exploit the civic-minded, then the latter are less likely
to be copied."

But in studies of 15 small-scale socicties, "individuals from the more market-integrated societies were also
more fair-minded" in that they made more generous offers, and preferred to reject an unfair offer even at the
cost of receiving nothing.

In these societies, "individuals engaging in mutually beneficial exchanges with strangers represent models of
successful behavior who are then copied by others."

Inequality vs. economic success

"What is the relationship between inequality and the economic success of nations, firms, and local
communities?" Bowles asks. At University of California, Berkeley, he and other researchers have challenged
two views long held by most economists: Inequality goes hand-in-hand with-a-nation's_economic success, and
that reducing economic inequalities inevitably compromises efficiency. For instance, he wrote, "East Asian
countries with relatively level distributions of income have dramatically outperformed Latin American countries
with less equal income distributions. Investments in the nutrition, health, and education of poor children have
produced not only more economic opportunity but higher economic performance. Indeed, emerging economic
theory suggests that inequality may have adverse effects, bluntingMntives and fueling costly
conflicts between haves and have-nots."[!3]

The traditional debate has been polarized, Bowles said, between ideal models of cquality that overlooked the
role of incentives, and idealized models of the private market that overlooked inequality.

The Berkeley group studied four questions:

I. How does inequality affect cooperation in local communities, and impact the local environment and other
public goods, like irrigation water, neighborhood safety and other residential amenities, fisheries,
forestry, and grazing lands?

2. How do inequalities affect the efficiency and productivity of farms, firms, and other entities, and are there



more efficient forms of governance that can be promoted?

3. How do economic disparities among citizens affect bargaining, policy making, and economic
performance at a national level?

4. What principles can guide the design of efficient and politically viable policies to alleviate poverty and
enhance economic opportunity for the less well off?

See also

= David Gordon

= Capital accumulation
= [nstitutional economics
®  Marxian economics

= Social Psychology

= Supply-side economics

Publications

» 1969. Planning Educational Systems for Economic Growth. Harvard University Press, M.A.

= 1976. Schooling in Capitalist America: Educational Reform and the Contradictions of Economic Life.
With Herbert Gintis. Basic Books, N.Y.

= 1980. Notes and Problems in Microeconomic Theory. With David Kendrick, 1st ed., with Peter Dixon,
2nd ed. North Holland Texts in Mathematical Economics, Amsterdam.

= 1983. "Beyond the Wasteland: a democratic alternative to economic decline." With David M. Gordon and
Thomas E. Weisskopf. Anchor Press/Doubleday, NY.

= 1987. Democracy and Capitalism: Property, Community, and the Contradictions of Modern Social
Thought. With Herbert Gintis. Basic Books, N.Y.

= 1998. The Politics and Economics of Power. Co-edited with M. Franzini and U. Paguano. Routledge,
London.

= 1999, Recasting Egalitarianism: New Rules for Markets, Communities and States. Co-edited with Herbert
Gintis. Verso, London, 1999.

= 2000. Meritocracy and Economic Inequality. Co-edited with Kenneth Arrow and Steven Durlauf.
Princeton University Press, N.J.

» 2004. Foundations of Human Sociality: Economic Experiments and Ethnographic Evidence from 15
small-scale societies. Co-edited with Joe Henrich, Robert Boyd, Colin Camerer, Ernst Fehr, and Herbert
Gintis. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

» 2004. Microeconomics.: Behavior, Institutions, and Evolution. Princeton University Press, N.J.

= 2005. Unequal Chances: Family Background and Economic Success. Co-edited with Herbert Gintis and
Melissa Osborne Groves. Princeton University Press and Russell Sage Foundation.

= 2005. Moral Sentiments and Material Interests: The Foundations of Cooperation in Economic Life. Co-
edited with Robert Boyd, Ernst Fehr and Herbert Gintis. MIT Press, M.A..

» 2005. Poverty Traps. Co-edited with Steven Durlauf and Karla Hoff. Princeton University Press, N.J.

» 2005. Understanding Capitalism: Competition, Command, and Change. With Frank Roosevelt and
Richard Edwards. Oxford University Press. Textbook.

» 2005. Globalization and Egalitarian Redistribution. Co-edited with Pranab Bardhan and Michael
Wallerstein. Princeton University Press and Russell Sage Foundation, 2005.
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Elster, Bowels, Gintis, and Foley
Reaction!?

Michael Plasmeier

Today's reading about inequality match well with this week’s Economist magazine which has a special
cover story on inequality. Marx and Bowels & Gintis both propose solutions to deal with inequality. But
as Elster points out, Marx's ideas for dealing with inequalities had many intellectual holes in it. For
example, the Labor Theory of Value does not take into account the differences between workers, the
amount of labor put into producing the raw materials, or even the costs of the raw materials. Plus it
assumes the price of the good to be equal to its cost, which as any good businessman would tell you is a
fast way to bankruptcy; instead one charges what the market will bear.

Do people choose to be in the situation they are in? | think liberals and conservatives would answer this
question differently. Marx had the view that people were born into the proletariat. Friedman would
take a much more individual motivation role. Certainly this is the view that | think most MIT students
take — certainly more than at other top schools. MIT students have worked hard to get to where they
are and expect others to do the same. As such, they don’t support “handouts” to people who work in
menial jobs — in the form of advocating for a “living wage” over the prevailing market wage. The feeling
is that the workers should have worked harder in school.

Can people get out of the role they are in? Marx had a very clear distinction between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie. Bowels and Gintis talked about closing the income gap, not really through social
mobility of the poor to become party of the wealthy, but for the wealthy to spread more of their money
with the middle class. One reading spoke about how Europeans speak of income equality, but
Americans about equality in opportunity.

The recent issue of The Economist speaks about inequality in income, but attributes much of the gap to
the growing gap in America to the qualities of schools. It also attributes a lot of the gap to give aways to
the wealthy in the form of tax exemptions for things like mortgages. Even the spending on social
programs is tilted towards the elderly, not necessarily the poor.

The Foley article attempts to refute the question Adam Smith’s statement that everyone looking out for
their own interests (locally optimal) is good for society (globally optimal in computer science speak). |
think this is an interesting question. However, despite it being the title of the book, the selection we
read from the book did not seem to attempt to answer the question, and instead discussed other issues,
sometimes wrongly. For example, the book says that capitalism by itself won’t lead to a decrease in
inequality. | was not aware that capitalism made any promises about equality.

In fact this issue of the Economist makes a number of suggestions of ways to increase equality without
hurting efficiency. These methods include cracking down on cronyism and corruption, removing

' Double length since last class was canceled



subsidies and tax advantages for certain types of behaviors and better targeting of subsidies. They also
include investing in education and reforming taxes to make them consistent.



