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Preface to the 1973 Edition

We have compiled this book in order to give a concise account of the economic
history of five major capitalist countries: England, the United States, France,
Germany, and Japan. Our purpose is to explain the nature of the laws governing
capitalism's birth, development, and demise. Finally, we hope to provide some
relevant historical information for those readers who study Marxist works and
who wish to understand the present international situation of class struggle.
The history of the birth and development of capitalism is a blood-stained

history of the bourgeoisie's savage exploitation of its own working people and
its ruthless plunder of the peoples of its colonies and semi-colonies. It is also a
history of heroic struggles waged by the entire world's proletariat, oppressed
people, and oppressed nations against capitalism, colonialism, and imperialism.
The contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie is the principal
contradiction of capitalist society. Presently, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
are locked in a fierce class struggle throughout the entire world. Understanding
the economic history of the major capitalist countries will help us to better
recognize the objective laws of the basic exploitative nature of the bourgeoisie
and the inevitable replacement of the capitalist system by the socialist system.

Presently we are still in an era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. The
specific characteristic of the current international situation is one of great turmoil. It
is a manifestation of the intensification of the various basic contradictions in the

contemporary world. The two superpowers—the United States and the Soviet
Union—have evoked strong resistance from the Third World and the people of
the entire world, and have also aroused strong dissatisfaction from the devel
oped countries of the Second World. Understanding the economic history of the
major capitalist countries as they~have developed to this stage of imperialism
will enable us to see that the root cause of this struggle for world hegemony lies
in their mle by monopoly capital and is determined by their rapacious nature. Never
theless, the history of imperialism demonstrates that anyone who wants to promote
policies of aggresssion, expansion, and war in order to achieve world hegemony
has, in the end, been unable to avoid a complete and ignominious collapse.

vii



viii PREFACE TO THE 1973 EDITION

Imperialism is moribund capitalism. Chairman Mao has pointed out, "Im
perialism has pushed the great masses of the people throughout the world into
the historical epoch of the great struggle to abolish imperialism."' Presently, the
people and countries of the Third World (Asia, Africa, and Latin America) have
become the major force in opposing colonialism and imperialism, especially in
opposing the two superpowers (the United States and the Soviet Union), and they
are the revolutionary motivating force in pushing forward the wheel of world
history. The broad historical tide of countries wanting independence, nations
wanting liberation, and the people wanting revolution cannot be stopped. If we
understand the history of the economic, political, and military expansion of the
major capitalist countries, we can then comprehend that this great historical tide
is in conformity with the laws of development of recent history. It is precisely
the long-term economic exploitation and colonial oppression imposed by capital
ism and imperialism on the vast masses of people of the Asian, African, and
Latin American continents that forced these peoples to persistently fight an
unyielding struggle against that very same colonialism and imperialism. The
postwar rise and maturation of the Third World certainly has not been accidental,
but has been the continuation and development of this great battle. If only the
entire world's proletariat would unite with the oppressed people and oppressed
nations of the world, and carry this struggle through to the end, then it certainly
could completely bury imperialism and colonialism. This is an inevitable trend
of history.

Understanding the economic history of the major capitalist countries will also
assist us in following Chairman Mao's admonition to "read and study conscien
tiously, and develop a good grasp of Marxism." It will help us to understand the
historical background referred to in the numerous Marxist classics, and will
assist us in grasping the spiritual essence and historical basis of the numerous
scientific statements of Marxism. As a result, it will strengthen our belief in the
inevitable triumph of the proletarian revolutionaiy cause, raise our consciousness
of proletarian internationalism, enable us to better comprehend and carry out
Chairman Mao's proletarian revolutionary line, and help us to struggle bravely
for the complete liberation of mankind.

To assist the reader in acquiring a comparatively comprehensive understand
ing of the history of capitalism's birth, development, and decay, we will first
provide a general overview of the several historical stages of development of the
entire capitalist system. Then we will give a separate account of each of the five
major capitalist countries and of their specific process of economic development.
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Translator's Introduction

I. Significance

How do scholars in the People's Republic of China view modem world
history? How do they perceive the historical emergence and development of the
major capitalist powers like the United States, Japan, and Germany? What con
tributions have they made to our understanding of world history, and to the
writing of world history and political economy as seen from a Marxist view
point?

