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Introduction to this Version

In this work Marx critiques the economic (chapteepand philosophical
(chapter two) doctrine of P.J. Proudhon.

Marx started work on this book in January 1847¢as be judged from Engel's
letter to Marx on January 15, 1847. By the begirohdpril 1847, Marx's work
was completed in the main and had gone to the .p@esdune 15, 1847 he wrote
a short foreward.

Published in Paris and Brussels in 1847, the boak mot republished in full
during Marx's lifetime. Excerpts from section five@hapter Two appeared in
different years, mostly between 1872 - 1875 in papsuch asa
EmancipacionDer VolksstagtSoical-Demokrat and others. In 1880 Marx
attempted to publish tHeoverty of Philosophin the French socialist
newspapel'Egalité, the organ of the French Workers' Party, but otflg
foreword and section one of Chapter One were pudyis

This translation is from the original 1847 Frenclitied. It has been updated to
also include the changes/corrections Marx madehén dopy of the book he
presented to N. Utina in 1876, as well as the ctimes made by Frederick
Engels in the second French edition and the Gerrddiores of 1885 and 1892.
The first English edition of this work was published 1900 by Twentieth

Century Press. Note: italics in quotations are asglexMarx's. Also, references
added in brackets correspond to the same edition ved.
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Foreword

M. Proudhon has the misfortune of being peculiarigunderstood in Europe. In
France, he has the right to be a bad economistulsede is reputed to be a good
German philosopher. In Germany, he has the righteoa bad philosopher,
because he is reputed to be one of the ablest lrrecenomists. Being both
German and economist at the same time, we desp®test against this double
error.

The reader will understand that in this thanklesk tae have often had to
abandon our criticism of M. Proudhon in order tdidze German philosophy,
and at the same time to give some observation®liticpl economy.

Karl Marx
Brussels, June 15, 1847

M. Proudhon's work is not just a treatise on pmditeconomy, an ordinary book;
it is a bible. "Mysteries", "Secrets Wrested frome tBosom of God",
"Revelations" — it lacks nothing. But as prophats discussed nowadays more
conscientiously than profane writers, the readestmmasign himself to going
with us through the arid and gloomy eruditions Gehesis", in order to ascend
later, with M. Proudhon, into the ethereal andileemtealm ofsuper-socialism
(See ProudhorRhilosophy of PovertyPrologue, p.lll, line 20.)
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Preface to the First German Edition

The present work was produced in the winter of 1846at a time when Marx
had cleared up for himself the basic features sflew historical and economic
outlook. Proudhon’Systéme des contradictions économiques, ou Phil@sdph

la misere which had just appeared, gave him the opportunitgevelop these

basic features, setting them against the viewsnodia who, from then on, was to
occupy the most important place among living Fresatialists. Since the time
in Paris when the two of them had often spent whajats discussing economic
guestions, their paths had increasingly divergeduéhon’s book proved that
there was already an unbridgeable gulf between .tHamignore it was at that
time impossible, and so Marx put on record theparable rupture in this reply
of his.

Marx’'s general opinion of Proudhon is to be foundhe article which appeared
in the BerlinSocial-DemokraiNos 16, 17 and 18 for 1865. It was the only agticl
Marx wrote for that paper; Herr von Schweitzer'seatpts to guide it along

feudal and government lines, which became evideon sfterwards, compelled
us to publicly terminate our collaboration aftetyoa few weeksj]

For Germany, the present work has at this precs@ment a significance which
Marx himself never imagined. How could he have knothat, in trouncing
Proudhon, he was hitting Rodbertus, the idol ofdheeerists of today, who was
unknown to him even by name at that time?

This is not the place to deal with relations betw&arx and Rodbertus; an
opportunity for that is sure to present itself te wery soonp]Suffice it to note
here that when Rodbertus accuses Marx of havingngdred” him and of
having “freely used in hi€apitalwithout quoting him” his worlZur
Erkenntnishe allows himself to indulge in an act of slanddrial is only
explicable by the irksomeness of unrecognised geand by his remarkable
ignorance of things taking place outside Prussid, especially of socialist and
economic literature. Neither these charges, norath@ve-mentioned work by
Rodbertus ever came to Marx’s sight; all he knewRufdbertus was the
threeSociale Briefeand even these certainly not before 1858 or 1859.

With greater reason Rodbertus asserts in theserdethat he had already
discovered “Proudhon’s constituted vallesforeProudhon; but here again it is
true he erroneously flatters himself with being fir& discoverer. In any case,
he is thus one of the targets of criticism in thespnt work, and this compels me
to deal briefly with his *“fundamental” piecBur Erkenntnis unsrer
staatswirthschaftlichen Zustand&842, insofar as this brings forth anticipations
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of Proudhon as well as the communism of Weitlingewise (again
unconsciously) contained in it.

Insofar as modern socialism, no matter of what e¢enyg, starts out from
bourgeois political economy, it almost without epien takes up the Ricardian
theory of value. The two propositions which Ricapfoclaimed in 1817 right at
the beginning of hi®rinciples

1) that the value of any commodity is purely anéelyodetermined by the quantity of
labour required for its production, and

2) that the product of the entire social labourdisided among the three classes:
landowners (rent), capitalists (profit) and workewsages)

These two propositions had ever since 1821 beasadtiin England for socialist
conclusiongs], and in part with such pointedness and resolutizat this
literature, which had then almost been forgotted awas to a large extent only
rediscovered by Marx, remained unsurpassed untie thppearance
of Capital. About this another time. If, therefore, in 1842dRertus for his part
drew socialist conclusions from the above propmsgj that was certainly a very
considerable step forward for a German at that,tim it could rank as a new
discovery only for Germany at best. That such ardiegpn of the Ricardian
theory was far from new was proved by Marx agaiPrstudhon, who suffered
from a similar conceit.

"Anyone who is in any way familiar with the trenfipmlitical economy in England cannot
fail to know that almost all the socialists in ticauntry have, at different periods, proposed
theequalitarian(i.e. socialist) application of Ricardian theoiye could quote for M.
Proudhon: HodgskirRolitical Economy 1827; William Thompsorin Inquiry into the
Principles of the Distribution of Wealth Most Cowrdie to Human Happines$824; T. R.
EdmondsPractical Moral and Political Economy1828, etc., etc., and four pages more of
etc. We shall content ourselves with listeningrdgaglish Communist, Mr. Bray ... in his
remarkable workl.abour’'s Wrongs and Labour’'s Remedlyeds, 1839.”

And the quotations given here from Bray on theingwt an end to a good part
of the priority claimed by Rodbertus.

At that time Marx had never yet entered the readiogm of the British

Museum. Apart from the libraries of Paris and Belssapart from my books
and extracts, he had only examined such books esal¢ainable in Manchester
during a six-week journey to England we made togreith the summer of 1845.
The literature in question was, therefore, by no meeso inaccesible in the
forties as it may be now. If, all the same, it alwaemained unknown to
Rodbertus, that is to be ascribed solely to his$tam local bigotry. He is the
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actual founder of specifically Prussian socialigmd & now at last recognised as
such.

However, even in his beloved Prussia, Rodbertusnea$o remain undisturbed.
In 1859, Marx’sA Contribution to the Critique of Political Econon®art |, was
published in Berlin. Therein, among the economistgections to Ricardo, the
following was put forward as the second objectiordQ):

“If the exchange value of a product equals the ualitme contained in the product, then
the exchange value of a working day is equal ttioduct it yields, in other words, wages
must be equal to the product of labour. But in fhetopposite is true.”

On this there was the following note:

“This objection, which was advanced against Ricdrg@conomists, was later taken up by
socialists. Assuming that the formula was theoadlficsound, they alleged that practice
stood in conflict with the theory and demanded thatirgeois society should draw the
practical conclusions supposedly arising fromhiesoretical principles. In this way at least
English socialists turned Ricardo’s formula of exabe value against political economy."”

In the same note there was a reference to Matisére de la philosophje
which was then obtainable in all the bookshops.

Rodbertus, therefore, had sufficient opportunitycofvincing himself whether
his discoveries of 1842 were really new. Insteatptoelaims them again and
again and regards them as so incomparable thavérroccurs to him that Marx
might have drawn his conclusions from Ricardo ireteently, just as well as
Rodbertus himself. Absolutely impossible! Marx Hfatlindered" him — the man
whom the same Marx had offered every opportunitgdavince himself how
long before both of them these conclusions, at ieathe crude form which they
still have in the case of Rodbertus, had previobsln enunciated in England!

The simplest socialist application of the Ricardibgaory is indeed that given
above. It has led in many cases to insights ing¢oattigin and nature of surplus
value which go far beyond Ricardo, as in the cdsRaulbertus among others.
Quite apart from the fact that on this matter hevmere presents anything which
has not already been said at least as well, b&farghis presentation suffers like
those of his predecessors from the fact that h@tadancritically and without
examining their content, economic categories —uabcapital, value, etc. — in
the crude form, clinging to their external appeaeann which they were handed
down to him by the economists. He thereby not aniis himself off from all
further development — in contrast to Marx who wass first to make something
of these propositions so often repeated for theslaty-four years — but, as will
be shown, he opens for himself the road leadiraigtit to utopia.
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The above application of the Ricardian theory theg éntire social product
belongs to the workers #seir product, because they are the sole real producers,
leads directly to communism. But, as Marx indeatidates in the above-quoted
passage, it is incorrect in formal economic terfosjt is simply an application
of morality to economics. According to the lawskafurgeois economics, the
greatest part of the product doedbelong to the workers who have produced it.
If we now say: that is unjust, that ought not to dme then that has nothing
immediately to do with economics. We are merelyirgayhat this economic fact
is in contradiction to our sense of morality. MatRkerefore, never based his
communist demands upon this, but upon the inewtabllapse of the capitalist
mode of production which is daily taking place brefour eyes to an ever
growing degree; he says only that surplus valueistsof unpaid labour, which
is a simple fact. But what in economic terms maydveally incorrect, may all
the same be correct from the point of view of wadnidtory. If mass moral
consciousness declares an economic fact to betuagig did at one time in the
case of slavery and statute labour, that is ptoalf the fact itself has outlived its
day, that other economic facts have made their appee due to which the
former has become unbearable and untenable. Theyeforery true economic
content may be concealed behind the formal econoroarrectness. This is not
the place to deal more closely with the significaaad history of the theory of
surplus value.

At the same time other conclusions can be drawshhawe been drawn, from the
Ricardian theory of value. The value of commoditeedetermined by the labour
required for their production. But now it turns dbat in this imperfect world
commodities are sold sometimes above, sometimesvligeir value, and indeed
not only as a result of ups and downs in compaetitithe rate of profit tends just
as much to balance out at the same level for glitalests as the price of
commodities does to become reduced to the labdue sy agency of supply
and demand. But the rate of profit is calculatedrantotal capital invested in an
industrial business. Since now the annual producta/o different branches of
industry may incorporate equal quantities of labaamd, consequently, may
represent equal values and also wages may beeafuah level in both, while the
capital advanced in one branch may be, and oftdwige or three times as great
as in the other, consequently the Ricardian lawalfie, as Ricardo himself
discovered, comes into contradiction here withldweof the equal rate of profit.
If the products of both branches of industry arel sd their values, the rates of
profit cannot be equal; if, however, the ratesrofipare equal, then the products
of the two branches of industry cannot always kid abtheir values. Thus, we
have here a contradiction, the antinomy of two eocamn laws, the practical
resolution of which takes place according to Rioaf@hapter I, Section 4 and
514]) as a rule in favour of the rate of profit at tust of value.
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But the Ricardian definition of value, in spiteitsf ominous characteristics, has
a feature which makes it dear to the heart of treebt bourgeois. It appeals with
irresistible force to his sense of justice. Justoel equality of rights are the
cornerstones on which the bourgeois of the eigliteand nineteenth centuries
would like to erect his social edifice over thensubf feudal injustice, inequality
and privilege. And the determination of value ofmrrnodities by labour and the
free exchange of the products of labour, takingelaccording to this measure
of value between commodity owners with equal rigktese are, as Marx has
already proved, the real foundations on which tieles political, juridical and
philosophical ideology of the modern bourgeoisie f@en built. Once it is
recognised that labour is the measure of value @bmmodity, the better
feelings of the honest bourgeois cannot but be ldeemunded by the
wickedness of a world which, while recognising li@sic law of justice in name,
still in fact appears at every moment to set l@svithout compunction. And the
petty bourgeois especially, whose honest labouen éf it is only that of his
workmen and apprentices — is daily more and mopeedeated in value by the
competition of large-scale production and machindéms small-scale producer
especially must long for a society in which theletoge of products according
to their labour value is at last a complete andimmble truth. In other words, he
must long for a society in which a single law ofreoodity production prevails
exclusively and in full, but in which the condit®@are abolished in which it can
prevail at all, viz., the other laws of commodityoguction and, later, of
capitalist production.

How deeply this utopia has struck roots in the wéyhinking of the modern
petty bourgeois — real or ideal — is proved byftwt that it was systematically
developed by John Gray back in 1831, that it wasdtin practice and
theoretically propagated in England in the thirtigst it was proclaimed as the
latest truth by Rodbertus in Germany in 1842 andPbyudhon in France in
1846, that it was again proclaimed by Rodbertuktgsas 1871 as the solution
to the social question and, as, so to say, hisaktestament, and that in 1884 it
again finds adherents among the horde of careewsis in the name of
Rodbertus set out to exploit Prussian state seoias]

The critique of this utopia has been so exhaustivetgished by Marx both
against Proudhon and against Gray (see the appémdhis work) that | can
confine myself here to a few remarks on the forrsudfstantiating and depicting
it peculiar to Rodbertus.

As already noted, Rodbertus adopts the traditiatefinitions of economic
concepts entirely in the form in which they haveneodown to him from the
economists. He does not make the slightest attenptestigate them. Value is
for him
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"the valuation of one thing against others accardio quantity, this valuation being
conceived as measure"

This, to put it mildly, extremely slovenly definiiagives us at the best an idea of
what value approximately looks like, but says alsdy nothing of what it is.
Since this, however, is all that Rodbertus is dbldell us about value, it is
understandable that he looks for a measure of yatsted outside value. After
thirty pages in which he mixes up use value anchaxge value in higgledy-
piggledy fashion with that power of abstract thaugb infinitely admired by
Herr Adolf Wagner(s] he arrives at the conclusion that there is no mesdsure
of value and that one has to make do with a suibstineasure. Labour could
serve as such but only if products of an equal tijiyaaf labour were always
exchanged against products of an equal quantitjalmdur whether this “is
already the case of itself, or whether precautiprmaeasures are adopted” to
ensure that it is. Consequently value and laboorane without any sort of
material connection in spite of the fact that tHeole first chapter is taken up to
expound to us that commodities “cost labour” anthimg but labour, and why
this is so.

Labour, again, is taken uncritically in the formwich it occurs among the
economists. And not even that. For, although tie reference in a couple of
words to differences in intensity of labour, labaarstill put forward quite
generally as something which “costs", hence as #uonte which measures
value, quite irrespective of whether it is expendeder normal average social
conditions or not. Whether the producers take t@ysdor only one, to make
products which could be made in one day; whethey #mploy the best or the
worst tools; whether they expend their labour timéhe production of socially
necessary articles and in the socially requiredhtitya or whether they make
quite undesired articles or desired articles imgjtias above or below demand —
about all this there is not a word: labour is lahdhe product of equal labour
must be exchanged against the product of equalutad®odbertus, who is
otherwise always ready, whether rightly or notattmpt the national standpoint
and to survey the relations of individual produdeosn the high watchtower of
general social considerations, is anxious to awihg so here. And this,
indeed, solely because from the very first lindhisf book he makes directly for
the utopia of labour money, and because any irgeggin of labour seen from
its property of creating value would be bound tb ipguperable obstacles in his
way. His instinct was here considerably strongemntinis power of abstract
thought which, by the by, is revealed in Rodbedunly by the most concrete
absence of ideas.

The transition to utopia is now made in the turnaofiand. The "measures”,
which ensure exchange of commodities according atwodr value as the
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invariable rule, cause no difficulty. The other uéns of this tendency, from
Gray to Proudhon, rack their brains to invent doiiatitutions which would
achieve this aim. They attempt at least to solvedt@nomic question in an
economic way through the action of the owners tledves who exchange the
commodities. For Rodbertus it is much easier. Asa@d Prussian he appeals to
the state: a decree of the state authority ortherseform.

In this way then, value is happily “constitutedutlby no means the priority in
this constitution as claimed by Rodbertus. On th&trary, Gray as well as Bray
— among many others — before Rodbertus, at lengihfraquentlyad nauseam
repeated this idea, viz. the pious desire for nressly means of which products
would always and under all circumstances be exdawrmmly at their labour
value.

After the state has thus constituted value — &t Ieat a part of the products, for
Rodbertus is also modest — it issues its labouempamney, and gives advances
therefrom to the industrial capitalists, with white latter pay the workers,
whereupon the workers buy the products with thedalpaper money they have
received, and so cause the paper money to flow tmadk starting point. How
very beautifully this is effected, one must heanirRodbertus himself:

“In regard to the second condition, the necessaggsure that the value certified in the
note should be actually present in circulation @alised in that only the person who
actually delivers a product receives a note, orcivig accurately recorded the quantity of
labour by which the product was produced, Whoewdivelrs a product of two days’
labour receives a note marked ‘two days’. By thetsbbservance of this rule in the issue
of notes, the second condition too would necegssael fulfilled. For according to our
supposition the real value of the goods alwaysades with the quantity of labour which
their production has cost and this quantity of lakis measured by the usual units of time,
and therefore someone who hands in a product ochwhwo days’ labour has been
expended and receives a certificate for two dags,rbceived, certified or assigned to him
neither more nor less value than that which heiméact supplied. Further, sincaly the
person who has actually put a product into ciréotateceives such a certificate, it is also
certain that the value marked on the note is availdor the satisfaction of society.
However extensive we imagine the circle of divisadriabour to be, if this rule is strictly
followedthe sum total of available valusustbe exactly equal to the sum total of certified
valueSince, however, the sum total of certified valuexsctly equal to the sum total of
value assigned, the latter musicessarily coincide with the available value,cdlims will

be satisfied and the liquidation correctly brougliout” (pp. 166-67).

If Rodbertus has hitherto always had the misforttanarrive too late with his new
discoveries, this time at least he has the mewnefkort of originality: none of his
rivals has dared to express the stupidity of theda money utopia in this childishly
naive, transparent, I might say truly Pomeraniaormf Since for every paper
certificate a corresponding object of value hasnbeelivered, and no object of
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value is supplied except in return for a correspamgaper certificate, the sum total
of paper certificates must always be covered bystira total of objects of value.
The calculation works out without the smallest ramdar, it is correct down to a
second of labour time, and no governmental chiefemae office accountant,
however many years of faithful service he may hlagkind him, could prove the
slightest error in calculation. What more could arant?

In present-day capitalist society each industraditalist produces off his own bat
what, how and as much as he likes. The social démaowever, remains an
unknown magnitude to him, both in regard to qualibe kind of objects required,
and in regard to quantity. That which today carbesupplied quickly enough, may
tomorrow be offered far in excess of the demandielitbeless, demand is finally
satisfied in one way or another, good or bad, sakkn as a whole, production is
ultimately geared towards the objects required. Hewvihis evening-out of the
contradiction effected? By competition. And how sl@@mpetition bring about this
solution? Simply by depreciating below their labgalue those commodities which
by their kind or amount are useless for immediateiad requirements, and by
making the producers feel, through this roundalboedns, that they have produced
either absolutely useless articles or ostensiblgfuls articles in unusable,
superfluous quantity. Two things follow from this:

First, continual deviations of the prices of comitied from their values are the
necessary condition in and through which the valuide commodities as such can
come into existence. Only through the fluctuationé competition, and
consequently of commaodity prices, does the lawadfie® of commodity production
assert itself and the determination of the valughef commodity by the socially
necessary labour time become a reality. That tlyetied form of manifestation of
value, the price, as a rule looks somewhat diffefeom the value which it
manifests, is a fate which value shares with mostas relations. A king usually
looks quite different from the monarchy which hpresents. To desire, in a society
of producers who exchange their commodities, taldish the determination of
value by labour time, by forbidding competition déstablish this determination of
value through pressure on prices in the only wasait be established, is therefore
merely to prove that, at least in this sphere, bas adopted the usual utopian
disdain of economic laws.

Secondly, competition, by bringing into operatitre taw of value of commodity
production in a society of producers who exchartggr tcommodities, precisely
thereby brings about the only organisation andngeaent of social production
which is possible in the circumstances. Only thioufje undervaluation or
overvaluation of products is it forcibly broughtrhe to the individual commodity
producers what society requires or does not reqncein what amounts. But it is
precisely this sole regulator that the utopia adw®ed by Rodbertus among others
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wishes to abolish. And if we then ask what guamantee have that necessary
quantity and not more of each product will be pitly that we shall not go hungry
in regard to corn and meat while we are chokeceet Bugar and drowned in potato
spirit, that we shall not lack trousers to cover nakedness while trouser buttons
flood us by the million — Rodbertus triumphanthoslrs us his splendid calculation,
according to which the correct certificate has bemded out for every superfluous
pound of sugar, for every unsold barrel of spidgt,every unusable trouser button, a
calculation which “works out” exactly, and accomglito which “all claims will be
satisfied and the liquidation correctly brought atdb And anyone who does not
believe this can apply to governmental chief reeerifice accountant X in
Pomerania who has checked the calculation and fduowrect, and who, as one
who has never yet been caught lacking with the@auso is thoroughly trustworthy.

And now consider the naiveté with which Rodbertuiaild abolish industrial and
commercial crises by means of his utopia. As sogntle production of
commodities has assumed world market dimensiomsget#ening-out between the
individual producers who produce for private acdamd the market for which they
produce, which in respect of quantity and qualifydemand is more or less
unknown to them, is established by means of a stmnthe world market, by a
commercial crisis. [*1] If now competition is to berbidden to make the individual
producers aware, by a rise or fall in prices, hbe/world market stands, then they
are completely blindfolded. To institute the protlme of commodities in such a
fashion that the producers can no longer learnhamytabout the state of the market
for which they are producing — that indeed is aeclar the crisis disease which
could make Dr. Eisenbart envious of Rodbertus.

It is now comprehensible why Rodbertus determirtes walue of commodities
simply by “labour” and at most allows for differesigrees of intensity of labour. If
he had investigated by what means and how labeates value and therefore also
determines and measures it, he would have arrivesb@ally necessary labour,
necessary for the individual product, both in relato other products of the same
kind and also in relation to society’s total demahig¢ would thereby have been
confronted with the question as to how the adjustmoé the production of separate
commaodity producers to the total social demandggkace, and his whole utopia
would thereby have been made impossible. This hmereferred in fact to “make
an abstraction”, namely of precisely that whichterad.

Now at last we come to the point where Rodbertafiyeffers us something new;
something which distinguishes him from all his nuous fellow supporters of the
labour money exchange economy. They all demandettéhange organisation for
the purpose of abolishing the exploitation of wéd®ur by capital. Every producer
is to receive the full labour value of his produ@n this they all agree, from Gray to
Proudhon. Not at all, says Rodbertus. Wage labodita exploitation remain.
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In the first place, in no conceivable conditionsoktiety can the worker receive the
full value of his product for consumption. A serieseconomically unproductive
but necessary functions have to be met from thd funeduced, and consequently
also the persons connected with them maintaineid.i$tonly correct so long as the
present-day division of labour applies. In a sgciet which general productive
labour is obligatory, which is also “conceivabldtea all, this ceases to apply. But
the need for a social reserve and accumulation wmdd remain and consequently
even in that case, the workers, ial, would remain in possession and enjoyment
of their total product, but each separate workeuldmot enjoy the “full returns of
his labour”. Nor has the maintenance of econonyiaaiproductive functions at the
expense of the labour product been overlooked éyther labour money utopians.
But they leave the workers to tax themselves fas thurpose in the usual
democratic way, while Rodbertus, whose whole saedrm of 1842 is geared to
the Prussian state of that time, refers the who#dten to the decision of the
bureaucracy, which determines from above the sbéréhe worker in his own
product and graciously permits him to have it.

In the second place, however, rent and profit &e ® continue undiminished. For
the landowners and industrial capitalists also @gercertain socially useful or even
necessary functions, even if economically unprageacbnes, and they receive in
the shape of rent and profit a sort of pay on #tabunt — a conception which was,
it will be recalled, not new even in 1842. Actualhey get at present far too much
for the little that they do, and badly at that, Radbertus has need, at least for the
next five hundred years, of a privileged class, aadthe present rate of surplus
value, to express myself correctly, is to remaiexstence but is not to be allowed
to be increased. This present rate of surplus vRlodbertus takes to be 200 per
cent, that is to say, for twelve hours of labourydéhe worker is to receive a
certificate not for twelve hours but only for foand the value produced in the
remaining eight hours is to be divided between ¢aviter and capitalist. Rodbertus’
labour certificates, therefore, are a direct liggam, one must be a Pomeranian
manor owner in order to imagine that a working €la®uld put up with working
twelve hours in order to receive a certificate flaur hours of labour. If the hocus-
pocus of capitalist production is translated intés tnaive language, in which it
appears as naked robbery, it is made impossiblerytoertificate given to a worker
would be a direct instigation to rebellion and wbuwome under 8§ 110 of the
German Imperial Criminal Code. [7] One need newfehseen any other proletariat
than the day-labourer proletariat, still actuallydemi-serfdom, of a Pomeranian
manor where the rod and the whip reign supreme, vanelre all the beautiful
women in the village belong to his lordship’s hayemorder to imagine one can
treat the workers in such a shamefaced manner.aet, all, our conservatives are
our greatest revolutionaries.
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If, however, our workers are sufficiently docile be taken in that they have in
reality only worked four hours during a whole twelkours of hard work, they are,
as a reward, to be guaranteed that for all eteth#yr share in their own product
will never fall below a third. That is indeed prethe sky of the most infantile kind
and not worth wasting a word over. Insofar, therefas there is anything novel in
the labour money exchange utopia of Rodbertus nibnglty is simply childish and

far below the achievements of his numerous comrbd#sbefore and after him.

For the time when Rodbertugur Erkenntnis etc., appeared, it was certainly an
important book. His development of Ricardo’s theofyalue in that one direction
was a very promising beginning. Even if it was mavy for him and for Germany,
still as a whole, it stands on a par with the agdmeents of the better ones among
his English predecessors. But it was only a begmnirom which a real gain for
theory could be achieved only by further thorougid a&ritical work. But he cut
himself off from further development by also taokjithe development of Ricardo’s
theory from the very beginning in the second digttin the direction of utopia.
Thereby he surrendered the first condition of atiasm — freedom from bias. He
worked on towards a goal fixed in advance, he becaifendenzékonon®nce
imprisoned by his utopia, he cut himself off frorh possibility of scientific
advance. From 1842 up to his death, he went roumitcles, always repeating the
same ideas which he had already expressed or sadgeshis first work, feeling
himself unappreciated, finding himself plunderedieve there was nothing to
plunder, and finally refusing, not without intentido recognise that in essence he
had only rediscovered what had already been disedveng before.

In a few places the translation departs from thet@d French original. This is due
to handwritten alterations by Marx, which will albe inserted in the new French
edition that is now being prepared. [8]

It is hardly necessary to point out that the tewotogy used in this work does not
entirely coincide with that i€apital. Thus this work still speaks tdbouras a
commaodity, of the purchase and sale of laboureadsbf laboupower.

Also added as a supplement to this edition are:

1) a passage from Marx’s wol Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
Berlin, 1859, dealing with thfirst labour money exchange utopia of John Gray, and

2) a translation of Marx’s speech on free tradd®inssels (1848), which belongs to the
same period of the author’s development advtisére.

London, October 23, 1884
Frederick Engels
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Footnotes

Background: Engels’ letters written between August and Octob&84 show
that he did a great deal of work in preparing MaBoverty of Philosophfor
publication in German. (The book was written andlishhed in French in 1847
and was not republished in full during Marx’s lifee.) Engels edited the
translation made by Eduard Bernstein and Karl Kgutad supplied a number
of notes to it.

The first German edition of Marx’s book appearedhi@ second half of January
1885 and, a little earlier, at the beginning of uklam, Engels published his
Preface in the magazifde Neue Zeitinder the title “Marx und Rodbertus”. It
was also included in the second German editiohefook which appeared in
1892 with a special preface written by Engels.

[1] Marx wrote the statement about the break Wi Social-Demokrabn
February 18, 1865 and sent it to Engels, who fullgagsed it and returned it to
Marx with his signature; on February 23, 1865 Maent the statement to the
editors of the newspaper. This was occasioned bywé&itter's series of
articlesDas Ministerium Bismarckh which he expressed overt support for
Bismarck’s policy of unifying Germany under Prussgupremacy. Marx took
measures to make Schweitzer publish the staterttemas published in many
papers, among them tBarmer ZeitungandElberfelder Zeitungn February
26. Schweitzer was forced to publish this staterreber Social DemokratNo.
29, March 3, 1865.

2] The reference is to Engels’ Preface to the firstn@@a edition of Vol. Il of
Marx’'s Capital, which Engels completed on May 5, 1885.

3] See the anonymous pamphlete Source and Remedy of the National
Difficulties, deduced from principles of politicaconomy, in a letter to Lord
John RussellLondon, 1821.

For more details about the pamphlet see Engels’aBzefto Vol. Il of
Marx’s Capital.

[4] Engels is referring to the second edition of Ric& bookOn the Principles
of Political Economy, and Taxatiphondon, 1819, pp. 32-46, where the author
divided the text into sections.

5] The reference is to the people who took part ibliphing the literary legacy
of Rodbertus-Jagetzow, in particular his wb&s Kapital. Vierter socialer Brief
an von KirchmannBerlin, 1884; the publisher of this work and théhor of the

introduction to it was Theophil Kozak; the prefacaswvritten by the German
vulgar economist Adolf Wagner.
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6] Engels is referring to the preface to K. Rodbedagetzow’'s workDas
Kapital. Vierter socialer Brief an von KirchmanBerlin, 1884, pp. VII-VIII, in
which Adolf Wagner wrote: “Rodbertus evinces hemehsa power of abstract
thinking as is possessed only by the greatest nsdste

(71 8 110 of the German Imperial Criminal Code promatdgl in 1871 stipulated
a fine of up to 600 marks or imprisonment for art@f up to 2 years for a public
appeal in writing to disobey the laws and decrepsrating in the German
Empire.

8] The second French edition Dihe Poverty of Philosophyvhich was being
prepared by Marx’'s daughter Laura Lafargue, appearefaris only after
Engels’ death, in 1896.

