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Capitalism and the 


Industrial Revolution 


Europe and the World, 1750-1900 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

Two principal forces have shaped the modern world: capitalism and 
the industrial revolution. As influential as the transformations dis
cussed in Chapters 19 and 20 (the rise of science and the democratic 
revolution), these two forces are sometimes considered to be one and 
the same, because the industrial revolution occurred first in capitalist 
countries such as England, Belgium, and the United States. In fact, the 
rise of capitalism preceded the industrial revolution by centuries. 

Capitalism denotes a particular economic organization of a society, 
whereas industrial revolution refers to a particular transformation of 
technology . Specifically, in capitalism market forces (supply and de
mand ) set money prices that determine how goods are distributed. Be
fore 1500, most economic behavior was regulated by family, religion, 
tradition, and political authority rather than by markets. Increasingly 
after 1500 in Europe, feudal dues were converted into money rents, pe
riodic fairs became institutionalized, banks were established, modern 
bookkeeping procedures were developed, and older systems of inher
ited economic status were loosened. After 1800, new populations of 
urban workers had to work for money to buy food and shelter; after 
1850 even clothing had to be purchased in the new " department 
stores ." By 1900, the market had become the operating metaphor of 
society: One sold oneself; everything had its price. Viewed positively, a 
capitalist society is one in which buyers and sellers, who together com
pose the market, make most decisions about the production and distri
bution of resources. Viewed less favorably, it is the capitalists - those 
who own the resources of the society - who make the decisions about 

765 



production and distribution. The democratic process of one person, 
one vote is supplanted by one dollar, one vote. 

The industrial revolution made mass production possible with the use 
of power-driven machines. Mills driven by waterwheels existed in an
cient times, but the construction of identical, replaceable machinery
the machine production of machines - revolutionized industry ;md 
enabled the coordination of production on a vast scale, occurring first 
in England's cotton textile mills at the end of the eighteenth century. 
The market for such textiles was capitalist, though the demand for 
many early mass-produced goods, such as muskets and uniforms, was 
government-driven. 

The origins of capitalism are hotly debated among historians. Be
ca use the world's first cities, five thousand years ago, crea ted markets, 
merchants, money, and private ownership of capital, some historians 
refer to an ancient capitalism. In this text, capitalism refers to those soci
eties whose markets, merchants, money, and private ownership became 
central to the way society operated. As such, ancient Mesopotamia, 
Rome, and Sung dynasty China, which had extensive markets and 
paper money a thousand years ago, were not among the first capitalist 
societies. Smaller societies in which commercial interests and merchant 
classes took hold to direct political and economic matters were the cap
italist forerunners. Venice, Florence, Holland, and England, the mer
cantile states of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries, exemplify com
mercial capitalism or mercantile capitalism. Thus, the shift to industrial 
capitalism was more than a change in scale; it was also a transition 
from a trade-based economy to a manufacturing-based economy, a dif
ference that meant an enormous increase in productivity, profits, and 
prosperity. 

THINKING HISTORICALLY 

Distinguishing Causes of Change 


Because industry and capitalism are so closely associated, it is difficult 
to distinguish the effects of one from the other. Still, such a distinction 
is necessary jf we are to understand historical change. 

Try to make an analytical distinction between capitalism and in
dustrialization, even when the sources in this chapter do not. By deter
mining what changes can be attributed to each, you will come to under
stand the changes that capitalism and industrialization might bring to 
other societies and the impact they may have had in other time periods. 
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ARNOLD PACEY 

Asia and the Industrial Revolution 

Here a modern historian of technology demonstrates how Indian and 
East Asian manufacturing techniques were assimilated by Europeans, 
particularly by the English successors of the Mughal Empire, provid
ing a boost to the industrial revolution in Britain. In what ways was 
Indian technology considered superior prior to the industrial revolu
tion? How did European products gain greater markets than those of 
India? 

Thinking Historically 

Notice how the author distinguishes between capitalism and the in
dustrial revolution. Was India more industrially advanced than capi
talistic? Did the British conquest of India benefit more from capital
ism, industry, or something else? 

Deindustrialization 

During the eighteenth century, India participated in the European in
dustrial revolution through the influence of its textile trade, and 
through the investments in shipping made by Indian bankers and mer
chants. Developments in textiles and shipbuilding constituted a signifi
cant industrial movement, but it would be wrong to suggest that India 
was on the verge of its own industrial revolution. There was no steam 
engine in India, no coal mines, and few machines .... lE]xpanding in
dustries were mostly in coastal areas. Much of the interior was in eco
nomic decline, with irrigation works damaged and neglected as a result 
of the breakup of the Mughal Empire and the disruption of war. 
Though political weakness in the empire had been evident since 1707, 
and a Persian army heavily defeated Mughal forces at Delhi in 1739, it 
was the British who most fully took advantage of the collapse of the 
empire. Between 1757 and 1803, they took control of most of India ex
cept the Northwest. The result was that the East India Company now 
administered major sectors of the economy, and quickly reduced the 
role of the big Indian bankers by changes in taxes and methods of col
lecting them. 

Arnold Pacey, Technology in World Civilization (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), 128-35. 
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Meanwhile, India's markets in Europe were being eroded b,y compe
tition from machine-spun yarns and printed calicoes made in Lanca
shire, and high customs duties were directed against Indian imports into 
Britain. Restrictions were also placed on the use of Indian-built ships for 
voyages to England. From 1812, there were extra duties on any imp()rts 
they delivered, and that must be one factor in the decline in shipbuifd
ing. A few Indian ships continued to make the voyage to Britain, how
ever, and there was one in Liverpool Docks in 1839 when Herman 
Melville arrived from America. It was the Irrawaddy from Bombay and 
Melville commented: "Forty years ago, these merchantmen were nearly 
the largest in the world; and they still exceed the generality." They were 
"wholly built by the native shipwrights of India, who ... surpassed the 
European artisans ." Melville further commented on a point which an 
Indian historian confirms, that the coconut fibre rope used for rigging 
on most Indian ships was toO elastic and needed constant attention. 
Thus the rigging on the Irrawaddy was being changed for hemp rope 
while it was in Liverpool. Sisal rope was an alternative in India, used 
with advantage on some ships based at Calcutta. 

Attitudes to India changed markedly after the subcontinent had 
fallen into British hands. Before this, travellers found much to admire 
in technologies ranging from agriculture to metallurgy. After 1803, 
however, the arrogance of conquest was reinforced by the rapid devel
opment of British industry. This meant that Indian techniques which a 
few years earlier seemed remarkable could now be equalled at much 
lower cost by British factories. India was then made to appear rather 
primitive, and the idea grew that its proper role was to provide raw 
materials for western industry, including raw cotton and indigo dye, 
and to function as a market for British goods. This policy was reflected 
in 1813 by a relaxation of the East India Company's monopoly of trade 
so that other British companies could now bring in manufactured 
goods freely for sale in India. Thus the textile industry, iron produc
tion, and shipbuilding were all eroded by cheap imports from Britain, 
and by handicaps placed on Indian merchants. 

By 1830, the situation had become so bad that even some of the 
British in India began to protest. One exclaimed, "We have destroyed 
the manufactures of India," pleading that there should be some protec
tion for silk weaving, "the last of the expiring manufactures of India." 
Another observer was alarmed by a "commercial revolution" which 
produced "so much present suffering to numerous classes in India." 

The question that remains is the speculative one of what might 
have happened if a strong Mughal government had survived. Fernand 
Braudel argues that although there was no lack of "capitalism" in 
India, the economy was not moving in the direction of home-grown in
dustrialization. The historian of technology inevitably notes the lack of 
development of machines, even though there had been some increase in 

the use of water-wheels during the eighteenth century both in the iron 
industry and at gunpowder mills. However, it is impossible not to be 
struck lJY the achievements of the shipbuilding industry, which pro
duced skilled carpenters and a model of large-scale organizations. It 
also trained up draughtsmen and people with mechanical interests. It is 
striking that one of the Wadia shipbuilders installed gas lighting in his 
home in 1834 and built a small foundry in which he made parts for 
steam engines. Given an independent and more prosperous India, it is 
difficult not to believe that a response to British industrialization might 
well have taken the form of a spread of skill and innovation from the 
shipyards into other industries. 

As it was, such developments were delayed until the 1850s and 
later, when the first mechanized cotton mill opened. It is significant 
that some of the entrepreneurs who backed the development of this in
dustry were from the same Parsi families as had built ships in Bombay 
and invested in overseas trade in the eighteenth century. 

