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FREDERICK ENGELS

THE POSITION OF ENGLAND

THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

On the surface it may appear
that the century of revolution has passed England by, bring-
ing few changes with it. Whereas on the Continent the whole
of the old world was shattered, whereas a war that lasted
twenty-five years cleared the air, everything remained calm
in England, and neither Church nor State appeared to be
threatened. And yet since the middle of the last century
England has undergone a greater upheaval than any other
country, an upheaval which has had consequences all the
more far-reaching for being effected quietly and which is
therefore more likely to achieve its goal in practice than the
French political revolution or the German philosophical
revolution. England’s revolution is a social one and therefore
more comprehensive and profound than any other. There is
no sphere of human knowledge and there are no living con-
ditions too remote to have contributed to this revelution or,
on the other hand, to have been in some way affected by it.
Social revolution is the only true revolution, to which
political and philosophical revolution must lead; this social
revolution has already been at work in England for seventy
or eighty years and at this very moment is rapidly approach-
ing its crisis.

The eighteenth century reassembled and gathered together
mankind from out of the disunity and isolation into which
it had been thrown by Christianity; it was the last but one
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step on the way to self-knowledge and self-liberation for
mankind, but being the last step but one meant that it was
still one-sided, caught up in contradictions. The eighteenth
century summarised the results of the history that preceded
it, which had formerly appeared as isolated episodes and
coincidences, and elaborated its necessity and inner logic.
Countless haphazardly confused items of knowledge were
ordered and systematised according to the causal connections
between them. Knowledge became science, and the sciences
were approaching their culmination, i.e., linking up with
philosophy, on the one hand, and practical activity, on the
other. Before the eighteenth century there had been no
science; the cognition of nature assumed a scientific character
only in the eighteenth century or, in isolated fields, a few
years earlier. Newton founded the science of astronomy with
the law of gravitation, the science of optics with the decom-
position of light, the science of mathematics with the
binomial theorem and the theory of the infinite and the
science of mechanics with his cognition of the nature of
forces. Physics also assumed a scientific character in the
eighteenth century; chemistry was just coming into being
thanks to the work of Black, Lavoisier and Priestley!;
geography was elevated to the level of a science as a result
of the establishment of the shape of the earth and numerous
expeditions, which only then were undertaken for genuinely
scientific purposes; the same applies to natural history, as a
result of the work carried out by Buffon and Linnaeus; even
geology started gradually to emerge from the morass of fan-
tastic hypotheses into which it had degenerated. The concept
of the Encyclopaedia was characteristic of the eighteenth
century; it stemmed from the awareness that all these sci-
ences were interrelated although it was not in a position to
correlate them and thus had to content itself with mere
juxtaposition. The same is true of history; it is at this
juncture that we first find voluminous treatises on world
history, still lacking critical or any philosophical analysis,
yet world history nonetheless, as opposed to fragmented
history, confined to specific times and places. Politics acquired
a human foundation and political economy was reformed by
Adam Smith. The summit of eighteenth-century science was
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materialism, the first system of natural philosophy and the
result of that culmination of the natural sciences outlined
above. The struggle against the abstract subjectivity of
Christianity led the philosophy of the eighteenth century to
the opposite bias; objectivity was opposed to subjectivity,
nature to the spirit, materialism to spiritualism, substance or
the abstract general to the abstract particular. The eighteenth
century saw the resurgence of the classical ethos as opposed
to the Christian one; materialism and the republic, the phi-
losophy and politics of the ancient world, came into their
own once more and the French, who stood for the classical
principle within Christendom, for a time assumed the
historical initiative.

The eighteenth century thus failed to resolve the great
contradiction, which had, from the outset, preoccupied histo-
rians, and the development of which constitutes the fabric
of history, the contradiction between substance and subject,
nature and spirit, necessity and freedom; yet it did delineate
the two sides of this contradiction quite clearly and in the
entirety of their evolution, and thereby made its elimination
necessary. The result of this final, unmistakable evolution of
the contradiction has been the universal revolution spread
over various nations, the imminent culmination of which will
also bring about the resolution of the contradiction inherent
in history so far. The Germans, the Christian-spiritual
people, experienced a philosophical revolution; the French,
the classical materialist and hence political people, were
destined to enact a political revolution; the English, whose
national character is a mixture of German and French ele-
ments, and who thus embrace both aspects of the contradic-
tion and therefore are of a more universal bent than either
of the other two, have been drawn into a more universal,
social revolution. This point requires more detailed exposi-
tion since the place of the various nations, at least as regards
the recent period, has so far been treated very scantily in
our philosophy of history or, to be more exact, not at all.

The assumption that Germany, France and England are
the three leading countries of the present historical period
will, T think, not be disputed; the fact that the Germans
stand for the Christian-spiritual principle, the French for
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the classical-materialist one or, alternatively, that the former
stand for religion and the church and the latter for politics
and the state is equally evident, or will become so in due
course. The significance of the English in modern history is
less conspicuous, but for our present purpose particularly
important. The English nation was formed from Germanic
and Romance elements at a time when the two nations had
only just separated and their evolution in the direction of
two contradictory principles had hardly begun. The Ger-
manic and Romance elements evolved side by side, finally
forming a nation which embraces within itself both unrecon-
ciled, contradictory principles. German idealism retained
such free scope that it was even possible for it to be con-
verted into its opposite—abstract extroversion; the fact that
wives and children can still legally be sold in England, and
the Englishman’s mercantilism in general, can definitely be
put down to the Germanic element. Meanwhile Romance
materialism was converted into abstract idealism, introver-
sion, religiosity—hence the persistence of Roman Catholicism
within German Protestantism, the Established Church, the
papacy of the princes and the thoroughly Catholic manner in
which religion is reduced to formalities. The character of the
English nation is that of an unresolved contradiction, a
combination of the starkest contrasts. The English are the
most religious people in the world and at the same time the
most irreligious; they concern themselves more with the next
world than any other nation, and yet live their lives as if
this world were the be-all and end-all; their hopes of heaven
do not stop them in the slightest from believing in the “Hell
where there’s no money to earn”. Hence the Englishman’s
constant inner anxiety, the awareness of his incapacity to
resolve the contradiction, which drives him outside himself
to activity. The awareness of the contradiction is the source
of his energy, but a strictly self-releasing energy, and it is
the source of colonisation, seafaring and industry and, in
general, of the Englishman’s tremendous practical activity.
The incapacity to resolve the contradiction permeates the
whole of English philosophy and impels it towards empiricism
and scepticism. Because Bacon was unable with his reason
to resolve the contradiction between idealism and realism,
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reason in general had to be incapable of doing so, idealism
rejected once and for all, and empiricism regarded as the
only means of salvation. From this same source also stem
criticism of man’s cognitive faculty and the psychological
school in general, in the framework of which English phi-
losophy has moved from the very start. Finally, after all
manner of vain attempts to resolve the contradiction, English
philosophers declared the contradiction irresolvable and
reason inadequate and started seeking salvation in religious
beliefs or empiricism. Hume’s scepticism today still provides
the model for all irreligious philosophising in England. It
argues that we cannot know if a God exists; if one exists,
then all communication with us on his part is impossible and
we have to arrange our practical activity as if no God
existed. We cannot know whether the soul is separate from
the body and immortal; therefore we live our lives as if
this life were our only one and do not concern ourselves
with things which are beyond our comprehension. In short,
this scepticism in practice is precisely the same as French
materialism, but in metaphysical theory it remains incapable
of reaching a definite decision.

Because the English carried within themselves both the
elements, which moulded the course of history on the Conti-
nent, they were in a position to keep pace with developments
there and at times even overtake them, while having little to
do with the Continent. The English revolution of the seven-
teenth century is nothing other than the prototype of the
French revolution of 1789. It is easy to distinguish in the
Long Parliament the three stages which in France were to
take the form of the Constituent and Legislative Assemblies
and the National Convention; the transition from constitu-
tional monarchy to democracy, military despotism, restora-
tion and juste-milieu revolution stands out clearly in the
English revolution. Cromwell is Robespierre and Napoleon in
one; the Presbyterians, Independents and Levellers appear
again as the Gironde, the Mountain, the Hébertists and
Babouvists; in both cases political results are rather lamen-
table and this whole parallel, which could have been drawn
in still more precise terms, demonstrates at the same time
that religious and irreligious revolutions, in as far as they
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remain political, finally amount to one and the same thing.
Admittedly, this lead of England’s over the Continent was
only temporary and was gradually balanced out; the English
revolution led to juste-milieu and the creation of the two
national parties, while the French one has not yet reached its
completion and cannot do so, until it achieves the result that
the German philosophical and the English social revolution
also have to achieve.

The national character of the English differs essentially
not only from the German but from the French national
character as well; it is distinguished by despair of eliminat-
ing the contradiction and by the resultant total surrender to
empiricism. The pure Germanic element also converted its
abstract introversion into abstract extroversion but this
extroversion never lost trace of its origin and always
remained subordinate to introversion and spiritualism. The
French also stand on the side of the material and empirical;
but because their empiricism is of a directly national bent
and not a secondary consequence of a national consciousness
which is split within itself, it asserts itself as a national,
general principle and expresses itself in the form of political
activity. The Germans upheld the absolute legitimacy of
spiritualism and hence sought to expound the common inter-
ests of mankind in terms of religion and later of philosophy.
The French opposed to this spiritualism materialism as
absolutely legitimate and consequently regarded the state as
the eternal expression of these interests. The English however
have no common interests and are unable to speak of them
without touching on the sore point, the contradiction; com-
mon interests drive the English to despair, they have merely
individual interests. This absolute subjectivity, the splintering
of the general into myriad particulars is, to be sure, of
German origin, but, as already observed, it is separated from
its roots and is thus only empirically effective, and this is
what distinguishes English social empiricism from the French
political variety. France’s activity was always national,
conscious from the outset of its totality and universality;
England’s activity was the work of independent individuals
existing side by side, the movement of unconnected atoms,
which seldom and only out of individual interests act to-
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gether as a whole, and whose lack of unity is at this very
moment coming to light in general poverty and totai dis-
unity.

In other words, only England has a social history. Only
in England have individuals as such, without corsciously
advocating general principles, promoted the advance of the
nation and brought that advance almost to its completion.
Only in this case have the masses acted as masses, each mem-
ber of them acting for the sake of his individual interests;
only here were principles transformed into interests before
they could influence the course of history. The French and
the Germans are also gradually acquiring a social history,
but they have not acquired it yet. The Continent has also
known poverty, misery and social oppression, but they did
not influence national development. However, the misery
and poverty of the working class in present-day England are
of national and, what is more, universal historical signifi-
cance. The social issue on the Continent is still completely
buried beneath the political one and has shown no sign of
separating itself from the latter, whereas in England the
political issue has gradually given way to the social one and
become subordinate to it. The whole of English politics is of
a basically social nature and it is only because England has
not yet progressed beyond the state and because politics
provides it with a last resort, that social questions are
expressed in political terms.

As long as State and Church remain the only forms in
which the universal destinies of the human essence are ful-
filled, social history is out of the question. Thus the classical
era and the Middle Ages produced no social development,
and it was not until the Reformation, the first as yet timid
and half-hearted attempt at a reaction against the Middle
Ages, that a major social upheaval occurred, when serfs
became “free” workers. Yet even this upheaval was to prove
of little lasting effect on the Continent and moreover only
really took root after the revolution of the eighteenth century.
In England, on the other hand, the Reformation transformed
the caste of serfs into villains, bordars, cottars,2 in other
words, into a class of workers that were personally free, and
the eighteenth century started unfolding the consequences of
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this social upheaval. Why this only took place in England
has been elaborated above.

The ancient world which knew nothing of the rights of
the individual, and whose whole Weltanschauung was
essentially abstract, universal and part of its very substance,
could not have existed without slavery. The Christian-
Germanic Weltanschauung set up abstract subjectivity—hence
arbitrariness, introversion and spiritualism—as its funda-
mental principle over against the classical ethos. This subjec-
tivity, however, was bound, precisely because it was abstract
and one-sided, at once to reappear as its opposite, and give
rise to the slavery rather than the freedom of the individual.
Abstract introversion gave way to abstract extroversion,
rejection and alienation of man, and the first consequence
of the new principle was the reinstatement of slavery in
another, less offensive, but hence all the more hypocritical
and inhuman form, that of serfdom. The disintegration of
the feudal system, the political reformation, i.e., the apparent
recognition of reason, hence the actual culmination of non-
reason, appeared to do away with serfdom, while in practice
it merely made serfdom more inhuman and more universal.
This political reformation first pronounced that men should
no longer be held together by force, i.e., by political means,
but only by interests, i.e., by social means, and with this
principle laid the foundation for the social movement. Yet
although the reformation thereby negated the state, on the
other hand it actually served to reassert the state by restoring
to it the content that had formerly been usurped by the
church and thus gave the state, which during the Middle
Ages had played an empty and negligible role, vigour for
new development. Out of the ruins of feudalism there rose
up the Christian state, the culmination of the Christian world
order in its political aspect; by elevating interest to the
universal principle the Christian world order achieved its
culmination in another respect. Since interest is essentially
subjective, egoistic, individualistic and as such represents the
culmination of the Germanic and Christian subjectivity and
individualisation principle, the setting up of interest as the
bond among men, so long as this interest remains directly
subjective, quite simply egoistic, inevitably leads to universal
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disunity, the preoccupation of individuals with themselves,
mankind’s isolation and transformation into a heap of
mutually repelling atoms. This individualisation also repre-
sents the final consequence of the Christian subjective prin-
ciple, the culmination of the Christian world order.

Furthermore, so long as the basic form of alienation—
private property—continues to exist, interest cannot be
anything but private and its rule cannot be anything but the
rule of property. The abolition of feudal servitude has made
“cash payment the sole bond between men”. Property, the
element, which is natural and inanimate and which runs
counter to all that is human and spiritual, has as a result
been placed upon a pedestal and, in the last instance, so as
to complete this alienation, money, the alienated, empty
abstraction of property, has been made the world’s master.
Man has ceased to be a slave of man and has become a slave
of the thing; the inversion of human relationships has come
full circle. The servitude of the modern world of traffickers,
the sophisticated, consummate, universal mercenariness, is
more inhuman and all-pervasive than serfdom during the
feudal era; prostitution is more immoral and bestial than
jus primae noctis.

The Christian world order cannot be carried any further,
it has to disintegrate and make way for a humane, reason-
able order. The Christian state is merely the last possible
manifestation of the state in general and its fall must lead
to the fall of the state as such. The splitting of mankind
into a mass of isolated, mutually repelling atoms already
implies in fact the annihilation of all corporative, national
and any other particular interests and the last necessary
stage on the way to mankind’s voluntary unification.
The culmination of alienation in the rule of money is an
inevitable stage through which man, now that he is
approaching that moment, has to pass, if he is to return to
himself.

These consequences of the abolition of the feudal system
have been taken so far by the social revolution in England
that the crisis which will destroy the Christian world order
can no longer be a long way off. The era of this crisis, even
if not in actual years or quantitative terms, can be forecast
21296
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quite definitely in qualitative terms; as soon as the Corn
Laws3? are repealed and the Charter® is made law, namely,
as soon as the aristocracy of the nobility is politically
defeated by the aristocracy of finance and the latter, by the
democracy of the workers.

The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries brought into
being all the prerequisites of a social revolution, put an
end to the Middle Ages, established social, political and
religious Protestantism, laid the foundation for England’s
colonial empire, sea power and trade and created a grow-
ing, already fairly powerful middle class alongside the
aristocracy. Social relations became gradually more stable
after the unrest of the seventeenth century and assumed a
definite pattern, which they retained until 1780 or 1790.

At that time there were three classes of landowners: land-
lords of noble descent, still the only and unchallenged
aristocracy of the realm, who leased out their land in plots
and squandered the rents in London or while on their
travels; landlords, not of noble descent, or country gentle-
men (usually known as squires) who lived on their land,
and leased it out and enjoyed among their tenants and
other local inhabitants the aristocratic distinction denied
them in the towns on account of their lowly birth, lack of
education and blunt country ways. This class has now
completely disappeared. The squires of the past, who lorded
it over the local country people with patriarchal authority
and acted as counsellors and arbiters, all things to all men,
have died out completely. Their descendants call themselves
England’s untitled aristocracy, complete in education and
fine manners, sumptuous living and aristocratic habits with
the nobility, which now outdoes them by only a small
margin, and have nothing in common with their blunt
and unrefined forefarthers except their possession of the
land.

The third class of landowners was that of the yeomen,
owners of small plots which they worked themselves, usually
in the good old haphazard style of their ancestors. This class
has also disappeared from the face of England, expropriated
by the social revolution, which gave rise to the curious
situation in which at one and the same time, while large
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estates in France were being forcibly parcelled out, in
England small plots were being drawn into the large estates
and swallowed up by the latter. Alongside the yeomen there
also existed small tenants, who usually went in for weaving
as well as working their land, but this group is also no longer
to be found in the England of today; now almost all the land
is divided up into a relatively small number of large estates
and thus leased out. Competition with richer leaseholders
drove the petty leaseholders and the yeomen out of business
and ruined them and they became agricultural day-labourers
or wage-earning weavers supplying the masses who flocked
to the towns, which as a result were growing at such an
amazing pace.

The peasants at that time used to lead a quiet, peaceful
life of honest piety harassed by few worries, but on the
other hand inert, not united by common interests and lacking
any education or any mental activity; they were still at a
prehistoric stage of development. The situation in the towns
was not very different. London alone was an important
trade centre; Liverpool, Hull, Bristol, Manchester, Birming-
ham, Leeds and Glasgow were hardly worth mentioning.
Spinning and weaving, the main branches of industry, were
practised for the most part in the country or, at least,
outside the towns, on their outskirts. Metal-working and
pottery-making were still at the handicraft stage and
thus what real developments could be expected in the
towns? The unequalled simplicity of the franchise spared
the townspeople all political cares; they were nominal Whigs
or Tories but knew full well that in fact it made little
difference, since they did not have the right to vote. The
town dwellers consisted exclusively of petty merchants,
shopkeepers and artisans and theirs was the familiar life of
the small provincial town, quite inconceivable in the England
of today. Mines were still only being exploited on a small
scale; iron, copper and tin deposits were left more or less
untouched and coal was only used for domestic purposes. In
short, England was then in a position, in which unfortu-
nately the majority of the French and, in particular, the
Germans still find themselves, in a position of antediluvian
apathy with regard to anything of general or spiritual
2'
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interest, in social infancy, when there is as yet no society,
no life, no consciousness and no activity. This position is a
de facto continuation of feudalism and medieval mental
apathy, which will only be surmounted with the emergence
of modern feudalism, the division of society into property
owners and the propertyless. We on the Continent, I repeat,
still find ourselves entrenched in this position. The English
started combating such conditions eighty years ago and sur-
mounted them forty years ago. If civilisation is a matter of
practice, a social quality, then the English are undoubtedly
the most civilised people on earth.

I mentioned earlier that the sciences assumed a scientific
character in the eighteenth century and that as a result they
linked up on the one side with philosophy and on the other
with practical activity. The result of the alignment with
philosophy was materialism (which presupposed Newton just
as much as Locke), the Enlightenment and the French po-
litical revolution. The result of the alignment with practical
activity was the English social revolution.

In 1760 George III came to the throne, drove out the
Whigs, who since the time of George I had been in power
almost without interruption but had naturally ruled in
thoroughly conservative fashion, and laid the foundation for
the subsequent monopoly of the Tories which lasted until
1830. Thus the government recovered its inner truth; in a
politically conservative age it was only fitting for England
that the Conservative party should rule. From then on it
was the social movement that absorbed the energies of the
nation and pushed political interest into the background,
even did away with it, since all domestic politics from then
on were concealed socialism, the form which social questions
assumed in order to assert themselves on a universal, nation-
wide scale.

In 1763 Dr. James Watt of Greenock began to work on
the construction of the steam-engine and completed it in
1768.

In 1763 Josiah Wedgwood laid the foundations of the
English pottery industry by introducing scientific principles.
Thanks to his efforts a barren strip of land in Staffordshire
was transformed into an industrial area—the Potteries—
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which now employs sixty thousand people and which has
played a highly important role in the socio-political move-
ment of recent years.

In 1764 James Hargreaves from Lancashire invented the
spinning-jenny, a machine driven by one worker, which
enabled him to spin sixteen times more yarn than had been
possible on the old type of spinning-wheel.

In 1768 Richard Arkwright, a barber from Preston in
Lancashire, invented the spinning-throstle, the first spinning-
machine originally intended to be driven by machine-
power. It produced water twist, yarn used as warp during
the weaving process.

In 1776 Samuel Crompton from Bolton in Lancashire in-
vented the spinning-mule by combining the mechanical
principles on which the jenny and throstle were based. The
mule, like the jenny spindle, span mule twist, i.e., the
weaver’s woof. All three machines are designed for process-
ing cotton.

In 1787 Dr. Cartwright invented the mechanical loom,
which later underwent various improvements and was only
ready to be put into operation in 1801.

These inventions gave stimulus to the social movement.
Its immediate consequence was the emergence of English
industry, and in the first place the cotton industry. The jenny
certainly made the production of yarn cheaper and, as a
result of the ensuing expansion of the market, gave industry
its first impetus; however, it left the social aspect, the type
of industrial production, more or less untouched. It was
Arkwright’s and Crompton’s machines and Watt’s steam-
engine which set that movement going by creating the
factory system. First of all small factories using horsepower
or water power came into being, but these were soon sup-
planted by larger factories driven by water or steam. The
first steam mill was set up in Nottinghamshire by Watt in
1785; it was followed by others and soon the new system
became universal. The spread of steam-driven mills, just
as that of all other industrial reforms introduced at the same
time or subsequently, proceeded with breath-taking speed.
Raw cotton imports, which in 1770 amounted to less than
five million pounds a year, rose to fifty-four million (1800)
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and 360 million by 1836. At that juncture steam-looms were
put into operation and gave industrial progress a new im-
petus. All these machines were later to undergo countless
small but, considered as a whole, very significant improve-
ments and each improvement exerted a favourable influence
on the expansion of the whole industrial system. All branches
of the cotton industry were revolutionised; printing made
untold progress as a result of the introduction of mechanical
aids and of the advances made in the field of chemistry,
which also served to promote dyeing and bleaching. Hosiery
production was also swept along by the same current. Since
1809 items of fine cotton, tulle and lace have been produced
mechanically. T do not have sufficient space at my disposal
here to follow through the progress of the cotton industry
step by step; I can only mention the results, which in com-
parison with the antediluvian industry importing four
million pounds of cotton and using spinning-wheels, hand-
combs and hand-looms, cannot fail to produce an impres-
sion.

In 1833 in Britain 10,264 million hanks of yarn with a
total length of over 5,000 million miles were spun and 350
million yards of cotton material were printed; 1,300 cotton
factories were operating which employed 237,000 spinners
and weavers; over nine million spindles, 100,000 steam-looms
and 240,000 hand-looms, 33,000 stocking-looms and 3,500
bobbin machines were in operation; cotton-processing
machines with a total capacity of 33,000 steam h.p. and
11,000 water h.p. were operating and one and a half million
people directly or indirectly were drawing their livelihoods
from this branch of industry. Lancashire lives exclusively on
cotton-spinning and weaving and Lanarkshire, in the main;
Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and Leicestershire are the chief
centres of the subsidiary branches of the cotton industry.
Exports of cotton goods have multiplied eight times over
since 1801 and the amount of cotton goods sold on the
domestic market has grown still more.

The impetus given to cotton production soon made itself
felt in other branches of industry. Formerly the wool industry
had been the main branch of industry but it was now pushed
into the background by cotton; however, instead of going
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into decline it also proceeded to expand. In 1785 wool stocks
from three preceding years lay unprocessed; the spinners
were unable to keep pace with the stocks, using nothing but
their primitive spinning-wheels. So a start was then made on
adapting cotton-spinning machines for wool, a process that
was successfully completed after various alterations had been
carried out; after this the wool industry underwent the same
rapid expansion which had already been seen in cotton pro-
duction. Raw wool imports rose from seven million
pounds (1801) to 42 million pounds (1835); in the latter
year 1,300 wool factories were in operation, employing
71,800 workers, not counting a large number of hand
weavers working at home and printers, dyers, bleachers, etc.,
etc., who also depended indirectly on the wool industry for
their livelihood. The main centres of this branch of industry
are the West Riding of Yorkshire and the West of England
(in particular, Somerset and Wiltshire).

The linen industry was formerly centred in Ireland. The
first flax-processing factories had been set up towards the
end of the last century, in Scotland as a matter of fact. The
machinery employed was still far from perfect; the material
gave rise to difficulties, which demanded major modifications
in the machines. They were first improved by the French-
man, Girard (1810), but it was in England that these
amendments were first applied in practice. The use of steam-
looms in the linen industry followed later, and from that
moment on linen production soared at a tremendous speed,
despite competition with the cotton industry. The centres in
England, Scotland and Ireland were Leeds, Dundee and Bel-
fast respectively. Dundee alone imported 3,000 tons of flax
in 1814 and 19,000 tons in 1834. Linen exports from Ireland,
where hand-looms were to be found side by side with steam-
looms, rose between 1800 and 1825 by 20 million yards,
almost all of which was sent to England, from where part
was subsequently re-exported elsewhere. Between 1820 and
1833 exports from the whole of Great Britain rose by 27
million yards; 1835 saw 347 linen factories in operation—of
which 170 were situated in Scotland—employing a total of
33,000 workers, a figure that did not include a large number
of Irish hand-loom weavers. .
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The silk industry first became important after 1824, when
the restrictive tariffs were lifted; since then raw silk imports
have doubled and the number of silk factories has risen to
266, with a total of 30,000 workers. The main centre of this
industry is Cheshire (Macclesfield, Congleton and district)
and then come Manchester and Paisley, in Scotland. Ribbon
weaving is centred in Coventry in Warwickshire.

These four branches of industry producing yarn and
textiles were thus totally revolutionised. Home industry was
replaced by collective labour in large buildings; manual
labour gave way to steam-power and machinery. With the
help of a machine a child of eight was able to do more than
had twenty adult men previously; six hundred thousand
factory workers, half of whom are children and more than
half of whom are of the female sex, are performing what
would otherwise be the work of a hundred and fifty million
people.

This is, however, only the beginning of the industrial rev-
olution. We have seen how dyeing, printing and bleaching
have been expanded as a result of the progress achieved in
spinning and weaving and how they have benefited accord-
ingly from mechanisation and chemistry. Since the intro-
duction of steam-driven machines and metal cylinders for
printing, one man has been able to do the work of two
hundred; since chloride has been used for bleaching instead
of oxygen, the time required for the operation has been
reduced from a few months to a few hours. While the in-
fluence of the industrial revolution on those processes which
the product undergoes after spinning and weaving was con-
siderable, its repercussions as regards the raw materials
used in the new industry were even more significant. It was
steam-power which first made the inexhaustible coal deposits
which stretch beneath England’s surface assume true im-
portance. Scores of new coal-mines were opened and the
existing ones worked with twice the former intensity. The
manufacture of spinning machines and weaving-looms came
to constitute a separate branch of industry and attained a
high degree of perfection, not achieved by any other nation.
These machines were made by other machines and a detailed
division of labour right down to the smallest operations paved
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the way for a precision and accuracy which are responsible
for the superiority of English machines. The production of
machinery in its turn made an impact on iron and copper-
mining, which meanwhile received their main stimulus from
another quarter, but one still dependent on the original revo-
lution effected by Watt and Arkwright.

The consequences of this initial industrial impetus are
endless. The advance of one branch of industry affected all
others. The newly created labour force requires food, as
we have just observed; the newly created working popula-
tion brings in its wake new living conditions and new needs.
The mechanical advantages of factory production bring down
the prices of manufactured goods and thus make the neces-
saries of life and, as a result, wages in general cheaper; all
other products can now be sold more cheaply and therefore
demand an extension of the market proportional to this
cheapness. Once there was an example of the advantages to
be gained from the introduction of mechanical aids, the in-
novations were gradually imitated in all other branches of
industry. The advance in civilisation which is the inevitable
consequence of all industrial improvements creates new
needs, new branches of production and hence further new
improvements. The revolution in cotton-spinning was bound
to bring in its wake a revolution throughout industry as a
whole and if we are unable sometimes to follow the trans-
mission of the driving force to the further removed branches
of the industrial system, this is due purely to the lack of
statistical and historical data. We shall, however, soon be
seeing everywhere that the introduction of mechanical aids
and scientific principles in general was the mainspring of
progress.

After spinning and weaving, metal-working is England’s
chief industry. Its main centres are Warwickshire (Birming-
ham) and Staffordshire (Wolverhampton). This industry was
very quick to introduce steam-power and, as a result of this
and division of labour, production costs were cut by three-
Quarters. Between 1800 and 1835 metal exports grew to four
times their previous total: in the first year 4,300 metric tons
O.f iron and an equal quantity of copper goods were exported,
rising to 16,000 tons of iron and 10,500 tons of copper and
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brass ware in 1835. It is only recently that cast and bar iron
have been exported on an important scale. In 1800 bar
iron exports totalled 4,600 tons and in 1835 bar iron exports
had reached 92,000 tons and cast iron exports 14,000.

All English cutlery is produced in Sheffield. The use of
steam-power, especially for grinding and polishing blades,
the conversion of iron into steel, which only then became
important, and the new method for moulding steel gave rise
to a far-reaching revolution in this field as well. Sheffield
alone uses an annual total of 500,000 tons of coal and 12,000
tons of iron, 10,000 tons of which are imported (above all
from Sweden).

The widespread consumption of cast-iron ware also dates
from the second half of the last century and only acquired
its present importance in recent years. Gas-lighting (in-
troduced in practice in 1804) created an enormous demand
for cast-iron tubes; railways, suspension bridges, etc., together
with various types of machinery, etc., increased the demand
still further. In 1780 puddling, i.e., the conversion of molten
iron into malleable iron in a furnace through the expulsion
of carbon, was invented and this gave the English iron mines
new importance. For want of charcoal the English had
hitherto been obliged to obtain all their wrought iron from
abroad. From 1790 on nails were made by machine, and
screws from 1810 onwards. In 1760 Huntsman, of Sheffield,
invented steel-casting; machines for making wire were
devised and, in general, throughout the iron and brass in-
dustry a mass of new machines was introduced, manual
labour supplanted and, in as far as its nature would allow,
the factory system was established.

The expansion of the mines was the inevitable conse-
quence of these developments. Until 1788 all iron ore had
been smelted with charcoal and iron extraction had thus been
held back by the scarcity of fuel. After 1788 coke (sulphurated
coal) was used instead of charcoal and within six years the
annual output of iron had multiplied six times. As against
the 17,000 tons produced in 1740, 553,000 tons were produced
in 1835. The output of tin and copper mines has multiplied
three times since 1770. Together with the iron mines, the coal
pits ranked as the most important branch of England’s min-
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ing industry. The expansion of coal production since the
middle of the last century is incalculable. The amount of coal
now used by the countless steam machines employed in
factories and mines, forges, furnaces and foundries, and for
domestic heating by a population that has doubled over this
period, bears absolutely no relation to the quantity being
used eighty or a hundred years ago. The smelting of pig-iron
alone consumes over three million tons a year.

The building of industry led first of all to improvements
in means of communication. The roads in England in the last
century had been in as bad a condition as everywhere else
and indeed remained so until the celebrated McAdam re-
formed road construction according to scientific principles
and thereby gave a new impetus to the advance of civilisa-
tion. Between 1818 and 1829 new main roads with a total
length of 1,000 English miles, quite apart from minor country
roads, were built and almost all existing roads were resur-
faced according to McAdam’s principles. In Scotland the
public works authorities have built over 1,000 bridges since
1803 and the barren moors in the south of Ireland, formerly
inhabited by semi-wild bands of robbers, are now intersected
by roads. Thus all corners of the realm, which had formerly
been bereft of contact with the outside world, have been made
accessible, namely, the Celtic-speaking districts of Wales,
the Scottish highlands and the south of Ireland have thereby
been obliged to make themselves known to the outside world
and accept the civilisation forced upon them.

The first sizable canal was built in Lancashire in 1755. In
1759 the Duke of Bridgewater initiated the construction of
the Worsley-Manchester Canal. Since then canals with a
total length of 2,200 miles have been built. In addition, Eng-
land possesses 1,800 miles of navigable rivers, the greater
part of which have also been adapted for commercial pur-
poses only in recent years.

Since 1807 steam-power has been used for driving ships,
and since the first British steamship was built in 1811, six
hundred more have followed. In 1835 there were 550 steam-
ships sailing from British ports.

The first public railway was built in Surrey in 1801, but it
was only after the Liverpool-Manchester railway was opened
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in 1830 that this new means of communication assumed im-
portance. Six years later 680 miles of railway had been laid
and four major lines from London to Birmingham, Bristol
and Southampton, and from Birmingham to Manchester and
Liverpool, were in operation. In the meantime the network
has spread over the whole of England; London is the junc-
tion for nine railways and Manchester for five.*

The revolutionising of British industry lies at the root of
all relations in contemporary England and it provides the
driving force behind the whole of the social movement. The
first thing it led to was the elevation of interest mentioned
above to its dominion over man. Interest held in its grip the
newly created industrial potential and started to exploit
it for its own purposes. This potential, which belonged to
mankind by right, was to become, under the influence of
private property, the monopoly of a few rich capitalists and
the tool for enslaving the masses. Commerce was to absorb
industry and thus become all-powerful, the bond of mankind.
All personal and national intercourse was reduced to com-
mercial intercourse and, in other words, property, things
became master of the world.

The rule of property was bound to turn first of all against
the state and dissolve it or, at least, since it cannot do without
the state altogether, emasculate it. Adam Smith started this
emasculation of the state at the time of the industrial revolu-
tion, when in 1776 he published his Inquiry into the Nature
and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, thus creating the
science of finance. Hitherto all such science had been of an
exclusively national character; political economy had been
regarded as a mere branch of state affairs and, as such,
subordinate to the state. Adam Smith made cosmopolitanism
subordinate to national objectives and raised political econ-
omy to the raison d’étre of the state. He reduced politics,
parties, religion, in short, everything to economic categories,
and thereby acknowledged property as the essence of the

* The above statistics have been taken mainly from The Progress of
the Nation by George Porter who served on the Board of Trade under
the Whig Government and may thus be presumed to have taken them
from official sources.’
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state and enrichment as its goal. On the other hand, William
Godwin in his Political Justice (17935) supported the re-
publican political system; at the same time as Jeremy
Bentham he formulated the utilitarian principle, whereby the
republican salus publica suprema lex was taken to its logical
conclusion, and attacked the very essence of the state in his
proposition that the state be an evil. Godwin interpreted the
utilitarian principle still in a very general way as the duty of
the citizen to neglect individual interests and live only for the
general good. Bentham, on the contrary, carried the essen-
tially social nature of this principle further; in keeping with
the national trend of that time he made individual interest
the basis of the general interest, acknowledged that the
identity of both was expressed in the proposition, later to be
amplified in particular by his pupil Mill, that love of our
fellow-men 1is nothing other than enlightened egoism and
substituted the greatest happiness of the greatest number for
the “general good”. In his empiricism Bentham here makes
the same error which Hegel committed in his theory; he
makes no serious attempt to surmount contradictions, he
makes a predicate of his subject, the whole dependent on the
part and thus turns everything upside down. First he speaks
of the inseparability of the general and individual interest
and then confines himself to blatant individual interest. His
proposition is merely the empirical expression of the other,
to the effect that man is mankind, but because it is empiri-
cally expressed, it gives not the free, self-aware, self-creative
man, but the rough, blind man, still caught up in contradic-
tions, the rights of the species. Bentham makes free competi-
tion the essence of morality and classifies human relation-
ships according to the laws of property, possessions,
according to natural laws, and thus the culmination of
the old, primitive Christian world order is the highest point
of alienation but not the beginning of the new order to be
created by self-aware man in complete freedom. Bentham
does not go beyond the state but he deprives it of
all content, replacing political principles by social ones
and making of political organisation a form for social con-
tent, thus bringing the contradiction to the highest point
possible.
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It was while the industrial revolution was taking place that
the democratic party came into being. In 1769 ]J. Horne
Tooke founded the Society of the Bill of Rights, in which, for
the first time since the republic, democratic principles were
discussed again. As in France, so these democrats were men
of purely philosophical education but they soon found that
the upper and middle classes were against them and that it
was only the working class which lent their principles an ear.
From among this class they were soon to found a party and
by 1794 this party had become quite strong, but still not
strong enough to exert anything but an erratic influence. Be-
tween 1797 and 1816 no mention was made of the party; in
the turbulent years from 1816 to 1823 it was very active
again, and then stagnated once more until the July revolu-
tion. Since then it has retained its importance alongside the
other parties and is making steady progress as we shall see
later.

The most important result of the eighteenth century for
England was the formation of the proletariat by the in-
dustrial revolution. The new industry demanded a constantly
available mass of workers for countless new trades and
indeed workers unlike any there had been before. Up to 1780
there had been few proletarians in England, as was inevit-
able in the light of the social situation in the nation described
earlier. Industry concentrated labour in factories and the
towns; the combination of industrial and agricultural activity
was made impossible and the new working class depended
exclusively on its work. What had been an exception in the
past became the rule and gradually spread outside the towns
as well. The cultivation of the land in small plots was ousted
by the big tenant farmers and as a result a new class of agri-
cultural labourers was formed. The population of the towns
trebled and quadrupled and almost all this increase was due
to the growth of the number of workers alone. The expansion
of mining also demanded a large number of new workers,
and they too lived by their wages alone.

On the other hand the middle class assumed the role of
out-and-out aristocracy. The factory owners in the course
of this industrial advance multiplied their capital with
miraculous speed; merchants also received their share and
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the capital created by this revolution provided the weapon
with which the English aristocracy opposed the French
revolution.

The result of this whole movement has been that England
is now divided into three parties: the landed aristocracy, the
financial aristocracy and the working-class democracy. These
are the only parties in England, the only mainsprings which
function here, and how they are at work we shall perhaps
attempt to depict in a later article.
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FREDERICK ENGELS

THE POSITION OF ENGLAND

THE BRITISH CONSTITUTION

In the preceding article we
developed the principles according to which the British
Empire’s present position in the history of civilisation should
be judged, and also gave the necessary data on the develop-
ment of the English nation, since they are indispensable for
the purpose but are less known on the Continent; thus, having
substantiated our premises, we may pass on to our subject
without more ado.

England’s position has up to now seemed enviable to all
other European peoples, and so it is to anybody who scans
the surface alone and sees only with the eyes of a politician.
England is a world power in the sense in which such powers
can exist today, and in which, essentially, all other world
powers existed; for Alexander’s and Caesar’s empires, like
the English, were also a dominion of civilised nations over
barbarians and colonies. No other country in the world can
vie with England in power and riches, and this power and
these riches are not in the hands of a single despot, as they
were in Rome, but belong to the educated part of the nation.
For a hundred years already, England has known no fear of
despotism, no struggle against the power of the Crown;
England is undoubtedly the freest, that is, the least unfree
country in the world, North America not excepted, and as a
result the educated Englishman has a measure of inborn in-
dependence of which no Frenchman, let alone a German, can
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boast. Political activity, the free press, the command of the
seas, and England’s gigantic industry have so fully developed
in almost every individual the energy and determination
which go hand in hand in the national character with the
coolest prudence that in this respect, too, the continental
peoples are infinitely far behind the English. The history
of the British Army and Navy is a series of splendid victories,
while England has for the past eight hundred years hardly
seen an enemy near her shores. Only German literature and
that of ancient Greece can vie with the English for pre-
cedence: in philosophy England has at least two great
names—Bacon and Locke; in the empirical sciences the great
names are beyond counting; and if it is a question of what
people has done the most, no one will deny that the English
are that people.

These are the things of which England may be proud,
things in which she has the advantage over the Germans and
the French and which I have enumerated here in advance, so
that all good Germans may convince themselves of my “im-
partiality” from the very start; for I am well aware that in
Germany one may speak without ceremony much rather of
the Germans than of any other nation. And these things just
enumerated form more or less the subject of the entire volu-
minous, yet utterly fruitless and superfluous, literature that
has been written on the Continent about England. Nobody
has ever taken it into his head to make a thorough study of
the nature of English history and the English national
character, and just how miserable the whole literature on
England is can be seen from the simple fact that Herr von
Raumer’s miserable book? is, as far as I know, still considered
in Germany the best book on that subject.

Let us begin with the political aspect, since England has
up to now been viewed only from that angle. Let us weigh
the British Constitution, this, in Tory parlance, “most perfect
product of the British mind” and, as yet another favour to
the politicians, let us proceed for the present on purely
empirical lines.

The juste-milieu values the British Constitution partic-
ularly for having developed “historically”’, which in plain
German means that the old basis created by the 1688 revolu-
8—1296
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tion was preserved and that on this foundation, as they call
it, building was continued. Later on we shall see the character
the British Constitution has acquired because of this; for the
time being a simple comparison of the Englishman of 1688
with the Englishman of 1844 is enough to prove that an
identical constitutional foundation for both is an absurdity,
an impossibility. Even disregarding the general advance of
civilisation, the political character of the nation is quite
different from what it was then. The Test-Act, the Habeas
Corpus Act, and the Bill of Rights® were measures which the
Whigs were able to put into effect owing to the weakness of
the Tories at that time and their victory over the Tories, and
which were directed against these Tories, that is, against the
absolute monarchy and against overt or covert Catholicism.
But within the next fifty years the old Tories disappeared,
and their descendants adopted the principles which had until
then been those of the Whigs; with the coronation of George 1
the monarchic-Catholic Tories became an aristocratic-High-
Church party, and since the French Revolution, which
brought the first glimmer of light into their minds, the
positive principles of Toryism have tended more and more
towards the abstraction of “Conservatism”, the naked,
thoughtless defence of the existing order of things, but even
this stage has already been left behind. In the person of Sir
Robert Peel Toryism has decided to recognise progress, has
realised that the British Constitution is untenable, and is
making concessions merely in order to preserve this derelict
structure as long as possible. The Whigs have also gone
through an equally important development, a new democratic
party has emerged, and yet the foundation of 1688 is to be
broad enough for 1844! The necessary consequence of this
“historical development” is that the internal contradictions,
which make up the essence of constitutional monarchy, and
which were sufficiently revealed at the time when modern
German philosophy still maintained a republican standpoint,
have reached their peak in the modern English monarchy.
Indeed, the English constitutional monarchy is the consum-
mation of constitutional monarchy in general, is the only state
in which, insofar as this is still possible today, a genuine
aristocratic nobility has been able to maintain its place next
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to a relatively highly developed public consciousness, and
where there actually exists that trinity of legislative power
which has been artificially reconstructed and is preserved
with difficulty on the Continent.

If the essence of the state, as of religion, lies in mankind’s
fear of itself, this fear reaches its culminating point in the
constitutional, and particularly in the English, monarchy.
The experience of three millennia has not made people any
cleverer; on the contrary, it has made them more confused,
more prejudiced, has driven them mad, and the result of this
madness is the political state of present-day Europe. The
pure monarchy inspires fear—it suggests the idea of Oriental
and Roman despotism. Pure aristocracy is no less terrifying—
the Roman patricians and medieval feudalism, the Venetian
and Genoan Nobili did not exist for nothing. Democracy is
more frightful than either; Marius and Sulla, Cromwell and
Robespierre, the bleeding heads of two kings, the proscrip-
tion lists and the dictatorship proclaim loudly enough the
“horrors” of democracy. Moreover, it is well known that not
one of these forms has ever lasted any length of time. What
then was to be done? Instead of moving on directly, instead
of concluding from the imperfection, or, rather, from the
cruelty of all state forms, that the state itself is the cause of
this cruelty, and is cruel itself, instead of that one simply
reassured oneself by adopting the view that this immorality
is inherent only in the forms of the state, inferred from the
above premises that three immoral factors taken together
could be transformed into a moral product, and created the
constitutional monarchy.

The first principle of constitutional monarchy is the
balance of power, and this principle is the most perfect
expression of mankind’s fear of itself. It is not my intention
to discuss the absurdity, the total impracticability of this
principle, I merely want to see if it has been sustained in the
Brltish Constitution, and shall, as I promised, conduct this
Investigation in a purely empirical way, so empirically, in
fact, that it may be too much even for our political empiri-
cists. I therefore take the British Constitution not as it is
described in Blackstone’s Commentaries, in de Lolme’s fanta-
sies, or in the long series of Constitutional Statutes, from
p-1]
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the Magna Chartal® to the Reform Bill, but as it exists in
reality.

Let us begin with the monarchic element. Everybody knows
what the sovereign counts for in England, whether male
or female. In practice, the power of the Crown has been
reduced to naught, and if this circumstance, notorious
throughout the world, needs further proof, this is furnished
by the fact that all struggle against the Crown ceased more
than a hundred years ago, that even the radical-democratic
Chartists know how to use their time to better purpose than
to waste it on such struggle. Where, in that case, is the third
of legislative power allotted to the Crown in theory? Yet—
and herein the fear reaches its peak—the British Constitution
cannot exist without the monarchy. Remove the Crown, the
“subjective apex”, and the entire artificial structure collapses.
The British Constitution is an inverted pyramid, the apex is
at the same time the base. And the less significant the
monarchic element has become in reality, the more significance
has it acquired for the Englishman. Nowhere, as is well
known, is this non-ruling personification worshipped more
than in England. The English journals surpass the German
by far in slavish servility. This disgusting cult of the king
as such, the worship of a completely emasculated and mean-
ingless notion, not even a notion, but the mere word “king”,
is the consummation of monarchy, just as the worship of the
mere word “god” is the consummation of religion. The
word “king” is the essence of the state, just as the word “god”
is the essence of religion, even if both words are meaning-
less. In both cases, the main thing is to see to it that the main
thing, namely, man, who is at the back of both these words,
should not come under discussion.

Next, the aristocratic element. It is, at least in the sphere
allotted to it by the Constitution, not much better off than
the Crown. If the mockery being constantly heaped on the
House of Lords for over a hundred years now has gradually
become so much part of public opinion that this branch of the
legislative power is generally regarded as an asylum for
pensioned-off statesmen, and that the offer of a peerage is
considered an insult by any as yet not fully spent member of
the Commons, one can easily imagine what respect is com-
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manded by the second of the state powers established by the
Constitution. Indeed, the activity of the Lords in the Upper
House has been reduced to a mere, insignificant formality and
only on rare occasions does this activity rise to a sort of vis
inertiae, as happened during the rule of the Whigs between
1830 and 1840—but even then the Lords are not strong by
themselves, but only thanks to the Tory party, whose purest
representatives they are. The House of Lords, the main
advantage of which, according to the theory of the Consti-
tution, is supposed to be that it is equally independent of the
Crown and of the people, in reality depends on a party, and
hence on public opinion, and because of the right of the
Crown to create peers, also on the Crown. But the feebler
the House of Lords has become, the more strongly is it sup-
ported by public opinion. The constitutional parties, the
Tories, Whigs and Radicals, equally dread an abolition of
this empty formality, and the most the Radicals will say is
that the House of Lords, as the only constitutional power
without responsibility, is an anomaly, and that the hereditary
peerage should therefore be replaced by an elected one. It is
once again man’s fear of himself that preserves this empty
form, and the Radicals, who demand a purely democratic
basis for the House of Commons, are driven by this fear even
further than the other two parties in that they, in order to
prevent the decline of that threadbare, outmoded Upper
House, seek to breathe some vitality into it by an infusion
of popular blood. The Chartists know better what they have
to do: they know that under pressure from a democratic
House of Commons the entire rotten structure—Crown and
Lords and all—must collapse by itself and therefore they
do not, as the Radicals do, bother with a reform of the
peerage.