1] At least this was the case until recently. Sincgl&md’s monopoly of the

world market is being increasingly shattered by faeticipation of France,

Germany and, above all, of America in world traglenew form of evening-out
appears to come into operation. The period of gémeosperity preceding the
crisis still fails to appear. If it should remaibsent altogether, then chronic
stagnation must necessarily become the normal ttondsf modern industry,

with only insignificant fluctuations.
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Engels' 1892 Introduction

For the second edition | have only to remark tlet hame wrongly written
Hopkins in the French text (on page 45) has beplaced by the correct name
Hodgskin and that in the same place the date odvthr& of William Thompson
has been corrected to 1824. It is to be hoped tihat will appease the
bibiliographical conscience of Professor Anton Memng

Frederick Engels
London, March 29, 1892
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Chapter One: A Scientific Discovery

1. The Antithesis of Use Value and
Exchange Value

“The capacity for all products, whether natural industrial, to contribute to man’s
subsistence is specifically termed use value; ttegdacity to be given in exchange for one
another, exchange value.... How does use valuentmexchange value?... The genesis of
the idea of (exchange) value has not been notegcbgomists with sufficient care. It is
necessary, therefore, for us to dwell upon it. 8iacery large number of the things | need
occur in nature only in moderate quantities, omewnet at all, | am forced to assist in the
production of what | lack. And as | cannot set nayith to so many things, | shall propose
to other men, my collaborators in various functjalscede to me a part of their products
in exchange for mine (Proudhon, Vol. I, Chap.ll)

M. Proudhon undertakes to explain to us first otled double nature of value,
the “distinction in value,” the process by whicheuglue is transformed into
exchange value. It is necessary for us to dweh Wt Proudhon upon this act of
transubstantiation. The following is how this acaomplished, according to
our author.

A very large number of products are not to be foumdature, they are products
of industry. If man’s needs go beyond nature’s smoeous production, he is
forced to have recourse to industrial productiorhatVis this industry in M.
Proudhon’s view? What is its origin? A single indival, feeling the need for a
very great number of things, “cannot set his handa many things.” So many
things to produce presuppose at once more thannareés hand helping to
produce them. Now, the moment you postulate maaea thne hand helping in
production, you at once presuppose a whole pragudtased on the division of
labour. Thus need, as M. Proudhon presupposédsatf presupposes the whole
division of labour. In presupposing the division labour, you get exchange,
and, consequently, exchange value. One might a$ heele presupposed
exchange value from the very beginning.

But M. Proudhon prefers to go the roundabout wagt.us follow him in all his
detours, which always bring him back to his stgrfpoint.

In order to emerge from the condition in which geere produces in isolation
and to arrive at exchange, “I turn to my collaborstin various functions,” says
M. Proudhon. I, myself, then, have collaboratolisyah different function. And

yet, for all that, | and all the others, always ading to M. Proudhon’s
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supposition, have got no farther than the soligargt hardly social position of the
Robinsons. The collaborators and the various fansti the division of labour
and the exchange it implies, are already at hand.

To sum up: | have certain needs which are foundeith@mulivision of labour and

on exchange. In presupposing these needs, M. Poauldias thus presupposed
exchange, exchange value, the very thing of whiehplrrposes to “note the
genesis with more care than other economists.”

M. Proudhon might just as well have inverted theeorof things, without in any
way affecting the accuracy of his conclusions. ¥Xpl&n exchange value, we
must have exchange. To explain exchange, we mustthawdivision of labour.
To explain the division of labour, we must have reethich render necessary
the division of labour. To explain these needs, westnfpresuppose” them,
which is not to deny them — contrary to the firgioan in M. Proudhon’s
prologue: “To presuppose God is to deny him.” (Bgok, p.1)

How does M. Proudhon, who assumes the divisionabbur as the known,
manage to explain exchange value, which for hiahisys the unknown?

“A man” sets out to Proposeto other men, his collaborators in various
functions,” that they establish exchange, and makelistinction between
ordinary value and exchange value. In accepting pnoposed distinction, the
collaborators have left M. Proudhon no other “catedn that of recording the
fact, or marking, of “noting” in his treatise onlical economy “the genesis of
the idea of value.” But he has still to explairuwthe “genesis” of this proposal,
to tell us finally how this single individual, thigobinson [Crusoe], suddenly had
the idea of making “to his collaborators” a prodasfathe typeknownand how
these collaborators accepted it without the sligfiyeotest.

M. Proudhon does not enter into these genealodealils. He merely places a
sort of historical stamp upon the fact of excharyepresenting it in the form of
a motion, made by a third party, that exchangeskabéished.

That is a sample of the “historical and descripthethod” of M. Proudhon, who
professes a superb disdain for the “historical dadcriptive methods” of the
Adam Smiths and Ricardos.

Exchange has a history of its own. It has passenigiir different phases. There
was a time, as in the Middle Ages, when only thpesfluous, the excess of
production over consumption, was exchanged.

There was again a time, when not only the superfiubut all products, all
industrial existence, had passed into commercenwie whole of production
depended on exchange. How are we to explain tksnsephase of exchange —
marketable value at its second power?
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M. Proudhon would have a reply ready-made: Assuimg 28 man has
“proposedo other men, his collaborators in various funwi® to raise
marketable value to its second power.

Finally, there came a time when everything that nfexd considered as
inalienable became an object of exchange, of traffid could be alienated. This
is the time when the very things which till thendhaeen communicated, but
never exchanged; given, but never sold; acquiretl,never bought — virtue,
love, conviction, knowledge, conscience, etc. —meerything, in short, passed
into commerce. It is the time of general corruptiohuniversal venality, or, to

speak in terms of political economy, the time wharerything, moral or

physical, having become a marketable value, is ditbiio the market to be
assessed at its truest value.

How, again, can we explain this new and last pledissxchange — marketable
value at its third power?

M. Proudhon would have a reply ready-made: Assuha & person has
“proposedo other persons, his collaborators in variousctions,” to make a

marketable value out of virtue, love, etc., to @aéxchange value to its third and
last power.

We see that M. Proudhon’s “historical and desargtnethod" is applicable to
everything, it answers everything, explains evenghlf it is a question above
all of explaining historically “the genesis of anoeaomic idea,” it postulates a
man who proposes to other men, “his collaboratorgarious functions,” that
they perform this act of genesis and that is theadnit.

We shall hereafter accept the “genesis” of excharajee as an accomplished
act; it now remains only to expound the relatiotwaen exchange value and use
value. Let us hear what M. Proudhon has to say:

“Economists have very well brought out the doultlaracter of value, but what they have

not pointed out with the same precision is its w@mittory nature; this is where our
criticism begins. ...

“It is a small thing to have drawn attention tostlsurprising contrast between use value
and exchange value, in which economists have beemt W see only something very
simple: we must show that this alleged simplicipeeals a profound mystery into which
it is our duty to penetrate....

“In technical terms, use value and exchange vahrmdsn inverse ratio to each other."
If we have thoroughly grasped M. Proudhon’s thoubbtfollowing are the four
points which he sets out to establish:

1. Use value and exchange value form a “surprisingrasty’ they are in opposition to
each other.

2. Use value and exchange value are in inverse mat@mntradiction, to each other.
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3. Economists have neither observed nor recognizeldereithe opposition or the
contradiction.

4. M. Proudhon’s criticism begins at the end.

We, too, shall begin at the end, and, in orderléarcthe economists from M.
Proudhon’s accusations, we shall let two suffidientell-known economists
speak for themselves.

SISMONDI:

“It is the opposition between use value and exchawmglue to which commerce has
reduced everything, etc(Etudes, Volume II, p.162, Brussels edition)

LAUDERDALE:

“In proportion as the riches of individuals arerg&sed by an augmentation of the value of
any commodity, the wealth of the society is gerediminished; and in proportion as the
mass of individual riches is diminished, by the idintion of the value of any commaodity,
its opulence is generally increased.”

(Recherches sur la nature et I'origine
de la richesse publique; translated by
Langentie de Lavaisse, Paris 1808 [p.33])

Sismondi founded on the opposition between useevahd exchange value his
principal doctrine, according to which diminutiam ievenue is proportional to
the increase in production.

Lauderdale founded his system on the inverse rdtthe two kinds of value,
and his doctrine was indeed so popular in Ricardio'® that the latter could
speak of it as of something generally known.

“It is through confounding the ideas of value arehith, or riches that it has been asserted,
that by diminishing the quantity of commoditiesatthis to say, of the necessaries,
conveniences, and enjoyments of human life, richeg be increased.”

(Ricardo, Principles de I'économie politique
translated by Constancio, annotations by J. B. Say.
Paris 1835; Volume I, chapter Sur la valeur et les richesses)
We have just seen that the economists before MudPan had “drawn
attention” to the profound mystery of oppositiord aontradiction. Let us now
see how M. Proudhon explains this mystery afteett@omists.

The exchange value of a product falls as the suppyeases, the demand
remaining the same; in other words, the more amira@roduct is relatively to
the demand, the lower is its exchange value, eepNice versa: The weaker the
supply relatively to the demand, the higher risesdxchange value or the price
of the product supplied: in other words, the gne#ite scarcity in the products
supplied, relatively to the demand, the higherpghees. The exchange value of a
product depends upon its abundance or its scatuityalways in relation to the
demand. Take a product that is more than scarcqueraf its kind if you will:
this unique product will be more than abundanwilttbe superfluous, if there is
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no demand for it. On the other hand, take a produdtiplied into millions, it
will always be scarce if it does not satisfy thended, that is, if there is too great
a demand for it.

These are what we should almost call truisms, yehawe had to repeat them
here in order to render M. Proudhon’s mysteriespramensible.

“So that, following up the principle to its ultintonsequences, one would come to the
conclusion, the most logical in the world, that things whose use is indispensable and
whose quantity is unlimited should be had for meghiand those whose utility is nil and
whose scarcity is extreme should be of incalculabbeth. To cap the difficulty, these
extremes are impossible in practice: on the onalhaa human product could ever be
unlimited in magnitude; on the other, even the @estrthings must perforce be useful to a
certain degree, otherwise they would be quite Vefse Use value and exchange value are
thus inexorably bound up with each other, altholigltheir nature they continually tend to
be mutually exclusive(¥olume I, p. 39)

What caps M. Proudhon’s difficulty? That he has miymforgotten about
demand, and that a thing can be scarce or abumaddntin so far as it is in
demand. The moment he leaves out demand, he idsngikchange value with
scarcity and use value with abundance. In realitysaying that things “whose
utility is nil and scarcity extreme are of incalgble worth,” he is simply
declaring that exchange value is merely scarciBcatcity extreme and utility
nil” means pure scarcity. “Incalculable worth” iset maximum of exchange
value, it is pure exchange value. He equates tines&erms. Therefore exchange
value and scarcity are equivalent terms. In argvat these alleged “extreme
consequences,” M. Proudhon has in fact carriedhéoektreme, not the things,
but the terms which express them, and, in so ddiegshows proficiency in
rhetoric rather than in logic. He merely rediscavars first hypotheses in all
their nakedness, when he thinks he has discovewdansequences. Thanks to
the same procedure he succeeds in identifying alse with pure abundance.

After having equated exchange value and scarc#y,value and abundance, M.
Proudhon is quite astonished not to find use vatuscarcity and exchange
value, nor exchange value in abundance and use;vahd seeing that these
extremes are impossible in practice, he can doimgpthut believe in mystery.

Incalculable worth exists for him, because buyersiot exist, and he will never
find any buyers, so long as he leaves out demand.

On the other hand, M. Proudhon’s abundance seem$etosomething
spontaneous. He completely forgets that there aoplp who produce it, and
that it is to their interest never to lose sightlemand. Otherwise, how could M.
Proudhon have said that things which are very lisefist have a very low price,
or even cost nothing? On the contrary, he shouwe lsancluded that abundance,
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the production of very useful things, should betrieted if their price, their
exchange value is to be raised.

The old vine-growers of France in petitioning folaa to forbid the planting of
new vines; the Dutch in burning Asiatic spicesuprooting clove trees in the
Moluccas, were simply trying to reduce abundancerater to raise exchange
value. During the whole of the Middle Ages this sapminciple was acted upon,
in limiting by laws the number of journeymen a sengaster could employ and
the number of implements he could use. (See Andegklstory of
Commerce [A. AndersonAn Historical and Chronological Deduction of thei@in of
Commerce from the Earliest Accounts to the PreJemte First edition appeared in
London in 1764. p. 33]

After having represented abundance as use valuscandity as exchange value
— nothing indeed is easier than to prove that admicel and scarcity are in
inverse ratio — M. Proudhon identifies use valuthwupplyand exchange value
with demand To make the antithesis even more clear-cut, bstgutes a new
term, putting “estimation value” instead of exchanglue. The battle has now
shifted its ground, and we have on one sitildy (use value, supply), on the
other sideestimation(exchange value, demand).

Who is to reconcile these two contradictory forcéd?at is to be done to bring
them into harmony with each other? Is it possibléind in them even a single
point of comparison?

“Certainly,” cries M. Proudhon, “there is one —dr®iill. The price resulting from this
battle between supply and demand, between utilitg astimation will not be the
expression of eternal justice."

M. Proudhon goes on to develop this antithesis.

“In my capacity as a free buyer, | am judge of needs, judge of the desirability of an
object, judge of the price | am willing to pay fbrOn the other hand, in your capacity as a
free producer, you are master of the means of ¢éxecwand in consequence, you have the
power to reduce your expense@/olume I, p. 41)

And as demand, or exchange value, is identical estimation, M. Proudhon is
led to say:

“It is proved that it is man’s free will that giveise to the opposition between use value
and exchange value. How can this opposition be vemhaso long as free will exists? And
how can the latter be sacrificed without sacrificmankind?'(Volume I, p. 41)

Thus there is no possible way out. There is a steuggtween two as it were
incommensurable powers, between utility and estomabetween the free buyer
and the free producer.
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Let us look at things a little more closely.

Supply does not represent exclusively utility, daethadoes not represent
exclusively estimation. Does not the demander algaply a certain product or
the token representing all products — viz., morag as supplier, does he not
represent, according to M. Proudhon, utility or uakie?

Again, does not the supplier also demand a cemaoduct or the token
representing all product — viz., money? And doesnbe thus become the
representative of estimation, of estimation valuefexchange value?

Demand is at the same time a supply, supply iBeasame time a demand. Thus
M. Proudhon’s antithesis, in simply identifying gilyppand demand, the one with
utility, the other with estimation, is based only @ futile abstraction.

What M. Proudhon calls use value is called estomatvalue by other
economists, and with just as much right. We shatitg only Storch Gours
d’economie politiqueParis 1823, pp.48 and 49).

According to himneedsare the things for which we feel the neealuesare
things to which we attribute value. Most things éaxalue only because they
satisfy needs engendered by estimation. The estimaif our needs may
change; therefore the utility of things, which eegses only the relation of these
things to our needs, may also change. Natural nimetisselves are continually
changing. Indeed, what could be more varied thanothjects which form the
staple food of different peoples!

The conflict does not take place between utility astimation; it takes place
between the marketable value demanded by the supgmtid the marketable
value supplied by the demander. The exchange vélte @roduct is each time
the resultant of these contradictory appreciations.

In final analysis, supply and demand bring togefiveduction and consumption,
but production and consumption based on indivigxahanges.

The product supplied is not useful in itself. Ithe consumer who determines its
utility. And even when its quality of being usefid admitted, it does not
exclusively represent utility. In the course of guotion, it has been exchanged
for all the costs of production, such as raw matsriwages of workers, etc., all
of which are marketable values. The product, tloeegfrepresents, in the eyes of
the producer, a sum total of marketable values. tWkasupplies is not only a
useful object, but also and above all a marketadliee.

As to demand, it will only be effective on conditidhat it has means of
exchange at its disposal. These means are themsalwedsicts, marketable
value.
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In supply and demand, then, we find on the one leapdbduct which has cost
marketable values, and the need to sell; on therptheans which have cost
marketable values, and the desire to buy.

M. Proudhon opposes the free buyer to the freeymerd To the one and to the
other he attributes purely metaphysical qualiieis. this that makes him say:

“It is proved that it is man’s free will that giveise to the opposition between use value
and exchange valugl¥olume I, p. 41]

The producer, the moment he produces in a socieiyded on the division of
labour and on exchange (and that is M. Proudhoypethesis), is forced to sell.
M. Proudhon makes the producer master of the mefamduction; but he will
agree with us that his means of production do epedd on free will. Moreover,
many of these means of production are productsiwimécgets from the outside,
and in modern production he is not even free talpce the amount he wants.
The actual degree of development of the productorees compels him to
produce on such or such a scale.

The consumer is no freer than the producer. Hismeaid depends on his means
and his needs. Both of these are determined bgduml position, which itself
depends on the whole social organisation. Truewiker who buys potatoes
and the kept woman who buys lace both follow thespective judgments. But
the difference in their judgements is explainedhwsy difference in the positions
which they occupy in the world, and which themssglaee the product of social
organisation.

Is the entire system of needs on estimation orhenwhole organisation of

production? Most often, needs arise directly frormdpction or from a state of

affairs based on production. Thus, to choose anatkemple, does not the need
for lawyers suppose a given civil law which is bl expression of a certain
development of property, that is to say, of proaun

It is not enough for M. Proudhon to have eliminatee elements just mentioned
from the relation of supply and demand. He carabstraction to the furthest
limits when he fuses all producers into one singleducer, all consumers into
one single consumer, and sets up a struggle betwesse two chimerical
personages. But in the real world, things happéreratise. The competition
among the suppliers and the competition among ¢neadders form a necessary
part of the struggle between buyers and sellerajha¢h marketable value is the
result.

After having eliminated competition and the costpobduction, M. Proudhon
can at his ease reduce the formula of supply anthdd to an absurdity.
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“Supply and demand,” he says, “are merely two cereat forms that serve to bring use
value and exchange value face to face, and tottetiteir reconciliation. They are the two
electric poles which, when connected, must prodheephenomenon of affinity called
exchange.(Volume I, pp.49 and 50)

One might as well say that exchange is merely aetoenial form” for

introducing the consumer to the object of consuomptOne might as well say
that all economic relations are “ceremonial formsérving immediate
consumption as go-betweens. Supply and demand atieen more nor less
relations of a given production than are individelathanges.

What, then, does all M. Proudhon’s dialectic cangi® In the substitition for
use value and exchange value, for supply and demahdabstract and
contradictory notions like scarcity and abundanceitility and
estimationpneproducer andneconsumer, both of them knights of free will.

And what was he aiming at?

At arranging for himself a means of introducingetabn one of the elements he
had set aside, the cost of production, as the sgi#iof use value and exchange
value. And it is thus that in his eyes the cosprfduction constitutes synthetic

value or constituted value.

2. Constituted Value or Synthetic
Value

Value (marketable value) is the corner-stone of #wnomic structure.
“Constituted” value is the corner-stone of the sgsbf economic contradictions.

What then is this “constituted value” which is Bl Proudhon has discovered in
political economy?

Once utility is admitted, labor is the source dfvalue. The measure of labor is
time. The relative value of products is determingdHh® labor time required for
their production. Price is the monetary expressbrihe relative value of a
product. Finally, the the constituted value of adurct is purely and simply the
value which is constituted by the labor time in@ygied in it.

Just as Adam Smith discovered the division of laborhe, M. Proudhon, claims
to have discovered “constituted value.” This is eractly “something unheard
of,” but then it must be admitted that there ishimug unheard of in any
discovery of economic science. M. Proudhon, whdyfidppreciates the
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importance of his own invention, seeks neverthetestone down the merit
therefore “in order to reassure the reader to alaims to originality, and to
win over minds whose timidity renders them littevérable to new ideas.” But
in apportioning the contribution made by each of predecessors to the
understanding of value, he is forced to confesslgpthat the largest portion,
the lion’s share, of the merit falls to himself.

“The synthetic idea of value had been vaguely peeceby Adam Smith.... But with Adam Smith
the idea of value was entirely intuitive. Now, stgi does not change its habits merely on the
strength of intuitions: its decisions are made amiythe authority of facts. The antinomy had to be
stated more palpably and more clearly: J.B. Sayitsazhief interpreter.[l 66]

Here, in a nutshell, is the history of the discgvef synthetic value: Adam
Smith — vague intuition; J. B. Say — antinomy; Moddhon — constituting and
“constituted” truth. And let there be no mistakeatit: all the other economists,
from Say to Proudhon, have merely been trudginggaio the rut of antimony.

“It is incredible that for the last 40 years so manen of sense should have fumed and fretted at
such a simple idea. But no, values are comparedoufitthere being any point of comparison
between them and with no unit of measurements; thteer than embrace the revolutionary theory
of equality, is what the economists of the 19thtegnare resolved to uphold against all comers.
What will posterity say about it7Vol.l, p.68)

Posterity, so abruptly invoked, will begin by ge¢ti muddled over the
chronology. It is bound to ask itself: are not Ritaand his school economists
of the 19th century? Ricardo’s system, putting asiaciple that “the relative
value of commodities corresponds exclusively tartpeoduction”, dates from
1817. Ricardo is the head of a whole school domimarEngland since the
Restoration[The Restoration began after the termination ofNlapoleonic wars and the
restoration of the Bourbon dynasty in France in 51BThe Ricardian doctrine
summarizes severely, remorselessly, the whole ef English bourgeoisie.
“What will posterity say about it?” It will not sayat M. Proudhon did not know
Ricardo, for he talks about him, he talks at lergdout him, he keeps coming
back to him, and concludes by calling his systerash". If ever posterity does
interfere, it will say perhaps that M. Proudhorraaf of offending his readers’
Anglophobia, preferred to make himself the resgaaseditor of Ricardo’s
ideas. In any case, it will think it very naive th. Proudhon should give as a
“revolutionary theory of the future” what Ricardgpeunded scientifically as the
theory of present-day society, of bourgeois sociatyl that he should thus take
for the solution of the antinomy between utilitydaexchange value what
Ricardo and his school presented long before hithescientific formula of one
single side of this antinomy, that of exchange @aBut let us leave posterity
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alone once and for all, and confront M. Proudhotihwis predecessor Ricardo.
Here are some extracts from this author which sumzenis doctrine on value:

“Utility then is not the measure of exchangeableieaalthough it is absolutely essential to
it.”
(Vol.l, p.3, Principles de 'economie

politique, etc., translated from the
English by F.S. Constancio, Paris 1835)

“Possessing utility, commaodities derive their exafeable value from two sources: from
their scarcity, and from the quantity of labor riegd to obtain them. There are some
commodities, the value of which is determined bgirttscarcity alone. No labor can
increase the quantity of such goods, and therdfwi value cannot be lowered by an
increased supply. Some rare statues and pictuasesbooks... are all of this description.
Their value... varies with the varying wealth andlinations of those who are desirous to
possess them(*/ol.l, pp.4 and 5, I. c.)

“These commodities, however, form a very small mdirthe mass of commodities daily

exchanged in the market. By far the greatest fatthese goods which are the objects of
desire, are procured by labor; and they may beipfied, not in one country alone, but in

many, almost without any assignable limit, if wee adisposed to bestow the labor
necessary to obtain thengVol.l, pp.5, I. ¢.)

“In speaking then of commodities, of their exchaaige value, and of the laws which
regulate their relative prices, we mean always suwhmodities only as can be increased
in quantity by the exertion of human industry, amdthe production of which competition
operates without restraintVol.l, pp.5)

Ricardo quotes Adam Smith, who, according to higg, accurately defined the
original source of exchangeable value” (Adam SnmWealth of NationsBook I,
Chap HAn Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the WeafttNations first edition
appearing in London, 1776]and he adds:

“That this (i.e., labor time) is really the founiet of the exchangeable value of all things,
excepting those which cannot be increased by hunsarstry, is a doctrine of the utmost
importance in political economy; for from no sourde so many errors, and so much
difference of opinion in that science proceed ramfthe vague ideas which are attached to
the word value.(Vol.l, p.8)

“If the quantity of labor realized in commoditiesgulate their exchangeable value, every
increase of the quantity of labor must augmentvidaee of that commodity on which it is
exercised, as every diminution must lower (/0l.1, p.8)

Ricardo goes on to reproach Smith:

1. With having “himself erected another standardasnee of value” than labor.
“Sometimes he speaks of corn, at other times obrlabs a standard measure; not the
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quantity of labor bestowed on the production of abject, but the quantity it can
command in the market.” (Vol.l, pp.9 and 10)

2. With having “admitted the principle without gifiglation and at the same time restricted
its application to that early and rude state ofetgcwhich precedes both the accumulation
of stock and the appropriation of land.” (Vol.I2f)

Ricardo sets out to prove that the ownership o léimat is, ground rent, cannot
change the relative value of commodities and thataccumulation of capital
has only a passing and fluctuation effect on thegive values determined by the
comparative quantity of labor expended on theidpaotion. In support of this
thesis, he gives his famous theory of ground @m)yses capital, and ultimately
finds nothing in it but accumulated labor. Then lewadops a whole theory of
wages and profits, and proves that wages and pmigit and fall in inverse ratio
to each other, without affecting the relative vabfethe product. He does not
neglect the influence that the accumulation of teh@nd its different aspects
(fixed capital and circulating capital), as alse tlte of wages, can have on the
proportional value of products. In fact, they dne thief problems with which
Ricardo is concerned.

“Economy in the use of labor never fails to redtlee relative value [*1] of a commodity,
whether the saving be in the labor necessary tontraufacture of the commaodity itself, or
in that necessary to the formation of the capiiglthe aid of which it is producedVol.l,
p.28)

“Under such circumstance the value of the deerptiogluce of the hunter’s day’s labor,
would be exactly equal to the value of the fiske phoduce of the fisherman’s day’s labor.
The comparative value of the fish and the game evbelentirely regulated by the quantity
of labor realized in each, whatever might be thantjity of production, or however high or
low general wages or profits might bé/ol.l, p.28)

“In making labor the foundation of the value of copdities and the comparative quantity
of labor which is necessary to their productiore thle which determines the respective
quantities of goods which shall be given in exclafgr each other, we must not be
supposed to deny the accidental and temporary titwsaof the actual or market price of
commodities from this, their primary and naturater’ (Vol.l, p.105, I. c.)

“It is the cost of production which must ultimatelgulate the price of commodities, and
not, as has been often said, the proportion betwepply and demand(¥ol.ll, p.253)

Lord Lauderdale had developed the variations of exgphavalue according to
the law of supply and demand, or of scarcity andndance relatively to
demand. In his opinion the value of a thing carrdase when its quantity
decreases or when the demand for it increasesnitdecrease owing to an
increase of its quantity or owing to the decreasdeamand. Thus the value of a
thing can change through eight different causes\ehg four causes that apply
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to money or to any other commodity which servesaaneasure of its value.
Here is Ricardo’s refutation:

“Commodities which are monopolized, either by adividual, or by a company, vary
according to the law which Lord Laudersdale hag tliwn: they fall in proportion as the
sellers augment their quantity, and rise in praporto the eagerness of the buyers to
purchase them; their price has no necessary cammexith their natural value; but the
prices of commodities, which are subject to conjpetj and whose quantity may be
increased in any moderate degree, will ultimatedpehd, not on the state of demand and
supply, but on the increased or diminished cosheif production.”(Vol.ll, p.259)

We shall leave it to the reader to make the comsparbetween this simple,
clear, precise language of Ricardo’s and M. Proaodhdetorical attempts to
arrive at the determination of relative value bydatime.

Ricardo shows us the real movement of bourgeoidymtoon, which constitutes
value. M. Proudhon, leaving the real movement duaerount, “fumes and
frets” in order to invent new processes and toeahithe reorganization of the
world on a would-be new formula, which formula & more than the theoretical
expression of the real movement which exists anidiwis so well described by
Ricardo. Ricardo takes his starting point from preslay society to demonstrate
to us how it constitutes value — M. Proudhon takesstituted value as his
starting point to construct a new social world ville aid of this value. For him,
M. Proudhon, constituted value must move around lm@me once more the
constituting factor in a world already completelynstituted according to this
mode of evaluation. The determination of value byotatime, is, for Ricardo,
the law of exchange value; for M. Proudhon. ithe synthesis of use value and
exchange value. Ricardo’s theory of values is ttiensific interpretation of
actual economic life; M. Proudhon’s theory of vaués the utopian
interpretation of Ricardo’s theory. Ricardo estsiidis the truth of his formula by
deriving it from all economic relations, and by kiping in this way all
phenomena, even those like ground rent, accumnlaficapital and the relation
of wages to profits, which at first sight seemgaontradict it; it is precisely that
which makes his doctrine a scientific system: M.ouglhon, who has
rediscovered this formula of Ricardo’s by meangufe arbitrary hypotheses, is
forced thereafter to seek out isolated economits fadich he twists and falsifies
to pass them off as examples, already existingicgimns, beginning of
realization of his regenerating idea. (See our 8fplication of Constituted
Value)
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Now let us pass on to the conclusions M. Proudhrawsl from value constituted
(by labor time).

- A certain quantity of labor is equivalent to theduct created by this same quantity of
labor.

- Each day’s labor is worth as much as anothersdiayior; that is to say, if the quantities
are equal, one man’s labor is worth as much asanatan’s labor: there is no qualitative
difference. With the same quantity of work, one mgroduct can be given in exchange
for another man’s product. All men are wage worlgeing equal pay for an equal time
of work. Perfect equality rules the exchanges.

Are these conclusions the strict, natural consecggef value “constituted" or
determined by labor time?

If the relative value of a commodity is determinieg the quantity of labor

required to produce it, it follows naturally thdtet relative value of labor, or
wages, is likewise determined by the quantity dolaneeded to produce the
wages. Wages, that is, the relative value or theepof labor, are thus

determined by the labor time needed to producehall is necessary for the
maintenance of the worker.

"Diminish the cost of production of hats, and thaiice will ultimately fall to their own

new natural price, although the demand should bebldd, trebled, or quadrupled.
Diminish the cost of subsistence of men, by dinkimg the natural price of food and
clothing, by which life is sustained, and wages witimately fall, notwithstanding the
demand for laborers may very greatly increaRitardo, Vol.ll, p.253)

Doubtless, Ricardo’s language is as cynical as lmanTo put the cost of
manufacture of hats and the cost of maintenanceenf on the same plane is to
turn men into hats. But do not make an outcry atcymicism of it. The cynicism
Is in the facts and not in the words which exptéssfacts. French writers like
M.M. Droz, Blanqui, Rossi and others take an inmbaatisfaction in proving
their superiority over the English economists, bekssg to observe the etiquette
of a “humanitarian” phraseology; if they reproacttdRdo and his school for
their cynical language, it is because it annoysntite see economic relations
exposed in all their crudity, to see the mysteoiethe bourgeoisie unmasked.

