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Preface to the American Edition

The Labor Movement in America

Ten months have elapsed since, at the translator’s wish, I wrote the Appendix' to this book; and
during these ten months, a revolution has been accomplished in American society such as, in any
other country, would have taken at least ten years. In February 1885, American public opinion
was almost unanimous on this one point; that there was no working class, in the European sense
of the word, in America; that consequently no class struggle between workmen and capitalists,
such as tore European society to pieces, was possible in the American Republic; and that,
therefore, Socialism was a thing of foreign importation which could never take root on American
soil.> And yet, at that moment, the coming class struggle was casting its gigantic shadow before it
in the strikes of the Pennsylvania coal-miners, and of many other trades, and especially in the
preparations, all over the country, for the great Eight Hours’ movement which was to come off,
and did come off, in the May following. That I then duly appreciated these symptoms, that I
anticipated a working-class movement on a national scale, my”Appendix” shows; but no one
could then foresee that in such a short time the movement would burst out with such irresistible
force, would spread with the rapidity of a prairie-fire, would shake American society to its very
foundations.

The fact is there, stubborn and indisputable. To what an extent it had struck with terror the
American ruling classes, was revealed to me, in an amusing way, by American journalists who
did me the honor of calling on me last summer; the”new departure” had put them into a state of
helpless fright and perplexity. But at that time the movement was only just on the start; there was
but a series of confused and apparently disconnected upheavals of that class which, by the
suppression of negro slavery and the rapid development of manufactures, had become the lowest
stratum of American society. Before the year closed, these bewildering social convulsions began
to take a definite direction. The spontaneous, instinctive movements of these vast masses of
working people, over a vast extent of country, the simultaneous outburst of their common
discontent with a miserable social condition, the same everywhere and due .to the same causes,
made them conscious of the fact, that they formed a new and distinct class of American society; a
class of — practically speaking — more or less hereditary wage-workers, proletarians. And with
true American instinct this consciousness led them at once to take the next step towards their
deliverance: the formation of a political working-men’s party, with a platform of its own, and
with the conquest of the Capitol and the White House for its goal. In May the struggle for the
Eight Hours’ working-day, the troubles in Chicago, Milwaukee, etc., the attempts of the ruling
class to crush the nascent uprising of Labor by brute force and brutal class-justice; in November
the new Labor Party organized in all great centres, and the New York, Chicago and Milwaukee
elections. May and November have hitherto reminded the American bourgeoisie only of the
payment of coupons of U.S. bonds; henceforth May and November will remind them, too, of the
dates on which the American working-class presented their coupons for payment.

In European countries, it took the working class years and years before they fully realized the fact
that they formed a distinct and, under the existing social conditions, a permanent class of modern
society; and it took years again until this class consciousness led them to form themselves into a
distinct political party, independent of, and opposed to, all the old political parties formed by the
various sections of the ruling classes. On the more favored soil of America, where no medigval



ruins bar the way, where history begins with the elements of modern bourgeois society as evolved
in the seventeenth century, the working class passed through these two stages of its development
within ten months.,

Still, all this is but a beginning. That the laboring masses should feel their community of
grievances and of interests, their solidarity as a class in opposition to all other classes; that in
order to give expression and effect to this feeling, they should set in motion the political
machinery provided for that purpose in every free country — that is the first step only. The next
step is to find the common remedy for these common grievances, and to embody it in the
platform of the new Labor Party. And this — the most important and the most difficult step in the
movement — has yet to be taken in America.

A new party must have a distinct positive platform; a platform which may vary in details as
circumstances vary and as the party itself develops, but still one upon which the party, for the
time being, is agreed. So long as such a platform has not been worked out, or exists but in a
rudimentary form, so long the new party, too, will have but a rudimentary existence; it may exist
locally but not. yet nationally, it will be a party potentially but not actually.

That platform, whatever may be its first shape, must develop in a direction which may be
determined beforehand. The causes that brought into existence the abyss between the working
class and the capitalist class are the same in America as in Europe; the means of filling up that
abyss are equally the same everywhere. Consequently, the platform of the American proletariat
will in the long run coincide, as to the ultimate end to be attained, with the one which, after sixty
years of dissensions and discussions, has become the adopted platform of the great mass of the
European militant proletariat. It will proclaim, as the ultimate end, the conquest of political
supremacy by the working class, in order to effect the direct appropriation of all means of
production — land, railways, mines, machinery, etc. — by society at large, to be worked in
common by all for the account and benefit of all.

But if the new American party, like all political parties everywhere, by the very fact of its
formation aspires to the conquest of political power, it is as yet far from agreed upon what to do
with that power when once attained. In New York and the other great cities of the East, the
organization of the working class has proceeded upon the lines of Trades’ Societies, forming in
each city a powerful Central Labor Union. In New York the Central Labor Union, last November,
chose for its standard-bearer Henry George, and consequently its temporary electoral platform
has been largely imbued with his principles. In the great cities of the North-West the electoral
battle was fought upon a rather indefinite labor platform, and the influence of Henry George’s
theories was scarcely, if at all, visible. And while in these great centres of population and of
industry the new class movement came to a political head, we find all over the country two wide-
spread labor organizations: the”Knights of Labor” and the”Socialist Labor Party,” of which only
the latter has a platform in harmony with the modern European standpoint as summarized above.

Of the three more or less definite forms under which the American labor movement thus presents
itself, the first, the Henry George movement in New York, is for the moment of a chiefly local
significance. No doubt New York is by far the most important city of the States; but New York is
not Paris and the United States are not France. And it seems to me that the Henry George
platform, in its present shape, is too narrow to form the basis for anything but a local movement,
or at best for a short-lived phase of the general movement. To Henry George, the expropriation of
the mass of the people from the land is the great and universal cause of the splitting up of the
people into Rich and Poor. Now this is not quite correct historically. In Asiatic and classical
antiquity, the predominant form of class oppression was slavery, that is to say, not so much the
expropriation of the masses from the land as the appropriation of their persons. When, in the
decline of the Roman Republic, the free Italian peasants were expropriated from their farms, they



formed a class of”’poor whites” similar to that of the Southern Slave States before 1861; and
between slaves and poor whites, two classes equally unfit for self-emancipation, the old world
went to pieces. In the middle ages, it was not the expropriation of the people from, but on the
contrary, their appropriation to the land which became the source of feudal oppression. The
peasant retained his land, but was attached to it as a serf or villein, and made liable to tribute to
the lord in labor and in produce. It was only at the dawn of modern times, towards the end of the
fifteenth century, that the expropriation of the peasantry on a large scale laid the foundation .for
the modern class of wage-workers who possess nothing but their labor-power and can live only
by the selling of that labor-power to others. But if the expropriation from the land brought this
class into existence, it was the development of capitalist production, of modern industry and
agriculture on a large scale which perpetuated it, increased it, and shaped it into a distinct class
with distinct interests and a distinct historical mission. All this has been fully expounded by Marx
(“Capital,” Part VIII:”The So-Called Primitive Accumulation”). According to Marx, the cause of
the present antagonism of the classes and of the social degradation of the working class is their
expropriation from all means of production, in which the land is of course included.

If Henry George declares land-monopolization to be the sole cause of poverty and misery, he
naturally finds the remedy in the resumption of the land by society at large. Now, the Socialists of
the school of Marx, too, demand the resumption, by society, of the land, and not only of the land
but of all other means of production likewise. But even if we leave these out of the question, there
is another difference. What is to be done with the land? Modern Socialists, as represented by
Marx, demand that it should be held and worked in common and for common account, and the
same with all other means of social production, mines, railways, factories, etc.; Henry George
would confine himself to letting it out to individuals as at present, merely regulating its
distribution and applying the rents for public, instead of, as at present, for private purposes. What
the Socialists demand, implies a total revolution of the whole system of social production; what
Henry George demands, leaves the present mode of social production untouched, and has, in fact,
been anticipated by the extreme section of Ricardian bourgeois economists who, too, demanded
the confiscation of the rent of land by the State.

It would of course be unfair to suppose that Henry George has said his last word once for all. But
I am bound to take his theory as I find it.

The second great section of the American movement is formed by the Knights of Labor.? And
that seems to be the section most typical of the present state of the movement, as it is undoubtedly
by far the strongest. An immense association spread over an immense extent of country in
innumerable”assemblies,” representing all shades of individual and local opinion within the
working class; the whole of them sheltered under a platform of corresponding indistinctness and
held together much less by their impracticable constitution than by the instinctive feeling that the
very fact of their clubbing together for their common aspiration makes them a great power in the
country; a truly American paradox clothing the most modern tendencies in the most mediaeval
mummeries, and hiding the most democratic and even rebellious spirit behind an apparent, but
really powerless despotism — such is the picture the Knights of Labor offer to a European
observer. But if we are not arrested by mere outside whimsicalities, we cannot help seeing in this
vast agglomeration an immense amount of potential energy evolving slowly but surely into actual
force. The Knights of Labor are the first national organization created by the American working
class as a whole; whatever be their origin and history, whatever their shortcomings and little
absurdities, whatever their platform and their constitution, here they are, the work of practically
the whole class of American wage-workers, the only national bond that holds them together, that
makes their strength felt to themselves not less than to their enemies, and that fills them with the
proud hope of future victories. For it would not be exact to say, that the Knights of Labor are
liable to development. They are constantly in full process of development and revolution; a



heaving, fermenting mass of plastic material seeking the shape and form appropriate to its
inherent nature. That form will be attained as surely as historical evolution has, like natural
evolution, its own immanent laws. Whether the Knights of Labor will then retain their present
name or not, makes no difference, but to an outsider it appears evident that here is the raw
material out of which the future of the American working-class movement, and along with it, the
future of American society at large, has to be shaped.

The third section consists of the Socialist Labor Party.* This section is a party but in name, for
nowhere in America has it, up to now, been able actually to take its stand as a political party. It is,
moreover, to a certain extent foreign to America, having until lately been made up almost
exclusively by German immigrants, using their own language and for the most part, conversant
with the common language of the country. But if it came from a foreign stock, it came, at the
same time, armed with the experience earned during long years of class struggle in Europe, and
with an insight into the general conditions of working-class emancipation, far superior to that
hitherto gained by American working-men. This is a fortunate circumstance for the American
proletarians who thus are enabled to appropriate, and to take advantage of, the intellectual and
moral fruits of the forty years’ struggle of their European classmates, and thus to hasten on the
time of their own victory. For, as | said before, there cannot be any doubt that the ultimate
platform of the American working class must and will be essentially the same as that now
adopted by the whole militant working class of Europe, the same as that of the German-American
Socialist Labor Party. In so far this party is called upon to play a very important part in the
movement. But in order to do so they will have to doff every remnant of their foreign garb. They
will have to become out and out American. They cannot expect the Americans to come to them;
they, the minority and the immigrants, must go to the Americans, who are the vast majority and
the natives. And to do that, they must above all things learn English.

The process of fusing together these various elements of the vast moving mass — elements not
really discordant, but indeed mutually isolated by their various starting-points — will take some
time and will not come off without a deal of friction, such as is visible at different points even
now. The Knights of Labor, for instance, are here and there, in the Eastern cities, locally at war
with the organized Trades Unions. But then this same friction exists within the Knights of Labor
themselves, where there is anything but peace and harmony. These are not symptoms of decay,
for capitalists to crow over. They are merely signs that the innumerable hosts of workers, for the
first time set in motion in a common direction, have as yet found out neither the adequate
expression for their common interests, nor the form of organization best adapted to the struggle,
nor the discipline required to insure victory. They are as yet the first levies en masse of the great
revolutionary war, raised and equipped locally and independently, all converging to form one
common army, but as yet without regular organization and common plan of campaign. The
converging columns cross each other here and there: confusion, angry disputes, even threats of
conflict arise. But the community of ultimate purpose in the end overcomes all minor troubles;
ere long the straggling and squabbling battalions will be formed in a long line of battle array,
presenting to the enemy a well-ordered front, ominously silent under their glittering arms,
supported by bold skirmishers in front and by unshakeable reserves in the rear.

To bring about this result, the unification of the various independent bodies into one national
Labor Army, with no matter how inadequate a provisional platform, provided it be a truly
working-class platform — that is the next great step to be accomplished in America. To effect this,
and to make that platform worthy of the cause, the Socialist Labor Party can contribute a great
deal, if they will only act in the same way as the European Socialists have acted at the time when
they were but a small minority of the working class. That line of action was first laid down in
the”Communist Manifesto” of 1847 in the following words:



“The Communists” — that was the name
we took at the time and which even now
we are far from repudiating —"the
Communists do not form a separate
party opposed to other working-class

parties.

“They have no interests separate and
apart from the interests of the whole

working class.

“They do not set up any sectarian
principles of their own, by which to
shape and model the proletarian

movement.

“The Communists are distinguished
from the other working-class parties by
this only: 1. In the national struggles of
the proletarians of the different countries
they point out, and bring to the front, the
common interests of the whole
proletariat, interests independent of all
nationality; 2. In the various stages of
development which the struggle of the
working class against the capitalist class
has to pass through, they always and
everywhere represent the interests of the

movement as a whole.

“The Communists, therefore, are on the
one hand, practically the most advanced
and resolute section of the working-class
parties of all countries, that section
which ever pushes forward all others; on
the other hand, theoretically, they have,
over the great mass of the proletarians,

the advantage of clearly understanding



the line of march, the conditions, and the
ultimate general results of the proletarian

movement.

“Thus they fight for the attainment of the
immediate ends, for the enforcement of
the momentary interests of the working
class; but in the movement of the
present, they represent and take care of

the future of the movement.”

That is the line of action which the great founder of Modern Socialism, Karl Marx, and with him,
I and the Socialists of all nations who worked along with us, have followed for more than forty
years, with the result that it has led to victory everywhere, and that at this moment the mass of
European Socialists, in Germany and in France, in Belgium, Holland and Switzerland, in
Denmark and Sweden as well as in Spain and Portugal, are fighting as one common army under
one and the same flag.



Preface to the English Edition

The book, an English translation of which is here republished, was first issued in Germany in
1845. The author, at that time, was young, twenty-four years of age, and his production bears the
stamp of his youth with its good and its faulty features, of neither of which he feels ashamed. It
was translated into English, in 1885, by an American lady, Mrs. F. Kelley Wischnewetzky, and
published in the following year in New York. The American edition being as good as exhausted,
and having never been extensively circulated on this side of the Atlantic, the present English
copyright edition is brought out with the full consent of all parties interested.

For the American edition, a new Preface and an Appendix were written in English by the author.
The first had little to do with the book itself; it discussed the American Working-Class Movement
of the day, and is, therefore, here omitted as irrelevant; the second — the original preface — is
largely made use of in the present introductory remarks.

The state of things described in this book belongs to-day, in many respects, to the past, as far as
England is concerned. Though not expressly stated in our recognised treatises, it is still a law of
modern Political Economy that the larger the scale on which capitalistic production is carried on,
the less can it support the petty devices of swindling and pilfering which characterise its early
stages. The pettifogging business tricks of the Polish Jew, the representative in Europe of
commerce in its lowest stage, those tricks that serve him so well in his own country, and are
generally practised there, he finds to be out of date and out of place when he comes to Hamburg
or Berlin; and, again, the commission agent who hails from Berlin or Hamburg, Jew or Christian,
after frequenting the Manchester Exchange for a few months, finds out that in order to buy cotton
yarn or cloth cheap, he, too, had better drop those slightly more refined but still miserable wiles
and subterfuges which are considered the acme of cleverness in his native country. The fact is,
those tricks do not pay any longer in a large market, where time is money, and where a certain
standard of commercial morality is unavoidably developed, purely as a means of saving time and
trouble. And it is the same with the relation between the manufacturer and his”hands.”