And just as the adoration of the Crown has grown in the
same measure in which the power of the Crown has waned,
so has the people’s respect for the aristocracy increased in the
measure in which the political influence of the House of
Lords has dwindled. The point is that not only have the most
humiliating formalities of feudal times been preserved, that
the Members of the House of Commons, when they appear in
an official capacity before the Lords, have to stand hat in
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hand in front of the seated and hatted Lords, that the official
address to a member of the aristocracy is: “May it please
your lordship”, etc., the worst of it is that all these formalities
are really the expression of public opinion that regards a lord
as a being of a superior kind and has a respect for the
lineage, full-sounding titles, old family heirlooms, etc., which
is as repugnant and disgusting to us continentals as is the
worship of the Crown. In this trait of the English character,
too, we once again see the adoration of an empty, senseless
word, the completely insane, fixed idea that a great nation,
that humanity and the universe cannot exist without the word
aristocracy. For all that, the aristocracy has in reality still
considerable influence; but just as the power of the Crown is
the power of the Ministers, that is, the representatives of the
majority in the House of Commons—thereby taking an utter-
ly different direction from that envisaged by the Constitu-
tion—so, too, does the power of the aristocracy consist of
something entirely different from its right to a hereditary
seat in the legislature. The aristocracy is strong by its
enormous estate, by its wealth in general, and hence shares
this power with all the other, untitled rich; so the power of
the Lords resides not in the Upper House, but in the House
of Commons, and this leads us to that component of the
legislature that, according to the Constitution, should
represent the democratic element.

If the Crown and the House of Lords are powerless, the
House of Commons must of necessity wield all power, and
this is the case. The House of Commons does, in fact, pass
the laws and administer them through the Ministers, who are
but its committee. Hence, with this omnipotence of the House
of Commons—though the two other branches of legislature
would nominally continue to exist—England should be a
pure democracy, if only the democratic element itself were
really democratic. But this is not so. When the Constitution
was established after the revolution of 1688 the composition
of the constituencies remained quite unchanged; the towns,
villages and boroughs, which formerly had the right to return
a member, kept this right; and this right was by no means a
democratic one, not a “universal human right”, but a purely
feudal privilege, which had long ago, in the time of
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Elizabeth, been granted by the Crown quite arbitrarily and
by grace to many towns that had until then not been
represented. Even the character of representation which the
elections to the Lower House had possessed at least initially
was soon lost as a result of “historical development”. The
composition of the old House of Commons is known. In the
towns the returning of a member was either in the hands of
one person or of a closed and self-recruiting corporation;
only a few towns were open, that is, had quite a large number
of electors, and in them the most shameless bribery did away
with the last remnants of true representation. The closed
towns were mainly under the influence of an individual, gen-
erally a lord; and in the rural constituencies the omnipotence
of the big landowners suppressed any more or less free and
independent movement among the people, who were other-
wise politically inert. The old House of Commons was
nothing but a closed, medieval corporation independent of
the people, a culmination of the “historical” right, a corpora-
tion that was unable to advance a single truly or seemingly
rational argument in defence of its existence, that existed
contrary to reason and therefore denied in 1794, through its
committee, that it was a meeting of representatives and that
England was a country with a representative government.*
As compared with such a Constitution, the theory of a state
with a representative government, even of an ordinary
constitutional monarchy with a Chamber of Representatives,
was bound to appear highly revolutionary and objectionable,
and the Tories were therefore quite right when they called
the Reform Bill a measure diametrically opposed to the spirit
and the letter of the Constitution and undermining it. Never-
theless, the Reform Bill was passed, and we now have to
consider what it has made of the British Constitution and
especially the House of Commons. Above all, the conditions
for the election of representatives in rural areas have re-
mained unchanged. The voters there are almost exclusively
tenants and, as such, are heavily dependent on their landlord

* Second Report of the Committee of Secrecy, to whom the Papers
ref.errcd to in His Majesty’s Message on the 12th May 1794 were
(li)elgvcred (Report on the London revolutionary societies, London, 1794).

. 68 ff.
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because the latter may at any moment terminate the lease,
there being no contractual relations between him and his
tenants. The representatives of the counties (as opposed to
the towns) are, as before, representatives of the landlords,
for only in the most tumultuous times, as in 1831,11 dare the
tenants vote against the landlords. Moreover, the Reform
Bill2 has only aggravated these evils by increasing the
number of representatives from the counties. Of the 252
county members the Tories can therefore always count on at
least 200, unless any general disturbance which would make
an intervention by the landlords unwise should break out
among the tenants. In the towns representation has been in-
troduced at least formally, and everyone who rents a house
at no less than ten pounds a year and pays direct taxes (the
Poor Tax, etc.) has the right to vote. This excludes the vast
majority of the working classes; for, first of all, naturally,
only the married live in houses and even if a considerable
number of these houses are rented at ten pounds a year, most
of their tenants evade the payment of direct taxes and are
therefore not entitled to vote. Under the Chartist, universal
suffrage the electorate would increase at least threefold. The
towns are thus in the hands of the middle class, but in the
smaller towns the latter frequently depends, directly or in-
directly, on the landlords through the tenants, who are the
small shopkeepers’ and craftsmen’s main customers. Only in
the big towns does the middle class really come to power, and
in the small factory towns, particularly in Lancashire, where
the middle class is insignificant on account of its small
number and the rural population has little influence, and
where even a minority of the working class carries great
weight, this semblance of representation approaches to
some degree a real one. These towns, for example, Ashton,
Oldham, Rochdale, Bolton, etc., therefore send almost
exclusively Radical members to Parliament. An extension
of the voting rights according to the Chartist principles
would here too, as in all factory towns in general, give the
latter party a majority of voters. In addition to these different
and, in practical respects, very complicated influences, a
telling effect is exerted by various local interests and, last
but not least, by a very important factor—bribery. In the first
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article in this series I mentioned that the House of Commons
had declared through its committee set up to investigate
corrupt practices that it had been elected through bribery,
and Thomas Duncombe, the only confirmed Chartist member,
has long since frankly told the House of Commons that not
a single person in the whole assembly, himself included, could
say that he had obtained his seat through the free ballot of
his constituents, without bribery. Last summer, Richard
Cobden, member for Stockport and leader of the Anti-Corn
Law League,’® declared at a public meeting in Manchester
that bribery had at the time become more widespread than
ever, that in the Tory Carlton Club and the Liberal Reform
Club in London town seats were being blatantly auctioned off
to the highest bidder, and that these clubs acted as entre-
preneurs—for so and so many pounds we guarantee you such
and such a seat, etc. And on top of all this, there is the
“honourable” way in which these elections are carried out:
the general drunkenness in which the voting takes place, the
public houses in which the voters get drunk at the expense of
the candidates, the disorder, the brawls and the howling of
the crowd at the election boxes, put the final touches to the
worthlessness of the representation elected for a term of
seven years.

We have seen that the Crown and the House of Lords
have lost their significance; we have seen in what manner
the omnipotent House of Commons is recruited; the question
now is: who really rules England? Property rules. Property
enables the aristocracy to dominate the election of representa-
tives from the rural areas and the small towns; property
enables the merchants and factory owners to pick the repre-
sentatives for the big and partly also for the small towns;
property enables both to increase their influence through
bribery. The rule of property is expressly recognised in the
Reform Bill through the establishment of property qualifica-
tions. And since property and influence through property are
the essence of the middle class, since the aristocracy takes
advantage of its property in any election, and therefore acts
not as an aristocracy, but puts itself on a par with the middle
class, and since the influence of the middle class proper is
much stronger than that of the aristocracy, it is, of course,
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the middle class that really rules. But how and why does it
rule? Because the people have not yet any clear idea of the
nature of property, because they are generally—at least in
rural areas—still spiritually dead and therefore put up with
this tyranny of property. England is indeed a democracy, but
in the way Russia is a democracy; for, without being aware
of it, the people rule everywhere, and in all states the govern-
ment is only a different expression for the people’s level of
education.

It will be difficult for us to return from the way the British
Constitution is practised to its theory. Practice is in glaring
contradiction with theory; the two are so far apart that there
is no longer any resemblance between them. Here a trinity of
legislation, there a tyranny of the middle class; here a two-
chamber system, there an all-powerful House of Commons;
here a royal prerogative, there a cabinet chosen by the
Commons; here an independent House of Lords with heredi-
tary law-givers, there an asylum for pensioned-off members
of the Lower House. Each of the three components of the
legislative power has had to hand over its power to a
different element: the Crown to the Ministers, that is, to the
majority of the House of Commons, the lords to the Tory
party, that is, to a popular element, and to the peer-creating
Ministers, that is, essentially also to a popular element, and
the Commons to the middle class or, which is the same, to
the political immaturity of the people. Actually, the British
Constitution no longer exists; the whole tedious process of
legislation is a mere farce; the contradiction hetween theory
and practice has become so glaring that it cannot be preserved
for long, and even if the Catholic Emancipation, of which
we shall have more to say further on, and the parliamentary
and municipal reform may seem to have instilled some life |
into this feeble Constitution, these measures are themselves
a confession that all hope for the preservation of the Consti-
tution has been lost. These measures introduce elements into
the Constitution which decisively contradict its basic prin-
ciples, and therefore only further aggravate the conflict by
bringing theory into contradiction with itself.

We have seen that the power structure designed by the
British Constitution rests on fear alone. This fear is revealed |
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even more starkly in the rules according to which legislation
is implemented, in the so-called Standing Orders. Every Bill
must be read in each of the two Houses three times at
definite intervals; after the second reading it is passed on to
a committee, which examines it in detail; in more important
cases ‘the House becomes a committee of the whole House”
for the examination of the Bill and appoints a chairman, who
after the debates are over reports with a great deal of pomp
on the debates to the same House that debated the Bill. In-
cidentally, is this not as beautiful an example of “transcend-
ence within immanence and of immanence within tran-
scendence” as any Hegelian could wish for? “The knowledge
of the Lower House about the committee is the knowledge of
the committee about itself”’, and the chairman is the “absolute
personality of the mediator in which both are identical”.
Thus, every Bill is discussed eight times before it may receive
royal assent. Naturally, this whole ridiculous procedure is
once again due to the man’s fear of himself. It is realised that
progress is the essence of humanity but the courage is lacking
to proclaim this progress openly; laws are issued which are
to have absolute validity, which, therefore, set limits to prog-
ress, and then through the right reserved to amend laws the
progress just denied is let in again through the back door.
Only not too quickly, only not too rashly! Progress is revolu-
tionary, dangerous and, therefore, a strong bar must at least
be created; before it is decided to recognise it the matter must
be thought over eight times. But this fear, which is con-
temptible in itself and only proves that those experiencing it
are not vet really free people, must of necessity lead to
blunders also in the measures which they undertake. Instead
of ensuring a fuller consideration of the Bills, their repeated
reading becomes superfluous in practice and a pure formality.
Generally, the main debates are concentrated on the first or
second reading, at times also on the debates in the com-
mittee, depending on what is more convenient for the op-
position. The complete senselessness of these repeated debates
becomes particularly clear if one considers that the fate of
every Bill is decided from the outset, and if it is not decided,
the subject of the debates is not some particular bill, but the
existence of a particular government. Thus, the result of this
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whole farce, which is repeated eight times over, is not the
holding of a calmer debate in the House itself, but something
entirely different, something that did not enter the plans of
those who introduced this farce. The tediousness of the
debates gives the public time to form an opinion about the
proposed measure and in case of need to oppose it by means
of meetings and petitions, and often—as last year in the case
of Sir James Graham’s Education Bill—with success. But
this, as we said above, is not the original aim and could be
achieved in a much simpler way.

Since we are dealing with the Standing Orders, we can
mention a few more points in which the fear that permeates
the British Constitution and the originally corporative
character of the House of Commons are revealed. The debates
in the House of Commons are not public; admittance is a
privilege and is generally granted only by written order of
some member. During the voting the galleries are cleared;
despite this ridiculous mystery-making, to the abolition of
which the House has always strongly objected, the names of
the Members voting for or against appear on the next day in
all the newspapers. The Radical members have never been
able to achieve a printing of the authentic minutes—only a
fortnight ago such a motion was defeated—and as a result
the publisher of parliamentary reports appearing in the
newspapers bears the sole responsibility for their content, and
legal proceedings can be instituted against him for the
publication of slander by anyone who feels offended by any-
thing a Member of Parliament may have said—and accord-
ing to law also by the government—while the author of the
slander is protected by his parliamentary privileges against
all persecution. This and a great number of other items in
the Standing Orders show the exclusively anti-popular
character of the reformed Parliament; and the tenacity, with
which the House of Commons clings to these customs, shows
clearly enough that it has no wish to change from a privileged
corporation into an assembly of people’s representatives.

A further proof of this is the parliamentary privilege, the
exceptional position of the members with respect to the courts
and the right of the House of Commons to have anvyone it
wishes arrested. Originally directed against encroachments
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by the Crown, which has since been deprived of all power,
this privilege has in recent times turned directly against the
people. In 1771 the House grew angry about the audacity of
the newspapers that had published its debates—which only
the House itself is entitled to do—and attempted to put an
end to this audacity by arresting first the publishers and then
the officials who had released them. This attempt naturally
failed, but it shows how things stand in the matter of parlia-
mentary privilege, and the failure proves that the House of
Commons, despite its elevated position over the people, is
nevertheless dependent on them, that is to say, even the
House of Commons does not rule.

In a country where “Christianity is part and parcel of the
laws of the land” the Established Church is of necessity part
of the Constitution. According to her Constitution, England
is essentially a Christian state, and what is more, a fully
developed one, a strong Christian state; state and church are
perfectly fused and indissoluble. But this unity of church and
state can exist only in one Christian creed, to the exception
of all others, and these excommunicated sects are therefore
naturally designated as heretics and subjected to religious
and political persecution. This applies also to England. These
sects had for long been lumped together in one class, as non-
conformists or dissenters,’* barred from all participation in
the state, prevented from worshipping and persecuted by
penal laws. The more zealously they opposed the unity of
church and state, the more zealously did the ruling party
defend this unity and raise it to one of the maxims of the
state. When the Christian state in England was still in full
bloom, the persecution of dissenters, and especially of
Catholics, was the order of the day, and this persecution,
though less violent, was more universal and enduring than
that of the Middle Ages. The acute disease became a chronic
one, the sudden bloodthirsty fits of rage of Catholicism turned
into a cold, political cunning, which sought to eradicate the
h_eterodoxy by milder but persistent pressure. The persecu-
tion was transferred to the secular field and thus made
unbearable. Refusal to believe the Thirty-nine Articles,1
though no longer considered blasphemy, became instead a
political crime.
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But the progress of history could not be arrested; the
difference between the legislation of 1688 and the public
opinion of 1828 was so great that in that year even the House
of Commons found itself obliged to abolish the most op-
pressive laws against the dissenters. The Test-Act!® and the
religious paragraphs of the Corporation Act!? were repealed;
in the following year, despite violent Tory opposition, came
the Catholic Emancipation.'® The Tories, the champions
of the Constitution, were quite right in their opposition, since
none of the liberal parties, including the Radicals, attacked
the Constitution as such. For them, too, the Constitution was
to remain the basis, and, on a constitutional basis, only the
Tories were consistent. They realised, and said, that the
above-mentioned measures would lead to the downfall of the
High Church and hence inevitably to the downfall of the
Constitution as well; that the granting of active civil rights
to the dissenters would de facto mean destroying the High
Church, sanctioning attacks against the High Church; that it
would be a major inconsistency towards the state in general
if the Catholic, who places the authority of the Pope above
the authority of the state, were allowed to participate in
government and legislation. Their arguments could not be
refuted by the Liberals; nevertheless Emancipation was
passed, and the prophecies of the Tories are already
beginning to come true.

The High Church has thus become a name without mean-
ing and differs from other creeds only in that it receives three
million pounds a year and has several minor privileges
which are just enough to sustain the struggle against it. This
includes the ecclesiastical courts, in which the Anglican
bishop has the exclusive but quite meaningless right of
jurisdiction, and which are a burden due mainly to the
exaction of law costs; then comes the local church tax, which
is used to preserve the buildings placed at the disposal of the
Established Church; the dissenters are under the jurisdiction
of those courts and must also pay the tax.

However, not only the legislation against the church, but
also the legislation for it, has contributed to making the
Established Church a name without meaning. The Irish
Church has always been nothing but a meaningless name,
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a perfect Established or Government Church, a complete
hierarchy, from the archbishop down to the vicar, one that
has everything except a congregation, and whose mission it
is to preach, to pray and to chant the litanies to the empty
walls. The Church of England, it is true, has a public, though
it, too, has been largely pushed aside by the dissenters,
especially in Wales and the industrial districts, but the well-
paid pastors of the soul do not worry particularly about the
flock. “If you want to pour contempt on a caste of priests and
to overthrow it, then pay it well,” says Bentham, and the
English and Irish churches testify to the truth of this maxim.
In the country and in the towns of England the people hate
nothing more, hold nothing in greater contempt than a
Church-of-England parson. And with so religious a people
as the English this means something.

Obviously, the more negligible and lamentable the reputa-
tion of the High Church becomes, the more strongly does
the conservative and generally strictly constitutional party
cling to it—even Lord John Russell would be reduced to
tears by the separation of the church from state; obviously
also, the more its reputation declines, the worse and the
more perceptible becomes the burden it imposes. The Irish
Church especially, being the least significant, is the best
hated; it serves no other purpose than to embitter the people,
than to remind them that they are an enslaved people
on whom the conqueror imposes his religion and his insti-
tutions.

Thus, England is now in a state of tramsition from a
definite to an indefinite Christian state, to a state in which
there is no definite creed, but only a blend of all existing
creeds, which has made indefinite Christianity its basis. The
old, definite Christian state naturally took steps against this
unbelief, and the Apostate Act of 1699 punishes unbelief with
the loss of even passive civil rights and with imprisonment;
though the Act has never been repealed, it is never applied.
Another law dating back to Elizabeth’s times prescribes that
anyone who without good reason stays away from church on
Sundays (if I am not mistaken, it even prescribes the Epis-
copal Church, for Elizabeth did not recognise the dissenting
churches), is to be punished by a fine or imprisonment. This
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law is still often enforced in rural areas, and even here, in
civilised Lancashire, a few hours from Manchester, there
are a few bigoted justices of the peace who—as M. Gibson,
Member for Manchester, said in the Commons—have
sentenced a great many people to as much as six weeks’ im-
prisonment for failing to attend church. The main laws
against unbelief, however, are those which disbar people who
do not believe in 2 God or in a reward or punishment in
the hereafter from taking an oath, and punish them for
blasphemy. Blasphemy is everything that seeks to throw
contempt on the Bible or the Christian religion, and also
the outright denial of the existence of God; the punish-
gmnt for it is imprisonment, generally for a year, and a
ne.

But the indefinite Christian state is also steadily declining,
even before it has been given official recognition by legisla-
tion. The Apostate Act is, as we said above, completely
obsolete, and the law on attending church is also quite anti-
quated and is enacted only in exceptional cases. Thanks to
the fearlessness of the English socialists, and especially of
Richard Carlile, the law against blasphemy is also obsoles-
cent and is applied only here and there, in particularly
bigoted localities such as Edinburgh, for example, and even
the denial of the oath is avoided wherever possible. The
Christian party has become so weak that it sees itself that a
strict enforcement of these laws would result in their prompt
repeal, and therefore prefers to keep quiet so that the
Damocles’ sword of Christian legislation may at least con-
tinue to hang above the heads of the unbelievers and perhaps
continue to act as a warning and deterrent.

In addition to the positive political institutions reviewed
above, a few other things should be considered in connection
with the Constitution. Up to now hardly any mention has
been made of the Rights of Man; within the framework of
the Constitution proper, the individual has no rights in
England. These rights are founded either on usage or on the
power of separate statutes which are in no way connected
with the Constitution. We shall see how this peculiar divi-
sion emerged, but in the meantime pass over to the criticism
of those rights.
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First there is the right of everyone to express his opinion
without hindrance and without preliminary permission from
the government—the freedom of the press. In general, it is
true to say that nowhere is there a more extensive freedom
of the press than in England, and yet this freedom is still
very limited here. The libel law, the treason law and the
blasphemy law weigh heavily on the press, and even if press
persecution is seldom, this is not because of the law, but
because of the government’s fear of the inevitable unpopular-
ity that measures against the press would entail. Every day
the English newspapers of all parties commit offences both
against the government and against individuals, but they are
silently tolerated, no action is taken until the opportunity of
starting a political trial arises, whereupon this opportunity
is used to institute proceedings against the press as well. This
was the case with the Chartists in 1842 and recently with the
Irish repealers.!® The English freedom of the press has lived
for the past hundred years by grace of the government, just
as the Prussian freedom of the press has done since 1842.

The second “birthright” of the Englishman is the right
of assembly, a right no other people in Europe as yet enjoys.
This right, although age-old, has later been proclaimed in a
statute as “the right of the people to assemble to discuss its
grievances and to petition the legislation for their relief”.
This formula itself contains a certain restriction. If no peti-
tion results from a meeting, the latter assumes because of it
if not a directly illegal, then at least a very doubtful
character. In O’Connell’s trial it was particularly stressed by
the Crown that the meetings, which were qualified as illegal,
had not been called to discuss petitions. The main restriction,
however, is of a police nature; the central or local govern-
ment can prohibit any meeting in advance or interrupt and
disperse it, and this has been done not only at Clontarf but
frequently even in England with Chartist and socialist
meetings. But this is not considered an encroachment on the
Englishman’s birthrights, because the Chartists and social-
ists are poor devils and, as such, outside the pale of the law;
nobody takes any notice of it except the Northern Star® and
the New Moral World,2! and the Continent therefore does
not get to know about it.

4—1296
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Next the right of association. All associations pursuing
lawful aims with lawful means are permitted, but they are
allowed every time to form only one large society, but not to
include branch associations. The setting up of societies, which
divide into local branches with a special organisation, is
allowed only for philanthropic and generally pecuniary"
purposes, and can be undertaken here only if a license from
the official appointed for that purpose is obtained. The
socialists obtained such a license for their association by
declaring such an aim; the Chartists were refused a license
even though they copied the rules of the socialist society
word for word in their Charter. They are now compelled to
circumvent the law and are thereby placed in a position
where a single slip of the pen of a single member of the
Chartist Association can entangle the whole society in the
snares of the law. But even apart from that, the right of
association, in its full scope, is a privilege of the rich; for an
association needs money above all, and it is easier for the
rich Anti-Corn Law League to raise hundreds of thousands
than it is for the poor Chartist society or the British Miners’
Union to defray the costs of association alone. And an
association that has no funds at its disposal has little impor-
tance and cannot engage in agitation.

The Habeas Corpus, that is, the right of every accused
(excepted in the case of high treason) to be released on bail
before trial, this much-praised right is also a privilege of the
rich. The poor cannot procure bail and must therefore go
to gaol.

The last of these Rights of Man is the right of every one to
be judged only by his peers, and this, too, is a privilege of
the rich. The poor man is not judged by his peers, he is in all
cases judged by his sworn enemies, for in England the rich
and the poor are in a state of open war. The jurors must
possess certain qualifications, and what these are like, can be
seen from the fact that the jury list of Dublin, a town of
250,000 inhabitants, contains only 800 who qualify. In the
last Chartist trials in Lancaster, Warwick and Stafford
workers were judged by big landowners and tenants, who
were mostly Tories, and by factory owners or merchants, who
were mostly Whigs, but in both cases enemies of the
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Chartists and the workers. And that is not all. An “impartial
jury” is generally an absurdity. When four weeks ago
O’'Connell was tried in Dublin every juryman was, as a
Protestant and Tory, his enemy. Catholics and repealers
would have been “his peers’, and even they were not so,
for they were his friends. A Catholic in the jury would
have made this verdict, any verdict except acquittal, im-
possible. We have here a particularly vivid case, but essen-
tially the same applies to any case. By its nature a jury is a
political and not a legal institution, but since the whole
judicial system is originally of a political nature, the jury
reflects the true essence of that system, and the English jury,
because it is the most developed, is the culmination of judicial
deception and immorality. It begins with the fiction of the
“impartial juror”; it is impressed upon the jurors that they
should forget everything they have heard about the given
case before the trial, that they should judge only according
to the evidence presented here in court—as if this were pos-
sible! A second fiction is created, that of the “impartial
judge”, who is to explain the law and to weigh the evidence
submitted by both sides impartially, completely “objectively”
—as if this were possible! It is even demanded of the judge
that he particularly and in spite of everything should not
exercise any influence on the verdict of the jurors, should
not suggest the verdict to them—that is, should interpret the
premises as they should be interpreted to draw the conclu-
sion; but he should not draw the conclusion itself, he is not
allowed to draw it even for himself for that would influence
his statement of the premises—all these and a hundred other
things that are impossible, inhuman and stupid are demanded
of him only in order to lend a mask of decency to the
original stupidity and inhumanity. But you cannot bamboozle
practice, in practice no one takes any notice of all this stuff;
the judge clearly intimates to the jury what verdict it should
bring in and the obedient jury regularly delivers that
verdict.

Further! The accused must be protected in every way, the
accused is, just as the king, sacred and inviolable and can do
no wrong, that is, he may do nothing, and if he does do some-
thing, it is considered invalid. The accused may confess his
4
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crime, but that does him no good at all. The law decides that
he is not to be believed. I think it was in 1819 that a man
accused his wife of adultery when she, during his illness,
which she believed to be fatal, confessed to him that she had
committed adultery—but the wife’s advocate argued that a
confession of the accused may not be taken in evidence and
the complaint was rejected.” The sacredness of the accused
is also reflected in the judicial procedure which is applied
in the English trial by jury and which opens such a profitable
field for the pettifogging tricks of the advocates. It seems in-
credible what ridiculous mistakes in procedure can upset
the whole trial. In 1800 a man was found guilty of forgery
but was released because his advocate discovered before the
verdict had been handed in that in the counterfeit bank-note
the name was abbreviated to Bartw, whereas in the indict-
ment it was written Bartholomew, in full. The judge, as we
said, sustained the objection and released the exposed
forger.* In 1827 a woman was accused in Winchester of
infanticide, but was acquitted because in its verdict the in-
quest jury had “upon their oath” (The jurors of our Lord the
King upon their oath present that, etc.) declared that this and
that had happened, but this jury was made up of thirteen
men and had taken not one but thirteen oaths and the verdict
should therefore have read: “Upon their oaths.”*** A year ago
in Liverpool a boy was caught on a Sunday evening in the
act of stealing a handkerchief out of somebody’s pocket and
was arrested. His father objected that the police had ar-
rested him unlawfully, because the law lays it down that no
one is allowed to do on Sunday the work by which he earns
his living, and that the police were therefore not allowed to
arrest anybody on a Sunday. The judge agreed to this, but
continued to question the youngster, who admitted to being
a professional pickpocket. He was fined 5 shillings because he
had pursued his trade on a Sunday. I could give hundreds
of such examples, but those given are eloquent enough.
English law justifies the accused but acts against society, for

* Wade, British History, London, 1838.
** Ibid.
##% Ibid.
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the protection of which it actually exists. As in Sparta it is
not the crime but the stupidity with which it was committed
that is punished. All protection is turned against those whom
it seeks to protect; the law seeks to protect society and at-
tacks it; it seeks to protect the accused and does him nothing
but harm—for it is clear that anybody too poor to oppose the
official pettifoggery by an equally pettifogging advocate
has against him the whole procedure that was created for his
protection. Anyone who is too poor to put up an advocate
or the requisite number of witnesses is lost in every some-
what doubtful case. He receives for preliminary perusal only
the indictment and the sworn testimony initially given to the
justice of the peace, and hence does not know in detail what
will be brought in evidence against him (and this is par-
ticularly dangerous to an innocent person); he must reply as
soon as the prosecution has presented its case, but is allowed
to speak only once, and if he does not dispose of all doubts,
if a witness whom he did not consider necessary to call is
missing—he is lost.

The climax of the whole thing, however, is the rule that
the twelve jurors must be unanimous in their verdict.

They are locked up in a room and are not allowed to leave
it until they reach a common decision or the judge realises
that they cannot be made to agree. This is quite inhuman and
so much against human nature that it makes it ridiculous to
demand of twelve people that they should have an identical
opinion on some point. But it is consistent. The inquisitional
system inflicts bodily or mental torture on the accused, while
trial by jury sanctifies the accused and tortures the witnesses
by a cross-examination that is no less exacting than the court
of the inquisition. It even tortures the jurors, for it must
obtain a verdict even if the world should go to ruin; the jury
is locked up until it hands in a verdict, and if the jurors
should really take it into their heads to act in accordance
with their oaths, a new jury is appointed and the trial is re-
peated, and this continues until either the prosecution or the
lurors tire of the struggle and surrender unconditionally.

his is proof enough that the judiciary cannot exist without
torture and is in all cases barbarism. It could not be other-
wise; if one wants to achieve mathematical certainty about
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things which do not admit of such certainty, one cannot but
arrive at nonsense or barbarism. Practice once again reveals
what is at the back of all this; in practice the jury takes it
easy and, if there is no other way, breaks its oath without a
twinge of conscience. In Oxford in 1824 a jury was unable
to agree. One said guilty; eleven said not guilty. Finally they
came to terms; the one dissenter wrote on the indictment:
guilty, and withdrew; then came the alderman and the
others, took the document and wrote a “not” in front of the
“guilty” (Wade, British History). Another case is related
by Fonblanque, the editor of the Examiner, in his England
Under Seven Administrations. Here, too, the jury could not
reach agreement and finally resorted to drawing lots; they
took two straws and began to draw, and the opinion of the
party drawing the longer straw was adopted.

Since we are discussing legal institutions let us look at the
matter in somewhat greater detail in order to get a fuller
view of the state of the law in England. The English penal
code is known to be the strictest in Europe. As late as 1810
it still yielded nothing to the Carolina?? in barbarism; burn-
ing at the stake, breaking on the wheel, quartering, tearing
intestines from the live body, etc., were very popular cate-
gories of punishment. Since then the most revolting atrocities
have been abolished, but a great many brutalities and in-
famies remain unamended in the statutes. Capital punishment
is prescribed for seven felonies (murder, treason, rape,
sodomy, burglary, robbery with violence and arson with
intent to murder); formerly much more widespread, it was
limited to this number only in 1837; besides it, the English
penal code contains two other exquisitely barbaric kinds of
punishment—transportation, or the turning of man into beast
through society, and solitary confinement, or the turning of
man into beast through solitude. Nothing more cruel and vile
can be devised than these two punishments to corrupt
systematically the victims of the law bodily, intellectually
and morally, and to make them worse than beasts. The trans-
ported criminal falls into such an abyss of demoralisation,
of disgusting bestiality, that the best must succumb to it in
six months; anyone who cares to read the eye-witnesses’
reports about New South Wales and the Norfolk Island will
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agree with me when I say that all the above said is still far
from reflecting the reality. The person in solitary confine-
ment is driven insane; the model prison in London has after
three months of its existence had to deliver three madmen to
Bedlam, not to mention religious madness, which still usually
passes for sanity.

The penal laws against political crimes are drawn up in
almost the same terms as the Prussian ones; especially the
“exciting discontent” and “seditious language” are given in
the same indefinite wording that leaves the judge and the
jury so much elbow-room. The punishments are also stricter
here than anywhere; transportation is the main punish-
ment.

If these strict punishments and the vaguely defined polit-
ical crimes do not have the practical results one might expect
considering the law, this is on the one side a shortcoming
of the law itself, which is so confused and unclear that a
skilful advocate can always use these difficulties in favour
of the accused. The English law is either common law, that
is, unwritten law, as it existed at the time when the collection
of the statutes began, and later when it was compounded by
legal authorities; this law is naturally uncertain and doubtful
on the main points; or the statute law, which consists of an
endless series of individual parliamentary acts, collected over
five hundred years, which contradict each other and create
instead of a “state of law” a completely lawless state. The
advocate is everything here; he who has been really thorough
in wasting his time on this legal jumble, on this chaos of
contradictions, is all-powerful in an English court. The un-
certainty of the law naturally leads to faith in the authority
of the decisions of former judges in similar cases, and is thus
made only worse, for these decisions also contradict one
another, and the result of the trial depends again on the
extensive reading and presence of mind of the advocate. On
the other hand, the meaninglessness of the English penal
code is again only a grace, etc., an act of consideration for
public opinion, which the law does not oblige the government
to make; and that the legislature does not intend to change
these conditions can be seen from the violent opposition to
all law reforms. But one should not forget that property rules
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and that this grace is conferred only on ‘“respectable”
criminals; the whole burden of this legalised barbarism falls
on the poor, the pariah, the proletarian, and that is nobody’s
concern.

Again, this patronage of the rich is explicitly expressed
in the law. While all serious crimes are punished with the
heaviest punishments, almost all minor offences incur fines,
which are naturally identical for the poor and the rich, and
do no or little harm to the rich, whereas the poor man in
nine cases out of ten is unable to pay and is then, without
further ado, sent in default of payment for a few months to
the treadmill. One has but to read the police reports in the
first English daily paper one comes across to convince one-
self of the truth of this assertion. The maltreatment of the
poor and the patronage of the rich in all courts is so com-
monplace, is practised so openly and is so shamelessly
reported by the newspapers that one can scarcely read a
newspaper without burning with moral indignation. Thus a
rich man is always treated with extraordinary politeness,
and no matter how brutal his offence may have been, “the
judges always very much regret” that they have to sentence
him to a fine, usually a miserably small one. The adminis-
tration of the law is in this respect much less humane than
the law itself; “law grinds the poor, and rich men rule the
law” and “there is one law for the poor and another for the
rich” are absolutely true expressions that have long since
become proverbial. But how could it be otherwise? The
justices of the peace as well as the jurors are themselves
rich men, they are enlisted from the middle class and are
therefore biased in favour of their own, and are born
enemies of the poor. And if the social influence of property,
which cannot be considered here, is taken into account, then
nobody can really feel surprised at this barbarian state of
affairs.

The subject of direct social legislation, in which baseness
reaches its climax, will be discussed later. At this point it
could not be described in its full significance.

Let us now sum up this criticism of the state of the law in
England. What can be said against it from the viewpoint of
the “legal state” is a matter of complete indifference. That
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England is not an official democracy cannot prejudice wus
against her institutions. To us only one thing matters, the
thing we have observed everywhere, namely, that theory and
practice are in glaring contradiction. All the power of the
Constitution—the Crown, the Lords and the Commons—
have dissolved before our very eyes; we have seen that the
Established Church and all the so-called birthrights of the
English are empty words, that even the jury is in reality
only an illusion, that the law has no existence, in short, that
a state which has placed itself on an accurately defined, legal
basis, has denied this basis and violated it. The Englishman
is not free because of the law, but despite the law, if he can
be considered free at all.

We have also seen what a mass of lies and immorality
result from this state of affairs; people prostrate themselves
before meaningless names and deny reality, they do not want
to know anything about it, refuse to recognise what actually
exists, what they have themselves created; they deceive
themselves and introduce a conventional language with
artificial categories, each of which is a travesty, and cling
fearfully to these meaningless abstractions, all this in order
not to have to admit that in life, in practice, quite different
things are at stake. The whole British Constitution and with
it all of constitutional public opinion is nothing but one big
lie, which is perpetually being propped up and concealed by
a number of small lies, when its true nature is here or there
revealed somewhat too openly. And even when they realise
that all this edifice is nothing but falsehood and fiction, even
then they cling to it more strongly than before, so that the
meaningless words, the few senselessly compiled letters
should not fall apart, for these words are precisely the main
pillars of the world and with them the world and humanity
would have to sink into the darkness of chaos! One cannot
but turn away with deep disgust from this tissue of open
and hidden lies, hypocrisy and self-deceit.

Can such a state continue for long? That is out of the
question. The struggle of practice against theory, of reality
against abstraction, of life against empty, meaningless words,
In short, of man against inhumanity, must be resolved, and
there is no doubt which side will achieve victory.
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The struggle has already started. The basis of the Consti-
tution has been shaken. How things will turn out in the near
future can be seen from what has been said above. The new,
alien elements in the Constitution are of a democratic
nature; public opinion, too, as time will show, moves towards
democracy. In the near future England will become a
democracy.

But what a democracy! Not that of the French Revolution,
whose antithesis were the monarchy and feudalism, but that
democracy whose antithesis is the middle class and property.
This is evident from the entire preceding development. The
middle class and property rule; the poor man has no rights,
is oppressed and flayed, the Constitution disowns him and
the law maltreats him. The struggle of democracy against
the aristocracy in England is the struggle of the poor against
the rich. The democracy towards which England is heading
is a soctal democracy.

But mere democracy is unable to remedy social ills.
Democratic equality is a chimera, the struggle of the poor
against the rich cannot be fought out on the ground of

democracy or politics in general. Hence this stage too is
only a transition, the last purely political measure that
still has to be tried and from which a new element must
immediately develop, a principle transcending everything
political.

That principle is the principle of socialism.

Written by F. Engels
in March 1844

Published in Uorwdrts! Translated from the German
(Paris), Nos. 75, 76, 77, 78, 80, 83

and 84; September 18, 21, 25 and 28,

and October 5, 16 and 19, 1844




FREDERICK ENGELS

(THE COMMERCIAL CRISIS IN ENGLAND.—
THE CHARTIST MOVEMENT.—IRELANDJ*

The commercial crisis to which
England finds itself exposed at the moment is, indeed,
more severe than any of the preceding crises. Neither in
1837 nor in 1842 was the depression as universal as at the
present time. All the branches of England’s vast industry
have been paralysed at the peak of its development; every-
where there is stagnation, everywhere one sees nothing but
workers thrown out on the pavement. It goes without saying
that such a state of affairs gives rise to extreme anxiety
among the workers who, exploited by the industrialists
during the period of commercial prosperity, now find them-
selves dismissed en masse and abandoned to their fate. Con-
sequently meetings of discontented workers are rapidly in-
creasing. The Northern Star, the organ of the Chartist
workers, uses more than seven of its large columns to report
on meetings held in the past week; the list of meetings an-
nounced for the present week fills another three columns.
The same newspaper mentions a brochure published by a
worker, Mr. John Noakes,2 in which the author makes an
open and direct attack on the right of the aristocracy to own
its lands.

* The title in brackets here and clsewhere has been provided by the
Instn_tute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union.—Ed.
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“English soil,” he says, “is the property of the people, from whom
our aristocrats seized it either by force or by trickery. The people must
see that their inalienable right to property prevails; the proceeds of
the land should be public property and used in the interest of the
public. Perhaps I shall be told that these are revolutionary remarks.
Revolutionary or not, it is of no concern; if the people cannot obtain
that which they need in a law, they must get it without law.”

It will not seem surprising that in these circumstances the
Chartists should have recourse to most unusual measures;
their leader, the famous Feargus O’Connor, has just an-
nounced that he is shortly to leave for Scotland, where he
will call meetings in all the towns and collect signatures for
the national petition for the People’s Charter, which will be
sent to the next Parliament. At the same time, he announced
that before the opening of Parliament, the Chartist press is
to be increased by the addition of a daily newspaper, the
Democrat 2

It will be recalled that at the last elections Mr. Harney,
editor-in-chief of the Northern Star, was put forward as the
Chartist candidate for Tiverton, a borough which is repre-
sented in Parliament by Lord Palmerston, the Foreign
Secretary. Mr. Harney, who won on the show of hands,
decided to retire when Lord Palmerston demanded a poll.®
Now something has happened which shows how the feelings
of the inhabitants of Tiverton differ from those of the small
number of parliamentary electors. There was a vacancy to
fill on the borough council; the municipal electors, a far
more numerous class than that of the parliamentary electors,
gave the free seat to Mr. Rowcliffe, the person who had pro-
posed Mr. Harney at the elections. Moreover, the Chartists
are preparing all over England for the municipal elections
which will take place throughout the country at the begin-
ning of November.

But let us turn now to England’s greatest manufacturing
district, Lancashire, a county which has suffered under the
burden of industrial stagnation more than any other. The
situation in Lancashire is alarming in the highest degree.
Most of the factories have already stopped work entirely,
and those which are still operating employ their workers for
only two or at the most three days a week. But this is still
not all: the industrialists of Ashton, a very important town
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for the cotton industry, have announced to their workers that
in eight days’ time they are going to reduce wages by 10 per
cent. This news, which is causing alarm among the workers,
is spreading all over the county. A few days later a meeting
of workers’ delegates from all over the county was held in
Manchester; this meeting resolved to send a deputation to
the owners to induce them not to carry out the threatened
reduction and, if this deputation achieved no results, to an-
nounce a strike of all workers employed in the Lancashire
cotton industry. This strike, together with the strike of the
Birmingham iron-workers and miners which has already
started, would not fail to assume the same alarming dimen-
sions which signalled the last general strike, that of 1842. It
could quite well become even more menacing for the govern-
ment.

In the meantime starving Ireland is writhing in the most
terrible convulsions. The workhouses are overflowing with
beggars, the ruined property owners are refusing to pay the
Poor Tax, and the hungry people gather in their thousands
to ransack the barns and stables of the farmers and even of
the Catholic priests, whom they still worshipped a short
time ago.

It looks as though the Irish will not die of hunger as
calmly next winter as they did last winter. Irish emigration
to England is getting more alarming each day. It is esti-
mated that an average of 50,000 Irish arrive each year; the
number so far this year is already over 220,000. In Sep-
tember, 345 were arriving daily and in October this figure
increased to 511. This means that the competition between the
workers will become stronger, and it would not be at all
surprising if the present crisis caused such an uproar that it
compelled the government to grant reforms of a most im-
portant nature.

Written by F. Engels
on October 28, 1847

Published in La Réforme, Translated from the French
October 26, 1847
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FREDERICK ENGELS

THE MASTERS AND THE WORKERS IN ENGLAND

TO THE WORKER EDITORS OF L'ATELIER26

Gentlemen,

I have just read in your October issue an article entitled:
“The Masters and the Workers in England”; this article men-
tions a meeting reported by la Presse of so-called delegates of
workers employed in the Lancashire cotton industry, a meet-
ing which took place on 29 August last in Manchester. The
resolutions passed at this meeting were such as to prove to
la Presse that there is perfect harmony between capital and
labour in England.

You did quite well, gentlemen, to reserve your judgement
on the authenticity of a report which a newspaper of the
French bourgeoisie has given, based on newspapers of the
English bourgeoisie. The report is accurate, it is true; the
resolutions were adopted just as la Presse gives them; there
is only one small statement lacking in accuracy, but it is
precisely this small inaccuracy that is the crux of the matter:
the meeting which la Presse describes was not a meeting of
workers, but a meeting of foremen.

Gentlemen, I spent two years in the heart of Lancashire
itself, and these two years were spent among the workers;
I saw them both at their public meetings and in their small
committees; I knew their leaders and their speakers, and I
think I can assure you that in no other country in the world
will you find men more sincerely devoted to democratic
principles or more firmly resolved to cast off the yoke of the
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capitalist exploiters, under which they find themselves suf-
fering at present, than these Lancashire cotton factory work-
ers. How, gentlemen, could these same workers whom I have
seen with my own eyes throw several dozen factory owners
off a meeting hall platform, whom I have seen cast terror
into the ranks of the bourgeois gathered on this platform,
their eyes glinting and fists raised, how, I repeat, could these
same workers today pass a vote of thanks to their masters
because the latter were kind enough to prefer a reduction in
working hours to a reduction in wages?

But let us take a slightly closed look at the matter. Does
not the reduction in work mean precisely the same thing for
the worker as a reduction in wages? Evidently it does; in
both cases the worker’s position deteriorates to an equal
extent. There was therefore no possible reason for the
workers to thank their masters for having preferred the first
method of reducing the workers’ income to the second.
However, gentlemen, if you study the English newspapers
for late August, you will see that the cotton manufacturers
had good reason to prefer a reduction in working hours to
one in wages. At that time the price of raw cotton was
rising; the same issue of the London Globe which reports
the meeting in question also says that the Liverpool specu-
lators were going to take over the cotton market to produce
an artificial rise in price. What do the Manchester manu-
facturers do in such cases? They send their foremen to meet-
ings and make them pass resolutions like those which la
Presse communicated to you. This is a tried and tested device
which is used each time the speculators try to raise the price
of cotton. It is a warning to the speculators to be careful not
to attempt to raise the price too high; for in that case the
manufacturers would reduce consumption and, in so doing,
Inevitably produce a drop in price. So the meeting which
gives la Presse grounds for so much rejoicing and acclama-
tion is nothing but one of those foremen’s assemblies which
do not fool anyone in England.

In order to give you further proof of the extent to which
this meeting was the exclusive work of the capitalists, it
should suffice to tell you that the only newspaper to which
the resolutions were sent, the newspaper from which all the
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other newspapers borrowed them, was the Manchester
Guardian, the organ of the manufacturers. The democratic
workers’ paper, the Northern Star, also gives them; but adds
that it has taken them from this capitalist newspaper, a
damning observation in the eyes of the workers.

Yours, etc.

Written by F. Engels
about October 26, 1847

Published in I'Atelier Translated from the French
No. 2, November 1847




FREDERICK ENGELS

(THE CHARTIST MOVEMENT)

The opening of the recently
elected Parliament that counts among its members distin-
guished representatives of the people’s party could not but
produce extraordinary excitement in the ranks of the democ-
racy. Everywhere the local Chartist associations are being
reorganised. The number of meetings increases and the most
diverse ways and means of taking action are being pro-
posed and discussed. The Chartist executive has just assumed
leadership of this movement, outlining in an address to the
British democrats the plan of campaign which the party will
follow during the present session.

“In a few days, we are told, a meeting will be held which in the
face of the people dares to call itself the assembly of the commons of
England. In a few days this assembly, elected by only one class of
society, will begin its iniquitous and odious work of strengthening the
Interests of this class, to the detriment of the people.

“The people must protest en masse at the very beginning against the
exercise of the legislative functions usurped by this assembly. You,
Chartists of the United Kingdom, you have the means to do so; it is
your duty to use them to advantage. We shall therefore submit to you
2 new national petition with the demands of the People’s Charter. Cover
1t with millions of your signatures. Make it possible for us to present it
as the expression of the will of the nation, as the solemn protest of the
People against every law passed without the consent of the people, as
5—1296
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a Bill, finally, for the restoration of the sovereignty out of which the
nation has been tricked for so many centuries.

“But the petition by itself will not suffice to meet the needs of the
moment. True, we have won a seat in the legislative chamber by electing
Mr. O’Connor. The democratic members will find him to be a vigilant
and energetic leader. But O’Connor must be supported by pressure from
without, and it is you who should create this pressure from without,
this strong and imposing public opinion. Let the sections of our Associa-
tion be reorganised everywhere; let all our former members rejoin our
ranks; let meetings be called everywhere; let everywhere the Charter be
made the issue of the day; let each local contribute its share to increase
our funds. Be active, give proof of the old energy of the English and the
campaign we are opening will be the most glorious ever undertaken for
the victory of democracy.”

The Fraternal Democrats,®” a society consisting of demo-
crats from almost every nation in Europe, has also just
joined, openly and unreservedly, in the agitation of the
Chartists. They adopted a resolution of the following tenor:

“Whereas the English people will be unable effectively to support
democracy’s struggle in other countries until it has won democratic
government for itself; and

“whereas our society, established to succour the militant democracy
of every country, is duty-bound to come to the aid of the English
democrats in their effort to obtain an electoral reform on the basis of
the Charter;

“therefore the Fraternal Democrats undertake to support with all
their strength the agitation for the People’s Charter.”