To sum up: Labor, being itself a commodity, is meaduas such by the labor
time needed to produce the labor-commodity. Andtwhaneeded to produce
this labor-commodity? Just enough labor time to dpoe the objects
indispensable to the constant maintenance of ldhat,is, to keep the worker
alive and in a condition to propagate his race. iairal price of labor is no
other than the wage minimunre] If the current rate of wages rises above this
natural price, it is precisely because the law afig put as a principle by M.
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Proudhon happens to be counterbalanced by the qomsees of the varying
relations of supply and demand. But the minimumeviaghonetheless the centre
towards which the current rates of wages gravitate.

Thus relative value, measured by labor time, isitably the formula of the
present enslavement of the worker, instead of beisd/l. Proudhon would have
it, the “revolutionary theory” of the emancipationthe proletariat.

Let us now see to what extent the application abdddime as a measure of value
Is incompatible with the existing class antagonamd the unequal distribution

of the product between the immediate worker andaweer of accumulated

labor.

Let us take a particular product: broadcloth, whiws required the same
quantity of labor as the linen.

If there is an exchange of these two products,etheran exchange of equal
quantities of labor. In exchanging these equal tiies of labor time, one does
not change the reciprocal position of the producamy more than one changes
anything in the situation of the workers and maaotufisers among themselves.
To say that this exchange of products measured lbyr lame results in an
equality of payment for all the producers is to mage that equality of
participation in the product existed before thehexge. When the exchange of
broadcloth for linen has been accomplished, thelymers of broadcloth will
share in the linen in a proportion equal to thawimch they previously shared in
the broadcloth.

M. Proudhon’s illusion is brought about by his takifor a consequence what
could be at most but a gratuitous supposition.

Let us go further.

Does labor time, as the measure of value, suppb$east that the days are
equivalent, and that one man’s day is worth as nascénother’'s? No.

Let us suppose for a moment that a jeweller's dagisvalent to three days of a
weaver; the fact remains that any change in theevaf jewels relative to that of
woven materials, unless it be the transitory restilthe fluctuations of supply
and demand, must have as its cause a reductiom ioceease in the labor time
expended in the production of one or the othahrée working days of different
workers be related to one another in the ratio:®f31 then every change in the
relative value of their products will be a changehis same proportion of 1:2:3.
Thus values can be measured by labor time, in epifge inequality of value of
different working days; but to apply such a measueanust have a comparative
scale of the different working days: it is competitthat sets up this scale.
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Is your hour's labor worth mine? That is a questwhich is decided by
competition.

Competition, according to an American economistehgines how many days
of simple labor are contained in one day’s compolaiwbr. Does not this
reduction of days of compound labor to days of sengbor suppose that simple
labor is itself taken as a measure of value? Iihtleee quantity of labor functions
as a measure of value regardless of quality, sypeoses that simple labor has
become the pivot of industry. It presupposes thiabil has been equalized by the
subordination of man to the machine or by the extralivision of labor; that
men are effaced by their labor; that the penduldirthe clock has become as
accurate a measure of the relative activity of warkers as it is of the speed of
two locomotives. Therefore, we should not say tha man’s hour is worth
another man’s hour, but rather that one man dwambour is worth just as much
as another man during an hour. Time is everythiray mm nothing; he is, at the
most, time’s carcase. Quality no longer matters.ar@ty alone decides
everything; hour for hour, day for day; but thisializing of labor is not by any
means the work of M. Proudhon’s eternal justices fiurely and simply a fact of
modern industry.

In the automatic workshop, one worker’s labor iarsty distinguishable in any
way from another worker’s labor: workers can oné distinguished one from

another by the length of time they take for theiorkv Nevertheless, this

guantitative difference becomes, from a certaimpof view, qualitative, in that

the time they take for their work depends partlypomely material causes, such
as physical constitution, age and sex; partly orelgunegative moral causes,
such as patience, imperturbability, diligence. hors, if there is a difference of
quality in the labor of different workers, it is miost a quality of the last kind,
which is far from being a distinctive speciality.i s what the state of affairs in
modern industry amounts to in the last analysig itpon this equality, already
realized in automatic labor, that M. Proudhon wselds smoothing-plane of
“equalization,” which he means to establish unia#tysn “time to come!”

All the “equalitarian” consequences which M. Proodideduces from Ricardo's
doctrine are based on a fundamental error. He cod® the value of
commodities measured by the quantity of labor endaboh them with the value
of commodities measured by “the value of labor.” thiese two ways of
measuring the value of commodities were equivalentcould be said
indifferently that the relative value of any comnigdis measured by the
quantity of labor embodied in it; or that it is rseeed by the quantity of labor it
can buy; or again that it is measured by the qtyaafilabor which can acquire
it. But this is far from being so. The value of dabcan no more serve as a
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measure of value than the value of any other conitgnodl few examples will
suffice to explain still better what we have justted.

If a quarter of corn cost two days' labor insteddme, it would have twice its
original value; but it would not set in operationuthle the quantity of labor,
because it would contain no more nutritive matt@ntbefore. Thus the value of
the corn, measured by the quantity of labor usegrtmluce it, would have
doubled; but measured either by the quantity obdabcan buy or the quantity
of labor with which it can be bought, it would ke from having doubled. On
the other hand, if the same labor produced twiceasy clothes as before, their
relative value would fall by half; but, neverthedeghis double quantity of
clothing would not thereby be reduced to disposiver only half the quantity of
labor, nor could the same labor command the dogbémtity of clothing; for
half the clothes would still go on rendering therkay the same service as
before.

Thus it is going against economic facts to deterntime relative value of
commodities by the value of labor. It is moving anvicious circle, it is to
determine relative value by a relative value whishlf needs to be determined.

It is beyond doubt that M. Proudhon confuses the mveasures, measure by the
labor time needed for the production of a commoditg measure by the value
of the labor. “Any man's labor,” he says, “can lblig value it represents.” Thus,

according to him, a certain quantity of labor embddn a product is equivalent

to the worker's payment, that is, to the valueatwot. It is the same reasoning
that makes him confuse cost of production with vgage

“What are wages? They are the cost price of cden, the integral price of all things.”

Let us go still further.

“Wages are the proportionality of the elements Whiompose wealth.” What are wages?
They are the value of labor.

Adam Smith takes as the measure of value, nowirtieedf labor needed for the
production of a commodity, now the value of labRrcardo exposes this error
by showing clearly the disparity of these two waysneasuring. M. Proudhon
goes one better than Adam Smith in error by ideinif the two things which

the latter had merely put in juxtaposition.

It is in order to find the proper proportion in whiworkers should share in the
products, or, in other words, to determine thetnedavalue of labor, that M.

Proudhon seeks a measure for the relative valgeramodities. To find out the
measure for the relative value of commodities hetbank of nothing better than
to give as the equivalent of a certain quantitylaifor the sum total of the
products it has created, which is as good as supptisat the whole of society
consists merely of workers who receive their owndpce as wages. In the
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second place, he takes for granted the equivalefcte working days of
different workers. In short, he seeks the measudrehe relative value of
commoditiesin order to arrive at equal paymenthierworkers, and he takes the
equality of wages as an already established faairder to go off on the search
for the relative value of commodities. What admieatialectics!
“Say and the economists after him have observed ldi@or being itself subject to
valuation, being a commodity like any other commydi is moving in a vicious circle to
treat it as the principle and the determining canisalue. In so doing, these economists, if
they will allow me to say so, show a prodigiousetessness. Labor is said to have value
not as a commodity itself, but in view of the vauehich it is supposed potentially to
contain. The value of labor is a figurative expr@ssan anticipation of the cause for the

effect. It is a fiction of the same stamp as thedpctivity of capital. Labor produces,
capital has value....

“By a sort of ellipsis one speaks of the valueadidr....

“Labor like liberty... is a thing vague and indetémate by nature, but defined qualitatively
by its object, that is to say, it becomes a redjtythe product.]l 61]

“But is there any need to dwell on this? The montaeteconomist (read M. Proudhon)
changes the name of things, vera rerum vocabugatftle name of things], he is implicitly
confessing his impotence and proclaiming himsetfprovy to the cause.(Proudhon, |,
188)

We have seen that M. Proudhon makes the valuebaofr [the “determining
cause” of the value of products to such an extesitfor him wages, the official
name for the “value of labor,” form the integralgar of all things: that is why
Say's objection troubles him. In labor as a comiyodihich is a grim reality, he
sees nothing but a grammatical ellipsis. Thus theleviof existing society,
founded on labor as a commodity, is henceforth dednon a poetic licence, a
figurative expression. If society wants to “elimi@aall the drawbacks” that
assail it, well, let it eliminate all the ill-soumg) terms, change the language; and
to this end it has only to apply to the Academy &omew edition of its
dictionary. After all that we have just seen, ieasy for us to understand why M.
Proudhon, in a work on political economy, has tteemnpon long dissertations
on etymology and other parts of grammar. Thus lsgilislearnedly discussing
the antiquated derivation eérvuda slave, servanfirom servare[To preserve]
These philological dissertations have a deep meaamgsoteric meaning — they
form an essential part of M. Proudhon's argument.

Labor(3], inasmuch as it is bought and sold, is a commolikiy any other
commodity, and has, in consequence, an exchange.\Riit the value of labor,
or labor as a commodity, produces as little asvidiee of wheat, or wheat as a
commodity, serves as food.

Labor “is worth” more or less, according to whetf@d commodities are more
or less dear, whether the supply and demand ofshart to such or such a
degree, etc., etc.
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Labor is not a “vague thing"; it is always some digdi l[abor, it is never labor in
general that is bought and sold. It is not onlyolatihat is qualitatively defined
by the object; but also the object which is detaeediby the specific quality of
labor.

Labor, in so far as it is bought and sold, is iteetfommodity. Why is it bought?
“Because of the values it is supposed potentialyedntain.” But if a certain
thing is said to be a commodity, there is no loreygr question as to the reason
why it is bought, that is, as to the utility to derived from it, the application to
be made of it. It is a commodity as an object affic. All M. Proudhon's
arguments are limited to this: labor is not boughtan immediate object of
consumption. No, it is bought as an instrument wfdpction, as a machine
would be bought. As a commaodity, labor has no valué does not produce. M.
Proudhon might just as well have said that therenas such thing as a
commodity, since every commodity is obtained meriey some utilitarian
purpose, and never as a commodity in itself.

In measuring the value of commodities by labor,Avbudhon vaguely glimpses
the impossibility of excluding labor from this sammasure, in so far as labor
has a value, as labor is a commodity. He has aivmggthat it is turning the
wage minimum into the natural and normal priceroimiediate labor, that it is
accepting the existing state of society. So, to gety from this fatal
consequence, he faces about and asserts thatisahot a commodity, that it
cannot have value. He forgets that he himself akent the value of labor as a
measure, he forgets that his whole system restalmr as a commodity, on
labor which is bartered, bought, sold, exchangeddfoduce, etc., on labor, in
fact, which is an immediate source of income foe thorker. He forgets
everything.

To save his system, he consents to sacrifice iis.bas
Et propter vitam vivendi perdere causas!

We now come to a new definition of “constitutedual
“Value is the proportional relation of the produatisich constitute wealth.”

Let us note in the first place that the single phbraslative or exchange value”
implies the idea of some relation in which produats exchanged reciprocally.
By giving the name “proportional relation” to thislation, no change is made in
the relative value, except in the expression. Neitthe depreciation nor the
enhancement of the value of a product destroygutdity of being in some

“proportional relation” with the other products whiconstitute wealth.

Why then this new term, which introduces no nevale
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“Proportional relation” suggests many other ecomomelations, such as
proportionality in production, the true proportibetween supply and demand,
etc., and M. Proudhon is thinking of all that whwes formulates this didactic
paraphrase of marketable value.

In the first place, the relative value of produdising determined by the
comparative amount of labor used in the productan each of them,
proportional relations, applied to this speciale;agand for the respective quota
of products which can be manufactured in a givaneti and which in
consequence are given in exchange for one another.

Let us see what advantage M. Proudhon draws frasrptieportional relation.

Everyone knows that when supply and demand are yebatdnced, the relative
value of any product is accurately determined lgygbantity of labor embodied
in it, that is to say, that this relative value mgses the proportional relation
precisely in the sense we have just attached M. iProudhon inverts the order
of things. Begin, he says, by measuring the raedatialue of a product by the
guantity of labor embodied in it, and supply andndad will infallibly balance
one another. Production will correspond to consionpthe product will always
be exchangeable. Its current price will expressiixas true value. Instead of
saying like everyone else: when the weather i fnet of people are to be seen
going out for a walk. M. Proudhon makes his pegu®ut for a walk in order to
be able to ensure them fine weather.

What M. Proudhon gives as the consequence of nanleevalue determined a
priori by labor time could be justified only by @t couched more or less in the
following terms:

Products will in future be exchanged in the exatiorof the labor time they
have cost. Whatever may be the proportion of sufgpiemand, the exchange of
commodities will always be made as if they had beemuced proportionately
to the demand. Let M. Proudhon take it upon himsefbrmulate and lay down
such a law, and we shall relieve him of the netgsdigiving proofs. If, on the
other hand, he insists on justifying his theoryt me a legislator, but as an
economist, he will have to prove that the time meketb create a commodity
indicates exactly the degree of its utility and ksaits proportional relation to
the demand, and in consequence, to the total anwdwmealth. In this case, if a
product is sold at a price equal to its cost ofdpation, supply and demand will
always be evenly balanced; for the cost of produacis supposed to express the
true relation between supply and demand.

Actually, M. Proudhon sets out to prove that lakiate needed to create a
product indicates its true proportional relatiomeeds, so that the things whose
production costs the least time are the most imatelyi useful, and so on, step
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by step. The mere production of a luxury object psoat once, according to this
doctrine, that society has spare time which alldws satisfy a need for luxury.

M. Proudhon finds the very proof of his thesis e bbservation that the most
useful things cost the least time to produce, soatety always begins with the
easiest industries and successively “starts onptbduction of objects which

cost more labor time and which correspond to adrigihder of needs.”

M. Proudhon borrows from M. Dunoyer the exampleerfractive industry —
fruit-gathering, pasturage, hunting, fishing, etavhich is the simplest, the least
costly of industries, and the one by which man hétfae first day of his second
creation.” The first day of his first creation scorded in Genesis, which shows
God as the world's first manufacturer.

Things happen in quite a different way from what Rdoudhon imagines. The
very moment civilization begins, production begitts be founded on the
antagonism of orders, estates, classes, and fimallythe antagonism of
accumulated labor and actual labor. No antagonmenprogress. This is the law
that civilization has followed up to our days. Titbw the productive forces have
been developed by virtue of this system of clagagamisms. To say now that,
because all the needs of all the workers were figatjsmen could devote
themselves to the creation of products of a higinder — to more complicated
industries — would be to leave class antagonismobdudccount and turn all
historical development upside down. It is like sayithat because, under the
Roman emperors, muraena were fattened in artifidhponds, therefore there
was enough to feed abundantly the whole Roman ptipnl Actually, on the
contrary, the Roman people had not enough to besdowith, while the Roman
aristocrats had slaves enough to throw as foddietonuraena.

The price of food has almost continuously risen levtiie price of manufactured
and luxury goods has almost continuously fallen.eTtde agricultural industry
itself; the most indispensable objects, like cangat, etc., rise in price, while
cotton, sugar, coffee, etc., fall in a surprisingpgortion. And even among
comestibles proper, the luxury articles, like drbkes, asparagus, etc., are today
relatively cheaper than foodstuffs of prime nedgsén our age, the superfluous
is easier to produce than the necessary. Finadlljiffarent historical epochs, the
reciprocal price relations are not only differemiit opposed to one another. In
the whole of the Middle Ages, agricultural produstsre relatively cheaper than
manufactured products; in modern times they arénvwerse ratio. Does this
mean that the utility of agricultural products Hdiminished since the Middle
Ages?

The use of products is determined by the social itiond in which the
consumers find themselves placed, and these conslithemselves are based on
class antagonism.
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Cotton, potatoes and spirits are objects of thet mmsimon use. Potatoes have
engendered scrofula; cotton has to a great extamérdout flax and wool,
although wool and flax are, in many cases, of greatility, if only from the
point of view of hygiene; finally, spirits have gtite upper hand of beer and
wine, although spirits used as an alimentary suostaare everywhere
recognized to be poison. For a whole century, gowents struggled in vain
against the European opium; economics prevailed, dacited its orders to
consumption.

Why are cotton, potatoes and spirits the pivotsaafrgeois society? Because the
least amount of labor is needed to produce themh, @nsequently, they have
the lowest price. Why does the minimum price deteemthe maximum
consumption? Is it by any chance because of theltlsutility of these objects,
their intrinsic utility, their utility insomuch akey correspond, in the most useful
manner, in the needs of the worker as a man, antbrthe man as a worker?
No, it is because in a society founded on povdréygoorest products have the
fatal prerogative of being used by the greatestbarm

To say now that because the least costly thinggmayeeater use, they must be of
greater utility, is saying that the wide use ofrisgi because of their low cost of
production, is the most conclusive proof of theility; it is telling the
proletarian that potatoes are more wholesome forthan meat; it is accepting
the present state of affairs; it is, in short, mgkan apology, with M. Proudhon,
for a society without understanding it.

In a future society, in which class antagonism widlve ceased, in which there
will no longer be any classes, use will no longerdetermined by the minimum
time of production; but the time of production dmabto different articles will
be determined by the degree of their social utility

To return to M. Proudhon's thesis: the moment therldime necessary for the
production of an article ceases to be the expnessiats degree of utility, the
exchange value of this same article, determinedrbbfind by the labor time
embodied in it, becomes quite usable to regulagetriine relation of supply to
demand, that is, the proportional relation in te®se M. Proudhon at the
moment attributes to it.

It is not the sale of a given product at the poeats cost of production that
constitutes the “proportional relation” of suppty demand, or the proportional
guota of this product relatively to the sum tothpooduction; it is the variations
in supply and demand that show the producer whabuamof a given
commodity he must produce in order to receive ichexge at least the cost of
production. And as these variations are continuattgurring, there is also a
continual movement of withdrawl and application aapital in the different
branches of industry.
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“It is only in consequence of such variations tbapital is apportioned precisely, in the
requisite abundance and no more, to the productiatme different commodities which
happen to be in demand. With the rise or fall dteyr profits are elevated above, or
depressed below their general level, and capitaitieer encouraged to enter into, or is
warned to depart from, the particular employmemwiich the variation has taken place.”

“When we look at the markets of a large town, abskeove how regularly they are supplied
both with home and foreign commodities, in the dityam which they are required, under
all the circumstances of varying demand, arisitgnfithe caprice of taste, or a change in
the amount of population, without often producirnier the effects of a glut from a too
abundant supply, or an enormously high price fréra supply being unequal to the
demand, we must confess that the principle whighogjons capital to each trade in the
precise amount that is required, is more activen tisagenerally supposed(Ricardo,
Vol.l, pp.105 and 108)

If M. Proudhon admits that the value of productdesermined by labor time, he
should equally admit that it is the fluctuating reawent alone that in society
founded on individual exchanges make labor the oreasf value. There is no
ready-made constituted “proportional relation,” bonly a constituting
movement.

We have just seen in what sense it is correct galspf “proportion” as of a
consequence of value determined by labor time. W&l see now how this
measure by time, called by M. Proudhon the “lawpadportion,” becomes
transformed into a law afisproportion

Every new invention that enables the productionrie bour of that which has
hitherto been produced in two hours depreciatessiatilar products on the
market. Competition forces the producer to sell pineduct of two hours as
cheaply as the product of one hour. Competitioniesrinto effect the law
according to which the relative value of a prodisctetermined by the labor
time needed to produce it. Labor time serving asmieasure of marketable
value becomes in this way the law of the contirdegdreciation of labor. We will
say more. There will be depreciation not only of teenmodities brought into
the market, but also of the instruments of proauctnd of whole plants. This
fact was already pointed out by Ricardo when he: sai

“By constantly increasing the facility of produatiowe constantly diminish the value of
some of the commaodities before producdddl.Il, p.59)

Sismondi goes further. He sees in this “value dtuistd” by labor time, the
source of all the contradictions of modern indusing commerce.

“Mercantile value,” he says, “is always determimedhe long run by the quantity of labor
needed to obtain the thing evaluated: it is nottvithhas actually cost, but what it would
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cost in the future with, perhaps, perfected means; this quantity, although difficult to
evaluate, is always faithfully established by cotitjp....

“It is on this basis that the demand of the sellsrwell as the supply of the buyer is
reckoned. The former will perhaps declare thathivey has cost him 10 days' labor; but if
the latter realizes that it can henceforth be pceduwvith eight days' labor, in the event of
competition proving this to the two contracting tpes, the value will be reduced, and the
market price fixed at eight days only. Of courss;teof the parties believes that the thing
is useful, that it is desired, that without degirere would be no sale; but the fixing of the
price has nothing to do with utility(Etudes, etc., Vol.ll, p.267)
It is important to emphasize the point that whaedaines value is not the time
taken to produce a thing, but the minimum timeoiild possibly be produced in,
and the minimum is ascertained by competition. $apgor a moment that there
IS no more competition and consequently no longgr raeans to ascertain the
minimum of labor necessary for the production ota@anmodity; what will
happen? It will suffice to spend six hours' worktba production of an object, in
order to have the right, according to M. Proudhiongdemand in exchange six
times as much as the one who has taken only onethoproduce the same
object.

Instead of a “proportional relation,” we have apdgportional relation, at any
rate if we insist on sticking to relations, goodoad.

The continual depreciation of labor is only one sidee consequence of the
evaluation of commodities by labor time. The excassiaising of prices,

overproduction and many other features of industamarchy have their

explanation in this mode of evaluation.

But does labor time used as a measure of value goee at least to the
proportional variety of products that so delightsmoudhon?

On the contrary, monopoly in all its monotony fel® in its wake and invades
the world of products, just as to everybody's krealge monopoly invades the
world of the instruments of production. It is omtya few branches of industry,
like the cotton industry, that very rapid progressn be made. The natural
consequence of this progress is that the productotton manufacture, for

instance, fall rapidly in price: but as the pridecotton goes down, the price of
flax will be replaced by cotton. In this way, flévas been driven out of almost
the whole of North America. And we have obtainedgteéad of the proportional

variety of products, the dominance of cotton.

What is left of this “proportional relation"? Nottg but the pious wish of an
honest man who would like commodities to be produiceproportions which
would permit of their being sold at an honest priceall ages good-natured
bourgeois and philanthropic economists have takeaspre in expressing this
innocent wish.

Let us hear what old Boisguillebert says:
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“The price of commaodities,” he says, “must alwagsfdroportionate; for it is such mutual
understanding alone that can enable them to egstlier so as to give themselves to one
another at any moment (here is M. Proudhon's coaltiexchangeability) and reciprocally
give birth to one another. ...

"As wealth, then, is nothing but this continuakirtourse between man and man, craft and
craft, etc., it is a frightful blindness to go laog for the cause of misery elsewhere than in
the cessation of such traffic brought about bystudbance of proportion in prices."

(Dissertation sur la nature des richesses,
Daire's ed. [pp.405 and 408))

[Boisguillebert's work is quoted from the symposium
Economistes-financiers du XVIII sieckrefaced

by a historical sketch on each author and accoregani

by commentaries and explanatory notes by Eugene Dai
Paris 1843.]

Let us listen also to a modern economist:

“The great law as necessary to be affixed to proolicthat is, the law of proportion,
which alone can preserve the continuity of value...

“The equivalent must be guaranteed....

“All nations have attempted, at various periodghddir history, by instituting numerous
commercial regulations and restrictions, to effdat, some degree, the object here
explained....

“But the natural and inherent selfishness of mdras urged him to break down all such
regulations. Proportionate Production is the redilim of the entire truth of the Science of
Social Economy."

(W. Atkinson, Principles of Political Economy,
London 1840, pp.170-95)

Fuit Troja. [Troy is no more.[This true proportion between supply and demand,
which is beginning once more to be the object ofremy wishes, ceased long
ago to exist. It has passed into the stage ofigertlwas possible only at a time
when the means of production were limited, whenrimement of exchange
took place within very restricted bounds. With thigh of large-scale industry
this true proportion had to come to an end, anddyston is inevitably
compelled to pass in continuous succession thraigibsitudes of prosperity,
depression, crisis, stagnation, renewed prospeiity,so on.

Those who, like Sismondi, wish to return to the tpmeportion of production,
while preserving the present basis of society, r@a&ctionary, since, to be
consistent, they must also wish to bring backhal dther conditions of industry
of former times.



Rows

Collection

The Poverty of Philosophy Karl Marx Halaman 44

What kept production in true, or more or less tpu@portions? It was demand
that dominated supply, that preceded it. Produdindiowed close on the heels
of consumption. Large-scale industry, forced by Weey instruments at its
disposal to produce on an ever-increasing scatenodonger wait for demand.
Production precedes consumption, supply compelsaddm

In existing society, in industry based on individiexchange, anarchy of
production, which is the source of so much misergt the same time the source
of all progress.

Thus, one or the other:

Either you want the true proportions of past casturwith present-day means of
production, in which case you are both reactio@any utopian.

Or you want progress without anarchy: in which caseorder to preserve the
productive forces, you must abandon individual exge.

Individual exchange is suited only to the smalllsaadustry of past centuries
with its corollary of “true proportion,” or else targe-scale industry with all its
train of misery and anarchy.

After all, the determination of value by labor timehe formula M. Proudhon

gives us as the regenerating formula of the futurs therefore merely the

scientific expression of the economic relationspoésent-day society, as was
clearly and precisely demonstrated by Ricardo logigre M. Proudhon.

But does the “equalitarian” application of this rfarla at least belong to M.
Proudhon? Was he the first to think of reformingisty by transforming all men
into actual workers exchanging equal amounts obriabs it really for him to
reproach the Communists — these people devoidldnalwledge of political
economy, these “obstinately foolish men,” thesaddese dreamers” — with not
having found, before him, this “solution of the plem of the proletariat™?

Anyone who is in any way familiar with the trend pblitical economy in
England cannot fail to know that almost all the &bsis in that country have, at
different periods, proposed the equalitarian apgitie of the Ricardian theory.
We quote for M. Proudhon: Hodgskioplitical Economy 1827; William
ThompsonAn Inquiry into the Principles of the Distribution ®¥ealth Most
Conducive to Human Happines$824; T. R. Edmond®ractical Moral and
Political Economy 1828 [18], etc., etc., and four pages more of éte shall
content ourselves with listening to an English Camrist, Mr. Bray. We shall
give the decisive passages in his remarkable viatbor's Wrongs and Labor's
RemedylLeeds, 1839, and we shall dwell some time updirstly, because Mr.
Bray is still little known in France, and secondbgcause we think that we have
discovered in him the key to the past, presentfaiule works of M. Proudhon.
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“The only way to arrive at truth is to go at onoeHirst Principles.... Let us... go at once to
the source from whence governments themselvesdraean.... By thus going to the origin

of the thing, we shall find that every form of gowment, and every social and

governmental wrong, owes its rise to the existingiad system — to the institution of

property as it at present exists — and that, tbezeif we would end our wrongs and our
miseries at once and for ever, the present arramgemof society must be totally

subverted.... By thus fighting them upon their ogvound, and with their own weapons,
we shall avoid that senseless clatter respectiisgohvaries' and ‘theorists’, with which they
are so ready to assail all who dare move one stap that beaten track which ‘by

authority', has been pronounced to be the right Begore the conclusions arrived at by
such a course of proceeding can be overthrowngtlo®omists must unsay or disprove
those established truths and principles on whielr thwn arguments are founded."

(Bray, pp.17 and 41)
“It is labor alone which bestows value....

“Every man has an undoubted right to all that luedst labor can procure him. When he
thus appropriates the fruits of his labor, he cotemb injustice upon any other human
being; for he interferes with no other man's rightioing the same with the produce of his
labor....

“All these ideas of superior and inferior — of neasind man — may be traced to the neglect
of First Principles, and to the consequent rismefjuality of possessions; and such ideas
will never be subverted, so long as this inequaditynaintained. Men have hitherto blindly
hoped to remedy the present unnatural state ofighinby destroying existing inequality;
but it will be shortly seen... that misgovernmenhot a cause, but a consequence — that it
is not the creator, but the created — that isasatfispring of inequality of possessions; and
that the inequality of possessions is inseparatiyected with our present social system.”

(Bray, pp.33, 36 and 37)

“Not only are the greatest advantages, but stustige also, on the side of a system of
equality.... Every man is a link, in the chain ffieets — the beginning of which is but an
idea, and the end, perhaps, the production of eepté cloth. Thus, although we may
entertain different feelings towards the severdig@s, it does not follow that one should be
better paid for his labor than another. The inventdl ever receive, in addition to his just
pecuniary reward, that which genius only can obtom us — the tribune of our
admiration....

“From the very nature of labor and exchange, sfstice not only requires that all
exchangers should be mutually, but that they shbkédvise be equally, benefited. Men
have only two things which they can exchange wdbheother, namely, labor, and the
produce of labor....

“If a just system of exchanges were acted uponydhee of articles would be determined
by the entire cost of production; and equal vaklesuld always exchange for equal values.
If, for instance, it takes a hatter one day to makeat, and a shoemaker the same time to
make a pair of shoes — supposing the material ngexhch to be of the same value — and
they exchange these articles with each other, #tireynot only mutually but equally
benefited: the advantage derived by either parmmyneotbe a disadvantage to the other, as
each has given the same amount of labor, and theriala made use of by each were of
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equal value. But if the hatter should obtain twar pé& shoes for one hat — time and value
of material being as before — the exchange wouwdrlyl be an unjust one. The hatter
would defraud the shoemaker of one day's labor;vear@ the former to act thus in all his
exchanges, he would receive, for the labor of laljear, the product of some other
person's whole year. We have heretofore acted npasther than this most unjust system
of exchanges — the workmen have given the capgittis labor of a whole year, in
exchange for the value of only half a year — amanfithis, and not from the assumed
inequality of bodily and mental powers in individsjahas arisen the inequality of wealth
and power which at present exists around us. &nisnevitable condition inequality of
exchanges — of buying at one price and sellingnatheer — that capitalists shall continue to
be capitalists, and working men to be working metihe-one a class of tyrants and the
other a class of slaves — to eternity....

“The whole transaction, therefore, plainly shewat tiie capitalists and proprietors do no
more than give the working man, for his labor ot aveek, a part of the wealth which they
obtained from him the week before! — which amoutdsgiving him nothing for
something....