Guns and Rails: Asia, Britain, and America 

Asian Stimulus 

Britain's "conquest" of India cannot be attributed to supenor arma
ments. Indian armies were also well equipped. More significant was the 
prior breakdown of Mughal government and the collaboration of many 
Indians. Some victories were also the result of good discipline and bold 
strategy, especially when Arthur Wellesley, the future Duke of Welling
ton, was in command. Wellesley'S contribution also illustrates the dis
tinctive western approach to the organizational aspect of technology. 
Indian armies might have had good armament, but because their guns 
were made in a great variety of different sizes, precise weapons drill 
was impossible and the supply of shot to the battlefield was unnecessar
ily complicated. By contrast, Wellesley'S forces standardized on just 
three sizes of field gun, and the commander himself paid close attention 
to the design of gun carriages and to the bullocks which hauled them, 
so that his artillery could move as fast as his infantry, and without de
lays due to wheel breakages. 

Significantly, the one major criticism regularly made of Indian ar
tillery concerned the poor design of gun carriages. Many, particularly be
fore 1760, were little better than four-wheeled trolleys. But the guns 
themselves were often of excellent design and workmanship. Whilst some 
were imported and others were made with the assistance of foreign craft
workers, there was many a brass cannon and mortar of Indian design, as 
well as heavy muskets for camel-mounted troops. Ca ptured field guns 
were often taken over for use by the British, and after capturing ninety 



guns in one crucial battle, Wellesley wrote that seventy were "the finest 
brass ordnance I have ever seen." They were probably made in northern 
India, perhaps at the great Mughal arsenal at Agra. 

Whilst Indians had been making guns from brass since the sixteenth 
century, Europeans could at first only produce this alloy in relatively 
small quantities because they had no technique for smelting zinc. By the 
eighteenth century, however, brass was being produceu in large quanti
ties in Europe, and brass cannon were being cast at Woolwich Arsenal 
near London. Several European countries were importing metallic zinc 
from China for this purpose. However, from 1743 there was a smelter 
near Bristol in England producing zinc, using coke 1 as fuel, and zinc 
smelters were also developed in Germany. At the end of the century, 
Britain's imports of zinc from the Far East were only about forty tons 
per year. Nevertheless, a British party which visited China in 1797 took 
particular note of zinc smelting methods. These were similar to the 
process used in India, which involved vaporizing the metal and then 
condensing it. There is a suspicion that the Bristol smelting works of 
1743 was based on Indian practice, although the possibility of indepen
dent invention cannot be excluded. 

A much clearer example of the transfer of technology from lndia oc
curred when British armies on the subcontinent encountered rockets, a 
type of weapon of which they had no previous experience. The basic 
technology had come from the Ottoman Turks or from Syria before 
1500, although the Chinese had invented rockets even earlier. In the 
1790s, some Indian armies included very large infantry units equipped 
with rockets. French mercenaries in Mysore had learned to make them, 
and the British Ordnance Office was enquiring for somebody with ex
pertise on the subject. In response, William Congreve, whose father was 
head of the laboratory at Woolwich Arsenal, undertook to design a 
rocket on Indian lines. After a successful demonstration, about two hun
dred of his rockets were used by the British in an attack on Boulogne in 
1806. Fired from over a kilometre away, they set fire to the town. After 
this success, rockets were adopted quite widely by European armies, 
though some commanders, notably the Duke of Wellington, frowned on 
such imprecise weapons, and they tended to drop out of use later in the 
cenwry. What happened next, however, was typical of the whole British 
relationship with India. William Congreve set up a factory to manufac
ture the weapons in 1817, and part of its output was exported to India 
to equip rocket troops operating there under British command. 

Yet another aspect of Asian technology in which eighteenth-century 
Europeans were interested was the design of farm implements. Reports 
on seed drills and ploughs were sent to the British Board of Agriculture 
from India in 1795. A century earlier the Dutch had found much of 
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interest in ploughs and winnowing machines of a Chinese type which 
they saw in Java. Then a Swedish party visiting Guangzhou (Canton) 
took a winnowing machine back home with them. Indeed, several of 
these machines were imported into different parts of Europe, and simi
lar devices for cleaning threshed grain were soon being made there. The 
in ventor of one of them, Jonas Norberg, admitted that he got "the ini
tial idea" from three machines "brought here from China," but had to 
create a new type because the Chinese machines "do not suit our kinds 
of grain." Similarly, the Dutch saw that the Chinese plough did not suit 
their type of soil, but it stimulated them to produce new designs with 
curved metal mould-boards in contrast to the less efficient flat wooden 
boards used in Europe hitherto. 

In most of these cases, and especially with zinc smelting, rockets, 
and winnowing machines, we have clear evidence of Europeans study
ing Asian technology in detail. With rockets and winnowers, though 
perhaps not with zinc, there was an element of imitation in the Euro
pean inventions which followed. In other instances, however, the more 
usual course of technological dialogue between Europe and Asia was 
that European innovation was challenged by the quality or scale of 
Asian output, but took a different direction, as we have seen in many 
aspects of the textile industry. Sometimes, the dialogue was even more 
limited, and served mainly to give confidence in a technique that was 
already known. Such was the case with occasional references to China 
in the writings of engineers designing suspension bridges in Britain. The 
Chinese had a reputation for bridge construction, and before 1700 
Peter the Great had asked for bridge-builders to be sent from China to 
work in Russia. Later, several books published in Europe described a 
variety of Chinese bridges, notably a long-span suspension bridge made 
with iron chains. 

Among those who developed the suspension bridge in the West 
were James Finley in America, beginning in 1801, and Samuel Brown 
and Thomas Telford in Britain. About 1814, Brown devised a flat, 
wrought-iron chain link which Telford later used to form the main 
structural chains in his suspension bridges. But beyond borrowing this 
specific technique, what Telford needed was evidence that the suspen
sion principle was applicable to the problem he was then tackling. Fin
ley's two longest bridges had spanned seventy-four and ninety-three 
metres, over the Merrimac and Schuylkill Rivers in the eastern United 
States. Telford was aiming to span almost twice the larger distance with 
his 176-metre Menai Bridge. Experiments at a Shropshire ironworks 
gave confidence in the strength of the chains. But Telford may have 
looked for reassurance even further afield. One of his notebooks con
tains the reminder, "Examine Chinese bridges." It is clear from the 
wording which follows that he had seen a recent booklet advocating a 
"bridge of chains," partly based on a Chinese example, to cross the 
Firth of Forth in Scotland. 
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ADAM SMITH 

From The Wealth of Nations 

An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations 
might justly be called the bible of free-market capitalism. Written in 
1776 in the context of the British (and European) debate over the 
proper role of government in the economy, Smith's work takes aim at 
mercantilism, or government supervision of the economy. Mercan
tilists believed that national economics required government assis
tance and direction to prosper. 

Smith argues that free trade will produce greater wealth than mer
cantilist trade and that free markets allocate resources more efficiently 
than the government. His notion of laissez-faire (literally "let do") 
capitalism assumes neither that capitalists arc virtuous nor that gov
ernments should absent themselves entirely from the economy. How
ever, Smith docs believe that the greed of capitalists generally negates 
itself and produces results that arc advantageous to, but unimagined 
by, the individual. "It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the 
brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner," Smith wrote, "but 
from their regard of their own interest. We address ourselves not to 
their humanity, but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our 
own necessities, but of their advantage.'" Each person seeks to maxi
mize his or her own gain, thereby creating an efficient market in 
which the cost of goods is instantly adjusted to exploit changes in sup
ply and demand, while the market provides what is needed at the 
price people arc willing to pay"as if by an invisible hand." 

What would Smith say to a farmer or manufacturer who wanted to 
institute tariffs or quotas to limit the number of cheaper imports en
tering the country and to minimize competition? What would he say 
to a government official who wanted to protect an important domes
tic industry? What would he say to a worker who complained about 
low wages or boring work? 

'Book I, chapter 2. 

Adam Smith, The Wealth of N ations (London: Everyman's Library, M. Dellt & Sons, Ltd., 
1910). 

Smith / From The Wealth of Nations 

Thinking Historically 

The Wealth of Nations was written in defense of free capitalism at a 
moment when the industrial revolution was just beginning. Some ele
ments of Smith 's writing suggest a preindustrial world, as in the quota
tion about the butcher, brewer, and baker mentioned earlier. Still, 
Smith was aware how new industrial methods were transforming age
old labor relarions and manufacturing processes. In some respects, 
Smith recognized that capitalism could create wealth, not just redistrib
ute it, because he appreciated the potential of industrial technology. 

As you read this selection, note when Smith is discussing capital
ism, the economic system, and the power of the new industrial tech
nology. In his discussion of the division of labor, what relationship 
docs Smith sec between the development of a capitalistic market and 
the rise of industrial technology? According to Smith, what is the rela
tionship between money and industry, and which is more important? 
What would Smith think about a "postindustrial" or "service" econ
omy in which few workers actually make products? What would he 
think of a prosperous country that imported more than it exported? 

Book I: Of the Causes of Improvement in the 

Productive Powers ofLabour, and of the 

Order According to Which Its Produce Is 


Naturally Distributed among the Different 

Ranks of the People 


Chapter 1: Of the Division of Labour 

The greatest improvement in the productive powers of labour, and the 
greater part of the skill, dexterity, and judgment with which it is any
where directed, or applied, seem to have been the effects of the division 
of labour. 