The revival of trade, after the crisis of 1847, was the dawn of a new industrial epoch. The repeal
of the Corn Laws® and the financial reforms subsequent thereon gave to English industry and
commerce all the elbow-room they had asked for. The discovery of the Californian and
Australian gold-fields followed in rapid succession. The colonial markets developed at an
increasing rate their capacity for absorbing English manufactured goods. In India millions of
hand-weavers were finally crushed out by the Lancashire power-loom. China was more and more
being opened up. Above all, the United States — then, commercially speaking, a mere colonial
market, but by far the biggest of them all — underwent an economic development astounding even
for that rapidly progressive country. And, finally, the new means of communication introduced at
the close of the preceding period — railways and ocean steamers — were now worked out on an
international scale; they realised actually what had hitherto existed only potentially, a world-
market. This world-market, at first, was composed of a number of chiefly or entirely agricultural
countries grouped around one manufacturing centre — England which consumed the greater part
of their surplus raw produce, and supplied them in return with the greater part of their
requirements in manufactured articles. No wonder England’s industrial progress was colossal and
unparalleled, and such that the status of 1844 now appears to us as comparatively primitive and
insignificant. And in proportion as this increase took place, in the same proportion did
manufacturing industry become apparently moralised. The competition of manufacturer against
manufacturer by means of petty thefts upon the workpeople did no longer pay. Trade had



outgrown such low means of making money; they were not worth while practising for the
manufacturing millionaire, and served merely to keep alive the competition of smaller traders,
thankful to pick up a penny wherever ey could. Thus the truck system was suppressed, the Ten
Hours’ Bill © was enacted, and a number of other secondary reforms introduced — much against
the spirit of Free Trade and unbridled competition, but quite as much in favour of the giant-
capitalist in his competition with his less favoured brother. Moreover, the larger the concern, and
with it the number of hands, the greater the loss and inconvenience caused by every conflict
between master and men; and thus a new spirit came over the masters, especially the large ones,
which taught them to avoid unnecessary squabbles, to acquiesce in the existence and power of
Trades’ Unions, and finally even to discover in strikes — at opportune times — a powerful means
to serve their own ends. The largest manufacturers, formerly the leaders of the war against the
working-class, were now the foremost to preach peace and harmony. And for a very good reason.
The fact is that all these concessions to justice and philanthropy were nothing else but means to
accelerate the concentration of capital in the hands of the few, for whom the niggardly extra
extortions of former years had lost all importance and had become actual nuisances; and to crush
all the quicker and all the safer their smaller competitors, who could not make both ends meet
without such perquisites. Thus the development of production on the basis of the capitalistic
system has of itself sufficed — at least in the leading industries, for in the more unimportant
branches this is far from being the case — to do away with all those minor grievances which
aggravated the workman’s fate during its earlier stages. And thus it renders more and more
evident the great central fact that the cause of the miserable condition of the working-class is to
be sought, not in these minor grievances, but in the capitalistic system itself. The wage-worker
sells to the capitalist his labour-force for a certain daily sum. After a few hours’ work he has
reproduced the value of that sum; but the substance of his contract is, that he has to work another
series of hours to complete his working-day; and the value he produces during these additional
hours of surplus labour is surplus value, which costs the capitalist nothing, but yet goes into his
pocket. That is the basis of the system which tends more and more to split up civilised society
into a few Rothschilds and Vanderbilts, the owners of all the means of production and
subsistence, on the one hand, and an immense number of wage-workers, the owners of nothing
but their labour-force, on the other. And that this result is caused, not by this or that secondary
grievance, but by the system itself — this fact has been brought out in bold relief by the
development of Capitalism in England since 1847.

Again, the repeated visitations of cholera, typhus, small-pox, and other epidemics have shown the
British bourgeois the urgent necessity of sanitation in his towns and cities, if he wishes to save
himself and family from falling victims to such diseases. Accordingly, the most crying abuses
described in this book have either disappeared or have been made less conspicuous. Drainage has
been introduced or improved, wide avenues have been opened out athwart many of the
worst”slums” I had to describe.”Little Ireland”” had disappeared, and the”Seven Dials” ® are next
on the list for sweeping away. But what of that? Whole districts which in 1844 I could describe as
almost idyllic have now, with the growth of the towns, fallen into the same state of dilapidation,
discomfort, and misery. Only the pigs and the heaps of refuse are no longer tolerated. The
bourgeoisie have made further progress in the art of hiding the distress of the working-class. But
that, in regard to their dwellings, no substantial improvement has taken place is amply proved by
the Report of the Royal Commission”on the Housing of the Poor,” 1885. And this is the case, too,
in other respects. Police regulations have been plentiful as blackberries; but they can only hedge
in the distress of the workers, they cannot remove it.

But while England has thus outgrown the juvenile state of capitalist exploitation described by me,
other countries have only just attained it. France, Germany, and especially America, are the
formidable competitors who, at this moment — as foreseen by me in 1844 — are more and more



breaking up England’s industrial monopoly. Their manufactures are young as compared with
those of England, but increasing at a far more rapid rate than the latter; and, curious enough, they
have at this moment arrived at about the same phase of development as English manufacture in
1844. With regard to America, the parallel is indeed most striking. True, the external
surroundings in which the working-class is placed in America are very different, but the same
economical laws are at work, and the results, if not identical in every respect, must still be of the
same order. Hence we find in America the same struggles for a shorter working-day, for a legal
limitation of the working-time, especially of women and children in factories; we find the truck-
system in full blossom, and the cottage-system, in rural districts, made use of by the”bosses” as a
means of domination over the workers. When I received, in 1886, the American papers with
accounts of the great strike of 12,000 Pennsylvanian coal-miners in the Connellsville district, I
seemed but to read my own description of the North of England colliers’ strike of 1844. The same
cheating of the workpeople by false measure; the same truck-system the same attempt to break
the miners’ resistance by the capitalists’ last, but crushing, resource, — the eviction of the men out
of their dwellings, the cottages owned by the companies.

I have not attempted, in this translation, to bring the book up to date, or to point out in detail all
the changes that have taken place since 1844. And for two reasons: Firstly, to do this properly,
the size of the book must be about doubled; and, secondly, the first volume of’Das Kapital,” by
Karl Marx, an English translation of which is before the public, contains a very ample description
of the state of the British working-class, as it was about 1865, that is to say, at the time when
British industrial prosperity reached its culminating point. I should, then, have been obliged again
to go over the ground already covered by Marx’s celebrated work.

It will be hardly necessary to point out that the general theoretical standpoint of this book —
philosophical, economical, political — does not exactly coincide with my standpoint of to-day.
Modern international Socialism, since fully developed as a science, chiefly and almost
exclusively through the efforts of Marx, did not as yet exist in 1844. My, book represents one of
the phases of its embryonic development; and as the human embryo, in its early stages, still
reproduces the gill-arches of our fish-ancestors, so this book exhibits everywhere the traces of the
descent of Modern Socialism from one of its ancestors, German philosophy. Thus great stress is
laid on the dictum that Communism is not a mere party doctrine of the working-class, but a
theory compassing the emancipation of society at large, including the capitalist class, from its
present narrow conditions. This is true enough in the abstract, but absolutely useless, and
sometimes worse, in practice. So long as the wealthy classes not only do not feel the want of any
emancipation, but strenuously oppose the self-emancipation of the working-class, so long the
social revolution will have to be prepared and fought out by the working-class alone. The French
bourgeois of 1789, too, declared the emancipation of the bourgeoisie to be the emancipation of
the whole human race; but the nobility and clergy would not see it; the proposition — though for
the time being, with respect to feudalism, an abstract historical truth — soon became a mere
sentimentalism, and disappeared from view altogether in the fire of the revolutionary struggle.
And to-day, the very people who, from the”impartiality” of their superior standpoint, preach to
the workers a Socialism soaring high above their class interests and class struggles, and tending
to reconcile in a higher humanity the interests of both the contending classes — these people are
either neophytes, who have still to learn a great deal, or they are the worst enemies of the workers
— wolves in sheep’s clothing.

The recurring period of the great industrial crisis is stated in the text as five years. This was the
period apparently indicated by the course of events from 1825 to 1842. But the industrial history
from 1842 to 1868 has shown that the real period is one of ten years; that the intermediate
revulsions were secondary, and tended more and more to disappear. Since 1868 the state of things
has changed again, of which more anon.



I have taken care not to strike out of the text the many prophecies, amongst others that of an
imminent social revolution in England, which my youthful ardour induced me to venture upon.
The wonder is, not that a good many of them proved wrong, but that so many of them have
proved right, and that the critical state of English trade, to be brought on by Continental and
especially American competition, which I then foresaw — though in too short a period — has now
actually come to pass. In this respect I can, and am bound to, bring the book up to date, by
placing here an article which I published in the London Commonweal of March 1, 1885, under
the heading:”England in 1845 and in 1885” It gives at the same time a short outline of the history
of the English working-class during these forty years, and is as follows:

“Forty years ago England stood face to
face with a crisis, solvable to all
appearances by force only. The immense
and rapid development of manufactures
had outstripped the extension of foreign
markets and the increase of demand.
Every ten years the march of industry
was violently interrupted by a general
commercial crash, followed, after a long
period of chronic depression, by a few
short years of prosperity, and always
ending in feverish over-production and
consequent renewed collapse. The
capitalist class clamoured for Free Trade
in corn, and threatened to enforce it by
sending the starving population of the
towns back to the country districts
whence they came, to invade them, as
John Bright said, not as paupers begging
for bread, but as an army quartered upon
the enemy. The working masses of the
towns demanded their share of political
power — the People’s Charter; they were
supported by the majority of the small
trading class, and the only difference
between the two was whether the
Charter should be carried by physical or

by moral force. Then came the



commercial crash of 1847 and the Irish
famine, and with both the prospect of

revolution.

“The French Revolution of 1848 saved
the English middle-class. The Socialistic
pronunciamentos of the victorious
French workmen frightened the small
middle-class of England and
disorganised the narrower, but more
matter-of-fact movement of the English
working-class. At the very moment
when Chartism was bound to assert itself
in its full strength, it collapsed internally
before even it collapsed externally on the
10th of April, 1848’ . The action of the
working-class was thrust into the
background. The capitalist class

triumphed along the whole line.

“The Reform Bill of 1831' had been the
victory of the whole capitalist class over
the landed aristocracy. The repeal of the
Corn Laws was the victory of the
manufacturing capitalist not ,only over
the landed aristocracy, but over those
sections of capitalists, too, whose
interests were more or less bound up
with the landed interest — bankers, stock-
jobbers, fund-holders, etc. Free Trade
meant the re-adjustment of the whole
home and foreign, commercial and
financial policy of England in
accordance with the interests of the
manufacturing capitalists — the class

which now represented the nation. And



they set about this task with a will.
Every obstacle to industrial production
was mercilessly removed. The tariff and
the whole system of taxation were
revolutionised. Everything was made
subordinate to one end, but that end of
the utmost importance to the
manufacturing capitalist: the cheapening
of all raw produce, and especially of the
means of living of the working-class; the
reduction of the cost of raw material, and
the keeping down — if not as yet
thebringing down of wages. England
was to become the ‘workshop of the
world'; all other countries were to
become for England what Ireland
already was — markets for her
manufactured goods, supplying her in
return with raw materials and food.
England, the great manufacturing centre
of an agricultural world, with an ever-
increasing number of corn and cotton-
growing Irelands revolving around her,
the industrial sun. What a glorious

prospect!

“The manufacturing capitalists set about
the realisation of this their great object
with that strong common sense and that
contempt for traditional principles which
has ever distinguished them from their
more narrow-minded compeers on the
Continent.. Chartism was dying out. The
revival of commercial prosperity, natural

after the revulsion of 1847 had spent



itself, was put down altogether to the
credit of Free Trade. Both these
circumstances had turned the English
working-class, politically, into the tail of
the ‘great Liberal Party,” the party led by
the manufacturers. This advantage, once
gained, had to be perpetuated. And the
manufacturing capitalists, from the
Chartist opposition, not to Free Trade,
but to the transformation of Free Trade
into the one vital national question, had
learnt, and were learning more and more,
that the middle-class can never obtain
full social and political power over the
nation except by the help of the
working-class. Thus a gradual change
came over the relations between both
classes. The Factory Acts, once the
bugbear of all manufacturers, were not
only willingly submitted to, but their
expansion into acts regulating almost all
trades was tolerated. Trades’ Unions,
hitherto considered inventions of the
devil himself, were now petted and
patronised as perfectly legitimate
institutions, and as useful means of
spreading sound economical doctrines
amongst the workers. Even strikes, than
which nothing had been more nefarious
up to 1848, were now gradually found
out to be occasionally very useful,
especially when provoked by the masters
themselves, at their own time. Of the
legal enactments, placing the workman

at a lower level or at a disadvantage with



regard to the master, at least the most
revolting ~ were  repealed. = And,
practically, that horrid ‘People’s
Charter’ actually became the political
programme of the very manufacturers
who had opposed it to the last. ‘“The
Abolition of the Property Qualification’
and ‘Vote by Ballot’ are now the law of
the land. The Reform Acts of 1867 and
1884"" make a near approach to
‘universal suffrage,” at least such as it
now exists in  Germany; the
Redistribution ~ Bill now  before
Parliament creates ‘equal electoral
districts” — on the whole not more
unequal than those of Germany;
‘payment of members,” and shorter, if
not actually ‘annual Parliaments,” are
visibly looming in the distance — and yet
there are people who say that Chartism
is dead.

“The Revolution of 1848, not less than
many of its predecessors, has had
strange bedfellows and successors. The
very people who put it down have
become, as Karl Marx used to say, its
testamentary executors. Louis Napoleon
had to create an independent and united
Italy, Bismarck had to revolutionise
Germany and to restore Hungarian
independence, and the  English
manufacturers had to enact the People’s

Charter.



“For England, the effects of this
domination of the manufacturing
capitalists were at first startling. Trade
revived and extended to a degree
unheard of even in this cradle of modern
industry; the previous astounding
creations of steam and machinery
dwindled into nothing compared with
the immense mass of productions of the
twenty years from 1850 to 1870, with
the overwhelming figures of exports and
imports, of wealth accumulated in the
hands of capitalists and of human
working power concentrated in the large
towns. The progress was indeed
interrupted, as before, by a crisis every
ten years, in 1857 as well as in 1866; but
these revulsions were now considered as
natural, inevitable events, which must be
fatalistically submitted to, and which

always set themselves right in the end.

“And the condition of the working-class
during this period? There was temporary
improvement even for the great mass.
But this improvement always was
reduced to the old level by the influx of
the great body of the unemployed
reserve, by the constant superseding of
hands by new machinery, by the
immigration of the  agricultural
population, now, too, more and more

superseded by machines.

“A permanent improvement can be

recognised for two ‘protected’ sections



only of the working-class. Firstly, the
factory hands. The fixing by Act of
Parliament of their working-day within
relatively rational limits has restored
their physical constitution and endowed
them with a moral superiority, enhanced
by their local concentration. They are
undoubtedly better off than before 1848.
The best proof is that, out of ten strikes
they make, nine are provoked by the
manufacturers in their own interests, as
the only means of securing a reduced
production. You can never get the
masters to agree to work ‘short time,” let
manufactured goods be ever so
unsaleable; but get the work-people to
strike, and the masters shut their

factories to a man.