“The whole transaction, therefore, between the ypeed and the capitalist is a palpable
deception, a mere farce: it is, in fact, in thowsanof instances, no other than a barefaced
though legalized robbery(Bray, pp.45, 48, 49 and 50)

“... the gain of the employer will never cease &the loss of the employed — until the
exchanges between the parties are equal; and egehaever can be equal while society is
divided into capitalists and producers — the lastd upon their labor and the first bloating

upon the profit of that labor.

“It is plain that, establish whatever form of gawerent we will... we may talk of morality
and brotherly love... no reciprocity can exist wehdrere are unequal exchanges. Inequality
of exchanges, as being the cause of inequalityosGgssions, is the secret enemy that
devours us.(Bray, pp.51 and 52)

“It has been deduced, also, from a consideratioth@fintention and end of society, not
only that all men should labor, and thereby becaxwehangers, but that equal values
should always exchange for equal values — and d&lsatie gain of one man ought never to
be the loss of another, value should be deternmbigerbst of production. But we have seen,
that, under the present arrangements of soci#tg. gain of the capitalist and the rich man
is always the loss of the workman — that this tesill invariably take place, and the poor
man be left entirely at the mercy of the rich mamder any and every form of government,
so long as there is inequality of exchanges — hatlequality of exchanges can be ensured
only under social arrangements in which labor isensal....

“If exchanges were equal, would the wealth of tihespnt capitalists gradually go from
them to the working classegBray, pp.53-55)

“So long as this system of unequal exchanges ésdtdd, the producers will be almost as
poor and as ignorant and as hardworked as thegtamesent, even if every governmental
burthen be swept away and all taxes be abolishedthing but a total change of this

system — an equality of labor and exchanges —ltantlis state of rights....

“The producers have but to make an effort — andhbyn must every effort for their own
redemption be made — and their chains will be sedgsunder forever....
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“As an end, the political equality is there a fadluas a means, also, it is there a failure.

“Where equal exchanges are maintained, the gaom®iman cannot be the loss of another;
for every exchange is then simply a transfer, astdarsacrifice of labor and wealth. Thus,
although under a social system based on equal egeba a parsimonious man may
become rich, his wealth will be ho more than theuawlated produce of his own labor.
He may exchange his wealth, or he may give it heigt.. but a rich man cannot continue
wealthy for any length of time after he has ceaseldbor. Under equality of exchanges,
wealth cannot have, as it now has, a procreatideapparently self-generating power, such
as replenishes all waste from consumption; foresmlit be renewed by labor, wealth,
when once consumed, is given up forever. That wigchow called profit and interest
cannot exist as such in connection with equalitgxafhanges; for producer and distributor
would be alike remunerated, and the sum total @f thbor would determine the value of
the article created and brought to the hands ofdimsumer....

“The principle of equal exchanges, therefore, niumh its very nature ensure universal
labor." (Bray, pp.67, 88, 89, 94, 109-10)

After having refuted the objections of the econdsnte communism, Mr. Bray
goes on to say:

“If, then a changed character be essential tobeess of the social system of community
in its most perfect form — and if, likewise, theepent system affords no circumstances and
no facilities for effecting the requisite changecbfracter and preparing man for the higher
and better state desired — it is evident that tliesgs must necessarily remain as they
are.... or else some preparatory step must bewdiseth and made use of — some movement
partaking partly of the present and partly of tlesiced system — some intermediate resting
place, to which society may go with all its faudtsd its follies, and from which it may
move forward, imbued with those qualities and ladties without which the system of
community and equality cannot as such have existé(8ray, p.134)

“The whole movement would require only co-operationits simplest form.... Cost of
production would in every instance determine valaed equal values would always
exchange for equal values. If one person workedhalewveek, and another worked only
half a week, the first would receive double the wapration of the last; but this extra pay
of the one would not be at the expense of the ptimrwould the loss incurred by the last
man fall in any way upon the first. Each person M@xchange the wages he individually
received for commodities of the same value asdspeactive wages; and in no case could
the gain of one man or one trade be a loss to anatilan or another trade. The labor of
every individual would alone determine his gainsisflosses....

. By means of general and local boards of tradihe quantities of the various

commodities required for consumption — the relatiakie of each in regard to each other —
the number of hands required in various tradesdmstriptions of labor — and all other

matters connected with production and distributioould in a short time be as easily
determined for a nation as for an individual comypander the present arrangements....

“As individuals compose families, and families t@®yrunder the existing system, so
likewise would they after the joint-stock changel leen effected. The present distribution
of people in towns and villages, bad as it is, wlawt be directly interfered with....
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“Under this joint-stock system, the same as untlat how existing, every individual
would be at liberty to accumulate as much as haspl&, and to enjoy such accumulations
when and where he might think proper....

“The great productive section of the communitys.divided into an indefinite number of
smaller sections, all working, producing and exdiag their products on a footing of the
most perfect equality....

“And the joint-stock modification (which is nothirgut a concession to present-day society
in order to obtain communism), by being so consdwas to admit of individual property
in productions in connection with a common propértyproductive powers — making
every individual dependent on his own exertiong] anthe same time allowing him an
equal participation in every advantage affordedhéure and art — is fitted to take society
as it is, and to prepare the way for other ancebettanges."

(Bray, pp.158, 160, 162, 168 and 194)

We now only need to reply in a few words to Mr. 8m@ho without us and in
spite of us had managed to supplant M. Proudharepxhat Mr. Bray, far from
claiming the last word on behalf of humanity, preg® merely measures which
he thinks good for a period of transition betweensteng society and a
community regime.

One hour of Peter's labor exchanges for one howani's labor. That is Mr.
Bray's fundamental axiom.

Let us suppose Peter has 12 hours' labor beforeamdnPaul only six. Peter will
consequently have six hours' labor left over. Wihdt he do with these six
hours' labor?

Either he will do nothing with them — in which case will have worked six
hours for nothing; or else he will remain idle &orother six hours to get even; or
else, as a last resource, he will give these sixdhdabor, which he has no use
for, to Paul into the bargain.

What in the end will Peter have earned more thani?P8ome hours of labor?
No! He will have gained only hours of leisure; hdl we forced to play the

loafer for six hours. And in order that this newht to loaf might be not only

relished but sought after in the new society, fusiety would have to find in

idleness its highest bliss, and to look upon lad®a heavy shackle from which
it must break free at all costs.

And indeed, to return to our example, if only thbseers of leisure that Peter had
gained in excess of Paul were really a gain! Ndahaleast. Paul, beginning by
working only six hours, attains by steady and ragwork a result that Peter
secures only by beginning with an excess of workerffone will want to be
Paul, there will be a competition to occupy Papbsition, a competition in
idleness.
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Well, then! What has the exchange of equal quastiof labor brought us?
Overproduction, depreciation, excess of labor edd by unemployment; in
short, economic relations such as we see in presgnisociety, minus the
competition of labor.

No! We are wrong! These is still an expedient whitély save this new society
of Peters and Pauls. Peter will consume by hinteelfproduct of the six hours'
labor which he has left. But from the moment he haslonger to exchange
because he has produced, he has no need to prodwehange; and the whole
hypothesis of a society founded on the exchangealasiglon of labor will fall to
the ground. Equality of exchange will have been ddwe the simple fact that
exchange will have ceased to be: Paul and Peteldveotive at the position of
Robinson.

Thus, if all the members of society are supposedheoactual workers, the
exchange of equal quantities of hours of laboroissgble only on condition that
the number of hours to be spent on material proalucs agreed on before hand.
But such an agreement negates individual exchange.

We still come to the same result, if we take as starting point not the
distribution of the products created but the actpadduction. In large-scale
industry, Peter is not free to fix for himself tti@e of his labor, for Peter's labor
Is nothing without the co-operation of all the Petand all the Pauls who make
up the workshop. This explains very well the doggedistance which the
English factory owners put up to the Ten Hours' Bikhey knew only too well
that a two-hours' reduction of labor granted to wamand children would carry
with it an equal reduction of working hours for #duen. It is in the nature of
large-scale industry that working hours should dpeaéfor all. What is today the
result of capital and the competition of workersoam themselves will be
tomorrow, if you sever the relation between labad acapital, an actual
agreement based upon the relation between the sproductive forces and the
sum of existing needs.

But such an agreement is a condemnation of indaliéxchange, and we are
back again at our first conclusion!

In principle, there is no exchange of products tthare is the exchange of the
labor which co-operated in production. The modeegEhange of products
depends upon the mode of exchange of the produfirees. In general, the
form of exchange of products corresponds to the fof production. Change the
latter, and the former will change in consequeiitels in the history of society
we see that the mode of exchanging products islatgli by the mode of

producing them. Individual exchange corresponds &lsa definite mode of

production which itself corresponds to class amé&yo. There is thus no

individual exchange without the antagonism of @ass
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But the respectable conscience refuses to seeliisus fact. So long as one is
a bourgeois, one cannot but see in this relatiomrgagonism a relation of
harmony and eternal justice, which allows no oneggain at the expense of
another. For the bourgeois, individual exchange euxist without any
antagonism of classes. For him, these are two quiteonnected things.
Individual exchange, as the bourgeois conceivessitfar from resembling
individual exchange as it actually exists in preeti

Mr. Bray turns the illusion of the respectable lymais into an ideal he would
like to attain. In a purified individual exchandeged from all the elements of
antagonism he finds in it, he sees an “equalitanalation which he would like
society to adopt generally.

Mr. Bray does not see that this equalitarian refgtthis corrective ideal that he
would like to apply to the world, is itself nothirtoyt the reflection of the actual
world; and that therefore it is totally impossilite reconstitute society on the
basis of what is merely an embellished shadow .ofnitproportion as this

shadow takes on substance again, we perceivehibaubstance, far from being
the transfiguration dreamt of, is the actual boflgxasting societyj+3]

Footnotes

1] Ricardo, as is well known, determines the valueacdfommodity by the

guantity of labor necessary for its production. @gyihowever, to the prevailing
form of exchange in every mode of production based production of

commodities, including therefore the capitalist mad production, this value is
not expressed directly in quantities of labor butquantities of some other
commodity. The value of a commodity expressed muantity of some other
commodity (whether money or not) is termed by Ricaits relative value. [Note
by Engels to 1885 German edition]

x2] The thesis that the “natural,” i.e., normal, pra¢éabor power coincides with
the wage minimum, i.e., with the equivalent in abf the means of subsistence
absolutely indispensable for the life and procorabtf the worker, was first put
forwvard by me irSketches for a Critique of Political EconofBeutsch-
Franzosische Jahrbucher, Paris 1844) anther Condition of the Working
Class in England in 1844As seen here, Marx at that time excepted thasthes
Lassalle took it over from both of us. Although, lewm&r, in reality wages have a
constant tendency to approach the minimum, the eltbesis is nevertheless
incorrect. The fact that labor is regularly and loa average paid below its value
cannot alter its value. I8apital, Marx has put the above thesis right (Section
on Buying and Selling Labor of Power) and also (G&aR5: The General Law
of Capitalist Accumulation) analyzed the circumstswhich permit capitalist
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production to depress the price of labor power manel more below its
value.[Note by Engels to 1885 German edition]

3] In the copy Marx presented to N. Utina in 187@iathis word “labor” Marx
adds “labor power"; this addition is found in tH#98% French edition.

x3] Mr. Bray's theory, like all theories, has foungparters who have allowed
themselves to be deluded by appearances. Equitabtg-éxchange bazaars
have been set up in London, Sheffield, Leeds and/ratdrer towns in England.

These bazaars have all ended in scandalous faihftes having absorbed

considerable capital. The taste for them has gorevéo. You are warned, M.

Proudhon! [Note by Marx]

It is known that Proudhon did not take this warniadieart. In 1849 he himself
made an attempt with a new Exchange Bank in Pahis.bank, however, failed

before it had got going properly: a court case regjaProudhon had to serve to
cover its collapse. [Note by Engels, 1885 Germaitideqg
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3. Application of the Law of the
Proportionality of Value

A) Money

“Gold and silver were the first commodities to hdlveir value constituted."”
[Vol, I p. 80]

Thus, gold and silver are the first applications'value constituted” ... by M.

Proudhon. And as M. Proudhon constitutes the vafygroducts determining it
by the comparative amount of labour embodied imthtae only thing he had to
do was to prove that variations in the value ofdgahd silver are always
explained by variations in the labour time takerptoduce them. M. Proudhon
has no intention of doing so. He speaks of gold sivér not as commodities,
but as money.

His only logic, if logic it be, consists in juggnwith the capacity of gold and
silver to be used as money for the benefit oftal tommodities which have the
property of being evaluated by labour time. Decigdidere is more naiveté than
malice in this jugglery.

A useful product, once it has been evaluated byldbeur time needed to
produce it, is always acceptable in exchange; w#neries M. Proudhon, gold
and silver, which exist in my desired conditions‘@tchangeability"! Gold and
silver, then, are value which has reached a sthtmstitution: they are the
incorporation of M. Proudhon's idea. He could navéh been happier in his
choice of an example. Gold and silver, apart frdrairt capacity of being
commodities, evaluated like other commodities, aholur time, have also the
capacity of being the universal agents of exchaofdeing money. By now
considering gold and silver as an application dcdlthe constituted” by labour
time, nothing is easier than to prove that all cadities whose value is
constituted by labour time will always be exchareawill be money.

A very simple question occurs to M. Proudhon. Wiayé gold and silver the
privilege of typifying “constituted value”?

“The special function which usage has devolved upemrecious metal, that of serving as
a medium for trade, is purely conventional, and amlier commodity could, less
conveniently perhaps, but just as reliably, fulfils function. Economists recognize this,
and cite more than one example. What then is thgorefor this universal preference for
metals as money? And what is the explanation &f $pecialization of the function of
money — which has no analogy in political economy®. it possible to reconstruct the
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series from which money seems to have broken aswed/hence to trace it back to its true
principle?”[Vol. I, pp. 68-69]

Straight away, by formulating the question in thésens, M. Proudhon has
presupposed the existencenmdney The first question he should have asked
himself was, why, in exchanges as they are actuallystituted, it has been
necessary to individualize exchangeable valuep spéak, by the creation of a
special agent of exchange. Money is not a thing,atsocial relation. Why is the
money relation a production relation like any otkeeonomic relation, such as
the division of labour, etc.? If M. Proudhon hadgerly taken account of this
relation, he would not have seen in money an exmepan element detached
from a series unknown or needing reconstruction.

He would have realised, on the contrary, thattbliation is a link, and, as such,
closely connected with a whole chain of other eoaigorelations; that this

relation corresponds to a definite mode of produrctieither more nor less than
does individual exchange. What does he do? Hesstfiroy detaching money

from the actual mode of production as a whole, #reh makes it the first

member of an imaginary series, of a series to tensructed.

Once the necessity for a specific agency of exobatitat is, for money, has
been recognized, all that remains to be explaisethly this particular function

has developed upon gold and silver rather than @myncommodity. This is a

secondary question, which is explained not by tiercof production relations,

but by the specific qualities inherent in gold ailder as substances. If all this
has made economists for once "go outside the denmditheir own science, to
dabble in physics, mechanics, history and so ogs,Ma Proudhon reproaches
them with doing, they have merely done what theyewampelled to do. The
question was no longer within the domain of pdditieconomy.

“What no economist,” says M. Proudhon, “has eitbeen or understood is the economic
reason which has determined, in favour of the precmetals, the favor they enjoy.”

[Vol. I, p. 69]

This economic reason which nobody — with good gromadeed — has seen or
understood, M. Proudhon has seen, understood apckathed to posterity.

“What nobody else has noticed is that, of all cordities, gold and silver were the first to
have their value attain constitution. In the patfial period, gold and silver were still
bartered and exchanged in ingots but even thenghewyed a visible tendency to become
dominant and received a marked degree of preferdiitie by little the sovereigns took
possession of them and affixed their seal to themd: of this sovereign consecration was
born money, that is, the commaodity par excellemddch, notwithstanding all the shocks
of commerce, retains a definite proportional valred makes itself accepted for all
payments....
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“The distinguishing character of gold and silvedige, | repeat, to the fact that, thanks to
their metallic properties, to the difficulties dfieir production, and above all to the
intervention of state authority, they early worbdtty and authenticity as commodities.”

To say that, of all commodities, gold and silver evere first to have their value
constituted, is to say, after all that has gone@fgegfthat gold and silver were the
first to attain the status of money. This is M. iRtlon's great revelation, this is
the truth that none had discovered before him.

If, by these words, M. Proudhon means that of @thimodities, gold and silver

are the ones whose time of production was knowreénkest, this would be yet

another of the suppositions with which he is salyea regale his readers. If we
wished to harp on this patriarchal erudition, weuldanform M. Proudhon that

it was the time needed to produce objects of preeessity, such as iron, etc.,
which was the first to be known. We shall spare Aglam Smith's classic bow.

But, after all that, how can M. Proudhon go onitadkabout the constitution of a
value, since a value is never constituted by iesdlfis constituted, not by the
time needed to produce it by itself, but in relatto the quota of each and every
other product which can be created in the same fiines the constitution of the
value of gold and silver presupposes an alreadyptsiad constitution of a
number of other products.

It is then not the commodity that has attainedgaid and silver, the status of
“constituted value,” it is M. Proudhon's “constédtvalue” that has attained, in
gold and silver, the status of money.

Let us now make a closer examination of these “emomaeasons” which,
according to M. Proudhon, have bestowed upon guddsdver the advantage of
being raised to the status of money sooner thaer gitoducts, thanks to their
having passed through the constitutive phase ofeval

These economic reasons are: the “visible tendendyetmme dominant,” the
“marked preferences” even in the “patriarchal pefi@nd other circumlocutions
about the actual fact — which increase the diffiguince they multiply the fact
by multiplying the incidents which M. Proudhon lg#in to explain the fact. M.
Proudhon has not yet exhausted all the so-calledagwic reasons. Here is one
of sovereign, irresistible force:

“Money is born of sovereign consecration: the sengrs take possession of gold and
silver and affix their seal to thenfVol. I, p. 69]

Thus, the whim of sovereigns is for M. Proudhon hlifghest reason in political
economy.

Truly, one must be destitute of all historical knedge not to know that it is the
sovereigns who in all ages have been subject toosesim conditions, but they
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have never dictated laws to them. Legislation, wéregholitical or civil, never
does more than proclaim, express in words, theai/giconomic relations.

Was it the sovereign who took possession of gottl @lver to make them the
universal agents of exchange by affixing his seahem? Or was it not, rather,
these universal agents of exchange which took pesseof the sovereign and
forced him to affix his seal to them and thus glvem a political consecration?

The impress which was and is still given to monegasthat of its value but of
its weight. The stability and authenticity M. Proodhspeaks of apply only to
the standard of the money ; and this standardatelchow much metallic matter
there is in a coined piece of money.

“The sole intrinsic value of a silver mark,” saysltaire, with his habitual good sense, “is
a mark of silver, half a pound weighing eight oucEhe weight and the standard alone
form this intrinsic value.”

(Voltaire, Systeme de Law)

[Marx quotes a chapter from Voltaire's Historie de
parlement. It is entitled “France in the Period of the
Regency and Law's System.” ]

But the question: how much is an ounce of gold itwels worth, remains
nonetheless. If a cashmere from @&m®nd Colbertstores bore the trademark

pure wool, this trademark would not tell you thdueaof the cashmere. There
would still remain the question: how much is woalrtta?

“Philip I, King of France,” says M. Proudhon, “mixavith Charlemagne's gold pound a
third of alloy, imagining that, having the monopalfythe manufacture of money, he could
do what is done by every tradesman who has the puiwof a product. What was
actually this debasement of the currency from wibHip and his successors have been so
much blamed? It was perfectly sound reasoning ftieenpoint of view of commercial
practice, but very unsound economic science, tozsuppose that, as supply and demand
regulate value, it is possible, either by producmgartificial scarcity or by monopolizing
manufacture, to increase the estimation and coesgiguthe value of things; and that this
is true of gold and silver as of corn, wine, oiltobacco. But Philip's fraud was no sooner
suspected than his money was reduced to its triue,vand he himself lost what he had
thought to gain from his subjects. The same thixg lappened as a result of every similar
attempt.”[Vol. |, pp. 70-71]

It has been proved times without number that, pkiace takes into his head to
debase the currency, it is he who loses. What ires gace at the first issue he
loses every time the falsified coinage returnsimo in the form of taxes, etc. But
Philip and his successors were able to protect sbbres more or less against
this loss, for, once the debased coinage was fatirculation, they hastened to
order a general re-minting of money on the oldifapt

And besides, if Philip | had really reasoned like Roudhon, he would not have
reasoned well “from the commercial point of vieweither Philip | nor M.
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Proudhon displays any mercantile genius in imaginimat it is possible to alter
the value of gold as well as that of every otheancwdity merely because their
value is determined by the relation between supply demand.

If King Philip had decreed that one quarter of coas in future to be called two
quarters of wheat, he would have been a swindlerwduld have deceived all
the rentiers, all the people who were entitledeiceive 100 quarters of corn. He
would have been the cause of all these peopleviageanly 50 quarters of corn;
he would have had to pay only 50. But in commer@@ duch quarters would
never have been worth more than 50. By changinghémee we do not change
the thing. The quantity of corn, whither suppliedde@manded, will be neither
decreased nor increased by this mere change of. fldms, the relation between
supply and demand being just the same in spiteiefchange of name, the price
of corn will undergo no real change. When we speathe supply and demand
of things, we do not speak of the supply and demanthe name of things.
Philip I was not a maker of gold and silver, as Rtoudhon says; he was a
maker of hames for coins. Pass off your Frenchroasts as Asiatic cashmeres,
and you may deceive a buyer or two; but once thedftoecomes known, your
so-called Asiatic cashmeres will drop to the po€&rench cashmeres. When he
put a false label on gold and silver, King Philgutd deceive only so long as the
fraud was not known. Like any other shopkeeper,doeided his customers by a
false description of his wares, which could not s long. He was bound
sooner or later to suffer the rigour of commertaals. Is this what M. Proudhon
wanted to prove? No. According to him, it is frohetsovereign and not from
commerce that money gets its value. And what hasehfly proved? That
commerce is more sovereign than the sovereign.Heesbvereign decree that
one mark shall in future be two marks, commercé keiep on saying that these
two marks are worth no more than one mark was fdyme

But, for all that, the question of value determirmdthe quantity of labour has
not been advanced a step. It still remains to lmddd whether the value of
these two marks (which have become what one maskonee) is determined by
the cost of production or by the law of supply alednand.

M. Proudhon continues: “It should even be bornenind that if, instead of debasing the
currency, it had been in the king's power to doutsleulk, the exchange value of gold and
silver would immediately have dropped by half, alwdrom reasons of proportion and
equilibrium.”[(Vol. I, p. 71]

If this opinion, which M. Proudhon shares with titber economists, is valid, it
argues in favor of the latter's doctrine of supghd demand, and in no way in
favor of M. Proudhon's proportionality. For, whagevhe quantity of labour
embodied in the doubled bulk of gold and silves,value would have dropped
by half, the demand having remained the same amdupply having doubled.
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Or can it be, by any chance, that the “law of prtipoality” would have become
confused this time with the so much disdained lawupply and demand? This
true proportion of M. Proudhon's is indeed so @lass capable of so many
variations, combinations and permutations, thatight well coincide for once
with the relation between supply and demand.

To make “every commodity acceptable in exchangeptfin practice then at
least by right,” on the basis of the role of golddasilver is, then, to
misunderstand this role. Gold and silver are aad®@ptby law only because they
are acceptable in practice; and they are acceptapl@actice because the present
organization of production needs a universal medidiraxchange. Law is only
the official recognition of fact.

We have seen that the example of money as an apphcof value which has
attained constitution was chosen by M. Proudhory émlsmuggle through his
whole doctrine of exchangeability, that is to s@yprove that every commodity
assessed by its cost of production must attaistdtes of money. All this would
be very fine, were it not for the awkward fact tipa¢cisely gold and silver, as
money, are of all commodities the only ones notwmheined by their cost of
production; and this is so true that in circulattbey can be replaced by paper.
So long as there is a certain proportion obsenatdiden the requirements of
circulation and the amount of money issued, beapep, gold, platinum, or
copper money, there can be no question of a priopaid be observed between
the intrinsic value (cost of production) and themmumal value of money.
Doubtless, in international trade, money is deteedj like any other
commodity, by labour time. But it is also true tigatd and silver in international
trade are means of exchange as products and mabraesy. In other words, they
lose this characteristic of “stability and authery,” of “sovereign
consecration,” which, for M. Proudhon, forms thepecific characteristic.
Ricardo understood the truth so well that, aftesifmp his whole system on value
determined by labour time, and after saying:

“Gold and silver, like all other commodities, amwable only in proportion to the quantity
of labour necessary to produce them, and bring tioemarket,”

He adds, nevertheless, that the valuenoheyis not determined by the labour
time its substance embodies, but by the law of Isugopd demand only.

“Though it [paper money] has no intrinsic valuet, y& limiting its quantity, its value in
exchange is as great as an equal denominationimf @oof bullion in that coin. On the
same principle, too, namely, by limitation of itgagtity, a debased coin would circulate at
the value it should bear, if it were of the legaight and fineness, and not at the value of
the quantity of metal which it actually containéul.the history of the British coinage, we
find, accordingly, that the currency was never degted in the same proportion that it
was debased; the reason of which was, that it neasrincreased in quantity, in proportion
to its diminished intrinsic value(Ricardo, loc. cit. [pp.206-07])
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This is what J. B. Say observes on this passage&afd®'s:

“This example should suffice, | think, to convinttee author that the basis of all value is
not the amount of labour needed to make a commodity the need felt for that
commodity, balanced by its scarcity.”

[ The reference is to Say's note on the French edition
of Ricardo's book, Vol.ll, pp.206-07]
Thus money, which for Ricardo is no longer a valatetmined by labour time,
and which J. B. Say therefore takes as an exaraptertvince Ricardo that the
other values could not be determined by labour taitleer, this money, | say,
taken by J. B. Say as an example of a value datednexclusively by supply
and demand, becomes for M. Proudhon the exampleexegllence of the
application of value constituted... by labour time.

To conclude, if money is not a value “constituted” labour time, it is all the
less likely that it could have anything in commonthwM. Proudhon's true
“proportion.” Gold and silver are always exchandeabecause they have the
special function of serving as the universal aggntxchange, and in no wise
because they exist in a quantity proportional eoghm total of wealth; or, to put
it still better, they are always proportional besaualone of all commodities,
they serve as money, the universal agent of ex@)amgatever their quantity in
relation to the sum total of wealth.

“A circulation can never be so abundant as to ¢éaerffor by diminishing its value, in the
same proportion you will increase its quantity, dydincreasing its value, diminish its
quantity.” (Ricardo [Vol. Il, p. 205])

“What an imbroglio this political economy is!” caéM. Proudhon. [Vol. I, p. 72]

“Cursed gold!” cries a Communist flippantly [thrdughe mouth of M. Proudhon]. You
might as well say: “Cursed wheat, cursed vinesseaxirsheep! — for just like gold and
silver,every commercial valueust attain its strictly exact determination.” [V p. 73]

The idea of making sheep and vines attain the st#tusoney is not new. In

France, it belongs to the age of Louis XIV. At thatiod, money having begun
to establish its omnipotence, the depreciationlaitaer commodities was being
complained of, and the time when “every commergele” might attain its

strictly exact determination, the status of monegs being eagerly invoked.
Even in the writings of Boisguillebert, one of thielest of French economists,
we find:

“Money, then, by the arrival of innumerable compet in the form of commodities

themselves, re-established in their true valueb,beithrust back again within its natural
limits.”

(Economistes financiers du dix-huitieme

siecle, Daire edition, p.422)
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One sees that the first illusions of the bourgeadse also their last.

B) Surplus labour

“In works on political economy we read this abshygothesis: If the price of everything
were doubled.... As if the price of everything weant the proportion of things — and one
could double a proportion, a relation, a lafProudhon, Vol.l, p.81)

Economists have fallen into this error through noowing how to apply the
“law of proportionality” and of “constituted value.

Unfortunately in the very same work by M. Proudhdolume I, p.110, we read
the absurd hypothesis that, “if wages rose generthié price of everything else
would rise.” Furthermore, if we find the phrasegurestion in works on political
economy, we also find an explanation of it.

“When one speaks of the price of all commoditiesigap or down, one always excludes
someone commodity going up or down. The excludedngodity is, in general, money or
labour."

(Encyclopedia Metropolitana or Universal Dictionany
Knowledge Vol.lV, Article “Political Economy", by [N. W.]
Senior, London, 1836. Regarding the phrase undeusdsion,
see also J. St. MilEssays on Some Unsettled Questions
of Political EconomyLondon 1844, and Took&: History of
Prices, etc.London 1838.) [Full reference is Th. Tooke,
A History of Prices, and of the State of the Ciatigin,
from 1793 to 183 7Vols.I-1l, London, 1838]
Let us pass now to the second application of “carstil value,” and of other
proportions — whose only defect is their lack obpgmrtion. And let us see

whether M. Proudhon is happier here than in theataization of sheep.

“An axiom generally admitted by economists is thalhtabour must leave a surplus. In my
opinion this proposition is universally and abselyttrue: it is the corollary of the law of
proportion, which may be regarded as the summatlgeofvhole of economic science. But,
if the economists will permit me to say so, thenpiple that all labour must leave a surplus
IS meaningless according to their theory, and tsosceptible of any demonstration."”

(Proudhon [3Vol. I, p. 73])

To prove that all labour must leave a surplus, MwuBhon personifies society;
he turns it into a person, Society — a society Wwiscnot by any means a society
of persons, since it has its law apart, which ha@#ing in common with the
persons of which society is composed, and its “awelligence,” which is not
the intelligence of common men, but an intelligedesoid of common sense.
M. Proudhon reproaches the economists with not ngawinderstood the
personality of this collective being. We have pleasin confronting him with
the following passage from an American economisip &ccuses the economists
of just the opposite:
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“The moral entity — the grammatical being calledation, has been clothed in attributes
that have no real existence except in the imaginatf those who metamorphose a word
into a thing.... This has given rise to many diffi,s and to some deplorable
misunderstanding in political economy.”

(Th. Cooper, Lectures on the Elements of
Political Economy, Columbia, 1826)

[The first edition of the book was published
in Colombia in 1826. A second, enlarged
edition appeared in London in 1831.]

“This principle of surplus labour,” continues M.dRdhon, “is true of individuals only
because it emanates from society, which thus cewiethem the benefit of its own laws."