The effects of the division of labour, in the general business of soci
ety, will be more easily understood by considering in what manner it 
operates in some particular manufactures ... . 

To take an example, therefore, from a very trifling manufacture; 
but one in which the division of labour has been very often taken notice 
of, the trade of the pin-maker; a workman not educated to this business 
(which the division of labour has rendered a distinct trade), nor ac
quainted with the use of the machinery employed in it (to [he invention 
of which the same division of labour has probably given occasion), 
could scarce, perhaps, with his utmost industry, make one pin in a day, 
and certainly could not make twenty. But in the way in which this busi
ness is now carried on, not only the whole work is a peculiar trade, but 
it is divided into a number of branches, of which the greater part are 

jkm
Underline



774 775 Capitalism and the Industrial Revolution 

likewise peculiar trades. One man draws out the wire, another straights 
it, a third cuts it, a fourth points it, a fifth grinds it at the top for receiv
ing the head; to make the head requires two or three distinct opera
tions; to put it on is a peculiar business, to whiten the pins is another; it 
is even a trade by itself to put them into the paper; and the important 
business of making a pin is, in this manner, divided into about eighteen 
distinct operations, which, in some manufactories, are all performed by 
distinct hands, though in others the same man will sometimes perform 
two or three of them. I have seen a small manufactory of this kind 
where ten men only were employed, and where some of them conse
quently performed two or three di stinct operations. But though they 
were very poor, and therefore but indifferently accommodated with the 
necessary machinery, they co uld, when they exerted themselves, make 
among them about twelve pounds of pins in a day. There are in a 
pound upwards of four thousand pins of a middling size. Those ten 
persons, therefore, could make among them upwards of forty-eight 
thou sa nd pins in a day. Each person, therefore, making a tenth part of 
forty-eight thousand pins, might be considered as making four thou
sand eight hundred pins in a day. But if they had all wrought separately 
and independently, and without any of them having been educated to 
this peculiar business, they certainly could not each of them have made 
twenty, perhaps not one pin in a day; that is, certainly, not the two 
hundred and fortieth, perhaps not the four thousand eight hundredth 
part of what they are at present ca pable of performing, in consequence 
of a proper division and combination of their different operations. 

In every other art and manufacture, the effects of the division of 
labour are similar to what they are in this very trifling one; though, in 
many of them, the labour can neither be so much subdivided, nor re
duced to so great a simplicity of operation . ... 

Chapter 3: That the Division of Labour 

Is Limited by the Extent of the Market 


As it is the power of exchanging that gives occasion to the division of 
labour, so the extent of this division must always be limited by the ex
tent of that power, or, in other words, by the extent of the market. 
When the market is very small, no person can have any encouragement 
to dedicate himself entirely ro one employment, for want of the power 
to exchange all that surplus part of the produce of his own labour, 
which is over and above his own consumption, for such parts of the 
produce of other men 's labour as he has occasion for. 

There are some sorts of industry, even of the lowest kind, which 
can be carried on nowhere but in a great town. A porter, for exa mple, 
can find employment and subsi stence in no other place. A village is by 
much too narrow a sphere for him . . .. 

Smith / From The Wealth of Nations 

Chapter 5: Of the Real and Nominal Price of 

Commodities , or Their Price in Labour, and 


Their Price in Money 


Every man is rich or poor according to the degree in which he can af

ford to enjoy the necessaries , conveniences, and amusements of human 

life . But after the division of labour has once thoroughly taken place, it 

is but a very small part of these with which a man's own labour can 

supply him. The far greater part of them he must deri ve from the 

labour of other people , and he must be rich or poor according to the 

quantity of that labour which he can command, or which he can afford 

ro purchase. The value of any commodity, therefore, to the person who 

possesses it, and who mean s not to use or consume it himself, but to ex

change it for other commodities, is equal to the quantity of labour 

which it enables him to purchase or command. Labour, therefore, is the 

real measure of the exchangeable value of all commodities.... 

Chapter 7: Of the Natural and Market Price of Commodities 

. When the quantity of any commodity which is brought to market 
falls short of the effectual demand, all those who are willing to pay the 
w hole value of the rent, wages, and profit, which must be paid in order 
to bring it thither, cannot be supplied with the quantity which they 
want. Rather than want' it a ltogether, some of them will be willing to 
give more. A competition will immediately begin among them, and the 
market price will rise more or less above the natural price, according as 
either the greatness of the deficiency, or the wealth and wanton luxury 
of the competitors, happen to animate more or less the eagerness of the 
competition. Among competitors of equal wealth and luxury the same 
deficiency will generally occasion a more or less eager competition, ac
cording as the acquisition of the commodity happens to be of more or 
less importance to them. Hence the exorbitant price of the necessa ries 
of life during the blockade of a town or in a famine. 

When the quantity brought to market exceeds the effectual de
mand, it cannot be all sold to those who are willing to pay the whole 
value of the rent, wages, and profit, which must be paid in order to 

bring it thither. Some part must be sold to those who are willing to pay 
less, and the low price which they give for it must reduce the price of 
the whole. The market price will sink more or less below the natural 
price, according as th e greatness of the excess increases more or less the 
competition of the sellers, or according as it happens to be more or less 
important to them to get immediately rid of the commodity. The same 
excess in the importatio n of perishables will occasion a much greater 
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competition than in that of durable commodities; in the importation of 
oranges, for example, than in that of old iron. 

When the quantity brought to market is just sufficient to supply the 
effectual demand, and no more, the market price naturally comes to be 
either exactly, or as nearly as can be judged of, the same with the nat
ural price. The whole quantity upon hand can be disposed of for this 
price, and cannot be disposed of for more. The competition of the dif
ferent dealers obliges them all to accept of this price, but does not 
oblige them to accept of less. 

The quantity of every commodity brought to market naturally suits 
itself to the effectual demand . It is the interest of all those who employ 
their land, labour, or stock, in bringing any commodity to market, that 
the quantity never should exceed the effectual demand; and it is the in
terest of all other people that it never should fall short of that demand. 

Book N: Of Systems ofPolitical Economy 

Chapter 1: Of the Principle of the 

Commercial or Mercantile System 


I thought it necessary, though at the hazard of being tedious, to exam
ine at full length this popular notion that wealth consists in money, or 
in gold and silver. Money in common language, as I have already ob
served, frequently signifies wealth, and this ambiguity of expression has 
rendered this popular notion so familiar to us that even they who are 
convinced of its absurdity are very apt to forget their own principles, 
and in the course of their reasonings to take it for granted as a certain 
and undeniable truth. Some of the best English writers upon commerce 
set out with observing that the wealth of a country consists, not in its 
gold and silver only, but in its lands, houses, and consumable goods of 
all different kinds. In the course of their reasonings, however, the lands, 
houses, and consumable goods seem to slip out of their memory, and 
the strain of their argument frequently supposes that all wealth consists 
in gold and silver, and that to multiply those metals is the great object 
of national industry and commerce.... 

Chapter 2: Of Restraints upon the Importation 

from Foreign Countries of Such Goods 


as Can Be Produced at Home 


. .. The produce of industry is what it adds to the subject or materials 
upon which it is employed. In proportion as the value of this produce is 
great or small, so will likewise be the profits of the employer. But it is 
only for the sake of profit that any man employs a capital in the sup-

Smith / From The Wealth of Nations Tn 

port of industry; and he will always, therefore, endeavour to employ it 
in the support of that industry of which the produce is likely to be of 
the greatest value, or to exchange for the greatest quantity either of 
money or of other goods. 

But the annual revenue of every society is always precisely equal to 
the exchangeable value of the whole annual produce of its industry, or 
rather is precisely the same thing with that exchangeable value. As 
every individual, therefore, endeavours as much as he can both to em
ploy his capital in the support of domestic industry, and so to direct 
that industry that its produce may be of the greatest value; every indi
vidual necessarily labours to render the annual revenue of the society as 
great as he can. He generally, indeed, neither intends to promote the 
public interest, nor knows how much he is promoting it. By preferring 
the support of domestic to that of foreign industry, he intends only his 
own security; and by directing that industry in such a manner as its 
produce may be of the greatest value, he intends only his own gain, and 
he is in this, as in many other cases, led by an invisible hand to promote 
an end which was no part of his intention. Nor is it always the worse 
for the society that it was no part of it . By pursuing his own interest he 
frequently promotes that of the society more effectually than when he 
really intends to promote it. I have never known much good done by 
those who affected to trade for the public good. It is an affectation, in
deed, not very common among merchants, and very few words need be 
employed in dissuading them from it. 

What is the species of domestic industry which his capital can em
ploy, and of which the produce is likely to be of the greatest value, 
every individual, it is evident, can, in his local situation, judge much 
better than any statesman or lawgiver can do for him. The statesman 
who should attempt to direct private people in what manner they ought 
to employ their capitals would not only load himself with a most un
necessary attention, but assume an authority which could safely be 
trusted, not only to no single person, but to no council or senate what
ever, and which would nowhere be so dangerous as in the hands of a 
man who had folly and presumption enough to fancy himself fit to ex
ercise it. 