Kang Fan's Economic History of the Major Capitalist Countries (Beijing:
People's Publishing House, 1973) is China's leading interpretation of world
economic history, and represents an excellent case study of historical scholarship
and political economy—its strengths and weaknesses—in the People's Republic
of China. Initially conceived in the late 1950s to fill what Chinese scholars
perceived was a void in Marxist-oriented writings on this topic, the Economic
History was initially sponsored by the Institute of World Economics and Politics
of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS). The institute asked a num
ber of prominent scholars to write a survey of the major capitalist country in
which that person specialized. As an expert on American agricultural his
tory, Professor Kang Fan, senior researcher at the institute, wrote the chapter on
the United States that appears as chapter three in this translation. Acting as the
general editor, she also contributed the Overview, which appears as chapter one.
Zexing Song, professor of history at Liaoning University, wrote on England
(chapter two). Kelang Zhu, professor of economics at Beijing University, con
tributed the chapter on France (chapter four). Professor Wuxin Guo of the De
partment of Economics of Wuhan University wrote on Germany (chapter five).
Yuanji Chi, professor at Jilin University in Changchun, offered a critique of
Japan (chapter six).

Although the book was written in the early 1960s, publication was delayed by
the onset of the Cultural Revolution in 1966. The Economic History eventually
emerged in print only in December 1973, and only as the result of Professor
Fan's recall to Beijing in 1972 firom her work on a state farm, or "May Seventh
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Cadre School." As Professor Fan related to me in 1984 while she was visiting the
United States, senior officials in the government wished to see the project come
to fruition. They wanted her to return from the countryside at that time to lead
and complete the academic project that had been launched in the late 1950s.

The publication of this book during the Cultural Revolution served an im
portant dual role. As one of the few works on political economy published after
the Tenth Party Congress (October 1973), the Economic History emphasized the
theme that the forces of production, rather than class struggle, were the motiva
ting force in the making of world history. As such, the book challenged the
prevailing line of the Communist party that wanted to change the superstructure
of Chinese society first, before China's productive forces could be liberated. This
Maoist concept was embodied in the slogan "Grasp Revolution, Promote Pro
duction." Thus, the writing and publication of Professor Fan's book on world
economic history and political economy in 1972-73 did not take place in a
vacuum, but served an important political purpose, allowing the ̂ ou Enlai
faction in the Chinese leadership to assert its own viewpoint regarding the pri
macy of economic growth. While the Economic History should be seen as an
important academic contribution of Chinese scholarship in the 1970s, its political
and ideological role in the polemical struggles of the Cultural Revolution and its
immediate aftermath should also not be overlooked.

The end of the Cultural Revolution and the repudiation of the "Grasp Revolu
tion, Promote Production" concept heralded a brisk market for the Economic
History. After the Chinese Communist party formally embraced the doctrine of
productive forces with its adoption of the "Four Modernizations" strategy in
1977, Professor Fan's work became required reading in eveiy college course on
political economy. And, despite its age, the Economic History has remained an
important text even today (1991). Not only is it still on required reading lists at
the university level, but it has become a widely read primer on the development
of capitalism. It has been a best-seller, having sold 355,000 copies in four print
ings. The book has also gained an international readership, having been trans
lated into Japanese, German, French, and Spanish editions. Professor Fan has
subsequently written a sequel, A History of the Rise and Fail of Capitalism
(Beijing: Beijing Publishing House, 1984), which elaborates on the themes that
she introduced in her earlier work.
How could an American audience benefit from the full-length translation

offered here? First, Professor Fan's work offers an extensive survey of American
history as seen by an eminent Chinese scholar. As a "mirror" for our society, the
book reveals us as others see us. Second, the Economic History also provides a
critical and unsentimental analysis of American history from a Chinese Marxist
perspective. As a text in political economy and economic history, it offers a
methodological approach—historical materialism—that views historical change
as the result of changes in the forces of production and the relations of produc
tion. In a sense. Professor Fan's work not only enhances our understanding of the
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Chinese perspective on the history of capitalism's development, but contributes
to the very history of that development itself.

n. A Survey of Publications on World
Economic History and Political Economy
in China

Where does Kang Fan's work stand in relationship to other Chinese publications
in the field since 1949? Where does it fit into China's scholarly debates over
trends in the economic history of capitalism? Here we need to survey China's
contributions in this area.