[Vol. I, p. 75]

Does M. Proudhon mean thereby merely that the mtamtu of the social
individual exceeds that of the isolated individudd”M. Proudhon referring to
this excess of the production of associated indaisl over that of non-
associated individuals? If so, we could quote far A hundred economists who
have expressed this simple truth without any of rihesticism with which M.
Proudhon surrounds himself. This, for example, iatr. Sadler says:

“Combined labour produces results which individeértion could never accomplish. As
mankind, therefore, multiply in number, the produat their united industry would greatly
exceed the amount of any mere arithmetical additaloulated on such an increase.... In
the mechanical arts, as well as in pursuits ofr@@ea man may achieve more in a day...
than a solitary... individual could perform in hidole life.... Geometry says... that the
whole is only equal to the sum of all its parts;amplied to the subject before us, this
axiom would be false. Regarding labour, the grdlrmf human existence, it may be said
that the entire product of combined exertion alnioBhitely exceeds all which individual
and disconnected efforts could possibly accomglish.

(T.Sadler, The Law of Population, London 1830)
[Vol. I, pp. 83 and 84]

To return to M. Proudhon. Surplus labour, he say®xplained by the person,
Society. The life of this person is guided by lawWe opposite of those which
govern the activities of man as an individual. lsices to prove this by “facts.”

“The discovery of an economic process can neverigeathe inventor with a profit equal
to that which he procures for society.... It hasrbeemarked that railway enterprises are
much less a source of wealth for the contractaas flor the state.... The average cost of
transporting commodities by road is 18 centimestpermper kilometre, from the collection
of the goods to their delivery. It has been catamdahat at this rate an ordinary railway
enterprise would not obtain 10 per cent net prafitesult approximately equal to that of a
road-transport enterprise. But let us supposethigaspeed of rail transport compared with
that of road transport is as 4 is to 1. Since tietg time is value itself, the railway would,
prices being equal, present an advantage of 40(cemr over road-transport. Yet this
enormous advantage, very real for society, isrffanfbeing realised in the same proportion
for the carrier, who, while bestowing upon sociatyextra value of 400 per cent, does not



M The Poverty of Philosophy Karl Marx Halaman 61
Collection

for his own part draw 10 per cent. To bring the tarahome still more pointedly, let us
suppose, in fact, that the railway puts up its tat5 centimes, the cost of road transport
remaining at 18: it would instantly lose all itsnsignments. Senders, receivers, everybody
would return to the van, to the primitive waggomécessary. The locomotive would be
abandoned. A social advantage of 400 per cent woellgacrificed to a private loss of 35
per cent. The reason for this is easily graspedattvantage resulting from the speed of the
railway is entirely social, and each individual fi@pates in it only in a minute proportion
(it must be remembered that at the moment we aaingeonly with the transport of
goods), while the loss strikes the consumer diyentld personally. A social profit equal to
400 represents for the individual, if society isnpmsed only of a million men, four ten-
thousandths; while a loss of 33 per cent for thesamer would suppose a social deficit of
33 million. (Proudhon [Vol. I, p. 75, 76])

Now, we may even overlook the fact that M. Proudb&presses a quadrupled
speed as 400 per cent of the original speed; latiti should bring into relation
the percentage of speed and the percentage of prafiestablish a proportion
between two relations which, although measuredragglg by percentages, are
nevertheless incommensurate with each other, i®establish a proportion

between the percentages without reference to deramions.

Percentages are always percentages, 10 per cent4@ddper cent are
commensurable; they are to each other as 10 i8Go®herefore, concludes M.
Proudhon, a profit of 10 per cent is worth 40 tirtess than a quadrupled speed.
To save appearances, he says that, for society,igimm@ney. This error arises
from his recollecting vaguely that there is a catioe between labour value and
labour time, and he hastens to identify labour tmité transport time; that is, he
identifies the few firemen, drivers and others, sdidabour time is actually
transport time, with the whole of society. Thus aé dlow, speed has become
capital, and in this case he is fully right in sayi“A profit of 400 per cent will
be sacrificed to a loss of 35 per cent.” After bhkshing this strange proposition
as a mathematician, he gives us the explanatidrasfan economist.

“A social profit equal to 400 represents for thdiidual, in a society of only a million
men, four ten-thousandths.”

Agreed; but we are dealing not with 400, but wi@®er cent, and a profit of
400 per cent represents for the individual 400 qeart, neither more nor less.
Whatever be the capital, the dividends will alwhgsn the ratio of 400 per cent.
What does M. Proudhon do? He takes percentagespital, and, as if he were
afraid of his confusion not being manifest enoufbginted” enough, he
continues:

“A loss of 33 per cent for the consumer would siggpa social deficit of 33 million.”

A loss of 33 per cent for the consumer remainsa @ 33 per cent for a million
consumers. How then can M. Proudhon say pertingndithe social deficit in
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the case of a 33 per cent loss amounts to 33 millidven he knows neither the
social capital nor even the capital of a single ohthe persons concerned? Thus
it was not enough for M. Proudhon to have confussaltal with percentage; he
surpasses himself by identifying the capital sunkan enterprise with the
number of interested parties.

“To bring the matter home still more pointedly let suppose in fact” a given
capital. A social profit of 400 per cent divided@mg a million participants, each
of them interested to the extent of 1 franc, wayilce 4 francs profit per head —
and not 0.0004, as M. Proudhon alleges. Likewisess of 33 per cent for each
of the participants represents a social deficiB80,000 francs and not of 33
million (100:33 = 1,000,000:330,000).

M. Proudhon, preoccupied with his theory of thespar Society, forgets to

divide by 100, which entails a loss of 330,000 @égrbut 4 francs profit per head
make 4 million francs profit for society. There r@ms for society a net profit of

3,670,000 francs. This accurate calculation prgresisely the contrary of what

M. Proudhon wanted to prove: namely, that the g&nd losses of society are
not in inverse ratio to the profits and lossesaividuals.

Having rectified these simple errors of pure caltiah, let us take a look at the
consequences which we would arrive at, if we adwhithis relation between
speed and capital in the case of railways, as Muditon gives it — minus the
mistakes in calculation. Let us suppose that a p@mg$our times as rapid costs
four times as much; this transport would not yielss profit than cartage, which
is four times slower and costs a quarter the amolimis, if cartage takes 18
centimes, rail transport could take 72 centimess Wauld be, according to “the
rigor of mathematics,” the consequence of M. Promdhsuppositions — always
minus his mistakes in calculation. But here hdlisfea sudden telling us that if,
instead of 72 centimes, rail transport takes oBlyiwould instantly lose all its
consignments. Decidedly we should have to go badkd van, to the primitive
waggon even. Only, if we have any advice to give iWoudhon, it is not to
forget, in hisProgramme of the Progressive Associatitmdivide by 100. But,
alas! it is scarcely to be hoped that our advic# be listened to, for M.
Proudhon is so delighted with his “progressive aisdmn,” that he cries most
emphatically:

“I have already shown in Chapter Il, by the solntaf the antinomy of value, that the

advantage of every useful discovery is incomparbddy for the inventor, whatever he may

do, than for society. | have carried the demonsimah regard to this point in the rigor of
mathematics!”

Let us return to the fiction of the person, Societyfiction which has no other
aim than that of proving this simple truth — thateav invention which enables a
given amount of labour to produce a greater nummbeommodities, lowers the
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marketable value of the product. Society, then, esak profit, not by obtaining
more exchange values, but by obtaining more comtmesdior the same value.
As for the inventor, competition makes his pradill successively to the general
level of profits. Has M. Proudhon proved this prsition as he wanted to? No.
This does not prevent him from reproaching the ecosis with failure to prove
it. To prove to him on the contrary that thegveproved it, we shall cite only
Ricardo and Lauderdale — Ricardo, the head of theddcwhich determines
value by labour time, and Lauderdale, one of the tmosgompromising
defenders of the determination of value by suppigd @emand. Both have
expounded the same proposition:

“By constantly increasing the facility of produatiowe constantly diminish the value of
some of the commodities before produced, thougthbysame means we not only add to
the national riches, but also to the power of faitproduction.... As soon as by the aid of
machinery, or by the knowledge of natural philosgpiou oblige natural agents to do the
work which was before done by man, the exchangeahblae of such work falls
accordingly. If 10 men turned a corn mill, and & discovered that by the assistance of
wind, or of water, the labour of these 10 men magared, the flour which is the produce
partly of the work performed by the mill, would inedtiately fall in value, in proportion to
the quantity of labour saved; and the society waa@dicher by the commadities which the
labour of the 10 men could produce, the funds dedtfor their maintenance being in no
degree impaired(Ricardo [Ricardo, Vol. I, p. 59])

Lauderdale, in his turn, says:

In every instance where capital is so employedgwdduce a profit, it uniformly arises,
either — from its supplanting a portion of labowhich would otherwise be performed by
the hand of man; or — from its performing a portadrtabour, which is beyond the reach of
the personal exertion of man to accomplish. Thellsprafit which the proprietors of
machinery generally acquire, when compared withathges of labour, which the machine
supplants, may perhaps create a suspicion of ttiude of this opinion. Some fire-
engines, for instance, draw more water from a ¢badpne day than could be conveyed
on the shoulder of 300 men, even assisted by tlehimery of buckets; and a fire-engine
undoubtedly performs its labour at a much smabgease than the amount of the wages
of those whose labour it thus supplants. Thisnigruth, the case with all machinery. All
machines must execute the labour that was antetbeg@enformed at a cheaper rate than it
could be done by the hand of man....

If such a privilege is given for the invention ofvachine, which performs, by
the labour of one man, a quantity of work that utsetake the labour of four; as
the possession of the exclusive privilege prevanis competition in doing the
work, but what proceeds from the labour of the wiek, their wages, as long as
the patent continues, must obviously form the measiithe patentee's charge;
that is to secure employment, he has only to chalgte less than the wages of
the labour which the machine supplants. But when ghtent expires, other
machines of the same nature are brought into cotigmetand then his charge
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must be regulated on the same principle as evengrotaccording to the
abundance of machines....

The profit of capital employed..., though it arifesn supplanting labour, comes
to be regulated, not by the value of the labowgupplants but, as in all other
cases, by the competition among the proprietorspital that presents itself for
performing the duty, and the demand forri. 119, 123, 124, 125, 134]

Finally, then, so long as the profit is greatemti@other industries, capital will
be thrown into the new industry until the rate offfi falls to the general level.

We have just seen that the example of the railwayg scarcely suited to throw
any light on his fiction of the person, Society vidgheless, M. Proudhon boldly
resumes his discourse:

“With these points cleared up, nothing is easiantto explain how labour must leave a
surplus for each producef¥ol. I, p. 77]

What now follows belongs to classical antiquity. it a poetical narrative
intended to refresh the reader after the fatiguelwthe rigor of the preceding
mathematical demonstrations must have caused himPrgudhon gives the
person, Society, the name of Prometheus, whosedagtls he glorifies in these
terms:

First of all, Prometheus emerging from the bosomattire awakens to life, in a delightful

inertia, etc., etc. Prometheus sets to work, anthisnfirst day, the first day of the second

creation, Prometheus' product, that is, his wedlif,well-being, is equal to 10. On the

second day, Prometheus divides his labour, angrbiduct becomes equal to 100. On the
third day and on each of the following days, Prdreas invents machines, discovers new
utilities in bodies, new forces in nature.... Wétery step of his industrial activity, there is

an increase in the number of his products, whickkenan enhancement of happiness for
him. And since, after all, to consume is for himpiduce, it is clear that every day's

consumption, using up only the product of the defpke, leaves a surplus product for the
next day.'[Vol. |, pp. 77-78]

This Prometheus of M. Proudhon's is a queer charaateweak in logic as in
political economy. So long as Prometheus merelghtes us the division of
labour, the application of machinery, the explaaatof natural forces and
scientific power, multiplying the productive forces men and giving a surplus
compared with the produce of labour in isolatidns thew Prometheus has the
misfortune only of coming too late. But the mom@&nbmetheus starts talking
about production and consumption he becomes reeallgrous. To consume, for
him, is to produce; he consumes the next day whairbduced the day before,
so that he is always one day in advance; this dagdvance is his “surplus
labour.” But, if he consumes the next day what &g produced the day before,
he must, on the first day, which had no day befoase done two days' work in
order to be one day in advance later on. How dasirletheus earn this surplus on
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the first day, when there was neither divisionadfdur, nor machinery, nor even
any knowledge of physical forces other than fire®sl'the question, for all its

being carried back “to the first day of the secanehtion,” has not advanced a
single step forward. This way of explaining thirggavours both of Greek and of
Hebrew, it is at once mystical and allegoricalgites M. Proudhon a perfect
right to say:

“I have proved by theory and by facts the principlat all labour must have a surplus.”

The “facts” are the famous progressive calculatibwe; theory is the myth of
Prometheus.

“But,” continues M. Proudhon, “this principle, whilbeing as certain as an arithmetical
proposition, is as yet far from being realised bgrgone. Whereas, with the progress of
collective industry, every day's individual labquoduces a greater and greater product,
and whereas therefore, by a necessary consequbaogprker with the same wage ought

to become richer every day, there actually exitdtes in society which profit and others

which decay.[Vol. I, pp. 79-80]

In 1770 the population of the United Kingdom of &r8ritain was 15 million,
and the productive population was 3 million. Theestfic power of production
equalled a population of about 12 million indivitkianore. Therefore there
were, altogether, 15 million of productive forc&hus the productive power was
to the population as 1 is to 1; and the scienpbever was to the manual power
as4istol.

In 1840 the population did not exceed 30 millidme productive population was
6 million. But the scientific power amounted to 6%@lion; that is, it was to the
whole population as 21 is to 1, and to manual pa@set08 is to 1.

In English society the working day thus acquiredinyears a surplus of 2,700
per cent productivity; that is, in 1840 it produc&d times as much as in 1770.
According to M. Proudhon, the following questioroshd be raised: why was
not the English worker of 1840 27 times as richhesdne of 17707? In raising
such a question one would naturally be supposiag ttie English could have
produced this wealth without the historical corati in which it was produced,
such as: private accumulation of capital, modernsdin of labour, automatic
workshops, anarchical competition, the wage systam short, everything that
is based upon class antagonism. Now, these wergsele the necessary
conditions of existence for the development of paive forces and of surplus
labour. Therefore, to obtain this development obdpictive forces and this
surplus labour, there had to be classes whichtptbéind classes which decayed.

What then, ultimately, is this Prometheus resutagitdoy M. Proudhon? It is
society, social relations based on class antagonidmse relations are not
relations between individual and individual, butvibeen worker and capitalist,
between farmer and landlord, etc. Wipe out thelsgioas and you annihilate all
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society, and your Prometheus is nothing but a gliebut arms or legs; that is,
without automatic workshops, without division obér — in a word, without
everything that you gave him to start with in ordermake him obtain this
surplus labour.

If then, in theory, it sufficed to interpret, as Mroudhon does, the formula of
surplus labour in the equalitarian sense, withaling into account the actual
conditions of production, it should suffice, in ptige, to share out equally
among the workers all the wealth at present acduirgthout changing in any

way the present conditions of production. Suchs#&iution would certainly not

assure a high degree of comfort to the individ@atipipants.

But M. Proudhon is not so pessimistic as one migimk. As proportion is
everything for him, he has to see in his fully ¢gpe&id Prometheus, that is, in
present-day society, the beginnings of a realisadichis favorite idea.

“But everywhere, too, the progress of wealth, tisatthe proportion of values, is the
dominant law; and when economists hold up agaihestomplaints of the social party the
progressive growth of the public wealth, and th@rioved conditions of even the most
unfortunate classes, they unwittingly proclaim w@hrwhich is the condemnation of their
theories.”[Vol. |, p. 80]

What is, exactly, collective wealth, public fortthdt is the wealth of the
bourgeoisie — not that of each bourgeois in pdeircWell, the economists have
done nothing but show how, in the existing relaiofh production, the wealth of
the bourgeoisie has grown and must grow still ferthAs for the working
classes, it still remains a very debatable questibether their condition has
improved as a result of the increase in so-callddip wealth. If economists, in
support of their optimism, cite the example of Breglish workers employed in
the cotton industry, they see the condition ofl#tter only in the rare moments
of trade prosperity. These moments of prosperigytarthe periods of crisis and
stagnation in the “true proportion” of 3 to 10. Bagrhaps also, in speaking of
improvement, the economists were thinking of théianis of workers who had
to perish in the East Indies so as to procureternillion and a half workers
employed in England in the same industry threesygmosperity out of ten.

As for the temporary participation in the increagepublic wealth, that is a
different matter. The fact of temporary participatie explained by the theory of
the economists. It is the confirmation of this ttyeand not its “condemnation,”
as M. Proudhon calls it. If there were anythindpéocondemned, it would surely
be the system of M. Proudhon, who would reducenbker, as we have shown,
to the minimum wage, in spite of the increase oéltte It is only by reducing
the worker to the minimum wage that he would beeatol apply the true
proportion of values, of “value constituted” by dalv time. It is because wages,
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as a result of competition, oscillate now abovew riielow, the price of food
necessary for the sustenance of the worker, tha@aheparticipate to a certain
extent in the development of collective wealth, @ad also perish from want.
This is the whole theory of the economists who havélusions on the subject.

After his lengthy digressions on railways, on Pridmas, and on the new
society to be reconstituted on “constituted valié,Proudhon collects himself;
emotion overpowers him and he cries in fatherlyeton

“I beseech the economists to ask themselves fommraent, in the silence of their hearts
— far from the prejudices that trouble them andardlgss of the employment they are
engaged in or hope to obtain, of the interests th#yserve, or the approbation to which
they aspire, of the honors which nurse their vanitgt them say whether before this day
the principle that all labour must leave a surpiypeared to them with this chain of
premises and consequences that we have revepled.l, p. 80]
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Chapter Two: The Metaphysics of Political Economy

The Method

Contents:

First Observation
Second Observation
Third Observation
Fourth Observation
Fifth Observation
Sixth Observation
Seventh Observation

Here we are, right in Germany! We shall now havéatk metaphysics while
talking political economy. And in this again we BHaut follow M. Proudhon's

“contradictions.” Just now he forced us to speaklishgto become pretty well
English ourselves. Now the scene is changing. Mudiron is transporting us to
our dear fatherland and is forcing us, whether ike It or not, to become
German again.

If the Englishman transforms men into hats, thenter transforms hats into
ideas. The Englishman is Ricardo, rich banker astinduished economist; the
German is Hegel, simple professor at the Univerditgerlin.

Louis XV, the last absolute monarch and represeratatf the decadence of
French royalty, had attached to his person a piaysiwho was himself France's
first economist. This doctor, this economist, repntsd the imminent and
certain triumph of the French bourgeoisie. Doctoie§hay made a science out
of political economy; he summarized it in his farmdableau économique
Besides the thousand and one commentaries onathies which have appeared,
we possess one by the doctor himself. It is thedlpsis of the Economic
Table,” followed by “seven important observations.”

M. Proudhon is another Dr. Quesnay. He is the Quesh the metaphysics of
political economy.

Now metaphysics — indeed all philosophy — can bensed up, according to
Hegel, in method. We must, therefore, try to elatédthe method of M.
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Proudhon, which is at least as foggy as the Econdialide. It is for this reason
that we are making seven more or less importargrgbons. If Dr. Proudhon is
not pleased with our observations, well, then, liehave to become an Abbe
Baydeau and give the “explanation of the econometaphysical method”
himself.

First Observation

“We are not giving a history according to the oraetime, but according to the sequence
of ideas. Economic phases or categories are inr thanifestation sometimes
contemporary, sometimes inverted.... Economic tesohave nonetheless their logical
sequence and their serial relation in the undedstgnit is this order that we flatter our-
selves to have discoveredProudhon, Vol. |, p. 146)

M. Proudhon most certainly wanted to frighten thren€h by flinging quasi-
Hegelian phrases at them. So we have to deal withrhen: firstly with M.
Proudhon, and then with Hegel. How does M. Proudtistinguish himself
from other economists? And what part does Hegey jma M. Proudhon's
political economy?

Economists express the relations of bourgeois ptanydhe division of labour,

credit, money, etc., as fixed, immutable, eterrségories. M. Proudhon, who
has these ready-made categories before him, warggpiain to us the act of
formation, the genesis of these categories, phiesipaws, ideas, thoughts.

Economists explain how production takes place in #imve-mentioned
relations, but what they do not explain is how ¢heslations themselves are
produced, that is, the historical movement whichegnem birth. M. Proudhon,
taking these relations for principles, categorédsstract thoughts, has merely to
put intoorderthese thoughts, which are to be found alphabstieatanged at
the end of every treatise on political economy. €henomists' material is the
active, energetic life of man; M. Proudhon's malers the dogmas of the
economists. But the moment we cease to pursue ifiteribal movement of
production relations, of which the categories anethe theoretical expression,
the moment we want to see in these categories me than ideas, spontaneous
thoughts, independent of real relations, we areefbrto attribute the origin of
these thoughts to the movement of pure reason. ldoes pure, eternal,
impersonal reason give rise to these thoughts? éfmeg it proceed in order to
produce them?

If we had M. Proudhon's intrepidity in the mattéHegelianism we should say:
it is distinguished in itself from itself. What doéhis mean? Impersonal reason,
having outside itself neither a base on which it pase itself, nor an object to
which it can oppose itself, nor a subject with whit can compose itself, is
forced to turn head over heels, in posing itsghipasing itself and composing
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itself — position, opposition, composition. Or,dpeak Greek — we have thesis,
antithesis and synthesis. For those who do not kihenHegelian language, we
shall give the ritual formula: affirmation, negatiand negation of the negation.
That is what language means. It is certainly notreMeb(with due apologies to
M. Proudhon); but it is the language of this pueason, separate from the
individual. Instead of the ordinary individual withis ordinary manner of
speaking and thinking we have nothing but this madr manner purely and
simply — without the individual.

Is it surprising that everything, in the final atastion — for we have here an
abstraction, and not an analysis — presents itsela logical category? Is it
surprising that, if you let drop little by littldlahat constitutes the individuality
of a house, leaving out first of all the materiadsvhich it is composed, then the
form that distinguishes it, you end up with nothimg a body; that, if you leave
out of account the limits of this body; you soowvdaothing but a space — that
if, finally, you leave out of the account the dirsems of this space, there is
absolutely nothing left but pure quantity, the tajicategory? If we abstract thus
from every subject all the alleged accidents, atea inanimate, men or things,
we are right in saying that in the final abstractithe only substance left is the
logical category. Thus the metaphysicians who, irkintathese abstractions,
think they are making analyses, and who, the nioeg tletach themselves from
things, imagine themselves to be getting all therereto the point of penetrating
to their core — these metaphysicians in turn agetrin saying that things here
below are embroideries of which the logical categgpiconstitute the canvas.
This is what distinguishes the philosopher from @eistian. The Christian, in
spite of logic, has only one incarnation of tlegos the philosopher has never
finished with incarnations. If all that exists, #dfat lives on land, and under
water, can be reduced by abstraction to a logiasgory — if the whole real
world can be drowned thus in a world of abstracjan the world of logical
categories — who need be astonished at it?

All that exists, all that lives on land and undeater, exists and lives only by
some kind of movement. Thus, the movement of historgduces social
relations; industrial movement gives us induspraducts, etc.

Just as by means of abstraction we have transfoewer/thing into a logical
category, so one has only to make an abstractiorevefry characteristic
distinctive of different movements to attain moveta its abstract condition —
purely formal movement, the purely logical formofamovement. If one finds in
logical categories the substance of all things, ioregines one has found in the
logical formula of movement thebsolute methgdwhich not only explains all
things, but also implies the movement of things.

It is of this absolute method that Hegel speakbase terms:
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“Method is the absolute, unique, supreme, infifitece, which no object can resist; it is
the tendency of reason to find itself again, t@getze itself in every object.”

(Logic, Vol. 11l [p. 29])

All things being reduced to a logical category, andry movement, every act of
production, to method, it follows naturally thateey aggregate of products and
production, of objects and of movement, can be ceduo a form of applied
metaphysics. What Hegel has done for religion, ketw,, M. Proudhon seeks to
do for political economy.

So what is this absolute method? The abstractioma@fement. What is the
abstraction of movement? Movement in abstract ¢cmmdiWhat is movement in
abstract condition? The purely logical formula aivement or the movement of
pure reason. Wherein does the movement of puremaasist? In posing itself,
opposing itself, composing itself; in formulatingsalf as thesis, antithesis,
synthesis; or, yet, in affirming itself, negatingelf, and negating its negation.

How does reason manage to affirm itself, to poselfiin a definite category?
That is the business of reason itself and of itdogpsts.

But once it has managed to pose itself as a th#sss,thesis, this thought,

opposed to itself, splits up into two contradicttinpughts — the positive and the
negative, the yes and no. The struggle between thesantagonistic elements
comprised in the antithesis constitutes the dimalctmovement. The yes

becoming no, the no becoming yes, the yes becobutiy yes and no, the no
becoming both no and yes, the contraries balaneetralize, paralyze each
other. The fusion of these two contradictory thdsgtonstitutes a new thought,
which is the synthesis of them. This thought splifs once again into two

contradictory thoughts, which in turn fuse intoeawnsynthesis. Of this travail is
born a group of thoughts. This group of thoughtéofes the same dialectic

movement as the simple category, and has a coctivagigroup as antithesis. Of
these two groups of thoughts is born a new grouphotights, which is the

antithesis of them.

Just as from the dialectic movement of the simplegories is born the group,
so from the dialectic movement of the groups isnbitie series, and from the
dialectic movement of the series is born the eststem.

Apply this method to the categories of politicabeomy and you have the logic
and metaphysics of political economy, or, in otlverds, you have the economic
categories that everybody knows, translated inlittle-known language which
makes them look as if they had never blossomedh fiartan intellect of pure
reason; so much do these categories seem to emgarm&another, to be linked
up and intertwined with one another by the very kigy of the dialectic
movement. The reader must not get alarmed at tinesaphysics with all their
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scaffolding of categories, groups, series, andesyst M. Proudhon, in spite of
all the trouble he has taken to scale the heighteeosystem of contradictions,
has never been able to raise himself above thetfus rungs of simple thesis
and antithesis; and even these he has mountedwitly, and on one of these
two occasions he fell over backwards.

Up to now we have expounded only the dialecticslefiel. We shall see later
how M. Proudhon has succeeded in reducing it tarteanest proportions. Thus,
for Hegel, all that has happened and is still happeis only just what is

happening in his own mind. Thus the philosophy atdry is nothing but the

history of philosophy, of his own philosophy. Thaseno longer a “history

according to the order in time,” there is only “teequence of ideas in the
understanding.” He thinks he is constructing theldvdy the movement of

thought, whereas he is merely reconstructing syatieally and classifying by

the absolute method of thoughts which are in thedsof all.

Second Observation

Economic categories are only the theoretical exmessthe abstractions of the
social relations of production, M. Proudhon, hotdthis upside down like a true
philosopher, sees in actual relations nothing betimcarnation of the principles,
of these categories, which were slumbering — sd®Mudhon the philosopher
tells us — in the bosom of the “impersonal readdmumanity.”

M. Proudhon the economist understands very wellrtten make cloth, linen, or
silk materials in definite relations of productidut what he has not understood
is that these definite social relations are justnash produced by men as linen,
flax, etc. Social relations are closely bound upghwproductive forces. In
acquiring new productive forces men change theidenof production; and in
changing their mode of production, in changing was of earning their living,
they change all their social relations. The hand-giles you society with the
feudal lord; the steam-mill, society with the inttied capitalist.

The same men who establish their social relationsanformity with the
material productivity, produce also principles, dade and categories, in
conformity with their social relations.

Thus the ideas, these categories, are as littlaadtas the relations they express.
They arehistorical and transitory products

There is a continual movement of growth in prodwetierces, of destruction in
social relations, of formation in ideas; the omymutable thing is the abstraction
of movement -mors immortalis
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[Marx quotes these words from the following passafj&ucretius's poern
The Nature of Thing@8Book I, line 869): “mortalem vitam mors cum
immortalis ademit” ("when mortal life has been takaway by immortal
death").]

Third Observation

The production relations of every society form a lgh®. Proudhon considers
economic relations as so many social phases, eagagdne another, resulting
one from the other like the antithesis from thestheand realizing in their
logical sequence the impersonal reason of humanity.

The only drawback to this method is that when heeta examine a single one
of these phases, M. Proudhon cannot explain itouithaving recourse to all the
other relations of society; which relations, howeuse has not yet made his
dialectic movement engender. When, after that, Mué&hon, by means of pure
reason, proceeds to give birth to these other ghdmsetreats them as if they
were new-born babes. He forgets that they areeo$éime age as the first.

Thus, to arrive at the constitution of value, whioh him is the basis of all
economic evolutions, he could not do without dmmsiof labour, competition,
etc. Yet in theseries in theunderstandingpf M. Proudhon, in théogical
sequencgthese relations did not yet exist.

In constructing the edifice of an ideological systey means of the categories of
political economy, the limbs of the social systera dislocated. The different

limbs of society are converted into so many sepasatieties, following one

upon the other. How, indeed, could the single lalgiormula of movement, of

sequence, of time, explain the structure of sogciatyvhich all relations coexist

simultaneously and support one another?

Fourth Observation

Let us see now to what modifications M. Proudhonjestib Hegel's dialectics
when he applies it to political economy.

For him, M. Proudhon, every economic category as dides — one good, the
other bad. He looks upon these categories as the lpmirgeois looks upon the
great men of historyNapoleonwas a great man; he did a lot of good; he also did
a lot of harm.

Thegood sideand thebad side theadvantagesnddrawbacks taken together
form for M. Proudhon theontradictionin every economic category.

The problem to be solved: to keep the good siddevatiminating the bad.
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Slaveryis an economic category like any other. Thus @ &iss its two sides. Let
us leave alone the bad side and talk about the gioledof slavery. Needless to
say, we are dealing only with direct slavery, witbgro slavery in Surinam, in
Brazil, in the Southern States of North America.

Direct slavery is just as much the pivot of bouigeimdustry as machinery,
credits, etc. Without slavery you have no cottothaut cotton you have no
modern industry. It is slavery that gave the cadertheir value; it is the colonies
that created world trade, and it is world tradet teahe precondition of large-
scale industry. Thus slavery is an economic categbthe greatest importance.

Without slavery North America, the most progressbfecountries, would be
transformed into a patriarchal country. Wipe Noitmerica off the map of the
world, and you will have anarchy — the completeageof modern commerce
and civilization. Cause slavery to disappear ana wil have wiped America
off the map of nationgi]

Thus slavery, because it is an economic categos/aleays existed among the
institutions of the peoples. Modern nations havenbable only to disguise
slavery in their own countries, but they have ingabg without disguise upon
the New World.

What would M. Proudhon do to save slavery? He wotddmulate
theproblemthus: preserve the good side of this economigyoaye eliminate the
bad.