“Secondly, the great Trades’ Unions.
They are the organisations of those
trades in which the labour of grown-up
men predominates, or is alone
applicable. Here the competition neither
of women and children nor of machinery
has so far weakened their organised
strength. The engineers, the carpenters
and joiners, the bricklayers, are each of
them a power, to that extent that, as in
the case of the bricklayers and
bricklayers’ labourers, they can even
successfully resist the introduction of
machinery. That their condition has
remarkably improved since 1848 there

can be no doubt, and the best proof of



this is in the fact that for more than
fifteen years not only have their
employers been with them, but they with
their employers, upon exceedingly good
terms. They form an aristocracy among
the working-class; they have succeeded
in enforcing for themselves a relatively
comfortable position, and they accept it
as final. They are the model working-
men of Messrs. Leone Levi & Giffen,
and they are very nice people indeed
nowadays to deal with, for any sensible
capitalist in particular and for the whole

capitalist class in general.

“But as to the great mass of working-
people, the state of misery and insecurity
in which they live now is as low as ever,
if not lower. The East End of London is
an ever-spreading pool of stagnant
misery and desolation, of starvation
when out of work, and degradation,
physical and moral, when in work. And
so in all other large towns — abstraction
made of the privileged minority of the
workers; and so in the smaller towns and
in the agricultural districts. The law
which reduces the value of labour-power
to the value of the necessary means of
subsistence, and the other law which
reduces its average price, as a rule, to the
minimum of those means of subsistence,
these laws act upon them with the
irresistible force of an automatic engine

which crushes them between its wheels.



“This, then, was the position created by
the Free Trade policy of 1847, and by
twenty years of the rule of the
manufacturing capitalists. But then a
change came. The crash of 1866 was,
indeed, followed by a slight and short
revival about 1873; but that did not last.
We did not, indeed, pass through the full
crisis at the time it was due, in 1877 or
1878; but we have had, ever since 1876,
a chronic state of stagnation in all
dominant branches of industry. Neither
will the full crash come; nor will the
period of longed-for prosperity to which
we used to be entitled before and after it.
A dull depression, a chronic glut of all
markets for all trades, that is what we
have been living ‘in for nearly ten years.

How is this?

“The Free Trade theory was based upon
one assumption: that England was to be
the one great manufacturing centre of an
agricultural world. And the actual fact is
that this assumption has turned out to be
a pure delusion. The conditions of
modern industry, steam-power and
machinery, can be established wherever
there is fuel, especially coals. And other
countries besides England — France,
Belgium, Germany, America, even
Russia — have coals. And the people over
there did not see the advantage of being
turned into Irish pauper farmers merely

for the greater wealth and glory of



English capitalists. They set resolutely
about manufacturing, not only for
themselves, but for the rest of the world;
and the consequence is that the
manufacturing monopoly enjoyed by
England for nearly a century is

irretrievably broken up.

“But the manufacturing monopoly of
England is the pivot of the present social
system of England. Even while that
monopoly lasted, the markets could not
keep pace with the increasing
productivity of English manufacturers;
the decennial crises were the
consequence. And new markets are
getting scarcer every day, so much so
that even the Negroes of the Congo are
now to be forced into the civilisation
attendant upon Manchester calicos,
Staffordshire pottery, and Birmingham
hardware. How will it be when
Continental, and especially American,
goods flow in in ever-increasing
quantities — when the predominating
share, still held by  British
manufacturers, will become reduced
from year to year? Answer, Free Trade,

thou universal panacea.

“I am not the first to point this out.
Already in 1883, at the Southport
meeting of the British Association,'> Mr.
Inglis Palgrave, the President of the
Economic section, stated plainly that

‘the days of great trade profits in



England were over, and there was a
pause in the progress of several great
branches of industrial labour. The
country might almost be said to be

entering the non-progressive state.’

“But what is to be the consequence?
Capitalist production cannot stop. It
must go on increasing and expanding, or
it must die. Even now the mere reduction
of England’s lion’s share in the supply
of the world’s markets means stagnation,
distress, excess of capital here, excess of
unemployed workpeople there. What
will it be when the increase of yearly
production is brought to a complete
stop?

“Here is the vulnerable place, the heel of
Achilles, for capitalistic production. Its
very basis is the necessity of constant
expansion, and this constant expansion
now becomes impossible. It ends in a
deadlock. Every year England is brought
nearer face to face with the question:
either the country must go to pieces, or
capitalist production must. Which is it to
be?

“And the working-class? If even under
the unparalleled commercial and
industrial expansion, from 1848 to 1868,
they have had to undergo such misery; if
even then the great bulk of them
experienced at best but a temporary
improvement of their condition, while

only a small, privileged, ‘protected’



minority was permanently benefited,
what will it be when this dazzling period
is brought finally to a close; when the
present dreary stagnation shall not only
become intensified, but this, its
intensified condition, shall become the
permanent and normal state of English

trade?

“The truth is this: during the period of
England’s industrial monopoly the
English working-class have, to a certain
extent, shared in the benefits of the
monopoly. These benefits were very
unequally parcelled out amongst them;
the privileged minority pocketed most,
but even the great mass had, at least, a
temporary share now and then. And that
is the reason why, since the dying-out of
Owenism, there has been no Socialism
in England. With the breakdown of that
monopoly, the English working-class
will lose that privileged position; it will
find itself generally — the privileged and
leading minority not excepted on a level
with its fellow-workers abroad. And that
is the reason why there will be Socialism

again in England.”

To this statement of the case, as that case appeared to me In 1885, I have but little to add.
Needless to say that to-day there is indeed”Socialism again in England,” and plenty of it —
Socialism — Socialism of all shades: Socialism conscious and unconscious, Socialism prosaic and
poetic, Socialism of the working-class and of the middle-class, for, verily, that abomination of
,abominations, Socialism, has not only become respectable, but .has actually donned evening
dress and lounges lazily on drawing-room causeuses. That shows the incurable fickleness of that
terrible despot of”’society,” middle-class public opinion, and once more justifies the contempt in
which we Socialists of a past generation always held that public opinion. At the same time we
have no reason to grumble at the symptom itself.



What I consider far more important than this momentary fashion among bourgeois circles of
affecting a mild dilution of Socialism, and even more than the actual progress Socialism has
made in England generally, that is the revival of the East End of London. That immense haunt of
misery is no longer the stagnant pool it was six years ago. It has shaken off its torpid despair, has
returned to life, and has become the home of what is called the”New Unionism,” that is to say, of
the organisation of the great mass of”’unskilled” workers. This organisation may to a great extent
adopt the form of the old Unions of”skilled” workers but it is essentially different in character.
The old Unions preserve the traditions of the time when they were, founded, and look upon the
wages system as a once-for-all established, final fact, which they at best can modify in the
interest of their members. The new Unions were founded at a time when the faith in the eternity
of the wages system was severely shaken; their founders and promoters were Socialists either
consciously or by feeling; the masses, whose adhesion gave them strength, were rough, neglected,
looked down upon by the working-class aristocracy; but they had this immense advantage, that
their minds were virgin soil, entirely free from the inherited”’respectable” bourgeois prejudices
which hampered the brains of the better situated”old” Unionists. And thus we see now these new
Unions taking the lead of the working-class movement generally, and more and more taking in
tow the rich and proud”old” Unions.

Undoubtedly, the East Enders have committed colossal blunders; so have their predecessors, and
so do the doctrinaire Socialists who pooh-pooh them. A large class, like a great nation, never
learns better or quicker than by undergoing the consequences of its own mistakes. And for all the
faults committed in past, present and future, the revival of the East End of London remains one of
the greatest and most fruitful facts of this fin de siécle, and glad and proud I am to have lived to
see it."



Preface to the Second German Edition (1892)

The book herewith again made available to the German public first appeared in the summer of
1845. Both in its strengths and in its weaknesses it bears the stamp of the author’s youth. At the
time, [ was twenty-four; today, I am thrice as old, and as I re-read this early work I find I need not
be ashamed of it on any count. So I have no intention of somehow obliterating this stamp of
youthfulness. I am presenting my work to the reader again, unchanged. I have only worded more
precisely a few not entirely clear passages and added, here and there, a brief footnote, marked
with the present date (1892).

As for the fate of this book, I will only mention that an English translation of it (by Mrs. Florence
Kelley-Wischnewetzky) came out in New York in 1887 and was also published by Swan
Sonnenschein & Co. in London in 1892. The preface to the American edition underlies that to the
English one, and the latter in its turn underlies the present German preface. Modern large-scale
industry makes the economic conditions in all the countries affected uniform to such an enormous
extent that I hardly need tell the German reader anything different from what I tell the American
or English.

The state of things described in this book belongs today in many respects, to the past, as far as
England is concerned. Though not expressly stated in our recognised treatises, it is still a law of
modern political economy that the larger the scale on which capitalistic production is carried on,
the less can it support the petty devices of swindling and pilfering which characterise its early
stages. The pettifogging business tricks of the Polish Jew, the representative in Europe of
commerce in its lowest stage, those tricks that serve him so well in his own country, and are
generally practised there, fail him once he comes to Hamburg or Berlin; and, again, the
commission agent who hails from Berlin or Hamburg, Jew or Christian, after frequenting the
Manchester Exchange, finds out that in order to buy cotton yarn or cloth cheap, he, too, had better
drop those slightly more refined but still miserable wiles and subterfuges which are considered
the acme of cleverness in his native country. Of course, with the progress of large-scale industry a
great deal has supposedly changed in Germany too, and a bad odour now attaches, particularly
since the industrial Jena of Philadelphia, 283 even to the time-honoured German principle: People
will be nothing but pleased if we first send them good samples and then bad goods. The fact is,
those tricks do not pay any longer in a large market, where time is money, and where a certain
standard of commercial morality is unavoidably developed not because of any considerations of
virtue, but purely as a means of saving time and trouble. And exactly the same has taken place in
England with the relation between the manufacturer and his”hands”.

The revival of trade, after the crisis of 1847, was the dawn of a new industrial epoch. The repeal
of the Corn Laws 184 and the financial reforms subsequent thereon gave to English industry and
commerce all the elbow-room they had asked for. The discovery of the Californian and
Australian goldfields followed in rapid succession. The colonial markets developed at an
increasing rate their capacity for absorbing English manufactured goods. In India millions of
handweavers were finally crushed out by the Lancashire power-loom. China was more and more
being opened up. But most important of all, America was developing at a rate unprecedented
even for that country of tremendous progress; and America, it will be recalled, was then merely a
colonial market, indeed the largest of all, i.e., a country supplying raw materials and importing
industrial products, notably from England.

And, finally, the new means of communication introduced at the close of the preceding period-
railways and ocean steamerswere now worked out on an international scale; they realised actually



what had hitherto existed only potentially, a world-market. This world-market, at the time, was
still composed of a number of chiefly or entirely agricultural countries grouped around one
manufacturing centre — England — which consumed the greater part of their surplus raw produce,
and supplied them in return

with the greater part of their requirements in manufactured articles. No wonder, therefore, that
England’s industrial progress was colossal and unparallelled, and such that the status of 1844 now
appears to us as comparatively insignificant, almost primitive.

And in proportion as this increase took place, in the same proportion did manufacturing industry
become apparently moralised. The competition of manufacturer against manufacturer by means
of petty thefts upon the workpeople did no longer pay. Trade had outgrown such low means of
making money; the manufacturing millionaire had to know better than waste his time on petty
tricks of this kind. Such practices were good enough, at best, for small fry in need of money, who
had to snap up every penny in order not to succumb to competition. Thus the truck system was
suppressed, the Ten-Hours’ Bill was enacted, and a number of other secondary reforms
introduced-much against the spirit of Free Trade and unbridled competition, but quite as much in
favour of the giant-capitalist in his competition with his less favoured brother.

Moreover, the larger the concern, and with it the number of workers, the greater the loss and
inconvenience caused by every conflict with the workers and thus a new spirit came over the
manufacturers, especially the largest ones, which taught them to avoid unnecessary squabbles, to
acquiesce in the existence and power of trades unions, and finally even to discover in strikes-at
opportune times — a powerful means to serve their own ends. The largest manufacturers, formerly
the leaders of the war against the working class, were now the foremost to preach peace and
harmony. And for a very good reason.

All these concessions to justice and philanthropy were nothing else but means to accelerate the
concentration of capital in the hands of the few and crushing the smaller competitors, who could
not survive without extra receipts of this sort. To these few, the petty accessory extortions of
earlier years had not only lost all significance but had turned, as it were, into hindrances to large-
scale business. Thus the development of production on the basis of the capitalistic system has of
itself sufficed — at least in the leading industries, for in the more unimportant branches this is far
from being the case — to do away with all those minor grievances which aggravated the
workman’s fate during its earlier years. And thus it renders more and more evident the great
central fact that the cause of the miserable condition of the working class is to be sought, not in
these minor grievances, but in the capitalistic system itself. The worker sells to the capitalist his
labour-force for a certain daily sum. After a few hours’ work he has reproduced the value of that
sum; but the substance of his contract is, that he has to work another series of hours to complete
his working-day; and the value he produces during these additional hours of surplus labour is
surplus value, which costs the capitalist nothing, but yet goes into his pocket. That is the basis of
the system which tends more and more to split up civilised society into a few Rothschilds and
Vanderbilts, the owners of all the means of production and subsistence, on the one hand, and an
immense number of wage-workers, the owners of nothing but their labour-force, on the other.
And that this result is caused, not by this or that secondary grievance, but by the system itself —
this fact has been brought out in bold relief by the development of capitalism in England.

Again, the repeated visitations of cholera, typhus, smallpox, and other epidemics have shown the
British bourgeois the urgent necessity of sanitation in his towns and cities, if he wishes to save
himself and family from falling victims to such diseases. Accordingly, the most crying abuses
described in this book have either disappeared or have been made less conspicuous. Drainage has
been introduced or improved, wide avenues have been opened out athwart many of the
worst”’slums”.”Little Ireland” had disappeared, and the”’seven dials” 286 are next on the list for



sweeping away. But what of that? Whole districts which in 1844 I could describe as almost
idyllic have now, with the growth of the towns, fallen into the same state of dilapidation,
discomfort, and misery. Only the pigs and the heaps of refuse are no longei. tolerated. The
bourgeoisie have made further progress in the art of hiding the distress of the working class. But
that, in regard to their dwellings, no substantial improvement has taken place is amply proved by
the Report of the Royal Commission”On the Housing of the Poor”, 1885. And this is the case,
tool in other. respects. Police regulations have been plentiful as blackberries; but they can only
hedge in the distress of the workers, they cannot remove it.

But while England has thus outgrown the juvenile state of capitalist exploitation described by me,
other countries have only just attained it. France, Germany, and especially America, are the
formidable competitors who, at this moment — as foreseen by me

In 1844 -
are more and more breaking up England’s industrial monopoly. Their manufactures are young as
compared with those of England, but increasing at a far more rapid rate than the latter; and they
have at this moment arrived at about the same phase of development as English manufacture in
1844. With regard to America, the parallel is indeed most striking. True, the external
surroundings in which the working class is placed in America are very different, but the same
economical laws are at work, and the results, if not identical in every respect, must still be of the
same order. Hence we find in America the same struggles for a shorter working-day, for a legal
limitation of the working-time, especially of women and children in factories; we find the truck
system in full blossom, and the cottage system, in rural districts, made use of by the”’BOSSES”,
the capitalists and their agents, as a means of domination over the workers. When I received, in
1886, the American papers with accounts of the great strike of 12,000 Pennsylvanian coal-miners
in the Connellsville district, I seemed but to read my own description of the North of England
colliers' strike of 1844. The same cheating of the workpeople by false measure; the same truck
system; the same attempt to break the miners’ resistance by the capitalists’ last, but crushing,
resource — the eviction of the men out of their dwellings, the cottages owned by the companies.