To give the monopoly of the home market to the produce of domes
tic industry, in any particular art or manufacture, is in some measure to 
direct private people in what manner they ought to employ their capi
tals, and must, in almost all cases, be either a useless or a hurtful regula
tion. If the produce of domestic can be brought there as cheap as that of 
foreign industry, the regulation is evidently useless. If it cannot, it must 
generally be hurtful. It is the maxim of every prudent master of a family 
never to attempt to make at home what it will cost him more to make 
than to buy. The tailor does not attempt to make his own shoes, but 
buys them of the shoemaker. The shoemaker does not attempt to make 
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his own clothes, but employs a tailor. The farmer attempts to make nei
ther the one nor the other, but employs those different artificers. All of 
them find it for their interest to employ their whole industry in a way in 
which they have some advantage over their neighbours, and to purchase 
with a part of its produce, or what is the same thing, with the price of a 
part of it, whatever else they have occasion for. 

What is prudence in the conduct of every private family can scarce 
be folly in that of a great kingdom. If a foreign country can supply us 
with a commodity cheaper than we ourselves can make it, better buy it 
of them with some part of the produce of our own industry employed 
in a way in which we have some advantage. The general industry of the 
country, being always in proportion to the capital which employs it, 
will not thereby be diminished, no more than that of the above
mentioned artificers; but only left to find out the way in which it can be 
employed with the greatest advantage. It is certainly not employed to 
the greatest advantage when it is thus directed towards an object which 
it can buy cheaper than it can make.. . . 

B 

From The Sadler Report of 

the House of Commons 

Although children were among the ideal workers in the factories of 
the industrial revolution, according to many factory owners, increas
ingly their exploitation became a concern of the British Parliament. 
One important parliamentary investigation, chaired by Michael 
Sadler, took volumes of testimony from child workers and older 
people who had worked as children in the mines and factories. The 
following is a sample of the testimony gathered in the Sadler Report. 
The report led to child-labor reform in the Factory Act of 1833. 

What seem to be the causes of Crabtree's distress? How could they 
have been alleviated? 

From The SadIe,. Report: Report from the Committee on the Bill to }\ egulate the Labour of 
Children in the Mills and Fact ories of the United Kingdom (London: The HOllse of Com· 
mon s, 183 2). 

From The Sadler Report of the House of Commons 

Thinking Historically 

To what extent are the problems faced by Matthew Crabtree the in
evitable results of machine production? To what extent are his prob
lems caused by capitalism? How might the owner of this factory have 
addressed these issues? 

If you asked the owner why he didn't pay more, shorten the work
day, provide more time for meals, or provide medical assistance when 
it was needed, how do you think he would have responded? Do you 
think Crabtree would have been in favor of reduced hours if it meant 
reduced wages? 

Friday, 18 May 1832 -Michael Thomas Sadler, 

Esquire, in the Chair 


Mr. Matthew Crabtree, called in; and Examined. 
What age are you? - Twenty-two. 
What is your occupation? - A blanket manufacturer. 
Have you ever been employed in a factory? - Yes. 
At what age did you first go to work in one? - Eight. 
How long did you continue in that occupation? - Four years. 
Will you state the hours of labour at the period when you first went 

to the factory, in ordinary times? - From 6 in the morning to 8 at night. 
Fourteen hours? - Yes. 
With what intervals for refreshment and rest? - An hour at noon. 
Then you had no resting time allowed in which to take your break

fast, or what is in Yorkshire called your "drinking"? - No. 
When trade was brisk what were your hours? - From 5 in the 

morning to 9 in the evening. 
Sixteen hours? - Yes. 
With what intervals at dinner? - An hour. 
How far did you live from the mill? - About two miles. 
Was there any time allowed for you to get your breakfast in the 

mill? - No. 
Did you take it before you left your home? - Generally. 
During those long hours of labour could you be punctual; how did 

you awake? - I seldom did awake spontaneously; I was most generally 
awoke or lifted out of bed, sometimes asleep, by my parents. 

Were you always in time? - No. 
What was the consequence if you had been too late? -I was most 

commonly beaten. 
Severely? - Very severely, I thought. 
In whose factory was this? - Messrs. Hague & Cook's, of Dews

bury. 
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Will you state the effect that those long hours had upon the state of 
your health and feelings? - I was, when working those long hours, 
commonly very much fatigued at night, when I left my work; so much 
so that I sometimes should have slept as I walked if I had not stumbled 
and started awake again; and so sick often that I could not eat, and 
what I did eat I vomited. 

Did this labour destroy your appetite? - It did. 
In what situation were YOll in that mill? - I was a piecener. 
Will you state to this Committee whether piecening is a very labori

ous employment for children, or not? -It is a very laborious employ
ment. Pieceners are continually running to and fro, and on their feet the 
whole day. 

The duty of the piecener is to take the cardings from one part of the 
machinery, and to place them on another? - Yes. 

So that the labour is not only continual, but it is unabated to the 
last? - It is unabated to the last. 

Do you not think, from your own experience, that the speed of the 
machinery is so calculated as to demand the utmost exertions of a child 
supposing the hours were moderate? -It is as much as they could do 
at the best; they are always upon the stretch, and it is commonly very 
difficult to keep up with their work. 

State the condition of the children toward the latter part of the day, 
who have thus to keep up with the machinery. - It is as much as they 
can do when they are not very much fatigued to keep up with their 
work, and roward the close of the day, when they come to be more fa
tigued, they cannot keep up with it very well, and the consequence is 
that they are beaten to spur them on. 

Were you beaten under those circumstances? - Yes. 
Frequently? - Very frequently. 
And principally at the latter end of the day? - Yes. 
And is it your belief that if you had not been so beaten, you should 

not have got through the work? -I should not if I had not been kept 
up to it by some means. 

Does beating then principally occur at the latter end of the day, 
when the children are exceedingly fatigued? - It does at the latter end 
of the day, and in the morning sometimes, when they are very drowsy, 
and have not got rid of the fatigue of the day before. 

What were you beaten with principally? - A strap. 
Anything else? - Yes, a stick sometimes; and there is a kind of roller 

which runs on the top of the machine called a billy, perhaps two or three 
yards in length, and perhaps an inch and a half, or more in diameter; the 
circumference would be four or five inches; I cannot speak exactly. 

Were you beaten with that instrument? - Yes. 
Have you yourself been beaten, and have you seen other children 

struck severely with that roller? -I have been struck very severely with 

From The Sadler Report of the House of Commons 

it myself, so much so as to knock me down, and I have seen other chil
dren have their heads broken with it. 

You think that it is a general practice to beat the children with the 
roller? -It is. 

You do not think then that you were worse treated than other chil
dren in the mill? - No, I was not, perhaps not so bad as some were. 

In those mills is chastisement towards the latter part of the day 
going on perpetually? - Perpetually. 

So that you can hardly be in a mill without hearing constant cry
ing? - Never an hour, I believe. 

Do you think that if the overlooker were naturally a humane per
son it would be still found necessary for him to beat the children, in 
order to keep up their attention and vigilance at the termination of 
those extraordinary days of labour? - Yes, the machine turns off a reg
ular quantity of cardings, and of course they must keep as regularly to 
their work the whole of the day; they must keep with the machine, and 
therefore however humane the slubber may be, as he must keep up with 
the machine or be found fault with, he spurs the children to keep up 
also by various means but that which he commonly resorts to is to 

strap them when they become drowsy. 
At the time when you were beaten for not keeping up with your 

work, were you anxious to have done it if you possibly could? - Yes; 
the dread of being beaten if we could not keep up with our work was a 
sufficient impulse to keep us to it if we could. 

When you got home at night after this labour, did you feel much 
fatigued? - Very much so. 

Had you any time to be with your parents, and to receive instruc
tion from them? - No. 

What did you do? - All that we did when we got home was to get 
the little bit of supper that was provided for us and go to bed immedi
ately. If the supper had not been ready directly, we should have gone to 
sleep while it was preparing. 

Did you not, as a child, feel it a very grievous hardship to be roused 
so soon in the morning? - I did . 

Were the rest of the children similarly circumstanced? - Yes, all of 
them; but they were not all of them so far from their work as I was. 

And if you had been too late you were under the apprehension of 
being cruelly beaten? -I generally was beaten when I happened to be 
too late; and when I got up in the morning the apprehension of that 
was so great, that I used to run, and cry all the way as I went to the 
mill. 

That was the way by which your punctual attendance was se
cured? - Yes. 

And you do not think it could have been secured by any other 
means? -No. 
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Then it is your impression from what you have seen, and from your 
own experience, that those long hours of labour have the effect of ren
dering young persons who are subject to them exceedingly unhappy?
Yes. 

You have already said it had a considerable effect upon your 
health? - Yes. 