Hegel has no problems to formulate. He has onlledi@s. M. Proudhon has
nothing of Hegel's dialectics but the language.ttor the dialectic movement is
the dogmatic distinction between good and bad.

Let us for a moment consider M. Proudhon himselfaasategory. Let us
examine his good and bad side, his advantagesisdawbacks.

If he has the advantage over Hegel of setting prablwhich he reserves the
right of solving for the greater good of humanitg has the drawback of being
stricken with sterility when it is a question ofgemdering a new category by
dialectical birth-throes. What constitutes dialegtimovement is the coexistence
of two contradictory sides, their conflict and th&ision into a new category.
The very setting of the problem of eliminating thadbside cuts short the
dialectic movement. It is not the category whiclp@sed and opposed to itself,
by its contradictory nature, it is M. Proudhon wipets excited, perplexed and
frets and fumes between the two sides of the catego

Caught thus in a blind alley, from which it is dfflt to escape by legal means,
M. Proudhon takes a real flying leap which transpbim at one bound into a
new category. Then it is that, to his astonishedegas revealed thserial
relation in the understanding
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He takes the first category that comes handy amghues to it arbitrarily the
quality of supplying a remedy for the drawbackshe category to be purified.
Thus, if we are to believe M. Proudhon, taxes rem#dy drawbacks of
monopoly; the balance of trade, the drawbacks xégalanded property, the
drawbacks of credit.

By taking the economic categories thus successiwelg by one, and making
one theantidoteto the other, M. Proudhon manages to make withrthixture of
contradictions and antidotes to contradictions, wetumes of contradictions,
which he rightly entitlesLe Systéme des contradictions économiqud®
System of Economic Contradictions]

Fifth Observation

“In the absolute reason all these ideas... arellgegimple, and general.... In fact, we attain
knowledge only by sort of scaffoldingf our ideas. But truth in itself is independeft o
these dialectical symbols and freed from the coatimns of our minds.”

(Proudhon, Vol. Il, p. 97)

Here all of a sudden, by a kind of switch-over tiieth we now know the secret,
the metaphysics of political economy has becomeallasion! Never has M.
Proudhon spoken more truly. Indeed, from the montbet process of the
dialectic movement is reduced to the simple procésspposing good to bad,
and of administering one category as an antidot@ntither, the categories are
deprived of all spontaneity; the idea “ceasesitwtion’; there is no life left in it.

It is no longer posed or decomposed into categofies sequence of categories
has become a sort staffolding Dialectics has ceased to be the movement of
absolute reason. There is no longer any dialectigs dmly, at the most,
absolutely pure morality.

When M. Proudhon spoke of teerial relation in understandingf thelogical
sequence of categoriedhe declared positively that he did not want to
give history according to the order in tim#hat is, in M. Proudhon's view, the
historical sequence in which the categories marifestedhemselves. Thus for
him everything happened in tpere ether of reasonEverything was to be
derived from this ether by means of dialectics. Ninat he has to put this
dialectics into practice, his reason is in defaMlt. Proudhon's dialectics runs
counter to Hegel's dialectics, and now we have Mu&hon reduced to saying
that the order in which he gives the economic aaieg is no longer the order in
which they engender one another. Economic evolutiares no longer the
evolutions of reason itself.
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What then does M. Proudhon give us? Real histohy¢chwis, according to M.
Proudhon's understanding, the sequence in which tedegories
havemanifestedhemselves in order of time? No! History as iteslplace in the
idea itself? Still less! That is, neither the prafdnstory of categories, nor their
sacred history! What history does he give us th&h& history of his own
contradictions. Let us see how they go, and how tliag M. Proudhon in their
train.

Before entering upon this examination, which giviee to the sixth important
observation, we have yet another, less importasgmation to make.

Let us admit with M. Proudhon that real history tdrig according to the order in
time, is the historical sequence in which ideasegaries and principles have
manifested themselves.

Each principle has had its own century in which tnifest itself. The principle
of authority, for example, had the 11th centurystjas the principle of
individualism had the 18th century. In logical seqce, it was the century that
belonged to the principle, and not the principlechhbelonged to the century.
When, consequently, in order to save principlesnash as to save history, we
ask ourselves why a particular principle was matéfe in the 11th century or in
the 18th century rather than in any other, we aeessarily forced to examine
minutely what men were like in the 11th century,atvkhey were like in the
18th, what were their respective needs, their prtydel forces, their mode of
production, the raw materials of their productionn-short, what were the
relations between man and man which resulted frdnmthase conditions of
existence. To get to the bottom of all these qaesti what is this but to draw
up the real, profane history of men in every centaurd to present these men as
both the authors and the actors of their own dralBwa?he moment you present
men as the actors and authors of their own hisyany ,arrive — by detour — at the
real starting point, because you have abandonesg thternal principles of which
you spoke at the outset.

M. Proudhon has not even gone far enough alongctbssroad which an
ideologist takes to reach the main road of history.
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Sixth Observation

Let us take the crossroad with M. Proudhon.

We shall concede that economic relations, viewedramsutablelaws, eternal
principles, ideal categoriesexisted before active and energetic men did; we
shall concede further that these laws, principled eategories had, since the
beginning of time, slumbered “in the impersonalsmeaof humanity.” We have
already seen that, with all these changeless aribmiess eternities, there is no
history left; there is at most history in the idéaat is, history reflected in the
dialectic movement of pure reason. M. Proudhonsdying that, in the dialectic
movement ideas are no longedifferentiated, has done away with both
theshadow of movemeanhd themovement of shadoyisy means of which one
could still have created at least a semblance stofyi. Instead of that, he
imputes to history his own impotence. He lays tlaene on everything, even the
French language.

“It is not correct then,” says M. Proudhon, thelpgopher, “to say that somethiagpears
that somethings produced in civilization as in the universe, everythingshexisted, has
acted, from eternityThis applies to the whole of social econdngyol. Il, p. 102)

So great is the productive force of the contradigi whichfunctionand which
made M. Proudhon function, that, in trying to explaistory, he is forced to
deny it; in trying to explain the successive appeee of social relations, he
denies thahnythingcanappear in trying to explain production, with all its
phases, he questions whethaything can be producéed

Thus, for M. Proudhon, there is no longer any hystoo longer any sequence of
ideas. And yet his book still exists; and it isgmsely that book which is, to use
his own expression history according to the sequence of ide&tow shall we
find a formula, for M. Proudhon is a man of fornsjl@# help him to clear all
these contradictiona one leaf

To this end he has invented a new reason, whickiteer the pure and virgin
absolute reason, nor the common reason of memgligind acting in different
periods, but a reason quite apart — the reasoheoperson, Society — of the
subjectHumanity— which under the pen of M. Proudhon figuresraes also as
“social geniug “general reasoyi or finally as ‘human reasofi This reason,
decked out under so many names, betrays itselfrtheless, at every moment,
as the individual reason of M. Proudhon, with itsod and its bad side, its
antidotes and its problems.

“Human reason does not create truth,” hidden indiagths of absolute, eternal
reason. It can only unveil it. But such truths takas unveiled up to now are
incomplete, insufficient, and consequently conttdy. Hence, economic
categories, being themselves truths discoveredated by human reason, by
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social genius, are equally incomplete and contaihinvthemselves the germ of
contradictions. Before M. Proudhon, social genias only theantagonistic
elementsand not theynthetic formulaboth hidden simultaneously absolute
reason Economic relations, which merely realize on edhbse insufficient
truths, these incomplete ideas, are consequentlyamtictory in themselves, and
present two sides, one good, the other bad.

To find complete truth, the idea, in all its fullseshe synthetic formula that is to
annihilate the contradiction, this is the problefnsocial genius. This again is
why, in M. Proudhon's illusion, this same sociahige has been harried from
one category to another without ever having beds, alespite all its battery of
categories, to snatch from God or from absoluteaeaa synthetic formula.

“At first, society (social genius) states a primdact, puts forward a hypothesis... a
veritable antinomy, whose antagonistic results igwven the social economy in the same
way as its consequences could have been deducdbeimind; so that industrial
movement, following in all things the deductionidéas, splits up into two currents, one of
useful effects, the other of subversive resultsbifiog harmony into the constitution of this
two-side principle, and to solve this antinomy, isbcgives rise to a second, which will
soon be followed by a third; and progress of sogaldius will take place in this manner,
until, having exhausted all its contradictionssuppose, but it is not proved that there is a
limit to human contradictions — it returns in oe@p to all its former positions and with a
single formula solves all its problemgVol. | p. 133)

Just as thantithesiswas before turned into amtidote so now
thethesisbecomes aypothesis This change of terms, coming from M.
Proudhon, has no longer anything surprising for ligsan reason, which is
anything but pure, having only incomplete visionc@unters at every step new
problems to be solved. Every new thesis which italisrs in absolute reason
and which is the negation of the first thesis, Inees for it a synthesis, which it
accepts rather naively as the solution of the mmbin question. It is thus that
this reason frets and fumes in ever renewing cdittians until, coming to the
end of the contradictions, it perceives that alltiteses and syntheses are merely
contradictory hypotheses. In its perplexity, “hunmaason, social genius, returns
in one leap to all its former positions, and iniagke formula, solves all its
problems.” This unique formula, by the way, constituM. Proudhon's true
discovery. It isconstituted value

Hypotheses are made only in view of a certain dihe aim that social genius,
speaking through the mouth of M. Proudhon, seffiisehe first place, was to
eliminate the bad in every economic category, oheoto have nothing left but
the good. For it, the good, the supreme well-beitthg, real practical aim,
is equality And why did the social genius aim at equalityheatthan inequality,

fraternity, Catholicism, or any other principle? ddase “humanity has
successively realized so many separate hypotheggsroview of a superior
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hypothesis,” which precisely is equality. In otlesrds: because equality is M.
Proudhon's ideal. He imagines that the divisiofabbur, credit, the workshop —
all economic relations — were invented merely Far benefit of equality, and yet
they always ended up by turning against it. Sinséoty and the fiction of M.
Proudhon contradict each other at every step,atterlconcludes that there is a
contradiction. If there is a contradiction, it égisnly between his fixed idea and
real movement.

Henceforth, the good side of an economic relatsothat which affirms equality;
the bad side, that which negates it and affirmguadéty. Every new category is

a hypothesis of the social genius to eliminateitiegjuality engendered by the
preceding hypothesis. In short, equality is phienordial intention themystical
tendency theprovidential aimthat the social genius has constantly before its
eyes as it whirls in the circle of economic conitadns. ThusProvidences the
locomotive which makes the whole of M. Proudhomsm®mic baggage move
better than his pure and volatized reason. He hastedd to Providence a whole
chapter, which follows the one on taxes.

Providence, providential aim, this is the great dvased today to explain the
movement of history. In fact, this word explainghing. It is at most a rhetorical
form, one of the various ways of paraphrasing facts

It is a fact that in Scotland landed property aceplia new value by the
development of English industry. This industry openpcew outlets for wool.
In order to produce wool on a large scale, arad had to be transformed into
pasturage. To effect this transformation, the estaid to be concentrated. To
concentrate the estates, small holdings had firdiet abolished, thousands of
tenants had to be driven from their native soil arféw shepherds in charge of
millions of sheep to be installed in their placehu$, by successive
transformations, landed property in Scotland hasilted in the driving out of
men by sheep. Now say that the providential ainthef institution of landed
property in Scotland was to have men driven ouslbgep, and you will have
made providential history.

Of course, the tendency towards equality belongsitacentury. To say now that
all former centuries, with entirely different needseans of production, etc.,
worked providentially for the realization of equwlis, firstly, to substitute the

means and the men of our century for the men amdnans of earlier centuries
and to misunderstand the historical movement byclvhihe successive

generations transformed the results acquired byg#rerations that preceded
them. Economists know very well that the very ththgt was for the one a
finished product was for the other but the raw maléor new production.

Suppose, as M. Proudhon does, that social geniosluped, or rather
improvised, the feudal lords with the providentialm of transforming
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the settlersinto responsibleandequally-placed workers and you will have
effected a substitution of aims and of persons hyoudf the Providence that
instituted landed property in Scotland, in ordergige itself the malicious
pleasure of driving out men by sheep.

But since M. Proudhon takes such a tender intémeBtovidence, we refer him
to theHistoire de I'économie politiquef M. de Villeneuve-Bargemont, who
likewise goes in pursuit of a providential aim. Tais, however, is not equality,
but Catholicism.

Seventh and Last Observation

Economists have a singular method of procedure.eThex only two kinds of

institutions for them, artificial and natural. Thestitutions of feudalism are
artificial institutions, those of the bourgeoisiee anatural institutions. In this,
they resemble the theologians, who likewise esthbtivo kinds of religion.

Every religion which is not theirs is an inventiohneen, while their own is an
emanation from God. When the economists say tlesdemt-day relations — the
relations of bourgeois production — are naturatytimply that these are the
relations in which wealth is created and productieeces developed in
conformity with the laws of nature. These relatidherefore are themselves
natural laws independent of the influence of tiffilkey are eternal laws which
must always govern society. Thus, there has bestarfj but there is no longer
any. There has been history, since there were #tituitions of feudalism, and in
these institutions of feudalism we find quite diffet relations of production
from those of bourgeois society, which the econtartiy to pass off as natural
and as such, eternal.

Feudalism also had its proletariat — serfdom, wiuchtained all the germs of
the bourgeoisie. Feudal production also had twagunrtistic elements which are
likewise designated by the name of good sideand theébad sideof feudalism,
irrespective of the fact that it is always the ksate that in the end triumphs over
the good side. It is the bad side that producesntbgement which makes
history, by providing a struggle. If, during theoep of the domination of
feudalism, the economists, enthusiastic over thghtly virtues, the beautiful
harmony between rights and duties, the patriardif@al of the towns, the
prosperous condition of domestic industry in thertoyside, the development of
industry organized into corporations, guilds aratdrnities, in short, everything
that constitutes the good side of feudalism, hadhsamselves the problem of
eliminating everything that cast a shadow on tretupe — serfdom, privileges,
anarchy — what would have happened? All the elesnehich called forth the
struggle would have been destroyed, and the deweop of the bourgeoisie
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nipped in the bud. One would have set oneself lisera problem of eliminating
history.

After the triumph of the bourgeoisie, there waslommger any question of the
good or the bad side of feudalism. The bourgedisak possession of the
productive forces it had developed under feudalihnthe old economic forms,
the corresponding civil relations, the politicaktst which was the official
expression of the old civil society, were smashed.

Thus, feudal production, to be judged properly, nmestonsidered as a mode of
production founded on antagonism. It must be shbew wealth was produced

within this antagonism, how the productive forcesrevdeveloped at the same
time as class antagonisms, how one of the clagsebad side, the drawback of
society, went on growing until the material corwhs for its emancipation had

attained full maturity. Is not this as good as sgythat the mode of production,
the relations in which productive forces are depeth are anything but eternal
laws, but that they correspond to a definite dgwalent of men and of their

productive forces, and that a change in men's mtoadu forces necessarily

brings about a change in their relations of pradnét As the main thing is not to

be deprived of the fruits of civilization, of thequired productive forces, the

traditional forms in which they were produced mbst smashed. From this

moment, the revolutionary class becomes conserzativ

The bourgeoisie begins with a proletariat whichtsslf a relic of the proletariat
of feudal times. In the course of its historicavelepment, the bourgeoisie
necessarily develops its antagonistic characterctwht first is more or less

disguised, existing only in a latent state. As bwairgeoisie develops, there
develops in its bosom a new proletariat, a modeofetariat; there develops a
struggle between the proletarian class and thedeoisie class, a struggle
which, before being felt, perceived, appreciateddanstood, avowed, and
proclaimed aloud by both sides, expresses itseltdrt with, merely in partial

and momentary conflicts, in subversive acts. On dkiger hand, if all the

members of the modern bourgeoisie have the sarag#ts inasmuch as they
form a class as against another class, they hapesdp, antagonistic interests
inasmuch as they stand face-to-face with one anofhileis opposition of

interests results from the economic conditionshefrtbourgeois life. From day
to day it thus becomes clearer that the producteations in which the

bourgeoisie moves have not a simple, uniform cherabut a dual character;
that in the selfsame relations in which wealth redpced, poverty is also
produced; that in the selfsame relations in whitdre is a development of the
productive forces, there is also a force producemyession; that these relations
producebourgeois wealth- i.e., the wealth of the bourgeois class — only b
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continually annihilating the wealth of the indivelumembers of this class and
by producing an ever-growing proletariat.

The more the antagonistic character comes to lightmore the economists, the
scientific representatives of bourgeois productifamg themselves in conflict
with their own theory; and different schools arise.

We have thdatalisteconomists, who in their theory are as indiffereentvhat
they call the drawbacks of bourgeois productiothasbourgeois themselves are
in practice to the sufferings of the proletariarf®ovinelp them to acquire wealth.
In this fatalist school, there are Classics and &uios. The Classics, like Adam
Smith and Ricardo, represent a bourgeoisie whittilevstill struggling with the
relics of feudal society, works only to purge eammorelations of feudal taints,
to increase the productive forces and to give a npsurge to industry and
commerce. The proletariat that takes part in thisgggie and is absorbed in this
feverish labour experiences only passing, accitlesaféerings, and itself regards
them as such. Economists like Adam Smith and Ricaxtho are the historians
of this epoch, have no other mission than thahofxsng how wealth is acquired
in bourgeois production relations, of formulatitge$e relations into categories,
into laws, and of showing how superior these lalsse categories, are for the
production of wealth to the laws and categoriefeatial society. Poverty is in
their eyes merely the pang which accompanies esfaitgibirth, in nature as in
industry.

Theromanticsbelong to our own age, in which the bourgeoisianidirect
opposition to the proletariat; in which poverty éngendered in as great
abundance as wealth. The economists now pose &s faliadists, who, from
their elevated position, cast a proudly disdaimgfiaince at the human machines
who manufacture wealth. They copy all the develogmegiven by their
predecessors, and the indifference which in theerlalvas merely naiveté
becomes in them coquetry.

Next comes th@umanitarianschool, which sympathizes with the bad side of
present-day production relations. It seeks, by whyasing its conscience, to
palliate even if slightly the real contrasts; ic@rely deplores the distress of the
proletariat, the unbridled competition of the baol among themselves; it
counsels the workers to be sober, to work hard tandave few children; it
advises the bourgeois to put a reasoned ardopnotuction. The whole theory
of this school rests on interminable distinctioretween theory and practice,
between principles and results, between ideas ppiitation, between form and
content, between essence and reality, between aightfact, between the good
side and the bad side.

Thephilanthropicschool is the humanitarian school carried to péida. It
denies the necessity of antagonism; it wants to &lir men into bourgeois; it
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wants to realize theory in so far as it is distisged from practice and contains
no antagonism. It goes without saying that, in thed is easy to make an
abstraction of the contradictions that are met vaitrevery moment in actual
reality. This theory would therefore become idealdiz reality. The
philanthropists, then, want to retain the categoméhich express bourgeois
relations, without the antagonism which constitdkesn and is inseparable from
them. They think they are seriously fighting bouigepractice, and they are
more bourgeois than the others.

Just as theconomistsre the scientific representatives of the bourgelaiss, so
the SocialistsandCommunistsre the theoreticians of the proletarian class. So
long as the proletariat is not yet sufficiently dmped to constitute itself as a
class, and consequently so long as the struggl# d&the proletariat with the
bourgeoisie has not yet assumed a political charaabd the productive forces
are not yet sufficiently developed in the bosonthef bourgeoisie itself to enable
us to catch a glimpse of the material conditionsessary for the emancipation
of the proletariat and for the formation of a nestisty, these theoreticians are
merely utopians who, to meet the wants of the gga@ classes, improvise
systems and go in search of a regenerating scidutein the measure that
history moves forward, and with it the struggletloé proletariat assumes clearer
outlines, they no longer need to seek scienceei thinds; they have only to
take note of what is happening before their eyestarbecome its mouthpiece.
So long as they look for science and merely makeesys, so long as they are at
the beginning of the struggle, they see in povadthing but poverty, without
seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive side,clwhwill overthrow the old
society. From this moment, science, which is a pcbdof the historical
movement, has associated itself consciously withas ceased to be doctrinaire
and has become revolutionary.

Let us return to M. Proudhon.

Every economic relation has a good and a bad ditkethe one point on which
M. Proudhon does not give himself the lie. He shesgood side expounded by
the economists; the bad side he sees denouncdeel$acialists. He borrows
from the economists the necessity of eternal walati he borrows from the
Socialists the illusion of seeing in poverty nothibut poverty. He is in
agreement with both in wanting to fall back upom thuthority of science.
Science for him reduces itself to the slender pribgas of a scientific formula;
he is the man in search of formulas. Thus it i$ MaProudhon flatters himself
on having given a criticism of both political ecomp and communism: he is
beneath them both. Beneath the economists, sisce,philosopher who has at
his elbow a magic formula, he thought he could &ise with going into purely
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economic details; beneath the socialists, becaeideah neither courage enough
nor insight enough to rise, be it even speculativabove the bourgeois horizon.

He wants to be the synthesis — he is a composite. er

He wants to soar as the man of science above tmgéais and proletarians; he
is merely the petty bourgeois, continually tossadkband forth between capital
and labour, political economy and communism.

Notes

*1. This was perfectly correct for the year 1847. dtttime the world trade of

the United States was limited mainly to import ofmigrants and industrial

products, and export of cotton and tobacco, ifgh@®products of southern slave
labour. The Northern States produced mainly cothrarat for the slave states.
It was only when the North produced corn and meatkport and also became
an industrial country, and when the American cottoonopoly had to face

powerful competition, in India, Egypt, Brazil, etthat the abolition of slavery

became possible. And even then this led to theatithe South, which did not

succeed in replacing the open Negro slavery bydibguised slavery of Indian

and Chinese coolies, F.E.

[Note by Frederick Engels, to the 1885 German &ditFor more information,
see Marx and Engels on the American Civil War]
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Division of labour and Machinery

The division of labour, according to M. Proudhoneip the series of economic
evolutions.

Good side of the division of labodConsidered in its essence, the division of
labour is the manner in whigguality of
conditions and intelligence is realized.”
(Tome |, p. 93.)

Bad side of the division of labour“The division of labour has become for us
an instrument of poverty.”
(Tome |, p. 94.)

“labour, bydividing itself according to the
lawwhich is peculiar to it, and which is
the primary condition of its fruitfulness,
ends in the negation of its aims and
destroys itself.”

(Tome |, p. 94.)

Problem to be solved To find the “recomposition which wipes
out the drawbacks of the division, while
retaining its useful effects.”

(Tome |, p. 97.)

The division of labour is, according to M. Proudhan, eternal law, a simple,
abstract category. Therefore the abstraction,dba,ithe word must suffice for
him to explain the division of labour at differehtstorical epochs. Castes,
corporations, manufacture, large-scale industrystroe explained by the single
word divide First study carefully the meaning of "divide",dayou will have no
need to study the numerous influences which give division of labour a
definitive character in every epoch.

Certainly, things would be made much too easy d@ythvere reduced to M.
Proudhon’s categories. History does not proceedasegorically. It took three
whole centuries in Germany to establish the fingt dhvision of labour, the

separation of the towns from the country. In prédpaot as this one relation of
town and country was modified, the whole of sociggas modified. To take only
this one aspect of the division of labour, you h#we old republics, and you
have Christian feudalism; you have old England wtshbarons and you have
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modern England with its cotton lords. In the 14tld 45th centuries, when there
were as yet no colonies, when America did not yettdor Europe, when Asia
existed only through the intermediary of Constajle, when the
Mediterranean was the centre of commercial activitg division of labour had
a very different form, a very different aspect frtimat of the 17th century, when
the Spanish, the Portuguese, the Dutch, the Engishthe French had colonies
established in all parts of the world. The extenthe market, its physiognomy,
give to the division of labour at different periodsphysiognomy, a character,
which it would be difficult to deduce from the siagvorddivide from the idea,
from the category.

“All economists since Adam Smith,” says M. Proudhtivave pointed out the advantages
and drawbacks of the law of division, but insistamunore on the first than on the second,
because that was more serviceable for their optirgsd none of them has ever wondered
what could be the drawbacks to a law.... How dbessaame principle, pursued vigorously
to its consequences, lead to diametrically oppasiselts? Not one economist before or
since A. Smith has even perceived that here wamlalgm to elucidate. Say goes to the
length of recognizing that in the division of lalbdhe same cause that produces the good
engenders the badVol. |, pp. 95-96]

Adam Smith goes further than M. Proudhon thinks sk clearly that

“the difference of natural talents in different nienin reality, much less than we are aware
of, and the very different genius which appeardistinguish men of different professions,
when grown up to maturity, is not so much tlaeiseas theeffectof the division of
labour.”[Vol. I, p. 20]

In principle, a porter differs less from a philobep than a mastiff from a
greyhound. It is the division of labour which hat a gulf between them. All
this does not prevent M. Proudhon from saying efeses that Adam Smith has
not the slightest idea of the drawbacks producethbydivision of labour. It is
this again that makes him say that J. B. Say wadirit to recognize “that in the
division of labour the same cause that producegytoal engenders the bad.

[Vol. I, p. 96]
But let us listen to Lemonteyguum cuiqué34]

“M. J. B. Say has done me the honour of adoptin@isnexcellent treatise on political
economy the principle that | brought to light instfragment on the moral influence of the
division of labour. The somewhat frivolous title mofy book [35] doubtless prevented him
from citing me. It is only to this motive that Ircattribute the silence of a writer too rich in
his own stock to disavow so modest a load.”

(Lemontey, Oeuvres completes,
Vol. |, p. 245, Paris 1840)

Let us do him this justice: Lemontey wittily exposdbe unpleasant
consequences of the division of labour as it isstaned today, and M.
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Proudhon found nothing to add to it. But now thatough the fault of M.
Proudhon, we have been drawn into this questigoriofity, let us say again, in
passing, that long before M. Lemontey, and 17 ybafere Adam Smith, who
was a pupil of A. Ferguson, the last-named gavear exposition of the subject
in a chapter which deals specifically with the dion of labour.

“It may even be doubted, whether the measure dbmelt capacity increases with the
advancement of arts. Many mechanical arts... sdcbest under a total suppression of
sentiment and reason; and ignorance is the mothérdastry as well as superstition.

Reflection and fancy are subject to err; but a thabimoving the hand, or the foot, is

independent of either. Manufactures, accordingtpsper most, where the mind is least
consulted, and where the workshop may, without great effort of imagination, be

considered as an engine, the parts of which are.men

“The general officer may be a great proficienthie knowledge of war, while the skill of
the soldier is confined to a few motions of the chamd the foot. The former may have
gained what the latter has lost....

“And thinking itself, in this age of separationsayrbecome a peculiar craft.”

(A. Ferguson, An Essay on the History of of Civil
Society , Edinburgh 1783 [Vol. II, pp. 108, 109, 110])

To bring this literary survey to a close, we explseseny that “all economists
have insisted far more on the advantages thanedrdwbacks of the division
of labour.” It suffices to mention Sismondi.

Thus, as far as the advantages of the division lodua are concerned, M.
Proudhon had nothing further to do than to paragghrthe general phrases
known to everybody.

Let us now see how he derives from the divisionatolr, taken as a general
law, as a category, as a thought, the drawbackshwdre attached to it. How is it
that this category, this law implies an unequalritistion of labour to the
detriment of M. Proudhon’s equalitarian system?

“At this solemn hour of the division of labour, tlstorm winds begin to blow over
humanity. Progress does not take place for alhie@ual and uniform manner.... It begins
by taking possession of a small number of the leged.... It is this preference for person
on the part of progress that has for so long kpphe belief in the natural and providential
inequality of conditions, has given rise to castesd hierarchically constituted all
societies."(Proudhon, Vol.l, p.94)

The division of labour created castes. Now, castestlae drawbacks of the
division of labour; thus, it is the division of lailx that has engendered the
drawbacksQuod erat demonstranduifivhich was to be proved\Vill you go
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further and ask what made the division of labowate castes. hierarchical
constitutions and privileged persons? M. Proudhdht&ll you: Progress. And
what made progress? Limitation. Limitation, for Mo&dhon, is acceptance of
persons on the part of progress.

After philosophy comes history. It is no longerheit descriptive history or
dialectical history, it is comparative history. roudhon establishes a parallel
between the present-day printing worker and thetipg worker of the Middle
Ages; between the man of letters of today and tha of letters of the Middle
Ages, and he weighs down the balance on the sitteosé who belong more or
less to the division of labour as the Middle Agesstituted or transmitted it. He
opposes the division of labour of one historicab&p Was that what M.
Proudhon had to prove? No. He should have showtheisirawbacks of the
division of labour in general, of the division @blour as a category. Besides,
why stress this part of M. Proudhon’s work, sindétke later we shall see him
formally retract all these alleged developments?

“The first effect of fractional labour,” continuds. Proudhon, “after the depravation of the
soul, is the prolongation of the shifts, which grawinverse ratio to the sum total of
intelligence expended.... But as the length ofghiéts cannot exceed 16 to 18 hours per
day, the moment the compensation cannot be takieafdhe time, it will be taken out of
the price, and the wages will diminish.... Whatéstain, and the only thing for us to note,
is that the universal conscience does not ass¢le aame rate the work of a foreman and
the labour of a mechanic’s assistant. It is theeefoecessary to reduce the price of the
day’'s work; so that the worker, after having beéfticteed in his soul by a degrading
function, cannot escape being struck in his bodthleymeagreness of his remuneration.”

[Vol. I, pp. 97-98]

We pass over the logical value of these syllogismisich Kant would call
paralogisms which lead astray.

This is the substance of it:

The division of labour reduces the worker to a deigia function; to this
degrading function corresponds a depraved sotieaepravation of the soul is
befitting an ever-increasing wage reduction. Angtove that this reduction is
befitting to a depraved soul, M. Proudhon sayseli@eve his conscience, that the
universal conscience wills it thus. Is M. Proudisosoul to be reckoned as a part
of the universal conscience?
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Machineryis, for M. Proudhon, “the logical antithesis oétdivision of labour,”
and with the help of his dialectics, he beginsdaypsforming machinery into the
workshop.