Neither here nor in the English editions did I try to update the book, i.e. to list one by one the
changes that have taken place since 1844. I did not do it for two reasons. Firstly, I would have
had to double the volume of the book. And secondly, Volume One of Marx’s Capital gives a
detailed description of the condition of the British working class for about 1865, i.e. the time
when Britain’s industrial prosperity had reached its peak. I would therefore have had to repeat
what Marx says.

It will be hardly necessary to point out that the general theoretical standpoint of this book —
philosophical, economical, political — does not exactly coincide with my standpoint of to-day.
Modern international socialism, since fully developed as a science, chiefly and almost exclusively
through the efforts of Marx, did not as yet exist in 1844. My book represents one of the phases of
its embryonic development; and as the human embryo, in its early stages, still reproduces the gill-
arches of our fish-ancestors, so this book exhibits everywhere the traces of the descent of modern

socialism from one of its ancestors, German
classical philosophy. Thus great stress is laid on the dictum that communism is not a mere party
doctrine of the working class, but a theory compassing the emancipation of society at large,
including the capitalist class, from its present narrow conditions. This is true enough in the
abstract, but absolutely useless, and sometimes worse, in practice. So long as the wealthy classes
not only do not feel the want of any emancipation, but strenuously oppose the self-emancipation
of the working class, so long the social revolution will have to be prepared and fought out by the
working class alone. The French bourgeois of 1789, too, declared the emancipation of the
bourgeoisie to be the emancipation of the whole human race; but the nobility and clergy would
not see it; the proposition — though for the time being, with respect to feudalism, an abstract



historical truth — soon became a mere sentimentalism, and disappeared from view altogether in
the fire of the revolutionary struggle. And to-day, the very people who, from the”impartiality” of
their superior standpoint, preach to the workers a socialism soaring high above their class
interests and class struggles-these people are either neophytes, who have still to learn a great deal,
or they are the worst enemies of the workers-wolves in sheep’s clothing.

The recurring period of the great industrial crisis is stated in the text as five years. This was the
period apparently indicated by the course of events from 1825 to 1842. But the industrial history
from 1842 to 1868 has shown that the real period is one of ten years; that the intermediate
revulsions were secondary, and had been increasingly disappearing from 1842 onwards. Since
1868 the state of things has changed again, of which more anon.

I have taken care not to strike out of the text the many prophecies, amongst others that of an
imminent social revolution in England, which my youthful ardour induced me to venture upon.
The wonder is, not that a good many of these prophecies proved wrong, but that so many of them
have proved right, and that the critical state of English trade, to be brought on by Continental and
especially American competition, which I then foresaw — though in too short a period — has now
actually come to pass. In this respect I am bound to bring the book up to date, by placing here an
article which appeared in the London Commonweal of March 1, 1885 in English and in Neue Zeit
in June of the same year (Issue 6) in German.

“Forty years ago England stood face to face with a crisis, solvable to all appearances by force
only. The immense and rapid development of manufactures had outstripped the extension of
foreign markets and the increase of demand. Every ten years the march of industry was violently
interrupted by a general commercial crash, followed, after a long period of” chronic depression,
by a few short years of prosperity, and always ending in feverish over-production and consequent
renewed collapse. The capitalist class clamoured for Free Trade in corn, and threatened to enforce
it by sending the starving population of the towns back to the country districts whence they came,
to invade them, as John Bright said, not as paupers begging for bread, but as an army quartered
upon the enemy. The working masses of the towns demanded their share of political power — the
People’s Charter; they were supported by the majority of the small trading class, and the only
difference between the two was whether the Charter should be carried by physical or by moral
force. Then came the commercial crash of 1847 and the Irish famine, and with both the prospect
of revolution.

“The French Revolution of 1848 saved

the English middle class. The Socialistic

pronunciamentos of the victorious

French workmen frightened the small

middle class of England and

disorganised the narrower, but more

matter-of-fact movement of the English

working class. At the very moment when

Chartism was bound to assert itself in its

full strength, it collapsed internally

before even it collapsed externally, on

the 10th of April, 1848. The action of the



working class was thrust into the
background. The capitalist class
triumphed along the whole line.

“The Reform Bill of 1831 had been the
victory of the whole capitalist class over
the landed aristocracy. The repeal of the
Corn Laws was the victory of the
manufacturing capitalist not only over
the landed aristocracy, but over those
sections of capitalists, too, whose
interests were more or less bound up
with the landed interest-bankers,
stockjobbers, fundholders, etc. Free
Trade meant the readjustment of the
whole home and foreign, commercial
and financial policy of England in
accordance with the interests of the
manufacturing capitalists — the class

which now

represented the nation. And they set
about this task with a will. Every
obstacle to industrial production was
mercilessly removed. The tariff and the
whole system of taxation were
revolutionised. Everything was made
subordinate to one end, but that end of
the utmost importance to the
manufacturing capitalist: the cheapening
of all raw produce, and especially of the
means of living of the working class; the

reduction of the cost of raw material, and



the keeping down — if not as yet the
bringing down - of wages. England was
to become the ‘workshop of the world’;
all other countries were to become for
England what Ireland already was-
markets for her manufactured goods,
supplying her in return with raw
materials and food. England, the great
manufacturing centre of an agricultural
world, with an ever-increasing number
of cormn and cotton-growing Irelands
revolving around her, the industrial sun.

What a glorious prospect!

“The manufacturing capitalists set about
the realisation of this their great object
with that strong common sense and that
contempt for traditional principles which
has ever distinguished them from their
more narrow-minded compeers on the
Continent. Chartism was dying out. The
revival of commercial prosperity, natural
after the revulsion of 1847 had spent
itself, was put down altogether to the
credit of Free Trade. Both these
circumstances had turned the English
working class, politically, into the tail of
the ‘great Liberal Party’, the party led by
the manufacturers. This advantage, once
gained, had to be perpetuated. And the
manufacturing capitalists, from the
Chartist opposition, not to Free Trade,
but to the transformation of Free Trade
into the one vital national question, had

learnt, and were learning more and more,



that the middle class can never obtain
full social and political power over the
nation except by the help of the working
class. Thus a gradual change came over
the relations between both classes. The
Factory Acts, once the bugbear of all
manufacturers, were not only willingly
submitted to, but their expansion into
acts regulating almost all trades was
tolerated. Trades Unions, hitherto
considered inventions of the devil
himself, were now petted and patronised
as perfectly legitimate institutions, and
as useful means of spreading sound
economical doctrines amongst the
workers. Even strikes, than which
nothing had been more nefarious up to
1848, were now gradually found out to
be occasionally very useful, especially
when provoked by the masters
themselves, at their own time. Of the
legal enactments, placing the workman
at a lower level or at a disadvantage with
regard to the master, at least the most
revolting ~ were  repealed. = And,
practically, that horrid People’s Charter
actually became the political programme
of the very manufacturers who had
opposed it to the last. The Abolition of
the Property Qualification and Vote by
Ballot are now the law of the land. The
Reform Acts of 1867 and 1884 make a
near approach to universal suffrage, at
least such as it now exists in Germany;

the Redistribution Bill now before



Parliament creates equal electoral
districts-on the whole not more unequal
than those of France or Germany;
payment of members, and shorter, if not
actually annual Parliaments, are visibly
looming in the distanceand yet there are

people who say that Chartism is dead.

“The Revolution of 1848, not less than
many of its predecessors, has had
strange bedfellows and successors. The
very people who put it down have
become, as Karl Marx used to say, its
testamentary executors. Louis Napoleon
had to create an independent and united
Italy, Bismarck had to revolutionise
Germany and to restore Hungarian
independence, and the  English
manufacturers had to enact the People’s

Charter.

“For England, the effects of this
domination of the manufacturing
capitalists were at first startling. Trade
revived and extended to a degree
unheard of even in this cradle of modern
industry; the previous astounding
creations of steam and machinery
dwindled into nothing compared with
the immense mass of productions of the
twenty years from 1850 to 1870, with
the overwhelming figures of exports and
imports, of wealth accumulated in the
hands of capitalists and of human
working power concentrated in the large

towns. The progress was indeed



interrupted, as before, by a crisis every
ten years, in 1857 as well as in 1866; but
these revulsions were now considered as
natural, inevitable events, which must be
fatalistically submitted to, and which

always set themselves right in the end.

“And the condition of the working-class
during this period? There was temporary
improvement even for the great mass.
But this improvement always was
reduced to the old level by the influx of
the great body of the unemployed
reserve, by the constant superseding of
hands by new machinery, by the
immigration of the  agricultural
population, now, too, more and more

superseded by machines.

“A permanent improvement can be
recognised for two ‘protected’ sections
only of the working class. Firstly, the
factory hands. The fixing by Act of
Parliament of their working-day within
relatively rational limits has restored
their physical constitution and endowed
them with a moral superiority, enhanced
by their local concentration. They are
undoubtedly better off than before 1848.
The best proof is that, out of ten strikes
they make, nine are provoked by the
manufacturers in their own interests, as
the only means of securing a reduced
production. You can never get the
masters to agree to work ‘short time’, let

manufactured goods be ever so



unsaleable; but get the workpeople to
strike, and the masters shut their

factories to a man.

“Secondly, the great Trades Unions.
They are the organisations of those
trades in which the labour of Grown-up
men predominates, or is alone
applicable. Here the competition neither
of women and children nor of machinery
has so far weakened their organised
strength. The engineers, the carpenters
and joiners, the bricklayers, are each of
them a power, to that extent that, as in
the case of the bricklayers and
bricklayers’ labourers, they can even
successfully resist the introduction of
machinery. That their condition has
remarkably improved since 1848 there
can be no doubt, and the best proof of
this is in the fact that for more than
fifteen years not only have their
employers been with them, but they with
their employers, upon exceedingly good
terms. They form an aristocracy among
the working class; they have succeeded
in enforcing for themselves a relatively
comfortable position, and they accept it
as final. They are the model working
men of Messrs. Leone Levi & Giffen
(and also the worthy Lujo Brentano),
and they are very nice people indeed
nowadays to deal with, for any sensible
capitalist in particular and for the whole

capitalist class in general.



“But as to the great mass of working
people, the state of misery and insecurity
in which they live now is as low as ever,
if not lower. The East End of London is
an everspreading pool of stagnant misery
and desolation, of starvation when out of
work, and degradation, physical and
moral, when in work. And so in all other
large towns-abstraction made of the
privileged minority of the workers; and
so in the smaller towns and in the
agricultural districts. The law which
reduces the value of labour-power to the
value of the necessary means of
subsistence, and the other law which
reduces its average price, as a rule, to the
minimum of those means of subsistence,
these laws act upon them with the
irresistible force of an automatic engine

which crushes them between its wheels.

“This, then was the position created by
the Free Trade policy of 1847, and by
twenty years of the rule of the
manufacturing capitalists. But then a
change came. The crash of 1866 was,
indeed, followed by a slight and short
revival about 1873; but that did not last.
We did not, indeed, pass through the full
crisis at the time it was due, in 1877 or
1878; but we have had, ever since 1876,
a chronic state of stagnation in all
dominant branches of industry. Neither
will the full crash come; nor will the

period of longed-for prosperity to which



we used to be entitled before and after it.
A dull depression, a chronic glut of all
markets for all trades, that is what we
have been living in for nearly ten years.

How is this?

“The Free Trade theory was based upon
one assumption: that England was to be
the one great manufacturing centre of an
agricultural world. And the actual fact is
that this assumption has turned out to be
a pure delusion. The conditions of
modern industry, steam-power and
machinery, can be established wherever
there is fuel, especially coals. And other
countries  besides  England-France,
Belgium, Germany, America, even
Russiahave coals. And the people over
there did not see the advantage of being
turned into Irish pauper farmers merely
for the greater wealth and glory of
English capitalists. They set resolutely
about manufacturing, not only for
themselves, but for the rest of the world;
and the consequence is that the
manufacturing monopoly enjoyed by
England for nearly a century is

irretrievably broken up.

“But the manufacturing monopoly of
England is the pivot of the present social
system of England. Even while that
monopoly lasted, the markets could not
keep pace with the increasing
productivity of English manufacturers;

the  decennial crises were the



consequence. And new markets are
getting scarcer every day, so much so
that even the Negroes of the Congo are
now to be forced into the civilisation
attendant upon Manchester calicos,
Staffordshire pottery, and Birmingham
hardware. How will it be when
Continental, and especially American,
goods flow in in ever-increasing
quantities — when the predominating
share, still  held by  British
manufacturers, will become reduced
from year to year? Answer, Free Trade,

thou universal panacea.

“l am not the first to point this out.
Already in 1883, at the Southport
meeting of the British Association, Mr.
Inglis Palgrave, the President of the

Economic section, stated plainly that

(333

the days of great trade profits in
England were over, and there was a
pause in the progress of several great
branches of industrial labour. The
country might almost be said to be

entering the non-progressive state’.

“But what is to be the consequence?
Capitalist production cannot stop. It
must go on increasing and expanding, or
it must die. Even a Report of the Fifty-
Third Meeting of the British Association
for the Advancement of Science; held at
Southport in September 1883, now the
mere reduction of England’s lion’s share

in the supply of the world’s markets



means stagnation, distress, excess of
capital here, excess of unemployed
workpeople there. What will it be when
the increase of yearly production is

brought to a complete stop?

“Here is the vulnerable place, the heel of
Achilles, for capitalistic production. Its
very basis is the necessity of constant
expansion, and this constant expansion
now becomes impossible. It ends in a
deadlock. Every year England is brought
nearer face to face with the question:
either the country must go to pieces, or
capitalist production must. Which is it to
be?

“And the working class? If even under
the unparalleled commercial and
industrial expansion, from 1848 to 1868,
they have had to undergo such misery; if
even then the great bulk of them
experienced at best but a temporary
improvement of their condition, while
only a small, privileged, ‘protected’
minority was permanently benefited,
what will it be when this dazzling period
is brought finally to a close; when the
present dreary stagnation shall not only
become intensified, but this, its
intensified condition, shall become the
permanent and normal state of English

trade?

“The truth is this: during the period of
England’s industrial monopoly the

English working class have, to a certain



extent, shared in the benefits of the
monopoly. These benefits were very
unequally parcelled out amongst them;
the privileged minority pocketed most,
but even the great mass had, at least, a
temporary share now and then. And that
is the reason why, since the dying-out of
Owenism, there has been no Socialism
in England. With the breakdown of that
monopoly, the English working class
will lose that privileged position; it will
find itself generally — the privileged and
leading minority not excepted-on a level
with its fellow-workers abroad. And that
is the reason why there will be Socialism

again in England.”

So I wrote in 1885. In the Preface to the English edition

written on January 11, 1892 I continued:

“To this statement of the case, as that
case appeared to me in 1885, I have but
little to add. Needless to say that to-day
there is indeed ‘Socialism again in
England’, and plenty of it-Socialism of
all shades: Socialism conscious and
unconscious, Socialism prosaic and
poetic, Socialism of the working class
and of the middle class, for, verily, that
abomination of abominations, Socialism,
has not only become respectable, but has
actually donned evening dress and
lounges lazily on  drawing-room
causeuses. That shows the incurable

fickleness of that terrible despot of



‘society’, middle-class public opinion,
and once more justifies the contempt in
which we Socialists of a past generation
always held that public opinion. At the
same time we have no reason to grumble

at the symptom itself.