Do you conceive that it diminished your growth? - I did not pay 
much attention to that; but I have been examined by some persons who 
said they thought I was rather stunted, and that I should have been 
taller if I had not worked at the mill. 

What were your wages at that time? - Three shillings (per week). 
And how much a day had you for overwork when you were 

worked so exceedingly long? - A halfpenny a day. 
Did you frequently forfeit that if you were not always there to a 

moment? - Yes; I most frequently forfeited what was allowed for 
those long hours. 

You took your food to the mill; was it in your mill, as is the case in 
cotton mills, much spoiled by being laid aside? -It was very frequently 
covered by flues from the wool; and in that case they had to be blown 
off with the mouth, and picked off with the fingers before it could be 
eaten. 

So that not giving you a little leisure for eating your food, but 
obliging you to take it at the mill, spoiled your food when you did get 
it? - Yes, very commonly. 

And that at the same time that this over-labour injured your ap
petite? - Yes. 

Could you eat when you got home? - Not always. 
What is the effect of this piecening upon the hands? - It makes 

them bleed; the skin is completely rubbed off, and in that case they 
bleed in perhaps a dozen parts. 

The prominent parts of the hand? - Yes, all the prominent parts of 
the hand are rubbed down till they bleed; every day they are rubbed in 
that way. 

All the time you continue at work? - All the time we are working. 
The hands never can be hardened in that work, for the grease keeps 
them soft in the first instance, and long and continual rubbing is always 
wearing them down, so that if they were hard they would be sure to 
bleed. 

It is attended with much pain? - Very much. 
Do they allow you to make use of the back of the hand? - No; the 

work cannot be so well done with the back of the hand, or I should 
have made use of that. 
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KARL MARX AND FRIEDRICH ENGELS 

From The Communist Manifesto 

The Communist Manifesto was written in 1848 in the midst of Euro
pean upheaval, a time when capitalist industrialization had spread 
from England to France and Germany. Marx and Engels were Ger
mans who studied and worked in France and England. In the Mani
festo, they imagine a revolution that will transform all of Europe. 
What do they sec as the inevitable causes of this revolution? How, ac
cording to their analysis, is the crisis of "modern" society different 
from previous crises? Were Marx and Engels correct? 

Thinking Historically 

Notice how Marx and Engels describe the notions of capitalism and 
industrialization without using those words. The term capitalism de
veloped later from Marx's classic Das Kapital (1859), but the term 
bourgeoisie, ':. as Engels notes in this selection, stands for the capitalist 
class. For Marx and Engels, the industrial revolution (another later 
phrase) is the product of a particular stage of capitalist development. 
Thus, if Marx and Engels were asked whether capitalism or industry 
was the principal force that created the modern world, what would 
their answer be? 

The Communist Manifesto is widely known as the classic critique 
of capitalism, but a careful reading reveals a list of achievements of 
capitalist or "bourgeois civilization." What are these achievements? 
Did Marx and Engels consider them to be achievements? How could 
Marx and Engels both praise and criticize capitalism? 

Bourgeois and Proletarians1 

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. 

"bohr zhwah ZEE 


'In French bourgeois means a rown-dweller. Pnlietarial1 comes from rhe Larin, profetar

ius. which mC3m a person whose sol e wcalrh was his offspring (profes). IEJ.I 

[Nmc by Engels! gy "bourgeoisie" is meant rhe class of modem capiralisrs, owners of 
rhe means of socia l producrion and employers of wage-labor; by "prolerariar," rhe class o f 
modern wage-laborers who, having no means of producrion of rheir own, arc reduced to seil 
ing rheir labor power in order ro hve. 

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Parly (Arlingron Heighrs, III.: 
HarLlIl Dav idson, 1955) . Reprimed in rhe Crofrs Classics Series. 
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Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guildmaster 
and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant 
opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, 
now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary 
reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contend
ing classes. 

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a com
plicated arrangement of society into various orders, a manifold grada
tion of social rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, ple
beians , slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guildmasters, 
journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, sub
ordinate gradations. 

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of 
feudal society, has not done away with class antagonisms. It has but es
tablished new classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of 
struggle in place of the old ones. 

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this 
distinctive feature: It has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a 
whole is more and more splitting up into the two great hostile camps, 
into two great classes direc tly facing each other - bourgeoisie and pro
letariat. 

Fro m the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of 
the earliest towns. From these burgesses the first elements of the bour
geoisie were developed. 

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

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

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. 
Even manufacture2 no longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machin

2By manufacture Marx mea nt the syste m of production which succeeded the guild sys
tem but which st ill relied mainl y upo n direct hLlman labor for power. H e distingLli shed it from 
modern industry which a rose when machine ry driven by wate r a nd steam was introduced. 

IEd.1 
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cry revolutionized industrial production. The place of manufacture was 
taken by the giant, modern industry, the place of the industrial middle 
class, by industrial millionaires - the leaders of whole industrial 
armies, the modern bourgeois. 

Modern industry has established the world market, for which the 
discovery of America paved the way. This market has given an im
mense development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by 
land. This development has, in its turn, reacted on the extension of in
dustry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways 
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased 
its capital, and pushed into the background every class handed down 
from the Middl e Ages. 

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

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by 
a corresponding political advance of that class. An oppressed class under 
the sway of the feudal nobility, it became an armed and self-governing as
sociation in the medieval commune; here independent urban republic (as 
in Italy and Germany) , there taxable "third estate" of the monarchy (as in 
France); afterwards, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either 
the semifeudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the no
bility, and, in fact, cornerstone of the great monarchies in general- the 
bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of modern industry and of 
the world market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative state, 
exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern state is but a com
mittee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 

The bourgeoisie has played a most revolutionary role in history. 
The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an 

end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn 
asunder the motley feudal tics that bound man to his "natural superi
ors," and has left no other bond between man and man than naked 
self-interest, than callous "cash payment. " It has drowned the most 
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of 
phibstine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It 
has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in place of the 
numberless indefensible chartered freedoms, has set up that single, un
conscionable freedom - Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, 
veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, 
shameless, direct, brutal exploitation. 

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto 
honored and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted the 
physician, the lawye r, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its 
paid wage-laborers. 
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The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, 
and has reduced the family relation to a mere money relation. 

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

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

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

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market 
given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in 
every country. To the great chagrin of reactionaries, it has drawn from 
under the feet of industry the national ground on which it stood. AI1 
old-esta blished national industries have been destroyed or are daily 
being destroyed. They arc dislodged by new industries, whose introduc
tion becomes a life and death question for all civilized nations, by in
dustries that no longer work up indigenous raw material, but raw ma
terial drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are 
consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place 
of the old wants, satisfied by the production of the country, we find 
new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands 
and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self
sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal interde
pendence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual produc
tion. The intellectual creations of individual nations become common 
property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more 
and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local litera
tures there arises a world literature . 

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

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

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

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

We see then that the means of production and of exchange, which 
served as the foundation for the growth of the bourgeoisie, were gener
ated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these 
means of production and of exchange, the conditions under which feu
dal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organization of agricul
ture and manufacturing industry, in a word, the feudal relations of 
property became no longer compatible with the already developed pro
ductive forces; they became so many fetters. They bad to be burst asun
der; they were burst asunder. 

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

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern 
bourgeois society with its relations of production, of exchange and of 
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property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic means of produc
tion and exchange, is like the sorcerer who is no longer able to control 
the powers of the nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For 
many a decade past the history of industry and commerce is but the his
tory of the revolt of modern productive forces against modern condi
tions of production, against the property relations that are the condi
tions for the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is enough to 
mention the commercial crises that by their periodical return put the 
existence of the entire bourgeoisie society on trial, each time more 
threateningly. In these crises a great part not only of the existing prod
ucts, but also of the previously created productive forces, are periodi
cally destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an epidemic that, in all 
earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity - the epidemic of 
overproduction. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of 
momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of dev
astation had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry 
and commerce seem to be destroyed. And why? Because there is too 
much civilization, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, 
too much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no 
longer tend to further the development of the conditions of bourgeois 
property; on the contrary, they have become too powerful for these 
conditions, by which they are fettered, and no sooner do they overcome 
these fetters than they bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois soci
ety, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of 
bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by 
them. And how does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one 
hand by enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the 
other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough ex
ploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more 
extensive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing the means 
whereby crises are prevented. 

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

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

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

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

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriar
chal master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of 
labourers, crowded into the factory, are organised like soldiers. As pri
vates of the industrial army they are placed under the command of a 
perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of 
the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State; they are daily and 
hourly enslaved by the machine, by the over-looker, and, above all , by 
the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly this 
despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the 
more hateful and the more embittering it is. 

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

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, 
so far, at an end, that he receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon 
by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, 
the pawnbroker, etc. 