This fraternal society, which counts among its members
the most distinguished democrats, both English and for-
eigners residing in London, is daily gaining in importance. It
has grown to such propertions that the London liberals have
considered it advisable to set up in opposition to it a bour-
geois International League?® headed by Free-Trade parlia-
mentary celebrities. The sole object of this new association,
whose leadership includes Dr. Bowring, Col. Thompson and
other champions of Free Trade, is to carry on Free-Trade
propaganda abroad under cover of philanthropic and liberal
phrases. But it seems that the association will not make much
headway. During the six months of its existence it has done
almost nothing, whereas the Fraternal Democrats have
openly come out against any act of oppression, no matter
who may attempt to commit it. Hence the democracy, both
English and foreign, in so far as the latter are represented
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in London, have attached themselves to the Fraternal Demo-
crats, declaring at the same time that they will not allow
themselves to be exploited for the benefit of England’s Free-
Trade manufacturers.

Written by F. Engels
on November 21, 1847

Published in La Réforme, Translated from the French
November 22, 1847
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{THE COERCION BILL FOR IRELAND
AND THE CHARTISTS)

The Irish Coercion Bill came
into force last Wednesday. The Lord Lieutenant was not
slow in taking advantage of the despotic powers with which

this new law invests him; the act has been applied all over
the counties of Limerick and Tipperary and to several
baronies in the counties of Clare, Waterford, Cork, Roscom-
mon, Leitrim, Cavan, Longford and King’s County.?

It remains to be seen what the effect of these odious
measures will be. In this connection we already have the
opinion of the class in whose interests the measures were
taken, namely, the Irish landowners. They announce to the |
world in their organs that the measures will have no effect |
whatsoever. And in order to achieve this a whole country }

is being placed in a state of siege! To achieve this nine-tenths §

of the Irish representatives have deserted their country!
This is a fact. The desertion has been a general one.
During the discussion of the Bill the O’Connell family itself
became divided: John and Maurice, two of the deceased
“Liberator’s”* sons, remained faithful to their homeland, |
whereas their cousin, Morgan O’Connell, not only voted for
the Bill, but also spoke in its support on several occasions.
There were only eighteen members who voted outright for
the rejection of the Bill, and only twenty supported the

* Daniel O'Connell.—Ed.
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amendment put forward by Mr. Wakley, the Chartist mem-
ber for a borough on the outskirts of London, who demanded
that the Coercion Bill should also be accompanied by
measures aimed at reducing the causes of the crimes which
it was proposed to repress. And among these eighteen and
twenty voters there were also four or five English Radicals
and two Irishmen representing English boroughs, meaning
that out of the hundred members which Ireland has in Par-
liament there were only a dozen who put up serious opposi-
tion to the Bill.

This was the first discussion on an important question
affecting Ireland which had been held since the death of
O’Connell. It was to decide who would take the place of the
great agitator in leading Ireland. Up to the opening of Par-
liament Mr. John O’Connell had been tacitly acknowledged
in Ireland as his father’s successor. But it soon became
evident after the debate had begun that he was not capable
of leading the party and, what is more, that he had found
a formidable rival in Feargus O’Connor. This democratic
leader about whom Daniel O’Connell said, “We are happy
to make the English Chartists a present of Mr. F. O’Connor”,
put himself at the head of the Irish party in a single bound.
It was he who proposed the outright rejection of the Coer-
cion Bill; it was he who succeeded in rallying all the oppo-
sition behind him; it was he who opposed each clause, who
held up the voting whenever possible; it was he who in his
speeches summed up all the arguments of the opposition
against the Bill; and finally it was he who for the first time
since 1835 reintroduced the motion for Repeal of the Union,®
a motion which none of the Irish members would have put
forward.

The Irish members accepted this leader with a bad grace.
As simple Whigs in their heart of hearts they fundamentally
detest the democratic energy of Mr. O’Connor. He will not
allow them to go on using the campaign for repeal as a
means for overthrowing the Tories in favour of the Whigs
and to forget the very word “repeal” when the latter come
to power. But the Irish members who support repeal cannot
possibly do without a leader like O’Connor and, although
they are trying to undermine his growing popularity in
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Ireland, they are obliged to submit to his leadership in
Parliament.

When the parliamentary session is over O’Connor will
probably go on a tour of Ireland to revive the agitation
for repeal and to found an Irish Chartist Party. There can
be no doubt that if O’Connor is successful in doing this he
will be the leader of the Irish people in less than six months.
By uniting the democratic leadership of the three kingdoms
in his hands, he will occupy a position which no agitator,
not even O’Connell, has held before him.

We will leave it to our readers to judge the importance
of this future alliance between the peoples of the two islands.
British democracy will advance much more quickly when its
ranks are swelled by two million brave and ardent Irish, and
poverty-stricken Ireland will at last have taken an impor-
tant step towards her liberation.

Written by F. Engels
on January 4, 1848

Published in La Réforme, Translated from the French
January 8, 1848




FREDERICK ENGELS

FEARGUS O'CONNOR AND THE IRISH PEOPLE

The first issue of the Northern
Star for 1848 contains an address to the Irish people by
Feargus O’Connor, the well-known leader of the English
Chartists who also represents them in the House of Com-
mons. The whole address deserves to be read and carefully
considered by every democrat, but our restricted space pre-
vents us from reproducing it in full.

We would, however, be remiss in our duty if we were
to pass it over in silence. The momentous consequences of
this forceful appeal to the Irish will very soon be clearly
evident. Feargus O’Connor—who is of Irish descent, a Prot-
estant and who has been for over ten years a leader and
main pillar of the great labour movement in England—must
henceforth be regarded as the virtual chief of the Irish
Repealers and advocates of reform. The part he played in
opposing the latest of the ignominious Irish Coercion Bills
has given him the first claim to this status, and his con-
tinuous agitation for the Irish cause has shown that Feargus
O’Connor is just the man Ireland needs.

O’Connor is indeed seriously concerned about the well-
being of the millions in Ireland, Repeal—the abolition of the
Union, that is, the achievement of an independent Irish
Parliament—is for kim not an empty word, not a pretext for
obtaining posts for himself and his friends and for making
profitable business transactions.
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In his address he shows the Irish people that Daniel
O’Connell, this political juggler, led them by the nose and
deceived them for thirteen years by means of the word
“Repeal”.

He correctly elucidates the conduct of John O’Connell,
who has taken possession of his father’s political heritage
and who like his father is prepared to sacrifice millions of
credulous Irishmen for the sake of his personal ventures and
interests. All O’Connell’s orations at the Dublin Conciliation
Hall3! and all his hypocritical protestations and beautiful
phrases will not obliterate the disrepute he has brought
upon himself by his earlier actions and in particular now by
%IC way he acted during the debates on the Irish Coercion

il

The Irish people must and will in the end grasp the real
position, and then it will kick out the entire gang of so-called
Repealers, who under cover of this cloak laugh up their
sleeves and in their purses, and John O’Connell, the fanatical
papist and political mountebank, will be kicked out first of
all.

If this were all the address contained, we should not have
especially referred to it.

But it is of much wider importance. For Feargus O’Connor
speaks in it not only as an Irishman but also, and primarily,
as an English democrat and a Chartist.

With a lucidity which even the most obtuse mind cannot
fail to notice, O’Connor shows that the Irish people must
fight strenuously and in close association with the English
working classes and the Chartists in order to win the six
points of the People’s Charter—annual parliaments, univer-
sal suffrage, vote by ballot, abolition of the property quali-
fication for members of Parliament, payment of M.P.s and
the establishment of equal electoral districts. Only after these
six points are won will the achievement of the Repeal have
any advantages for Ireland.

Furthermore O’Connor pointed out that justice for Ireland
had been demanded even earlier by the English workers in
a petition which had received 3!/5 million signatures,3? and
that now the English Chartists again protested against the
Irish Coercion Bill in numerous petitions. He finally stressed
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that the oppressed classes in England and Ireland must fight
together and conquer together or continue to languish under
the same burden and live in the same misery and dependence
on the privileged and ruling capitalist class.

Henceforth the mass of the Irish people will undoubtedly
unite ever more closely with the English Chartists and will
act in accordance with a common plan. This will bring the
victory of the English democrats, and hence the liberation of
Ireland, considerably nearer. That is the significance of
(O’Connor’s address to the Irish people.

Written by F. Engels
at the beginning of January 1848

Published in  Deutsche-Briisseler- Translated from the German
Zeitung No. 8, January 9, 1848




KARL MARX

SPEECH ON THE QUESTION OF FREE TRADE

DELIVERED TO THE DEMOCRATIC ASSOCIATION
OF BRUSSELS AT ITS PUBLIC MEETING OF JANUARY 9, 1848

G entlemen,

The repeal of the Corn Laws in England is the greatest
triumph which free trade -has won in the nineteenth century.
In all the countries where manufacturers are talking about

free trade they have in mind first and foremost free trade
in grain and raw materials in general. The imposition of
protective tariffs on foreign grain is a disgrace, it is specula-
tion on people’s hunger.

Cheap food and high wages, this is the sole aim for which
the free-traders in England have spent millions, and their
enthusiasm has already spread to their brothers on the Con-
tinent. In general, if one wants free trade, it is to relieve the
condition of the working classes.

But how astonishing! The people, for whom every effort
is being made to obtain cheap food, are very ungrateful.
Cheap food in England is just as disreputable as cheap
government is in France. The people see devoted men such
as Bowring, Bright and company as their greatest enemies
and most shameless hypocrites.

Everyone knows that the struggle between the Liberals and
the democrats in England is called the struggle between the
free-traders and the Chartists.

Let us now see how the English free-traders have given

the people proof of the noble sentiments which motivated
them to act.
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This is what they said to the factory workers:

The duty levied on grain is a tax on wages; you pay this
tax to the landowners, those medieval aristocrats; if your
position is wretched, it is because of the high price of prime
necessities.

The workers in their turn put this question to the factory
owners: How is it that during the last thirty years when our
industry has developed like never before, our wages have
dropped much more rapidly compared to the rise in the
price of grain?

You claim that the tax which we pay to the landowners
deprives the worker of about three pence a week. Yet the
hand weavers’ real wages dropped from 28 shillings a week
to five shillings between 1815 and 1843; and the wages of the
weaver in a machine workshop were cut from 20 shillings a
week to eight shillings between 1823 and 1843.

And all this time the part of the tax which we paid to the
landowner was never more than three pence. And what
about this? In 1834, when bread was very cheap and trade
was flourishing, what did you tell us? If you are unhappy it
is because you have too many children and your marriage is
more productive than your work!

These are the actual words which you told us then, and
you went and passed new poor laws and built workhouses,
those prisons for workers.

To all this the factory owners replied:

You are right, gentlemen; wages are determined not only
by the price of corn, but also by competition between labour.

But bear in mind the fact that our land is nothing but
rocks and sandbanks. Surely you do not by any chance
imagine that corn could be made to grow in flower-pots!
Consequently, if instead of wasting our capital and labour
on completely barren soil, we were to give up agriculture
in order to devote ourselves exclusively to industry, the
whole of Europe would stop manufacturing and England
would be the only large manufacturing town, with the rest
of Europe as its countryside.

While he is speaking in this manner to his own workers,
the factory owner is interrupted by the small trader who
says to him:
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But if we abolish the Corn Laws, we will ruin our agricul-
ture, that is true, but by doing that we will not force the
other countries to order goods from our factories and give up
their own.

What will be the result? I will lose the customers whom I
have now in the country and domestic trade will lose its
markets.

Turning his back on the workers the factory owner replies
to the grocer: Just leave all that to us. Once the tax on corn
has been abolished we will get cheaper corn from abroad.
Then we will lower wages at the same time as they are rising
in the other countries which are supplying us with grain.

Thus in addition to the advantages which we possess
already, we shall also have that of a lower wage, and with all
these advantages we shall force the Continent to buy
from us.

But then the farmer and agricultural worker join in the
discussion.

An;i what about us, they say, what is going to happen
to us:

Are we to sign the death sentence for agriculture which is
our means of subsistence? Are we to suffer the ground being
taken away from beneath our feet?

The sole reply of the Anti-Corn Law League has been to
award prizes to the three best essays dealing with the bene-
ficial influence which the repeal of the Corn Laws would
have on English agriculture.

These prizes were won by Messrs. Hope, Morse and Greg
whose books were circulated in the country in thousands of
copies.

One of the prize-winners tries to prove that neither the
farmer nor the paid labourer will lose by the free import of
foreign grain, only the landowner. The English farmer need
not fear the repeal of the Corn Laws, he writes, because no
other country could produce corn of such fine quality and
so cheaply as England.

Consequently even if the price of corn were to fall it would
do you no harm, because this drop would affect only rent
which would have dropped and not profit on capital or wages
which would remain the same.
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The second prize-winner, Mr. Morse, maintains on the
other hand that the price of corn will rise following the
repeal of the Corn Laws. He goes to tremendous pains to
show that the protective tariffs have never been able to
ensure a profitable price for corn.

In support of his assertion he quotes the fact that each
time foreign corn was imported the price of corn rose con-
siderably in England and when small quantities were im-
ported the price dropped sharply. The prize-winner has
forgotten that it is not importation that causes high prices
but high prices that lead to importation.

In complete contradiction to his fellow prize-winner, he
maintains that all rises in the price of grain profit the farmer
and the worker, not the landowner.

The third prize-winner, Mr. Greg, who is a big factory
owner and whose book is intended for the class of big farm-
ers, could not confine himself to repeating such nonsense.
His language is more scientific.

He argues that the Corn Laws only cause rents to rise by
causing a rise in the price of corn and that they only cause
a rise in the price of corn by forcing capital to be applied to
land of inferior quality and this is explained quite naturally.

As the population increases, if foreign grain is not allowed
to enter the country, one is forced to make use of less fertile
land, the cultivation of which requires more expenditure and
the produce of which is consequently more expensive.

Since the market for grain is guaranteed, the price will
necessarily be regulated by the price of produce from the
most expensive land. The difference between this price and
the cost of production on better land constitutes the rent.

Thus, if the price of corn and, consequently, rent fall
after the repeal of the Corn Laws, this is because the less
fertile land will cease to be cultivated. Thus the reduction in
the rent will inevitably lead to the ruin of a section of the
farmers.

These observations were necessary to make Mr. Greg’s
anguage comprehensible.

The small farmers, he says, who are not able to hold
their own in agriculture, will turn to industry for a living.
As for the big farmers, they stand to profit. Either the land-
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owners will be forced to sell them their land very cheaply,
or the leases which they grant them will be very long-term
ones. This will allow them to invest considerable capital in
the land, to make use of machinery there on a much larger
scale and thus to economise on manual labour, which will be
cheaper anyway because of the general drop in wages, an
immediate consequence of the abolition of the Corn Laws.

Dr. Bowring gave all his arguments a religious consecra-
tion by declaring at a public meeting: Jesus Christ is free
trade; free trade is Jesus Christ.

It will be clear that all this hypocrisy was not able to make
cheap bread more attractive to the workers.

In any case how could the workers have understood the
sudden philanthropy of the factory owners, the same people
who were still engaged in opposing the Ten Hours Bill which
was intended to reduce the working day in the factories
from twelve hours to ten.3

To give you an idea of the philanthropy of these factory
owners, I will remind you, gentlemen, of the regulations
established in all factories.

Each factory owner has an actual code for his special use
which lays down fixed fines for all offences intentional or
unintentional. For example, the worker pays the same
amount if he has the misfortune to sit down on a chair, if
he whispers, chats, laughs, if he arrives a few minutes late,
if part of his machine breaks, if he does not produce objects
of the requisite quality, etc., etc. The fines are always higher
than the actual damage done by the worker. And in order
to provide the worker with every opportunity of incurring
penalties the factory clock is put fast, and shoddy raw mate-
rials are provided for him to turn into good articles. The
foreman who is not clever enough to increase the number of
offences loses his job.

As you can see, gentlemen, this domestic legislation is
made to encourage offences, and offences are encouraged to
make money. Thus the factory owner uses all the means at
his disposal to reduce nominal wages and exploit even those
accidents over which the worker has no control.

These factory owners are the same philanthropists who
tried to make the workers believe that they were capable of
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going to great expense solely in order to improve their lot.

Thus, on the one hand, they were using the factory regu-
lations to reduce workers’ wages in a most despicable manner
and on the other they were going to great sacrifices to raise
them by the Anti-Corn Law League.

At great expense they are building palaces where the
League will establish, as it were, its official headquarters,
they are sending out an army of missionaries to all parts of
England to preach the religion of free trade, they are print-
ing and distributing free of charge thousands of brochures
to enlighten the worker about his own interests, they are
spending enormous sums to enlist the support of the press
for their cause, they are organising a vast administration to
direct the movements of the free-traders, and they are
deploying all the riches of their eloquence at public meet-
ings. It was at one of these meetings that a worker shouted:

“If the landowners were to sell our bones, you other factory
owners would be the first to buy them so as to throw them
into a steam mill and make flour out of them.”

The English workers realised full well the significance of
the struggle between the landowners and the industrial
capitalists. They know full well that the latter want to
lower the price of bread in order to lower wages, and that
profit on capital would rise as rents fell.

Ricardo, the apostle of the English free-traders and the
most distinguished economist of our century, is in perfect
agreement with the workers on this point.

In his famous work on political economy he says:

“If, instead of growing our own corn, we discover a new market
fr(_)m which we can supply ourselves with these commodities at a cheaper
price, wages will fall and profits rise. The drop in the price of agricul-
tural produce reduces the wages not only of workers employed in the
cultivation of the land, but also of all those who work in factories or
are employed in commerce.”?

And do not imagine, gentlemen, that it is a matter of
complete unconcern to the worker if he receives no more
than 4 francs when corn is cheaper, as compared to the 5
francs which he received before.

ave not his wages always dropped in relation to profits?
nd is it not clear that his social position has deteriorated
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compared to that of the capitalist? Apart from that he is
actually losing more.

As long as the price of corn was high and wages were too,
a small saving made on the consumption of bread was suf-
ficient to procure him other delights. But the moment that the
price of bread and, consequently, wages drop considerably
he can hardly save anything on bread to buy other things.

The English workers have made the free-traders realise
that they are not taken in by the latter’s illusions and lies,
and if, in spite of this, they have associated with the free-
traders against the landowners it was to destroy the last
vestiges of feudalism and to make sure that they now had
only a single enemy to face. The workers were not mistaken
in their calculations, because in order to avenge themselves
on the factory owners the landowners joined with the work-
ers to get the Ten Hours Bill passed which the latter had
been demanding to no avail for 30 years and which was
passed immediately after the repeal of the Corn Laws.

Although Dr. Bowring brought a long list out of his pocket
at a congress of economists to show how much beef, ham,
lard and chickens, etc., had been imported into England for
consumption, as he says, by the workers, he unfortunately
forgot to tell you that at the same time workers in Manches-
ter and other manufacturing towns found themselves thrown
out on to the street by the impending crisis.

It is a principle of political economy that one must never
conclude general laws from figures relating to one year
only. One must always take the average period of six to
seven years—the time lapse during which modern industry
passes through the different stages of prosperity, over-
production, stagnation and crisis completing its fatal cycle.

Without a doubt, if the price of all goods drops, and this
is the necessary consequence of free trade, I can buy far
more things with a franc than before. And a worker’s franc
is worth as much as any other. It follows that free trade is
very advantageous to the worker. Only there is a slight
drawback here, namely, that the worker, before exchanging
his franc for other goods, has already exchanged his labour
with capital. If in this exchange he were always to receive
the franc in question for the same work and the price of all
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the other goods fell he would always stand to gain in these
transactions. The difficult point is not to prove that when
the price of all goods drops I should have more goods for
the same money.

Economists always take the price of labour at the point
when it is exchanged for other commodities. But they dis-
regard entirely the point when labour effects its exchange
for capital.

When less expenditure is required to put into operation
a machine that produces commodities, the things necessary
for the upkeep of this machine, which is called the worker,
are correspondingly cheaper. If all commodities are cheaper,
labour, which is also a commodity, will also drop in price
and, as we shall see later, this labour-as-a-commodity drops
considerably more in proportion to other commodities. The
worker still relying on the arguments of the economists will
find that the franc in his pocket has vanished into thin air
and he has nothing but five sous.

With respect to this the economists will tell you: All right,
we agree that competition between the workers, which will
certainly not diminish under free trade, will not be long in
bringing wages into line with the low price of commodities.
But on the other hand the low price of commodities will in-
crease consumption; greater consumption will require greater
production which will be followed by a greater demand for
labour, and this greater demand for labour will be succeeded
by a rise in wages.

All these arguments return to the same point; free trade
increases the productive forces. If industry is growing, if the
riches, if the productive power, if in a word the productive
capital is increasing the demand for labour, the price of
labour and as a result wages will rise accordingly. The best
condition for the worker is the augmentation of capital. And
one is bound to agree. If capital remains stationary, industry
will not simply be stationary, but will decline and in this case
the worker will be the first victim. He will perish before the
capitalist. And what will be the fate of the worker when
capital is augmenting, the situation which, as we have said, is
the best one for the worker? He will perish likewise. The

augmentation of productive capital implies the accumulation
6-—1296
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and concentration of capital. The centralisation of capital
leads to a greater division of labour and the greater use of
machines. The greater division of labour destroys the worker’s
special skills and by substituting for these skills a job which
anybody can do it increases competition between the workers.

This competition grows even stronger as the division of
labour provides the worker with the means of performing
the work of three men on his own. Machines produce the
same result on a much larger scale. By forcing the industrial
capitalists to run their businesses with ever increasing
means, the increase in productive capital ruins the small in-
dustrialists and casts them into the proletariat. Then, with
the rate of interest diminishing as capital accumulates, the
small stock-holders are no longer able to survive on their in-
come and are forced to turn to industry, thereby increasing
the numbers of the proletariat.

Finally, the more productive capital increases the more it is
forced to produce for a market whose needs it does not know,
the more production precedes consumption, the more supply
seeks to increase demand and a result crises grow in intensity
and rapidity. But each crisis in its turn accelerates the cen-
tralisation of capital and swells the ranks of the proletariat.

Thus, as productive capital increases, the competition be-
tween the workers increases in a far greater proportion.
Remuneration for labour diminishes for everyone and the
burden of labour increases for some.

In 1829 there were 1,088 spinners in Manchester employed
in 36 factories. In 1841 there were only 448 and these
spinners were working 53,353 more spindles than the 1,088
workers in 1829. If manual labour had increased in propor-
tion to productive power the number of workers should have
reached the figure of 1,848 meaning that the improvements
made in the machinery have made 1,100 workers redundant.

We know in advance what the economists will reply to
this. These men who have been deprived of work, they say,
will find another job. Dr. Bowring did not fail to reproduce
this argument at the congress of economists, but nor did he
fail to refute it himself.

In 1835 Dr. Bowring gave a speech in the House of
Commons on the subject of the 50,000 London weavers who
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have been starving to death for a long time without being
able to find this new occupation which the free-traders have
given them a hazy glimpse of in the distance.

We shall quote the most salient passages from
Dr. Bowring’s speech.

“This distress of the weavers,” he says, “is an inevitable condition of
a species of labour easily learned—and constantly intruded on and
superseded by cheaper means of production. A very short cessation of
demand, where the competition for work is so great, and the workmen
so multitudinous, produces a crisis. The hand-loom weavers are on the
verge of that state beyond which human existence can hardly be
sustained, and a very trifling check hurls them into the regions of
starvation.... The great changes which the improvements of machinery
have introduced into the whole field of manufacturing industry, improve-
ments which, by superseding manual labour more and more, infallibly
bring with them in the transition much of temporary suffering.... The
national good cannot be purchased but at the expense of some individual
evil. No advance was ever made in manufactures but at some cost to
those who are in the rear; and of all discoveries, the power-loom is that
which most directly bears on the condition of the hand-loom weaver. He
is already beaten out of the field in many articles; he will infallibly be
compelled to surrender many more.. ..

“I hold,” he says later on, “in my hand, the correspondence which
has taken place between the Governor-General of India and the East
India Company, on the subject of the Dacca hand-loom weavers. The
governor says in his letters: Some years ago the East India Company
annually received of the produce of the looms of India to the amount
of from 6,000,000 to 8,000,000 of pieces of cotton goods. The demand
gradually fell to somewhat more than 1,000,000, and has now nearly
ceased altogether. In 1800, the United States took from India nearly
800,000 pieces of cottons; in 1830, not 4,000. In 1800, 1,000,000 pieces
were shipped to Portugal; in 1830, only 20,000. Terrible are the accounts
of the wretchedness of the poor Indian weavers, reduced to absolute
starvation. And what was the sole cause? The presence of the cheaper
English manufacture, the production by the power-loom of the article
which these unhappy Hindoos had been used for ages to make by their
unimproved and hand-directed shuttles.... Numbers of them died of
hunger; the remainder were, for the most part, transferred to other
occupations, principally agricultural. Not to have changed their trade
was inevitable starvation. And at this moment, Sir, that Dacca district
13 supplied with yarn and cotton cloth from the power-looms of
England.... The Dacca muslins, celebrated over the whole world for
their beauty and fineness, are also annihilated from the same cause. And
the present suffering, to numerous classes in India, is scarcely to be
paralleled in the history of commerce.”

Dr. Bowring’s speech is all the more remarkable since the
facts which are quoted in it are true and the phrases with
6*
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which he seeks to palliate them are of precisely the same
hypocritical nature as all the sermons of the free-traders. He
represents the workers as means of production which must
be replaced by less expensive means of production. He pre-
tends to see the work about which he is talking as a quite
exceptional type of work and the machine which has ruined
the weavers as an equally exceptional machine. He forgets
that there is no manual labour which is not liable to suffer
the fate of weaving at any moment.

“It is, in fact, the constant aim and tendency of every improvement
in machinery to supersede human labour altogether, or to diminish its
cost, by substituting the industry of women and children for that of
men; or that of ordinary labourers, for trained artisans. In most of the
water twist, or throstle cotton mills, the spinning is entirely managed
by females of sixteen years and upwards™. The effect of substituting the
self-acting mule for the common mule, is to discharge the greater part
of the men spinners, and to retain adolescents and children.”

These words of a most passionate free-trader, the
Honourable Dr. Ure,® serve to complete the confessions of
Mr. Bowring. Mr. Bowring speaks of some individual
suffering and says at the same time that this individual
suffering will make entire classes perish; he speaks of passing
suffering in the time of transition and at the same time he
does not attempt to conceal the fact that this passing suffering
has been the passage from life to death for the majority, and
for the rest the transition to a condition inferior to that in
which they were placed before. When he says later on that
the misfortunes of these workers are inseparable from in-
dustrial progress and necessary for the national well-being,
he is saying simply that the misfortunes of the working class
are a necessary condition for the well-being of the bour-
geois class.

The only consolation which Mr. Bowring lavishes on the
workers who are perishing, and in general the whole doctrine
of compensation which the free-traders have laid down, boils
down to this:

You other thousands of workers who are perishing, do
not be downhearted. You can die with your minds at rest.
Your class will not perish. It will always be numerous enough

* The manuscript has “sixteen years and under”.—Ed.
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for capital to be able to decimate it without fear of annihilat-
ing it totally. In any case, how could you expect capital to
find a useful occupation if it did not always take care to be
sparing with exploitable material, the workers, in order to
exploit them afresh?

But also why raise the question of the effect which the
introduction of free trade will have on the condition of the
working class as a problem still to be solved? All the laws
which the economists have elaborated from Quesnay to
Ricardo are based on the supposition that the fetters which
still trammel free commerce no longer exist. The more free
trade is realised, the stricter these laws become. The first of
these laws is that competition reduces the price of all com-
modities to the minimum cost of their production. Thus
minimum wages are the natural price of labour. And what
are minimum wages? They are quite simply that which is
necessary to produce those things which are indispensable
for the sustenance of the worker, to make it possible for him
to have more or less enough to eat and just manage to
propagate his race.

Do not think that the worker will have only the minimum
wage for this; do not think either that he will always have
this minimum wage.

No, according to this law the working class will some-
times be more fortunate. It will occasionally have more than
the minimum; but this surplus will only be a supplement to
what it receives below the minimum in times of industrial
stagnation. This means that over a certain length of time,
which is always periodic, the circle that industry describes
passing through the vicissitudes of prosperity, over-produc-
tion, stagnation and crisis, taking into account all that the
working class will have above or below that which is neces-
sary, it will be seen that in all it will have had no more and
no less than the minimum: that is to say, the working class
will be preserved as a class after a great deal of misfortune,
misery and corpses left on the field of industrial battle. But
YVhat does that matter? The class will still survive and, what
1s even better, will have increased.

This is not all. The progress of industry produces less
expensive means of subsistence. Thus brandy has replaced
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beer, cotton has replaced wool and linen, and potatoes have
replaced bread.

Consequently, since ways are always found of supplying
labour with less expensive and more wretched things, the
minimum wage will always decrease. Whereas in the begin-
ning wages made man work in order to live, they finish by
making him live the life of a machine. His existence has no
other worth than that of a simple productive force, and the
capitalist treats him accordingly.

This law of labour-as-a-commodity, the minimum wage,
will be confirmed as the supposition of the economists, free
trade, becomes a truth, an actual fact. Thus one is faced
with this alternative: either one denies the whole of political
economy based on the supposition of free trade, or one has
to agree that the workers will be hit by all the severity of
economic laws under this free trade.

To sum up: What is free trade in the present state of
soctety? It is the freedom of capital. When you remove the
few national fetters that still trammel the advance of capital,
you will have done nothing but give it entire freedom of
action. As long as you allow the relation between wage-
labour and capital to continue, the exchange of commodities
between them will be carried on in more favourable condi-
tions to no avail; there will always be a class which exploits
and a class which is exploited. It is really extremely difficult
to understand the claim of the free-traders who imagine that
the more advantageous use of capital will make the
antagonism between the industrial capitalists and the wage-
workers disappear. Quite on the contrary all that will result
from it is that the opposition between these two classes will
stand out even more sharply.

Let us imagine for a moment that there are no more Corn
Laws, no more customs, no more dues, finally that all the ac-
cidental circumstances which the worker can still blame as
the cause of his miserable condition have entirely disappeared
and you have torn away all the veils which conceal his true
enemy from him.

He will see that freed capital does not enslave him any
less than capital constrained by tariffs.

Gentlemen, do not allow yourselves to be impressed by the
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abstract word freedom. Freedom for whom? It is not the
freedom of a single individual in the presence of another in-
dividual. It is the freedom which capital has to crush the
worker.

How can you still want to sanction free competition by this
idea of freedom, when this freedom is nothing but the
product of a state of things based on free competition?

We have seen the nature of the fraternity which free
trade engenders between the different classes of one and
the same nation. The fraternity which free trade will establish
between the different nations of the world will not be any
more fraternal. Calling exploitation in its cosmopolitan form
by the name of universal fraternity is an idea that could
only originate in the bosom of the bourgeoisie. All the
destructive phenomena which free competition engenders
inside a country are reproduced in more gigantic proportions
on the world market. We have no need to dwell any longer
on the sophisms which are recited on this subject by the free-
traders and which are little better than the arguments of our
three prize-winners, Messieurs Hope, Morse and Greg.

We are told, for example, that free trade will give rise to
the international division of labour which will assign to each
country production in accordance with its natural advantages.

Perhaps you may think, gentlemen, that the production
of coffee and sugar is the natural destiny for the West Indies.

Two centuries ago nature, which does not meddle with
commerce, had not provided them with either a coffee pot or
a sugar tin.

And is it not perhaps possible that in fifty years time you
will find neither coffee nor sugar there, because the East
Indies by cheaper production have already victoriously
combated this so-called natural destiny for the West Indies.
And these same West Indies with their natural gifts are
already as heavy a burden for the English as the Dacca
weavers who were also destined from time immemorial to
weave by hand.

Another thing which must never be overlooked is that,
Just as everything has become a monopoly, there are also
some branches of industry in our day which dominate all
others and which assure to those peoples who exploit them
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most supremacy on the world market. Thus in international
commerce cotton alone has a far greater commercial value
than all the other raw materials used for making clothing
taken together. And it is really laughable to see the free-
traders bringing out the few special branches of industry to
compare them with the output of objects of common use which
are cheaper in countries where industry is more developed.

We should not be surprised if the free-traders cannot
understand how one country can get rich at the expense of
another, because these same gentlemen also find it impossible
to understand how within a single country one class can get
rich at the expense of another.

Do not imagine, gentlemen, that in criticising commercial
liberty we wish to defend the protective system.

One can be an enemy of the constitutional regime without
being a friend of the ancien régime.

Moreover the protectionist system is only a means of
establishing industry on a large scale in a country, that is to
say, making it depend on the world market, and as soon as
one depends on the world market one depends to a greater or
lesser degree on free trade. Apart from this, the protective
system helps to develop free competition within a country.
This is why we see that in those countries where the bour-
geosie has begun to make itself felt as a class, in Germany
for example, it is making great efforts to have protective
tariffs. These are its weapons against feudalism and against
absolute government, a means of concentrating its forces and
achieving free trade within the country in question.

But, generally speaking, in our time the protective system
is conservative, whereas the system of free trade is
destructive. It dissolves the old nationalities and drives the
antagonism between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat to
the extreme. In a word, the system of commercial freedom
hastens the social revolution. It is only in this revolutionary
sense, gentlemen, that I vote in favour of free trade.

Published as a pamphlet Translated from the French
at the beginning of February 1848
in Brussels

Signed: Karl Marx
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A REVIEW OF GUIZOT'S BOOK,
“WHY HAS THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION
BEEN SUCCESSFUL!"*

It is the purpose of M. Guizot’s
pamphlet to show why Louis Philippe and Guizot’s policy
should really not have been overthrown on February 24,
1848, and how the abominable character of the French was to
blame for the ignominious downfall of the July monarchy of

1830 after an arduous existence of only eighteen years and
for its failure to attain the permanency enjoyed by the
English monarchy ever since 1688.

From this pamphlet one may see how even the most
capable people of the ancien régime, people whose own kind
of talent in the realm of history can by no means be disputed,
have been brought to such a state of perplexity by the fatal
events of February that they have lost all understanding of
that science, that they now even fail to comprehend their
own former course of conduct. Instead of being impelled by
the February Revolution to realise the totally different
historical relations, the totally different class alignment of
society, in the French monarchy of 1830 and the English of
1688, M. Guizot disposes of the whole difference with a few
moralising phrases, averring in conclusion that the policy
that was upset on February 24 “preserves the states and
alone quells revolutions”.

Exactly formulated, the question M. Guizot wants to
answer reads as follows: Why has bourgeois society developed

* F. Guizot, Pourquoi la révolution d Angleterre a-t-elle réussi?
Discours sur I’histoire de la révolution d'Angleterre. Paris, 1850.—Ed.
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longer in England in the form of the constitutional monarchy
than in France?

The following passage will serve to characterise
M. Guizot’s acquaintance with the course of bourgeois devel-
opment in England:

“In the reigns of George I and George II public spirit veered. For-
eign policy ceased to be their main concern; home affairs, maintenance
of peace, problems of finance, colonies and trade, the development of

parliamentary rule as well as parliamentary struggles now mainly
engaged the attention of both the government and the public” (p. 168).

M. Guizot finds only two facts in the reign of William III
worthy of mention: maintenance of the balance of power
between Parliament and Crown, and maintenance of the
balance of power in Europe by fighting Louis XIV. Then,
under the Hannoverian dynasty, “public spirit” suddenly
“veered”, no one knows how or why. We see here that
M. Guizot applies terms common enough in French parlia-
mentary debate to English history and believes he thereby
has explained it. Similarly, M. Guizot imagined, when he was
minister, that he held the balance of power between Parlia-
ment and Crown as well as the balance of power in Europe,
whereas In reality all he did was to barter away piecemeal
the whole French state and the whole of French society to
the financial sharks of the Paris bourse.

M. Guizot does not consider it worthwhile mentioning
that the wars against Louis XIV were purely trade wars
to destroy French commerce and French sea power, that
under William III the domination of the financial bour-
geoisie received its first sanction by the establishment of the
Bank and the institution of the national debt,® and that the
manufacturing bourgeoisie was given new impetus by the
consistent application of a protective tariff system. Only
political phrases mean anything to him. He does not even
mention that in Queen Anne’s reign the ruling parties could
maintain themselves and the constitutional monarchy only by
a bold stroke, the lengthening of the term of Parliament to
seven years, thus almost completely destroying the influence
of the people upon the government.

Under the Hannoverian dynasty England was already so
far advanced that she could wage a trade war against France
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in its modern form. England herself fought France only in
America and the East Indies; on the Continent she confined
herself to hiring foreign princes like Frederick I to do the
fighting against France. Thus foreign wars assumed a
different form, about which M. Guizot says: “foreign policy
ceases to be the main concern” and is replaced by ‘“the
maintenance of peace.” The extent to which “the develop-
ment and the struggles of the parliamentary regime now
mainly engaged the attention of both the government and
the public” may be gauged from the accounts of the bribery
practised under Walpole’s Ministry, which, of course, do
not differ a hair’s breadth from the scandals that figured so
largely on the order of the day under M. Guizot.

M. Guizot explains that there are two particular reasons why
in his opinion the English Revolution took a more favour-
able turn in the sequel than the French: firstly, because the
English Revolution was thoroughly religious in character and
was therefore far from breaking with all the traditions of the
past; secondly, because from its very inception it did not act
destructively but conservatively and that Parliament defended
the old laws in force against the usurpations of the Crown.

As for the first point, M. Guizot forgets that free thought,
which gives him such shivers in connection with the French
Revolution, was brought to France from no other country
than England. Locke was its father, and with Shaftesbury
and Bolingbroke it assumed that keen-spirited form which
was subsequently developed so splendidly in France. We thus
arrive at the odd conclusion that free-thinking, which, ac-
cording to M. Guizot, shipwrecked the French Revolution,
was one of the most essential products of the religious English
Revolution.

As far as the second point is concerned, M. Guizot forgets
entirely that the French Revolution began just as con-
servatively as the English, if not much more so. Absolutism,
particularly as it manifested itself finally in France, was here,
too, an innovation, and it was against this innovation that
the parliaments rose and defended the old laws, the us et
coutumes™ of the old monarchy based on estates. Whereas

* usages and customs.—Ed.
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the first step of the French Revolution was the resurrection of
the States General, which had been dormant since Henry IV
and Louis XIII, no fact of equal classical conservatism had
been revealed by the English Revolution.

According to M. Guizot the main result of the English
Revolution was that the king was put in a position where
he could not possibly rule against the will of Parliament,
particularly the House of Commons. The whole revolution
amounted merely to this, that in the beginning both sides,
Crown and Parliament, overstepped the mark and went too
far until at last, under William III, they found the proper
balance and neutralised each other. M. Guizot deems it
superfluous to mention that the subordination of the king-
ship to Parliament was its subordination to the rule of a class.
He need not therefore go into the details of how this class
acquired the power necessary to make the crown at last its
servant. In his opinion the only issues involved in the whole
struggle between Charles I and Parliament were purely
political prerogatives. Not a word about the reason why
Parliament and the class represented in it needed these pre-
rogatives. M. Guizot has just as little to say about Charles I's
direct interference in free competition, which made England’s
trade and industry more and more impossible; or about his
dependence upon Parliament, which because of his constant
financial straits became the greater the more he sought to defy
Parliament. Hence the only explanation he can find for the
whole revolution is the malevolence and religious fanaticism
of individual trouble-makers who would not be satisfied with
a moderate freedom. Nor can M. Guizot enlighten us on the
connection between the religious movement and the develop-
ment of bourgeois society. The republic, too, is naturally only
the handiwork of a few ambitious, fanatic and evil-minded
people. That about the same time attempts to set up a
republic were likewise made in Lisbon, Naples and Messina,3’
patterned likewise, as in England, after Holland, is a fact
that he entirely fails to mention. Although M. Guizot never
loses sight of the French Revolution, he does not even draw
the simple conclusion that everywhere the transition from
the absolute to the constitutional monarchy is effected only
after severe struggle and after a republican form of govern-
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ment has been gone through, and that even then the old
dynasty, become useless, has to make room for a usurpatory
collateral line. The most trivial commonplaces are therefore
the only information he can give us about the overthrow of
the restored English monarchy. He does not even mention the
direct causes of it: the fear of the new big landed proprietors
created by the Reformation that Catholicism might be
re-established, in which event they would naturally have to
restore all the lands of which they had robbed the Church—
a proceeding in which seven-tenths of the entire area of
England would have changed hands; the dread experienced
by the commercial and industrial bourgeoisie vis-a-vis
Catholicism, which in no way suited their book; the non-
chalance with which the Stuarts, to their own advantage and
that of the court aristocracy, sold all English industry, and
commerce as well, to the government of France, that is, of
the only country which at that time dangerously, and in
many respects successfully, competed with the English, etc.
As M. Guizot omits everywhere the most important points,
all he has left is a most inadequate and banal narration of
mere political events.

The only explanation M. Guizot is able to offer of what
to him is a great puzzle, the puzzle of why the English Revo-
lution was conservative in character, is that it was due to the
superior intelligence of the English, whereas its conservatism
is to be attributed to the permanent alliance between the
bourgeoisie and the greater part of the big landlords, an
alliance which essentially differentiates the English Revolu-
tion from the French—the revolution that abolished big land-
ownership by parcellation. Unlike the French feudal land-
owners of 1789, this class of big landed proprietors, which
had allied itself with the bourgeoisie and which, incidentally,
had arisen already under Henry VIII, was not antagonistic
to but rather in complete accord with the conditions of life
of the bourgeoisie. In actual fact their landed estates were
not feudal but bourgeois property. On the one hand, the
landed proprietors placed at the disposal of the industrial
bourgeoisie the people necessary to operate its manufactories
and, on the other, were in a position to develop agriculture in
accordance with the state of industry and trade. Hence their

-
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common interests with the bourgeoisie; hence their alliance |
with it. ;

As far as M. Guizot is concerned, English history stopped
with the consolidation of the constitutional monarchy in
England. To him everything that followed was merely a
pleasant game of seesaw between Tories and Whigs, some-
thing in the nature of the great debate between M. Guizot
and M. Thiers. In reality, however, the consolidation of the
constitutional monarchy was precisely the thing that marked
the beginning of the grand development and metamorphosis
of bourgeois society in England. Where M. Guizot sees only
placid tranquillity and idyllic peace, most violent conflicts,
most thoroughgoing revolutions, were actually developing.
First manufacture developed wunder the constitutional
monarchy to a hitherto unknown extent, only to make room,
subsequently, for big industry, the steam-engine and the
gigantic factories. Entire classes of the population disappear,
and new ones with new conditions of existence and new re-
quirements take their place. A new, more colossal bourgeoisie
arises. While the old bourgeoisie fights the French Revolu-
tion, the new one conquers the world market. It becomes so
omnipotent that even before the Reform Bill puts direct
political power into its hands it forces its opponents to pass
laws almost exclusively in its interests and according to its
needs. It conquers for itself direct representation in Parlia-
ment and uses it to destroy the last remnants of real power
that landed property retains. Lastly, it is engaged at the
present time in utterly demolishing the handsome edifice of
the English constitution that M. Guizot so admires.

While M. Guizot congratulates the English on the fact
that in their country the detestable excrescences of French
social life—Republicanism and Socialism—have not shaken
the foundations of the monarchy, which alone can save men’s
souls, class antagonisms in English society have become more
acute than in any other country. Here a bourgeoisie possessed
of unparalleled wealth and productive forces is opposed by
a proletariat whose strength and concentration are likewise
unparalleled. Thus M. Guizot’s approbation of England
finally amounts to this, that here, under the protection of a
constitutional monarchy, far more numerous and far more

|
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radical elements of social revolution have developed than in
all other countries of the world taken together.

When the threads of development in England are gathered
into a knot which he can no longer cut, even for appearance’s
sake, with the aid of purely political phrases, M. Guizot
resorts to religious phrases, to the armed intervention of
God. Thus, for instance, the spirit of the Lord suddenly
descends upon the army and keeps Cromwell from proclaim-
ing himself king, etc., etc. From his conscience Guizot seeks
safety in God; from the profane public, in his style.

Indeed, not only les rois s’en vont, but also les capacités de
la bourgeoisie s’en vont.”

Written in February 1850

Published in Neue Rheinische Translated from the German
Zeitung. Politisch-6konomische
Revue No. 2, 1850

* Not only kings pass away, but also the men of talent among the
bourgeoisie.—Ed.




FREDERICK ENGELS

THE ENGLISH TEN HOURS BILL

The English workers have
suffered a major defeat, which came from a most unexpected
quarter. A few weeks ago the Court of Exchequer, one of
England’s four High Courts, reached a decision, as a result
of which the main stipulations of the Ten Hours Bill, passed
in the year 1847, have been for all intents and purposes
revoked.

The history of the Ten Hours Bill provides a striking
example of the path of development peculiar to the class
contradictions in England and therefore deserves closer
perusal.

It is common knowledge how the rise of large-scale in-
dustry brought in its wake a completely new, utterly shame-
less form of exploitation of the working class by the factory
owners. The new machines made the labour of adult men
superfluous, since their supervision only required the labour
of women and children, which was far better suited to this
task and at the same time more cheaply obtainable than that
of men. Thus, industrial exploitation at once engulfed the
whole family, imprisoning it in the factory; women and
children were obliged to work without ceasing day and night,
until they fell victim to complete exhaustion. As a result of
the growing demand for child labour, workhouse children
became nothing more nor less than commodities; from the
age of four or even three they were auctioned off by the
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dozen, bound as apprentices to the highest bidder among the
factory owners. The memory of the shameless and brutal
treatment of women and children at that time, which was
quite relentless while there was still a single muscle, sinew
or drop of blood to be exploited, is still very much alive
among the older generation of workers in England. Some of
these workers still carry this memory with them in the form
of a crooked back or crippled limb, and all are haunted by
it on account of their irrevocably damaged health. The lot of
the slaves on the worst of the American plantations was pure
bliss iin comparison with that of the English workers of that
period.

From an early stage the state was obliged to introduce
measures to check the factory owners’ utterly ruthless exploi-
tation, which defied all postulates of a civilised society.
However, these original legal restrictions proved highly in-
adequate and were soon obviated. It was not until fifty years
after the introduction of large-scale industry, when industrial
development had already taken firm root, not until 1833, that
it was possible to enact an effective law, which at least put
a stop to the most glaring excesses.

As early as the beginning of this century a group was
formed under the leadership of a number of philanthropists,
which campaigned for the legal restriction of the working
day in the factories to ten hours. This group, which, under
Sadler’s leadership in the twenties and, after his death, that
of Lord Ashley and Richard Oastler, continued agitating
until the Ten Hours Bill was finally passed, gradually rallied
to its banner, apart from the workers themselves, the
aristocracy and all those sections of the bourgeoisie that were
hostile to the factory owners. This association between work-
ers and the most heterogeneous and reactionary elements of
English society meant that the campaign for the Ten Hours
Bill had to be conducted quite separately from the revolu-
tionary campaign of the workers. The Chartists, of course,
supported the Ten Hours Bill to a man; they were the most
numerous and active participants at the meetings in support
of the Ten Hours Bill and they put their press at the disposal
of the Short-Time Committee. Yet not a single Chartist
campaigned officially alongside the aristocratic and bourgeois
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advocates of the Bill or sat on the Short-Time Committee in
Manchester. This committee consisted exclusively of workers
and factory foremen. The workers concerned, however, were
completely broken individuals, worn out by work, meek, God-
fearing, respectable men, who were filled with pious horror at
the very thought of Chartism and socialism, showed deep
respect for Crown and Church and were too downtrodden to
hate the industrial bourgeoisie; all they were still capable of
was humble reverence for the aristocracy, who at least
deigned to take an interest in their wretched plight. The
working-class Toryism of these supporters of the Ten Hours
Bill was the echo of the workers’ original opposition to in-
dustrial progress, which was aimed at re-establishing the
former patriarchal conditions, while its most active manifesta-
tions had gone no further than the smashing of machines. The
bourgeois and aristocratic leaders of this group were just as
reactionary as these workers. They were all without exception
sentimental Tories, for the most part utopian visionaries,
wallowing In reminiscences of the extinct patriarchal cottage-
industry exploitation and its concomitant piety, homeliness,
hidebound worthiness and its set patterns handed down from
generation to generation. Their thick skulls reeled at the mere
glimpse of industrial revolutionary ferment. Their petty-
bourgeois minds were gripped with fear at the prospect of the
new forces of production developing at miraculous speed,
which in a matter of a few years had swept away what had
been the most venerable, sacrosanct and important classes in
society, substituting in their place new, formerly unknown
classes, whose interests, sympathies, attitudes and way of life
were quite incompatible with the institutions of the old
English society. These soft-hearted visionaries lost no op-
portunity to protest on moral, humanitarian and compas-
sionate grounds against the unrelenting cruelty and ruthless-
ness that accompanied this upheaval contrasting it with the
stability, quiet cosiness and modest respectability of the
vanishing patriarchal system which they held up as the ideal
society.