“What I consider far more important
than this momentary fashion among
bourgeois circles of affecting a mild
dilution of Socialism, and even more
than the actual progress Socialism has
made in England generally, that is the
revival of the East End of London. That
immense haunt of misery is no longer
the stagnant pool it was six years ago. It
has shaken off its torpid despair, has
returned to life, and has become the
home of what is called the ‘New
Unionism’, that is to say, of the
organisation of the great mass of
‘unskilled” workers. This organisation
may to a great extent adopt the form of
the old Unions of ‘skilled” workers but it
is essentially different in character. The
old Unions preserve the traditions of the
time when they were founded, and look
upon the wages system as a once-for-all
established, final fact, which they at best
can modify in the interest of their
members. The new Unions were founded
at a time when the faith in the eternity of
the wages system was severely shaken;
their founders and promoters were

Socialists either consciously or by



feeling; the masses, whose adhesion
gave them strength, were rough,
neglected, looked down upon by the
working-class aristocracy; but they had
this immense advantage, that their minds
were virgin soil, entirely free from the
inherited ‘respectable’ bourgeois
prejudices which hampered the brains of
the better situated ‘old’ Unionists. And
thus we see now these new Unions
taking the lead of the working-class
movement generally, and more and more
taking in tow the rich and proud, old

Unions.

“Undoubtedly, the FEast Enders have

committed colossal blunders; so have

their predecessors, and so do the

doctrinaire Socialists who pooh-pooh

them. A large class, like a great nation,

never learns better or quicker than by

undergoing the consequences of its own

mistakes. And for all the faults

committed in past, present and future,

the revival of the East End of London

remains one of the greatest and most

fruitful facts of this fin de siécle, and

glad and proud I am to have lived to see

it.”
Since | wrote the above, six months ago, the English working-class movement has again made a
good step forward. The parliamentary elections which took place a few days ago gave both the
official parties, Conservative as well as Liberal, notice in due form that from now on one and the
other will have to reckon with a third party, the workers’ party. This workers’ party is now only
in the process of formation; its elements are still engaged in shaking off traditional prejudices of
all kinds-bourgeois, old trade-unionist, indeed, even doctrinaire-socialist-in order to be able to get
together at last on ground common to all of them. And yet the instinct to unite which they

followed was already so strong that it produced election results hitherto unheard-of in England. In
London two workers’ have stood for election, and openly as Socialists at that; the Liberals did not



dare to put up one of theirs against them, and the two Socialists have won by an overwhelming
and unexpected majority . In Middlesbrough a
workers’ candidate has stood against a Liberal and a Conservative
and been elected in the teeth of both; on the other hand, the new workers’ candidates who allied
themselves with the Liberals have been hopelessly defeated, with the exception of a single one.
Among those who so far have been called workers’ representatives, that is, those who are
forgiven their quality of workers because they themselves would willingly drown it in the ocean
of their liberalism, the most significant representative of the old Unionism, Henry Broadhurst, has
suffered a striking defeat because he declared himself against the eight-hour day. In two
Glasgow, one Salford, and several other constituencies, independent workers’ candidates stood
against candidates of the two old parties; they were beaten, but so were the Liberal candidates.
Briefly, in a number of large-town and industrial constituencies the workers have resolutely
severed all connections with the two old parties and thus achieved direct or indirect successes
such as they had never scored in any election so far. And the joy on this account among the
workers is boundless. For the first time they have seen and felt what they can do when they make
use of their electoral rights in the interest of their class. The superstitious belief in the”great
Liberal Party” which had kept a hold on the English workers for nearly forty years has been
destroyed. They have seen by striking examples that they, the workers, are the decisive force in
England if only they have the will and know their own will; and the 1892 elections have been the
beginning of that knowledge and that will. The workers’ movement on the Continent will see to
the rest: the Germans and the French, who are already so strongly represented in parliaments and
local councils, will keep the spirit of emulation of the English sufficiently high by further
successes. And if in the not very distant future it turns out that this new parliament can get
nowhere with Mr. Gladstone, nor Mr. Gladstone with this parliament, the English workers’ party
will surely be sufficiently constituted to put an early end to the seesaw game of the two old
parties which have been succeeding each other in power and thereby perpetuating bourgeois rule.

F. Engels
London, July 21, 1892



To The Working-Classes of Great-Britain

Working Men!

To you I dedicate a work, in which I have tried to lay before my German Countrymen a faithful
picture of your condition, of your sufferings and struggles, of your hopes and prospects. I have
lived long enough amidst you to know something about your circumstances; I have devoted to
their knowledge my most serious attention, I have studied the various official and non-official
documents as far as I was able to get hold of them -- I have not been satisfied with this, I wanted
more than a mere abstract knowledge of my subject, I wanted to see you in your own homes, to
observe you in your everyday life, to chat with you on your condition and grievances, to witness
your struggles against the social and political power of your oppressors. I have done so: I forsook
the company and the dinner-parties, the port-wine and champagne of the middle-classes, and
devoted my leisure-hours almost exclusively to the intercourse with plain Working-Men; I am
both glad and proud of having done so. Glad, because thus I was induced to spend many a happy
hour in obtaining a knowledge of the realities of life -- many an hour, which else would have
been wasted in fashionable talk and tiresome etiquette; proud, because thus I got an opportunity
of doing justice to an oppressed and calumniated class of men who with all their faults and under
all the disadvantages of their situation, yet command the respect of every one but an English
money-monger; proud, too, because thus I was placed in a position to save the English people
from the growing contempt which on the Continent has been the necessary consequence of the
brutally selfish policy and general behaviour of your ruling middle-class.

Having, at the same time, ample opportunity to watch the middle-classes, your opponents, I soon
came to the conclusion that you are right, perfectly right in expecting no support whatever from
them. Their interest is diametrically opposed to yours, though they always will try to maintain the
contrary and to make you believe in their most hearty sympathy with your fates. Their doings
give them the lie. I hope to have collected more than sufficient evidence of the fact, that -- be
their words what they please -- the middle-classes intend in reality nothing else but to enrich
themselves by your labour while they can sell its produce, and to abandon you to starvation as
soon as they cannot make a profit by this indirect trade in human flesh. What have they done to
prove their professed goodwill towards you? Have they ever paid any serious attention to your
grievances? Have they done more than paying the expenses of half-a-dozen commissions of
inquiry, whose voluminous reports are damned to everlasting slumber among heaps of waste
paper on the shelves of the Home Office? Have they even done as much as to compile from those
rotting blue-books a single readable book from which everybody might easily get some
information on the condition of the great majority of’free-born Britons"? Not they indeed, those
are things they do not like to speak of -- they have left it to a foreigner to inform the civilised
world of the degrading situation you have to live in.

A foreigner to them, not to you, 1 hope. Though my English may not be pure, yet, I hope, you will
find it plain English. No workingman in England -- nor in France either, by-the-by -- ever treated
me as a foreigner. With the greatest pleasure I observed you to be free from that blasting curse,
national prejudice and national pride, which after all means nothing but wholesale selfishness -- 1
observed you to sympathise with every one who earnestly applies his powers to human progress
-- may he be an Englishman or not -- to admire every thing great and good, whether nursed on
your native soil or not -- I found you to be more than mere Englishmen, members of a single,
isolated nation, I found you to be Men, members of the great and universal family of Mankind,
who know their interest and that of all the human race to be the same. And as such, as members



of this Family of’One and Indivisible" Mankind, as Human Beings in the most emphatical
meaning of the word, as such I, and many others on the Continent, hail your progress in every
direction and wish you speedy success.

Go on then, as you have done hitherto. Much remains to be undergone; be firm, be undaunted --

your success is certain, and no step you will have to take in your onward march will be lost to our
common cause, the cause of Humanity!

Barmen (Rhenan Prussia)
March 15th, 1845



Preface

The book prefaced by the following pages treats of a subject which I originally intended to deal
with in a single chapter of a more comprehensive work on the social history of England.
However, the importance of that subject soon made it necessary for me to investigate it
separately.

The condition of the working-class is the real basis and point of departure of all social
movements of the present because it is the highest and most unconcealed pinnacle of the social
misery existing in our day. French and German working-class Communism are its direct,
Fourierism and English Socialism, as well as the Communism of the German educated
bourgeoisie, are its indirect products. A knowledge of proletarian conditions is absolutely
necessary to be able to provide solid ground for socialist theories, on the one hand, and for
judgments about their right to exist, on the other; and to put an end to all sentimental dreams and
fancies pro and con. But proletarian conditions exist in their classical form, in their perfection,
only in the British Empire, particularly in England proper. Besides, only in England has the
necessary material been so completely collected and put on record by official enquiries as is
essential for any in the least exhaustive presentation of the subject.

Twenty-one months I had the opportunity to become acquainted with the English proletariat, its
strivings, its sorrows and its joys, to see them from near, from personal observation and personal
intercourse, and at the same time to supplement my observations by recourse to the requisite
authentic sources. What 1 have seen, heard and read has been worked up in the present book. I
am prepared to see not only my standpoint attacked in many quarters but also the facts I have
cited, particularly when the book gets into the hands of the English. I know equally well that here
and there I may be proved wrong in some particular of no importance, something that in view of
the comprehensive nature of the subject and its far-reaching assumptions even an Englishman
might be unable to avoid; so much the more so since even in England there exists as yet not a
single piece of writing which, like mine, takes up all the workers. But without a moment's
hesitation I challenge the English bourgeoisie to prove that even in a single instance of any
consequence for the exposition of my point of view as a whole I have been guilty of any
inaccuracy, and to prove it by data as authentic as mine.

A description of the classical form which the conditions of existence of the proletariat have
assumed in Britain is very important, particularly for Germany and precisely at the present
moment. German Socialism and Communism have proceeded, more than any other, from
theoretical premises; we German theoreticians still knew much too little of the real world to be
driven directly by the real relations to reforms of this”bad reality". At any rate almost none of the
avowed champions of such reforms arrived at Communism otherwise than by way of the
Feuerbachian dissolution of Hegelian speculation. The real conditions of the life of the proletariat
are so little known among us that even the well-meaning”societies for the uplift of the working-
classes", in which our bourgeoisie is now mistreating the social question, constantly start out
from the most ridiculous and preposterous judgments concerning the condition of the workers.
We Germans more than anybody else stand in need of a knowledge of the facts concerning this
question. And while the conditions of existence of Germany's proletariat have not assumed the
classical form that they have in England, we nevertheless have, at bottom, the same social order,
which sooner or later must necessarily reach the same degree of acuteness as it has already
attained across the North Sea, unless the intelligence of the nation brings about in time the
adoption of measures that will provide a new basis for the whole social system. The root-causes



whose effect in England has been the misery and oppression of the proletariat exist also in
Germany and in the long run must engender the same results. In the meantime, however, the
established fact of wretched conditions in England will impel us to establish also the fact of
wretched conditions in Germany and will provide us with a yardstick wherewith to measure their
extent and the magnitude of the danger -- brought to light by the Silesian and Bohemian
disturbances -- which directly threatens the tranquillity of Germany from that quarter.

Finally, there are still two remarks I wish to make. Firstly, that I have used the word Mittelklasse
all along in the sense of the English word middle-class (or middle-classes, as is said almost
always). Like the French word bourgeoisie it means the possessing class, specifically that
possessing class which is differentiated from the so-called aristocracy -- the class which in France
and England is directly and in Germany, figuring as”’public opinion", indirectly in possession of
political power. Similarly, I have continually used the expressions workingmen (Arbeiter) and
proletarians, working-class, propertyless class and proletariat as equivalents. Secondly, that in the
case of most of the quotations I have indicated the party to which the respective authors belong,
because in nearly every instance the Liberals try to emphasise the distress in the rural areas and to
argue away that which exists in the factory districts, while the Conservatives, conversely,
acknowledge the misery in the factory districts but disclaim any knowledge of it in the
agricultural areas. For the same reason, whenever I lacked official documents for describing the
condition of the industrial workers, 1 always preferred to present proof from Liberalsources in
order to defeat the liberal bourgeoisie by casting their own words in their teeth. I cited Tories or
Chartists in my support only when I could confirm their correctness from personal observation or
was convinced of the truthfulness of the facts quoted because of the personal or literary reputation
of the authorities I referred to.

Barmen, March 15, 1845



Introduction

The history of the proletariat in England begins with the second half of the last century, with the
invention of the steam-engine and of machinery for working cotton. These inventions gave rise,
as is well known, to an industrial revolution, a revolution which altered the whole civil society;
one, the historical importance of which is only now beginning to be recognised. England is the
classic soil of this transformation, which was all the mightier, the more silently it proceeded; and
England is, therefore, the classic land of its chief product also, the proletariat. Only in England
can the proletariat be studied in all its relations and from all sides.

We have not, here and now, to deal with the history of this revolution, nor with its vast
importance for the present and the future. Such a delineation must be reserved for a future, more
comprehensive work. For the moment, we must limit ourselves to the little that is necessary for
understanding the facts that follow, for comprehending the present state of the English proletariat.

Before the introduction of machinery, the spinning and weaving of raw materials was carried on
in the workingman's home. Wife and daughter spun the yarn that the father wove or that they
sold, if he did not work it up himself. These weaver families lived in the country in the
neighbourhood of the towns, and could get on fairly well with their wages, because the home
market was almost the only one and the crushing power of competition that came later, with the
conquest of foreign markets and the extension of trade, did not yet press upon wages. There was,
further, a constant increase in the demand for the home market, keeping pace with the slow
increase in population and employing all the workers; and there was also the impossibility of
vigorous competition of the workers among themselves, consequent upon the rural dispersion of
their homes. So it was that the weaver was usually in a position to lay by something, and rent a
little piece of land, that he cultivated in his leisure hours, of which he had as many as he chose to
take, since he could weave whenever and as long as he pleased. True, he was a bad farmer and
managed his land inefficiently, often obtaining but poor crops; nevertheless, he was no
proletarian, he had a stake in the country, he was permanently settled, and stood one step higher
in society than the English workman of today.

So the workers vegetated throughout a passably comfortable existence, leading a righteous and
peaceful life in all piety and probity; and their material position was far better than that of their
successors. They did not need to overwork; they did no more than they chose to do, and yet
earned what they needed. They had leisure for healthful work in garden or field, work which, in
itself, was recreation for them, and they could take part besides in the recreations and games of
their neighbours, and all these games -- bowling, cricket, football, etc., contributed to their
physical health and vigour. They were, for the most part, strong, well-built people, in whose
physique little or no difference from that of their peasant neighbours was discoverable. Their
children grew up in the fresh country air, and, if they could help their parents at work, it was only
occasionally; while of eight or twelve hours work for them there was no question.

What the moral and intellectual character of this class was may be guessed. Shut off from the
towns, which they never entered, their yarn and woven stuff being delivered to travelling agents
for payment of wages -- so shut off that old people who lived quite in the neighborhood of the
town never went thither until they were robbed of their trade by the introduction of machinery
and obliged to look about them in the towns for work -- the weavers stood upon the moral and
intellectual plane of the yeomen with whom they were usually immediately connected through
their little holdings. They regarded their squire, the greatest landholder of the region, as their
natural superior; they asked advice of him, laid their small disputes before him for settlement, and



gave him all honour, as this patriarchal relation involved. They were respectable” people, good
husbands and fathers, led moral lives because they had no temptation to be immoral, there being
no groggeries or low houses in their vicinity, and because the host, at whose inn they now and
then quenched their thirst, was also a respectable man, usually a large tenant-farmer who took
pride in his good order, good beer, and early hours. They had their children the whole day at
home, and brought them up in obedience and the fear of God; the patriarchal relationship
remained undisturbed so long as the children were unmarried. The young people grew up in
idyllic simplicity and intimacy with their playmates until they married; and even though sexual
intercourse before marriage almost unfailingly took place, this happened only when the moral
obligation of marriage was recognised on both sides, and a subsequent wedding made everything
good. In short, the English industrial workers of those days lived and thought after the fashion
still to be found here and there in Germany, in retirement and seclusion, without mental activity
and without violent fluctuations in their position in life. They could rarely read and far more
rarely write; went regularly to church, never talked politics, never conspired, never thought,
delighted in physical exercises, listened with inherited reverence when the Bible was read, and
were, in their unquestioning humility, exceedingly well-disposed towards the”superior” classes.
But intellectually, they were dead; lived only for their petty, private interest, for their looms and
gardens, and knew nothing of the mighty movement which, beyond their horizon, was sweeping
through mankind. They were comfortable in their silent vegetation, and but for the industrial
revolution they would never have emerged from this existence, which, cosily romantic as it was,
was nevertheless not worthy of human beings. In truth, they were not human beings; they were
merely toiling machines in the service of the few aristocrats who had guided history down to that
time. The industrial revolution has simply carried this out to its logical end by making the
workers machines pure and simple, taking from them the last trace of independent activity, and so
forcing them to think and demand a position worthy of men. As in France politics, so in England
manufacture and the movement of civil society in general drew into the whirl of history the last
classes which had remained sunk in apathetic indifference to the universal interests of mankind.