After presupposing the modern workshop, in ordenéke poverty the outcome
of the division of labour, M. Proudhon presuppogeserty engendered by the
division of labour, in order to come to the workghand be able to represent it as
the dialectical negation of that poverty. Afterilstrg the worker morally by a
degrading function, physically by the meagrenesthefwage; after putting the
worker under the dependence of the foreman, andst®p his work to the
labour of a mechanic’s assistant, he lays the blagsn on the workshop and
the machinery for degrading the worker “by givingnha master,” and he
completes his abasement by making him “sink froenrtink of artisan to that of
common labourer.” Excellent dialectics! And if helypstopped there! But no, he
has to have a new history of the division of lahaat any longer to derive the
contradictions from it, but to reconstruct the wairlp after his own fashion. To
attain this end he finds himself compelled to forgk he has just said about
division.

labour is organized, is divided differently accoglito the instruments it
disposes over. The hand-mill presupposes a diffeliergion of labour from the

steam-mill. Thus, it is slapping history in the faie want to begin by the
division of labour in general, in order to get sepsently to a specific instrument
of production, machinery.

Machinery is no more an economic category thanhbimiéock that drags the
plough. Machinery is merely a productive force. Thedern workshop, which
depends on the application of machinery, is a $sgmaduction relation, an
economic category.

Let us see now how things happen in M. Proudhorillsaint imagination.

“In society, the incessant appearance of machiisetlye antithesis, the inverse formula of
the division of labour: it is the protest of thedirstrial genius against fractional and
homicidal labour. What, actually, is a machine? Aywof uniting different portions of
labour which had been separated by the divisioalmdur. Every machine can be defined
as a summary of several operations.... Thus, thrthg machine there will be a restoration
of the worker.... Machinery, which in political eaamy places itself in contradiction to the
division of labour, represents synthesis, whicthi; human mind is opposed to analysis....
Division merely separated the different parts dblar, letting each one devote himself to
the speciality which most suited him; the workshypups the workers according to the
relation of each part to the whole.... It introdsitiee principle of authority in labour.... But
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this is not all; the machine or the workshop, aftegrading the worker by giving him a
master, completes his abasement by making himfsamk the rank of artisan to that of
common labourer.... The period we are going thraatgine moment, that of machinery, is
distinguished by a special characteristic, the wageker. The wage worker is subsequent
to the division of labour and to exchang@/ol. |, pp. 135, 136, and 161]

Just a simple remark to M. Proudhon. The separatiaime different parts of
labour, leaving to each one the opportunity of diegohimself to the speciality
best suited to him — a separation which M. Proudteies from the beginning of
the world — exists only in modern industry undex thle of competition.

M. Proudhon goes on to give us a most “intereggeigealogy,” to show how the
workshop arose from the division of labour and Wa&ge worker from the
workshop.

1) He supposes a man who “noticed that by dividipgoroduction into its different parts
and having each one performed by a separate wbtkerforces of production would be
multiplied.

2) This man, “grasping the thread of this idedsthimself that, by forming a permanent
group of workers selected for the special purpasesdts himself, he will obtain a more
sustained production, etc.” [Vol. |, p. 161]

3) This man makes a proposal to other men, to rtie@ grasp his idea and the thread of
his idea.

4) This man, at the beginning of industry, dealdems of equality with his companions
who later become his workmen.

5) “One realizes, in fact, that this original eqtyahad rapidly to disappear in view of the
advantageous position of the master and the depeadsf the wage-earner.” [Vol. I, p.
163]

That is another example of M. Proudhon’s histor&zal descriptive method.

Let us now examine, from the historical and econopamt of view, whether
the workshop of the machine really introduced thmgiple of authority in

society subsequently to the division of labour; thiee it rehabilitated the worker
on the one hand, while submitting him to authooty the other; whether the
machine is the recomposition of divided labour, 8ymthesis of labour as
opposed to its analysis.

Society as a whole has this in common with theriotef a workshop, that it too
has its division of labour. If one took as a motted division of labour in a
modern workshop, in order to apply it to a wholeisty, the society best
organized for the production of wealth would undedly be that which had a
single chief employer, distributing tasks to diéiet members of the community
according to a previously fixed rule. But this ig bo means the case. While
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inside the modern workshop the division of labamieticulously regulated by
the authority of the employer, modern society hasoather rule, no other
authority for the distribution of labour than freempetition.

Under the patriarchal system, under the caste mystmder the feudal and
corporative system, there was division of labourtl®e whole of society

according to fixed rules. Were these rules establisby a legislator? No.
Originally born of the conditions of material pradon, they were raised to the
status of laws only much later. In this way, thdgterent forms of the division

of labour became so many bases of social orgaoizaiis for the division in the

workshop, it was very little developed in all thégans of society.

It can even be laid down as a general rule thaletbeauthority presides over the
division of labour inside society, the more theislon of labour develops inside
the workshop, and the more it is subjected theréhéoauthority of a single
person. Thus authority in the workshop and authanisociety, in relation to the
division of labour, are immverse ratioto each other.

The question now is what kind of workshop it is ihigh the occupations are
very much separated, where each worker's taskdacesl to a very simple
operation, and where the authority, capital, groapg directs the work. How
was this workshop brought into existence? In otdesnswer this question, we
shall have to examine how manufacturing industmgpprly so-called, has
developed. | am speaking here of that industry wsmot yet industry, with its
machinery, but which is already no longer the inqusf the artisans of the
Middle Ages, nor domestic industry. We shall notigim great detail: we shall
merely give a few main points to show that hist@ynot to be made with
formulas.

One of the most indispensable conditions for then&dion of manufacturing
industry was the accumulation of capital, facikthby the discovery of America
and the import of its precious metals.

It is sufficiently proved that the increase in theans of exchange resulted in the
depreciation of wages and land rents, on the omm,hand the growth of
industrial profits on the other. In other words:th@ extent that the propertied
class and the working class, the feudal lords aedoeople, sank, to that extent
the capitalist class, the bourgeoisie, rose.

There were yet other circumstances which contribugiesultaneously to the

development of manufacturing industry: the increeB&ommodities put into

circulation from the moment that trade had penetrab the East Indies by way
of the Cape of Good Hope; the colonial system;déeelopment of maritime

trade.
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Another point which has not yet been sufficienthpeeciated in the history of
manufacturing industry is the disbanding of the ewmas retinues of feudal
lords, whose subordinate ranks became vagrantsebefdering the workshop.
The creation of the workshop was preceded by ansdlonversal vagrancy in
the 15th and 16th centuries. The workshop founslides, a powerful support in
the many peasants who, continually driven from doeintry owing to the

transformation of the fields into pastures ancherogress in agriculture which
necessitated fewer hands for the tillage of thé se@nt on congregating in the
towns during whole centuries.

The growth of the market, the accumulation of cdpitee modification in the
social position of the classes, a large numbereo$gns being deprived of their
sources of income, all these are historical prettiomd$ for the formation of
manufacture. It was not, as M. Proudhon says, dijemagreements between
equals that brought men into the workshop. It waisewen in the bosom of the
old guilds that manufacture was born. It was thecimnt that became head of
the modern workshop, and not the old guildmastémo&t everywhere there
was a desperate struggle between manufacture aftsl. cr

The accumulation and concentration of instrument$ \markers preceded the
development of the division of labour inside the rkstop. Manufacture
consisted much more in the bringing together of ynmarkers and many crafts
in one place, in one room under the command ofcapéal, than in the analysis
of labour and the adaptation of a special workex very simple task.

The utility of a workshop consisted much less in dihgsion of labour as such

than in the circumstances that work was done omehrtarger scale, that many
unnecessary expenses were saved, etc. At the enbeol6th and at the

beginning of the 17th century, Dutch manufactureesely knew any division of

labour.

The development of the division of labour suppobesassemblage of workers
in a workshop. There is not one single example,tkdrein the 16th or in the
17th century, of the different branches of one #r@dsame craft being exploited
separately to such an extent that it would havécsaf to assemble them all in
one place so as to obtain a complete, ready-madiesivap. But once the men
and the instruments had been brought togethedittigon of labour, such as it
had existed in the form of the guilds, was reprediicnecessarily reflected
inside the workshop.

For M. Proudhon, who sees things upside down, ifskes them at all, the
division of labour, in Adam Smith’s sense, precetles workshop, which is a
condition of its existence.
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Machinery, properly so-called, dates from the ehithe 18th century. Nothing is
more absurd than to see in machineryahtthesisof the division of labour,
thesynthesigestoring unity to divided labour.

The machine is a unification of the instrumentsaifolur, and by no means a
combination of different operations for the workenself.

“When, by the division of labour, each particulgrecation has been simplified to the use of a
single instrument, the linking up of all these rostents, set in motion by a single engine,
constitutes — a machine.”

(Babbage, Traite sur I'économie des machines [et des manufactures], Paris 1833 [p.230])

Simple tools; accumulation tools; composite todsiting in motion of a
composite tool by a single hand engine, by marnjngein motion of these
instruments by natural forces, machines; systemathines having one motor;
system of machines having one automatic motor s ihithe progress of
machinery.

The concentration of the instruments of productiod the division of labour are

as inseparable one from the other as are, in tht@cpbsphere, the concentration
of public authority and the division of private enésts. England, with the

concentration of the land, this instrument of agitiral labour, has at the same
time division of agricultural labour and the apption of machinery to the

exploitation of the soil. France, which has theislon of the instruments, the

small holdings system, has, in general, neithesidinn of agricultural labour nor

application of machinery to the soil.

For M. Proudhon the concentration of the instrummaitlabour is the negation
of the division of labour. In reality, we find agaithe reverse. As the
concentration of instruments develops, the divisd®velops also, and vice
versa. This is why every big mechanical inventienfollowed by a greater
division of labour, and each increase in the drisof labour gives rise in turn to
new mechanical inventions.

We need not recall the fact that the great progré#ize division of labour began
in England after the invention of machinery. Thus tveavers and spinners
were for the most part peasants like those orlenstiets in backward countries.
The invention of machinery brought about the sepmaradf manufacturing

industry from agricultural industry. The weaver dhd spinner, united but lately
in a single family, were separated by the machimenks to the machine, the
spinner can live in England while the weaver residethe East Indies. Before
the invention of machinery, the industry of a coyntas carried on chiefly with

raw materials that were the products of its owrl; soi England — wool, in

Germany — flax, in France — silks and flax, in &est Indies and the Levant —
cottons, etc. Thanks to the application of machirmery of steam, the division of
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labour was about to assume such dimensions tlge-trale industry, detached
from the national soil, depends entirely on the ldvanarket, on international
exchange, on an international division of laboarshort — the machine has so
great an influence on the division of labour, thdien, in the manufacture of
some object, a means has been found to produce gfait mechanically, the
manufacture splits up immediately into two workdependent of each other.

Need we speak of the philanthropic and providerdiah that M. Proudhon
discovers in the invention and first applicatiomudchinery?

When in England the market had become so far deedltipat manual labour
was no longer adequate, the need for machineryfeltag hen came the idea of
the application of mechanical science, alreadyequiéveloped in the 18th
century.

The automatic workshop opened its career with atishwwere anything but
philanthropic. Children were kept at work at theipigh end; they were made an
object of traffic and contracts were undertakerhlie orphanages. All the laws
on the apprenticeship of workers were repealedalses; to use M. Proudhon’s
phraseology, there was no further needsforthetioworkers. Finally, from 1825
onwards, almost all the new inventions were thealted collisions between the
worker and the employer who sought at all costslépreciate the worker’s
specialized ability. After each new strike of amyportance, there appeared a
new machine. So little indeed did the worker sethéapplication of machinery
a sort of rehabilitatiorrestoration— as M. Proudhon would say — that in the 18th
century he stood out for a very long time agaihstihcipient domination of the
automaton.

“Wyatt,” says Doctor Ure, “invented the series bitéd rollers... (the spinning fingers
usually ascribed to Awkright)....

“The main difficulty did not, to my apprehensioie §0 much in the invention of a proper
self-acting mechanism... as in training human teitogrenounce their desultory habits of
work, and to identify themselves with the unvarynegularity of the complex automaton.
But to devise and administer a successful codeaofofy discipline, suited to the

necessities of factory diligence, was the Herculeaterprise, the noble achievement of
Awkright.” [Vol. I, pp. 21-22, 23]

In short, by the introduction of machinery, theisiion of labour inside society
has grown up, the task of the worker inside thekalwop has been simplified,
capital has been concentrated, human beings havefteher dismembered.

When M. Proudhon wants to be an economist, antbaadon for a moment the
“evolution of ideas in serial relation in the unstanding,” then he goes and
draws erudition from Adam Smith, from a time whée tautomatic workshop
was only just coming into existence. Indeed, whalifference between the
division of labour as it existed in Adam Smith’sydand as we see it in the
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automatic workshop! In order to make this propenhderstood, we need only
quote a few passages from Dr. Ur&lee Philosophy of Manufactures

“When Adam Smith wrote his immortal elements of mamwmics, automatic machinery
being hardly known, he was properly led to regdmel division of labour as the grand
principle of manufacturing improvement; and he skowin the example of pin-making,
how each handicraftsman, being thereby enabledetfeqt himself by practice in one
point, became a quicker and cheaper workman. Ih beanch of manufacture he saw that
some parts were, on that principle, of easy executike the cutting of pin wires into
uniform lengths, and some were comparatively diffidike the formation and fixation of
their heads; and therefore he concluded that tbh aaworkman of appropriate value and
cost was naturally assigned. This appropriatiom#the very essence of the division of
labour....

“But what was in Dr. Smith’s time a topic of usefillustration, cannot now be used
without risk of misleading the public mind as taethight principle of manufacturing
industry. In fact, the division, or rather adapiatbf labour to the different talents of men,
is little thought of in factory employment. On thentrary, wherever a process requires a
peculiar dexterity and steadiness of hand, it ithdvawn as soon as possible from the
cunning workman, who is prone to irregularitiesdiny kinds, and it is placed in charge
of a peculiar mechanism, so self-regulating, thetill may superintend it.

“The principle of the factory system then is, tbstitute mechanical science for hand skill,
and the partition of a process into its essentabkttuents, for the division or gradation of
labour among artisans. On the handicraft plan,Uaibmore or less skilled, was usually the
most expensive element of production... but onabhtmatic plan, skilled labour gets
progressively superseded, and will, eventually, replaced by mere overlookers of
machines.

“By the infirmity of human nature it happens, thia¢ more skilful the workman, the more
self-willed and intractable he is apt to becomel, af course, the less fit a component of a
mechanical system, in which, by occasional irregtids, he may do great damage to the
whole. The grand object therefore of the modern ufaaturer is, through the union of
capital and science, to reduce the task of his pawkle to the exercise of vigilance and
dexterity — faculties, when concentrated to oneeg@ss, speedily brought to perfection in
the young.

“On the gradation system, a man must serve an afpeship of many years before his

hand and eye become skilled enough for certain arécal feats; but on the system of
decomposing a process into its constituents, andodying each part in an automatic

machine, a person of common care and capacity raagntrusted with any of the said

elementary parts after a short probation, and neayrénsferred from one to another, on
any emergency, at the discretion of the masterh Stanslations are utterly at variance
with the old practice of the division of labour, i fixed one man to shaping the head of
a pin, another to shaping the head of a pin, amdhan to sharpening its point, with the

most irksome and spirit-wasting uniformity, for aale life....

“But on the equalization plan of self-acting madsnthe operative needs to call his
faculties only into agreeable exercise.... As hisilbess consists in ending the work of a
well-regulated mechanism, he can learn it in atsperiod; and when he transfers his
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services, from one machine to another, he varigstdsk, and enlarges his views, by
thinking on those general combinations which regath his and his companions’ labours.
Thus, that cramping of the faculties, that narrgnah the mind, that stunting of the frame,
which were ascribed, and not unjustly, by morakevs, to the division of labour, cannot,
in common circumstances, occur under the equabtghiition of industry....

“It is, in fact, the constant aim and tendency @érg improvement in machinery to

supersede human labour altogether, or to dimingshdst, by substituting the industry of
women and children for that of men; of that of aedy labourers for trained artisans....
This tendency to employ merely children with watdtdyes and nimble fingers, instead of
journeymen of long experience, shows how the sehioldogma of the division of labour

into degrees of skill has been exploded by ougatéined manufacturers.”

(Andre Ure, Philosophie des manufactures ou economie industrielle, Vol.l, Chap. 1 [pp.
34-35])
What characterizes the division of labour insidedera society is that it
engenders specialized functions, specialists, atidtikem craft-idiocy.
“We are struck with admiration,” says Lemontey, @mhwe see among the Ancients the
same person distinguishing himself to a high degeephilosopher, poet, orator, historian,
priest, administrator, general of an army. Our sark appalled at the sight of so vast a
domain. Each one of us plants his hedge and slmtset up in his enclosure. | do not

know whether by this parcellation the field is egkd, but | do know that man is
belittled.”

What characterizes the division of labour in théomatic workshop is that

labour has there completely lost its specializearatter. But the moment every
special development stops, the need for univeysdtie tendency towards an
integral development of the individual begins toféle The automatic workshop

wipes out specialists and craft-idiocy.

M. Proudhon, not having understood even this owelu#onary side of the
automatic workshop, takes a step backward and pespto the worker that he
make not only the 12th part of a pin, but succedgiall 12 parts of it. The
worker would thus arrive at the knowledge and tbasciousness of the pin.
This is M. Proudhon’s synthetic labour. Nobody wdintest that to make a
movement forward and another movement backward isnéake a synthetic
movement.

To sum up, M. Proudhon has not gone further thanpttg/-bourgeois ideal.
And to realize this ideal, he can think of nothivajter than to take us back to the
journeyman or, at most, to the master craftsmarihef Middle Ages. It is
enough, he says somewhere in his book, to havéedr@amasterpiece once in
one’s life, to have felt oneself just once to bman. Is not this, in form as in
content, the masterpiece demanded by the trade giuihe Middle Ages?
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3. Competition and Monopoly

Good side of competitictCompetition is as essential to labour as
division.... It is necessary ... for tadvent
of equality” [I 186, 188]

Bad side of competition“The principle is the negation of itself. Its
most certain result is to ruin those whom it
drags in its train.” [1 185]

General reflection “The drawbackswhich follow in its wake,
just as the good it provides... both fl
logically from the principle.” [| 185-86]

Problem to be solved “To seek the principle ciccommodation
which must be derived from a lasuperior
to liberty itself.” [I 185]

“There can, therefore, be no question here
of destroying competition, a thing as
impossible to destroy as liberty; we have
only to find its equilibrium, | would be
ready to say itpolice” [I 223]

M. Proudhon begins by defending the eternal neges$icompetition against
those who wish to replace it lynulation[Engels: The Fourierists].

There is no “purposeless emulation,” and as “thgabof every passion is necessarily
analogous to the passion itself — a woman for ¢lerl power for the ambitious, gold for
the miser, a garland for the poet — the objechdfistrial emulation is necessarily profit.
Emulation is nothing but competition itselfl"187]

Competition is emulation with a view to profit. Isdustrial emulation
necessarily emulation with a view to profit, thet competition?? M. Proudhon
proves it by affirming it. We have seen that, fanhto affirm is to prove, just as
to suppose is to deny.

If the immediateobjectof the lover is the woman, the immediate object of
industrial emulation is the product and not thefipro

Competition is not industrial emulation, it is comrmial emulation. In our time
industrial emulation exists only in view of commerdhere are even phases in
the economic life of modern nations when everyb@dgeized with a sort of
craze for making profit without producing. This spktion craze, which recurs
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periodically, lays bare the true character of catipa, which seeks to escape
the need for industrial emulation.

If you had told an artisan of the 14th century tthat privileges and the whole
feudal organization of industry were going to beoglated in favor of industrial
emulation, called competition, he would have raplikat the privileges of the
various corporations, guilds and fraternities werganized competition. M.
Proudhon does not impose upon this when he affin@is“emulation is nothing
but competition itself.”

“Decree that from the first of January 1847, lalamid wages shall be guaranteed to

everybody: immediately an immense relaxation witeeed the high tension of industry.”
[1189]

Instead of a supposition, an affirmation and a tiegawe have now a decree
that M. Proudhon issues purposely to prove the gsityeof competition, its
eternity as a category, etc.

If we imagine that decrees are all that is needeget away from competition,
we shall never get away from it. And if we go so & to propose to abolish
competition while retaining wages, we shall be pgipg nonsense by royal
decree. But nations do not proceed by royal decBsfore framing such
ordinances, they must at least have changed frprtotbottom the conditions of
their industrial and political existence, and capsmtly their whole manner of
being.

M. Proudhon will reply, with his imperturbable asmoce, that it is the
hypothesis of “a transformation of our nature withdistorical antecedents,”
and that he would be right in “excluding is frone tiliscussion,” we know not in
virtue of which ordinance.

M. Proudhon does not know that all history is naghibut a continuous
transformation of human nature.
“Let us stick to the facts. The French Revoluticaswnade for industrial liberty as much as
for political liberty; and although France, in 178@d not perceived — let us say it openly —
all the consequences of the principle whose re@izait demanded, it was mistaken
neither in its wishes nor in its expectations. Wareattempts to deny this loses, in my

view, the right to criticism. | will never disputgith an adversary who puts as principle the
spontaneous error of 25 million men....

“Why then, if competition had not been a principfesocial economy, a decree of fate, a
necessity of the human soul, why, instead of abwlis corporations, guilds and
brotherhoods, did nobody think rather of repaitimg whole??7l 191, 192]

So, since the French of the 18th century abolist@gorations, guilds, and
fraternities instead of modifying them, the Frerwhthe 19th century must
modify competition instead of abolishing it. Sincempetition was established
in France in the 18th century as a result of histdbneeds, this competition must
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not be destroyed in the 19th century because ofrofistorical needs. M.
Proudhon, not understanding that the establishofezampetition was bound up
with the actual development of the men of the 18#ntury, makes of
competition a necessity of tleman souyl inpartibus infideliunliterally,
“territory of the infidels”; here, meaning, “beyoride realm of reality.”What would he
have made of the great Colbert for the 17th cef@tury

After the revolution comes the present state odiedf M. Proudhon equally
draws facts from it to show the eternity of compati, by proving that all
industries in which this category is not yet suéfitly developed, as in
agriculture, are in a state of inferiority and dgmstude.

To say that there are industries which have not rgached the stage of
competition, that others gains are below the lefebourgeois production, is
drivel which gives not the slightest proof of theraity of competition.

All M. Proudhon’s logic amounts to is this: compiet is a social relation in
which we are now developing our productive forces.this truth, he gives no
logical development, but only forms, often very hagveloped, when he says
that competition is industrial emulation, the prdsgay mode of freedom,
responsibility in labor, constitution of value, andition for the advent of
equality, a principle of social economy, a decréeate, a necessity of the
human soul, an inspiration of eternal justice, ripan division, division on
liberty, an economic category.

“Competition and association support each other.fféan excluding each other they are

not even divergent. Whoever says competition alreadpposes a common aim.

Competition is therefore not egoism, and the mestatable error committed by socialism
is to have regarded it as the overthrow of socigty223]

Whoever says competition says common aim, andptteates, on the one hand,
that competition is association; on the other, tdwahpetition is not egoism. And
whoever sayggoism does he not say common aim?? Every egoism opdrate
society and by the fact of society. Hence it presses society, that is to say,
common aims, common needs, common means of productic., etc. Is it,
then, be mere chance that the competition and iaseocwhich the Socialists
talk about are not even divergent??

Socialists know well enough that present-day spaégefounded on competition.
How could they accuse competition of overthrowimgsent-day society which
they want to overthrow themselves?? And how coudy accuse competition of
overthrowing the society to come, in which they,see the contrary, the
overthrow of competition??

M. Proudhon says, later on, that competition isojygosite of monopolyand
consequently cannot be thpposite of association
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Feudalism was, from its origins, opposed to pathal monarchy; it was thus
not opposed to competition, which was not yet irstexce. Does it follow that
competition is not opposed to feudalism??

In actual factsociety associationare denominations which can be given to
every society, to feudal society as well as to bears society which is
association founded on competition. How then camettbe Socialists, who, by
the single wordassociation think they can refute competition?? And how can
M. Proudhon himself wish to defend competition agasocialism by describing
competition by the single womksociatiof??

All we have just said makes up the beautiful sileconpetition as M. Proudhon
sees it. Now let us pass on to the ugly side, thathe negative side, of
competition, its drawbacks, its destructive, subier elements, its injurious
qualities.

There is something dismal about the picture M. Pnoaddraws of it.

Competition engenders misery, it foments civil wafchanges natural zones,”
mixes up nationalities, causes trouble in famil@syupts the public conscience,
“subverts the notion of equity, of justice,” of mafity, and what is worse, it
destroys free, honest trade, and does not evenigigechangeynthetic valug
fixed, honest price. It disillusions everyone, eeeonomists. It pushes things so
far as to destroy its very self.

After all the ill M. Proudhon says of it, can thdre for the relations of bourgeois
society, for its principles and its illusions, a mmodisintegrating, more
destructive element than competition??

It must be carefully noted that competition alwagsomes the more destructive
for bourgeoigelationsin proportion as it urges on a feverish creatibmew
productive forces, that is, of the material comh of a new society. In this
respect at least, the bad side of competition whalgk its good points.

“Competition as an economic position or phase, icensd in its origin, is the necessary
result... of the theory of the reduction of genergdenses.[l 235]

For M. Proudhon, the circulation of the blood mii& a consequence of
Harvey’s theory.

“Monopoly is the inevitable end of competition, whiengenders it by a continual negation
of itself. This generation of monopoly is in itsalfustification of it....

“Monopoly is the natural opposite of competitionhut as soon as competition is
necessary, it implies the idea of monopoly, sinamopoly is, as it were, the seat of each
competing individuality.’[l 236, 237]
We rejoice with M. Proudhon that he can for oncéeast properly apply his
formula to thesis and antithesis. Everyone knowat thodern monopoly is
engendered by competition itself.
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As for the content, M. Proudhon clings to poetiages. Competition made “of
every subdivision of labor a sort of sovereigntymvhich each individual stood with
his power and his independence.” Monopoly is “tleatsof every competing
individuality.” The sovereignty is worth at least much as the seat.

M. Proudhon talks of nothing but modern monopolgesrdered by competition.
But we all know that competition was engenderedféydal monopoly. Thus
competition was originally the opposite of monopayd not monopoly the
opposite of competition. So that modern monopolyasa simple antithesis, it is on
the contrary the true synthesis.

Thesis Feudal monopoly, before competition.
Antithesis Competition.

SynthesisModern monopoly, which is the negation of feuat@nopoly, in so far as
it implies the system of competition, and the niegabdf competition in so far as it
is monopoly.

Thus modern monopoly, bourgeois monopoly, is syithmonopoly, the negation
of the negation, the unity of opposites. It is mpoly in the pure, normal, rational
state.

M. Proudhon is in contradiction with his own phibpdly when he turns bourgeois
monopoly into monopoly in the crude, primitive, t@dictory, spasmodic state. M.
Rossi, whom M. Proudhon quotes several times omstlhgect of monopoly, seems
to have a better grasp of the synthetic charactebomrgeois monopoly. In
his Cours d’economie politiqyéne distinguishes between artificial monopolied an
natural monopolies. Feudal monopolies, he says,adrBcial, that is, arbitrary;
bourgeois monopolies are natural, that is, rational

Monopoly is a good thing, reasons M. Proudhon,esihds an economic category,
an emanation “from the impersonal reason of hurgdn@ompetition, again, is a
good thing since it also is an economic categony.\vEhat is not good is the reality
of monopoly and the reality of competition. Whattgdl worse is that competition
and monopoly devour each other. What is to be doh@dk for the synthesis of
these two eternal thoughts, wrest it from the bosdnGod, where is has been
deposited from time immemorial.

In practical life we find not only competition, mogpoly and the antagonism
between them, but also the synthesis of the twdgclwis not a formula, but a

movement. Monopoly produces competition, competitiproduces monopoly.

Monopolists are made from competition; competitbesome monopolists. If the
monopolists restrict their mutual competition by ang of partial associations,
competition increases among the workers; and the the mass of the proletarians
grows as against the monopolists of one nation,ntlbee desperate competition
becomes between the monopolists of different natidie synthesis is of such a
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character that monopoly can only maintain itselfdoyptinually entering into the
struggle of competition. To make the dialecticahsition to théaxeswhich come
aftermonopoly M. Proudhon talks to us about thacial geniusvhich,
afterzigzagging intrepidly onward
“after striding with a jaunty stemyithout repentingand without haltingieaches the corner
of monopoly casts backwardmelancholyglance, and, after profound reflection, assalls al

the objects of production with taxes, and creategale administrative organization, in
order thatall employments be given to the proletadad paid by the men of monopoly.”

[I 284, 285]

What can we say of this genius, which, while fagtiwalks about in a zigzag??
And what can we say of this walking which has rnoeotobject in view than that of
destroying the bourgeois by taxes, whereas tax@sharvery means of giving the
bourgeois the wherewithal to preserve themselvéiseasiling class??

Merely to give a glimpse of the manner in which Rroudhon treats economic
details, it suffices to say that, according to hitlme tax on consumption was
established with a view to equality, and to relidwve proletariat.

The tax on consumption has assumed its true dewenponly since the rise of the
bourgeoisie. In the hands of industrial capitahttis, of sober and economical
wealth, which maintains, reproduces, and incredsel by the direct exploitation
of labor, the tax on consumption was a means ofodkg the frivolous, gay,
prodigal wealth of the fine lords who did nothingtbconsume, James Steuart
clearly developed this original purpose of the daxconsumption in hiRecherches
des principes de I'economie politiquehich he published 10 years before Adam
Smith.

“Under the pure monarchy, the prince seems jealasist were, of growing wealth, and
therefore imposes taxes upon people who are growidger. Under the limited
government they are calculated chiefly to affecsthwho from rich are growing poorer.
Thus the monarch imposes a tax upon industry, wheeeyone is rated in proportion to
the gain he is supposed to make by his profesdibe. poll-tax andaille are likewise
proportioned to the supposed opulence of everyibeetb them.... In limited governments,
impositions are more generally laid upon consunmgtipl 190-91]

As for thelogical sequencef taxes, of the balance of trade, of credit —the
understanding of M. Proudhon — we could only renthagt the English bourgeoisie,
on attaining its political constitution under Wdlin of Orange, created all at once a
new system of taxes, public credit, and the sysiEprotective duties, as soon as it
was in a position freely to develop its conditiaisexistence. This brief summary
will suffice to give the reader a true idea of Mo&dhon’s lubrications on the
police or on taxes, the balance of trade, credimrmunism, and population. We
defy the most indulgent criticism to treat thesaptbrs seriously.
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4. Property or Ground Rent

In each historical epoch, property has develop&érdntly and under a set of
entirely different social relations. Thus to defineurgeois property is nothing
else than to give an exposition of all the so@#dtions of bourgeois production.

To try to give a definition of property as of an @pdndent relation, a category
apart, an abstract and eternal idea, can be noltluhgn illusion of metaphysics
or jurisprudence.