Whenever the question of the ten-hour working day
became a focus of public interest, all sections of society whose
interests had suffered as a result of the industrial revolution
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and whose livelihood was threatened by it gave their support
to these elements. At such times the bankers, stockjobbers,
shipowners and merchants, the landed aristocracy, the big
landowners from the West Indies and the petty bourgeoisie
rallied in ever larger numbers to the support of the Ten
Hours Bill campaign.

The Ten Hours Bill provided an excellent meeting ground
for these reactionary classes and factions to join forces with
the proletariat against the industrial bourgeoisie. While the
Bill served to hold down the rapid growth of the wealth and
influence, social and political power of the factory owners,
it brought the workers a purely material, even strictly
physical benefit. It saved their health from too rapid de-
terioration. It did not, however, give them anything which
might have made of them a threat to their reactionary fellow-
campaigners: it neither brought them political power nor
altered their social position as wage-workers. On the
contrary, this campaigning for a ten-hour working day kept
the workers permanently under the influence and to some
extent under the actual leadership of these property- owmng
allies, a leadership from which they had been makm,gr in-
creasing efforts to dissociate themselves ever since the
Reform Bill and the rise of the Chartist movement. It was
quite natural, particularly at the beginning of the industrial
revolution, that the workers, engaged as they were in direct
struggle against only the industrial bourgeoisie, should ally
themselves to the aristocracy and other sections of the bour-
geoisie, who did not exploit them directly and who were also
opposing the industrial bourgeoisie. But this alliance con-
taminated the working-class movement with a considerable
influx of reactionary elements, which is taking a long time
to disappear; it gave rise to a mgmﬁcant increase in the
influence of reactionary elements in the working-class move-
ment, namely, those workers, whose branch of production was
still at the manufactory stage and therefore threatened by
industrial progress, as, for example, the hand-loom weavers.

It was therefore most fortunate for the workers that the
Ten Hours Bill was finally put through in 1847, at a time
of general turmoil, when all the old parhamentary parties
were disintegrating and the new ones had not yet taken
7.
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shape. The passing of this Bill was but one of a whole series
of extremely confused parliamentary divisions, the results
of which appeared to be determined by nothing other than
chance and during which, apart from the convinced free-
traders among the factory owners, on the one hand, and
the fanatically protectionist landowners, on the other, no
party voted in a consistent united fashion. This Bill was seen
as a cunning blow, which the aristocracy, some of the Peelites
and some of the Whigs had dealt at the factory owhers, so
as to take their revenge for the major victory the latter had
won by repealing the Corn Laws.

The Ten Hours Bill not only satisfied an absolutely
essential need of the workers by protecting their health to
some extent from the frenzied exploitation of the factory
owners, but also freed the workers from the association with
sentimental dreamers, from the partnership with England’s
reactionary classes in general. Patriarchal rantings of the
Oastlers and moving professions of sympathy from the Lord
Ashleys fell on deaf ears, once the Ten Hours Bill ceased
to be the point of their tirades. It was only then that the
working-class movement started to concentrate its entire at-
tention on the conquest of political power by the proletariat,
as the primary means of revolutionising the whole of the
existing society. Whereupon the aristocracy and reactionary
sections of the bourgeoisie, but a short while ago allies of the
workers, now started both violently opposing the working-
class movement and allying themselves with the bourgeoisie
with a similar fervour.

As a result of the industrial revolution, industry, by means
of which England had been able to secure complete domina-
tion of the world market, had become England’s all-important
branch of production. England stood to rise or fall in time
with her industry, soar or sink with industry’s fluctuations. As
industry came to exert this decisive influence, so the industrial
bourgeoisie, the factory owners, came to constitute the all-
important class in English society; the political domination
of industrialists and the removal of all social and political
institutions which obstructed the development of large-scale
industry became a necessity. The industrial bourgeoisie set
about this task and English history from 1830 to the present
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day is a history of the victories which it gained one after the
other over its united reactionary opponents.

Whereas the July Revolution in France brought the
financial aristocracy to power, the Reform Bill in England,
which was passed soon afterwards, in 1832, led to the fall
of the financial aristocracy. The bank, the national creditors
and the stock-exchange speculators, in a word, those dealing
in money, to whom the aristocracy was deeply in debt, had
hitherto held almost unchallenged sway in England, behind
the checkered mask of their electoral monopoly. The more
large-scale industry and world trade developed, the more
intolerable, despite various concessions, this domination
became. It was overthrown by the alliance of all the other
sections of the bourgeoisie with the English proletariat and
the Irish peasants. In face of the threat of popular revolution
the bourgeoisie returned its notes by the pile to the bank,
bringing it to the verge of bankruptcy. The financial
aristocracy stepped down at the right moment and through
its flexibility spared England a February Revolution.

The Reform Bill gave all propertied classes in the country,
down to the last shopkeeper, a share in political power. All
sections of the bourgeoisie were thus granted a domain where
they could legitimately assert their interests and claims to
power. Rivalries between various sections of the bourgeoisie,
similar to those which have been going on in France under
the Republic ever since the June victory of 1848 have in
England since the Reform Bill proceeded in Parliament. It
goes without saying that the results these rivalries have led
to in the two countries, where widely differing conditions
prevail, also show little similarity.

The industrial bourgeoisie, having once gained access to the
field of parliamentary struggle after the Reform Bill, could
not fail to win victory after victory. As a result of the restric-
tions on sinecures the financiers’ aristocratic hangers-on were
sacrificed to the industrial bourgeoisie,3® as were the paupers
as a result of the Poor Law of 1833 and the financiers and
landowners through the reduction of tariffs and the introduc-
tion of income tax, which did away with their tax privileges.
These victories swelled the numbers of the industrialists’
minions. Wholesale and retail trade became their tributaries
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and London and Liverpool began paying homage at the altar
of free trade, the industrialists’ Messiah. But with these
victories their requirements and aspirations also grew.
Modern large-scale industry can only hold its own pro-
vided that it is constantly expanding and constantly conquer-
ing new markets. The infinite facility of mass production, the
incessant development and improvement of machinery, which
lead to the constant ousting of capital and workers, oblige it
to follow this course. Any lull marks the onset of ruin. The
expansion of industry, however, depends on the expansion of
the market. Yet, since industry at its present level of develop-
ment is expanding its productive forces incomparably faster
than it can expand its markets, those periodic crises occur,
when, owing to a surplus of means of production and output,
commercial circulation suddenly comes to a standstill and
industry and trade can do nothing but mark time, until the
surplus output finds an outlet through new channels. England
is the focal point of these crises, the crippling effect of which
cannot fail to make itself felt in the most distant and remote
corners of the world market and bring about the ruin of a
considerable section of the industrial and commercial bour-
geoisie everywhere. In such crises, which incidentally make
all sections of English society still more clearly aware of their
dependence on the factory owners, there is only one way to
save the situation: to expand markets, either through win-
ning new ones or exploiting more thoroughly those in
existence. Apart from a few exceptions when, as for instance
in China in 1842, a previously tightly closed market was
prised open by force of arms, there is only one industrial
means of opening up new markets and exploiting existing
ones more thoroughly, namely, introducing lower prices, i.e.,
reducing production costs. Production costs can be reduced by
the adoption of new, improved production methods and by
means of cuts in profits or wages. The introduction of im-
proved production methods, however, cannot avert crises,
since this in its turn leads to increased production, which
again makes new markets necessary. Profit cuts are out of the
4 question at times of crisis, when everyone is only too glad to
sell even at a loss. The same applies to wages, which more-
over, like profit are subject to laws that are independent of



THE ENGLISH TEN HOURS BILL 103

the wishes and intentions of the factory owners. Nevertheless,
it is wages that constitute the bulk of production costs and
repeated cuts are the only means of expanding markets and
surmounting such crises. Yet wages will fall only if the
necessities of life can be provided for the worker more
cheaply. However, the necessities of life in England were
made more expensive for the worker by protective tariffs on
corn, on produce imported from the English colonies, etc.,
and also by indirect taxes.

This is what lay at the root of the industrialists’ unremit-
ting, energetic and nation-wide agitation for free trade and,
in particular, for the abolition of the corn tariffs. Hence the
significant fact that from 1842 onwards each trade and in-
dustrial crisis brought them yet another victory. The interests
of the landowners in England were sacrificed to those of the
interests of the landowners in the colonies likewise through
the lifting of differential tariffs on sugar and other produce,
and those of the shipowners through the repeal of the Navi-
gation Laws.®0 At the present juncture the industrialists are
campaigning for restrictions on state spending and on taxation
and for the enfranchisement of that section of the working
class on whom they can best rely. They are eager to bring
new allies into Parliament in order to win direct political
power for themselves all the faster: this alone will enable
them to put an end to the now absurd but very costly tradi-
tional appendages of the English state machine, namely, the
aristocracy, the church, the rotten boroughs and the semi-
feudal legal system. There is no doubt that the now immi-
nent new trade crisis, which seems bound to coincide with
new maijor collisions on the Continent, will at least bring
about this advance in England’s development.

Yet amidst this series of uninterrupted victories of the
industrial bourgeoisie reactionary groups succeeded in
hampering its advance with the fetters of the Ten Hours
Bill. The Ten Hours Bill was passed at a time marked neither
by prosperity nor crisis, during one of those transition periods
when industry is sufficiently embarrassed by the conse-
quences of over-production as to be able to put in motion only
a part of its resources and when the factory owners them-
selves do not allow their factories to work full time. At a
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moment such as this, when the Ten Hours Bill set limits to
the competition between the factory owners themselves, only
at such a moment, could it be tolerated. However, this
moment was soon to make way for a new period of
prosperity. The emptied markets demanded new supplies;
speculation got under way once more, thus doubling demand
and the factory owners could not produce enough. Now the
Ten Hours Bill became an intolerable shackle for industry,
which more than ever before required complete independence
and freedom from all restrictions with regard to the disposal
of all its resources. What was to become of the industrialists
during the next crisis if they were not permitted to exploit to
the full this short period of prosperity? The Ten Hours Bill
had to be revoked. Since there was as yet insufficient support
in Parliament to do this, ways would have to be found to
obviate it.

The Bill set a ten-hour limit for the working day of young
people under eighteen and all women workers. Since the
latter and children make up the majority of factory workers,
this meant that factories in general could work only ten hours
a day. The factory owners, however, when the next wave of
prosperity called for an increase in working hours, found a
way out of the situation. As before, with regard to children
under fourteen, whose working hours had been made subject
to still stricter limits, so on this occasion they proceeded to
engage some women and young people as relief and shift
workers. Thus they were able to keep their factories running
and adult employees working for as many as thirteen,
fourteen and fifteen hours a day without a single individual,
among those effected by the Ten Hours Bill, working for
more than the statutory ten hours a day. This contravened
the letter of the law to a certain extent, but the whole spirit
of the law and the intention of its authors far more so.
The factory inspectors complained while Justices of the
Peace were divided among themselves and reached varying
verdicts. The higher the wave of prosperity rose, the louder
the industrialists protested against the Ten Hours Bill and
against the intervention of factory inspectors. Sir George
Grey, the Home Secretary, instructed the inspectors to close
their eyes to the relay or shift system. Yet a good number
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of them did not let these instructions harass them, in the
knowledge that they had the law behind them. Finally a much
publicised case was brought before the Court of Exchequer
which came out in favour of the factory owners. This verdict
was tantamount to an abrogation of the Ten Hours Bill and
the factory owners are once again unchallenged masters of
their factories; in times of crisis they can keep their factories
running two, three or six hours and during periods of
prosperity thirteen or fifteen hours, while the factory
inspector is no longer in a position to interfere.

The Ten Hours Bill was supported mainly by reactionaries
and put through Parliament by exclusively reactionary
classes, and it is now clear from the way in which the Bill
was put through that it was indeed a thoroughly reactionary
measure. The whole of England’s social development is
bound up with the development and advance of industry. All
institutions which stand in the way of this advance, which
restrict it or seek to regulate and conmtrol it according to
any outside criteria are of necessity reactionary: their position
is precarious and they are bound to be swept away by it. The
revolutionary current which dealt so easily with the whole
patriarchal society of the England of the Past, the aristocracy
and the finance bourgeoisie, is most unlikely to allow the
moderate Ten Hours Bill to stem its passage. All attempts
of Lord Ashley and his associates to reinstate the Bill by
means of an authentic interpretation will be in vain or at best
achieve ephemeral results.

Nevertheless the Ten Hours Bill is indispensable for the
workers. For them it is a physical necessity. Without this Bill
the whole of the present generation of English workers is
doomed to physical collapse. Yet there is a tremendous gulf
between the Ten Hours Bill which the workers are now
demanding and the Ten Hours Bill which Sadler, Oastler
and Ashley campaigned for and which was passed by the
reactionary coalition of 1847. The Bill’s short lifespan, its
simple undoing—a mere court ruling, not even an act of
Parliament, was required to revoke it—and the subsequent
behaviour of their former reactionary associates have taught
the workers what an alliance with reaction is worth. It has
taught them how little they gain from the enactment of
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isolated, minor measures against the industrial bourgeoisie.
It has taught them that the industrial bourgeoisie is so far the
only class which at the present time is capable of providing
their movement with leaders and that to obstruct its progres-
sive mission would be fruitless. Despite their open hostility
towards the industrialists, which has in no way been cooled,
the workers are now much more inclined to support the latter
in their campaign to achieve completely free trade, financial
reform and an extension of the franchise, than to let them-
selves be rallied once more to the banners of the united forces
of reaction by philanthropic mystification. They feel that their
time can only come after the industrialists’ energy has been
completely spent and are thus responding to the right
instincts in going out of their way to accelerate the process
of development which will give the industrialists the power
they seek and lead to their subsequent downfall. Meanwhile
they do not forget that in doing so they are bringing their
own, immediate enemies to power, and that they can only
achieve their own liberation by overthrowing the in-
dustrialists and winning political power for themselves. The
virtual annulment of the Ten Hours Bill has proved this to
them once again most pointedly. The reinstatement of this
Bill is futile without universal suffrage, and universal suffrage
in England, two-thirds of whose population consists of in-
dustrial proletarians, implies exclusive political power for
the working class, together with all those revolutionary
changes in social conditions intrinsic to that power. The Ten
Hours Bill which the workers are now calling for is therefore
quite different from the one which the Court of Exchequer
has just abrogated. It no longer represents an isolated
attempt to cripple industrial progress, it is a link in a long
chain of measures aimed at radically changing the whole
of the present structure of society and gradually doing away
with hitherto existing class contradictions. It is no longer a
reactionary but a revolutionary measure for which they are
campaigning.

The virtual repeal of the Ten Hours Bill, first by the
factory owners taking the law into their own hands, and
then by the Court of Exchequer, served above all to shorten
the recent period of prosperity and bring the next crisis
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nearer. Meanwhile all that serves to bring these crises nearer
also serves to accelerate the advance of English society and
the immediate goal of that advance, namely, the overthrow
of the industrial bourgeoisie by the industrial proletariat. The
means at the disposal of the industrialists for the expansion
of markets and the elimination of crises are few and far be-
tween. The reduction of state spending advocated by Cobden
is either merely a piece of Whig talk or it borders on a revo-
lution, even if it is only a temporary solution. If this measure
is to be followed through on a wide, truly revolutionary
scale—in as far as the English industrialists can be revolu-
tionary—how 1is the next crisis to be averted? It is evident
that the English industrialists, whose means of production
possess an inestimably greater capacity for expansion than
their commodity markets, are rapidly approaching the point
when they will no longer have any loopholes to turn to, when
the periods of prosperity, which now still separate one crisis
from the next, will disappear altogether under the pressure
of the inordinate growth of productive forces, when crises
will only be separated by short periods of feeble half-hearted
industrial activity and when industry, trade and the whole of
modern society will perish as a result of an excess of energy,
for which it has no outlet, on the one hand, and utter exhaus-
tion on the other, were it not for the fact that this abnormal
state of affairs bears its own remedy within itself and that
industrial development at the same time has engendered the
one class which will be able to take over the direction of
society, namely, the proletariat. The proletarian revolution
is then inevitable and its victory assured.

Such is the logical normal sequence of events that is bound
to stem from the whole complex of social conditions in
present-day England. To what extent this normal process
can be shortened by clashes on the Continent and revolu-
tionary upheavals in England will soon emerge.

And what of the Ten Hours Bill?

The moment the confines of the world market become too
narrow for the full deployment of all modern industry’s re-
sources, the moment this industry requires a social revolution
in order that its potential may once more have free scope for
action, the restriction of working hours ceases to be a reac-
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tionary measure or a brake on industrial progress. On the
contrary such restrictions emerge of their own accord. The
first result of the proletarian revolution in England will be
the centralisation of large-scale industry in the hands of the
state, in other words, in the hands of the ruling proletariat,
and those rivalries which today lie at the root of the con-
tradiction between regulation of working hours and industrial
progress will vanish with the centralisation of industry. Thus
the problem of the ten-hour working day, like all those which
stem from the contradiction between capital and wage-
labour, can be solved by one thing and one thing only—the
proletarian revolution.

Written by F. Engels
in March 1850

Published in Neue Rheinische Translated from the German
Zeitung. Politisch-6konomische
Revue No. 4, April 1850




KARL MARX

THE ELECTIONS IN ENGLAND.—
TORIES AND WHIGS*“

London, Friday, August 6, 1852

T he results of the General Elec-
tion for the British Parliament are now known. These results
[ shall analyse more fully in my next letter.52

What were the parties which during this electioneering
agitation opposed or supported each other?

Tories, Whigs, Liberal Conservatives (Peelites), Free-
Traders, par excellence (the men of the Manchester School,%
Parliamentary and Financial Reformers), and lastly, the
Chartists.

Whigs, Free-Traders and Peelites coalesced to oppose the
Tories. It was between this coalition on one side, and the
Tories on the other, that the real electoral battle was fought.
Opposed to Whigs, Peelites, Free-Traders and Tories, and
thus opposed to entire official England, were the Chartists.

The political parties of Great Britain are sufficiently
known in the United States. It will be sufficient to bring to
mind, by a few strokes of the pen, the distinctive character-
istics of each of them.

Up to 1846 the Tories passed as the guardians of the
traditions of Old England. They were suspected of admiring
in the British Constitution the eighth wonder of the world;
to be laudatores temporis acti, enthusiasts for the throne, the
High Church,* the privileges and liberties of the British
subject. The fatal year, 1846, Gith its repeal of the Corn
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Laws, and the shout of distress which this repeal forced from
the Tories, proved that they were enthusiasts for nothing but
the rent of land, and at the same time disclosed the secret of
their attachment to the political and religious institutions of
Old England. These institutions are the very best institutions,
with the help of which the large landed property—the
landed interest—has hitherto ruled England, and even now
seeks to maintain its rule. The year 1846 brought to light in
its nakedness the substantial class interest which forms the
real base of the Tory party. The year 1846 tore down the
traditionally venerable lion’s hide, under which Tory class
interest had hitherto hidden itself. The year 1846 trans-
formed the Tories into Protectionists. Tory was the sacred
name, Protectionist is the profane one; Tory was the political
battle-cry, Protectionist is the economical shout of distress;
Tory seemed an idea, a principle; Protectionist is an interest.
Protectionists of what? Of their own revenues, of the rent of
their own land. Then the Tories, in the end, are Bourgeois as
much as the remainder, for where is the Bourgeois who is
not a protectionist of his own purse? They are distinguished
from the other Bourgeois in the same way as the rent of land
is distinguished from commercial and industrial profit. Rent
of land is conservative, profit is progressive; rent of land is
national, profit is cosmopolitical; rent of land believes in the
State Church, profit is a dissenter by birth. The repeal of the
Corn Laws in 1846 merely recognised an already accom-
plished fact, a change long since enacted in the elements of
British civil society, viz., the subordination of the landed
interest to the moneyed interest, of property to commerce, of
agriculture to manufacturing industry, of the country to the
city. Could this fact be doubted since the country population
stands, in England, to the towns’ population in the propor-
tion of one to three? The substantial foundation of the power
of the Tories was the rent of land. The rent of land is
regulated by the price of food. The price of food, then, was
artificially maintained at a high rate by the Corn Laws. The
repeal of the Corn Laws brought down the price of food,
which in its turn brought down the rent of land, and with
sinking rent broke down the real strength upon which the
political power of the Tories reposed.
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What, then, are they trying to do now? To maintain a
political power, the social foundation of which has ceased
to exist. And how can this be attained? By nothing short of
a Counter-Revolution, that is to say, by a reaction of the
State against Society. They strive to retain forcibly institu-
tions and a political power which were condemned from the
very moment at which the rural population found itself
outnumbered three times by the population of the towns.
And such an attempt must necessarily end with their
destruction; it must accelerate and make more acute
the social development of England; it must bring on
a crisis.

The Tories recruit their army from the farmers, who either
have not yet lost the habit of following their landlords as
their natural superiors, or who are economically dependent
upon them, or who do not yet see that the interest of the
farmer and the interest of the landlord are no more identical
than the respective interests of the borrower and of the
usurer. They are followed and supported by the Colonial In-
terest, the Shipping Interest, the State Church Party, in
short, by all those elements which consider it necessary to
safeguard their interests against the necessary results of
modern manufacturing industry, and against the social rev-
olution prepared by it.

Opposed to the Tories, as their hereditary enemies, stand
the Whigs, a party with whom the American Whigs*® have
nothing in common but the name.

The British Whig, in the natural history of politics, forms
a species which, like all those of the amphibious class, exists
very easily, but is difficult to describe. Shall we call them,
with their opponents, Tories out of office? or, as continental
writers love it, take them for the representatives of certain
popular principles? In the latter case we should get embar-
rassed in the same difficulty as the historian of the Whigs,
Mr. Cooke, who, with great naiveté, confesses in his “History
of Parties”%® that it is indeed a certain number of “liberal,
moral and enlightened principles” which constitute the Whig
party, but that it was greatly to be regretted that during the
more than a century and a half the Whigs have existed, they
have been, when in office, always prevented from carrying
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out these principles. So that in reality, according to the con-
fession of their own historian, the Whigs represent something
quite different from their professed “liberal and enlightened
principles”. Thus they are in the same position as the
drunkard brought up before the Lord Mayor who declared
that he represented the Temperance principle but from some
accident or other always got drunk on Sundays.

But never mind their principles; we can better make out
what they are in historical fact; what they carry out, not
what they once believed, and what they now want other
people to believe with respect to their character.

The Whigs, as well as the Tories, form a fraction of the
large landed proprietary of Great Britain. Nay, the oldest,
richest and most arrogant portion of English landed pro-
prietary is the very nucleus of the Whig party.

What, then, distinguishes them from the Tories? The
Whigs are the aristocratic representatives of the bourgeoisie,
of the industrial and commercial middle class. Under the
condition that the Bourgeoisie should abandon to them, to
an oligarchy of aristocratic families, the monopoly of govern-
ment and the exclusive possession of office, they make to the
middle class, and assist it in conquering, all those concessions,
which in the course of social and political development have
shown themselves to have become unavoidable and undelay-
able. Neither more nor less. And as often as such an
unavoidable measure has been passed, they declare loudly
that herewith the end of historical progress has been
obtained; that the whole social movement has carried its
ultimate purpose, and then they “cling to finality”.47 They
can support more easily than the Tories a decrease of their
rental revenues, because they consider themselves as the
heaven-born farmers of the revenues of the British Empire.
They can renounce the monopoly of the Corn Laws, as long
as they maintain the monopoly of government as their family
property. Ever since the “glorious revolution” of 1688% the
Whigs, with short intervals, caused principally by the first
French Revolution and the consequent reaction, have found
themselves in the enjoyment of the public offices. Whoever
recalls to his mind this period of British history, will find no
other distinctive mark of Whigdom but the maintenance of
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their family oligarchy. The interests and principles which
they represent besides, from time to time, do not belong to
the Whigs; they are forced upon them by the development of
the industrial and commercial class, the Bourgeoisie. After
1688 we find them united with the Bankocracy, just then
rising into importance, as we find them in 1846 united with
the Millocracy. The Whigs as little carried out the Reform
Bill of 1831 as they carried the Free Trade Bill of 1846. Both
Reform movements, the political as well as the commercial,
were movements of the Bourgeoisie. As soon as either of
these movements had ripened into irresistibility, as soon as,
at the same time, it had become the safest means of turning
the Tories out of office, the Whigs stepped forward, took up
the direction of the Government, and secured to themselves
the governmental part of the victory. In 1831 they extended
the political portion of reform as far as was necessary in
order not to leave the middle class entirely dissatisfied; after
1846 they confined their Free Trade measures so far as was
necessary, in order to save to the landed aristocracy the
greatest possible amount of privileges. Each time they had
taken the movement in hand in order to prevent its for-
ward march, and to recover their own posts at the same
time,

It is clear that from the moment when the landed aris-
tocracy is no longer able to maintain its position as an in-
dependent power, to fight, as an independent party, for the
government position, in short, that from the moment when
the Tories are definitively overthrown, British history has no
longer any room for the Whigs. The aristocracy, once
destroyed, what is the use of an aristocratic representation
of the Bourgeoisie against this aristocracy?

It is well known that in the Middle Ages the German
Emperors put the just then arising towns under Imperial
Governors, “advocati’, to protect these towns against the
surrounding nobility. As soon as growing population and
wealth gave them sufficient strength and independence to
resist, and even to attack the nobility, the towns also drove
out the noble Governors, the advocati.

The Whigs have been these advocati of the British middle
class, and their governmental monopoly must break down as

8—1296
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soon as the landed monopoly of the Tories is broken down.
In the same measure as the middle class has developed its
independent strength, they have shrunk down from a party
to a coterie.

It is evident what a distastefully heterogeneous mixture
the character of the British Whigs must turn out to be:
Feudalists, who are at the same time Malthusians, money-
mongers with feudal prejudices, aristocrats without point of
honour, Bourgeois without industrial activity, finality-men
with progressive phrases, progressists with fanatical Con-
servatism, traffickers in homeopathical fractions of reforms,
fosterers of family-nepotism, Grand Masters of corruption,
hypocrites of religion, Tartuffes of politics. The mass of the
English people have a sound aesthetical common sense. They
have an instinctive hatred against everything motley and
ambiguous, against bats and Russellites. And then, with the
Tories, the mass of the English people, the urban and rural
proletariat, has in common the hatred against the “money-
monger”. With the Bourgeoisie it has in common the hatred
against aristocrats. In the Whigs it hates the one and the
other, aristocrats and Bourgeois, the landlord who oppresses
it, and the money lord who exploits it. In the Whigs it hates
the oligarchy which has ruled over England for more than a
century, and by which the people is excluded from the direc-
tion of its own affairs.

The Peelites (Liberals and Conservatives) are no party;
they are merely the souvenir of a party man, of the late Sir
Robert Peel. But Englishmen are too prosaical, for a souvenir
to form, with them, the foundation for anything but elegies.
And now that the people have erected brass and marble
monuments to the late Sir Robert Peel in all parts of the
country, they believe they are able so much the more to do
without those perambulant Peel monuments, the Grahams,
the Gladstones, the Cardwells, etc. The so-called Peelites are
nothing but this staff of bureaucrats which Robert Peel had
schooled for himself. And because they form a pretty com-
plete staff, they forget for a moment that there is no army
behind them. The Peelites, then, are old supporters of Sir
Robert Peel, who have not yet come to a conclusion as to
what party to attach themselves to. It is evident that a similar
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scruple is not a sufficient means for them to constitute an
independent power.

Remain the Free-Traders and the Chartists, the briet

delineation of whose character will form the subject of my
next.

Written by K. Marx
on August 6, 1852.

Published in the New-York Printed according to the text
Daily Tribune No. 8540, of the New-York Daily
August 21, 1852; Tribune and checked with the

and in The People’s Paper text of The People’s Paper
No. 22, October 2, 1852

Signed: Karl Marx
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THE CHARTISTS

London, Tuesday, August 10, 1852

While the Tories, the Whigs,
the Peelites—in fact, all the parties we have hitherto com-
mented upon—belong more or less to the past, the Free-
Traders (the men of the Manchester School, the Parliamen-
tary and Financial Reformers) are the official representatives
of modern English society, the representatives of that Eng-
land which rules the market of the world. They represent

the party of the self-conscious Bourgeoisie, of industrial
capital striving to make available its social power as a polit-
ical power as well, and to eradicate the last arrogant
remnants of feudal society. This party is led on by the most
active and most energetic portion of the English Bourgeoi-
sie—the manufacturers. What they demand is the complete
and undisguised ascendancy of the Bourgeoisie, the open,
official subjection of society at large under the laws of
modern, bourgeois production, and under the rule of those
men who are the directors of that production. By Free
Trade they mean the unfettered movement of capital, freed
from all political, national and religious shackles. The soil
is to be a marketable commodity, and the exploitation of
the soil is to be carried on according to the common com-
mercial laws. There are to be manufacturers of food as well
as manufacturers of twist and cottons, but no longer any
lords of the land. There are, in short, not to be tolerated any
political or social restrictions, regulations or monopolies,
unless they proceed from “the eternal laws of political econ-
omy”, that is, from the conditions under which Capital
produces and distributes. The struggle of this party against
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the old English institutions, products of a superannuated, an
evanescent stage of social development, is resumed in the
watchword: Produce as cheap as you can, and do away with
all the faux frais of production (with all superfluous, un-
necessary expenses in production). And this watchword is
addressed not only to the private individual, but to the
nation at large principally.

Royalty, with its “barbarous splendours”, its court, its civil
list and its flunkeys—what else does it belong to but to the
faux frais of production? The nation can produce and
exchange without royalty; away with the crown. The
sinecures of the nobility, the House of Lords? faux frais of
production. The large standing army? faux frais of produc-
tion. The Colonies? faux frais of production. The State
Church, with its riches, the spoils of plunder or of men-
dicity? faux frais of production. Let parsons compete freely
with each other, and everyone pay them according to his
own wants. The whole circumstantial routine of English
Law, with its Court of Chancery?® faux frais of production.
National wars? faux frais of production. England can
exploit foreign nations more cheaply while at peace with
them.

You see, to these champions of the British Bourgeoisie, to
the men of the Manchester School, every institution of Old
England appears in the light of a piece of machinery as
costly as it is useless, and which fulfils no other purpose but
to prevent the nation from producing the greatest possible
quantity at the least possible expense, and to exchange its
products in freedom. Necessarily, their last word is the
Bourgeois Republic, in which free competition rules supreme
in all spheres of life; in which there remains altogether that
minimum only of government which is indispensable for the
administration, internally and externally, of the common
class interest and business of the Bourgeoisie; and where
this minimum of government is as soberly, as economically
organised as possible. Such a party, in other countries, would
be called democratic. But it is necessarily revolutionary, and
the complete annihilation of Old England as an aristocratic
country is the end which it follows up with more or less
consciousness. Its nearest object, however, is the attainment
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of a Parliamentary reform which should transfer to its hands
the legislative power necessary for such a revolution.

But the British Bourgeois are not excitable Frenchmen.
When they intend to carry a Parliamentary reform they will
not make a Revolution of February. On the contrary. Hav-
ing obtained, in 1846, a grand victory over the landed
aristocracy by the repeal of the Corn Laws, they were
satisfied with following up the material advantages of this
victory, while they neglected to draw the necessary political
and economical conclusions from it, and thus enabled the
Whigs to reinstate themselves into their hereditary monop-
oly of government. During all the time, from 1846 to 1852,
they exposed themselves to ridicule by their battle-cry:
Broad principles and practical (read small) measures. And
why all this? Because in every violent movement they are
obliged to appeal to the working class. And if the aristocracy
is their vanishing opponent the working class is their arising
enemy. They prefer to compromise with the vanishing
opponent rather than to strengthen the arising enemy, to
whom the future belongs, by concessions of a more than
apparent importance. Therefore, they strive to avoid every
forcible collision with the aristocracy; but historical necessity
and the Tories press them onwards. They cannot avoid
fulfilling their mission, battering to pieces Old England, the
England of the Past; and the very moment when they will
have conquered exclusive political dominion, when political
dominion and economical supremacy will be united in the
same hands, when, therefore, the struggle against capital will
no longer be distinct from the struggle against the existing
Government—from that very moment will date the social
revolution of England.

We now come to the Chartists, the politically active
portion of the British working class. The six points of the
Charter which they contend for contain nothing but the
demand of Universal Suffrage, and of the conditions without
which Universal Suffrage would be illusory for the working
class; such as the ballot, payment of members, annual gen-
eral elections. But Universal Suffrage is the equivalent for
political power for the working class of England, where the
proletariat forms the large majority of the population,
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where, in a long, though underground civil war, it has gained
a clear consciousness of its position as a class, and where
even the rural districts know no longer any peasants, but
only landlords, industrial capitalists (farmers) and hired
labourers. The carrying of Universal Suffrage in England
would, therefore, be a far more socialistic measure than
anything which has been honoured with that name on the
Continent.

Its inevitable result, here, is the political supremacy of
the working class.

I shall report, on another occasion, on the revival and the
reorganisation of the Chartist Party. For the present I have
only to treat of the recent election.

To be a voter for the British Parliament, a man must
occupy, in the Boroughs, a house rated at £10 to the poor’s-
rate, and, in the counties, he must be a freeholder to the
annual amount of 40 shillings, or a leaseholder to the amount
of £50. From this statement alone it follows, that the
Chartists could take, officially, but little part in the electoral
battle just concluded. In order to explain the actual part they
took in it, I must recall to mind a peculiarity of the British
electoral system:

p Nomination day and Declaration day! Show of hands and
oll!

When the candidates have made their appearance on the
day of election, and have publicly harangued the people,
they are elected, in the first instance, by the show of hands,
and every hand has the right to be raised, the hand of the
non-elector as well as that of the elector. For whomsoever
the majority of the hands are raised, that person is declared,
by the returning officer, to be (provisionally) elected by show
of hands. But now the medal shows its reverse. The election
by show of hands was a mere ceremony, an act of formal
politeness toward the “sovereign people”, and the politeness
ceases as soon as privilege is menaced. For if the show of
hands does not return the candidates of the privileged
electors, these candidates demand a poll; only the privileged
electors can take part in the poll, and whosoever has there
the majority of votes is declared duly elected. The first
election, by show of hands, is a show satisfaction allowed,
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for a moment, to public opinion, in order to convince it, the
next moment, the more strikingly of its impotency.

It might appear that this election by show of hands, this
dangerous formality, had been invented in order to ridicule
universal suffrage, and to enjoy some little aristocratic fun
at the expense of the “rabble” (expression of Major Beres-
ford, Secretary of War). But this would be a delusion, and
the old usage, common originally to all Teutonic nations,
could drag itself traditionally down to the nineteenth cen-
tury, because it gave to the British class-Parliament, cheaply
and without danger, an appearance of popularity. The rul-
ing classes drew from this usage the satisfaction that the
mass of the people took part, with more or less passion, in
their sectional interests as its national interests. And it was
only since the Bourgeoisie took an independent station at
the side of the two official parties, the Whigs and Tories,
that the working masses stood up, on the nomination days in
their own name. But in no former year the contrast of show
of hands and poll, of Nomination day and Declaration day,
has been so serious, so well defined by opposed principles,
so threatening, so general, upon the whole surface of the
country, as in this last election of 1852.

And what a contrast! It was sufficient to be named by
show of hands in order to be beaten at the poll. It was
sufficient to have had the majority at a poll, in order to be
saluted, by the people, with rotten apples and brickbats. The
duly elected members of Parliament, before all, had a great
deal to do, in order to keep their own parliamentary bodily
selves in safety. On one side the majority of the people, on
the other the twelfth part of the whole population, and the
fifth part of the sum-total of the male adult inhabitants of
the country. On one side enthusiasm, on the other bribery.
On one side parties disowning their own distinctive signs,
Liberals pleading the conservatism, Conservatives proclaim-
ing the liberalism of the views; on the other, the people,
proclaiming their presence and pleading their own cause. On
one side a worn-out engine which, turning incessantly in its
vicious circle, is never able to move a single step forward,
and the impotent process of friction by which all the official
parties gradually grind each other into dust; on the other,
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the advancing mass of the nation, threatening to blow up
the vicious circle and to destroy the official engine.

I shall not follow up, over all the surface of the country,
this contrast between nomination and poll, of the threaten-
ing electoral demonstration of the working class, and the
timid electioneering manoeuvres of the ruling classes. I take
one borough from the mass, where the contrast is concen-
trated in a focus: the Halifax election. Here the opposing
candidates were: Edwards (Tory); Sir Charles Wood (late
Whig Chancellor of the Exchequer, brother-in-law to Earl
Grey); Frank Crossley (Manchester man); and finally Ernest
Jones, the most talented, consistent and energic represent-
ative of Chartism. Halifax being a manufacturing town, the
Tory had little chance. The Manchester man Crossley was
leagued with the Whigs. The serious struggle, then, lay only
between Wood and Jones, between the Whig and the
Chartist.

Sir Charles Wood made a speech of about half an hour, perfectly
inaudible at the commencement, and during its latter half for the disap-
probation of the immense multitude. His speech, as reported by the
reporter, who sat close to him, was merely a recapitulation of the Free
Trade measures passed, and an attack on Lord Derby’s Government,
and a laudation of “the unexampled prosperity of the country and the
people!”—(Hear, hear.) He did not propound one single new measure
of reform; and but faintly, in very few words, hinted at Lord John
Russell’s bill for the franchise.

I give a more extensive abstract of E. Jones’s speech, as
you will not find it in any of the great London ruling-class
papers.

Ernest Jones, who was reccived with immense enthusiasm, then spoke
as follows:

Electors and Non-electors, you have met upon a great and solemn
festival. Today, the Constitution recognises Universal Suffrage in theory
that it may, perhaps, deny it in practice on the morrow. Today the
representatives of two systems stand before you, and you have to decide
beneath which you shall be ruled for seven years. Seven years—a little
life! T summon you to pause upon the threshold of those seven years:
today they shall pass slowly and calmly in review before you: today
decide, you 20,000 men, that perhaps five hundred may undo your will
tomorrow. (Hear, hear.) I say the representatives of two systems stand
before you, Whig, Tory, and money-mongers are on my left, it is true,
but they are all as one. The money-monger says, buy cheap and sell
dear. The Tory says, buy dear, sell dearer. Both are the same for labour,
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But the former system is in the ascendant, and pauperism rankles at its
root. That system is based on foreign competition. Now, I assert, that
under the buy cheap and sell dear principle, brought to bear on foreign
competition, the ruin of the working and small trading classes must go
on. Why? Labour is the creator of all wealth. A man must work before

a grain is grown, or a yard is woven. But there is no self-employment
for the working-man in this country. Labour is a hired commodity—
labour is a thing in the market that is bought and sold; consequently, as
labour creates all wealth, labour is the first thing bought—'Buy cheap!
buy cheap!” Labour is bought in the cheapest market. But now comes
the next: “Sell dear! sell dear!” Sell what? Labour’s produce. To whom?
To the foreigner—aye! and to the labourer himself—for labour, not
being self-employed, the labourer is not the partaker of the first fruits
of his toil. “Buy cheap, sell dear.” How do you like it? “Buy cheap, sell
dear.” Buy the working-man’s labour cheaply, and sell back to that very
working-man the produce of his own labour dear! The principle of
inherent loss is in the bargain. The employer buys the labour cheap—
he sells, and on the sale he must make a profit: he sells to the working-
man himself—and thus every bargain between employer and employed
is a deliberate cheat on the part of the employer. Thus labour has to
sink through eternal loss, that capital may rise through lasting fraud.
But the system stops not here. This is brought to bear on foreign com-
petition—which means, we must ruin the trade of other countries, as
we have ruined the labour of our own. How does it work? The high-
taxed country has to undersell the low-taxed. Competition abroad is
constantly increasing—consequently cheapness must increase constantly
also. Therefore, wages in England must keep constantly falling. And how
do they effect the fall? By surplus labour. How do they obtain the sur-
plus labour? By monopoly of the land, which drives more hands than
are wanted into the factory. By monopoly of machinery, which drives
those hands into the street—by woman labour which drives the man
from the shuttle—by child labour which drives the woman from the
loom. Then planting their foot upon that living base of surplus, they
press its aching heart beneath their heel, and cry “Starvation! Who'll
work? A half loaf is better than no bread at all”’—and the writhing
mass grasps greedily at their terms. (Loud cries of “Hear, hear”.) Such
is the system for the working-man. But Electors! How does it operate
on you? How does it affect home trade, the shopkeeper, poor’s-rate
and taxation? For every increase of competition abroad, there must be
an increase of cheapness at home. Every increase of cheapness in labour
is based on increase of labour surplus, and this surplus is obtained by
an increase of machinery. I repeat, how does this operate on you! The
Manchester Liberal on my left establishes a new patent, and throws
three hundred men as a surplus in the streets. Shopkeepers! Three
hundred customers less. Rate payers! Three hundred paupers more.
(Loud cheers.) But, mark me! The evil stops not there. These three
hundred men operate first to bring down the wages of those who remain
at work in their own trade. The employer says, “Now I reduce your
wages.” The men demur. Then he adds: “Do you see those three hundred
men who have just walked out—you may change place if you like,
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they’re sighing to come in on any terms, for they’re starving.” The men
feel it, and are crushed. Ah! you Manchester Liberal! Pharisee of
politics! those men are listening—have I got you now? But the evil
stops not yet. Those men, driven from their own trade, seek employment
in others, when they swell the surplus, and bring wages down. The low
paid trades of today were the high paid once—the high paid of today
will be the low paid soon. Thus the purchasing power of the working
classes is diminished every day, and with it dies home trade. Mark it,
shopkeepers! your customers grow poorer, and your profits less, while
your paupers grow more numerous and your poor’s-rates and your taxes
rise. Your receipts are smaller, your expenditure is more large. You get
less and pay more. How do you like the system? On you the rich
manufacturer and landlord throw the weight of poor’s-rate and taxation.
Men of the middle class! You are the tax-paying machine of the rich.
They create the poverty that creates their riches, and they make you
pay for the poverty they have created. The landlord escapes it by privi-
lege, the manufacturer by repaying himself out of the wages of his men,
and that reacts on you. How do you like the system? Well, that is the
system upheld by the gentlemen on my left. What then do I propose?
I have shown the wrong. That is something. But I do more; I stand here
to show the right, and prove it so. (Loud cheers.)

Ernest Jones then went on to expose his own views on
political and economical reform, and continued as follows:

Electors and Non-electors, I have now brought before you some of
the social and political measures, the immediate adoption of which I
advocate now, as I did in 1847. But, because I tried to extend your
liberties, mine were curtailed. (Hear, hear.) Because I tried to rear the
temple of freedom for you all, I was thrown into the cell of a felon’s
jail; and there, on my left sits one of my chief jailers. (Loud and
continued groans, directed towards the left.) Because I tried to give
voice to truth, I was condemned to silence. For two years and one week
he cast me into a prison in solitary confinement on the silent system,
without pen, ink, or paper, but oakum picking as substitute.—Ah!
(turning to Sir Charles Wood) it was your turn for two years and one
week; 1t is mine this day. I summon the angel of retribution from the
heart of every Englishman here present. (An immense burst of applause.)
Hark! you feel the fanning of his wings in the breath of this vast
multitude! (Renewed cheering, long continued.) You may say this is not
a public question. But it is! (Hear, hear.) It is a public question, for the
man who cannot feel for the wife of the prisoner, will not feel for the
wife of the working-man. He who will not feel for the children of the
captive will not feel for the children of the labour-slave. (“Hear, hear”,
and cheers.) His past life proves it, his promise of today does not
contradict it. Who voted for Irish coercion, the gagging bill, and
tampering with the Irish press? The Whig! There he sits! Turn him out!

ho voted fifteen times against Hume’s motion for the franchise; Locke
King’s on the counties; Ewart’s for short Parliaments; and Berkeley’s
for the ballot? The Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Who voted
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against the release of Frost, Williams, and Jones? The Whig—there he
sits; turn him out! Who voted against inquiry into colonial abuses and
in favour of Ward and Torrington, the tyrants of Ionia and Ceylon?—
The Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Who voted against reducing
the Duke of Cambridge’s salary of £12,000, against all reductions in the
army and navy; against the repeal of the window-tax, and 48 times
against every other reduction of taxation, his own salary included? The
Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Who voted against a repeal of the
paper duty, the advertisement duty, and the taxes on knowledge? The
Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Who voted for the batches of new
bishops, vicarages, the Maynooth grant, against its reduction, and against
absolving dissenters®® from paying Church rates? The Whig—there he
sits; turn him out! Who voted against all inquiry into the adulteration
of food? The Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Who voted against
lowering the duty on sugar, and repealing the tax on malt? The Whig—
there he sits; turn him out! Who voted against shortening the nightwork
of bakers, against inquiry into the condition of frame-work knitters,
against medical inspectors of workhouses, against preventing little
children from working before six in the morning, against parish relief
for pregnant women of the poor, and against the Ten Hours Bill? The
Whig—there he sits; turn him out! Turn him out, in the name of
humanity and of God! Men of Halifax! Men of England! the two
systems are before you. Now judge and choose! (It is impossible to
describe the enthusiasm kindled by this, and especially at the close; the
voice of the vast multitude, held in breathless suspense during each
paragraph, came at each pause like the thunder of a returning wave, in
execration of the representative of Whiggery and class rule. Altogether
it was a scene that will long be unforgotten. On the show of hands being
taken, very few, and those chiefly of the hired or intimidated, were held
up for Sir C. Wood; but almost everyone present raised both hands for
Ernest Jones, amidst cheering and enthusiasm it would be impossible to
describe.)

The Mayor declared Mr. Ernest Jones and Mr. Henry Edwards to
be elected by show of hands. Sir C. Wood and Mr. Crossley then
demanded a poll.

What Jones had predicted took place; he was nominated
by 20,000 votes, but the Whig Sir Charles Wood and the
Manchester man Crossley were elected by 500 votes.

Written by K. Marx
on August 2, 1852

Published in the New-York Printed according to the text
Daily Tribune No. 8543, of the New-York Daily
August 25, 1852: Tribune and checked with the
and in an abridged form text of The People’s Paper

in The Peaple’s Paper
No. 28, October 9, 1852
Signed: Karl Marx



KARL MARX

CORRUPTION AT ELECTIONS

London, Friday, August 20, 1852

Just before the late House of
Commons separated, it resolved to heap up as many diffi-
culties as possible for its successors in their way to Parlia-
ment. It voted a Draconian law against bribery, corruption,
intimidation, and electioneering sharp practices in general.