The first invention which gave rise to a radical change in the state of the English workers was the
jenny, invented in the year 1764 by a weaver, James Hargreaves, of Stanhill, near Blackburn, in
North Lancashire. This machine was the rough beginning of the later invented mule, and was
moved by hand. Instead of one spindle like the ordinary spinning-wheel, it carried sixteen or
eighteen manipulated by a single workman. This invention made it possible to deliver more yarn
than heretofore. Whereas, though one weaver had employed three spinners, there had never been
enough yarn, and the weaver had often been obliged to wait for it, there was now more yarn to be
had than could be woven by the available workers. The demand for woven goods, already
increasing, rose yet more in consequence of the cheapness of these goods, which cheapness, in
turn, was the outcome of the diminished cost of producing the yarn. More weavers were needed,
and weavers' wages rose. Now that the weaver could earn more at his loom, he gradually
abandoned his farming, and gave his whole time to weaving. At that time a family of four grown
persons and two children (who were set to spooling) could earn, with eight hours' daily work,
four pounds sterling in a week, and often more if trade was good and work pressed. It happened
often enough that a single weaver earned two pounds a week at his loom. By degrees the class of
farming weavers wholly disappeared, and was merged in the newly arising class of weavers who
lived wholly upon wages, had no property whatever, not even the pretended property of a
holding, and so became workingmen, proletarians. Moreover, the old relation between spinner
and weaver was destroyed. Hitherto, so far as this had been possible, yarn had been spun and
woven under one roof. Now that the jenny as well as the loom required a strong hand, men began
to spin, and whole families lived by spinning, while others laid the antiquated, superseded
spinning-wheel aside; and, if they had not means of purchasing a jenny, were forced to live upon



the wages of the father alone. Thus began with spinning and weaving that division of labour
which has since been so infinitely perfected.

While the industrial proletariat was thus developing with the first still very imperfect machine,
the same machine gave rise to the agricultural proletariat. There had, hitherto, been a vast number
of small landowners, yeomen, who had vegetated in the same unthinking quiet as their
neighbours, the farming weavers. They cultivated their scraps of land quite after the ancient and
inefficient fashion of their ancestors, and opposed every change with the obstinacy peculiar to
such creatures of habit, after remaining stationary from generation to generation. Among them
were many small holders also, not tenants in the present sense of the word, but people who had
their land handed down from their fathers, either by hereditary lease, or by force of ancient
custom, and had hitherto held it as securely as if it had actually been their own property. When
the industrial workers withdrew from agriculture, a great number of small holdings fell idle, and
upon these the new class of large tenants established themselves, tenants-at-will, holding fifty,
one hundred, two hundred or more acres, liable to be turned out at the end of the year, but able by
improved tillage and larger farming to increase the yield of the land. They could sell their
produce more cheaply than the yeoman, for whom nothing remained when his farm no longer
supported him but to sell it, procure a jenny or a loom, or take service as an agricultural labourer
in the employ of a large farmer. His inherited slowness and the inefficient methods of cultivation
bequeathed by his ancestors, and above which he could not rise, left him no alternative when
forced to compete with men who managed their holdings on sounder principles and with all the
advantages bestowed by farming on a large scale and the investment of capital for the
improvement of the soil.

Meanwhile, the industrial movement did not stop here. Single capitalists began to set up spinning
jennies in great buildings and to use water-power for driving them, so placing themselves in a
position to diminish the number of workers, and sell their yarn more cheaply than single spinners
could do who moved their own machines by hand. There were constant improvements in the
jenny, so that machines continually became antiquated, and must be altered or even laid aside;
and though the capitalists could hold out by the application of water-power even with the old
machinery, for the single spinner this was impossible. And the factory system, the beginning of
which was thus made, received a fresh extension in 1767, through the spinning throstle invented
by Richard Arkwright, a barber, in Preston, in North Lancashire. After the steam-engine, this is
the most important mechanical invention of the 18th century. It was calculated from the
beginning for mechanical motive power, and was based upon wholly new principles. By the
combination of the peculiarities of the jenny and throstle, Samuel Crompton, of Firwood,
Lancashire, contrived the mule in 1785, and as Arkwright invented the carding engine, and
preparatory ("slubbing and roving") frames about the same time, the factory system became the
prevailing one for the spinning of cotton. By means of trifling modifications these machines were
gradually adapted to the spinning of flax, and so to the superseding of handwork here, too. But
even then, the end was not yet. In the closing years of the last century, Dr. Cartwright, a country
parson, had invented the power-loom, and about 1804 had so far perfected it, that it could
successfully compete with the hand-weaver; and all this machinery was made doubly important
by James Watt's steam-engine, invented in 1764 and used for supplying motive power for
spinning since 1785.

With these inventions, since improved from year to year, the victory of machine-work over hand-
work in the chief branches of English industry was won; and the history of the latter from that
time forward simply relates how the hand-workers have been driven by machinery from one
position after another. The consequences of this were, on the one hand, a rapid fall in price of all
manufactured commodities, prosperity of commerce and manufacture, the conquest of nearly all
the unprotected foreign markets, the sudden multiplication of capital and national wealth; on the



other hand, a still more rapid multiplication of the proletariat, the destruction of all property-
holding and of all security of employment for the working-class, demoralisation, political
excitement, and all those facts so highly repugnant to Englishmen in comfortable circumstances,
which we shall have to consider in the following pages. Having already seen what a
transformation in the social condition of the lower classes a single such clumsy machine as the
jenny had wrought, there is no cause for surprise as to that which a complete and interdependent
system of finely adjusted machinery has brought about, machinery which receives raw material
and turns out woven goods.

Meanwhile, let us trace the development of English manufacturers'® somewhat more minutely,
beginning with the cotton industry. In the years 1771-1775, there were annually imported into
England rather less than 5,000,000 pounds of raw cotton; in the year 1841 there were imported
528,000,000 pounds, and the import for 1844 will reach at least 600,000,000 pounds. In 1854
England exported 556,000,000 yards of woven cotton goods, 76,500,000 pounds of cotton yarn,
and cotton hosiery to the value of £1,200,000. In the same year over 8,000,000 mule spindles
were at work, 110,000 power and 250,000 hand-looms, throstle spindles not included, in the
service of the cotton industry; and, according to McCulloch's reckoning nearly a million and a
half human beings were supported by this branch, of whom but 220,000 worked in the mills; the
power used in these mills was steam, equivalent to 53,000 horsepower, and water, equivalent to
11,000 horsepower. At present these figures are far from adequate, and it may be safely assumed
that, in the year 1845, the power and number of the machines and the number of the workers is
greater by one-half than it was in 1834. The chief centre of this industry is Lancashire, where it
originated; it has thoroughly revolutionised this county, converting it from an obscure, ill-
cultivated swamp into a busy, lively region, multiplying its population tenfold in eighty years,
and causing giant cities such as Liverpool and Manchester, containing together 700,000
inhabitants, and their neighbouring towns, Bolton with 60,000, Rochdale with 75,000, Oldham
with 50,000, Preston with 60,000, Ashton and Stalybridge with 40,000, and a whole list of other
manufacturing towns to spring up as if by a magic touch. The history of South Lancashire
contains some of the greatest marvels of modern times, yet no one ever mentions them and all
these miracles are the product of the cotton industry. Glasgow, too, the centre for the cotton
district of Scotland, for Lanarkshire and Renfrewshire, has increased in population from 30,000
to 300,000 since the introduction of the industry. The hosiery manufacture of Nottingham and
Derby also received one fresh impulse from the lower price of yarn, and a second one from an
improvement of the stocking loom, by means of which two stockings could be woven at once.
The manufacture of lace, too, became an important branch of industry after the invention of the
lace machine in 1777; soon after that date Lindley invented the point-net machine, and in 1809
Heathcoat invented the bobbinnet machine, in consequence of which the production of lace was
greatly simplified, and the demand increased proportionately in consequence of the diminished
cost, so that now, at least 200,000 persons are supported by this industry. Its chief centres are
Nottingham, Leicester, and the West of England, Wiltshire, Devonshire, etc. A corresponding
extension has taken place in the branches dependent upon the cotton industry, in dyeing,
bleaching, and printing. Bleaching by the application of chlorine in place of the oxygen of the
atmosphere, dyeing and printing by the rapid development of chemistry, and printing by a series
of most brilliant mechanical inventions, received a yet greater advance which, with the extension
of these branches caused by the growth of the cotton industry, raised them to a previously
unknown degree of prosperity.

The same activity manifested itself in the manufacture of wool. This had hitherto been the leading
department of English industry, but the quantities formerly produced are as nothing in
comparison with that which is now manufactured. In 1782 the whole wool crop of the preceding
three years lay unused for want of workers, and would have continued so to lie if the newly



invented machinery had not come to its assistance and spun it. The adaptation of this machinery
to the spinning of wool was most successfully accomplished. Then began the same sudden
development in the wool districts which we have already seen in the cotton districts. In 1738
there were 75,000 pieces of woollen cloth produced in the West Riding of Yorkshire; in 1817
there were 490,000 pieces, and so rapid was the extension of the industry that in 1854, 450,000
more pieces were produced than in 1825. In 1801, 101,000,000 pounds of wool (7,000,000
pounds of. it imported) were worked up; in 1855, 180,000,000 pounds were worked up, of which
42,000,000 pounds were imported. The principal centre of this industry is the West Riding of
Yorkshire, where, especially at Bradford, long English wool is converted into worsted yarns, etc.,
while in the other cities, Leeds, Halifax, Huddersfield, etc., short wool is converted into hard-
spun yarn and cloth. Then come the adjacent part of Lancashire, the region of Rochdale, where in
addition to the cotton industry much flannel is produced, and the West of England, which
supplies the finest cloths. Here also the growth of population is worthy of observation:

in 1801 and in 1831

Bradford contained 29,000 " 77,000 inhabitants
Halifax " 63,000 " 110,000 "
Huddersfield " 15,000 " 34,000 "
Leeds " 53,000 " 123,000 "
And the whole West Riding " 564,000 " 980,000 "

A population which, since 1831, must have increased at least 20 to 25 per cent further. In 1835
the spinning of wool employed in the United Kingdom 1,313 mills, with 71,300 workers, these
last being but a small portion of the multitude who are supported directly or indirectly by the
manufacture of wool, and excluding nearly all weavers.

Progress in the linen trade developed later, because the nature of the raw material made the
application of spinning machinery very difficult. Attempts had been made in the last years of the
last century in Scotland, but the Frenchman Girard, who introduced flax spinning in 1810, was
the first who succeeded practically, and even Girard's machines first attained on British soil the
importance they deserved by means of improvements which they underwent in England, and of
their universal application in Leeds, Dundee, and Belfast. From this time the British linen trade
rapidly extended. In 1814, 3,000 tons of flax were imported, in 1833, nearly 19,000 tons of flax
and 3,400 tons of hemp. The export of Irish linen to Great Britain rose from 52,000,000 yards in
1800 to 55,000,000 in 1825, of which a large part was re-exported. The export of English and
Scotch woven linen goods rose from 24,000,000 yards in 1820 to 51,000,000 yards in 1833. The
number of flax spinning establishments in 1835 was 347, employing 33,000 workers, of which
one-half were in the South of Scotland, more than 60 in the West Riding of Yorkshire, Leeds, and
its environs, 25 in Belfast, Ireland, and the rest in Dorset and Lancashire. Weaving is carried on
in the South of Scotland, here and there in England, but principally in Ireland.

With like success did the English turn their attention to the manufacture of silk. Raw material was
imported from Southern Europe and Asia ready spun, and the chief labour lay in the twisting of
fine threads. Until 1824 the heavy import duty, four shillings per pound on raw material, greatly
retarded the development of the English silk industry, while only the markets of England and the
Colonies were protected for it. In that year the duty was reduced to one penny, and the number of
mills at once largely increased. In a single year the number of throwing spindles rose from
780,000 to 1,180,000; and, although the commercial crisis of 1825 crippled this branch of
industry for the moment, yet in 1827 more was produced than ever, the mechanical skill and



experience of the English having secured their twisting machinery the supremacy over the
awkward devices of their competitors. In 1835 the British Empire possessed 263 twisting mills,
employing 30,000 workers, located chiefly in Cheshire, in Macclesfield, Congleton, and the
surrounding districts, and in Manchester and Somersetshire. Besides these, there are numerous
mills for working up waste, from which a peculiar article known as spun silk is manufactured,
with which the English supply even the Paris and Lyons weavers. The weaving of the silk so
twisted and spun is carried on in Paisley and elsewhere in Scotland, and in Spitalfields, London,
but also in Manchester and elsewhere.

Nor is the gigantic advance achieved in English manufacture since 1760 restricted to the
production of clothing materials. The impulse, once given, was communicated to all branches of
industrial activity, and a multitude of inventions wholly unrelated to those here cited received
double importance from the fact that they were made in the midst of the universal movement. But
as soon as the immeasurable importance of mechanical power was practically demonstrated,
every energy was concentrated in the effort to exploit this power in all directions, and to exploit it
in the interest of individual inventors and manufacturers; and the demand for machinery, fuel, and
materials called a mass of workers and a number of trades into redoubled activity. The steam-
engine first gave importance to the broad coal-fields of England; the production of machinery
began now for the first time, and with it arose a new interest in the iron mines which supplied raw
material for it. The increased consumption of wool stimulated English sheep breeding, and the
growing importation of wool, flax, and silk called forth an extension of the British ocean carrying
trade. Greatest of all was the growth of production of iron. The rich iron deposits of the English
hills had hitherto been little developed; iron had always been smelted by means of charcoal,
which became gradually more expensive as agriculture improved and forests were cut away. The
beginning of the use of coke in iron smelting had been made in the last century, and in 1780 a
new method was invented of converting into available wrought-iron coke-smelted iron, which up
to that time had been convertible into cast-iron only. This process, known as”’puddling", consisted
in withdrawing the carbon which had mixed with the iron during the process of smelting, and
opened a wholly new field for the production of English iron. Smelting furnaces were built fifty
times larger than before, the process of smelting was simplified by the introduction of hot blasts,
and iron could thus be produced so cheaply that a multitude of objects which had before been
made of stone or wood were now made of iron.