M. Proudhon, while seeming to speak of propertygeneral, deals only
with landed propertywith ground rent

“The origin of rent, as property, is, so to speakira- economic: it rests in psychological
and moral considerations which are only very dityatonnected with the production of
wealth.”(Vol. II, p. 265)

So M. Proudhon declares himself incapable of urndedsng the economic
origin of rent and of property. He admits that timsapacity obliges him to
resort to psychological and moral considerationkjchy indeed, while only
distantly connected with the production of wealtigve yet a very close
connection with the narrowness of his historicaWs. M. Proudhon affirms that
there is somethinmysticalandmysteriousabout the origin of property. Now, to
see mystery in the origin of property — that isjitake a mystery of the relation
between production itself and the distributionlod instruments of production —
is not this, to use M. Proudhon’s language, a remation of all claims to

economic science?

M. Proudhon “confines himself to recalling that the seventh epoch of economic
evolution — credit — when fiction had caused rgatid vanish, and human activity

threatened to lose itself in empty space, it haobim® necessary to bind man more closely
to nature. Now, rent was the price of this new @oit’ (Vol. II, p. 269)

L’homme aux quarante écusforesaw a M. Proudhon of the future:

“Mr. Creator, by your leave: everyone is mastehismown world: but you will never make
me believe that the one we live in is made of glass

In your world, where credit was a means of losingself in empty space, it is
very possible that property became necessary ierdodbind man to nature. In
the world of real production, where landed propaityays precedes credit, M.
Proudhon’shorror vacui[horror of a vacuumjcould not exist.
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The existence of rent once admitted, whatever itgmrit becomes a subject of
mutually antagonistic negotiations between the éarand the landed proprietor.
What is the ultimate result of these negotiatianspther words, what is the
average amount of rent? This is what M. Proudhga:sa

“Ricardo’s theory answers this question. In theitneigg of society, when man, new to
earth, had before him nothing but huge forests,mthe earth was vast and when industry
was beginning to come to life, rent must have h@krLand, as yet unformed by labour,
was an object of utility; it was not an exchangligait was common, not social. Little by
little, the multiplication of families and the pn@ss of agriculture caused the price of land
to make itself felt. Labour came to give the stslworth; from this, rent came into being.
The more fruit a field yielded with the same amoahtabour, the higher it was valued;
hence the tendency of proprietors was always tgate to themselves the whole amount
of the fruits of the soll, less the wages of therfa- that is, less the costs of production.
Thus property followed on the heels of labour ketérom it all the product that exceeded
the actual expenses. As the proprietor fulfils astisyduty and represents the community
as against theolonus that farmer is, by the dispensation of Providemse more than a
responsible labourer, who must account to societyafl he reaps above his legitimate
wage. ...

“In essence and by destination, then, rent is amument of distributive justice, one of the
thousand means that the genius of economy employattain to equality. It is an
immediate land valuation which is carried out cadictorily by landowners and farmers,
without any possible collusion, in a higher intéresmd whose ultimate result must be to
equalize the possession of the land between thdoieqs of the soil and the
industrialists....

“It needed no less than this magic of propertyrtateh from theolonusthe surplus of his
product which he cannot help regarding as his owchad which he considers himself to be
exclusively the author. Rent, or rather propergs broken down agricultural egoism and
created a solidarity that no power, no partitiothef land could have brought into being....

“The moral effect of property having been secuegghresent what remains to be done is to
distribute the rent.[Vol. Il, pp. 270-272]

All this tumult of words may be reduced firstly tois: Ricardo says that the
excess of the price of agricultural products oueeirt cost of production,
including the ordinary profit and interest on ttepital, gives the measure of the
rent. M. Proudhon does better. He makes the landpimtervene, like ®eus ex
maching and snatch from theplonusall the surplus of his production over the
cost of production. He makes use of the interventibthe landowner to explain
property, of the intervention of the rent-receit@mexplain rent. He answers the
problem by formulating the same problem and addmegxtra syllablgz)

Let us note also that in determining rent by théed#nce in fertility of the soil,
M. Proudhon assigns a new origin to it, since labefore being assessed
according to different degrees of fertility, “waetyi in his view, “an exchange
value, but was common.” What, then, has happendtediction about rent
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having come into being through the necessity aiding back to the land man
who was about to lose himself in the infinity of gsnspace?

Now let us free Ricardo’s doctrine from the prowital, allegorical, and
mystical phrases in which M. Proudhon has beerfdamewrap it.

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is property in landts bourgeois state; that is,
feudal property which has become subject to theditons of bourgeois
production.

We have seen that, according to the Ricardian iectthe price of all objects is
determined ultimately by the cost of productiorgliling the industrial profit;
in other words, by the labour time employed. In ofanturing industry, the
price of the product obtained by the minimum ofolabregulates the price of all
other commodities of the same kind, seeing that ¢heapest and most
productive instruments of production can be mu#gblto infinity and that
competition necessarily gives rise to a marketeprichat is, a common price for
all products of the same kind.

In agricultural industry, on the contrary, it igtprice of the product obtained by
the greatest amount of labour which regulates time pf all products of the
same kind. In the first place, one cannot, as inufacturing industry, multiply
at will the instruments of production possessirggghme degree of productivity,
that is, plots of land with the same degree ofilfigrt Then, as population
increases, land of an inferior quality begins toelsgloited, or new outlays of
capital, proportionately less productive than befare made upon the same plot
of land. In both cases a greater amount of labsuexpended to obtain a
proportionately smaller product. The needs of tbhputation having rendered
necessary this increase of labour, the produchefland whose exploitation is
the more costly has as certain a sale as thap@ca of land whose exploitation
is cheaper. As competition levels the market prilce,product of the better soll
will be paid for as dearly as that of the inferildris the excess of the price of the
products of the better soil over the cost of tipeoduction that constitutes rent.
If one could always have at one’s disposal plotéantl of the same degree of
fertility; if one could, as in manufacturing indosthave recourse continually to
cheaper and more productive machines, or if thesesgent outlays of capital
produced as much as the first, then the price ataltural products would be
determined by the price of commodities producedthi®y best instruments of
production, as we have seen with the price of naniufed products. But, from
this moment rent would have disappeared also.

For the Ricardian doctrine — “once the premisestgd — to be generally true,
it is moreover essential that capital should beslyreapplicable to different

branches of industry; that a strongly developedptition among the capitalists
should have brought profits to an equal level; thatfarmer should be no more
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than an industrial capitalist claiming for the wédnis capital on the land, a profit
equal to that which he would draw from his capital were applied in any kind
of manufacture; that agricultural exploitation shibbe subjected to the regime
of large-scale industry; and finally, that the lamther himself should aim at
nothing beyond the money return.

It may happen, as in Ireland, that rent does nbeyist, although the letting of
land has reached an extreme development there.ldeerg the excess not only
over wages, but also over industrial profit, it manexist where the landowner’s
revenue is nothing but a mere levy on wages.

Thus, far from converting the exploiter of the lanie farmer, into aimple
labourer, and “snatching from the cultivator the surplusf product, which he
cannot help regarding as his own,” rent confrohts landowner, not with the
slave, the serf, the payer of tribute, the wageuadr, but with the industrial
capitalist.

Once constituted as ground rent, ground propersyimats possession only the
surplus over production costs, which are determmadonly by wages but also
by industrial profit. It is therefore from the lamainer that ground rent snatched
a part of his income. Thus, there was a big lapsenef before the feudal farmer
was replaced by the industrial capitalist. In Gempafor example, this
transformation began only in the last third of #8h century. It is in England
alone that this relation between the industriaitedipt and the landed proprietor
has been fully developed.

So long as there was only M. Proudhorodonus there was no rent. The
moment rent exists, tledlonusis no longer the farmer, but the worker, the
farmer’'scolonus The abasement of the labourer, reduced to tleeafoh simple
worker, day labourer, wage-earner, working for thdustrial capitalist; the
invention of the industrial capitalist, exploitinige land like any other factory;
the transformation of the landed proprietor frompedty sovereign into a vulgar
usurer; these are the different relations exprelgednt.

Rent, in the Ricardian sense, is patriarchal afjus transformed into
commercial industry, industrial capital applied lemd, the town bourgeoisie
transplanted into the country. Rent, insteabtlinfling man to naturehas merely
bound the exploitation of the land to competiti@®nce established as rent,
landed property itself is thresult of competitionsince from that time onwards it
depends on the market value of agricultural prodAserent, landed property is
mobilized and becomes an article of commerce. Repossible only from the
moment when the development of urban industry, taedsocial organization
resulting therefrom, force the landowner to aimelolat cash profits, at the
monetary relation of his agricultural products —faat to look upon his landed
property only as a machine for coining money. Rext so completely divorced
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the landed proprietor from the soil, from natuteatthe has no need even to
know his estates, as is to be seen in EnglandoAghe farmer, the industrial
capitalist and the agricultural worker, they aremore bound to the land they
exploit than are the employer and the worker infdwtories to the cotton and
wool they manufacture; they feel an attachment doly the price of their
production, the monetary product. Hence the jerdead the reactionary parties,
who offer up all their prayers for the return oudalism, of the good old
patriarchal life, of the simple manners and the firtues of our forefathers. The
subjection of the soil to the laws which dominatieasher industries is and
always will be the subject of interested condolen@hus it may be said that
rent has become the motive power which has intredligtyll into the movement
of history.

Ricardo, after postulating bourgeois productionnasessary for determining
rent, applies the conception of rent, neverthelesshe landed property of all
ages and all countries. This is an error commonlltaha economists, who
represent the bourgeois relations of productiogeteshal categories.

From the providential aim of rent — which is, for.MProudhon, the
transformation of theolonusinto aresponsible worker he passes to the
equalized reward of rent.

Rent, as we have just seen, is constituted byedl@l priceof the products of
lands ofunequal fertility so that a hectolitre of corn which has cost Hhds is
sold for 20 francs if the cost of production rise0 francs upon soil of inferior
quality.

So long as necessity forces the purchase of alhgnieultural products into the
market, the market price is determined by the aisthe most expensive
product. Thus it is this equalization of price, fiéag from competition and not
from the different fertilities of the lands, thacsires to the owner of the better
soil a rent of 10 francs for every hectolitre thest tenant sells.

Let us suppose for a moment that the price of cometermined by the labour
time needed to produce it, and at once the heetadit corn obtained from the
better soil will sell at 10 francs, while the hditte of corn obtained on the
inferior soil will cost 20 francs. This being adted, the average market price
will be 15 francs, whereas, according to the lawarhpetition, it is 20 francs. If
the average price were 15 francs, there would beoocasion for any
distribution, whether equalized or otherwise, foere would be no rent. Rent
exists only when one can sell for 20 francs thadi#ie of corn which has cost
the producer 10 francs. M. Proudhon supposes éyuélihe market price, with
unequal costs of production, in order to arrivamtequalized sharing out of the
product of inequality.
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We understand such economists as Mill, Cherbulldiditch, and others
demanding that rent should be handed over to #te & serve in place of taxes.
That is a frank expression of the hatred the incalstapitalist bears towards the
landed proprietor, who seems to him a useless (tlangexcrescence upon the
general body of bourgeois production.

But first to make the price of the hectolitre ofrc0 francs in order then to
make a general distribution of the 10 francs ovargé levied on the consumer,
Is indeed enough to make thecial geniupursudts zigzag course mournfully
and knock its head against soouner.
Rent becomes, under M. Proudhon’s pen, “an immkamgkvaluation, which is carried out
contradictorily by land-owners and farmers... imigher interest, and whose ultimate result

must be to equalize the possession of land betveegroiters of the soil and the
industrialists.”[Vol. Il, p. 271]

For any land valuation based upon rent to be doftwa value, the conditions of
present society must not be departed from.

Now, we have shown that the farm rent paid by #wenér to the landlord
expresses the rent with any exactitude only indbentries most advanced in
industry and commerce. And even this rent ofterughes interest paid to the
landlord on capital incorporated in the land. Theatmn of the land, the vicinity
of towns, and many other circumstances influeneeféhm rent and modify the
ground rent. These peremptory reasons would begéniouprove the inaccuracy
of a land valuation based on rent.

Thus history, far from supplying, in rent, a readgela land valuation, does
nothing but change and turn topsy-turvy the larnidatgons already made.

Finally, fertility is not so natural a quality asight be thought; it is closely
bound up with the social relations of the time. ikge of land may be very
fertile for corn growing, and yet the market privaty decide the cultivator to
turn it into an artificial pastureland and thusdenit infertile.

M. Proudhon has improvised his land valuation, Whias not even the value of
an ordinary land valuation, only to give substarntce therovidentially
equalitarian aimof rent.
“Rent,” continues M. Proudhon, “is the interestdoan a capital which never perishes,
namely — land. And as the capital is capable ofinmpease in matter, but only of an
indefinite improvement in its use, it comes abduatt twhile the interest or profit on a loan
(mutuunm tends to diminish continually through abundanteapital, rent tends always to

increase through the perfecting of industry, frohial results the improvement in the use
of the land.... Such, in its essence, is refudl. Il, p. 265)

This time, M. Proudhon sees in rent all the charettes of interest, save that it
is derived from capital of a specific nature. Thapital is land, an eternal
capital, “which is capable of no increase in mattemt only an indefinite
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Improvement in its use.” In the progressive advasfaavilization, interest has a
continual tendency to fall, whilst rent continualignds to rise. Interest falls
because of the abundance of capital; rent risesngmo the improvements
brought about in industry, which results in an dwetter utilization of land.

Such, in its essence, is the opinion of M. Proudhon
Let us first examine how far it is true to say tratt is interest on capital.

For the landed proprietor himself, rent represémsinterest on the capital that
the land has cost him, or that he would draw fromhhe sold it. But in buying
or selling land he only buys or sells rent. The @iie pays to make himself a
receiver of rent is regulated by the rate of indere general and has nothing to
do with actual nature of rent. The interest on editvested in land is in general
lower than the interest on capital invested in nfacture or commerce. Thus,
for those who make no distinction between the edethat the land represents to
the owner and the rent itself, the interest on laagital diminishes still more
than does the interest on other capital. But iitasa question of the purchase or
sale price of rent, of the marketable value of refitcapitalized rent, it is a
guestion of rent itself.

Farm rent can imply again, apart from rent proplee, interest on the capital
incorporated in the land. In this instance the lartireceives this part of the
farm rent, not as a landlord but as a capitalist;this is not the rent proper that
we are to deal with.

Land, so long as it is not exploited as a meansaifyztion, is not capital. Land

as capital can be increased just as much as allother instruments of

production. Nothing is added to its matter, to WseProudhon’s language, but
the lands which serve as instruments of produammultiplied. The very fact

of applying further outlays of capital to land @dy transformed into means of
production increases land as capital without addimgthing to land as matter —
that is, to the extent of the land. M. Proudhoatsd as matter is the Earth in its
limitation. As for the eternity he attributes towth we grant readily it has this
virtue as matter. Land as capital is no more etehaal any other capital.

Gold and silver, which yield interest, are justaging and eternal as land. If the
price of gold and silver falls, while that of lakdeps rising, this is certainly not
because of its more or less eternal nature.

Land as capital is fixed capital; but fixed capuaits used up just as much as
circulating capital. Improvements to the land npeaduction and upkeep; they
last only for a time; and this they have in commath all other improvements
used to transform matter into means of productiband as capital were
eternal, some lands would present a very diffeappearance from what they do
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today, and we should see the Roman Campagna, ,SRalestine, in all the
splendour of their former prosperity.

There are even instances when land as capital rdigappear, even though the
improvements remain incorporated in the land.

In the first place, this occurs every time rentpgaois wiped out by the
competition of new and more fertile soils; secondhe improvements which
might have been valuable at one time cease to balok the moment they
become universal owing to the development of agrono

The representative of land as capital is not thelltad, but the farmer. The
proceeds vyielded by land as capital are interedtiadustrial profit, not rent.
There are lands which yield such interest and phafitstill yield no rent.

Briefly, land in so far as it yields interest, &ntl capital, and as land capital it
yields no rent, it is not landed property. Renuhssfrom the social relations in
which the exploitation of the land takes placeaihnot be a result of the more or
less solid, more or less durable nature of the Raiht is a product of society and
not of the soil.

According to M. Proudhon, “improvement in the usé tbe land” — a
consequence “of the perfecting of industry” — cauge continual rise in rent.
On the contrary, this improvement causes its peritadl.

Wherein consists, in general, any improvement, drein agriculture or in
manufacture? In producing more with the same lghaysroducing as much, or
even more, with less labour. Thanks to these ingmmmants, the farmer is spared
from using a greater amount of labour for a rekdyivsmaller product. He has no
need, therefore, to resort to inferior soils, andtalments of capital applied
successively to the same soil remain equally pringeic

Thus, these improvements, far from continually rejsrent as M. Proudhon
says, become on the contrary so many temporaradbstpreventing its rise.

The English landowners of the 17th century were slb aware of this truth, that
they opposed the progress of agriculture for fefrseeing their incomes
diminish. (See Petty, an English economist of ime tof Charles I1.)
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Footnotes

1] Lhomme aux quarante écusThe Man of Forty Ecus” — the hero of
Voltaire’s story of the same name, a modest, hasdéimg peasant with an
annual income of 40 ecus; the following passaggiéded from the story.

2] In the original manuscript, Marx makes a play @rds in the French: turning
“propriété” (property) into “proprietaire” (landowen) and “rente” (rent) into
“rentier” (rent-reciever).
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Strikes and Combinations of Workers

“Every upward movement in wages can have no otffectehan a rise in the price of corn,
wine, etc., that is, the effect of a dearth. Fomatvare wages? They are the cost price of
corn, etc.; they are the integrant price of evenghWe may go even further: wages are
the proportion of the elements composing wealth @rsumed reproductively every day
by the mass of the workers. Now, to double wagess to attribute to each one of the
producers a greater share than his product, wkidomtradictory, and if the rise extends
only to a small number of industries, it bringsemeral disturbance in exchange; in a word,
a dearth....

“It is impossible, | declare, for strikes followég an increase in wages not to culminate in
a general rise in prices: this is as certain astitt@and two make four.”

(Proudhon, Vol. I, pp. 110 and 111)
We deny all these assertions, except that twowaadrtake four.

In the first place, there is rgeneral rise in priceslf the price of everything
doubles at the same time as wages, there is n@ehaprice, the only change is
in terms.

Then again, a general rise in wages can never peaalntore or less general rise
in the price of goods. Actually, if every induseynployed the same number of
workers in relation to fixed capital or to the mshents used, a general rise in
wages would produce a general fall in profits ané turrent price of goods

would undergo no alteration.

But as the relation of manual labour to fixed calpg not the same in different
industries, all the industries which employ a ie&ly greater mass of capital
and fewer workers, will be forced sooner or latrldwer the price of their
goods. In the opposite case, in which the pricgkef goods is not lowered, their
profit will rise above the common rate of profikdachines are not wage-earners.
Therefore, the general rise in wages will affecs |#ésose industries, which,
compared with the others, employ more machines tvankers. But as
competition always tends to level the rate of psofthose profits which rise
above the average rate cannot but be transitorys,Thpart from a few
fluctuations, a general rise in wages will leadt as M. Proudhon says, to a
general increase in prices, but to a partial fatat is a fall in the current price
of the goods that are made chiefly with the helmathines.

The rise and fall of profits and wages expresse&imdéine proportion in which
capitalists and workers share in the product ohysdwork, without influencing
in most instances the price of the product. But tis&rikes followed by an
increase in wages culminate in a general riseigepyin a dearth even” — those
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are notions which can blossom only in the brairagfoet who has not been
understood.

In England, strikes have regularly given rise te ivention and application of
new machines. Machines were, it may be said, thapae employed by the
capitalist to quell the revolt of specialized lahotheself-acting mulge the
greatest invention of modern industry, put outafan the spinners who were in
revolt. If combinations and strikes had no othdeafthan that of making the
efforts of mechanical genius react against theray twould still exercise an
immense influence on the development of industry.

“I find,” continues M. Proudhon, “in an article pighed by M. Leon Faucher... September
1845, that for some time the British workers hawe @ut the habit of combination, which

is assuredly a progress for which one cannot bagyedulate them: but this improvement
in the morale of the workers comes chiefly fromitleeonomic education. ‘It is not on the

manufacturers,’ cries a spinning-mill worker at altBn meeting, ‘that wages depend. In
periods of depression the masters are, so to speately the whip with which necessity

arms itself, and whether they want to or not, theye to deal blows. The regulative

principle is the relation of supply and demand; trelmasters have not this power’ ....

“Well done!” cries M. Proudhon. “These are wellired workers, model workers, etc.,
etc., etc. Such poverty did not exist in Britainyill not cross the Channel.”

(Proudhon, Vol. I, pp. 261 and 262)

Of all the towns in England, Bolton is the one inigh the radicalism is the most
developed. The Bolton workers are known to be thstmeyolutionary of all. At
the time of the great agitation in England for #fmlition of the Corn Laws, the
English manufacturers thought that they could cojle the landowners only by
thrusting the workers to the fore. But as the ig&s of the workers were no less
opposed to those of the manufacturers than theestte of the manufacturers
were to those of the landowners, it was naturdltttemanufacturers should fare
badly in the workers' meetings. What did the mactuf@rs do? To save
appearances they organized meetings composedarnpeaextent, of foremen, of
the small number of workers who were devoted tonthend of the redfiends
of trade When later on the genuine workers tried, as itddoand Manchester,
to take part in these sham demonstrations, in dadprotest against them, they
were forbidden admittance on the ground that it atasket meeting- a meeting
to which only persons with entrance cards were #ddii Yet the posters
placarded on the walls had announced public meetiagery time one of these
meetings was held, the manufacturers' newspapgesayjpompous and detailed
account of the speeches made. It goes without gahiat it was the foremen
who made these speeches. The London papers repdothere word for word.
M. Proudhon has the misfortune to take foremendinary workers, and
enjoins them not to cross the Channel.
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If in 1844 and 1845 strikes drew less attentiom thafore, it was because 1844
and 1845 were the first two years of prosperityt tBatish industry had had
since 1837. Nevertheless none oftifagles uniondiad been dissolved.

Now let us listen to the foremen of Bolton. Accaglito them manufacturers
have no command over wages because they have nmoaimhover the price of
products, and they have no command over the pfigaanlucts because they
have no command over the world market. For thisoeathey wish it to be
understood that combinations should not be forneeextort an increase in
wages from the masters. M. Proudhon, on the contfarbids combinations for
fear they should be followed by a rise in wagesciwhivould bring with it a
general dearth. We have no need to say that orpoimd there is aentente
cordialebetween the foremen and M. Proudhon: that a msewages is
equivalent to a rise in the price of products.

But is the fear of a dearth the true cause of Mu&hon's rancour? No. Quite
simple, he is annoyed with the Bolton foremen beeaihey determine value
by supply and demanand hardly take any accountaafnstituted valueof value
which has passed into the state of constitutionthef constitution of value,
including permanent exchangeability and all theebtlproportionalities of
relations and relations of proportionality, witroRidence at their side.

“A workers' strike is illegal, and it is not onlyhhaé Penal Code that says so, it is the
economic system, the necessity of the establisioet.a.

“That each worker individually should dispose fgeeler his person and his hands, this
can be tolerated, but that workers should undertakeeombination to do violence to
monopoly, is something society cannot pern{itdl. |, pp. 334 and 335)

M. Proudhon wants to pass off an article of thedP€ode as a necessary and
general result of bourgeois relations of production

In England, combination is authorized by an ActRarliament, and it is the
economic system which has forced Parliament totgras legal authorization.
In 1825, when, under the Minister Huskisson, Paréiat had to modify the law
in order to bring it more and more into line witetconditions resulting from
free competition, it had of necessity to abolidnaks forbidding combinations
of workers. The more modern industry and competititmvelop, the more
elements there are which call forth and strengtte@nbination, and as soon as
combination becomes an economic fact, daily gainmgolidity, it is bound
before long to become a legal fact.

Thus the article of the Penal Code proves at the thas modern industry and
competition were not yet well developed under tlengiituent Assembly and
under the Empirg1)



M The Poverty of Philosophy Karl Marx Halaman 115
Collection

Economists and socialigts] are in agreement on one point: the condemnation
of combination Only they have different motives for their actcohdemnation.

The economists say to workers:

Do not combine. By combination you hinder the ragyrogress of industry, you prevent
manufacturers from carrying out their orders, yastudtb trade and you precipitate the
invasion of machines which, by rendering your latbiayart useless, force you to accept a
still lower wage. Besides, whatever you do, yougegmwill always be determined by the
relation of hands demanded to hands supplied, il an effort as ridiculous as it is
dangerous for you to revolt against the eternaslafipolitical economy.

The socialists say to the workers:

Do not combine, because what will you gain by iyvaay? A rise in wages? The
economists will prove to you quite clearly that feev ha'pence you may gain by it for a
few moments if you succeed will be followed by ampanent fall. Skilled calculators will
prove to you that it would take you years merelydoover, through the increase in your
wages, the expenses incurred for the organizatidrupkeep of the combinations.

And we, as socialists, tell you that, apart frore thoney question, you will
continue nonetheless to be workers, and the mastirstill continue to be the
masters, just as before. So no combination! NaipsliFor is not entering into
combination engaging in politics?

The economists want the workers to remain in so@stit is constituted and as
it has been signed and sealed by them in their aiganu

The socialists want the workers to leave the oldesp@lone, the better to be
able to enter the new society which they have pegpfor them with so much
foresight.

In spite of both of them, in spite of manuals atapias, combination has not yet
ceased for an instant to go forward and grow vhth development and growth
of modern industry. It has now reached such a stingé the degree to which
combination has developed in any country clearlyksi¢he rank it occupies in
the hierarchy of the world market. England, whaseéustry has attained the
highest degree of development, has the biggesbesidorganized combinations.

In England, they have not stopped at partial coatimns which have no other
objective than a passing strike, and which disappe#h it. Permanent
combinations have been forméxhdes unionswhich serve as ramparts for the
workers in their struggles with the employers. Aaidhe present time all these
localtrades uniongind a rallying point in théational Association of United
Trades the central committee of which is in London, artdol already numbers
80,000 members. The organization of these strikembinations, anttades
unionswent on simultaneously with the political strugglef the workers, who
now constitute a large political party, under tiaene ofChartists
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The first attempt of workers to associate among Hedwes always takes place in
the form of combinations.

Large-scale industry concentrates in one place accmf people unknown to
one another. Competition divides their interesist BBe maintenance of wages,
this common interest which they have against theiss, unites them in a
common thought of resistancecembination Thus combination always has a
double aim, that of stopping competition among weekers, so that they can
carry on general competition with the capitalibthk first aim of resistance was
merely the maintenance of wages, combinations,irst isolated, constitute
themselves into groups as the capitalists in theim unite for the purpose of
repression, and in the face of always united chpitee maintenance of the
association becomes more necessary to them thaofteges. This is so true
that English economists are amazed to see the veodegrifice a good part of
their wages in favor of associations, which, in dyes of these economists, are
established solely in favor of wages. In this sgtag- a veritable civil war — all
the elements necessary for a coming battle unite davelop. Once it has
reached this point, association takes on a pdliticaracter.

Economic conditions had first transformed the mdske people of the country
into workers. The combination of capital has credtedthis mass a common
situation, common interests. This mass is thusadlre class as against capital,
but not yet for itself. In the struggle, of whiclevmave noted only a few phases,
this mass becomes united, and constitutes itselfcass for itself. The interests
it defends become class interests. But the strugfjleass against class is a
political struggle.

In the bourgeoisie we have two phases to distitguaieat in which it constituted
itself as a class under the regime of feudalismadsblute monarchy, and that in
which, already constituted as a class, it overthfeudalism and monarchy to
make society into a bourgeois society. The firsthelse phases was the longer
and necessitated the greater efforts. This too rbdya partial combinations
against the feudal lords.

Much research has been carried out to trace therelit historical phases that
the bourgeoisie has passed through, from the cormmprto its constitution as a
class.

But when it is a question of making a precise stoflgtrikes, combinations and
other forms in which the proletarians carry outdbefour eyes their organization
as a class, some are seized with real fear and rsothdisplay
atranscendentatlisdain.

An oppressed class is the vital condition for eveogiety founded on the
antagonism of classes. The emancipation of the eppdeclass thus implies
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necessarily the creation of a new society. Forajhigressed class to be able to
emancipate itself, it is necessary that the prodeigtowers already acquired and
the existing social relations should no longer &gable of existing side by side.
Of all the instruments of production, the greatpsbductive power is the
revolutionary class itself. The organization of neMonary elements as a class
supposes the existence of all the productive fondgsh could be engendered in
the bosom of the old society.

Does this mean that after the fall of the old styctbere will be a new class
domination culminating in a new political power?.No

The condition for the emancipation of the workingsd is the abolition of every
class, just as the condition for the liberatiorthad third estate, of the bourgeois
order, was the abolition of all estates and alemsag-2)

The working class, in the course of its developmerit, substitute for the old
civil society an association which will exclude sdas and their antagonism, and
there will be no more political power properly salled, since political power is
precisely the official expression of antagonisnaiinl society.

Meanwhile the antagonism between the proletariat te bourgeoisie is a
struggle of class against class, a struggle whached to its highest expression
is a total revolution. Indeed, is it at all surprgs that a society founded on
theoppositionof classes should culminate in brutaintradiction the shock of
body against body, as its final denouement?

Do not say that social movement excludes political’fement. There is never a
political movement which is not at the same timeiao

It is only in an order of things in which there are more classes and class
antagonisms thaocial evolutionsvill cease to beolitical revolutions Till
then, on the eve of every general reshuffling aiety, the last word of social
science will always be:

“Le combat ou la mort; la lutte sanguinaire ou Eamt. C'est ainsi que la quéstion est
invinciblement posée.”

[From the novel Jean Siska by George Sand:
“Combat or Death: bloody struggle or extinction. It is thus that the question is inexorably

put.”]
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Footnotes

[1] The laws in operation at that time in France —stxalled Le Chapelier law
adopted in 1791 during the revolution by the Cdustit Assembly and the
criminal code elaborated under the Napoleonic Empiferbade the workers to
form labour unions or to go on strike. The prohdnt of trade unions was
abolished in France in 1884.

*1] That is, the Socialists of that time: the Fourtsria France, the Owenites in
England F.E. [- Engels note to the German edition, 1885]

[*2] Estates here in the historical sense of the estdté=udalism, estates with
definite and limited privileges. The revolution d¢iet bourgeoisie abolished the
estates and their privileges. Bourgeois societywsn@nlyclasses It was,
therefore, absolutely in contradiction with histdoydescribe the proletariat as
the “fourth estate.” [- Engels, 1885 German edifion.