The lower strata of the middle class - the small tradespeople, 
shopkeepers, retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and peas
ants - all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their 
diminutive capital does not suffice for the scale on which Modern In
dustry is carried on, and is swamped in the competition with the large 
capita lists, partly beca usc their specialized skill is rendered worthless by 
the new methods of production. Thus the proletariat is recruited from 
all classes of the population. 
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PETER N. STEARNS 

The Industrial Revolution Outside the West 

Stearns, a modern historian, discusses the export of industrial machin
ery and techniques outside the West (Europe and North America) in 
the nineteenth century. Again and again, he finds that initial attempts 
at industrialization - in Russia, India, Egypt, and South America
led to increased production of export crops and resources but failed to 
stimulate true industrial revolutions. Consequently, as producers of 
raw materials, these countries became more deeply dependent on 
Western markets for their products, while at the same time importing 
from the West more valuable manufactured products like machinery. 
What common reasons can you find for these failures? 

Thinking Historically 

Did nineteenth-century efforts to ignite industrial revolutions outside 
the West fail because these societies neglected to develop capitalism, 
or did they fail because their local needs were subordinated to those of 
Western capitalists? Explain. 

Before the 1870s no industrial revolution occurred outside Western so
ciety. The spread of industrialization within western Europe, while by 
no means automatic, followed from a host of shared economic, cul
tural, and political features. The quick ascension of tbe United States 
was somewhat more surprising - the area was not European and had 
been far less developed economically during the eighteenth century. 
Nevertheless, extensive commercial experience in the northern states 
and the close mercantile and cultural ties with Britain gave the new na
tion advantages for its rapid imitation of the British lead. Abundant 
natural resources and extensive investments from Europe kept the 
process going, joining the United States to the wider dynamic of indus
trialization in the nineteenth-century West. 

Elsewhere, conditions did not permit an industrial revolution, an 
issue that must be explored in dealing with the international context for 
this first phase of the world's industrial experience. Yet the West's in-
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dustrial revolution did have substantial impact. It led to a number of 
pilot projects whereby initial machinery and factories were established 
under Western guidance. More important, it led to new Western de
mands on the world's economies that instigated significant change 
without industrialization; indeed, these demands in several cases made 
industrialization more difficult. 

Pilot Projects 

Russia's contact with the West's industrial revolution before the 1870s 
offers an important case study that explains why many societies could 
not follow the lead of nations like France or the United States in imitat
ing Britain. Yet Russia did introduce some new equipment for eco
nomic and military-political reasons, and these initiatives did generate 
change - they were not mere window dressing. 

More than most societies not directly part of Western civilization, 
Russia had special advantages in reacting to the West's industrial lead 
and special motivation for paying attention to this lead. Russia had 
been part of Europe's diplomatic network since about 1700. It saw it
self as one of Europe's great powers, a participant in international con
ferences and military alliances. The country also had close cultural ties 
with western Europe, sharing in artistic styles and scientific develop
ments - though Russian leadership had stepped back from cultural 
alignment because of the shock of the French Revolution in 1789 and 
subsequent political disorders in the West. Russian aristocrats and in
tellectuals routinely visited western Europe. Finally, Russia had prior 
experience in imitating Western technology and manufacturing: impor
tation of Western metallurgy and shipbuilding had formed a major part 
of Peter tbe Great's reform program in the early eighteenth century. 

Contacts of this sort explain why Russia began to receive an indus
trial outreach from the West within a few decades of the advent of the 
industrial revolution. British textile machinery was imported beginning 
in 1843. Ernst Knoop, a German immigrant to Britain who had clerked 
in a Manchester cotton factory, set himself up as export agent to the 
Russians. He also sponsored British workers who installed the machin
ery in Russia and told any Russian entrepreneur brash enough to ask 
not simply for British models but for alterations or adaptations: "That 
is not your affair; in England they know better than YOll." Despite the 
snobbism, a number of Russian entrepreneurs set up small factories to 
produce cotton, aware that even in Russia's small urban market they 
could make a substantial profit by underselling traditional manufac
tured cloth. Other factories were established directly by Britons. 

Europeans and Americans were particularly active in responding to 
calls by the tsar's government for assistance in establishing railway and 
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steamship lines. The first steamship appeared in Russia in 1815, and by 
1820 a regular service ran on the Volga River. The first public railroad, 
joining St. Petersburg to the imperial residence in the suburbs, opened 
in 1837. In 1851 the first major line connected St. Petersburg and 
Moscow, along a remarkably straight route desired by Tsar Nicholas I 
himself. American engineers were brought in, again by the government, 
to set up a railroad industry so that Russians could build their own lo
comotives and cars. George Whistler, the father of the painter James 
McNeill Whistler (and thus husband of Whistler's mother), played an 
important role in the effort. He and some American workers helped 
train Russians in the needed crafts, frequently complaining about their 
slovenly habits but appreciating their willingness to learn. 

Russian imports of machinery increased rapidly; they were over 
thirty times as great in 1860 as they had been in 1825. While in 1851 
the nation manufactured only about half as many machines as it im
ported, by 1860 the equation was reversed, and the number of machine
building factories had quintupled (from nineteen to ninety-nine). The 
new cotton industry surged forward with most production organized in 
factories using wage labor. 

These were important changes. They revealed that some Russians 
were alert to the business advantages of Western methods and that 
some Westerners saw the great profits to be made by setting up shop in 
a huge but largely agricultural country. The role of the government was 
vital: The tsars used tax money to offer substantial premiums to West
ern entrepreneurs, who liked the adventure of dealing with the Rus
sians but liked their superior profit margins even more. 

But Russia did not then industrialize. Modern industrial operations 
did not sufficiently dent established economic practices. The nation re
mained overwhelmingly agricultural. High percentage increases in man
ufacturing proceeded from such a low base that they had little general 
impact. Several structural barriers impeded a genuine industrial revolu
tion. Russia's cities had never boasted a manufacturing tradition; there 
were few artisans skilled even in preindustrial methods. Only by the 
1860s and 1870s had cities grown enough for an artisan core to take 
shape - in printing, for example - and even then large numbers of 
foreigners (particularly Germans) had to be imported. Even more seri
ous was the system of serfdom that kept most Russians bound to agri
cultural estates. While some free laborers could be found, most rural 
Russians could not legally leave their land, and their obligation to de
vote extensive work service to their lords' estates reduced their incen
tive even for agricultural production. Peter the Great had managed to 
adapt serfdom to a preindustrial metallurgical industry by allowing 
landlords to sell villages and the labor therein for expansion of iron
works. But this mongrel system was not suitable for change on a 
grander scale, which is precisely what the industrial revolution entailed. 
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Furthermore, the West's industrial revolution, while it provided 
tangible examples for Russia to imitate, also produced pressures to de
velop more traditional sectors in lieu of structural change. The West's 
growing cities and rising prosperity claimed rising levels of Russian tim
ber, hemp, tallow, and, increasingly, grain. These were export goods 
that could be produced without new technology and without altering 
the existing labor system. Indeed, many landlords boosted the work
service obligations of the serfs in order to generate more grain produc
tion for sale to the West. The obvious temptation was to lock in an 
older economy - to respond to new opportunity by incremental 
changes within the traditional system and to maintain serfdom and the 
rural preponderance rather than to risk fundamental internal transfor
mation. 

The proof of Russia's lag showed in foreign trade. It rose but rather 
modestly, posting a threefold increase between 1800 and 1860. Exports 
of raw materials approximately paid for the imports of some machin
ery, factory-made goods from abroad, and a substantial volume of lux
ury products for the aristocracy. And the regions that participated most 
in the growing trade were not the tiny industrial enclaves (in St. Peters
burg, Moscow, and the iron-rich Urals) but the wheat-growing areas of 
southern Russia where even industrial pilot projects had yet to surface. 
Russian manufacturing exported nothing at all to the West, though it 
did find a few customers in Turkey, central Asia, and China. 

The proof of Russia's lag showed even more dramatically in Rus
sia's new military disadvantage. Peter the Great's main goal had been 
to keep Russian military production near enough to Western levels to 
remain competitive, with the huge Russian population added into the 
equation. This strategy now failed, for the West's industrial revolution 
changed the rules of the game. A war in 1854 pitting Russia against 
Britain and France led to Russia's defeat in its own backyard. The 
British and French objected to new Russian territorial gains (won at the 
expense of Turkey's Ottoman Empire) that brought Russia greater ac
cess to the Black Sea. The battleground was the Crimea. Yet British and 
French steamships connected their armies more reliably with supplies 
and reinforcements from home than did Russia's ground transportation 
system with its few railroads and mere three thousand miles of first
class roads. And British and French industry could pour out more and 
higher-quality uniforms, guns, and munitions than traditional Russian 
manufacturing could hope to match. The Russians lost the Crimean 
War, surrendering their gains and swallowing their pride in 1856. 
Patchwork change had clearly proved insufficient to match the military, 
much less the economic, power the industrial revolution had generated 
in the West. 