In 1788, Thomas Paine, the famous democrat, built in Yorkshire the first iron bridge, which was
followed by a great number of others, so that now nearly all bridges, especially for railroad
traffic, are built of cast-iron, while in London itself a bridge across the Thames, the Southwark
bridge, has been built of this material. Iron pillars, supports for machinery, etc., are universally
used, and since the introduction of gas-lighting and railroads, new outlets for English iron
products are opened. Nails and screws gradually came to be made by machinery. Huntsman, a
Sheffielder, discovered in 1740 a method for casting steel, by which much labour was saved, and
the production of wholly new cheap goods rendered practicable; and through the greater purity of
the material placed at its disposal, and the more perfect tools, new machinery and minute division
of labour, the metal trade of England now first attained importance. The population of
Birmingham grew from 73,000 in 1801 to 200,000 in 1844; that of Sheffield from 46,000 in 1801
to 110,000 in 1844, and the consumption of coal in the latter city alone reached in 1836, 515,000
tons. In 1805 there were exported 4,300 tons of iron products and 4,600 tons of pig-iron; in 1834,
16,200 tons of iron products and 107,000 tons of pig-iron, while the whole iron product, reaching
in 1740 but 17,000 tons, had risen in 1834 to nearly 700,000 tons. The smelting of pig-iron alone
consumes yearly more than 5,000,000 tons of coal, and the importance which coal-mining has
attained in the course of the last 60 years can scarcely be conceived. All the English and Scotch
deposits are now worked, and the mines of Northumberland and Durham alone yield annually



more than 5,000,000 tons for shipping, and employ from 40 to 50,000 men. According to the
Durham Chronicle, there were worked in these two counties:

In 1755, 14 mines; in 1800, 40 mines; in 1836, 76 mines; in 1843, 130 mines.

Moreover, all mines are now much more energetically worked than formerly. A similarly
increased activity was applied to the working of tin, copper, and lead, and alongside of the
extension of glass manufacture arose a new branch of industry in the production of pottery,
rendered important by the efforts of Josiah Wedgwood, about 1765. This inventor placed the
whole manufacture of stoneware on a scientific basis, introduced better taste, and founded the
potteries of North Staffordshire, a district of eight English miles square, which, formerly a desert
waste, is now sown with works and dwellings, and supports more than 60,000 people.

Into this universal whirl of activity everything was drawn. Agriculture made a corresponding
advance. Not only did landed property pass, as we have already seen, into the hands of new
owners and cultivators, agriculture was affected in still another way. The great holders applied
capital to the improvement of the soil, tore down needless fences, drained, manured, employed
better tools, and applied a rotation of crops. The progress of science came to their assistance also;
Sir Humphry Davy applied chemistry to agriculture with success, and the development of
mechanical science bestowed a multitude of advantages upon the large farmer. Further, in
consequence of the increase of population, the demand for agricultural products increased in such
measure that from 1760 to 1834, 6,840,540 acres of waste land were reclaimed; and, in spite of
this, England was transformed from a grain exporting to a grain importing country.

The same activity was developed in the establishment of communication. From 1818 to 1829,
there were built in England and Wales, 1,000 English miles of roadway of the width prescribed
by law, 60 feet, and nearly all the old roads were reconstructed on the new system of McAdam. In
Scotland, the Department of Public Works built since 1805 nearly 900 miles of roadway and
more than 1,000 bridges, by which the population of the Highlands was suddenly placed within
reach of civilisation. The Highlanders had hitherto been chiefly poachers and smugglers; they
now became farmers and hand-workers. And, though Gaelic schools were organised for the
purpose of maintaining the Gaelic language, yet Gaelic-Celtic customs and speech are rapidly
vanishing before the approach of English civilisation. So, too, in Ireland; between the counties of
Cork, Limerick, and Kerry, lay hitherto a wilderness wholly without passable roads, and serving,
by reason of its inaccessibility, as the refuge of all criminals and the chief protection of the Celtic
Irish nationality in the South of Ireland. It has now been cut through by public roads, and
civilisation has thus gained admission even to this savage region. The whole British Empire, and
especially England, which, sixty years ago, had as bad roads as Germany or France then had, is
now covered by a network of the finest roadways; and these, too, like almost everything else in
England, are the work of private enterprise, the State having done very little in this direction.

Before 1755 England possessed almost no canals. In that year a canal was built in Lancashire
from Sankey Brook to St. Helen's; and in 1759, James Brindley built the first important one, the
Duke of Bridgewater's Canal from Manchester and the coal-mines of the district to the mouth of
the Mersey passing, near Barton, by aqueduct, over the river Irwell. From this achievement dates
the canal building of England, to which Brindley first gave importance. Canals were now built,
and rivers made navigable in all directions. In England alone, there are 2,200 miles of canals and
1,800 miles of navigable river. In Scotland, the Caledonian Canal was cut directly across the
country, and in Ireland several canals were built. These improvements, too, like the railroads and
roadways, are nearly all the work of private individuals and companies.

The railroads have been only recently built. The first great one was opened from Liverpool to
Manchester in 1830, since which all the great cities have been connected by rail. London with
Southampton, Brighton, Dover, Colchester, Exeter, and Birmingham; Birmingham with



Gloucester, Liverpool, Lancaster (via Newton and Wigan, and via Manchester and Bolton); also
with Leeds (via Manchester and Halifax, and via Leicester, Derby, and Sheffield); Leeds with
Hull and Newcastle (via York). There are also many minor lines building or projected, which will
soon make it possible to travel from Edinburgh to London in one day.

As it had transformed the means of communication by land, so did the introduction of steam
revolutionise travel by sea. The first steamboat was launched in 1807, in the Hudson, in North
America; the first in the British Empire, in 1811, on the Clyde. Since then, more than 600 have
been built in England; and in 1836 more than 500 were plying to and from British ports.

Such, in brief, is the history of English industrial development in the past sixty years, a history
which has no counterpart in the annals of humanity. Sixty, eighty years ago, England was a
country like every other, with small towns, few and simple industries, and a thin but
proportionally large agricultural population. Today it is a country like no other, with a capital of
two and a half million inhabitants; with vast manufacturing cities; with an industry that supplies
the world, and produces almost everything by means of the most complex machinery; with an
industrious, intelligent, dense population, of which two-thirds are employed in trade and
commerce, and composed of classes wholly different; forming, in fact, with other customs and
other needs, a different nation from the England of those days. The industrial revolution is of the
same importance for England as the political revolution for France, and the philosophical
revolution for Germany; and the difference between England in 1760 and in 1844 is at least as
great as that between France under the ancien régime and during the revolution of July. But the
mightiest result of this industrial transformation is the English proletariat.

We have already seen how the proletariat was called into existence by the introduction of
machinery. The rapid extension of manufacture demanded hands, wages rose, and troops of
workmen migrated from the agricultural districts to the towns. Population multiplied enormously,
and nearly all the increase took place in the proletariat. Further, Ireland had entered upon an
orderly development only since the beginning of the eighteenth century. There, too, the
population, more than decimated by English cruelty in earlier disturbances, now rapidly
multiplied, especially after the advance in manufacture began to draw masses of Irishmen
towards England. Thus arose the great manufacturing and commercial cities of the British
Empire, in which at least three-fourths of the population belong to the working-class, while the
lower middle-class consists only of small shop-keepers, and very very few handicraftsmen. For,
though the rising manufacture first attained importance by transforming tools into machines,
work-rooms into factories, and consequently, the toiling lower middle-class into the toiling
proletariat, and the former large merchants into manufacturers, though the lower middle-class
was thus early crushed out, and the population reduced to the two opposing elements, workers
and capitalists, this happened outside of the domain of manufacture proper, in the province of
handicraft and retail trade as well. In the place of the former masters and apprentices, came great
capitalists and working-men who had no prospect of rising above their class. Hand-work was
carried on after the fashion of factory work, the division of labour was strictly applied, and small
employers who could not compete with great establishments were forced down into the
proletariat. At the same time the destruction of the former organisation of hand-work, and the
disappearance of the lower middle-class deprived the workingman of all possibility of rising into
the middle-class himself. Hitherto he had always had the prospect of establishing himself
somewhere as master artificer, perhaps employing journeymen and apprentices; but now, when
master artificers were crowded out by manufacturers, when large capital had become necessary
for carrying on work independently, the working-class became, for the first time, an integral,
permanent class of the population, whereas it had formerly often been merely a transition leading
to the bourgeoisie. Now, he who was born to toil had no other prospect than that of remaining a



toiler all his life. Now, for the first time, therefore, the proletariat was in a position to undertake
an independent movement.

In this way were brought together those vast masses of working-men who now fill the whole
British Empire, whose social condition forces itself every day more and more upon the attention
of the civilised world.

The condition of the working-class is the condition of the vast majority of the English people.
The question: What is to become of those destitute millions, who consume today what they
earned yesterday; who have created the greatness of England by their inventions and their toil;
who become with every passing day more conscious of their might, and demand, with daily
increasing urgency, their share of the advantages of society? -- This, since the Reform Bill, has
become the national question. All Parliamentary debates, of any importance, may be reduced to
this; and, though the English middle-class will not as yet admit it, though they try to evade this
great question, and to represent their own particular interests as the truly national ones, their
action is utterly useless. With every session of Parliament the working-class gains ground, the
interests of the middle-class diminish in importance; and, in spite of the fact that the middle-class
is the chief, in fact, the only power in Parliament, the last session of 1844 was a continuous
debate upon subjects affecting the working-class, the Poor Relief Bill, the Factory Act, the
Masters' and Servants' Act', and Thomas Duncombe, the representative of the working-men in the
House of Commons, was the great man of the session; while the Liberal middle-class with its
motion for repealing the Corn Laws, and the Radical middle-class with its resolution for refusing
the taxes, played pitiable roles. Even the debates about Ireland were at bottom debates about the
Irish proletariat, and the means of coming to its assistance. It is high time, too, for the English
middle-class to make some concessions to the working-men who no longer plead but threaten, for
in a short time it may be too late.

In spite of all this, the English middle-class, especially the manufacturing class, which is enriched
directly by means of the poverty of the workers, persists in ignoring this poverty. This class,
feeling itself the mighty representative class of the nation, is ashamed to lay the sore spot of
England bare before the eyes of the world; will not confess, even to itself, that the workers are in
distress, because it, the property-holding, manufacturing class, must bear the moral responsibility
for this distress. Hence the scornful smile which intelligent Englishmen (and they, the middle-
class, alone are known on the Continent) assume when any one begins to speak of the condition
of the working-class; hence the utter ignorance on the part of the whole middle-class of
everything which concerns the workers; hence the ridiculous blunders which men of this class, in
and out of Parliament, make when the position of the proletariat comes under discussion; hence
the absurd freedom from anxiety, with which the middle-class dwells upon a soil that is
honeycombed, and may any day collapse, the speedy collapse of which is as certain as a
mathematical or mechanical demonstration; hence the miracle that the English have as yet no
single book upon the condition of their workers, although they have been examining and mending
the old state of things no one knows how many years. Hence also the deep wrath of the whole
working-class, from Glasgow to London, against the rich, by whom they are systematically
plundered and mercilessly left to their fate, a wrath which before too long a time goes by, a time
almost within the power of man to predict, must break out into a revolution in comparison with
which the French Revolution, and the year 1794, will prove to have been child's play.



The Industrial Proletariat

The order of our investigation of the different sections of the proletariat follows naturally from
the foregoing history of its rise. The first proletarians were connected with manufacture, were
engendered by it, and accordingly, those employed in manufacture, in the working up of raw
materials, will first claim our attention. The production of raw materials and of fuel for
manufacture attained importance only in consequence of the industrial change, and engendered a
new proletariat, the coal and metal miners. Then, in the third place, manufacture influenced
agriculture, and in the fourth, the condition of Ireland; and the fractions of the proletariat
belonging to each, will find their place accordingly. We shall find, too, that with the possible
exception of the Irish, the degree of intelligence of the various workers is in direct proportion to
their relation to manufacture; and that the factory-hands are most enlightened as to their own
interests, the miners somewhat less so, the agricultural labourers scarcely at all. We shall find the
same order again among the industrial workers, and shall see how the factory-hands, eldest
children of the industrial revolution, have from the beginning to the present day formed the
nucleus of the Labour Movement, and how the others have joined this movement just in
proportion as their handicraft has been invaded by the progress of machinery. We shall thus learn
from the example which England offers, from the equal pace which the Labour Movement has
kept with the movement of industrial development, the historical significance of manufacture.

Since, however, at the present moment, pretty much the whole industrial proletariat is involved in
the movement, and the condition of the separate sections has much in common, because they all
are industrial, we shall have first to examine the condition of the industrial proletariat as a whole,
in order later to notice more particularly each separate division with its own peculiarities.

It has been already suggested that manufacture centralises property in the hands of the few. It
requires large capital with which to erect the colossal establishments that ruin the petty trading
bourgeoisie and with which to press into its service the forces of Nature, so driving the hand-
labour of the independent workman out of the market. The division of labour, the application of
water and especially steam, and the application of machinery, are the three great levers with
which manufacture, since the middle of the last century, has been busy putting the world out of
joint. Manufacture, on a small scale, created the middle-class; on a large scale, it created the
working-class, and raised the elect of the middle-class to the throne, but only to overthrow them
the more surely when the time comes. Meanwhile, it is an undenied and easily explained fact that
the numerous petty middle-class of the”good old times" has been annihilated by manufacture, and
resolved into rich capitalists on the one hand and poor workers on the other. °

The centralising tendency of manufacture does not, however, stop here. Population becomes
centralised just as capital does; and, very naturally, since the human being, the worker, is
regarded in manufacture simply as a piece of capital for the use of which the manufacturer pays
interest under the name of wages. A manufacturing establishment requires many workers
employed together in a single building, living near each other and forming a village of themselves
in the case of a good-sized factory. They have needs for satisfying which other people are
necessary; handicraftsmen, shoemakers, tailors, bakers, carpenters, stonemasons, settle at hand.
The inhabitants of the village, especially the younger generation, accustom themselves to factory
work, grow skilful in it, and when the first mill can no longer employ them all, wages fall, and the
immigration of fresh manufacturers is the consequence. So the village grows into a small town,
and the small town into a large one. The greater the town, the greater its advantages. It offers
roads, railroads, canals; the choice of skilled labour increases constantly, new establishments can



be built more cheaply, because of the competition among builders and machinists who are at
hand, than in remote country districts, whither timber, machinery, builders, and operatives must
be brought; it offers a market to which buyers crowd, and direct communication with the markets
supplying raw material or demanding finished goods. Hence the marvellously rapid growth of the
great manufacturing towns. The country, on the other hand, had the advantage that wages are
usually lower than in town, and so town and country are in constant competition; and, if the
advantage is on the side of the town today, wages sink so low in the country tomorrow that new
investments are most profitably made there. But the centralising tendency of manufacture
continues in full force, and every new factory built in the country bears in it the germ of a
manufacturing town. If it were possible for this mad rush of manufacture to go on at this rate for
another century, every manufacturing district of England would be one great manufacturing town,
and Manchester and Liverpool would meet at Warrington or Newton; for in commerce, too, this
centralisation of the population works in precisely the same way, and hence it is that one or two
great harbours, such as Hull and Liverpool, Bristol and London, monopolise almost the whole
maritime commerce of Great Britain.

Since commerce and manufacture attain their most complete development in these great towns,
their influence upon the proletariat is also most clearly observable here. Here the centralisation of
property has reached the highest point; here the morals and customs of the good old times are
most completely obliterateded; here it has gone so far that the name Merry Old England conveys
no meaning, for Old England itself is unknown to memory and to the tales of our grandfathers.
Hence, too, there exist here only a rich and a poor class, for the lower middle-class vanishes more
completely with every passing day. Thus the class formerly most stable has become the most
restless one. It consists today of a few remnants of a past time, and a number of people eager to
make fortunes, industrial Micawbers and speculators of whom one may amass a fortune, while
ninety-nine become insolvent, and more than half of the ninety-nine live by perpetually repeated
failure.