A long list of questions is drawn up, which, by this en-
actment, may be put to petitioners or sitting members, the
most searching and stringent that can be conceived. They
may be required on oath to state who were their agents, and
what communications they held with them. They may be
asked and compelled to state, not only what they know, but
what they “believe, conjecture, and suspect”, as to money
expended either by themselves or any one else acting—
authorised or not authorised—on their behalf. In a word, no
member can go through the strange ordeal without risk of
perjury, if he have the slightest idea that it is possible or
likely that any one has been led to overstep on his behalf
the limits of the law.

Now, even supposing this law to take it for granted that
the new legislators will use the same liberty as the clergy,
who only believe some of the Thirty-nine Articles, yet
contrive to sign them all, yet there remain, nevertheless,
clauses sufficient to make the new Parliament the most vir-
ginal assembly that ever made speeches and passed laws for
the three kingdoms. And in juxtaposition with the general
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election immediately following, this law secures to the Tories
the glory, that under their administration the greatest purity
of election has been theoretically proclaimed, and the great-
est amount of electoral corruption has been practically
carried out.

“A fresh election is proceeded with, and here a scene of bribery,
corruption, violence, drunkenness and murder ensues, unparalleled since
the times the old Tory monopoly reigned supreme before. We actually
hear of soldiers with loaded guns, and bayonets fixed, taking Liberal
electors by force, dragging them under the landlord’s eyes to vote against
their own consciences, and these soldiers, shooting with deliberate aim
the people who dared to sympathise with the captive electors, and
committing wholesale murder on the unresisting people! [Allusion to the
event at Six Mile Bridge, Limerick, County Clare.) It may be said: That
was in Ireland! Ay, and in England they have employed their police
to break the stalls of those opposed to them; they have sent their
organised gangs of midnight ruffians prowling through the streets to
intercept and intimidate the Liberal electors; they have opened the
cesspools of drunkenness; they have showered the gold of corruption_ as
at Derby, and in almost every contested place they have exercised
systematic intimidation.”

Thus far Ernest Jones’s People’s Paper. Now, after this
Chartist weekly paper, hear the weekly paper of the opposite
party, the most sober, the most rational, the most moderate
organ of the industrial Bourgeoisie, the London Economist:

“We believe we may affirm, at this general election, there has been
more fruckling, more corruption, more intimidation, more fanaticism
and more debauchery than on any previous occasion. It is reported that
bribery has been more extensively resorted to at this election than for
many previous years.... Of the amount of intimidaton and undue
influence of every sort which has been practised at the late election, it
is probably impossible to form an exaggerated estimate.... And when
we sum up all these things—the brutal drunkenness, the low intrigues,
the wholesale corruption, the barbarous intimidation, the integrity of
candidates warped and stained, the honest electors who are ruined, the
feeble ones who are suborned and dishonoured; the lies, the stratagems,
the slanders, which stalk abroad in the daylight, naked and not
ashamed—the desecration of holy words, the soiling of noble names—we
stand aghast at the holocaust of victims, of destroyed bodies and lost
souls, on whose funeral pile a new Parliament is reared.”

The means of corruption and intimidation were the usual
ones: direct Government influence. Thus on an electioneering
agent at Derby, arrested in the flagrant act of bribing, a
letter was found from Major Beresford, the Secretary at
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War, wherein that same Beresford opens a credit upon a
commercial firm for electioneering monies. The Poole Herald
publishes a circular from the Admiralty-House to the half-
pay officers, signed by the commander-in-chief of a naval
station, requesting their votes for the ministerial candidates.
—Direct force of arms has also been employed, as at Cork,
Belfast, Limerick (at which latter place eight persons were
killed).—Threats of ejectment by landlords against their
farmers, unless they voted with them. The Land Agents of
Lord Derby herein gave the example to their colleagues.—
Threats of exclusive dealing against shopkeepers, of dis-
missal against workmen, intoxication, etc., etc.—To these
profane means of corruption spiritual ones were added by
the Tories; the royal proclamation against Roman Catholic
Processions was issued in order to inflame bigotry and
religious hatred; the No-Popery cry was raised everywhere.
One of the results of this proclamation were the Stockport
Riots.?! The Irish priests, of course, retorted with similar
weapons.

The election is hardly over, and already a single Queen’s
Counsel has received from twenty-five places instructions to
invalidate the returns to Parliament on account of bribery
and intimidation. Such petitions against elected members
have been signed, and the expenses of the proceedings raised
at Derby, Cockermouth, Barnstaple, Harwich, Canterbury,
Yarmouth, Wakefield, Boston, Huddersfield, Windsor, and
a great number of other places. Of eight to ten Derbyite
members it is proved that, even under the most favourable
circumstances, they will be rejected on petition.

The principal scenes of this bribery, corruption and
intimidation were, of course, the agricultural counties and
the Peers’ Boroughs, for the conservation of the greatest
possible number of which latter, the Whigs had expended
all their acumen in the Reform Bill of 1831. The constitu-
encies of large towns and of densely populated manufactur-
ing counties were, by their peculiar circumstances, very
unfavourable ground for such manoeuvres.

Days of general election are in Britain traditionally the
bacchanalia of drunken debauchery, conventional stock-
Jobbing terms for the discounting of political consciences,
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the richest harvest times of the publicans. As an English
paper* says, “these recurring saturnalia never fail to leave
enduring traces of their pestilential presence”. Quite natu-
rally so. They are saturnalia in the ancient Roman sense of
the word. The master then turned servant, the servant turned
master. If the servant be master for one day, on that day
brutality will reign supreme. The masters were the grand
dignitaries of the ruling classes, or sections of classes, the
servants formed the mass of these same classes, the privi-
leged electors encircled by the mass of the non-electors, of
those thousands that had no other calling than to be mere
hangers-on, and whose support, vocal or manual, always
appeared desirable, were it only on account of the theatrical
effect.

If you follow up the history of British elections for a
century past or longer, you are tempted to ask, not why
British Parliaments were so bad, but on the contrary, how
they managed to be even as good as they were, and to rep-
resent as much as they did, though in a dim refraction, the
actual movement of British society. Just as opponents of the
representative system must feel surprised on finding that
legislative bodies in which the abstract majority, the accident
of the mere number is decisive, yet decide and resolve
according to the necessities of the situation—at least during
the period of their full vitality. It will always be impossible,
even by the utmost straining of logical deductions, to derive
from the relations of mere numbers the necessity of a vote
in accordance with the actual state of things; but from a
given state of things the necessity of certain relations of
members will always follow as of itself. The traditional
bribery of British elections, what else was it, but another
form, as brutal as it was popular, in which the relative
strength of the contending parties showed itself? Their
respective means of influence and of dominion, which on
other occasions they used in a normal way, were here
enacted for a few days in an abnormal and more or less
burlesque manner. But the premise remained, that the candi-
dates of the rivalling parties represented the interests of the

* The Economist.—Ed,
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mass of the electors, and that the privileged electors again
represented the interests of the non-voting mass, or rather,
that this voteless mass had, as yet, no specific interest of its
own. The Delphic priestesses had to become intoxicated by
vapours to enable them to find oracles; the British people
must intoxicate itself with gin and porter to enable it to find
its oracle-finders, the legislators. And where these oracle-
finders were to be looked for, that was a matter of course.
This relative position of classes and parties underwent a
radical change from the moment the industrial and commer-
cial middle classes, the Bourgeoisie, took up its stand as an
official party at the side of the Whigs and Tories, and
especially from the passing of the Reform Bill in 1831. These
Bourgeois were in no wise fond of costly electioneering
manoeuvres, of faux frais of general elections. They con-
sidered it cheaper to compete with the landed aristocracy by
general moral, than by personal pecuniary means. On the
other hand they were conscious of representing a universally
predominant interest of modern society. They were, there-
fore, in a position to demand that electors should be ruled
by their common national interests, not by personal and
local motives, and the more they recurred to this postulate,
the more the latter species of electoral influence was, by
the very composition of constituencies, centred in the landed
aristocracy, but withheld from the middle classes. Thus the
Bourgeoisie contended for the principle of moral elections
and forced the enactment of laws in that sense, intended,
each of them, as safeguards against the local influence of
the landed aristocracy; and indeed, from 1831 down, bribery
adopted a more civilised, more hidden form, and general
elections went off in a more sober way than before. When at
last the mass of the people ceased to be a mere chorus, tak-
ing a more or less impassioned part in the struggle of the
official heroes, drawing the lots among them, rioting, in
bacchantic carouse, at the creation of parliamentary divini-
ties, like the Cretan Curetes at the birth of Jupiter,52 and
taking pay and treat for such participation in their glory—
when the Chartists surrounded in threatening masses the
whole circle within which the official election struggle must
come off, and watched with scrutinising mistrust every

91206
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movement taking place within it—then an election like that
of 1852 could not but call for universal indignation, and
elicit even from the conservative Times, for the first time,
some words in favour of general suffrage, and make the
whole mass of the British Proletariat shout as with one voice.
The foes of Reform, they have given Reformers the best
arguments; such is an election under the class system; such
is a House of Commons with such a system of election!

In order to comprehend the character of bribery, corrup-
tion and intimidation, such as they have been practised in
the late election, it is necessary to call attention to a fact
which operated in a parallel direction.

If you refer to the general elections since 1831, you will
find that, in the same measure as the pressure of the voteless
majority of the country upon the privileged body of electors
was increasing, as the demand was heard louder, from the
middle classes, for an extension of the circle of constituen-
cies, from the working class, to extinguish every trace of a
similar privileged circle—that in the same measure the
number of electors who actually voted grew less and less,
and the constituencies thus more and more contracted them-
selves. Never was this fact more striking than in the late
election.

Let us take, for instance, London. In the City the con-
stituency numbers 26,728; only 10,000 voted. The Tower
Hamlets number 23,534 registered electors; only 12,000
voted. In Finsbury, of 20,025 electors, not one-half voted. In
Liverpool, the scene of one of the most animated contests,
of 17,433 registered electors, only 13,000 came to the polls.

These examples will suffice. What do they prove? The
apathy of the privileged constituencies. And this apathy,
what proves it? That they have outlived themselves—that
they have lost every interest in their own political existence.
This is in no wise apathy against politics in general, but
against a species of politics, the result of which, for the most
part, can only consist in helping the Tories to oust the
Whigs, or the Whigs to conquer the Tories. The constituen-
cies feel instinctively that the decision lies no longer either
with Parliament, or with the making of Parliament. Who
repealed the Corn Laws? Assuredly not the voters who had
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elected a Protectionist Parliament, still less the Protectionist
Parliament itself, but only and exclusively the pressure from
without. In this pressure from without, in other means of
influencing Parliament than by voting, a great portion even
of electors now believe. They consider the hitherto lawful
mode of voting as an antiquated formality, but from the
moment Parliament should make front against the pressure
from without, and dictate laws to the nation in the sense of
its narrow constituencies, they would join the general assault
against the whole antiquated system of machinery.

The bribery and intimidation practised by the Tories were,
then, merely violent experiments for bringing back to life
dying electoral bodies which have become incapable of pro-
duction, and which can no longer create decisive electoral
results and really national Parliaments. And the result? The
old Parliament was dissolved, because at the end of its career
it had dissolved into sections which brought each other to
a complete standstill. The new Parliament begins where the
old one ended; it is paralytic from the hour of its birth.

Written by K. Marx
about August 16, 1852

Published in the New-York Printed according to the text
Daily Tribune No. 3552, of the New-York Daily
September 4, 1852 Tribune and checked with the
and in The People’s Paper text of The People’s Paper

No. 24, October 16, 1852
Signed: Karl Marx
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POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE COMMERCIAL
EXCITEMENT

London, Tuesday, October 19, 1852

My last letter described the
present industrial and commercial situation of this country;
let us now draw the political consequences therefrom.

If the outbreak of the anticipated industrial and commer-
cial revulsion will give a more dangerous and revolutionary
character to the impending struggle with the Tories, the
present prosperity is, for the moment, the most valuable
ally to the Tory party; an ally, which, indeed, will not
enable them to re-enact the Corn Laws, abandoned already
by themselves, but which effectually consolidates their polit-
ical power and assists them in carrying on a social reaction
that, if let alone, would necessarily end in the conquest of
substantial class-advantages, as it has been from its begin-
ning started in the name of a substantial class-interest. No
Corn Laws, says Disraeli, but a fresh settlement of taxes in
the interest of the oppressed farmers. But why are farmers
oppressed? Because they, for the most part, continue to pay
the old protectionist rates of rent, while the old protectionist
price of corn is gone the way of all flesh. The aristocracy
will not abate the rent of their land, but they will introduce
a new mode of taxation which shall make up, to the farmers,
for the surplus farmers have to pay into the pockets of the
aristocracy.

I repeat that the present commercial prosperity is favour-
able to Tory reaction. Why?
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“Patriotism”, complains Lloyd’s Weekly Newspaper,™ “patriotism
is apt to go to sleep in the cupboard if meat and drink be there. Hence,
free trade is the present security of the Earl of Derby; he lies on a bed
of roses plucked by Cobden and Peel.”

The mass of the people is fully employed and more or
less well off—always deducting the paupers inseparable
from British prosperity; it is therefore not at present a very
malleable material for political agitation. But what, above
all things, enables Derby to carry out his machinations, is
the fanaticism with which the middle class has thrown itself
into the mighty process of industrial production, erecting of
mills, constructing of machinery, building of ships, spinning
and weaving of cotton and wool, storing of warehouses,
manufacturing, exchanging, exporting, importing, and other
more or less useful proceedings, the purpose of which, to
them, is always the making of money. The Bourgeoisie, in
this moment of brisk trade—and it very well knows that
these happy moments are getting more and more few and
far between—will and must make money, much money;
nothing but money. It leaves to its politicians ex professo the
task of watching the Tories. But the politicians ex professo
(compare, for instance, Joseph Hume’s letter to The Hull
Advertisers®) complain justly that, deprived of pressure from
without, they can agitate as little as the human frame could
react without the pressure of the atmosphere.

The Bourgeoisie have, indeed, a sort of uneasy divination
that in the high regions of government something suspicious
is brewing, and that the ministry exploits not overscrupu-
lously the political apathy in which prosperity has thrown
them. They, therefore, sometimes give the ministry a warn-
ing through their organs in the press. For instance:

“To what extent the democracy [read the Bourgeoisie] may carry
their present wise forbearance, their respect for their own power and
for the rights of others, making no attempt to strengthen themselves by
doing as the aristocracy have done, we cannot foresee; but the aristocracy
must not infer, from the general conduct of the democracy, that they
will never depart from moderation.” [London Economist.)

But Derby replies: Do you think I am fool enough to be
frightened by you now, when the sun shines, and to be idle
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until commercial storms and stagnation of trade give you
the time to mind politics more clearly?

The plan of the Tory campaign shows itself every day.

The Tories began by chicaning open-air meetings; they
prosecute, in Ireland, newspapers which contain articles
unpleasant to them; they indict, in this moment, for seditious
libel, the agents of the Peace Society,% who have distributed
pamphlets against the use of the lash in the militia. In this
quiet manner, they push back, wherever they can, the
isolated opposition of the street and of the press.

In the meantime, they avoid every great and public rup-
ture with their opponents, by delaying the meeting of Parlia-
ment, and by preparing everything in order to occupy it,
when met, with the funeral “of a dead Duke, instead of the
interests of a living people”. [Radical Paper.*] In the first
week of November, Parliament will meet. But before Janu-
ary there can be no question of a serious beginning of the
session.

And how do the Tories fill up the meantime? With the
Registration campaign and the formation of the militia.

In the Registration campaign the object is to throw out
or to prevent their opponents from entering the new lists of
parliamentary electors for the ensuing year, by making out
this or that objection which legally prevents a man from
being registered a voter. Each political party is represented
by its lawyers, and carries on the action at its own expense,
and the revising barristers, named by the Chief Justice of
the Queen’s Bench, decide on the admissibility of claims
or objections. This campaign has hitherto had its principal
theatre in Lancashire and Middlesex. In order to get up the
money for the campaign in North Lancashire, the Tories
circulated lists of subscription on which Lord Derby himself
had put down his name for the liberal sum of £500. The
extraordinary number of 6,749 objections to voters have been
taken in Lancashire, viz., 4,650 for South, and 2,099 for
North Lancashire. For the former, the Tories objected to
8,557 qualifications; the Liberals to 1,093; for the latter, the
Tories, to 1,334 qualifications; the Liberals to 765. (This, of

* The People’s Paper.—Ed.
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course, merely amongst County voters, independently of the
voters for the Boroughs, situated in that County.) The Tories
were victorious in Lancashire. In the County of Middlesex
there were expunged from the registers 353 Radicals and 140
Conservatives—the Conservatives thus gaining 200 votes.

In this battle, the Tories stand on one side—the Whigs,
with the men of the Manchester School, on the other. The
latter, it is pretty well known, have formed freehold land
societies—machines for manufacturing new voters. The
Tories leave the machines alone, but destroy their products.
Mr. Shadwell, revising barrister for Middlesex, gave deci-
sions by which great numbers of the freehold land society
voters have been disfranchised, declaring that a plot of land
did not confer the franchise unless it had cost £50. As this
was a question of fact and not of law, there is no appeal
from this decision to the Court of Common Pleas.” Every-
body conceives that this distinction of fact and law gives to
the revising barristers, always open to the influence of the
existing Ministry, the greatest power in composing the new
voters’ lists.

And what do these great efforts of the Tories, and the
direct interference of their leader in the Registration cam-
paign, prognosticate?

That the Earl of Derby has no very sanguine hopes for
the continuance of his new Parliament, that he is inclined
to dissolve it in case of resistance on its part, and that in the
meantime he seeks to prepare, by the revising barristers, a
conservative majority for another general election.

And while thus the Tories, on one hand, hold in reserve
the Parliament-making machine placed at their disposal by
the Registration campaign, they carry out, on the other hand,
the Militia Bill, which places at their disposal the necessary
bayonets for carrying out even the most reactionary acts of
Parliament, and for supporting in tranquillity the frowns of
the Peace Society.

“With Parliament to give it a legal semblance, with an armed
militia to give it an active power, what may not the reaction do in
England?”—exclaims the organ of the Chartists.*

* The People’s Paper.—Ed.
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And the death of the “Iron Duke”, of the common-sense-
hero of Waterloo, has in this particular critical moment freed
the aristocracy of an importune guardian angel, who had
experience enough in warfare to sacrifice, often enough,
apparent victories to a well-covered retreat, and the brilliant
offensive to a timely compromise. Wellington was the mod-
erator of the House of Lords; he held in decisive moments
often 60 and more proxies; he prevented the Tories from
declaring open war against the Bourgeoisie and against
public opinion. But now, with a conflict-seeking Tory Minis-
try under the direction of a sporting character,” the House

of Lords,

“instead of being, as under the guidance of the Duke, the steady
ba}lztlst" of the State, may become the top-hamper that may endanger its
safety”.

This latter notion, that the lordly ballast is necessary to
the safety of the State, does of course not belong to us, but
to the liberal London Daily News. The present Duke of
Wellington, hitherto Marquis of Douro, has at once passed
from the Peelite into the Tory Camp. And thus there is every
sign that the aristocracy are about to make the most reckless
efforts to reconquer the lost ground, and to bring back the
golden times of 1815 to 1830. And the Bourgeoisie, in this
moment, has no time to agitate, to revolt, not even to get
up a proper show of indignation.

Written by K. Marx
on October 12, 1852

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3602, to the newspaper text
November 2, 1852

Signed: Karl Marx

* Derby.—Ed.
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{ATTEMPTS TO FORM A NEW OPPOSITION PARTY])

London, Tuesday, November 9, 1852

In the same measure as the
hitherto predominating parties dissolve themselves, and as
their distinctive marks are effaced, the want of a new oppo-
sition party is felt, as a matter of course. This want finds an
expression in different ways.

Lord John Russell, in his already quoted speech, takes the
lead. Part of the alarm raised by Lord Derby, he says, had
sprung from the rumours that he, Lord J. Russell, had
adopted “highly democratical opinions”. “Well, I need not
say on that subject that this rumour was totally unfounded;
that it has no circumstances on which it rested.” Neverthe-
less, he pronounces himself a Democrat, and then explains
the harmless meaning of the word:

“The people of this country are, in other words, the Democracy of
the country. Democracy has as fair a right to the enjoyment of its
rights as monarchy or nobility. Democracy does not mean to diminish
any of the prerogatives of the Crown. Democracy does not attempt to
take away any of the lawful privileges of the House of Lords. What,
then, is this Democracy? The growth of wealth, the growth of intellect,
the forming of opinions more enlightened and more calculated to carry
on in an enlightened manner the Government of the world. But I will
say more. I will say that the manner of dealing with that increase of
the position of the Democracy could not be eccording to the old system
of restraint with which I was but too familiar. On the contrary, Demo-
cracy ought to be maintained and encouraged, there ought to be given
a legitimate and legal organ to that power and influence.”

“Lord John Russell,” exclaims the Morning Herald in reply, “has
one set of principles for office and another set of principles for opposi-
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tion. When in office, his principle is to do nothing, and when out of
office, to pledge himself to everything.”

What in all the world may the Morning Herald mean by
“nothing”, if it calls the above trash, pronounced by Lord
John Russell, “everything!” and if it menaces little John
Russell, for his king-loving, lords-respecting, bishop-conserv-
ing “Democracy”, with the fate of Frost, Williams & Co.!
But the humour of the thing is that Lord Derby, in the House
of Lords, announces himself as the prominent opponent of
“Democracy”, and speaks of Democracy as of the only party
against which it is worthwhile to struggle. And in steps the
inevitable John Russell with an examination of what this
Democracy is, viz., the growth of wealth, of the intellect of
this wealth, and of its claims to influence Government
through public opinion and through legal organs. Thus, then,
Democracy is nothing but the claims of the Bourgeoisie, the
industrial and commercial middle class. Lord Derby stands
up as the opponent, Lord John Russell volunteers as the
standard-bearer of this Democracy. Both of them agree in
the implicit confession, that the ancient feuds within their
own class, the aristocracy, are no longer of any interest to
the country. And Russell is quite prepared to drop the name
of Whig for that of Democrat, if this be the conditio sine
qua non for turning his opponents out. The Whigs, in this
case, would in fact continue to play the same part, and
appear officially as the servants of the middle class. Thus,
Russell’s plan of a party reorganisation is confined to the
adoption of a new party name.

Joseph Hume, too, considers the formation of a new
“people’s party” a necessity. But, he says, that on tenant-
right and similar propositions it cannot be formed. “On these
matters you could not muster a hundred out of the 654
members to unite.” What, then, is his nostrum?

“The people’s league or party, or union, must agree on one point—
say the ballot; and after carrying the one point, proceed from step to
step to other points. And while the movement must begin with a few
individual members of the House of Commons, it cannot succeed until
the people out of doors and the electors shall see the necessity of doing
their part and of giving support to the small party of the people in
Parliament.” )
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This same Hume was one of the drawers-up of the
People’s Charter. From the People’s Charter and its six
points, he retreated to the “little Charter” of the financial
and parliamentary reformers with only three points, and
now we see him reduced to one point, the ballot. What suc-
cess he promises to himself from his new nostrum, he will
tell us himself in the concluding words of his letter to The
Hull Advertiser:

“Tell me how many editors will risk to give their support to a party
that, as Parliament is now composed, can never succeed to power?”

Now, as this new party does not mean to change for the
present anything in the composition of Parliament, but con-
fines itself to the ballot, it will, by its own confession, never
succeed to power. What is the good of forming a party of
impotence, and of openly confessed impotence?

Next to Joseph Hume, there is another attempt made for
the creation of a new party. This is the so-called National
Party. Instead of the People’s Charter, this party would
make universal suffrage its exclusive shibboleth, and thus
leave out those very conditions which can alone make the
movement for universal suffrage a national movement and
secure to it popular support. I shall hereafter have occasion
to recur to this National Party. It consists of ex-Chartists
who wish to conquer respectability for themselves, and of
Radicals, middle-class ideologists, who wish to get hold of
the Chartist movement. Behind them—whether “Nationals”
are aware of it or not—you find the parliamentary and
financial reformers, the men of the Manchester School,
urging them on and using them as their vanguard.

Now, what cannot but be evident to everyone in all these
miserable compromises and backslidings, these huntings after
weakly expediency, these vacillations and quack nostra, is
this:—Catiline is at the gates of the city, a decisive struggle
is drawing near, the opposition knows its unpopularity, its
incapacity for resistance, and all the attempts at the forma-
tion of new centres of defence agree in one point only, in
a “going backwards policy”. The “National Party” retreats
from the Charter to General Suffrage, Joe Hume from
General Suffrage to the ballot, a third from the ballot to the
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equalisation of electoral districts, and so forth, until at last
we arrive at Johnny Russell, who has nothing to give out
for a battle-cry but the mere name of democracy. Lord
J. Russell’s Democracy would be, practically speaking, the
ultimatum of the National Party, of Hume’s “People’s
Party”, and of all the other party shams, if any one of them
had anything like vitality about it.

But on the one hand, the political flaccidity and indiffer-
ence consequent upon a period of material prosperity, on
the other hand the conviction that nevertheless the Tories are
menacing mischief—on the one hand, the certainty on the
part of the Bourgeois leaders that they will very soon
require the people to back them, on the other hand the
knowledge acquired by some popular leaders that the people
are too indolent to create, for the moment, a movement of
their own—all these circumstances produce the phenomenon
that parties attempt to make themselves acceptable to each
other, and that the different fractions of the opposition out
of Parliament attempt a union by making to each other
concessions, from the most advanced faction downwards
until at last they again arrive at what Lord J. Russell is
pleased to call democracy.

Of the attempts at creating a self-styled “National Party”,
Ernest Jones justly remarks:

“The People’s Charter is the most comprehensive measure of political
reform in existence, and the Chartists are the only truly national party
of political and social reforms in Great Britain.”

And R. G. Gammage, one of the members of the Chartist
Executive, thus addresses the people:

“Would you then refuse the co-operation of the middle classes?
Certainly not, if that co-operation is offered on fair and honourable
terms. And what are these terms? They are easy and simple; adopt the
Charter, and having adopted that Charter, unite with its friends who are
already organised for its achievement. If you refuse to do this, you must
either be opposed to the Charter itself, or, piqueing yourselves upon
your class superiority, you must imagine that superiority to entitle you
to leadership. In the first case, no honest Chartist can unite with you, in
the second, no working man ought so far to lose his self-respect as to
succumb to your class prejudices. Let the working men trust their own
power alone, receiving honest aid from whatever sources, but acting as
though their salvation depended upon their own exertions.”
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The mass of the Chartists, too, are at the present moment
absorbed by material production; but on all points the nucleus
of the party is reorganised, and the communications re-
cstablished, in England as well as in Scotland, and in the
event of a commercial and political crisis, the importance of
the present noiseless activity at the headquarters of Chartism
will be felt all over Great Britain.

Written by K. Marx
on October 16, 1852

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3622, to the newspaper text
November 25, 1852

Signed: Karl Marx
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THE DUCHESS OF SUTHERLAND AND SLAVERY

London, Friday, January 21, 1853

During the present momentary
slackness in political affairs, the address of the Stafford
House Assembly of Ladies to their sisters in America upon
the subject of Negro-Slavery, and the “affectionate and
Christian address of many thousands of the women of the
United States of America to their sisters, the women of
England”, upon white slavery, have proved a god-send to
the press. Not one of the British papers was ever struck b
the circumstance that the Stafford House Assembly too
place at the palace and under the Presidency of the Duchess
of Sutherland, and yet the names of Stafford and Sutherland
should have been sufficient to class the philanthropy of the
British Aristocracy—a philanthropy which chooses its objects
as far distant from home as possible, and rather on that than
on this side of the ocean.

The history of the wealth of the Sutherland family is the
history of the ruin and of the expropriation of the Scotch-
Gaelic population from its native soil. As far back as the
tenth century, the Danes had landed in Scotland, conquered
the plains of Caithness, and driven back the aborigines into
the mountains. Mhoir-Fhear-Chattaibh, as he was called in
Gaelic, or the “Great Man of Sutherland”, had always found
his companions-in-arms ready to defend him at the risk of
their lives against all his enemies, Danes or Scots, foreigners
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or natives. After the revolution which drove the Stuarts
from Britain,® private feuds among the petty chieftains of
Scotland became less and less frequent, and the British
Xings, in order to keep up at least a semblance of dominion
in these remote districts, encouraged the levying of family
regiments among the chieftains, a system by which these
lairds were enabled to combine modern military establish-
ments with the ancient clan system in such a manner as to
support one by the other.

Now, in order to distinctly appreciate the usurpation
subsequently carried out, we must first properly understand
what the clan meant. The clan belonged to a form of social
existence which, in the scale of historical development, stands
a full degree below the feudal state; viz., the patriarchal
state of society. “Klaen”, in Gaelic, means children. Every
one of the usages and traditions of the Scottish Gaels reposes
upon the supposition that the members of the clan belong
to one and the same family. The “great man”, the chieftain
of the clan, is on the one hand quite as arbitrary, on the
other quite as confined in his power, by consanguinity, & c.,
as every father of a family. To the clan, to the family,
belonged the district where it had established itself, exactly
as in Russia, the land occupied by a community of peasants
belongs, not to the individual peasants, but to the com-
munity. Thus the district was the common property of the
family. There could be no more question, under this system,
of private property, in the modern sense of the word, than
there could be of comparing the social existence of the
members of the clan to that of individuals living in the
midst of our modern society. The division and subdivision
of the land corresponded to the military functions of the
single members of the clan. According to their military abil-
ities, the chieftain entrusted to them the several allotments,
cancelled or enlarged according to his pleasure the tenures
of the individual officers, and these officers again distributed
to their vassals and under-vassals every separate plot of
land. But the district at large always remained the property
of the clan, and, however the claims of individuals might
vary, the tenure remained the same; nor were the contribu-
tions for the common defence, or the tribute for the Laird,
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who at once was leader in battle and chief magistrate in
peace, ever increased. Upon the whole, every plot of land
was cultivated by the same family, from generation to gen-
eration, under fixed imposts. These imposts were insignificant,
more a tribute by which the supremacy of the “great man”
and of his officers was acknowledged, than a rent of land
in a modern sense, or a source of revenue. The officers
directly subordinate to the “great man” were called “Taks-
men”, and the district entrusted to their care, “Tak”. Under
them were placed inferior officers, at the head of every
hamlet, and under these stood the peasantry.

Thus you see, the clan is nothing but a family organised
in a military manner, quite as little defined by laws, just as
closely hemmed in by traditions, as any family. But the land
is the property of the family, in the midst of which differ-
ences of rank, in spite of consanguinity, do prevail as well as
in all the ancient Asiatic family communities.

The first usurpation took place, after the expulsion of the
Stuarts, by the establishment of the family Regiments. From
that moment, pay became the principal source of revenue
of the Great Man, the Mhoir-Fhear-Chattaibh. Entangled
in the dissipation of the Court of London, he tried to squeeze
as much money as possible out of his officers, and they
applied the same system to their inferiors. The ancient
tribute was transformed into fixed money contracts. In one
respect these contracts constituted a progress, by fixing the
traditional imposts; in another respect they were a usurpa-
tion, inasmuch as the “great man” now took the position of
landlord toward the ‘““taksmen” who again took toward the
peasantry that of farmers. And as the “great man” now
required money no less than the “taksmen”, a production
not only for direct consumption but for export and exchange
also became necessary; the system of national production
had to be changed, the hands superseded by this change had
to be got rid of. Population, therefore, decreased. But that
it as yet was kept up in a certain manner, and that man, in
the 18th century, was not yet openly sacrificed to net-
revenue, we see from a passage in Steuart, a Scotch political
economist, whose work was published 10 years before Adam
Smith’s, where it says (Vol. 1, Chap. 16):

——
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“The rent of these lands is very trifling compared to their extent,
but compared to the number of mouths which a farm maintains, it will
perhaps be found that a plot of land in the highlands of Scotland feeds
ten times more people than a farm of the same extent in the richest
provinces.”%

That even in the beginning of the 19th century the rental
imposts were very small, is shown by the work of Mr. Loch
(1820),80 the steward of the Countess of Sutherland, who
directed the improvements on her estates. He gives for
instance the rental of the Kintradawell estate for 1811, from
which is appears that up to then, every family was obliged
to pay a yearly impost of a few shillings in money, a few
fowls, and some days’ work, at the highest.

It was only after 1811 that the ultimate and real usurpa-
tion was enacted, the forcible transformation of clan-
property into the private property, in the modern sense, of the
Chaef. The person who stood at the head of this economical
revolution, was a female Mehemet Ali, who had well digested
her Malthus—the Countess of Sutherland, alias Marchioness
of Stafford.

Let us first state that the ancestors of the Marchioness of
Stafford were the “great men” of the most northern part of
Scotland, of very near three-quarters of Sutherlandshire.
This county is more extensive than many French Depart-
ments or small German Principalities. When the Countess
of Sutherland inherited these estates, which she afterward
brought to her husband, the Marquis of Stafford, afterward
Duke of Sutherland, the population of them was already
reduced to 15,000. My lady Countess resolved upon a radical
economical reform, and determined upon transforming the
whole tract of country into sheep-walks. From 1814 to 1820,
these 15,000 inhabitants, about 3,000 families, were system-
atically expelled and exterminated. All their villages were
demolished and burned down, and all their fields converted
into pasturage. British soldiers were commanded for this
execution, and came to blows with the natives. An old
woman refusing to quit her hut, was burned in the flames of
it. Thus my lady Countess appropriated to herself seven
hundred and ninety-four thousand acres of land, which from
time immemorial had telonged to the clan. In the exuber-
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ance of her generosity she allotted to the expelled natives
about 6,000 acres—two acres per family. These 6,000 acres
had been lying waste until then, and brought no revenue
to the proprietors. The Countess was generous enough to
sell the acre at 2s. 6d. on an average, to the clan-men who
for centuries past had shed their blood for her family. The
whole of the unrightfully appropriated clan-land she
divided into 29 large sheep farms, each of them inhabited
by one single family, mostly English farm-labourers; and
in 1821 the 15,000 Gaels had already been superseded by
131,000 sheep.

A portion of the aborigines had been thrown upon the
sea-shore, and attempted to live by fishing. They became
amphibious, and, as an English author says, lived half on
land and half on water, and after all did not half live
upon both.

Sismondi, in his Etudes Sociales, observes with regard
to this expropriation of the Gaels from Sutherlandshire—
an example, which, by-the-by, was imitated by the other
“great men” of Scotland:

“The large extent of seignorial domains is not a circumstance
peculiar to Britain. In the whole Empire of Charlemagne, in the whole
Occident, entire provinces were usurped by the warlike chiefs, who had
them cultivated for their own account by the vanquished, and sometimes
by their own companions-in-arms. During the 9th and 10th centuries the
Counties of Maine, Anjou, Poitou were for the Counts of these provinces
rather three large estates than principalities. Switzerland, which in so
many respects resembles Scotland, was at that time divided among a
small number of Seigneurs. If the Counts of Kyburg, of Lenzburg, of
Habsburg, of Gruyéres had been protected by British laws, they would
have been in the same position as the Earls of Sutherland; some of them
would perhaps have had the same taste for improvement as the Marchio-
ness of Stafford, and more than one republic might have disappeared
{from the Alps in order to make room for flocks of sheep. Not the most
despotic monarch in Germany would be allowed to attempt anything of
the sort.”61

Mr. Loch, in his defence of the Countess of Sutherland
(1820), replies to the above as follows:

“Why should there be made an exception to the rule adopted in
every other case, just for this particular case? Why should the absolute
authority of the landlord over his land be sacrificed to the public interest
and to motives which concern the public only?”

s i
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And why, then, should the slave-holders in the Southern
States of North America sacrifice their private interest to
the philanthropic grimaces of her Grace, the Duchess of
Sutherland?

The British aristocracy, who have everywhere superseded
man by bullocks and sheep, will, in a future not very distant,
be superseded, in turn, by these useful animals.

The process of clearing estates, which, in Scotland, we
have just now described, was carried out in England in the
16th, 17th and 18th centuries. Thomas Morus already
complains of it in the beginning of the 16th century. It was
performed in Scotland in the beginning of the 19th, and in
Ireland it is now in full progress. The noble Viscount Pal-
merston, too, some years ago cleared of men his property in
Ireland, exactly in the manner described above.

If of any property it ever was true that it was robbery,
it is literally true of the property of the British aristocracy.
Robbery of Church property, robbery of commons, fraud-
ulent transformation, accompanied by murder, of feudal and
patriarchal property into private property—these are the
titles of British aristocrats to their possessions. And what
services in this latter process were performed by a servile
class of lawyers, you may see from an English lawyer of the
last century, Dalrymple, who, in his History of Feudal
Property52 very naively proves that every law or deed
concerning property was interpreted by the lawyers, in
England, when the middle class rose in wealth, in favour
of the middle class—in Scotland, where the nobility enriched
themselves, in favour of the nobility—in either case it was
interpreted in a sense hostile to the people.

The above Turkish reform by the Countess of Sutherland
was justifiable, at least, from a Malthusian point of view.
Other Scottish noblemen went further. Having superseded
human beings by sheep, they superseded sheep by game, and
the pasture grounds by forests. At the head of these was the
Duke of Atholl.

“After the conquest, the Norman Kings afforested large portions of
the soil of England, in much the same way as the landlords here are
now doing with the Highlands.” (R. Somers, Letters of the Highlands,
1848.)63

10*
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As for a large number of the human beings expelled to
make room for the game of the Duke of Atholl, and the
sheep of the Countess of Sutherland, where did they fly to,
where did they find a home?

In the United States of North America.

The enemy of British Wages-Slavery has a right to con-
demn Negro-Slavery; a Duchess of Sutherland, a Duke of
Atholl, a Manchester Cotton-lord—never!

Written by K. Marx
on January 21, 1853

Published in The People’s Paper Printed according to the text
No. 45, March 12, 1853 of The People’s Paper
Signed: Karl Marx




KARL MARX

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT®

London, Friday, January 28, 1853

The Times of Jan. 25 contains
the following observations under the head of “Amateur
Hanging”:

“It has often been remarked that in this country a public execution
is generally followed closely by instances of death by hanging, either
suicidal or accidental, in consequence of the powerful effect which the

execution of a noted criminal produces upon a morbid and unmatured
mind.”

Of the several cases which are alleged by the Times in
illustration of this remark, one is that of a lunatic at Shef-
field, who, after talking with other lunatics respecting the
execution of Barbour, put an end to his existence by hanging
himself. Another case is that of a boy of 14 years, who also
hung himself.

The doctrine to which the enumeration of these facts was
intended to give its support, is one which no reasonable man
would be likely to guess, it being no less than a direct
apotheosis of the hangman, while capital punishment is ex-
tolled as the ultima ratio of society. This is done in a leading
article of the “leading journal”.

The Morning Advertiser, in some very bitter but just
strictures on the hanging predilections and bloody logic of
the Times, has the following interesting data on 43 days of
the year 1849:




Executions of:

Millan. . . . . . .. March 20

Griffiths . . . . . . April 18

Murders and Suicides:

Hannah Sandles . . . March 22
M. G. Newton . . . . March 22
J. G. Gleeson — 4 murders at

Liverpool . . . . . March 27
Murder and suicide at Leices-

ter .. ... ... April 2
Poisoning at Bath . . April 7
W. Bailey . . . . .. April 8
J. Ward murders his

mother . . . . .. April 13
Yardley . . . . . .. Avprii 14
Doxy, parricide . . . April 14

J. Bailey kills his two
children and himself April 17

Charles Overton . . . April 18
Daniel Holmston . . .May 2

This table, as the Times concedes, shows not only sui-
cides, but also murders of the most atrocious kind, follow-
ing closely upon the execution of criminals. It is astonishing
that the article in question does not even produce a single
argument or pretext for indulging in the savage theory
therein propounded; and it would be very difficult, if not
altogether impossible, to establish any principle upon which
the justice or expediency of capital punishment could be
founded in a society glorying in its civilisation. Punishment
in general has been defended as a means either of ameliorat-
ing or of intimidating. Now what right have you to punish
me for the amelioration or intimidation of others? And
besides, there is history—there is such a thing as statistics—
which prove with the most complete evidence that since Cain
the world has neither been intimidated nor ameliorated by
punishment. Quite the contrary. From the point of view of
abstract right, there is only one theory of punishment which
recognises human dignity in the abstract, and that is the
theory of Kant especially in the more rigid formula given

to it by Hegel. Hegel says:

“Punishment is the right of the criminal. It is an act of his own will.
The violation of right has been proclaimed by the criminal as his own
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right. His crime is the negation of right. Punishment is the negation of
this negation, and consequently an affirmation of right, solicited and
forced upon the criminal by himself.”6%

There is no doubt something specious in this formula,
inasmuch as Hegel, instead of looking upon the criminal as
the mere object, the slave of justice, elevates him to the
position of a free and self-determined being. Looking,
however, more closely into the matter, we discover that Ger-
man idealism here, as in most other instances has but given
a transcendental sanction to the rules of existing society. Is
it not a delusion to substitute for the individual with his
real motives, with multifarious social circumstances pressing
upon him, the abstraction of “free-will”—one among the
many qualities of man for man himself! This theory, con-
sidering punishment as the result of the criminal’s own will,
is only a metaphysical expression for the old “jus talionis”;
eye against eye, tooth against tooth, blood against blood.
Plainly speaking, and dispensing with all paraphrases,
punishment is nothing but a means of society to defend itself
against the infraction of its vital conditions, whatever may
be their character. Now, what a state of society is that, which
knows of no better instrument for its own defence than the
hangman, and which proclaims through the “leading journal
of the world” its own brutality as eternal law?

Mr. A. Quetelet, in his excellent and learned work,
U'Homme et ses Faculiés,56 says:

“There is a budget which we pay with frightful regularity—it is that
of prisons, dungeons and scaffolds. ... We might even predict how many
individuals will stain their hands with the blood of their fellow men, how

many will be forgers, how many will deal in poison, pretty nearly the
same way as we may foretell the annual births and deaths.”

And Mr. Quetelet, in a calculation of the probabilities of
crime published in 1829, actually predicted with astonishing
certainty, not only the amount but all the different kinds of
crimes committed in France in 1830. That it is not so much
the particular political institutions of a country as the fun-
damental conditions of modern bourgeois society in general,
which produce an average amount of crime in a given na-
tional fraction of society, may be seen from the following
table, communicated by Quetelet, for the years 1822-24. We
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find in a number of one hundred condemned criminals in
America and France:

Age Philadelphia  France
Under twenty-one years 19 19
Twenty-one to thirty 44 35
Thirty to forty 23 23
Above forty 14 23
Total . . . . . . .. 1CO 100

Now, if crimes observed on a great scale thus show, in
their amount and their classification, the regularity of phys-
ical phenomena—if as Mr. Quetelet remarks, “it would be
difficult to decide in respect to which of the two” (the phys-
ical world and the social system) “the acting causes produce
their effect with the utmost regularity”—is there not a ne-
cessity for deeply reflecting upon an alteration of the system
that breeds these crimes, instead of glorifying the hangman
who evecutes a lot of criminals to make room only for the
supply of new ones?

Written by K. Marx
on January 28, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3695, to the newspaper text
February 18, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx




KARL MARX

PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES.—THE CLERGY
AND THE STRUGGLE FOR THE TEN-HOUR DAY.—
STARVATION®?

London, Friday, February 25, 1853

T he Parliamentary debates of
the week offer but little of interest. On the 22nd inst.,
Mr. Spooner moved, in the House of Commons, the repeal
of the money grants for the Catholic College at May-
nooth,%8 and Mr. Scholefield proposed the amendment “to
repeal all enactments now in force, whereby the revenue
of the State is charged in aid of any ecclesiastical or reli-
gious purpose whatever”. Mr. Spooner’s motion was lost
by 162 to 192 votes. Mr. Scholefield’s amendment will not
come under discussion before Wednesday next; it is, how-
ever, not improbable that the amendment will be with-
drawn altogether. The only remarkable passage in the
Maynooth debate is an observation that fell from Mr. Duffy
(Irish Brigade):

“He did not think it wholly impossible that the President of the
United States or the new Emperor of the French, might be glad to rencw
the relations between those countries and the Irish Priesthood.”

In the session of last night Lord John Russell brought
before the House of Commons his motion for the “removal
of some disabilities of Her Majesty’s Jewish subjects”. The
motion was carried by a majority of 29. Thus the ques-
tion is again settled in the House of Commons, but there
is no doubt that it will be once more unsettled in the House
of Lords.

The exclusion of Jews from the House of Commons,
after the spirit of usury has so long presided in the British
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Parliament, is unquestionably an absurd anomaly, the more
so as they have already become eligible to all the civil of-
fices of the community. But it remains no less character-
istic for the man and for his times, that instead of a Re-
form Bill which was promised to remove the disabilities of
the mass of the English people, a bill is brought in by
Finality-John for the exclusive removal of the disabilities
of Baron Lionel de Rothschild. How utterly insignificant
an interest is taken in this affair by the public at large,
may be inferred from the fact that from not a single place
in Great Britain a petition in favour of the admission of
Jews has been forwarded to Parliament. The whole secret
of this miserable reform farce was betrayed by the speech
of the present Sir Robert Peel.

“After all, the House were only considering the noble Lord’s private
affairs. (Loud cheers.] The noble Lord represented London with a Jew
[cheers) and had made the pledge to bring forward annually a motion in
favour of the Jews. [Hear!] No doubt Baron Rothschild was a very
wealthy man, but this did not entitle him to any consideration, especially
considering how his wealth had been amassed. [Loud cries of “hear,
hear”, and “Oh! Oh!” from the Ministerial benches.) Only yesterday he
had read in the papers that the House of Rothschild had consented to
grant a loan to Greece, on considerable guarantics, at 9%,. [Hear!] No
wonder, at this rate, that the House of Rothschild were wealthy, [Hear.]
The President of the Board of Trade had been talking of gagging the
Press. Why, no one had done so much to depress freedom in Europe as
the house of Rothschild [Hear, hear!] by the loans with which they
assisted the despotic powers. But even supposing the Baron to be as
worthy a man as he was certainly rich, it was to have been expected that
the noble Lord who represented in that House a government consisting
of the leaders of all the political factions who had opposed the late
Administration, would have proposed some measure of more importance
than the present.”

The proceedings on election-petitions have commenced.
The elections for Canterbury and Lancaster have been de-
clared null and void, under circumstances which proved the
habitual venality on the part of a certain class of electors,
but it is pretty sure that the majority of cases will be ad-
justed by way of compromise.

“The privileged classes,” says the Daily News, “who have successfully
contributed to baffle the intentions of the Reform Bill and to recover their

ascendancy in the existing representation, are naturally alarmed at the
idea of full and complete exposure.”
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On the 21st inst., Lord John Russell resigned the seals on
the Foreign Office, and Lord Clarendon was sworn in as his
successor. Lord John is the first Member of the House of
Commons admitted to a seat in the Cabinet without any of-
ficial appointment. He is now only a favourite adviser, with-
out a place—and without salary. Notice, however, has al-
ready been given by Mr. Kelly of a proposition to remedy
the latter inconvenience of poor Johnny's situation. The
Secretaryship of Foreign Affairs is at the present juncture
the more important, as the Germanic Diet has bestirred itself
to ask the removal of all political refugees from Great
Britain, as the Austrians propose to pack us all up and trans-
port us to some barren island in the South Pacific.