After a brief interlude, the Russians digested the implications of 
their defeat and launched a period of basic structural reforms. The 
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linchpin was the abolition of serfdom in 1861. Peasants were not en
tirely freed, and rUfal discontent persisted, but many workers could 
now leave the land; the basis for a wage labor force was established. 
Other reforms focused on improving basic education and health, and 
while change in these areas was slow, it too set the basis for a genuine 
commitment to industrialization. A real industrial revolution lay in the 
future, however. By the 1870s Russia's contact with industrialization 
had deepened its economic gap vis-a.-vis the West but had yielded a few 
interesting experiments with new methods and a growing realization of 

the need for further change. 
Societies elsewhere in the world - those more removed from tradi

tional ties to the West or more severely disadvantaged in the ties that 

did exist - saw even more tentative industrial pilot projects during the 

West's industrialization period. The Middle East and India tried some 

industrial imitation early on but largely failed - though not without 

generating some important economic change. Latin America also 

launched some revealingly limited technological change. Only eastern 
Asia and sub-Saharan Africa were largely untouched by any explicit in
dustrial imitations until the late 1860s or beyond; they were toO distant 
from European culture to venture a response so quickly. 

Prior links with the West formed the key variable, as Russia's expe
rience abundantly demonstrated. Societies that had some familiarity 
with Western merchants and some preindustrial awareness of the 
West's steady commercial gains mounted some early experiments in in
dustrialization. Whether they benefited as a result compared with areas 
that did nothing before the late nineteenth century might be debated. 

One industrial initiative in India developed around Calcutta, where 
British coloniai rule had centered since the East India Company 
founded the city in 1690. A Hindu Brahman family, the Tagores, estab
lished close ties with many British administrators. Without becoming 
British, they sponsored a number of efforts to revivify India, including 
new colleges and research centers. Dwarkanath Tagore controlled tax 
collection in part of Bengal, and early in the nineteenth century he used 
part of his profit to found a bank. He also bought up a variety of com
mercial landholdings and traditional manufacturing operations. In 
1834 he joined with British capitalists to establish a diversified com
pany that boasted holdings in mines (including the first Indian coal 
mine), sugar refineries, and some new textile factories; the equipment 
was imported from Britain. Tagore's dominant idea was a British
Indian economic and cultural collaboration that would revitalize his 
country. He enjoyed a high reputation in Europe and for a short time 
made a success of his economic initiatives. Tagore died on a trip 
abroad, and his financial empire declined soon after. 

This first taste of Indian industrialization was significant, but it 
brought few immediate results. The big news in India, even as Tagore 
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launched his companies, was the rapid decline of traditional textiles 
under the bombardment of British factory competition; millions of In
dian villagers were thrown out of work. Furthermore, relations be
tween Britain and the Indian elite worsened after the mid-1830s as 
British officials sought a more active economic role and became more 
intolerant of Indian culture. One British official, admitting no knowl
edge of Indian scholarship, wrote that "all the historical information" 
and science available in Sanskrit was "less valuable than what may be 
found in the most paltry a bridgements used at preparatory schools in 
England." With these attitudes, the kind of collaboration that might 
have aided Indian appropriation of British industry became impossible. 

The next step in India's contact with the industrial revolution did 
not occur until the 'I 850s when the colonial government began to build 
a significant railroad network. The first passenger line opened in 1853 . 
Some officials feared that Hindus might object to traveling on such 
smoke-filled monsters, but trains proved very popular and there ensued 
a period of rapid economic and social change. The principal result, 
however, was not industrial development but further extension of com
mercial agriculture (production of cotton and other goods for export) 
and intensification of British sales to India's interior. Coal mining did 
expand, but manufacturing continued to shrink. There was no hint of 
an industrial revolution in India. 

Imitation in the Middle East was somewhat more elaborate, in part 
because most of this region, including parts of North Africa, retained 
independence from European colonialism. Muslims had long disdained 
Western culture and Christianity, and Muslim leaders, including the 
rulers of the great Ottoman Empire, had been very slow to recognize 
the West's growing dynamism after the fifteenth century, Some West
ern medicine was imported, but technology was ignored. Only in the 
eighteenth century did this attitude begin, haltingly, to change. The Ot
toman government imported a printing press from Europe and began 
discussing Western-style technical training, primarily in relationship to 
the military. 

In 1798 a French force briefly seized Egypt, providing a vivid sym
bol of Europe 's growing technical superiority. Later an Ottoman gover
nor, Muhammed Ali, seized Egypt from the imperial government and 
pursued an ambitious agenda of expansionism and modernization. 
Muhammed Ali sponsored many changes in Egyptian society in imita
tion of Western patterns, including a new tax system and new kinds of 
schooling. He also destroyed the traditional Egyptian elite. The govern
ment encouraged agricultural production by sponsoring major irriga
tion projects and began to import elements of the industrial revolution 
from the West in the 1830s. English machinery and technicians were 
brought in to build textile factories, sugar refineries, paper mills, and 
weapons shops. Muhammed Ali clearly conremDlated a sweeDinf! 
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reform program in which industrialization would playa central role in 
making Egypt a powerhouse in the Middle East and an equal to the Eu
ropean powers. Many of his plans worked well, but the industrializa
tion effort failed. Egyptian factories could not in the main compete 
with European imports, and the initial experiments either failed or stag
nated. More durable changes involved the encouragement to the pro
duction of cash crops like sugar and conon, which the government re
quired in order to earn tax revenues to support its armies and its 
industrial imports. Growing concentration on cash crops also enriched 
a new group of Egyptian landlords and merchants. Bur the shift actu
ally formalized Egypt'S dependent position in the world economy, as 
European businesses and governments increasingly interfered with the 
internal economy. The Egyptian reaction to the West's industrial revo
lution, even more than the Russian response, was to generate massive 
economic redefinition without industrialization, a strategy that locked 
peasants into landlord control and made a manufacturing transforma
tion at best a remote prospect. 

Spurred by the West's example and by Muhammed Ali, the Ot
toman government itself set up some factories after 1839, importing 
equipment from Europe to manufacture textiles, paper, and guns. Coal 
and iron mining were encouraged. The government established a postal 
system in 1834, a telegraph system in 1855, and steamships and the be
ginning of railway construction from 1866 onward. These changes in
creased the role of European traders and investors in the Ottoman 
economy and produced no overall industrial revolution. Again, the 
clearest result of improved transport and communication was a grow
ing emphasis on the export of cash crops and minerals to pay for neces
sary manufactured imports from Europe. An industrial example had 
been set, and, as in Egypt, a growing though still tiny minority of Mid
dle Easterners gained some factory experience, but no fundamental 
transformation occurred.... 

Developments of preliminary industrial trappings - a few facto
ries, a few railroads - nowhere outside Europe converted whole 
economies to an industrialization process until late in the nineteenth 
century, though they provided some relevant experience on which later 
(mainly after 1870) and more intensive efforts could build. A few 
workers became factory hands and experienced some of the same up
heaval as their Western counterparts in terms of new routines and pres
sures on work pace . Many sought to limit their factory experience, 
leaving for other work or for the countryside after a short time; tran
sience was a problem for much the same reasons as in the West: the 
clash with traditional work and leisure values. Some technical and busi
ness expertise also developed. Governments took the lead in most at
tempts to imitate the West, which was another portent for the future; 
with some exceptions. local merchant groups had neither the capital 
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nor [he motivation to undertake such ambitious and uncertain projects. 
By the 1850s a number of governments were clearly beginning to real
ize that some policy response to the industrial revolution was ab
solutely essential, lest Western influence become still more overwhelm
ing. On balance, however, the principal results of very limited imitation 
tended to heighten the economic imbalance with western Europe, a dis
parity that made it easier to focus on nonindustrial exports. This too 
was a heritage for the future . .. . 
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IWASAKI YATARO 

Mitsubishi Letter to Employees 

Japan was the first country outside the West to undergo an industrial 
revolution. After 1854 when American Commodore Perry forced 
Japan to open its ports to the West, Japanese society underwent a 
wide range of changes. In 1868, the Meiji (Enlightened) Restoration 
government proceeded to mobilize the population to learn Western 
methods of industrial production and many other facets of Western 
culture and society. Many Japanese were educated in the United States 
and Europe, especially in Germany. Japanese industry was organized 
along the German model, with considerable government direction and 
power vested in leading families. Politics was not democratic, and the 
economy was not capitalist. In 1870, for example, the Meiji govern
ment launched a major railroad construction plan. It hoped to raise 
capital from private sources, but when none was offered, the govern
ment went ahead on its own. Gradually, with the help of foreign loans 
and Japanese capitalists, a mixed public and private economy 
developed. 

One of the entrepreneurs who directed Japanese industrialization 
was Iwasaki Yataro ':' (1835-1885), a clerk for a feudal lord, who used 
his ability and connections to create a steamship company that in 
1873 took the name Mitsubishi. In 1876, th e British Peninsular and 
Oriental Steam Navigation Company challenged Mitsubishi's growing 
dominance in Japanese coastal trade. Mitsubishi responded by halving 
its coastal fares and cutting employee wages by one-third. In this letter 
to his employees, Iwasaki asks for their support. 