But in these towns the proletarians are the infinite majority, and how they fare, what influence the
great town exercises upon them, we have now to investigate.



The Great Towns

A town, such as London, where a man may wander for hours together without reaching the
beginning of the end, without meeting the slightest hint which could lead to the inference that
there is open country within reach, is a strange thing. This colossal centralisation, this heaping
together of two and a half millions of human beings at one point, has multiplied the power of this
two and a half millions a hundredfold; has raised London to the commercial capital of the world,
created the giant docks and assembled the thousand vessels that continually cover the Thames. I
know nothing more imposing than the view which the Thames offers during the ascent from the
sea to London Bridge. The masses of buildings, the wharves on both sides, especially from
Woolwich upwards, the countless ships along both shores, crowding ever closer and closer
together, until, at last, only a narrow passage remains in the middle of the river, a passage through
which hundreds of steamers shoot by one another; all this is so vast, so impressive, that a man
cannot collect himself, but is lost in the marvel of England's greatness before he sets foot upon
English soil.'®

But the sacrifices which all this has cost become apparent later. After roaming the streets of the
capital a day or two, making headway with difficulty through the human turmoil and the endless
lines of vehicles, after visiting the slums of the metropolis, one realises for the first time that these
Londoners have been forced to sacrifice the best qualities of their human nature, to bring to pass
all the marvels of civilisation which crowd their city; that a hundred powers which slumbered
within them have remained inactive, have been suppressed in order that a few might be developed
more fully and multiply through union with those of others. The very turmoil of the streets has
something repulsive, something against which human nature rebels. The hundreds of thousands
of all classes and ranks crowding past each other, are they not all human beings with the same
qualities and powers, and with the same interest in being happy? And have they not, in the end, to
seek happiness in the same way, by the same means? And still they crowd by one another as
though they had nothing in common, nothing to do with one another, and their only agreement is
the tacit one, that each keep to his own side of the pavement, so as not to delay the opposing
streams of the crowd, while it occurs to no man to honour another with so much as a glance. The
brutal indifference, the unfeeling isolation of each in his private interest, becomes the more
repellent and offensive, the more these individuals are crowded together, within a limited space.
And, however much one may be aware that this isolation of the individual, this narrow self-
seeking, is the fundamental principle of our society everywhere, it is nowhere so shamelessly
barefaced, so self-conscious as just here in the crowding of the great city. The dissolution of
mankind into monads, of which each one has a separate principle, the world of atoms, is here
carried out to its utmost extreme.

Hence it comes, too, that the social war, the war of each against all, is here openly declared. Just
as in Stirner's recent book [The Ego and Its Own], people regard each other only as useful
objects; each exploits the other, and the end of it all is that the stronger treads the weaker under
foot; and that the powerful few, the capitalists, seize everything for themselves, while to the weak
many, the poor, scarcely a bare existence remains.

What is true of London, is true of Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds, is true of all great towns.
Everywhere barbarous indifference, hard egotism on one hand, and nameless misery on the other,
everywhere social warfare, every man's house in a state of siege, everywhere reciprocal
plundering under the protection of the law, and all so shameless, so openly avowed that one



shrinks before the consequences of our social state as they manifest themselves here undisguised,
and can only wonder that the whole crazy fabric still hangs together.

Since capital, the direct or indirect control of the means of subsistence and production, is the
weapon with which this social warfare is carried on, it is clear that all the disadvantages of such a
state must fall upon the poor. For him no man has the slightest concern. Cast into the whirlpool,
he must struggle through as well as he can. If he is so happy as to find work, i.e., if the
bourgeoisie does him the favour to enrich itself by means of him, wages await him which
scarcely suffice to keep body and soul together; if he can get no work he may steal, if he is not
afraid of the police, or starve, in which case the police will take care that he does so in a quiet and
inoffensive manner. During my residence in England, at least twenty or thirty persons have died
of simple starvation under the most revolting circumstances, and a jury has rarely been found
possessed of the courage to speak the plain truth in the matter. Let the testimony of the witnesses
be never so clear and unequivocal, the bourgeoisie, from which the jury is selected, always finds
some backdoor through which to escape the frightful verdict, death from starvation. The
bourgeoisie dare not speak the truth in these cases, for it would speak its own condemnation. But
indirectly, far more than directly, many have died of starvation, where long-continued want of
proper nourishment has called forth fatal illness, when it has produced such debility that causes
which might otherwise have remained inoperative brought on severe illness and death. The
English working-men call this”social murder", and accuse our whole society of perpetrating this
crime perpetually. Are they wrong?

True, it is only individuals who starve, but what security has the working-man that it may not be
his turn tomorrow? Who assures him employment, who vouches for it that, if for any reason or no
reason his lord and master discharges him tomorrow, he can struggle along with those dependent
upon him, until he may find some one else”to give him bread"? Who guarantees that willingness
to work shall suffice to obtain work, that uprightness, industry, thrift, and the rest of the virtues
recommended by the bourgeoisie, are really his road to happiness? No one. He knows that he has
something today and that it does not depend upon himself whether he shall have something
tomorrow. He knows that every breeze that blows, every whim of his employer, every bad turn of
trade may hurl him back into the fierce whirlpool from which he has temporarily saved himself,
and in which it is hard and often impossible to keep his head above water. He knows that, though
he may have the means of living today, it is very uncertain whether he shall tomorrow.

Meanwhile, let us proceed to a more detailed investigation of the position in which the social war
has placed the non-possessing class. Let us see what pay for his work society does give the
working-man in the form of dwelling, clothing, food, what sort of subsistence it grants those who
contribute most to the maintenance of society; and, first, let us consider the dwellings.

Every great city has one or more slums, where the working-class is crowded together. True,
poverty often dwells in hidden alleys close to the palaces of the rich; but, in general, a separate
territory has been assigned to it, where, removed from the sight of the happier classes, it may
struggle along as it can. These slums are pretty equally arranged in all the great towns of England,
the worst houses in the worst quarters of the towns; usually one- or two-storied cottages in long
rows, perhaps with cellars used as dwellings, almost always irregularly built. These houses of
three or four rooms and a kitchens form, throughout England, some parts of London excepted, the
general dwellings of the working-class. The streets are generally unpaved, rough, dirty, filled
with vegetable and animal refuse, without sewers or gutters, but supplied with foul, stagnant
pools instead. Moreover, ventilation is impeded by the bad, confused method of building of the
whole quarter, and since many human beings here live crowded into a small space, the
atmosphere that prevails in these working-men's quarters may readily be imagined. Further, the
streets serve as drying grounds in fine weather; lines are stretched across from house to house,
and hung with wet clothing.



Let us investigate some of the slums in their order. London comes first,'” and in London the
famous rookery of St. Giles which is now, at last, about to be penetrated by a couple of broad
streets. St. Giles is in the midst of the most populous part of the town, surrounded by broad,
splendid avenues in which the gay world of London idles about, in the immediate neighbourhood
of Oxford Street, Regent Street, of Trafalgar Square and the Strand. It is a disorderly collection of
tall, three- or four-storied houses, with narrow, crooked, filthy streets, in which there is quite as
much life as in the great thoroughfares of the town, except that, here, people of the working-class
only are to be seen. A vegetable market is held in the street, baskets with vegetables and fruits,
naturally all bad and hardly fit to use obstruct the sidewalk still further, and from these, as well as
from the fish-dealers' stalls, arises a horrible smell. The houses are occupied from cellar to garret,
filthy within and without, and their appearance is such that no human being could possibly wish
to live in them. But all this is nothing in comparison with the dwellings in the narrow courts and
alleys between the streets, entered by covered passages between the houses, in which the filth and
tottering ruin surpass all description. Scarcely a whole window-pane can be found, the walls are
crumbling, door-posts and window-frames loose and broken, doors of old boards nailed together,
or altogether wanting in this thieves' quarter, where no doors are needed, there being nothing to
steal. Heaps of garbage and ashes lie in all directions, and the foul liquids emptied before the
doors gather in stinking pools. Here live the poorest of the poor, the worst paid workers with
thieves and the victims of prostitution indiscriminately huddled together, the majority Irish, or of
Irish extraction, and those who have not yet sunk in the whirlpool of moral ruin which surrounds
them, sinking daily deeper, losing daily more and more of their power to resist the demoralising
influence of want, filth, and evil surroundings.

Nor is St. Giles the only London slum. In the immense tangle of streets, there are hundreds and
thousands of alleys and courts lined with houses too bad for anyone to live in, who can still spend
anything whatsoever upon a dwelling fit for human beings. Close to the splendid houses of the
rich such a lurking-place of the bitterest poverty may often be found. So, a short time ago, on the
occasion of a coroner's inquest, a region close to Portman Square, one of the very respectable
squares, was characterised as an abode”of a multitude of Irish demoralised by poverty and filth".
So, too, may be found in streets, such as Long Acre and others, which, though not fashionable,
are yet”respectable"”, a great number of cellar dwellings out of which puny children and half-
starved, ragged women emerge into the light of day. In the immediate neighbourhood of Drury
Lane Theatre, the second in London, are some of the worst streets of the whole metropolis,
Charles, King, and Park Streets, in which the houses are inhabited from cellar to garret
exclusively by poor families. In the parishes of St. John and St. Margaret there lived in 1840,
according to the Journal of the Statistical Society, 5,566 working-men's families in
5,294”dwellings" (if they deserve the name!), men, women, and children thrown together without
distinction of age or sex, 26,850 persons all told; and of these families three-fourths possessed but
one room. In the aristocratic parish of St. George, Hanover Square, there lived, according to the
same authority, 1,465 working-men's families, nearly 6,000 persons, under similar conditions,
and here, too, more than two-thirds of the whole number crowded together at the rate of one
family in one room. And how the poverty of these unfortunates, among whom even thieves find
nothing to steal, is exploited by the property-holding class in lawful ways! The abominable
dwellings in Drury Lane, just mentioned, bring in the following rents: two cellar dwellings, 3s.,
one room, ground-floor, 4s.; second-storey, 4s. 6d.; third-floor, 4s.; garret-room, 3s. weekly, so
that the starving occupants of Charles Street alone, pay the house-owners a yearly tribute of
£2,000, and the 5,566 families above mentioned in Westminster, a yearly rent of £40,000.

The most extensive working-people's district lies east of the Tower in Whitechapel and Bethnal
Green, where the greatest masses of London working-people live. Let us hear Mr. G. Alston,
preacher of St. Philip's, Bethnal Green, on the condition of his parish. He says:



"It contains 1,400 houses, inhabited by
2,795 families, comprising a population
of 12,000. The space within which this
large amount of population are living is
less than 400 yards square (1,200 feet),
and it is no uncommon thing for a man
and his wife, with four or five children,
and sometimes the grandfather and
grandmother, to be found living in a
room from ten to twelve feet square, and
which serves them for eating and
working in. I believe that till the Bishop
of London called the attention of the
public to the state of Bethnal Green,
about as little was known at the West-
end of the town of this most destitute
parish as the wilds of Australia or the
islands of the South Seas. If we really
desire to find out the most destitute and
deserving, we must lift the latch of their
doors, and find them at their scanty
meal; we must see them when suffering
from sickness and want of work; and if
we do this from day to day in such a
neighbourhood as Bethnal Green, we
shall become acquainted with a mass of
wretchedness and misery such as a
nation like our own ought to be ashamed
to permit. I was Curate of a parish near
Huddersfield during the three years of
the greatest manufacturing distress; but I
never witnessed such a thorough
prostration of the poor as I have seen
since I have been in Bethnal Green.

There is not one father of a family in ten



throughout the entire district that
possesses any clothes but his working
dress, and that too commonly in the
worst tattered condition; and with many
this wretched clothing forms their only
covering at night, with nothing better
than a bag of straw or shavings to lie

upon."

The foregoing description furnishes an idea of the aspect of the interior of the dwellings. But let
us follow the English officials, who occasionally stray thither, into one or two of these
workingmen's homes.

On the occasion of an inquest held Nov. 16th, 1843, by Mr. Carter, coroner for Surrey, upon the
body of Ann Galway, aged 45 years, the newspapers related the following particulars concerning
the deceased: She had lived at No. 5 White Lion Court, Bermondsey Street, London, with her
husband and a nineteen- year-old son in a little room, in which neither a bedstead nor any other
furniture was to be seen. She lay dead beside her son upon a heap of feathers which were
scattered over her almost naked body, there being neither sheet nor coverlet. The feathers stuck so
fast over the whole body that the physician could not examine the corpse until it was cleansed,
and then found it starved and scarred from the bites of vermin. Part of the floor of the room was
torn up, and the hole used by the family as a privy.

On Monday, Jan. 15th, 1844, two boys were brought before the police magistrate because, being
in a starving condition, they had stolen and immediately devoured a half-cooked calf's foot from a
shop. The magistrate felt called upon to investigate the case further, and received the following
details from the policeman: The mother of the two boys was the widow of an ex-soldier,
afterwards policeman, and had had a very hard time since the death of her husband, to provide for
her nine children. She lived at No. 2 Pool's Place, Quaker Court, Spitalfields, in the utmost
poverty. When the policeman came to her, he found her with six of her children literally huddled
together in a little back room, with no furniture but two old rush-bottomed chairs with the seats
gone, a small table with two legs broken, a broken cup, and a small dish. On the hearth was
scarcely a spark of fire, and in one corner lay as many old rags as would fill a woman's apron,
which served the whole family as a bed. For bed clothing they had only their scanty day clothing.
The poor woman told him that she had been forced to sell her bedstead the year before to buy
food. Her bedding she had pawned with the victualler for food. In short, everything had gone for
food. The magistrate ordered the woman a considerable provision from the poor-box.

In February, 1844, Theresa Bishop, a widow 60 years old, was recommended, with her sick
daughter, aged 26, to the compassion of the police magistrate in Marlborough Street. She lived at
No. 5 Brown Street, Grosvenor Square, in a small back room no larger than a closet, in which
there was not one single piece of furniture, In one corner lay some rags upon which both slept; a
chest served as table and chair. The mother earned a little by charring. The owner of the house
said that they had lived in this way since May 1843, had gradually sold or pawned everything that
they had, and had still never paid any rent. The magistrate assigned them £1 from the poor-box.

I am far from asserting that all London working-people live in such want as the foregoing three
families. I know very well that ten are somewhat better off, where one is so totally trodden under
foot by society; but I assert that thousands of industrious and worthy people — far worthier and
more to be respected than the rich of London — do find themselves in a condition unworthy of



human beings; and that every proletarian, everyone, without exception, is exposed to a similar
fate without any fault of his own and in spite of every possible effort.

But in spite of all this, they who have some kind of a shelter are fortunate, fortunate in
comparison with the utterly homeless. In London fifty thousand human beings get up every
morning, not knowing where they are to lay their heads at night. The luckiest of this multitude,
those who succeed in keeping a penny or two until evening, enter a lodging-house, such as
abound in every great city, where they find a bed. But what a bed! These houses are filled with
beds from cellar to garret, four, five, six beds in a room; as many as can be crowded in. Into every
bed four, five, or six human beings are piled, as many as can be packed in, sick and well, young
and old, drunk and sober, men and women, just as they come, indiscriminately. Then come strife,
blows, wounds, or, if these bedfellows agree, so much the worse; thefts are arranged and things
done which our language, grown more humane than our deeds, refuses to record. And those who
cannot pay for such a refuge? They sleep where they find a place, in passages, arcades, in corners
where the police and the owners leave them undisturbed. A few individuals find their way to the
refuges which are managed, here and there, by private charity, others sleep on the benches in the
parks close under the windows of Queen Victoria. Let us hear the London Times:

"It appears from the report of the
proceedings at Marlborough Street
Police C