Allusion has been made, in a former letter, to the proba-
bility of the Irish Tenant Right agitation becoming, in time,
an anti-clerical movement, notwithstanding the views and
intentions of its actual leaders. I alleged the fact, that the
higher Clergy was already beginning to take a hostile at-
titude with regard to the League. Another force has since
stepped into the field which presses the movement in the
same direction. The landlords of the north of Ireland en-
deavour to persuade their tenantry that the Tenant League
and the Catholic Defence Association are identical, and
they labour to get up an opposition to the former under
the pretence of resisting the progress of Popery.

While we thus see the Irish landlords appealing to their
tenants against the Catholic clergy we behold on the other
hand the English Protestant clergy appealing to the work-
ing classes against the mill-lords. The industrial prole-
tariat of England has renewed with double vigour its old
campaign for the Ten Hours Bill and against the truck
and shoppage system. As the demands of this kind shall
be brought before the House of Commons, to which nu-
merous petitions on the subject have already been presented,
there will be an opportunity for me to dwell in a future
letter on the cruel and infamous practices of the factory
despots, who are in the habit of making the press and the
tribune resound with their liberal rhetorics. For the present
it may suffice to recall to memory that from 1802 there has
been a continual strife on the part of the English working
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people for legislative interference with the duration of
tactory labour, until in 1847 the celebrated Ten Hours Act
of John Fielden was passed, whereby young persons and
females were prohibited to work in any factory longer
than ten hours a day. The liberal mill-lords speedily found
out that under this act factories might be worked by shifts
and relays. In 1849 an action of law was brought before
the Court of Exchequer, and the Judge decided that to
work the relay or shift-system, with two sets of children,
the adults working the whole space of time during which
the machinery was running, was legal. It therefore became
necessary to go to Parliament again, and in 1850 the relay
and shift-system was condemned there, but the Ten Hours
Act was transformed into a Ten and a Half Hours’ Act.
Now, at this moment, the working classes demand a resti-
tution in integrum of the original Ten Hours Bill; yet, in
order to make it efficient, they add the demand of a restric-
tion of the moving power of machinery.

Such is, in short, the exoteric history of the Ten Hours
Act. Its secret history was as follows: The landed aristoc-
racy having suffered a defeat from the bourgeoisie by the
passing of the Reform Bill of 1831, and being assailed in
“their most sacred interests” by the cry of the manufac-
turers for Free Trade and the abolition of the Corn Laws,
resolved to resist the middle class by espousing the cause
and claims of the working-men against their masters, and
especially by rallying around their demands for the limit-
ation of factory labour. So-called philanthropic Lords
were then at the head of all Ten-Hours’ meetings. Lord
Ashley has even made a sort of “renommée” by his per-
formances in this movement. The landed aristocracy having
received a deadly blow by the actual abolition of the Corn
Laws in 1846, took their vengeance by forcing the Ten
Hours Bill of 1847 upon Parliament. But the industrial
bourgeoisie recovered by judiciary authority, what they
had lost by Parliamentary legislation. In 1850, the wrath
of the Landlords had gradually subsided, and they made a
compromise with the Mill-lords, condemning the shift-
system, but imposing, at the same time, as a penalty for the
enforcement of the law, half an hour extra work per diem
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on the working classes. At the present juncture, however,
as they feel the approach of their final struggle with the
men of the Manchester School, they are again trying to
get hold of the short-time movement; but, not daring to
come forward themselves, they endeavour to undermine the
Cotton-lords by directing the popular force against them
through the medium of the State Church Clergymen. In
what rude manner these holy men have taken the anti-
industrial crusade into their hands, may be seen from the
following few instances. At Crampton a Ten-Hours’ meet-
ing was held, the Rev. Dr. Brammell [of the State Church],
in the chair. At this meeting, Rev. J. R. Stephens, Incum-
bent of Stalybridge, said:

“There had been ages in the world when the nations were governed
by Theocracy. ... That state of things is now no more. ... Still the spirit
of law was the same.... The labouring man should, first of all, be
partaker of the fruits of the earth, which he was the means of producing.
The factory law was so unblushingly violated that the Chief Inspector of
that part of the factory district, Mr. Leonard Horner, had found himself
necessitated to write to the Home Secretary, to say that he dared not, and
would not send any of his Sub-Inspectors into certain districts until he
had police protection.... And protection against whom? Against the
factory-masters! Against the richest men in the district, against the most
influential men in the district, against the magistrates of the district,
against the men who hold her Majesty’s Commission, against the men
who sat in the Petty Sessions as the Representatives of Royalty....
And did the masters suffer for their violation of the law?... In his own
district, it was a settled custom of the male, and to a great extent of the
female workers in factories, to be in bed till 9, 10 or 11 o’clock on Sun-
day, because they were tired out by the labour of the weck. Sunday was
the only day on which they could rest their wearied frames. ... It would
generally be found that, the longer the time of work, the smaller the
wages. . .. He would rather be a slave in South Carolina, than a factory

operative in England.”

At the great Ten-Hours’ meeting, at Burnley, Rev.
E. A. Verity, Incumbent of Habbergham Eaves, told his

audience among other things:

“Where was Mr. Cobden, where was Mr. Bright, where were the other
members of the Manchester School, when the people of Lancashire were
oppressed?... What was the end of the rich man’s thinking? Why, he
was scheming how he could defraud the working classes out of an hour
or two. That was the scheming of what he called the Manchester School.
That made them such cunning hypocrites, and such crafty rascals. As a
minister of the Church of England, he protested against such work.”




158 K. MARX

The motive, that has so suddenly metamorphosed the
gentlemen of the Established Church, into as many knights-
errant of labour’s rights, and so fervent knights too, has
already been pointed out. They are not only laying in a
stock of popularity for the rainy days of approaching de-
mocracy, they are not only conscious that the Established
Church is essentially an aristocratic institution, which must
either stand or fall with the landed Oligarchy—there is
something more. The men of the Manchester School are
Anti-State Church men, they are Dissenters, they are, above
all, so highly enamoured of the £13,000,000 annually
abstracted from their pockets by the State Church in Eng-
land and Wales alone, that they are resolved to bring
about a separation between those profane millions and the
holy orders, the better to qualify the latter for heaven. The
reverend gentlemen, therefore, are struggling pro aris et
focis.* The men of the Manchester School, however, may
infer from this diversion, that they will be unable to
abstract the political power from the hands of the Aristocracy,
unless they consent, with whatever reluctance, to give the
people also their full share in it.

On the Continent, hanging, shooting and transportation
is the order of the day. But the executioners are themselves
tangible and hangable beings, and their deeds are recorded
in the conscience of the whole civilised world. At the same
time there acts in England an invisible, intangible and
silent despot, condemning individuals, in extreme cases, to
the most cruel of deaths, and driving in its noiseless, every
day working, whole races and whole classes of men from
the soil of their forefathers, like the angel with the fiery
sword who drove Adam from Paradise. In the latter form
the work of the unseen social despot calls itself forced emi-
gration, in the former it is called starvation.

Some further cases of starvation have occurred in Lon-
don during the present month. I remember only that of Mary
Ann Sandry, aged 43 years, who died in Coal-lane, Shad-
well, London. Mr. Thomas Peene, the surgeon, assisting
the Coroner’s inquest, said the deceased died from starvation

* For their altars and firesides, i.e., for all that is sacred to them.—Ed.
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and exposure to the cold. The deceased was lying on a
small heap of straw, without the slightest covering. The
room was completely destitute of furniture, firing and food.
Five young children were sitting on the bare flooring, cry-
ingd from hunger and cold by the side of the mother’s dead
body.

On the working of “forced emigration” in my next.

Written by K. Marx
on February 25, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune, March 15, 1853 to the newspaper text
Signed: Karl Marx
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FORCED EMIGRATION

London, Friday, March 4, 1853

T he Colonial Emigration Office
gives the following return of the emigration from England,
Scotland, and Ireland, to all parts of the world, from
January 1, 1847 to June 30, 1852:

Year English  Scotch Irish Total
1847 . . . . .. .. 34,685 8,616 214,969 258,270
1848 . . ... L L. 58,865 11,505 177,719 248,089
1849 . . . ... .. 73,613 17,127 208,758 299,498
1850 . . . ... .. 57,843 15,154 207,852 280,849
1851 . . ... L 69,557 18,646 - 247,763 335,966

1852 (till June) . . . 40,767 11,562 143,375 195,704

Total . . . . . 335,330 82,610 1,200,436 1,618,376

“Nine-tenths,” remarks the Office, “of the emigrants from Liverpool
are assumed to be Irish. About three-fourths of the emigrants from
Scotland are Celts, either from the Highlands, or from Ireland through
Glasgow.”

Nearly four-fifths of the whole emigration are, accord-
ingly, to be regarded as belonging to the Celtic population
of Ireland and of the Highlands and islands of Scotland.
The London Economist says of this emigration:

“It is consequent on the breaking down of the system of society
founded on small holdings and potato cultivation”; and adds: “The
departure of the redundant part of the population of Ireland and the
Highlands of Scotland is an indispensable preliminary to every kind of
improvement. ... The revenue of Ireland has not suffered in any degree
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from the famine of 1846-47, or from the emigration that has since taken
place. On the contrary, her net revenue amounted in 1851 to £4,281,999,
being about £184,000 greater than in 1843.”

Begin with pauperising the inhabitants of a country, and
when there is no more profit to be ground out of them, when
they have grown a burden to the revenue, drive them
away, and sum up your Net Revenue! Such is the doctrine
laid down by Ricardo in his celebrated work, The Prin-
ciples of Political Economy.8 The annual profits of a capi-
talist amounting to £2,000, what does it matter to him
whether he employs 100 men or 1,000 men? “Is not,” says
Ricardo, ‘““‘the real income of a nation similar?” The net
real income of a nation, rents and profits, remaining the
same, it is no subject of consideration whether it is derived
from ten millions of people or from twelve million. Sis-
mondi, in his Nouveaux principes d’économie politique,”
answers that, according to this view of the matter, the
English nation would not be interested at all in the disap-
pearance of the whole population, the King (at that time
it was no Queen, but a King") remaining alone in the
midst of the island, supposing only that automatic ma-
chinery enabled him to procure the amount of net revenue
now produced by a population of twenty million. Indeed
that grammatical entity, “the national wealth”, would in
this case not be diminished.

In a former letter I have given an instance of the clear-
ing of estates in the Highlands of Scotland. That emigra-
tion continues to be forced upon Ireland by the same
process, you may see from the following quotation from The
Galway Mercury:

“The people are fast passing away from the land in the West of
Ireland. The landlords of Connaught are tacitly combined to weed out
all the smaller occupiers, against whom a regular systematic war of

extermination is being waged.... The most heart-rending cruelties are
daily practised in this province, of which the public are not at all

aware.”
But it is not only the pauperised inhabitants of Green
Erin** and of the Highlands of Scotland that are swept

* George I11.—Ed.
** Ireland.—Ed.

11—1296
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away by agricultural improvements, and by the “breaking
down of the antiquated system of society”. It is not only the
able-bodied agricultural labourers from FEngland, Wales,
and Lower Scotland, whose passages are paid by the Emi-
gration Commissioners. The wheel of “improvement” is now
seizing another class, the most stationary class in England.
A startling emigration movement has sprung up among the
smaller English farmers, especially those holding heavy
clay soils, who, with bad prospects for the coming harvest,
and in want of sufficient capital to make the great im-
provements on their farms which would enable them to pay
their old rents, have no other alternative but to cross the
sea in search of a new country and of new lands. I am not
speaking now of the emigration caused by the gold mania,
but only of the compulsory emigration produced by land-
lordism, concentration of farms, application of machinery
to the soil, and introduction of the modern system of agri-
culture on a great scale.

In the ancient States, in Greece and Rome, compulsory
emigration, assuming the shape of the periodical establish-
ment of colonics, formed a regular link in the structure of
society. The whole system of those States was founded on
certain limits to the numbers of the population, which could
not be surpassed without endangering the condition of an-
tique civilisation itself. But why was it so? Because the
application of science to material production was utterly
unknown to them. To remain civilised they were forced to
remain few. Otherwise they would have had to submit to
the bodily drudgery which transformed the free citizen into
a slave. The want of productive power made citizenship
dependent on a certain proportion in numbers not to be
disturbed. Forced emigration was the only remedy.

It was the same pressure of population on the powers of
production that drove the barbarians from the high plains
of Asia to invade the Old World. The same cause acted
there, although under a different form. To remain barbarians
they were forced to remain few. They were pastoral,
hunting, war-waging tribes, whose manners of production
required a large space for every individual, as is now the
case with the Indian tribes in North America. By augment-




FORCED EMIGRATION 163

ing in numbers they curtailed each other’s field of produc-
tion. Thus the surplus population was forced to undertake
those great adventurous migratory movements which laid
the foundation of the peoples of ancient and modern
Europe.

But with modern compulsory emigration the case stands
quite opposite. Here it is not the want of productive power
which creates a surplus population; it is the increase of
productive power which demands a diminution of popula-
tion, and drives away the surplus by famine or emigration.
It is not population that presses on productive power; it is
productive power that presses on population.

Now I share neither in the opinion of Ricardo, who re-
gards ‘Net Revenue’ as the Moloch to whom entire popula-
tions must be sacrificed, without even so much as complaint,
nor in the opinion of Sismondi, who, in his hypochondria-
cal philanthropy, would forcibly retain the superannuated
methods of agriculture and proscribe science from industry,
as Plato expelled poets from his Republic.”! Society is un-
dergoing a silent revolution, which must be submitted to,
and which takes no more notice of the human existences it
breaks down than an earthquake regards the houses it
subverts. The classes and the races, too weak to master the
new conditions of life, must give way. But can there be
anything more puerile, more short-sighted, than the views
of those Economists who believe in all earnest that this
woeful transitory state means nothing but adapting society
to the acquisitive propensities of capitalists, both landlords
and money-lords? In Great Britain the working of that
process is most transparent. The application of modern
science to producticn clears the land of its inhabitants, but
it concentrates people in manufacturing towns.

“No manufacturing workmen,” says the Economist, “have been assisted
by the Emigration Commissioners, except a few Spitalfields and Paisley

hand-loom weavers, and few or none are emigrated at their own ex-
»
pense.

The Economist knows very well that they could not emi-
grate at their own expense, and that the industrial middle
class would not assist them in emigrating. Now, to what
does this lead? The rural population, the most stationary

11*
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and conservative element of modern society, disappears
while the industrial proletariat, by the very working of
modern production, finds itself gathered in mighty centres,
around the great productive forces, whose history of crea-
tion has hitherto been the martyrology of the labourers.
Who will prevent them from going a step further, and
appropriating these forces, to which they have been
appropriated before? Where will be the power of resisting
them? Nowhere! Then, it will be of no use to appeal to the
‘rights of property’. The modern changes in the art of pro-
duction have, according to the Bourgeois Economists them-
selves, broken down the antiquated system of society and
its modes of appropriation. They have expropriated the
Scotch clansman, the Irish cottier and tenant, the English
yeoman, the hand-loom weaver, numberless handicrafts,
whole generations of factory children and women; they

will expropriate, in due time, the landlord and the cotton
lord.

Written by K. Marx
on March 4, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according to the text
Daily Tribune No. 3722, of The People’s Paper and
March 22, 1853 checked with the text of the
and republished in New-York Daily Tribune

The People’s Paper
No. 50, April 16, 1853
Signed: Karl Marx




KARL MARX

THE BRITISH RULE IN INDIA

London, Friday, June 10, 1853

Telegraphic dispatches from
Vienna announce that the pacific solution of the Turkish,
Sardinian and Swiss questions is regarded there as a
certainty.

Last night the debate on India was continued in the
House of Commons, in the usual dull manner. Mr. Blackett
charged the statements of Sir Charles Wood and Sir
J. Hogg with bearing the stamp of optimist falsehood. A
lot of Ministerial and Directorial advocates rebuked the
charge as well as they could, and the inevitable Mr. Hume
summed up by calling on Ministers to withdraw their bill.
Debate adjourned.

Hindostan is an Italy of Asiatic dimensions, the Hima-
layas for the Alps, the Plains of Bengal for the Plains of
Lombardy, the Deccan for the Apennines, and the Isle of
Ceylon for the Island of Sicily. The same rich variety in
the products of the soil, and the same dismemberment in
the political configuration. Just as Italy has, from time to
time, been compressed by the conqueror’s sword into dif-
ferent national masses, so do we find Hindostan, when not
under the pressure of the Mohammedan, or the Mogul, or
the Briton, dissolved into as many independent and con-
flicting States as it numbcred towns, or even villages. Yet,
in a social point of view, Hindostan is not the Italy, but
the Ireland of the East. And this strange combination of
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Italy and of Ireland, of a world of voluptuousness and of
a world of woes, is anticipated in the ancient traditions of
the religion of Hindostan. That religion is at once a religion
of sensualist exuberance, and a religion of self-torturing
asceticism; a religion of the Lingam and of the Juggernaut;
the religion of the Monk, and of the Bayadere.”™

I share not the opinion of those who believe in a golden
age of Hindostan, without recurring, however, like Sir
Charles Wood, for the confirmation of my view, to the
authority of Khuli-Khan. But take, for example, the times of
Aurung-Zebe; or the epoch, when the Mogul appeared in
the North, and the Portuguese in the South; or the age of
Mohammedan invasion, and of the Heptarchy in Southern
India?; or, if you will, go still more back to antiquity, take
the mythological chronology of the Brahmin himself, who
places the commencement of Indian misery in an epoch
even more remote than the Christian creation of the world.

There cannot, however, remain any doubt but that the
misery inflicted by the British on Hindostan is of an essen-
tially different and infinitely more intensive kind than all
Hindostan had to suffer before. I do not allude to Euro-
pean despotism, planted upon Asiatic despotism, by the
British East India Company, forming a more monstrous
combination than any of the divine monsters startling us
in the Temple of Salsette.? This is no distinctive feature
of British colonial rule, but only an imitation of the Dutch,
and so much so that in order to characterise the working
of the British East India Company, it is sufficient to lit-
erally repeat what Sir Stamford Raffles, the English Gover-
nor of Java, said of the old Dutch East India Company.

“The Dutch Company, actuated solely by the spirit of gain, and
viewing their subjects with less regard or consideration than a West
India planter formerly viewed a gang upon his estate, because the
latter had paid the purchase money of human property, which the other
had not, employed all the existing machinery of despotism to squeeze
from the people their utmost mite of contribution, the last dregs of their
labour, and thus aggravated the evils of a capricious and semi-barbarous
Government, by working it with all the practised ingenuity of politi-
cians, and all the monopolising selfishness of traders.”

All the civil wars, invasions, revolutions, conquests,
famines, strangely complex, rapid and destructive as the
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successive action in Hindostan may appear, did not go
deeper than its surface. England has broken down the entire
framework of Indian society, without any symptoms of
reconstitution yet appearing. This loss of his old world, with
no gain of a new one, imparts a particular kind of melan-
choly to the present misery of Hindoo, and separates
Hindostan, ruled by Britain, from all its ancient traditions,
and from the whole of its past history.

There have been in Asia, generally, from immemorial
times, but three departments of Government: that of Finance,
or the plunder of the interior; that of War, or the plunder
of the exterior; and, finally, the department of Public Works.
Climate and territorial conditions, especially the vast tracts
of desert, extending from the Sahara, through Arabia, Per-
sia, India and Tartary, to the most elevated Asiatic high-
lands, constituted artificial irrigation by canals and water-
works the basis of Oriental agriculture. As in Egypt and
India, inundations are used for fertilising the soil of Meso-
potamia, Persia, etc.; advantage is taken of a high level for
feeding irrigative canals. This prime necessity of an eco-
nomical and common use of water, which, in the Occident,
drove private enterprise to voluntary association, as in Flan-
ders and Italy, necessitated, in the Orient where civilisation
was too low and the territorial extent too vast to call into
life voluntary association, the interference of the centralis-
ing power of Government. Hence an economical function de-
volved upon all Asiatic Governments, the function of pro-
viding public works. This artificial fertilisation of the soil,
dependent on a Central Government, and immediately de-
caying with the neglect of irrigation and drainage, explains
the otherwise strange fact that we now find whole territo-
ries barren and desert that were once brilliantly cultivgted,
as Palmyra, Petra, the ruins in Yemen, and large provinces
of Egypt, Persia and Hindostan; it also explains how a
single war of devastation has been able to depopulate a
country for centuries, and to strip it of all its civilisation.

Now, the British in East India accepted from their
predecessors the department of finance and of war, but they
have neglected entirely that of public works. Hence the
deterioration of an agriculture which is not capable of being
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conducted on the British principle of free competition, of
laissez-faire and laissez-aller.’ But in Asiatic empires we
are quite accustomed to see agriculture deteriorating under
one government and reviving again under some other gov-
ernment. There the harvests correspond to good or bad
government, as they change in Europe with good or bad
seasons. Thus the oppression and neglect of agriculture, bad
as it is, could not be looked upon as the final blow dealt to
Indian society by the British intruder, had it not been at-
tended by a circumstance of quite different importance, a
novelty in the annals of the whole Asiatic world. However
changing the political aspect of India’s past must appear, its
social condition has remained unaltered since its remotest
antiquity, until the first decennium of the 19th century. The
hand-loom and the spinning-wheel, producing their regular
myriads of spinners and weavers, were the pivots of the
structure of that society. From immemorial times, Europe
received the admirable textures of Indian labour, sending in
return for them her precious metals, and furnishing thereby
the material to the goldsmith, that indispensable member of
Indian society, whose love of finery is so great that even
the lowest class, those who go about nearly naked, have
commonly a pair of golden earrings and a gold ornament
of some kind hung round their necks. Rings on the fingers
and toes have also been common. Women as well as chil-
dren frequently wore massive bracelets and anklets of gold
or silver, and statuettes of divinities in gold and silver were
met with in the households. It was the British intruder who
broke up the Indian hand-loom and destroyed the spinning-
wheel. England began with depriving the Indian cottons
from the European market; it then introduced twist into
Hindostan and in the end inundated the very mother country
of cotton with cottons. From 1818 to 1836 the export of twist
from Great Britain to India rose in the proportion of 1 to
5,200. In 1824 the export of British muslins to India hardly
amounted to 1,000,000 yards, while in 1837 it surpassed
64,000,000 yards. But at the same time the population of
Dacca decreased from 150,000 inhabitants to 20,000. This
decline of Indian towns celebrated for their fabrics was by
no means the worst consequence. British steam and science
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uprooted, over the whole surface of Hindostan, the union
between agriculture and manufacturing industry.

These two circumstances—the Hindoo, on the one hand,
leaving, like all Oriental peoples, to the central government
the care of the great public works, the prime condition of
his agriculture and commerce, dispersed, on the other hand,
over the surface of the country, and agglomerated in small
centres by the domestic union of agricultural and manufac-
turing pursuits—these two circumstances had brought about,
since the remotest times, a social system of particular fea-
tures—the so-called wvillage system, which gave to each of
these small unions their independent organisation and
distinct life. The peculiar character of this system may be
judged from the following description, contained in an old
ogicial report of the British House of Commons on Indian
affairs:

“A village, geographically considered, is a tract of country compris-
ing some hundred of thousand acres of arable and waste lands; politic-
al]ly viewed it resembles a corporation or township. Its proper establish-
ment of officers and servants consists of the following descriptions: The
potail, or head inhabitant, who has generally the superintendence of the
affairs of the village, settles the disputes of the inhabitants, attends to
the police, and performs the duty of collecting the revenue within his
village, a duty which his personal influence and minute acquaintance
with the situation and concerns of the people render him the best
qualified for this charge. The kurnum keeps the accounts of cultivation,
and registers everything connected with it. The tallier and the totie,
the duty of the former of which consists in gaining information of crimes
and offences, and in escorting and protecting persons travelling from one
village to another; the province of the latter appearing to be more
immediately confined to the village, consisting, among other duties, in
guarding the crops and assisting in measuring them. The boundaryman,
who preserves the limits of the village, or gives evidence respecting
them in cases of dispute, The Superintendent of Tanks and Watercours-
es distributes the water for the purposes of agriculture. The Brahmin,
who performs the village worship. The schoolmaster, who is seen
teaching the children in a village to read and write in the sand. The
calender-Brahmin, or astrologer, etc. These officers and servants gener-
ally constitute the establishment of a village; but in some parts of ‘the
country it is of less extent; some of the duties and functions above
described being united in the same person; in others it exceeds the
above-named number of individuals. Under this simple form of municipal
government, the inhabitants of the country have lived from time imme-
morial. The boundaries of the villages have been but seldom altered; and
though the villages themselves have been sometimes injured, and even
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desolated by war, famine or disease, the same name, the same limits, the
same interests, and even the same families, have continued for ages. The
inhabitants gave themselves no trouble about the breaking up and divi-
sions 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. The potail is still the head inhabitant, and
still acts as the petty judge or magistrate, and collector or renter of the
village.”76

These small stereotype forms of social organism have
been to the greater part dissolved, and are disappearing, not
so much through the brutal interference of the British tax-
gatherer and the British soldier, as to the working of English
steam and English Free Trade. Those family-communities
were based on domestic industry, in that peculiar combina-
tion of hand-weaving, hand-spinning and hand-tilling
agriculture which gave them self-supporting power. English
interference having placed the spinner in Lancashire and
the weaver in Bengal, or sweeping away both Hindoo
spinner and weaver, dissolved these small semi-barbarian,
semi-civilised communities, by blowing up their economical
basis, and thus produced the greatest, and to speak the
truth, the only social revolution ever heard of in Asia.

Now, sickening as it must be to human feeling to witness
those myriads of industrious patriarchal and inoffensive
social organisations disorganised and dissolved into their
units, thrown into a sea of woes, and their individual
members losing at the same time their ancient form of civili-
sation, and their hereditary means of subsistence, we must
not forget that these idyllic village communities, inoffensive
though they may appear, had always been the solid foun-
dation of Oriental despotism, that they restrained the human
mind within the smallest possible compass, making it the
unresisting tool of superstition, enslaving it beneath tradi-
tional rules, depriving it of all grandeur and historical
energies. We must not forget the barbarian egotism which,
concentrating on some miserable patch of land, had quietly
witnessed the ruin of empires, the perpetration of unspeak-
able cruelties, the massacre of the population of large towns,
with no other consideration bestowed upon them than on
natural events, itself the helpless prey of any aggressor who
deigned to notice it at all. We must not forget that this
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undignified, stagnant, and vegetative life, that this passive
sort of existence evoked on the other part, in contradistinc-
tion, wild, aimless, unbounded forces of destruction and
rendered murder itself a religious rite in Hindostan. We
must not forget that these little communities were contami-
nated by distinctions of caste and by slavery, that they
subjugated man to external circumstances instead of elevat-
ing man to be the sovereign of circumstances, that they
transformed a self-developing social state into never chang-
ing natural destiny, and thus brought about a brutalising
worship of nature, exhibiting its degradation in the fact
that man, the sovereign of nature, fell down on his knees in
adoration of Kanuman, the monkey, and Sabbala, the cow.

England, it is true, in causing a social revolution in Hin-
dostan, was actuated only by the vilest interests, and was
stupid in her manner of enforcing them. But that is not the
question. The question is, can mankind fulfil its destiny
without a fundamental revolution in the social state of Asia?
If not, whatever may have been the crimes of England she
was the unconscious tool of history in bringing about that
revolution.

Then, whatever bitterness the spectacle of the crumbling
of an ancient world may have for our personal feelings, we
have the right, in point of history, to exclaim with Goethe:

“Sollte diese Qual uns qudlen,
Da ste unsre Lust vermehrt;

Hat nicht Myriaden Seelen
Timurs Herrschaft aufgezehrt?”*

‘Written by K. Marx
on June 10, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3804, to the newspaper text
June 25, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx

* Should this torture then torment us
Since it brings us greater pleasure?
Were not through the rule of Timur
Souls devoured without measure?
From Gocthe’s Westostlicher Diwan. An Suleika.—Ed.




KARL MARX

THE EAST INDIA COMPANY—
ITS HISTORY AND RESULTS

London, Friday, June 24, 1858

The debate on Lord Stanley’s
motion to postpone legislation for India, has been deferred
until this evening. For the first time since 1783 the India
Question has become a Ministerial one in England. Why is
this?

The true commencement of the East India Company
cannot be dated from a more remote epoch than the year
1602, when the different societies, claiming the monopoly
of the East India trade, united together in one single Com-
pany. Till then the very existence of the original East India
Company was repeatedly endangered, once suspended for
years under the protectorate of Cromwell, and once threat-
ened with utter dissolution by parliamentary interference
under the reign of William III. It was under the ascendancy
of that Dutch Prince when the Whigs became the farmers
of the revenues of the British Empire, when the Bank of
England sprang into life, when the protective system was
firmly established in England, and the balance of power in
Europe was definitively settled, that the existence of an East
India Company was recognised by Parliament. That era of
apparent liberty was in reality the era of monopolies not
created by Royal grants, as in the times of Elizabeth and
Charles I., but authorised and nationalised by the sanction
of Parliament. This epoch in the history of England bears,
in fact, an extreme likeness to the epoch of Louis Philippe
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in France, the old landed aristocracy having been defeated,
and the bourgeoisie not being able to take its place except
under the banner of moneyocracy, or the “haute finance”.
The East India Company excluded the common people from
the commerce with India, at the same time that the House
of Commons excluded them from parliamentary represen-
tation. In this as well as in other instances, we find the first
decisive victory of the bourgeoisiec over the feudal aristoc-
racy coinciding with the most pronounced reaction against
the people, a phenomenon which has driven more than one
popular writer, like Cobbett, to look for popular liberty
rather in the past than in the future.

The union between the Constitutional Monarchy and the
monopolising monied interest, between the Company of East
India and the “glorious” revolution of 1688 was fostered by
the same force by which the liberal interests and a liberal
dynasty have at all times and in all countries met and com-
bined, by the force of corruption, that first and last moving
power of Constitutional Monarchy, the guardian angel of
William III and the fatal demon of Louis Philippe. So early
as 1693, it appeared from parliamentary inquiries, that the
annual expenditure of the East India Company, under the
head of “gifts” to men in power, which had rarely amounted
to above £1,200 before the revolution, reached the sum of
£90,000. The Duke of Leeds was impeached for a bribe of
£5,000, and the virtuous King himself convicted of having
received £10,000. Besides these direct briberies, rival Com-
panies were thrown out by tempting Government with loans
of enormous sums at the lowest interest, and by buying off
rival Directors.

The power the East India Company had obtained by brib-
ing the Government, as did also the Bank of England, it was
forced to maintain by bribing again, as did the Bank of
England. At every epoch when its monopoly was expiring,
it could only effect a renewal of its charter by offering fresh
loans and by fresh presents made to the Government.

The events of the seven years’ war transformed the East
India Company from a commercial into a military and
territorial power.”” It was then that the foundation was laid
of the present British Empire in the East. Then East India
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stock rose to £263, and dividends were then paid at the rate
of 12Y/, per cent. But then there appeared a new enemy to
the Company, no longer in the shape of rival societies, but
in the shape of rival ministers and of a rival people. It was
alleged that the Company’s territory had been conquered by
the aid of British fleets and British armies, and that no
British subjects could hold territorial sovereignties independ-
ent of the Crown. The ministers of the day and the people
of the day claimed their share in the “wonderful treasures”
imagined to have been won by the last conquests. The Com-
pany only saved its existence by an agreement made in 1767
that it should annually pay £400,000 into the National
Exchequer.

But the East India Company, instead of fulfilling its
agreement, got into financial difficulties, and, instead of
paying a tribute to the English people, appealed to Parlia-
ment for pecuniary aid. Serious alterations in the Charter
were the consequence of this step. The Company’s affairs
failing to improve, notwithstanding their new condition, and
the English nation having simultaneously lost their colonies
in North America, the necessity of elsewhere regaining some
great Colonial Empire became more and more universally
telt. The illustrious Fox thought the opportune moment had
arrived, in 1783, for bringing forward his famous India bill,
which proposed to abolish the Courts of Directors and
Proprietors, and to vest the whole Indian government in
the hands of seven Commissioners appointed by Parliament.
By the personal influence of the imbecile King over the
House of Lords, the bill of Mr. Fox was defeated, and made
the instrument of breaking down the then Coalition Govern-
ment of Fox and Lord North, and of placing the famous Pitt
at the head of the Government. Pitt carried in 1784 a bill
through both Houses, which directed the establishment of
the Board of Control, consisting of six members of the Privy
Council, who were

“to check, superintend and control all acts, operations and concerns

which in any wise related to the civil and military Government, or
revenues of the territories and possessions of the East India Company”.

On this head, Mill, the historian, says:
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“In passing that law two objects were pursued. To avoid the imputa-
tion of what was represented as the heinous object of Mr. Fox’s bill, it
was necessary that the principal part of the power should APPEAR to
remain in the hands of the Directors. For ministerial advantage it was
necessary that it should in reality be all taken away. Mr. Pitt's bill
professed to differ from that of his rival, chiefly in this very point, that
while the one destroyed the power of the Directors, the other left it
almost entire. Under the act of Mr. Fox the powers of the ministers
would have been avowedly held. Under the act of Mr. Pitt, they were
held in secret and by fraud. The bill of Fox transferred the power of
the Company to Commissioners appointed by Parliament. The bill of
Mr. Pitt transferred them to Commissioners appointed by the King.””®

The years of 1783 and 1784 were thus the first, and till
now the only years, for the India question to become a
ministerial one. The bill of Mr. Pitt having been carried, the
charter of the East India Company was renewed, and the
Indian question set aside for twenty years. But in 1813 the
anti- Jacobin war, and in 1838 the newly introduced Reform
Bill superseded all other political questions.

This, then, is the first reason of the India question’s hav-
ing failed to become a great political question, since and
before 1784; that before that time the East India Company
had first to conquer existence and importance; that after that
time the Oligarchy absorbed all of its power which it could
assume without incurring responsibility; and that afterwards
the English people in general were at the very epochs of the
renewal of the Charter, in 1813 and at 1833, absorbed by
other questions of overbearing interest.

We will now take a different view. The East India
Company commenced by attempting merely to establish fac-
tories for their agents, and places of deposit for their goods.
In order to protect them they erected several forts. Although
they had, even as early as 1689, conceived the establishment
of a dominion in India, and of making territorial revenue
one of their sources of emolument, yet, down to 1744, they
had acquired but a few unimportant districts around Bom-
bay, Madras, and Calcutta. The war which subsequently
broke out in the Carnatic had the effect of rendering them
after various struggles virtual sovereigns of that part of
India. Much more considerable results arose from the war in
Bengal and the victories of Clive. These results were the
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real occupation of Bengal, Bichar, and Orissa. At the end
of the eighteenth century, and in the first years of the
present one, there supervened the wars with Tippoo Sahib,
and in consequence of them a great advance of power, and
an immense extension of the subsidiary system.” In the
second decennium of the nineteenth century the first con-
venient frontier, that of India within the desert, had at
length been conquered. It was not till then that the British
Empire in the East reached those parts of Asia, which had
been, at all times, the seat of every great central power in
India. But the most vulnerable point of the Empire, from
which it had been overrun as often as old conquerors were
expelled by new ones, the barriers of the Western frontier,
were not in the hands of the British. During the period from
1838 to 1849, in the Sikh and Afghan wars, British rule
subjected to definitive possession the ethnographical, polit-
ical, and military frontiers of the East Indian Continent by
the compulsory annexation of the Punjab and of Scinde.®
These were possessions indispensable to repulse any invad-
ing force issuing from Central Asia, and indispensable
against Russia advancing to the frontiers of Persia. During
this last decennium there have been added to the British
Indian territory 167,000 square miles, with a population of
8,572,630 souls. As to the interior, all the native States
now became surrounded by British possessions, subjected to
British suzeraineté under various forms, and cut off from the
seacoast, with the sole exception of Guzerat and Scinde.
At to its exterior, India was now finished. It is only since
1849, that the one great Anglo-Indian Empire has
existed.

Thus the British Government has been fighting, under the
Company’s name, for two centuries, till at last the natural
limits of India were reached. We understand now, why dur-
ing all this time all parties in England have connived in
silence, even those which had resolved to become the loudest
with their hypocritical peace-cant, after the arrondisement
of the one Indian Empire should have been completed.
Firstly, of course, they had to get it in order to subject it
afterward to their sharp philanthropy. From this view we
understand the altered position of the Indian question in the
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present year, 1853, compared with all former periods of
Charter renewal.

Again, let us take a different view. We shall still better
understand the peculiar crisis in Indian legislation, on
reviewing the course of British commercial intercourse with
India through its different phases.

At the commencement of the East India Company’s
operations, under the reign of Elizabeth, the Company was
permitted for the purpose of profitably carrying on its trade
with India to export an annual value of £30,000 in silver,
gold, and foreign coin. This was an infraction against all the
prejudices of the age, and Thomas Mun was forced to lay
down in A Discourse on Trade from England to the Easi
Indies 8t the foundation of the “mercantile system”, admit-
ting that the precious metals were the only real wealth a
country could possess, but contending at the same time that
their exportation might be safely allowed, provided the
balance of payments was in favour of the exporting nation.
In this sense, he contended that the commodities imported
from East India were chiefly re-exported to other countries,
from which a much greater quantity of bullion was obtained
than had been required to pay for them in India. In the
same spirit, Sir Joshua Child wrote “A Treatise wherein it
is demonstrated that the East India Trade is the most nation-
al Trade of all Foreign Trades.”®> By-and-by the partisans
of the East India Company grew more audacious, and it
may be noticed as a curiosity, in this strange Indian history,
that the Indian monopolists were the first preachers of free
trade in England.

Parliamentary intervention, with regard to the East India
Company, was again claimed, not by the commercial, but by
the industrial class, at the latter end of the 17th century,
and during the greater part of the 18th, when the importa-
tion of Fast Indian cotton and silk stuffs was declared to
ruin the poor British manufacturers, an opinion put forward
in John Pollexfen: England and India inconsistent in their
Manufactures; London, 1697,%3 a title strangely verified a
century and a half later, but in a very different sense. Par-
liament did then interfere. By the Act 11 and 12 William
III., cap. 10, it was enacted that the wearing of wrought
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silks and of printed or dyed calicoes from India, Persia
and China should be prohibited, and a penalty of £200
imposed on all persons having or selling the same. Similar
laws were enacted under George L., II. and III., in conse-
quence of the repeated lamentations of the afterward so
“enlightened” British manufacturers. And thus, during the
greater part of the 18th century, Indian manufactures were
generally imported into England in order to be sold on the
Con}inent, and to remain excluded from the English market
itself.

Besides this parliamentary interference with East India,
solicited by the greedy home manufacturer, efforts were
made, at every epoch of the renewal of the Charter, by the
merchants of London, Liverpool and Bristol, to break down
the commercial monopoly of the Company, and to partici-
pate in that commerce, estimated to be a true mine of gold.
In consequence of these efforts, a provision was made in the
Act of 1773 prolonging the Company’s Charter till March 1,
1814, by which private British individuals were authorised
to export from, and the Company’s Indian servants permit-
ted to import into England, almost all sorts of commodities.
But this concession was surrounded with conditions annihilat-
ing its effects, in respect to the exports to British India by
private merchants. In 1813 the Company was unable to
further withstand the pressure of general commerce, and
except the monopoly of the Chinese trade, the trade to
India was opened, under certain conditions, to private
competition. At the renewal of the Charter in 1833, these
last restrictions were at length superseded, the Company
forbidden to carry on any trade at all—their commercial
character destroyed, and their privilege of excluding British
subjects from the Indian territories withdrawn.

Meanwhile the East India trade had undergone very
serious revolutions, altogether altering the position of the
different class interests in England with regard to it. During
the whole course of the 18th century the treasures transport-
ed from India to England were gained much less by com-
paratively insignificant commerce, than by the direct exploi-
tation of that country, and by the colossal fortunes there
extorted and transmitted to England. After the opening of
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the trade in 1813 the commerce with India more than trebled
in a very short time. But this was not all. The whole charac-
ter of the trade was changed. Till 1813 India had been
chiefly an exporting country, while it now became an import-
ing one; and in such a quick progression, that already in
1823 the rate of exchange, which had generally been 2/6 per
rupee, sunk down to 2/ per rupee. India, the great workshop
of cotton manufacture for the world, since immemorial
times, became now inundated with English twists and cotton
stuffs. After its own produce had been excluded from
England, or only admitted on the most cruel terms, British
manufactures were poured into it at a small and merely
nominal duty, to the ruin of the native cotton fabrics once
so celebrated. In 1780 the value of British produce and
manufactures amounted only to £386,152, the bullion ex-
ported during the same year to £15,041, the total value of
exports during 1780 being £12,648,616, so that the India
trade amounted to only /33 of the entire foreign trade. In
1850 the total exports to India from Great Britain and
Ireland were £8,024,000, of which cotton goods alone
amounted to £5,220,000, so that it reached more than /g of
the whole export, and more than !/, of the foreign cotton
trade. But the cotton manufacture also employed now /g of
the population of Britain, and contributed 1/;5 of the whole
nattonal revenue. After each commercial crisis the East
Indian trade grew of more paramount importance for the
British cotton manufacturers, and the East India Continent
became actually their best market. At the same rate at which
the cotton manufactures became of vital interest for the
whole social frame of Great Britain, East India became of
vital interest for the British cotton manufacture.

Till then the interests of the moneyocracy which had con-
verted India into its landed estates, of the oligarchy who had
conquered it by their armies, and of the millocracy who had
inundated it with their fabrics, had gone hand in hand. But
the more the industrial interest became dependent on the
Indian market, the more it felt the necessity of creating fresh
productive powers in India, after having ruined her native
industry. You cannot continue to inundate a country with
your manufactures, unless you enable it to give you some
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produce in return. The industrial interest found that their
trade declined instead of increasing. For the years end-
ing with 1846, the imports to India from Great Britain were
to the amount of 261 million rupees; for the four years end-
ing 1850 they were only 253 million, while the exports for
the former period 274 million rupees, and for the latter
period 254 million. They found out that the power of con-
suming their goods was contracted in India to the lowest
possible point, that the consumption of their manufactures
by the British West Indies was of the value of about 14s.
per head of the population per annum, by Chile of 9s. 3d.,
by Brazil of 6s. 5d., by Cuba of 6s. 2d., by Peru of 5s. 7d.,
by Central America of 10d., while it amounted in India
only to about 9d. Then came the short cotton crop in the
United States, which caused them a loss of £11,000,000 in
1850, and they were exasperated at depending on America,
instead of deriving a sufficiency of raw cotton from the East
Indies. Besides, they found that in all attempts to apply
capital to India they met with impediments and chicanery
on the part of the India authorities. Thus India became the
battle-field in the contest of the industrial interest on the
one side, and of the moneyocracy and oligarchy on the other.
The manufacturers, conscious of their ascendancy in Eng-
land, ask now for the annihilation of these antagonistic
powers in India, for the destruction of the whole ancient
fabric of Indian government, and for the final eclipse of the
East India Company.

And now to the fourth and last point of view, from which
the Indian question must be judged. Since 1784 Indian
finances have got more and more deeply into difficulty.
There exists now a national debt of 50 million pounds, a
continual decrease in the resources of the revenue, and a
corresponding increase in the expenditure, dubiously balanced
by the gambling income of the opium tax, now threatened
with extinction by the Chinese beginning themselves to
cultivate the poppy, and aggravated by the expenses to be
anticipated from the senseless Burmese war.3

“As the case stands,” says Mr. Dickinson, “as it would ruin England
to lose her Empire in India, it is stretching our own finances with ruin,
to be obliged to keep it.”®
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I have shown thus how the Indian question has become
for the first time since 1783 an English question, and a
ministerial question.

Written by K. Marx
on June 24, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according

Daily Tribune No. 3816, to the newspaper text
July 11, 1858 Il
Signed: Karl Marx
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IRISH TENANT RIGHT

London, June 28, 1853

As the Coalition Ministry
depends on the support of the Irish party, and as all the
other parties composing the House of Commons so nicely
balance each other that the Irish may at any moment turn
the scales which way they please, some concessions are at
last about to be made to the Irish tenants. The ‘“Leasing
powers (Ireland) Bill”, which passed the House of Commons
on Friday last, contains a provision that for the improve-
ments made on the soil and separable from the soil, the
tenant shall have, at the termination of his lease, a compen-
sation in money, the incoming tenant being at liberty to take
them at the valuation, while with respect to improvements
in the soil, compensation for them shall be arranged by con-
tract between the landlord and the tenant.

A tenant having incorporated his capital, in one form or
another, in the land, and having thus effected an improve-
ment of the soil, either directly by irrigation, drainage,
manure, or indirectly by construction of buildings for agri-
cultural purposes, in steps the landlord with demand for
increased rent. If the tenant concedes, he has to pay the
interest for his own money to the landlord. If he resists, he
will be very unceremoniously ejected, and supplanted by a
new tenant, the latter being enabled to pay a higher rent
by the very expenses incurred by his predecessors, until he
also, in his turn, has become an improver of the land, and
is replaced in the same way, or put on worse terms. In this
easy way a class of absentee landlords has been enabled to
pocket, not merely the labour, but also the capital, of whole
generations, each generation of Irish peasants sinking a grade
lower in the social scale, exactly in proportion to the
exertions and sacrifices made for the raising of their condi-
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tion and that of their families. If the tenant was industrious
and enterprising, he became taxed in consequence of his very
industry and enterprise. If, on the contrary, he grew inert
and negligent, he was reproached with the “aboriginal faults
of the Celtic race”. He had, accordingly, no other alternative
left but to become a pauper—to pauperise himself by indus-
try, or to pauperise by negligence. In order to oppose this
state of things, “Tenant Right” was proclaimed in Ireland—
a right of the tenant, not in the soil but in the improvements
of the soil effected at his cost and charges. Let us see in what
manner the Times, in its Saturday’s leader, attempts to
break down this Irish “Tenant Right#6:

“There are two general systems of farm occupation. Either a tenant
may take a lease of the land for a fixed number of years, or his hold-
ing may be terminable at any time upon certain notice. In the first of
these events, it would be obviously his course to adjust and apportion
his outlay so that all, or nearly all, the benefit would find its way to
him before the expiration of his term. In the second case it seems equally

obvious that he should not run the risk of the investment without a
proper assurance of return.”

Where the landlords have to deal with a class of large
capitalists who may, as they please, invest their stock in
commerce, in manufactures or in farming, there can be no
doubt but that these capitalist farmers, whether they take
long leases or no time leases at all, know how to secure the
“proper” return of their outlays. But with regard to Ireland
the supposition is quite fictitious. On the one side you have
there a small class of land monopolists, on the other, a very
large class of tenants with very petty fortunes, which they
have no chance to invest in different ways, no other field of
production opening to them, except the soil. They are, there-
fore, forced to become tenants at will. Being once tenants
at will, they naturally run the risk of losing their revenue,
provided they do not invest their small capital. Investing it,
in order to secure their revenue, they run the risk of losing
their capital, also.

“Perhaps,” continues the Times. “it may be said, that in any case a
tenantry could hardly expire without something being left upon the
ground, in some shape or another. representing the tenant’s own pro-
perty, and that for this compensation should be forthcoming. There is
some truth in the remark, but the demand thus created ought, under
proper conditions of society, to be easily adjusted between landlord and
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tenant, as it might, at any rate, be provided for in the original contract.
We say that the conditions of society should regulate these arrange-
ments, because we believe that no Parliamentary enactment can be
effectually substituted for such an agency.”