Notice Iwasaki 's appeal to national security and pride. Does the 
appeal strike you as genuine or contrived? What would Adam Smith 
or Karl Marx have said about this appeal? 

Thinking Historically 

Iwasaki Yataro was both a capitalist and an industrialist. While 
Japanese industrialization enjoyed greater state sponsorship than did 
British or American industrialization, entrepreneurs like Iwasaki 
played a crucial role. In this letter, does Iwasaki speak more as a capi

' ee wah SAH kce yah 'j'AH roh 

Da v id John L.u, Sources ofJapanese Histmy, vo l. 2 (New York : McCr:l w -Hill, 1974 ), 80- i52 . 

Iwasaki / Mitsubishi Letter to Employees 

talist or industrialist? Is there any disparity between these two roles, 
or are they woven together inextricably? 

Many people have expressed differing opinions concerning the prin
ciples to be followed and advantages to be obtained in engaging for
eigners or Japanese in the task of coastal trade. Granted, we may per
mit a dissenting voice, which suggests that in principle both foreigners 
and Japanese mu st be permitted to engage in coastal trade, but once we 
look into the question of advantages, we know that coastal trade is too 
important a matter to be given over to the control of foreigners. If we 
allow the rig ht of coastal navigation to fall into the hands of foreigners 
in peacetime, it means a loss of business and em ployment opportunities 
for our own people, and in wartime it means yielding the vital right of 
gathering information to foreigners . In fact, this is not too different 
from abandoning the rights of our country as an independent nation . 

Looking back into the past, at the time when we abandoned the 
po licy of seclusion and entered into an era of friendly intercou rse and 
commerce with foreign nations, we should have been prepared for this 
very ta sk . However, due to the fact that our people lack knowledge and 
wealth, we have yet to assemble a fl eet sufficient to engage in coastal 
navigation. Furthermore, we have nei ther the necessary skills for navi
gation nor a plan for de ve loping a m ar itime trans portation industry. 
This condition has a ttracted foreign shipping compa nies to occ upy o ur 
maritime transport lines. Yet our people show nOt a sense of surprise at 
it. Some people say that o ur treaties with foreign powers contain a n ex
press provision allowing foreign ships to proceed from Harbor A to 
Harbor B, and o thers claim that such a provisi o n must not be regarded 
as granting foreign ships th e right to coastal navigation inasmuch as it 
is intended not to impose unduly heavy ta xes on them. r am not quali
fied to di scuss its lega l merit, but the issue remains an important one. 

I now propose to do my utmost, and along with my 35 million 
compatriots, perform my duty as a ci tizen of this country. That is to re
cover the right o f coastal trade in ou r hands and not to delegate that 
task to foreigners. Unless we propose to do so, it is useless for our gov
ernment to revise the unequal treaties I or to change our entrenched cus
toms. W e need people who ca n respond, otherwise all th e endeavors 
of the government will come to naught. This is the reason why the 

I Unequal treaties was a tcrm the C hine,e used to designate the trcdti", Ih J I were fo reeu 
upon them by the opium wars; they were "uncqu:l l" in the sen se that the superio r powe r of 
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government protects our company, and I know that our responsibilities 
are even greater than the full weight of Mt. Fuji thrust upon our shoul
ders. There have been many who wish to hinder our progress in fulfill
ing our obligations. However, we have been able to eliminate one of 
our worst enemies, the Pacific Mail Company of the United States, 
from contention by applying appropriate means available to us. Now 
another rival has emerged. It is the Peninsular & Oriental Steam Navi
gation Company of Great Britain, which is setting up a new line be
tween Yokohama and Shanghai and is attempting to claim its rights 
over the ports of Nagasaki, Kobe, and Yokohama. The P & 0 Com
pany is backed by its massive capital, its large fleet of ships, and by its 
experiences of operating in Oriental countries. In competing against 
this giant, what methods can we employ? 

I have thought about this problem very carefully and have come to 
one conclusion. There is no other alternative but to eliminate unneces
sary positions and unnecessary expenditures . This is a time-worn solu
tion and no new wisdom is involved. Even though it is a familiar say
ing, it is much easier said than done, and this indeed has been the root 
cause of difficulties in the past and present times. Therefore, starting 
immediately, I propose that we engage in this task. By eliminating un
necessary personnel from the payroll, eliminating unnecessary expendi
tures, and engaging in hard and arduous tasks, we shall be able to so
lidify the foundation of our company. If there is a will, there is a way. 
Through our own efforts, we shall be able to repay the government for 
its protection and answer our nation for its confidence shown in us. Let 
us work together in discharging our obligations and let us not be 
ashamed of ourselves. Whether we succeed or fail, whether we can gain 
profit or sustain loss, we cannot anticipate at this time. Hopefully, all 
of you will join me in a singleness of heart to attain this cherished goal, 
forbearing and undaunted by setbacks, to restore to our own hands the 
right to our own coastal trade. If we succeed it will not only be an ac
complishment for our company but also a glorious event for our Japa 
nese Empire, which shall let its light shine to all four corners of the 
earth. We may succeed and we may fail, and it depends on your effort 
or lack of it. Do your utmost in this endeavor! 
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REFLECTIONS 

It was because of certain traits in private capitalism that the machine
which was a neutral agent - has often seemed, and in fact has some
times been, a malicious element in society, careless of human life, indif
ferent to human interests. The machine has suffered for the sins of 
capitalism; contrariwise, capitalism has often taken credit for the 
virtues of the machine. I 

Our chapter turns writer Lewis Mumford's proposition into a series of 
questions: What has been the impact of capitalism? Is the machine only 
neutral, or does it have its own effects? How can we distinguish be
tween the economic and the technological chains of cause and effect? 

Capitalism and industrialization are difficult concepts to distin
guish. Adam Smith illustrated the power of the market and the division 
of labor by imagining their impact not on a shop or trading firm, but 
on a pin factory, an early industrial enterprise. Karl Marx summarized 
the achievements of the capitalist age by enumerating "wonders far sur
passing Egyptian pyramids," which included chemical industries, steam 
navigation, railroads, and electric telegraphs. Neither Smith nor Marx 
used the terms capitalism or industrial revolution, although such vari
ants as capitalist and industrial were already in circulation. lvlodern 
historians fought over their meaning and relevance as explanations of 
change through most of the last century . To understand the great trans
formation into modernity, some emphasized the expansion of market 
capitalism; others emphasized the power of the machine. The rise of 
state-capitalist and communist industrial societies politicized the de
bate, but even after the fall of communism, the historical questions re
mained. Peter Stearns looks for the forces that spread or retarded in
dustrialization .  

 
After 1900 the industrial revolution spread throughout the world, 

but its pace was not always revolutionary. Even today some societies 
are still largely rural with a majority of workers engaged in subsistence 
farming or small-scale manufacturing by hand. BlIt over the long course 
of history people have always tried to replace human labor with ma
chines and increase the production of machine-made goods. In some 
cases, the transformation has been dramatic. Malaysia, once a languid 
land of tropical tea and rubber plantations, sprouted enough microchip 
and electronics factories after 1950 to account for 60 percent of its ex
ports by the year 2000. By the 1990s an already highly industrialized 
country like Japan could produce luxury cars in factories that needed 

'l."wi, Mllmford. T echnics and Civilization (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1963), 27. 
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only a handful of humans to monitor the work of computer-driven ro
bots. Despite occasional announcements of the arrival of a "postindus
trial" society, the pressure to mechanize continues unabated in the 
twenty-first century. 

The fate of capitalism in the twentieth century was more varied. 
The second wave of industrial revolutions - beginning with Germany 
after 1850 and Japan after 1880 - was directed by governments as 
much as capitalists. Socialist parties won large support in industrial 
countries in the first half of the twentieth century, creating welfare 
states in some after World War II. In Russia after 1917, the Communist 
party pioneered a model of state-controlled industrialization that at
tracted imitators from China to Chile and funded anticapitalist move
ments throughout the world. 

The Cold War (1947-1991) between the United States and the So
viet Union, though largely a power struggle between two superpowers, 
was widely seen as an ideological contest between capitalism and so
cialism. Thus, the demise of the Soviet Union and its Communist party 
in 1991 was heralded as the victory of capitalism over socialism. As 
Russia, China, and other previously communist states embraced market 
economies, socialism was declared dead. 

But could proclaiming the death of socialism be as premature as 
heralding the end of industrial society? The Communist Manifesto of 
1848 long predates the Russian revolution of 1917. Karl Marx died in 
1883. Socialists like Rosa Luxembourg criticized Lenin and the Russian 
communists for misinterpreting Marxism in their impatience to trans
form Russian society. Socialists, even Marxists, continue to write, ad
vise, and govern today, often urging restraints on the spread of global 
capital markets and the threat of unregulated capitalism on the global 
environment. Rarely are they willing to relinquish the advantages of in
dustrial technology. Rather they seek to release the "virtues of the ma
chine. " 