Indeed, under “proper conditions of society”, we should
want no more Parliamentary interference with the Irish
land-tenant, as we should not want, under “proper condi-
tions of society”, the interference of the soldier, of the
policeman, and of the hangman. Legislature, magistracy, and
armed force are all of them but the offspring of improper
conditions of society, preventing those arrangements among
men which would make useless the compulsory intervention
of a third supreme power. Has, perhaps, the Times been
converted into a social revolutionist? Does it want a social
revolution, reorganising the “conditions of society”, and the
“arrangements’” emanating from them, instead of “Parlia-
mentary enactments”? England has subverted the conditions
of Irish society. At first it confiscated the land, then it
suppressed the industry by “Parliamentary enactments”, and
lastly, it broke the active energy by armed force. And thus
England created those abominable “conditions of society”
which enable a small caste of rapacious lordlings to dictate
to the Irish people the terms on which they shall be allowed
to hold the land and to live upon it. Too weak yet for revo-
lutionising those “social conditions”, the people appeal to
Parliament, demanding at least their mitigation and regula-
tion. But “No”, says the Times; if you don’t live under
proper conditions of society, Parliament can’t mend that.
And if the Irish people, on the advice of the Times, tried
tomorrow to mend their conditions of society, the Times
would be the first to appeal to bayonets, and to pour out
sanguinary denunciations of the “aboriginal faults of the
Celtic race”, wanting the Anglo-Saxon taste for pacific
progress and legal amelioration.

“If a landlord,” says the Times, “deliberately injures one tenant, he

will find it so much the harder to get another, and whereas his occupa-
tion consists in letting land, he will find his land all the more difficult

to let.”
The case stands rather differently in Ireland. The more
a landlord injures one tenant, the easier he will find it to
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oppress another. The tenant who comes in, is the means of
injuring the ejected one, and the ejected one is the means
of keeping down the new occupant. That, in due course of
time, the landlord, beside injuring the tenant, will injure
himself and ruin himself, is not only a probability, but the
very fact, in Ireland—a fact affording, however, a very pre-
carious source of comfort to the ruined tenant.

“The relations between the landlord and tenant are those between
two traders,” says the Times.

This is precisely the petitio principii which pervades the
whole leader of the Times. The needy Irish tenant belongs
to the soil, while the soil belongs to the English lord. As well
you might call the relation between the robber who presents
his pistol, and the traveller who presents his purse, a relation
between two traders.

“But,” says the Times, “in point of fact, the relation between Irish
landlords and tenants will soon be reformed by an agency more potent
than that of legislation. The property of Ireland is fast passing into new
hands, and, if the present rate of emigration continues, its cultivation
must undergo the same transfer.”

Here, at least, the Times has the truth. British Parliament
does not interfere at a moment when the worked out old
system is terminating in the common ruin, both of the thrifty
landlord and the needy tenant, the former being knocked
down by the hammer of the Encumbered Estates Commission,
and the latter expelled by compulsory emigration. This
reminds us of the old Sultan of Morocco. Whenever there
was a case pending between two parties, he knew of no more
“potent agency” for settling their controversy, than by kill-
ing both parties.

“Nothing could tend,” concludes the Times with regard to Tenant

Right, “to greater confusion than such a communistic distribution of
ownership. The only person with any right in the land, is the landlord.”

The Times seems to have been the sleeping Epimenides
of the past half century, and never to have heard of the hot
controversy going on during all that time upon the claims
of the landlord, not among social reformers and Communists,
but among the very political economists of the British
middle class. Ricardo, the creator of modern political econ-
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omy in Great Britain, did not controvert the “right” of the
landlords, as he was quite convinced that their claims were
based upon fact, and not on right, and that political economy
in general had nothing to do with questions of right; but he
attacked the land monopoly in a more unassuming, yet more
scientific, and therefore more dangerous manner. He proved
that private proprietorship in land, as distinguished from
the respective claims of the labourer, and of the farmer, was
a relation quite superfluous in, and incoherent with, the whole
framework of modern production; that the economical
expression of that relationship and the rent of land, might,
with great advantage, be appropriated by the State; and
finally that the interest of the landlord was opposed to the
interest of all other classes of modern society. It would be
tedious to enumerate all the conclusions drawn from these
premises by the Ricardo School against the landed monop-
oly. For my end, it will suffice to quote three of the most
recent economical authorities of Great Britain.

The London Economist, whose chief editor, Mr. J. Wilson,
is not only a Free Trade oracle, but a Whig one, too, and
not only a Whig, but also an inevitable Treasury-appendage
in every Whig or composite ministry, has contended in
different articles that exactly speaking there can exist no title
authorising any individual, or any number of individuals, to
claim the exclusive proprietorship in the soil of a nation,

Mr. Newman, in his Lectures on Political Economy,
London, 1851, professedly written for the purpose of refut-
ing socialism, tells us:

“No man has, or can have, a natural right to land, except so long
as he occupies it in person. His right is to the use, and to the use only.
All other right is the creation of artificial law” (or Parliamentary
enactments as the Times would call it).... “If, at any time, land be-
comes needed to live upon, the right of private possessors to withhold
it comes to an end.”®

This is exactly the case in Ireland, and Mr. Newman
expressly confirms the claims of the Irish tenantry, and in
lectures held before the most select audiences of the British
aristocracy.

In conclusion let me quote some passages from Mr. Her-
bert Spencer’s work, Social Statics, London, 1851, also,
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purporting to be a complete refutation of communism, and
acknowledged as the most elaborate development of the Free
Trade doctrines of modern England.

“No one may use the earth in such a way as to prevent the rest from
similarly using it. Equity, therefore, does not permit property in land,
or the rest would live on the earth by sufferance only. The landless men
might equitably be expelled from the earth altogether.... It can never
be pretended, that the existing titles to such property are legitimate.
Should anyone think so let him look in the Chronicles. The original
deeds were written with the sword, rather than with the pen. Not lawyers
but soldiers were the conveyancers: blows were the current coin given in
payment; and for seals blood was used in preference to wax. Could
valid claims be thus constituted? Hardly. And if not, what becomes of
the pretensions of all subsequent holders of estates so obtained? Does
sale or bequest generate a right where it did not previously exist?...
If one act of transfer can give no title, can many?... At what rate per
annum do invalid claims become valid?... The right of mankind at
large to the earth’s surface is still valid, all deeds, customs and laws
notwithstanding. It is impossible to discover any mode in which land
can become private property.... We daily deny landlordism by our
legislation. Is a canal, a railway, or a turnpike road to be made? We
do not scruple to seize just as many acres as may be requisite. We do
not wait for consent.... The change required would simply be a
change of landlords.... Instead of being in the possession of individ-
uals, the country would be held by the great corporate body—society.
Instead of leasing his acres from an isolated proprietor, the farmer
would lease them from the nation. Instead of paying his rent to
the agent of Sir John, or His Grace, he will pay to an agent, or depu-
ty-agent of the community. Stewards would be public officials, instead
of private ones, and tenantry the only land tenure.... Pushed to its
ultimate consequences, a claim to exclusive possession of the soil
involves landowning despotism.”8

Thus, from the very point of view of modern English
political economists, it is not the usurping English landlord,
but the Irish tenants and labourers, who have the only right
in the soil of their native country, and the Times, in oppos-
ing the demands of the Irish people, places itself into direct
antagonism to British middle-class science.

Written by K. Marx
on June 28, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3816, to the newspaper text
July 11, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx
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{THE LABOUR MOVEMENT IN BRITAIN]

London, Friday, July 1, 1853

Strikes and combinations of
workmen are proceeding rapidly, and to an unprecedented
extent. ]| have now before me reports on the strikes of the
factory hands of all descriptions at Stockport, of smiths,
spinners, weavers, etc., at Manchester, of carpet-weavers at
Kidderminster, of colliers at the Ringwood Collieries, near
Bristol, of weavers and loomers at Blackburn, of loomers at
Darven, of the cabinet-makers at Boston, of the bleachers,
finishers, dyers and power-loom weavers of Bolton and neigh-
bourhood, of the weavers of Barnsley, of the Spitalfields
broad-silk weavers, of the lace makers of Nottingham, of
all descriptions of working men throughout the Birmingham
district, and in various other localities. Each mail brings new
reports of strikes; the turn-out grows epidemic. Every one of
the larger strikes, like those at Stockport, Liverpool, etc.,
necessarily generates a whole series of minor strikes, through
great numbers of people being unable to carry out their resist-
ance to the masters, unless they appeal to the support of their
fellow-workmen in the Kingdom, and the latter, in order to
assist them, asking in their turn for higher wages. Besides
it becomes alike a point of honour and of interest for each
locality not to isolate the efforts of their fellow-workmen by
submitting to worse terms, and thus strikes in one locality
are echoed by strikes in the remotest other localities. In
some instances the demands for higher wages are only a
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settlement of long-standing arrears with the masters. So
with the great Stockport strike.

In January 1848, the mill-owners of the town made a
general reduction of 10 per cent from all descriptions of
tactory workers’ wages. This reduction was submitted to upon
the condition that when trade revived the 10 per cent was
to be restored. Accordingly the workpeople memorialised
their employers, early in March 1853, for the promised
advance of 10 per cent; and as they would not come to
arrangements with them, upward of 30,000 hands struck. In
the majority of instances, the factory workmen affirmed
distinctly their right to share in the prosperity of the country,
and especially in the prosperity of their employers.

The distinctive feature of the present strikes is this, that
they began in the lower ranks of unskilled labour (not
factory labour) actually trained by the direct influence of
emigration, according to various strata of artisans, till they
reached at last the factory people of the great industrial
centres of Great Britain; while at all former periods strikes
originated regularly from the heads of the factory workers,
mechanics, spinners, &c., spreading thence to the lower
classes of this great industrial hive, and reaching only in the
last instance, to the artisans. This phenomenon is to be
ascribed solely to emigration.

There exists a class of philanthropists, and even of social-
ists, who consider strikes as very mischievous to the interests
of the “working man himself”, and whose great aim con-
sists of finding out a method of securing permanent average
wages. Besides, the fact of the industrial cycles, with its
various phases, puts every such average wages out of the
question. 1 am, on the very contrary, convinced that the
alternative rise and fall of wages, and the continual con-
flicts between masters and men resulting therefrom, are, in
the present organisation of industry, the indispensable means
of holding up the spirit of the labouring classes, of combin-
ing them into one great association against the encroachments
of the ruling class, and of preventing them from becoming
apathetic, thoughtless, more or less well-fed instruments of
production. In a state of society founded upon the antago-
nism of classes, if we want to prevent Slavery in fact as well
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as in name, we must accept war. In order to rightly appre-
ciate the value of strikes and combinations, we must not
allow ourselves to be blinded by the apparent insignificance
of their economical results, but hold, above ali things, in
view their moral and political consequences. Without the
great alternative phases of dullness, prosperity, over-excite-
ment, crisis and distress, which modern industry traverses
in periodically recurring cycles, with the up and down of
wages resulting from them, as with the constant warfare
between masters and men closely corresponding with those
variations in wages and profits, the working classes of Great
Britain, and of all Europe, would be a heart-broken, a weak-
minded, a worn-out, unresisting mass, whose self-emancipa-
tion would prove as impossible as that of the slaves of
Ancient Greece and Rome. We must not forget that strikes
and combinations among the serfs were the hot-beds of the
medieval communes, and that those communes have been in
their turn, the source of life of the now ruling bourgeoisie.

I observed in one of my last letters, of what importance
the present labour crisis must turn out to the Chartist move-
ment in England, which anticipation 1 now find realised by
the results obtained in the first two weeks of the reopened
campaign by Ernest Jones, the Chartist leader. The first
great open-air meeting was, as you know, to be held on the
mountain of Blackstone-Edge. On the 19th ult., the Lanca-
shire and Yorkshire delegates of the respective Chartist local-
ities congregated there, constituting themselves as Delegate-
Council. Ernest Jones’s petition for the Charter was unani-
mously adopted as that proposed to emanate from the meet-
ings in the two counties, and the presentation of the Lan-
cashire and Yorkshire petitions was voted to be entrusted to
Mr. Apsley Pellatt, M.P. for Southwark, who had agreed to
undertake the presentation of all Chartist petitions. As to
the general meeting, the most sanguine minds did not antici-
pate its possibility, the weather being terrific, the storm in-
creasing hourly in violence and the rain pouring without
intermission. At first there appeared only a few scattered
groups climbing up the hill, but soon larger bodies came
into sight, and from an eminence that overlooked the sur-
rounding valleys, thin but steady streams of people could
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be viewed as far as the eye could carry, through the base
pelting of the rain, coming upward along the roads and foot-
paths leading from the surrounding country. By the time at
which the meeting was announced to commence, upward of
3,000 people had met on the spot, far removed trom any
village or habitation, and during the long speeches, the meet-
ing, notwithstanding the most violent deluge of rain,
remained steadfast on the ground.

Mr. Edward Hooson’s resolution: “That the social griev-
ances of the working classes of the country are the result of
class-legislation, and that the only remedy for such class
legislation is the adoption of the people’s Charter”, was sup-
ported by Mr. Gammage, of the Chartist Executive,? and
Mr. Ernest Jones, from whose speeches I give some extracts.

“The resolution which has been moved attributed the people’s
grievances to class legislation. He thought that no man who had
watched the course of events could disagree with that statement. The
House of Commons, so called, had turned a deaf ear to all their
complaints, and when the wail of misery had arisen from the people,
it had been mocked and derided by the men who assumed to be the
representatives of the nation, and if by any singular chance the voice
of the people found an echo in that House, it was always drowned in
the clamour of the murderous majority of our class legislators, [Loud
applause.] The House of Commons not only refused to do¢ justice to the
people, but it even refused to inquire into their social condition. They
would all recollect that sometime ago, Mr. Slaney had introduced into
the House a motion for the appointment of a standing commission,
whose business it should be to inquire into that condition and suggest
measures of relief—but such was the determination of the House to
evade the question, that on the introduction of the motion, only twenty-
six members were present, and the House was counted out. [Loud cries
of shame, shame.] And on the reintroduction of that motion, so far from
Mr. Slaney being successful, he [Mr. Gammage] believed that out of
656 honourable men, but 19 were present even to enter on a discussion
of the question. When he told them what was the actual condition of
the people, he thought they would agree with him, that there existed
abundant reasons for inquiry. They were told by Political Economists
that the annual production of this country was £820,000,000. Assuming
that there were in the United Kingdom 5,000,000 of working families,
and that such families received an average income of fifteen shillings
per week, which he believed was a very high average compared with
what they actually received [cries of “a great deal too high”), suppos-
ing them, however, to average this amount, they received out of their
enormous annual production a miserable one hundred and ninety-five
millions,—([cries of shame]—and all the rest went into the pockets of
idle landlords, usurers and the capitalist class generally.... Did they
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require a proof that these men were robbers? They were not the worst
of thieves who were confined within the walls of our prisons; the greatest
and cleverest of thieves were those who robbed by the power of laws
made by themselves and these large robberies were the cause of all the
smaller ones that were transacted throughout the country....”%

Mr. Gammage then entered into an analysis of the House
of Commons, proving that from the classes to which the
members of that House belonged, and the classes which they
represented, it was impossible that there should exist the
smallest sympathy between them and the working millions.
In conclusion, said the speaker, the people must become
acquainted with their Social Rights.

Mr. Ernest Jones, said:

“Today we proclaim that the Charter shall be law. [Loud cheers.)
I ask you not to re-engage in this great movement, because I know that
the time has arrived for so doing, and that the game is in your hand,
and because I am anxious that you should not let the opportunity go
by. Brisk trade and emigration have given you a momentary power, and
upon how you use that power depends your future position. If you use
it only for the objects of the present, you will break down when the
circumstances of the present cease. But if you use it, not only to strength-
en your present position, but to secure your future one, you will
triumph over all your enemies. If brisk trade and emigration give you
power, that power must cease when brisk trade and emigration cease,
and unless you secure yourself in the interval, you will be more slaves
than ever. [Hear, hear.] But the very sources that cause your strength
now will cause your weakness before long. The emigration that makes
your labour scarce, will make soon your employment scarcer.... The
commercial reaction will set in, and now I ask you, how are you prepar-
ing to meet it? You are engaged in a noble labour movement for short
time and high wages, and you are practically carrying it through to
some extent, but mark! you are not carrying it through Parliament.
Mark! the game of the employer is this—amuse them with some con-
cessions, but yield to them no law. Don’t pass a Wages bill in Parlia-
ment, but concede some of its provisions in the factory. [Hear.) The
wages slave will then say, ‘Never mind a political organisation for a
Ten Hours Bill or a Wages measure—we've got it, ay, ourselves, without
Parliament.’ Yes, but can you keep it without Parhament? What gave
it you? Brisk trade. What will take it from you? Dull trade. Your
employers know this. Therefore, they shorten your hours of work or
raise your wages, or remit their stoppages, in hopes that you will forego
the political organisation for these measures. [Cheers.) They shorten the
hours of work, well knowing that soon they will run their mills short
time—they raise your wages, well knowing that soon they will give
thousands of you no wages at all. But they tell you also—the midland
manufacturers—that, even if the laws were passed, this would only force
them to seek other means of robbing you—that was the plain meaning
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of their words. So that in the first place, you can’t get the acts passed,
because you have not got a People’s Parliament. In the second place, if
they were passed, they tell you that they would circumvent them. [Loud
cries of “hear.”} Now, I ask you, how are you preparing for the future?
How are you using the vast strength you momentarily possess? That
you will be powerless, unless you prepare now—you will lose all you
may have gained; and we are here today to show you how to keep it
and get more. Some people fancy a Chartist organisation would inter-
fere with the Labour movement. Good Heaven! it is the very thing to
make it successful. ... The employed cannot do without the employer,
unless he can employ himself. The employed can never employ himself,
unless he can command the means of work—land, credit and machinery.
He can never command these, unless he breaks down the landed, moneyed
and mercantile monopolies, and these he cannot subvert except by wield-
ing sovereign power. Why do you seek a Ten Hours Bill? If political
power is not necessary to secure labour freedom why go to Parliament
at all? Why not do in the factory at once? Why, because you know,
you feel, you by that very act admit tacitly, that political power is
nceded to obtain social emancipation. [Loud cheers.] Then I point you
to the foundation of political power—I point you to the suffrage—I
point you to the Charter. [Enthusiastic applause.)... It may be said:
‘Why do we not wait till the crisis comes, and the millions rally of
their own accord.” Because we want not a movement of excitement and
danger, but one of calm reason and moral strength. We will not see
you led away by excitement, but guided by judgement—and therefore
we bid you now reorganise—that you may rule the storm, instead of
being tossed by it. Again, continental revolution will accompany com-
mercial reaction—and we need to raise a strong beacon of Chartism
to light us through the chaos of tempest. Today, then, we reinaugurate
our movement, and to obtain its official recognition, we go through the
medium of Parliament—not that we expect them to grant the petition—
but because we use them as the most fitting mouthpiece to announce
our resurrection to the world. Yes, the very men that proclaimed our
death, shall have the unsought pleasure to proclaim our resurrection,
and this petition is merely the bagtismal register announcing to the world
our second birth.” [Loud cheers.)®!

Mr. Hooson’s resolution and the petition to Parliament
were here, as well as at the subsequent meetings during the
week, enthusiastically accepted by acclamation.

At the meeting of Blackstone-Edge, Ernest Jones had
announced the death of Benjamin Ruston, a working-man
who seven years before, had presided at the great Chartist
meeting held at the same spot; and he proposed that his
funeral should be made a great political demonstration, and
be connected with the West Riding meeting for the adoption
of the Charter, as the noblest obsequies to be given to

13—1296
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that expired veteran. Never before in the annals of British
Democracy has such a demonstration been witnessed, as
that which attended the revival of Chartism in the West Rid-
ing, and the funeral of Benjamin Ruston, on Sunday last,
when upward of 200,000 people were assembled at Halifax,
a number unprecedented even in the most excited times. To
those who know nothing of English society but its dull,
apoplectic surface, it should be recommended to assist at these
working men’s meetings and to look into those depths where
its destructive elements are at work.

The Coalition has gained the preliminary battle on the
Indian question, Lord Stanley’s motion for delay of legisla-
tion having been rejected by a majority of 184 votes.
Pressure of matter obliges me to delay my comments upon
that division.

Written by K. Marx
on July 1, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3819, to the newspaper text
July 14, 1853
Signed: Karl Marx
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THE FUTURE RESULTS OF THE BRITISH RULE
IN INDIA

London, Friday, July 22, 1853

I propose in this letter to con-
clude my observations on India.

FHow came it that English supremacy was established in
India? The paramount power of the Great Mogul was
broken by the Mogul Viceroys. The power of the Viceroy was
broken by the Mahrattas.92 The power of the Mahrattas was
broken by the Afghans, and while all were struggling
against all, the Briton rushed in and was enabled to subdue
them all. A country not only divided between Mohammedan
and Hindoo, but between tribe and tribe, between caste and
caste; a society whose framework was based on a sort of equi-
librium, resulting from a general repulsion and constitutional
exclusiveness between all its members. Such a country and
such a society, were they not the predestined prey of con-
quest? If we knew nothing of the past history of Hindostan,
would there not be the one great and incontestable fact, that
even at this moment India is held in English thraldom by
an Indian army maintained at the cost of India? India, then,
could not escape the fate of being conquered, and the whole
of her past history, if it be anything, is the history of the
successive conquests she has undergone. Indian society has
no history at all, at least no known history. What we call
its history, is but the history of the successive intruders who
founded their empires on the passive basis of that unresisting
and unchanging society. The question, therefore, is not
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whether the English had a right to conquer India, but
whether we are to prefer India conquered by the Turk, by the
Persian, by the Russian, to India conquered by the Briton.

England has to fulfil a double mission in India: one
destructive, the other regenerating—the annihilation of old
Asiatic society, and the laying of the material foundations of
Western society in Asia.

Arabs, Turks, Tartars, Moguls, who had successively over-
run India, soon became Hindooised, the barbarian conquerors
being, by an eternal law of history, conquered themselves by
the superior civilisation of their subjects. The British were
the first conquerors superior, and therefore, inaccessible to
Hindoo civilisation. They destroyed it by breaking up the
native communities, by uprooting the native industry, and by
levelling all that was great and elevated in the native society.
The historic pages of their rule in India report hardly any-
thing beyond that destruction. The work of regeneration
hardly transpires through a heap of ruins. Nevertheless it
has begun.

The political unity of India, more consolidated, and ex-
tending farther than it ever did under the Great Moguls,
was the first condition of its regeneration. That unity, im-
posed by the British sword, will now be strengthened and
perpetuated by the electric telegraph. The native army,
organised and trained by the British drill-sergeant, was the
sine qua non of Indian self-emancipation, and of India
ceasing to be the prey of the first foreign intruder. The free
press, introduced for the first time into Asiatic society, and
managed principally by the common offspring of Hindoo
and Europeans, is a new and powerful agent of reconstruc-
tion. The Zemindaree and Ryotwar themselves, abominable
as they are, involve two distinct forms of private property
in land—the great desideratum of Asiatic society. From the
Indian natives, reluctantly and sparingly educated at Calcut-
ta, under English superintendence, a fresh class is springing
up, endowed with the requirements for government and im-
bued with European science. Steam has brought India into
regular and rapid communication with Europe, has connected
its chief ports with those of the whole south-eastern ocean,
and has revindicated it from the isolated position which
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was the prime law of its stagnation. The day is not
far distant when, by a combination of railways and steam
vessels, the distance between England and India, measured
by time, will be shortened to eight days, and when that once
fabulous country will thus be actually annexed to the Western
world.

The ruling classes of Great Britain have had, till now, but
an accidental, transitory and exceptional interest in the
progress of India. The aristocracy wanted to conquer it, the
moneyocracy to plunder it, and the millocracy to undersell
it. But now the tables are turned. The millocracy have dis-
covered that the transformation of India into a reproductive
country has become of vital importance to them, and that, to
that end, it is necessary, above all, to gift her with means
of irrigation and of internal communication. They intend
now drawing a net of railways over India. And they will do
it. The results must be inappreciable.

It is notorious that the productive powers of India are
paralysed by the utter want of means for conveying and
exchanging its various produce. Nowhere, more than in
India, do we meet with social destitution in the midst of
natural plenty, for want of the means of exchange. It was
proved before a Committee of the British House of Com-
mons, which sat in 1848, that

“when grain was selling from 6s. to 8s. a quarter at Kandeish, it
was sold at 64s. to 70s. at Poonah, where the people were dying in the
streets of famine, without the possibility of gaining supplies from
Kandeish because the clay roads were impracticable”.

The introduction of railways may be easily made to sub-
serve agricultural purposes by the formation of tanks, where
ground is required for embankment, and by the conveyance
of water along the different lines. Thus irrigation, the sine
qua non of farming in the East, might be greatly extended,
and the frequently recurring local famines, arising from the
want of water, would be averted. The general importance
of railways, viewed under this head, must become evident,
when we remember that irrigated lands, even in the districts
near Ghauts, pay three times as much in taxes, afford ten or
twelve times as much employment, and yield twelve or fifteen
times as much profit, as the same area without irrigation.
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Railways will afford the means of diminishing the amount
and the cost of the military establishments. Col. Warren,
Town Major of the Fort St. William, stated before a Select
Committee of the House of Commons:

“The practicability of receiving intelligence from distant parts of
the country in as many hours as at present it requires days and even
weeks, and of sending instructions with troops and stores, in the more
brief period are considerations which cannot be too highly estimated.
Troops could be kept at more distant and healthier stations than at
present, and much loss of life from sickness would by this means be
spared. Stores could not to the same extent be required at the various
dépots, and the loss by decay, and the destruction incidental to the
climate, would also be avoided. The number of troops might be dimi-
nished in direct proportion to their effectiveness.”

We know that the municipal organisation and the eco-
nomical basis of the village communities have been broken
up, but their worst feature, the dissolution of society into
stereotype and disconnected atoms, has survived their
vitality. Their village isolation produced the absence of roads
in India, and the absence of roads perpetuated the village
isolation. On this plan a community existed with a given
scale of low conveniences, almost without intercourse with
other villages, without the desires and efforts indispensable
to social advance. The British having broken up this self-
sufficient inertia of the villages, railways will provide the
new want of communication and intercourse. Besides,

“one of the effects of the railway system will be to bring into every
village affected by it such knowledge of the contrivances and appliances
of other countries. and such means of obtaining them, as will first put
the hereditary and stipendiary village artisanship of India to full proof
of its capabilities, and then supply its defects”. (Chapman, The Cotton
and Commerce of India.%?)

I know that the English millocracy intend to endow India
with railways with the exclusive view of extracting at
diminished expenses the cotton and other raw materials for
their manufactures. But when you have once introduced
machinery into the locomotion of a country, which possesses
iron and coals, you are unable to withhold it from its fabri-
cation. You cannot maintain a net of railways over an im-
mense country without introducing all those industrial proc-
esses necessary to meet the immediate and current wants of
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railway locomotion, and out of which there must grow the
application of machinery to those branches of industry not
immediately connected with railways. The railway system
will therefore become, in India, truly the forerunner of
modern industry. This is the more certain as the Hindoos
are allowed by British authorities themselves to possess par-
ticular aptitude for accommodating themselves to entirely
new labour, and acquiring the requisite knowledge of ma-
chinery. Ample proof of this fact is afforded by the capacities
and expertness of the native engineers in the Calcutta mint,
where they have been for years employed in working the
steam machinery, by the natives attached to the several
steam-engines in the Hurdwar coal districts, and by other
instances. Mr. Campbell himself, greatly influenced as he is
by the prejudices of the East India Company, is obliged to
avow

“that the great mass of the Indian people possesses a great industrial
energy, is well fitted to accumulate capital, and remarkable for a math-

ematical clearness, of head, and talent for figures and exact sciences”.
“Their intellects,” he says, “are excellent.”%

Modern industry, resulting from the railway system, will
dissolve the hereditary divisions of labour, upon which rest
the Indian castes, those decisive impediments to Indian
progress and Indian power.

All the English bourgeoisie may be forced to do will nei-
ther emancipate nor materially mend the social condition of
the mass of the people, depending not only on the develop-
ment of the productive powers, but on their appropriation
by the people. But what they will not fail to do is to lay
down the material premises for both. Has the bourgeoisie
ever done more? Has it ever effected a progress without
dragging individuals and peoples through blood and dirt,
through misery and degradation?

The Indians will not reap the fruits of the new elements
of society scattered among them by the British bourgeoisie,
till in Great Britain itself the now ruling classes shall have
been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or till the Hin-
doos themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off
the English yoke altogether. At all events, we may safely
expect to see, at a more or less remote period, the regen-
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eration of that great and interesting country, whose gentle
natives are, to use the expression of Prince Saltykov, even in
the most inferior classes, “plus fins et plus adroits que les
Italiens”,% whose submission even is counterbalanced by a
certain calm nobility, who, notwithstanding their natural
languor, have astonished the British officers by their brav-
ery, whose country has been the source of our languages, our
religions, and who represent the type of the ancient German
in the Jat and the type of the ancient Greek in the Brahmin.%

I cannot part with the subject of India without some con-
cluding remarks.

The profound hypocrisy and inherent barbarism of bour-
geois civilisation lies unveiled before our eyes, turning from
its home, where it assumes respectable forms, to the colo-
nies, where it goes naked. They are the defenders of proper-
ty, but did any revolutionary party ever originate agrarian
revolutions like those in Bengal, in Madras, and in Bombay?
Did they not, in India, to borrow an expression of that great
robber, Lord Clive himself, resort to atrocious extortion, when
simple corruption could not keep pace with their rapacity?
While they prated in Europe about the inviolable sanctity
of the national debt, did they not confiscate in India
the dividends of the rayahs, who had invested their private
savings in the Company’s own funds? While they combated
the French revolution under the pretext of defending “our
holy religion”, did they not forbid, at the same time, Chris-
tianity to be propagated in India, and did they not, in order
to make money out of the pilgrims streaming to the temples
of Orissa and Bengal, take up the trade in the murder and
prostitution perpetrated in the temple of Juggernaut?®’
Thes,E: are the men of “Property, Order, Family, and Reli-
gion”.

The devastating effects of English industry, when contem-
plated with regard to India, a country as vast as Europe, and
containing 150 millions of acres, are palpable and confound-
ing. But we must not forget that they are only the organic
results of the whole system of production as it is now con-
stituted. That production rests on the supreme rule of capital.
The centralisation of capital is essential to the existence of
capital as an independent power. The destructive influence
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of that centralisation upon the markets of the world does but
reveal, in the most gigantic dimensions, the inherent organic
laws of political economy now at work in every civilised
town. The bourgeois period of history has to create the mate-
rial basis of the new world—on the one hand the universal
intercourse founded upon the mutual dependency of mankind,
and the means of that intercourse; on the other hand the
development of the productive powers of man and the trans-
formation of material production into a scientific domination
of natural agencies. Bourgeois industry and commerce create
these material conditions of a new world in the same way as
geological revolutions have created the surface of the earth.
When a great social revolution shall have mastered the
results of the bourgeois epoch, the market of the world and
the modern powers of production, and subjected them to the
common control of the most advanced peoples, then only will
human progress cease to resemble that hideous pagan idol,
who would not drink the nectar but from the skulls of the
slain.

Written by K. Marx
on July 22, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 3840, to the newspaper text
August 8, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx
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LORD PALMERSTON i

FIRST ARTICLE

Ruggiero is again and again
fascinated by the false charms of Alcine,* which he knows to
disguise an old witch—Sans teeth, sans eyes, sans taste, sans
everything, and the knight-errant cannot withstand falling
in love with her anew whom he knows to have transmuted
all her former adorers into asses and other beasts. The
English public is another Ruggiero, and Palmerston is another
Alcine. Although a septuagenarian, and since 1807 occupy-
ing the public stage almost without interruption, he contrives
to remain a novelty, and to evoke all the hopes that used to
centre on an untried and promising youth. With one foot in
the grave, he is supposed not yet to have begun his true
career. If he were to die tomorrow, all England would be
surprised at learning that he has been a Secretary of State !
half this century.

If not a good statesman of all work, he is at least a good
actor of all work. He succeeds in the comic as in the heroic
—in pathos as in familiarity—in the tragedy as in the farce:
although the latter may be more congenial to his feelings. He
is no first-class orator, but he is an accomplished debater.
Possessed of a wonderful memory, of great experience, of a
consummate tact, of a never-failing présence d’esprit, of a
gentlemanlike versatility, of the most minute knowledge of
Parliamentary tricks, intrigues, parties, and men, he handles
difficult cases in an admirable manner and with a pleasant
volubility, sticking to the prejudices and susceptibilities of

* Ruggiero and Alcine are characters in Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso.
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his public, secured from any surprise by his cynic impudence,
from any self-confession by his selfish dexterity, from run-
ning into a passion by his profound frivolity, his perfect in-
difference, and his aristocratic contempt. Being an exceed-
ingly happy joker, he ingratiates himself with everybody.
Never losing his temper, he imposes on an impassionated
antagonist. When unable to master a subject, he knows how
to play with it. If wanting of general views, he is always
ready to tissue elegant generalities.

Endowed with a restless and indefatigable spirit, he abhors
inactivity, and pines for agitation, if not for action. A
country like England allows him, of course, to busy himself
in every corner of the earth. What he aims at is not the
substance, but the mere appearance of success.

If he can do nothing, he will devise anything. Where he
dares not interfere, he intermeddles. Not able to vie with a
strong enemy, he improvises a weak one.

Being no man of deep designs, pondering on no combina-
tions of long standing, pursuing no great object, he embarks
on difficulties with a view to disentangle himself in a showy
manner. He wants complications to feed his activity, and
when he finds them not ready, he will create them. He exults
in show conflicts, show battles, show enemies, diplomatical
notes to be exchanged, ships to be ordered to sail, the whole
movement ending for him in violent parliamentary debates
which are sure to prepare him an ephemeral success, the con-
stant and the only object of all his exertions.” He manages
international conflicts like an artist, driving matters to a
certain point, retreating when they threaten to become se-

* In the German version of this article printed in the Neue Oder
Zeitung of February 19, 1855, Marx changed this phrase as follows:
“No British Foreign Secretary ever displayed such activity in every
corner of the earth: blockades of the Scheldt, the Tagus, the Douro;
blockades of Mexico and Buenos Aires. Naples expeditions, Pacific
expeditions, expeditions to the Persian Gulf, wars in Spain to establish
‘liberty’ and in China to introduce opium; North American border
disputes, Afghanistan campaigns, St. Jean d’Acre bombardment, West
African right of search wrangles, strife even in the ‘Pacific’; and all
this accompanied and supplemented by a host of threatening notes
and sheaves of protocols and diplomatic protests. As a rule, all this
noise ends in violent parliamentary debates which assure the noble
lord ever so many ephemeral triumphs.”—Ed.
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rious, but having got, at all events, the dramatic excitement l
he wants. In his eyes, the movement of history itself is
nothing but a pastime, expressly invented for the private
satisfaction of the noble Viscount Palmerston of Palmer-

ston.

Yielding to foreign influence in facts, he opposes it in
words. Having inherited from Canning England’s mission to
propagate Constitutionalism on the Continent, he is never in
need of a theme to pique the national prejudices, and to
counteract revolution abroad, and, at the same time, to hold
awake the suspicious jealousy of foreign powers. Having
succeeded in this easy manner to become the béte noire of
the continental courts, he could not fail in being set up as the |
truly English minister at home. Although a Tory by origin, |
he has contrived to introduce into the management of foreign
affairs all the shams and contradictions that form the essence
of Whiggism. He knows how to conciliate a democratic
phraseology with oligarchic views, how to cover the peace- '
mongering policy of the middle classes with the haughty
language of England’s aristocratic past—how to appear as
the aggressor, where he connives, and as the defender where
he betrays—how to manage an apparent enemy, and how to !
exasperate a pretendant ally—how to find himself, at the
opportune moment of the dispute, on the side of the stronger
against the weak, and how to utter brave words in the act |
of running away.

Accused by the one party of being in the pay of Russia, 1
he is suspected by the other of Carbonarism. If, in 1848, he |
had to defend himself against the motion of impeachment
for having acted as the minister of Nicholas, he had, in 1850, :
the satisfaction of being persecuted by a conspiracy of
foreign ambassadors, which was successful in the House of
Lords, but baffled in the House of Commons. If he betrayed '
foreign peoples, he did it with great politeness—politeness
being the small coin of the devil, which he gives in change
for the life-blood of his dupes. If the oppressors were always
sure of his active support, the oppressed did never want a
great ostentation of his rhetorical generosity. Poles, Italians,
Hungarians, Germans found him in office, whenever they
were crushed, but their despots always suspected him of
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secret conspiracy with the victims he had already allowed
them to make.

Till now, in all instances, it was a probable chance of suc-
cess to have him for one’s adversary, and a sure chance of
ruin to have him for one’s friend. But, if this art of diplo-
macy does not shine in the actual results of his foreign nego-
tiations, it shines the more brilliantly in the construction he
induced the English people to lay upon them, by accepting
phrases for facts, phantasies for realities, and high sounding
pretexts for shabby motives.

Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmerston, deriving his
title from a peerage of Ireland, was nominated Lord of the
Admiralty, in 1807, on the formation of the Duke of Port-
land’s Administration. In 1809, he became Secretary at War
and he continued to hold this office till May 1828. In 1830,
he went over, very skilfully too, to the Whigs, who made
him their permanent Secretary for Foreign Affairs. Except-
ing the intervals of Tory administration, from November
1834 to April 1835, and from 1841 to 1846, he is responsible
for the whole foreign policy England has pursued from the
revolution of 1830 to December 1851.

Is it not a very curious thing to find, at first view, that
Quixote of “free institutions”, and that Pindar of the “glories
of the constitutional system”, a permanent and an eminent
member of the Tory administrations of Mr. Perceval, the
Earl of Liverpool, Mr. Canning, Lord Goderich, and the
Duke of Wellington, during the long epoch of the Jaco-
bin war carried on, the monster-debt contracted, the Corn
Laws promulgated, foreign mercenaries stationed on the
English soil,?® the people—to borrow an expression from his
colleague, Lord Sidmouth—‘bled”, from time to time, the
press gagged, meetings suppressed, the mass of the nation
disarmed, individual liberty suspended together with regular
jurisdiction, the whole country placed as it were in a state
of siege—in one word, during the most infamous and most
reactionary epoch of English history?

His debut in parliamentary life is a characteristic one. On
February 3, 1808, he rose to defend—what?—secrecy in the
working of diplomacy, and the most disgraceful act ever
committed by one nation against another nation, viz., the
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bombardment of Copenhagen, and the capture of the Danish
fleet, at the time when England professed to be in profound
peace with Denmark.”” As to the former point, he stated that,

“In_this particular case, his Majesty’s Ministers are pledged [by
whom?] to secrecy”;

but he went farther:

“I also object generally to making public the working of diplomacy,
because it is the tendency of disclosures in that department to shut up
future sources of information.”

Vidocq would have defended the identical cause in the
identical terms. As to the act of piracy, while admitting that
Denmark had evidenced no hostility whatever towards Great
Britain, he contended that they were right in bombarding its
capital and stealing its fleet, because they had to prevent
Danish neutrality from being, perhaps, converted into open
hostility by the compulsion of France. This was the new law
of nations, proclaimed by my Lord Palmerston.

When again speechifying, we find that English minister
par excellence engaged in the defence of foreign troops,
called over from the Continent to England, with the express
mission of maintaining forcibly the oligarchic rule, to estab-
lish which William had, in 1688, come over from Holland,
with his Dutch troops. Palmerston answered to the well-
founded “apprehensions for the liberties of the Country”,
originating from the presence of the King’s German Legion,
in a very flippant manner. Why should we not have 16,000
of those foreigners at home; while you know, that we employ
“a far larger proportion of foreigners abroad”. (House of
Commons, March 10, 1812.)

When similar apprehensions for the constitution arose from
the large standing army, maintained since 1815, he found “a
sufficient protection of the constitution in the very constitu-
tion of our army”, a large proportion of its officers being
“men of property and connexions”. (House of Commons,
March 8, 1816.)

When the large standing army was attacked from a finan-
cial point of view, he made the curious discovery that “much
of our financial embarrassments had been caused by our
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former low peace establishment”. (House of Commons, April
25, 1816.) o]

When the “burdens of the country”, and the “misery of
the people” were contrasted with the lavish military ex-
penditure, he reminded Parliament that those burdens and
that misery “were the price which we [viz., the English
oligarchy) agreed to pay for our freedom and independence”.
(House of Commons, May 16, 1820.)

If in his eyes, military despotism was to be apprehended,
i1t was only from the exertions of

“those self-called but misled reformers, who demand that sort of
reform in the country which, according to every just principle of

government, must end, if it were acceded to, in a military despotism”.
(House of Commons, June 14, 1820.)

While large standing armies were thus his panacea for
maintaining the constitution of the country, flogging was his
panacea for maintaining the constitution of the army. He
defended it in the debates on the Mutiny Bill,’% on the 5th
of March, 1824, he declared it to be “absolutely indispensa-
ble” on March 11, 1825, he recommended it again on March
10, 1828; he stood by it in the debates of April 1833, and he
proved an amateur of flogging on every subsequent occasion.

There existed no abuse in the army he did not find plau-
sible reasons for, if it happened to foster the interests of
aristocratic parasites. Thus, for instance, in the debates on
the Sale of Commissions. (House of Commons, March 12,
1828.)

Lord Palmerston likes to parade his constant exertions
for the establishment of religious liberty. Now, he voted
against Lord Russell’s motion for the Repeal of the Test and
Corporation Act. Why? Because he was “a warm and zealous
friend to religious liberty”, and could, therefore, not allow
the Dissenters to be relieved from “imaginary grievances,
while real afflictions pressed upon the Catholics”. (House of
Commeons, Feb. 26, 1828.)

In proof of his zeal for religious liberty, he informs us of
his “regret to see the increasing numbers of the Dissenters.
It is my wish that the Established Church should be the pre-
dominant Church in this country”, and it is his wish “that
the Established Church should be fed at the expense of the
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misbelievers”. His jocose lordship accuses the rich Dissenters
of affording churches for the poor ones, while

“with the Church of England it is the poor alone who feel the want
of Church accommeodation.... It would be preposterous to say that

the poor ought to subscribe for churches out of their small earnings”.
(House of Commons, April 9, 1824.)

It would be, of course, more preposterous yet to say that
the rich members of the Established Church ought to sub-
scribe for the church out of their large earnings.

Let us look now at his exertions for Catholic Emancipa-
tion, one of his great “claims” on the gratitude of the Irish
people. I shall not dwell upon the circumstances that, having
declared himself for Catholic Emancipation, when a member
of the Canning Ministry, he entered, nevertheless, the
Wellington Ministry, avowedly hostile to that emancipation.
Perhaps Lord Palmerston considered religious liberty as one
of the Rights of Man, not to be intermeddled with by Legis-
lature. He may answer for himself,

“Although I wish the Catholic claims to be considered, I never will
admit those claims to stand upon the ground of right.... If I thought

the Catholics were asking for their right, I, for one, would not go into
the committee.” (House of Commons, March 1, 1813.)

And why is he opposed to their asking their right?

“Because the Legislature of a country has the right to impose such
political disabilities upon any class of the community, as it may deem
necessary for the safety and the welfare of the whole.... This belongs
to the fundamental principles on which civilised government is founded.”
(House of Commons, March 1, 1813.)

There you have the most cynic confession ever made, that
the mass of the people have no rights at all, but that they
may be allowed that amount of immunities, the Legislature
—or, in other words, the ruling class—may deem fit to grant
them. Accordingly, Lord Palmerston declared in plain words,
“Catholic Emancipation to be a measure of grace and
favour.” (House of Commons, Feb. 10, 1829.)

It was then entirely upon the ground of expediency that
he condescended to discontinue the Catholic disabilities. And
what was lurking behind this expediency?

Being himself one of the great Irish proprietors, he wanted
to entertain the delusion, that other remedies for Irish evils
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than Catholic Emancipation are impossible, that it would cure
absenteeism, and prove a substitute for Poor Laws. (House
of Commons, March 18, 1829.)

The great philanthropist, who afterwards cleared his Irish
estates of their Irish natives, could not allow Irish misery
to darken, even for a moment, with its inauspicious clouds,
the bright sky of the landlords and money-lords.”*

“It is true,” he said, “that the peasantry of Ireland do not enjoy
all the comforts which are enjoyed by all the peasantry of England”
(only think of all the comforts enjoyed by a family at the rate of 7s. a
week). Still, he continues, ‘“still, however, the Irish peasant has his
comforts. He is well supplied with fuel and is seldom” (only four days
out of six) “at a loss for food.”

What a comfort! But this is not all the comfort he has—
“he has a greater cheerfulness of mind than his English
fellow-sufferer!” (House of Commons, May 7, 1829.)

As to the extortions of Irish landlords, he deals with them
in as pleasant a way as with the comforts of the Irish peas-
antry.

It is said that the Irish landlord insists on the highest possible rent
that can be extorted. Why, Sir, I believe that is not a singular circum-

stance; certainly in England the landlord does the same thing. (House
of Commons, March 7, 1829.)

Are we then to be surprised that the man, so deeply
initiated in the mysteries of the “glories of the English
constitution”, and the “comforts of her free institutions”,
should aspire at spreading them all over the Continent?

Written by K. Marx
on October 4, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according
Daily Tribune No. 8902, to the text of The People’s
October 19, 1853 and Paper

in The People’s Paper No. 77,
October 22, 1853
Signed: Dr. Marx

* In _the version of this article which appeared in the New-York
Daily Tribune of October 19, 1853, Marx worded the end of the
sentence as follows: “the bright sky over the Parliament of landlords
and money-lords”.—Ed.
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THE LABOUR QUESTION

London, Friday, November 11, 1853

Golden Opportunities, and the
Use Made of Them, is the title of one of the most tragi-
comical effusions of the grave and profound Economist.10!
The “golden opportunities” were, of course, afforded by Free
Trade, and the “use” or rather “abuse” made of them refers
to the working classes.

“The working classes, for the first time, had their future in their
own hands! The population of the United Kingdom began actually to
diminish, the emigration carrying off more than its natural increase.
How have the working men used their opportunity? What have they
done? Just what they used to do formerly, on every recurrence of
temporary sunshine, married and multiplied as fast as possible. At this
rate of increase it will not be long before emigration is effectually
counterbalanced, and the golden opportunity thrown away.”

The golden opportunity of not marrying and nof multi-
plying, except at the orthodox rate allowed by Malthus and
his disciples! Golden morality this! But, till now, according
to the Economist itself, population has diminished, and has
not yet counterbalanced emigration. Over-population, then,
will not account for the disasters of the times.

“The next use the labouring classes should have made of their rare
occasion ought to have been to accumulate savings and become capital-

ists. In scarcely one instance do they seem to have risen, or begun to

rise, into the rank of capitalists. They have thrown away their oppor-
tunity.”
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The opportunity of becoming capitalists! At the same time
the Economist tells the working men that, after they had
at last obtained ten per cent on their former earnings, they
were able to pocket 16s. 6d. a week instead of 15s. Now, the
mean wages are too highly calculated at 15s. per week. But
never mind. How to become a capitalist out of 15 shillings
a week! That is a problem worthy of study. The working
men had the false idea that in order to ameliorate their situa-
tion they must try to ameliorate their incomes. “They have
struck,” says the Economist, “for more than would have
done them any service.” With 15 shillings a week they had
the very opportunity of becoming capitalists, but with 16s.
6d. this opportunity would be gone. On the one hand work-
ing men must keep hands scarce and capital abundant, in
order to be able to force on the capitalists a rise of wages.
But if capital turns out to be abundant and labour to be
scarce, they must by no means avail themselves of that power
for the acquisition of which they were to stop marrying and
multiplying. “They have lived more luxuriously.” Under the
Corn Laws, we are told by the same Economist, they were
but half fed, half clothed, and more or less starved. If they
were then to live at all, how could they contrive to live less
luxuriously than before? The tables of importation were
again and again unfolded by the Economist, to prove the
growing prosperity of the people and the soundness of the
business done. What was thus proclaimed as a test of the
unspeakable blessings of free trade, is now denounced as a
proof of the foolish extravagance of the working classes.
We remain, however, at a loss to understand how importa-
tion can go on increasing with a decreasing population and
2 declining consumption; how exportation can continue to
lse with diminishing importation, and how industry and

commerce can expand themselves with imports and exports
contracted.

“The third use made of the golden opportunity should have been
to procure the best possible education for themselves and their children,
80 as to fit themselves for the improvement in their circumstances, and
to learn how to turn it to the best account. Unhappily, we are obliged

to state that schools have seldom been so ill attended, or school fees
80 ill paid.”

4
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Is there anything marvellous in this fact? Brisk trade was
synonymous with enlarged factories, with increased applica-
tion of machinery, with more adult labourers being replaced
by women and children, with prolonged hours of work. The
more the mill was attended by the mother and the child, the
less could the school be frequented. And, after all, of what
sort of education would you have given the opportunity to
the parents and their children? The opportunity of learning
how to keep population at the pace described by Malthus,
says the Economist. Education, says Mr. Cobden, would show
the men that filthy, badly ventilated, overstocked lodgings,
are not the best means of conserving health and vigour. As
well might you save a man from starving by telling him
that the laws of Nature demand a perpetual supply of food
for the human body. Education, says the Daily News, would
have informed our working classes how to extract nutritive
substance out of dry bones—how to make tea cakes of starch,
and how to boil soup with devil’s dust.

If we sum up then the golden opportunities which have
thus been thrown away by the working classes, they consist
of the golden opportunity of not marrying, of the opportunity
of living less luxuriously, of not asking for higher wages, of
becoming capitalists at 15 shillings a week, and of learning
how to keep the body together with coarser food, and how
to degrade the soul with the pestiferous doctrines of
Malthus.

On Friday last Ernest Jones visited the town of Preston
to address the factory-hands locked out of the mills, on the
labour question. By the appointed time at least 15,000 per-
sons (The Preston Pilot!®? estimates the number at 12,000)
had assembled on the ground, and Mr. Jones, on proceeding
to the spot, was received with an enthusiastic welcome. I
give some extracts from his speech:

“Why have these struggles been? Why are they now? Why will
they return? Because the fountains of your life are sealed by the hand
of capital, that quaffs its golden goblet to the lees and gives the dregs
to you. Why are you locked out of life when you are locked out of the
factory? Because you have no other factory to go to—no other means
of working for your bread. What gives the capitalist this tremendous
power? That he holds all the means of employment.... The means of
work is, therefore, the hinge on which the future of the people turns....
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It is a mass movement of all trades, a national movement of the work-
ing classes, that can alone achieve a triumphant result.. . Sectionalise
and localise your struggle and you may fail—nationalise it and you are
sure to win.”103

Mr. George Cowell in very complimentary terms moved,
and Mr. John Matthews seconded, a vote of thanks to Ernest
Jones for his visit to Preston and the services he was render-
ing to the cause of labour.

Great exertions had been made on the part of the manu-
facturers to prevent Ernest Jones visiting the town; no hall
could be had for the purpose, and bills were accordingly
printed in Manchester convening an open-air meeting. The
report had been industriously circulated by some self-
interested parties, that Mr. Jones was going to oppose the
strike, and sow division among the men, and letters had been
sent that it would not be personally safe for him to visit
Preston.

‘Written by K. Marx
on November 11, 1853

Published in the New-York Printed according

Daily Tribune No. 3936, to the newspaper text
November 28, 1853
Signed: Karl Marx




KARL MARX

LETTER TO THE LABOUR PARLIAMENT!™

London, March 9, 1854
Dean Street 28, Soho

I regret deeply to be unable,
for the moment at least, to leave London, and thus to be
prevented from expressing verbally my feelings of pride and
gratitude on receiving the invitation to sit as Honorary
Delegate at the Labour Parliament. The mere assembling of
such a Parliament marks a new epoch in the history of the
world. The news of this great fact will arouse the hopes of
the working classes throughout Europe and America.

Great Britain, of all other countries, has seen developed
on the greatest scale, the despotism of Capital and the slavery
of Labour. In no other country have the intermediate stations
between the millionaire commanding whole industrial armies
and the wages-slave living only from hand to mouth so
gradually been swept away from the soil. There exist here
no longer, as in continental countries, large classes of peas-
ants and artisans almost equally dependent on their own
property and their own labour. A complete divorce of prop-
erty from labour has been effected in Great Britain. In no
other country, therefore, the war between the two classes
that constitute modern society has assumed so colossal dimen-
sions and features so distinct and palpable.

But it is precisely from these facts that the working classes
of Great Britain, before all others, are competent and called
for to act as leaders in the great movement that must finally
result in the absolute emancipation of Labour. Such they are
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from the conscious clearness of their position, the vast supe-
riority of their numbers, the disastrous struggles of their past,
and the moral strength of their present.

It is the working millions of Great Britain who first have
laid down the real basis of a new society—modern industry,
which transformed the destructive agencies of nature into
the productive power of man. The English working classes,
with invincible energies, by the sweat of their brows and
brains, have called to life the material means of ennobling
labour itself, and of multiplying its fruits to such a degree
as to make general abundance possible.

By creating the inexhaustible productive powers of modern
industry they have fulfilled the first condition of the eman-
cipation of Labour. They have now to realise its other con-
dition. They have to free those wealth-producing powers
from the infamous shackles of monopoly, and subject them
to the joint control of the producers, who, till now, allowed
the very products of their hands to turn against them and
be transformed into as many instruments of their own sub-
jugation.

The labouring classes have conquered nature; they have
now to conquer man. To succeed in this attempt they do not
want strength, but the organisation of their common strength,
organisation of the labouring classes on a national scale—
such, I suppose, is the great and glorious end aimed at by
the Labour Parliament.

If the Labour Parliament proves true to the idea that
called it to life, some future historian will have to record
that there existed in the year 1854 two Parliaments in
England, a Parliament at London, and a Parliament at
Manchester—a Parliament of the rich, and a Parliament of
the poor—but that men sat only in the Parliament of the men
and not in the Parliament of the masters.

Yours truly,
Karl Marx

‘Written on March 9, 1854

Published in The People’s Paper Printed according
No. 98, March 18, 1854 to the newspaper text
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THE ENGLISH MIDDLE CLASS

The present splendid brother-
hood of fiction-writers in England, whose graphic and
eloquent pages have issued to the world more political and
social truths than have been uttered by all the professional
politicians, publicists and moralists put together, have
described every section of the middle class from the “highly
genteel” annuitant and Fundholder who looks upon all sorts
of business as vulgar, to the little shopkeeper and lawyer’s
clerk. And how have Dickens and Thackeray, Miss Bronté
and Mrs. Gaskell painted them? As full of presumption,
affectation, petty tyranny and ignorance; and the civilised
world have confirmed their verdict with the damning epi-
gram that it has fixed to this class that “they are servile to
those above, and tyrannical to those beneath them”.

The cramped and narrow sphere in which they move is
to a certain degree due to the social system of which they
form a part. As the Russian nobility live uneasily betwixt
the oppression of the Czar above them and the dread of the
enslaved masses below them, so the English middle class
are hemmed in by the aristocracy on the one hand and the
working classes on the other. Since the peace of 1815, when-
ever the middle class have wished to take action against the
aristocracy, they have told the working classes that their
grievances were attributable to some aristocratic privilege
and monopoly. By this means the middle class roused the
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working classes to help them in 1832 when they wanted the
Reform Bill, and, having got a Reform Bill for themselves,
have ever since refused one to the working classes—nay, in
1848, actually stood arrayed against them armed with
special constable staves. Next, it was the repeal of the Corn
Laws that would be the panacea for the working classes.
Well, this was won from the aristocracy, but the “good time”
was not vet come, and last year, as if to take away the last
possibility of a similar policy for the future, the aristocracy
were compelled to accede to a tax on the succession to real
estate—a tax which the same aristocracy had selfishly
exempted themselves from in 1793, while they imposed it
on the succession to personal estate. With this rag of a
grievance vanished the last chance of gulling the working
classes into the belief that their hard lot was due solely to
aristocratic legislation. The eyes of the working classes are
now fully opened: they begin to cry: “Our St. Petersburg is
at Preston!” Indeed, the last eight months have seen a
strange spectacle in the town—a standing army of 14,000 men
and women subsidised by the trades unions and workshops
of all parts of the United Kingdom, to fight out a grand
social battle for mastery with the capitalists, and the capital-
ists of Preston, on their side, held up by the capitalists of
Lancashire.

Whatever other shapes this social struggle may hereafter
assume, we have seen only the beginning of it. It seems
destined to nationalise itself and present phases never before
seen in history; for it must be borne in mind that though
temporary defeat may await the working classes, great social
and economical laws are in operation which must even-
tually ensure their triumph. The same industrial wave which
has borne the middle class up against the aristocracy, is now
assisted as it is and will be by emigration bearing the work-
ing classes up against the middle classes. Just as the middle
class inflict blows upon the aristocracy, so will they receive
them from the working classes. It is the instinctive perception
of this fact that already fetters the action of that class against
the aristocracy. The recent political agitations of the work-
ing classes have taught the middle class to hate and fear
overt political movements. In their cant, “respectable men
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don’t join them, Sir”. The higher middle classes ape the
aristocracy in their modes of life, and endeavour to connect
themselves with it. The consequence is that the feudalism
of England will not perish beneath the scarcely perceptible
dissolving processes of the middle class; the honour of such
a victory is reserved for the working classes. When the time
shall be ripe for their recognised entry upon the stage of
political action, there will be within the lists three powerful
classes confronting each other—the first representing the
land; the second, money; the third, labour. And as the
second is triumphing over the first, so, in its turn, it must
vield before its successor in the field of political and social
conflict.

Published as a leading article Printed according
in the New-York Daily Tribune to the newspaper text
No. 4145, August 1, 1854
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THE BRITISH CONSTITUTION

London, March 2. While the
British Constitution was foundering in detail on every point
on which the war had put it to the test, the coalition cabinet
at home, the most constitutional of all the cabinets English
history has produced, fell apart. Forty thousand British
soldiers died on the shores of the Black Sea, victims of the
British Constitution! Officers, General Staff, commissariat,
the medical department, the transport services, the Admiral-
ty, the Horse Guards, the ordnance office, the army and the
navy—all collapsed and discredited themselves in the esteem
of the world; but all had the satisfaction of knowing that
they had done their duty in the eyes of the British Constitu-
tion! The Times came nearer the truth than it suspected,
when with reference to this general bankruptcy it declared:
“It is the British Constitution itself that is on trial.” It has
faced trial and has been found guilty.

But what is the British Constitution? Does its essence lie
in a representative system and a limitation of the power of
the executive? These features distinguish it neither from the
Constitution of the United States of North America nor from
the constitutions of the numerous British joint-stock com-
panies which know ‘“‘their business”. The British Constitution
is, in fact, merely an out-of-date, superannuated, obsolete
compromise between the bourgeoisie, who are not officially
but actually ruling in all decisive spheres of bourgeois society,
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and the landed aristocracy, who are governing officially.
Originally, after the “glorious” revolution of 1688, only
a section of the bourgeoisie, the financial aristocracy, was
included in the compromise. The Reform Bill of 1831 admit-
ted another section, the millocracy, as the English call them,
that is, the high dignitaries of the industrial bourgeoisie. The
history of legislation since 1831 is the history of concessions
made to the industrial bourgeoisie, ranging from the Poor
Law to the repeal of the Corn Laws, and from the repeal
of the Corn Laws to the death-duties on real estate.

If the bourgeoisie—even only the top layer of the middle
classes—has been generally recognised as the ruling class
in political respects, this has been done only on the condi-
tion that the entire administration in all details, even the
executive functions of legislative power, that is, the actual
legislation in both Houses of Parliament, should remain in
the hands of the landed aristocracy. In the 1830s the bour-
geoisie preferred the renewal of the compromise with the
landed aristocracy to a compromise with the mass of the
English people. The aristocracy, subjected to certain prin-
ciples laid down by the bourgeoisie, now ruled exclusively
in the Cabinet, in Parliament, in the Administration, in the
Army and the Navy; this one half, and relatively the most
important half, of the British nation is now compelled to sign
its own death sentence, and to admit in the eyes of the whole
world that it no longer has the ability to rule England. We
only need to consider the attempts to galvanise its corpse.
Cabinet upon cabinet is being formed only to dissolve itself
after a few weeks in office. The crisis is permanent, the
government only provisional. All political activity is sus-
pended, and everyone admits that he is only thinking of
how to lubricate the political machine sufficiently to prevent
it from coming to a complete halt. The House of Commons
no longer recognises itself in the cabinets created in its own
image.

In the midst of this general helplessness not only must
the war be waged, but an opponent more dangerous than
Tsar Nicholas himself must be fought. This opponent is the
trade and industrial crisis, which since last September has
been growing more intense and general every day. Its iron
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hand has immediately closed the mouth of those superficial
Free Trade apostles, who had been preaching for years that
after the repeal of the Corn Laws glutted markets and
social crises had been banned for ever to the realm of the
past. The glutted markets are here, and now no one shouts
more loudly about the lack of prudence which deterred the
factory owners from limiting production than these same
economists who only five months ago were preaching with
dogmatic infallibility that too much could never be produced.

The sickness expressed itself in chronic form already at
the time of the strike in Preston.195 Shortly after, the swamp-
ing of the American market brought an outbreak of the crisis
in the United States. India and China, although oversupplied
like California and Australia, continued to be outlet chan-
nels for over-production. Since the English factory owners
could no longer sell their goods on the home market without
reducing the prices, they resorted to the dangerous method
of sending their goods abroad on consignment, especially
to India, China, Australia and California. This expedient
made it possible for trade to go ahead for a while with less
disturbance than if the goods had been thrown upon the
market all at once. However, as soon as the goods arrived
at their destination, they immediately influenced prices there,
and towards the end of September the effect was felt here
in England.

The crisis then turned from a chronic into an acute one.
The first firms to collapse were the cotton printers, among
them old-established firms in and around Manchester. Next
in turn were the shipowners and the Australian and Califor-
nian merchants, then the Chinese firms and finally the Indian.
They all took their turn. Most of them suffered badly,
many had to suspend their business, and for none of these
branches of trade is the danger over. On the contrary, it is
steadily growing. The silk manufacturers were also stricken;
instantaneously their industry was reduced to almost nothing,
and the areas where their factories operate are afflicted with
the greatest misery. Now it is the turn of the cotton spinners
and the manufacturers. Some have already gone under and
even more will have to share their fate. We saw earlier on
that the fine-yarn mills are still only working short time

=
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and soon the coarse-yarn mills will have to resort to the
same course. A number of them are already working only a
few days in the week. How long can they hold out in this
manner?

A few months more, and the crisis in the manufacturing
districts will reach the 1842 level, if not surpass it. But as
soon as its effect is generally felt by the working classes, the
political movement, which among these classes has been
more or less drowsing for the past six years and has retained
only the cadres for new agitation, will begin again. The
conflict between the industrial proletariat and the bourgeoisie
will be resumed at the moment when the conflict between
the bourgeoisie and the aristocracy reaches its peak. Then
the mask will fall which has up till now hidden the true
features of Great Britain’s political face from countries
abroad. Meanwhile, only those who are unfamiliar with that
country’s wealth of human and material resources will doubt
that it will emerge victorious and rejuvenated from the im-
minent big crisis.

Written by K. Marx
on March 2, 1855

Published in Neue Oder-Zeitung Translated from the German
No. 109, March 6, 1855
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THE CRISIS IN ENGLAND

Of course, the most interesting
feature of the news from Europe by the Atlantic!% must be

the death of the Czar'®” and the influence of that event on
the pending complications. But important as may be the in-
telligence on this subject, or on other continental affairs, in
its interest for the thoughtful observer it can hardly surpass
the gradual indications and developments of that momentous
political crisis in which, without any will of their own, the
British nation are now involved at home. The last attempt
to maintain that antiquated compromise called the British
Constitution—a compromise between the class that rule offi-
cially and the class that rule non-officially—has signally
failed. The coalition ministry, the most constitutional of ali,
has not only broken down in England but the constitution
itself has broken down in detail at every point where it has
been tested by the war. Forty thousand British soldiers have
died on the shores of the Black Sea, victims to the British
Constitution. Officers, Staff, Commissariat, Medical Depart-
ment, Transport Service, Admiralty, Horse Guards, Ord-
nance, Army and Navy, all and every one have broken
down, have ruined themselves in the estimation of the world;
but all and every one have failed with the satisfaction of
knowing that they had but done their duty in the eyes of the
British Constitution, The London 7Times spoke more truly
than it knew, when it said, with respect to this universal
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failure, that it was the British Constitution itself which was
on its trial!

It has been tried, and found guilty. This British Con-
stitution, what is it but a superannuated compromise, by
which the general governing power is abandoned to some
sections of the middle class, on condition that the whole of
the real Government, the Executive in all its details, even
to the executive department of the legislative power—or
that is, the actual law-making in the two Houses of Parlia-
ment—is secured to the landed aristocracy? This aristocracy
which, subject to general principles laid down by the middle
class, rules supreme in the Cabinet, the Parliament, the
Administration, the Army and the Navy—this very impor-
tant half of the British Constitution has now been obliged
to sign its own death-warrant. It has been compelled to
confess its incapacity any longer to govern England. Ministry
after Ministry is formed, only to dissolve itself after a few
weeks’ reign. The crisis is permanent; the Government is but
provisional. All political action is suspended; nobody pro-
fesses to do more than to keep the political machine greased
well enough to prevent it from stopping. That pride of the
constitutional Englishman, the House of Commons itself, is
brought to a dead stand. It knows itself no longer, since it is
split up in numberless fractions, attempting all the arithmet-
ical combinations and variations, of which a given number
of units is capable. It can no longer recognise itself in the
various cabinets, which it makes in its own image, for no
other purpose than to unmake them again. The bankruptcy
is complete.

And not only has the war had to be carried on in the
midst of this national helplessness, which, breaking out like a
pestilence in the Crimea, has gradually seized all the branches
of the body politic, but there is an opponent to contend
with far more dangerous than Russia—an opponent more
than a match for all the Gladstones, Cardwells, Russells and
Palmerstons of past, present and future cabinets put together.
That opponent is the commercial and industrial crisis which,
since September last, has set in with a severity, a universal-
ity, and a violence, not to be mistaken. Its stern, iron hand
at once shut up the mouths of those shallow Free-Traders
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who for years had gone on preaching, that since the repeal
of the Corn Laws glutted markets were impossible. There
the glut is, with all its consequences, and in its most acute
form; and in view of it nobody is more eager to accuse the
improvidence of manufacturers, in not reducing production,
than those very economists, who told them only a few months
before that they never could produce too much. We long
since called attention to the existence of this disease in-a
chronic form. It has been aggravated, of course, by the late
difficulties in America, and the crisis that depressed our
trade. India and China, glutted though they were, continued
to be used as outlets—as also California and Australia.
When the English manufacturers could no longer sell their
goods at home, or would not do so rather than depress prices,
they resorted to the absurd expedient of consigning them
abroad, especially to India, China, Australia and California.
This expedient enabled trade to go on for a while with Iess
embarrassment than if the goods had been thrown at once
upon the home market; but when they arrived at their desti-
nations they produced embarrassment at once, and about the
end of September last the effect began to be felt in England.

Then the crisis exchanged its chronic form for an acute
one. The first houses that felt it were the calico printers; a
number of them, including very old established houses in
Manchester and that vicinity, broke down. Then came the
turn of the shipowners and the Australian and Californian
merchants; next came the China traders, and finally the
Indian houses. All of them have had their turn; most of them
losing severely, while many had to suspend; and for none
of them has the danger passed away. On the contrary it is
still increasing. The silk manufacturers were equally affect-
ed; their trade has been reduced to almost nothing, and the
localities where it is carried on have suffered, and still suffer,
the greatest distress. Then came the turn of the cotton-
spinners and manufacturers. Some of them had already suc-
cumbed at our last advices, and a great many more must do
s0. The spinners of fine yarns, as we also learn, had begun to
work only four days a week, and the coarse spinners would
shortly have to do the same. But how many of them will
be able to stand this for any length of time?
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A few months more and the crisis will be at a height which
it has not reached in England since 1846, perhaps not since
1842, When its effects begin to be fully felt among the work-
ing classes, then will that political movement begin again,
which has been dormant for six years. Then will the working
men of England rise anew, menacing the middle classes at
the very time that the middle classes are finally driving the
aristocracy from power. Then will the mask be torn off
which has hitherto hid the real political features of Great
Britain. Then will the two real contending parties in that
country stand face to face—the middle class and the work-
ing classes, the Bourgeoisie and the Proletariat—and Eng-
land will at last be compelled to share in the general social
evolutions of European society. When England entered into-
the French Alliance she finally abandoned that isolated
character which her insular position had created for her, but
which the commerce of the world, and the increasing facil-
ities for intercourse, had long since undermined. Henceforth
she can hardly help undergoing the great internal movements.
of the other European nations.

It is also a striking fact that the last moments of the British
Constitution are as prolific in evidences of a corrupt social
state as the last moments of Louis Philippe’s monarchy. We:
have before referred to the Parliamentary and Government
scandals, to the Stonor, the Sadleir, the Lawley scandals;
but, to crown all, came the Handcock and De Burgh revela-
tions, with Lord Clanricarde, a peer of the realm, as a prin-
cipal though indirect party to a most revolting deed. No
wonder that this should seem to complete the parallel, and
that people, on reading the damning details, should invol-
untarily exclaim “The Duc de Praslin! The Duc de Praslin!”
England has arrived at her 1847; who knows when and what
will be her 1848?

Written by K. Marx
on March 2, 1855

Published as a leading article Printed according
in the New-York Daily Tribune to the newspaper text
No. 4346, March 24, 1855
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A MEETING

London, 20th March. For
months the Morning Advertiser has been trying to initiate
a society called the “National and Constitutional Associa-
tion” for the purpose of agitating for the overthrow of the
oligarchic regime. After much preliminary work had been
done, many appeals made, subscriptions received, and so on,
a public meeting was finally called for last Friday at the
London Tavern.1% [t was to be the birthday of the new much
advertised Association. Long before the opening of the meet-
ing the great hall was packed with workers and, when the
self-elected leaders of the new movement finally appeared,
they actually had difficulty in finding room on the platform.
Mr. James Taylor, who had been appointed chairman, read
aloud letters from Mr. Layard, Sir de Lacy Evans, Mr.
Wakley, Sir James Duke, Sir John Shelley and others who
affirmed their sympathies for the aims of the Association but
at the same time on various pretexts declined the invitation to
attend in person. This was followed by the reading of an
“Address to the People”, in which a strong light was thrown
on the war being waged in the East and on the ministerial
crisis. Then came the declaration that there were

“practical men of every class, and especially of the middle class,
with all the attributes for governing the country”.

15*
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This gauche allusion to the particular claims of the middle ' t
class was received with loud hissing.

‘ “The chief aim of this Association,” it continued, “will be to destroy
' the aristocratical monopoly of power and place, which has proved fatal
1 to the best interests of the country. Among its collateral objects will be
included the abolition of secret diplomacy. The special mission of this
association will be to address itself to the constituencies of the United
Kingdom, warning and exhorting them to be careful into whose hands
they entrust the liberties and resources of the country, and to shrink
from bestowing their votes any longer on the mere nonentities of the
aristocracy and wealth and their nominees.”

Thereupon Mr. Beales rose and in a detailed speech tabled
the first motion.

“The pertlous state of public affairs, and the manifest hopelessness
of improvement under the present oligarchical system, which has usurped
the functions of government, monopolised place and privilege, and
brought disgrace and disaster upon the country, makes it incumbent on
the people to unite, in order to prevent a continuation of the existing
calamitous system.... That an Association be, therefore, now formed;
and be called the National and Constitutional Association.”

Mr. Nicholay, one of the intellectuals from Marylebone,
seconded the motion, and a Member of Parliament, A4psley
Pellatt, spoke in the same vein:

“The people will go about the task of reforming the government
with determination, temperance, steadiness and the resolution of
Cromwell Ironsides. Power to rectify every abuse lies in the hands of
the English electorate, if they are determined to send honest men to
Parliament gratis. But they could never expect to be honestly represented
whilst a man like Lord Ebrington from Marylebone is returned to Par-
liament at an expense of £ 5,000, while his unsuccessful rival had only
£ 3,000 to spend.”

Mr. Murrough, Member of Parliament, now stepped for-
ward, but after considerable opposition was compelled to
make room for George Harrison (a worker and Chartist
from Nottingham).

“This movement,” said Harrison, “is an attempt by the middle clas-
ses to gain control of the government, divide amongst themselves the
places and the pensions and establish a worse oligarchy than that now
in existence.”

Then he read aloud an amendment wherein he denounced
equally the landed and financial aristocracy as enemies of
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the people and proclaimed that the only way to regenerate
the nation was to introduce a People’s Charter with five
points: universal suffrage, vote by ballot, equal electoral
districts, annual Parliaments, no property qualifications.

Ernest Jones (head of the Chartists, who comes from a
high-ranking aristocratic family) seconded the amendment
and remarked in a similar vein:

“The people would destroy its own position, if it were to support
this movement of the middle classes to get into their own hands place
and power. On the platform there are undoubtedly many eager prime
ministers” (cheers), “many job hunters without office” (cheers). “The
people should not, however, ally themselves to the Brights and the
Cobdens and the moneyed interests. It is not the landed aristocracy, but
money-grabbing that has opposed a humane factory law, rejected the
Bill against stoppage of wages (deductions from the nominal wage). It
has prevented the passing of a good law of assembly and it is above all
the money and factory interests which have tried to hold down and
degrade the people. He for his part is ready at any moment to become
part of a movement, the purpose of which is to break the influence of
the Duke of Devonshire and others, but he does not wish to do so merely
to replace it with the influence of the dukes of factory dust and the
lords of the spindle.” (Cheers and laughter.) “It has been said that the
workers’ movement, the Chartists’ movement is dead. We must here
explain to the middle class reformers that the working class is sufficiently
alive to kill any movement. They would not allow the middle class to
move, in case it resolved not to accept the People’s Charter and its five
points in its programme. The middle class should not deceive itself.
Repetition of the old deceptions is out of the question.”

After some further discussion, the chairman, amidst con-
siderable commotion, attempted to dispose of the amendment
by saying that it was not an amendment. However, he soon
realised that he had to alter his decision. The amendment
was brought forward and went through with a majority of
at least ten to one, amidst loud shouts of approval and
waving of hats. After he had declared that the amendment
had been passed, the chairman, amidst loud laughter, con-
firmed that he still believed that the majority of those present
were for the founding of the “Constitutional and National
Union”. They would therefore go ahead with their organisa-
tion, and later on another appeal would be addressed to the
public, indicating, although indirectly, that in future, to
avoid opposition only people with membership cards would
be permitted to enter. The Chartists, in the best of moods,
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complimented the chairman with a vote of thanks and the
meeting was closed.

One cannot deny that logic was on the side of the Chart-
ists, even from the point of view of the publicly proclaimed
principles of the Association. The Association wishes to
overthrow the oligarchy by means of an appeal from the
ministry to Parliament. But what is the ministry? The minion
of the parliamentary majority. Or does the Association wish
to overthrow Parliament by means of an appeal to the voters?
But what is Parliament? The freely elected representative
of the voters. The only solution that remains is to increase
the number of voters. If one refuses to increase the electorate
to the dimensions of the people itself through acceptance of
the People’s Charter, then one is admitting to an attempt
to replace the old aristocracy with a new one. Faced with the
present oligarchy one would like to speak in the name of the
people, but at the same time avoid the people appearing in
person when one calls.

Weritten by K. Marx
on March 20, 1855

Published in Neue Oder-Zeitung Translated from the German
No. 141, March 24, 1855
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THE ASSOCIATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM.—
(PEOPLE'S CHARTER)

London, June 5. The Associa-
tion for Administrative Reform has gained a victory in Bath.
Its candidate, Mr. Tite, has been elected a Member of Par-
liament by a large majority against the Tory candidate. This
victory, won on the terrain of a “legal” country, is being
celebrated as a great event by today’s Liberal papers. Bul-
letins about the poll are being published with no less osten-
tation than those about the bloodless successes on the Sea of
Azov. Bath and Kerch! is the motto of the day. What the
press—pro-reform and anti-reform, Ministerial, Opposition,
Tory, Whig and Radical papers alike—says nothing about
is the defeats and disillusionments which the Association
for Administrative Reform has suffered in the last few days
in London, Birmingham and Worcester. To be sure, this
time the battle was not fought on the limited terrain of a
privileged electoral body. Nor were its results such as to
draw cries of triumph from the opponents of the City
reformers.

The first truly public meeting (i. e., one without admission
tickets) which the Reform Association held in London took
place in Marylebone last Wednesday. One of the Chartists
countered the resolutions of the City reformers by moving
the amendment

“that the money aristocracy represented by the City men is as bad as
the landed aristocracy; that, under the pretext of reform, it is merely
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striving to vote its way, on the shoulders of the people, into Downing
Street, and there to share offices, salaries and ranks with the oligarchs:

that the Charter with its five points is the only programme of the
people’s movement”.

The chairman of the meeting, one of the City illuminati,
voiced a number of doubts: first, whether he should put the
amendment to the vote at all, then, whether he should first
take a vote on the resolution or on the amendment, and
lastly, how he should take the vote. The audience, being
tired of his indecision, tactical considerations and unpleas-
ant manoeuvres, declared him incapable of presiding further,
called on Ernest Jones to replace him in the chair, and voted
by a vast majority against the resolution and for the amend-
ment.

In Birmingham, the City Association called a public meet-
ing in the Town Hall with the Mayor in the chair. The As-
sociation resolution was countered by an amendment similar
to that moved in London. The Mayor, however, flatly
refused to put the amendment to the vote unless the word
“Charter” was replaced by a less objectionable one. If not,
he would withdraw from the chair, he said. The word
“Charter” was therefore replaced by “universal suffrage and
voting by ballot”. Thus edited, the amendment was passed
by a majority of 10 votes. In Worcester, where the City
reformers called a public meeting, the victory of the Chart-
ists and the defeat of the Administrative Reformers were
even more complete. There the Charter was proclaimed
without more ado.

The very doubtful success of these large meetings in Lon-
don, Birmingham and Worcester decided the Administrative
Reformers to circulate in all the bigger and more populous
towns petitions to be signed by their partisans, rather than
to make public appeals to the vox populi. The City notables’
manifold links with the lords of commerce in the United
Kingdom, and the influence these gentlemen exert upon their
clerks, warehousemen and “minor” commercial friends will
no doubt enable them to fill the petitions with names very
quietly, behind the back of the public, and then to send them
to the “Honourable House” with the label, Uoice of the Peo-
ple of England. But they are mistaken if they think they can
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intimidate the Government with signatures collected by
wheedling, intrigue and stealth. The Government looked on
with ironical self-satisfaction at the Administrative Reform-
ers being hissed out of the theatrum mundi. Its organs are
silent for the time being, partly because they would other-
wise have to register the successes of Chartism, and partly
because the ruling class is already toying with the idea of
putting itself at the head of the “Administrative Reformers”
should the people’s movement become importunate. They
keep a “misunderstanding” in reserve should this danger set
in: ever again to regard the Administrative Reformers as
the spokesmen of the masses will be due to a “misunder-
standing”. Such misunderstandings constitute the capital
joke of England’s “historical” development, and no one is
more familiar with handling them than the free-thinking
Whigs.

The Charter is a very laconic document; besides the
demand for universal suffrage, it contains only the following
five points, and as many conditions for its exercise: 1) voting
through the ballot (box); 2) mo property qualifications for
Members of Parliament; 3) remuneration of Members of
Parliament; 4) yearly Parliaments; 5) equal constituencies.
After the experiments which destroyed faith in the universal
suffrage of 1848 in France,1 the continentals are prone to
underrate the importance and meaning of the English Char-
ter. They overlook the fact that two-thirds of French society
are peasants and over one-third townspeople, while in Eng-
land more than two-thirds live in the towns and less than
one-third in the countryside. In England the results of uni-
versal suffrage must thus be in the same inverse proportion
to its results in France as town and country are in the two
empires. This explains the diametrically opposite character
which the demand for universal suffrage has assumed in
France and England. In France it was a demand made by
political ideologues, one that every “educated” person could
share to a greater or lesser extent, depending on his convic-
tions. In England it forms the broad boundary between
aristocracy and bourgeoisie on the one hand, and the classes
of the people, on the other. There it is regarded as a polit-
ical question and here, as a social one. In England agitation
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for universal suffrage had gone through a period of historical
development before it became the catchword of the masses.
In France, it was first introduced and then started on its
historical path. In France it was the practice of universal
suffrage that failed, while in England it was its ideology. In
the early decades of this century, universal suffrage of Sir
Francis Burdett, Major Cartwright and Cobbett still had an
utterly indefinite idealistic character, which made it the pious
wish of all sections of the population that did not belong
directly to the ruling classes. For the bourgeoisie, it was
really no more than an eccentric, generalised expression of
what it had attained through the parliamentary reform of
1831. In England the demand for universal suffrage did not
assume its true, specific character even after 1838. Proof:
Hume and O’Connell were among those who signed the
Charter. In 1842 the last illusions were gone. At that time
Lovett made a last but futile attempt to formulate universal
suffrage as a common demand of the so-called Radicals and
the masses of the people.!® Since that day there has no
longer been any doubt as to the meaning of universal suffrage.
Nor as to its name. It is the Charter of the classes of the
people and implies the assumption of political power as a
means of meeting their social requirements. That is why
universal suffrage, a watchword of universal fraternisation
in the France of 1848, is taken as a war slogan in England.
There the immediate content of the revolution was universal
suffrage; here, the immediate content of universal suffrage
is the revolution. He who goes over the history of universal
suffrage in England will see that it casts off its idealistic
character as modern society with its endless contradictions
develops here, contradictions born of industrial progress.
Alongside the official and semi-official parties, as well as
alongside the Chartists, there is another clique of “wise
men” emerging in England, who are discontented with the
Government and the ruling classes as much as with the
Chartists, What do the Chartists want? they exclaim. They
want to increase and extend the omnipotence of Parliament
by elevating it to people’s power. They are not breaking up
parliamentarism but are raising it to a higher power. The
right thing to do is to break up the representative system!
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A wise man from the East, David Urquhart, heads that
clique. He wants to revert to England’s common law. He
wants to squeeze Statute Law back into its bounds. He wants
to localise rather than centralise. He wants to dig up again
from the rubbish “the true old legal sources of Anglo-Saxon
times”. Then they will gush forth of themselves and will
water and fertilise the surrounding country. But David is at
least consistent. He also wants to return modern division of
labour and concentration of capital to the old Anglo-Saxon
or, better still, to the Oriental state. A Highlander by birth,
Circassian by naturalisation and Turk by free choice, he is
capable of condemning civilisation with all its evils, and
from time to time even of passing judgement on it himself.
But he is not insipid like the sublime ones who separate
modern forms of the state from modern society, and who
indulge in wishful thinking about local autonomy combined
with concentration of capital, and about individualisation
combined with the anti-individualising division of labour.
David is a prophet facing backwards, and fascinated like an
antiquarian by the vista of old England. He should therefore
think it normal for new England to pass him by and leave
him standing where he is, however urgent and deeply con-
vinced he may be in exclaiming: “David Urqubart is the
only man who can save you!” Which is what he did but a
few days ago, at a meeting in Stafford.

Written by K. Marx
on June 5, 1855

Published in Neue Oder-Zeitung Translated from the German
No. 261, June 8, 1855
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ANTI-CHURCH MOVEMENT.~—
(DEMONSTRATION IN HYDE PARK]

London, June 25. It is an old
and historically established maxim that obsolete social forces,
nominally still in possession of all the attributes of power and
continuing to vegetate long after the basis of their existence
has rotted away, inasmuch as the heirs are quarrelling among
themselves over the inheritance even before the obituary
notice has been printed and the testament read—that these
forces once more summon all their strength before their agony
of death, pass from the defensive to the offensive, challenge
instead of giving way, and seek to draw the most extreme
conclusions from premises which have not only been put in
question but already condemned. Such is today the English
oligarchy. Such is the Church, its twin sister. Countless
attempts at reorganisation have been made within the Estab-
lished Church, both the High and the Low, attempts to come
to an understanding with the Dissenters and thus to set up
a compact force to oppose the profane mass of the nation.
There has been a rapid succession of measures of religious
coercion. The pious Earl of Shaftesbury, formerly known as
Lord Ashley, bewailed the fact in the House of Lords that
in England alone five million had become wholly alienated
not only from the Church but from Christianity altogether.
“Compelle intrare,”* replies the Established Church. It leaves

13

* Initial Latin words of the biblical phrase:
come in, that my house may be filled.”—Ed.

...compel them to
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it to Lord Ashley and similar dissenting, sectarian and
hysterical pietists to pull the chestnuts out of the fire for it.

The first measure of religious coercion was the Beer Bill,
which shut down all places of public entertainment on Sun-
days, except between 6 and 10 p. m. This bill was smuggled
through the House at the end of a sparsely attended sitting,
after the pietists had bought the support of the big public-
house owners of London by guaranteeing them that the
license system would continue, that is, that big capital would
retain its monopoly. Then came the Sunday Trading Bill,
which has now passed on its third reading in the Commons
and separate clauses of which have just been debated in the
Committee of the whole House.11t This new coercive measure
too was ensured the vote of big capital, because only small
shopkeepers keep open on Sunday and the proprietors of the
big shops are quite willing to do away with the Sunday com-
petition of the small fry by parliamentary means. In both
cases there is a conspiracy of the Church with monopoly
capital, but in both cases there are religious penal laws
against the lower classes to set the conscience of the privi-
leged classes at rest. The Beer Bill was as far from hitting
the aristocratic clubs as the Sunday Trading Bill is from
hitting the Sunday occupations of genteel society. The work-
ers get their wages late on Saturday; they are the only ones
for whom shops open on Sundays. They are the only ones
compelled to make their purchases, small as they are, on
Sundays. The new bill is therefore directed against them
alone. In the eighteenth century the French aristocracy said:
For us, Voltaire; for the people, the mass and the tithes. In
the nineteenth century the English aristocracy says: For us,
pious phrases; for the people, Christian practice. The
classical saint of Christianity mortified his body for the salva-
tion of the souls of the masses; the modern, educated saint
mortifies the bodies of the masses for the salvation of his
own soul.

This alliance of a dissipated, degenerating and pleasure-
seeking aristocracy with a church propped up by the filthy
profits calculated upon by the big brewers and monopolising
wholesalers was the occasion yesterday of a mass demon-
stration in Hyde Park, the like of which London has not seen
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since the death of George IV, ‘“the first gentleman of
Europe”. We were spectators from beginning to end and do
not think we are exaggerating in saying that the English
Revolution began yesterday in Hyde Park. The latest news
from the Crimea acted as an effective ferment upon this
“unparliamentary”, “extraparliamentary”, and “anti-parlia-
mentary” demonstration.

Lord Robert Grosvenor, who fathered the Sunday Trading
Bill, when reproached on the score of this measure being
directed solely against the poor and not against the rich

classes, retorted that

“the aristocracy was largely refraining from employing its servants
and horses on Sundays”.

The last few days of the past week the following poster,
put out by the Chartists and affixed to all the walls of
London, announced in huge letters:

“New Sunday Bill prohibiting newspapers, shaving, smoking, eating
and drinking and all kinds of recreation and nourishment, both corporal
and spiritual, which the poor people still enjoy at the present time. An
open-air meeting of artisans, workers and ‘the lower orders’ generally
of the capital will take place in Hyde Park on Sunday afternoon to see
how religiously the aristocracy is observing the Sabbath and how anxious
it is not to employ its servants and horses on that day, as Lord Robert
Grosvenor said in his speech. The meeting is called for three o’clock on
the right bank of the Serpentine [a small river in Hyde Park], on the
side towards Kensington Gardens. Come and bring your wives and
children in order that they may profit by the example their ‘betters’ set
them!”

It should be borne in mind, of course, that what Long-
champs* means to the Parisians, the road along the Serpen-
tine in Hyde Park means to English high society—the place
where of an afternoon, particularly on Sunday, they parade
their magnificent horses and carriages with all their trap-
pings, followed by swarms of lackeys. It will be realised fronx
the above placard that the struggle against clericalism
assumes the same character in England as every other serious
struggle there—the character of a class struggle waged by
the poor against the rich, the people against the aristocracy,
the “lower orders” against their “betters”.

* A hippodrome on the outskirts of Paris.—Ed.
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At 3 o’clock approximately 50,000 people had gathered
at the spot announced on the right bank of the Serpentine
in Hyde Park’s immense meadows. Gradually the assembled
multitude swelled to a total of at least 200,000 due to addi-
tions from the other bank. Milling groups of people could
be seen shoved about from place to place. The police, who
were present in force, were obviously endeavouring to
deprive the organisers of the meeting of what Archimedes
had asked for to move the earth, namely, a place to stand
upon. Finally a rather large crowd made a firm stand and
Bligh the Chartist constituted himself chairman on a small
eminence in the midst of the throng. No sooner had he begun
his harangue than Police Inspector Banks at the head of 40
truncheon-swinging constables explained to him that the
Park was the private property of the Crown and that no
meeting might be held in it. After some pourparlers in which
Bligh sought to demonstrate to him that parks were public
property and in which Banks rejoined he had strict orders
to arrest him if he should insist on carrying out his inten-
tion. Bligh shouted amidst the bellowing of the masses sur-
rounding him:

“Her Majesty’s police declare that Hyde Park is private property
of the Crown and that Her Majesty is unwilling to let her land be used
by the people for their meetings. So let’s move to Oxford Market.”

With the ironical cry: “God save the Queen!” the throng
broke up to journey to Oxford Market. But meanwhile Fin-
len, a member of the Chartist Executive,11? rushed to a tree
some distance away followed by a crowd who in a twinkle
formed so close and compact a circle around him that the
police abandoned their attempt to get at him.

“Six days a week,” he said, “we are treated like slaves and now
Parliament wants to rob us of the bit of freedom we still have on the
seventh. These oligarchs and capitalists allied with sanctimonious parsons

wish to do penance by mortifying us instead of themselves for the
unconscionable murder in the Crimea of the sons of the people.”

We left this group to approach another where a speaker
stretched out on the ground addressed his audience from this
horizontal position. Suddenly shouts could be heard on all
sides: “Let’s go to the road, to the carriages!” The heaping
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of insults upon horse riders and occupants of carriages had
meanwhile already begun. The constables, who constantly
received reinforcements from the city, drove the promenad-
ing pedestrians off the carriage road. They thus helped to
bring it about that either side of it was lined deep with peo-
ple, from Apsley House up Rotten-Row along the Serpentine
as far as Kensington Gardens—a distance of more than a
quarter of an hour. The spectators consisted of about two-
thirds workers and one-third members of the middle class,
all with women and children. The procession of elegant
ladies and gentlemen, “commoners and Lords”, in their high
coaches-and-four with liveried lackeys in front and behind,
joined, to be sure, by a few mounted venerables slightly
under the weather from the effects of wine, did not this time
pass by in review but played the role of involuntary actors
who were made to run the gauntlet. A Babel of jeering,
taunting, discordant ejaculations, in which no language is
as rich as English, soon bore down upon them from both
sides. As it was an improvised concert, instruments were
lacking. The chorus therefore had only its own organs at its
disposal and was compelled to confine itself to vocal music.
And what a devils’ concert it was: a cacophony of grunting,
hissing, whistling, squeaking, snarling, growling, croaking,
shrieking, groaning, rattling, howling, gnashing sounds! A
music that could drive one mad and move a stone. To this
must be added outbursts of genuine old-English humour
peculiarly mixed with long-contained seething wrath. “Go
to church!” were the only articulate sounds that could be
distinguished. One lady soothingly offered a prayer book in
orthodox binding from her carriage in her outstretched hand.
“Give it to your horses to read!” came the thundering reply,
echoing a thousand voices. When the horses started to shy,
rear, buck and finally run away, jeopardising the lives of
their genteel burdens, the contemptuous din grew louder,
more menacing, more ruthless. Noble lords and ladies, among
them Lady Granville, the wife of a minister who presided
over the Privy Council, were forced to alight and use their
own legs. When elderly gentlemen rode past wearing broad-
brimmed hats and otherwise so apparelled as to betray their
special claim to perfectitude in matters of belief, the strident
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outbursts of fury were extinguished, as if in obedience to a
command, by inextinguishable laughter. One of these gen-
tlemen lost his patience. Like Mephistopheles he made an
impolite gesture, sticking out his tongue at the enemy. “He
is a windbag, a parliamentary man! He fights with his own
weapons!” someone shouted on one side of the road. “He
is a psalm-singing saint!” was the anti-strophe from the op-
posite side. Meanwhile the metropolitan electric telegraph
had informed all police stations that a riot was about to
break out in Hyde Park and the police were ordered to the
theatre of military operations. Soon one detachment after
another marched at short intervals through the double file
of people, from Apsley House to Kensington Gardens, each
received with the popular ditty:

“Where are gone the geese?
Ask the police!”

This was a hint at a notorious theft of geese recently com-
mitted by a constable in Clerkenwell.

The spectacle lasted three hours. Only English lungs could
perform such a feat. During the performance opinions such
as “This is only the beginning!” “That is the first step!” “We
hate them!” and the like were voiced by the various groups.
While rage was inscribed on the faces of the workers, such
smiles of blissful self-satisfaction covered the physiognomies
of the middle classes as we had never seen there before.
Shortly before the end the demonstration increased in
violence. Canes were raised in menace of the carriages and
through the welter of discordant noises could be heard the
cry of “you rascals!” During the three hours zealous Chart-
ists, men and women, ploughed their way through the throng
distributing leaflets which stated in big type:

“Reorganisation of Chartism!

“A big public meeting will take place next Tuesday, June 26th,
in the Literary and Scientific Institute in Friar Street, Doctors’ Commons,
to elect delegates to a conference for the reorganisation of Chartism in
the capital. Admission free.”

Most of the London papers carry today only a brief
account of the events in Hyde Park. No leading articles as

16—1296
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yet, except in Lord Palmerston’s Morning Post. It claims
that

“a spectacle both disgraceful and dangerous in the extreme has taken
place in Hyde Park, an open violation of law and decency—an illegal
interference by physical force in the free action of the Legislature”. It
urges that “this scene must not be allowed to be repeated the following
Sunday, as was threatened”.

At the same time, however, it declares that the “fanatical”
Lord Grosvenor is solely “responsible” for this mischief,
being the man who provoked the “just indignation of the
people!” As if Parliament had not adopted Lord Grosvenor’s
bill in three readings! or perhaps he too brought his influence
to bear “by physical force on the free action of the Legis-
lature”?

Weritten by K. Marx
on June 25, 1855

Published in Neuwe Oder-Zeitung Translated from the German
No. 295, June 28, 1855
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LORD JOHN RUSSELL

London, July 25, 1855

Lord John Russell was fond of
quoting an old Whig axiom that parties were like snails, for
with them it is the tail that moves the head. He hardly could
have surmised that to save itself the tail will strike off the
head. If not the head of the “last of the Whig cabinets”, he
was indisputably the head of the Whig party. Burke said
once that

the number of estates, country-houses, castles, forest lands and the like
which the Russells had wrested away from the English people was
“quite incredible” 13

Still more incredible would be the great repute in which
Lord John Russell has been held and the prominent role
which he has ventured to play for over a quarter of a
century if the “number of estates” which his family has
usurped did not furnish the clue to the puzzle.

Lord John seems to have<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>