The Institute of Historical Research of the Chinese Academy of Social Sci
ences published a Bibliography of History Books, 1900-80 (Beijing: Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences Publishing House, 1984) which listed twelve items
on political economy and world economic history. This dozen (listed below in
chronological order) has been supplemented by two books published after 1980,
which were brought to my attention by Professor Weimin Zheng of CASS's
Institute of World Economics and Politics (to whom I express my appreciation).

The first book published in the People's Republic of China on world eco
nomic history appeared in 1949. Xuehan Jiang's The Capitalist Economy in Its
Final Stage (Shanghai: China Publishing House, 1949) launched China's fledg
ling endeavors in this field. Subsequent works include:

Liaoyi Xin, Economic Circumstances of the Capitalist Countries (publisher
unknown, 1950);

Planning Commission of Northeast China, The Economic Conditions of the
Capitalist Countries (Beijing: Commercial Press, 1951);

Zhizhong Sun, On the Contemporary Stage of the American Economic Crisis
(Shanghai: The Study of Life Publishing House, 1955);

Zhihua Li, The Birth, Development, and Decline of Capitalism (Guangzhou:
Guangdong People's Publishing House, 1956);

Mengjue Guan, Questions Regarding the Economic Crises of Capitalism Since
the Second World War (Shenyang: Liaoning People's Publishing House, 1957);

The Political Economy Research Group of the Southwest China Institute of
Politics and Law, A Discourse on the Economics of Contemporary Capitalism
(Chongqing: Chongqing People's Publishing House, 1957);

Zexing Song, Problems Concerning the Unequal Development of the Capital
ist Countries (Beijing: People's Publi^ing House, 1957);

Hainuo Wu, Embryonic Forms of Capitalist Production in China (Hubel
People's Publishing House, 1957). The book is a comparative history of the
development of capitalistic relations of production in Europe and in China.

Editorial Group of the Shanghai People's Publishing House, The Economies
of the Imperialist Powers since World War II (Shanghai: Shanghai People's
Publishing House, 1972);
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Kang Fan, An Economic History of the Major Capitalist Countries (Beijing:
People's Publishing House, 1973);

Kang Fan, The Rise and Fall of Capitalism (Beijing: Beijing Publishing
House, 1984);

Qihua Qiu, The Economy of Contemporary Monopoly Capitalism (Beijing:
Central Party School Publishing House, 1985);

Weimin Zheng, Su Huang, and Deyuan Jie, The Postwar Economy of Capital
ism (Beijing: Ecnomic Sciences Publishing House, 1986);

These books essentially constitute the field of contemporary Chinese aca
demic studies of world economic history and the political economy of capitalist
societies. Professor Fan s work represents an important development in that
field, but also reflects its shortcomings.

m. Salient Features of the Economic History

Professor Fan views history as driven by economic forces, and modem history as
the story of capitalism's rise, development, and eventual demise. The book con
firms and elaborates on the historical judgments on capitalism that have been
made by Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, and Mao, and in this sense becomes an
extended commentary on their viewpoints. However, it does break new ground
in evaluating the history of the political and economic challenges that confronted
the major capitalist countries in the 1930s and up to 1945. Also, this work does
not neglect the worker and peasant, especially in relating how the exploitative
features of capitalism that eventually led to worker resistance and the emergence
of communist movements. While focusing primarily on the major capitalist
countries, it also introduces aspects of Chinese history: the impact of the opium
trade carried out by the British in China in the nineteenth century, and the
resistance to Japanese imperialism in World War II. It retains a polemical quality
in criticizing not only scholarship that apologizes for capitalism, but also by
targeting elements in the workers' movements that misled those efforts into
reformism or capitulation.

The Economic History is not without shortcomings. Professor Fan and her
colleagues carry their analysis of capitalism only up to 1945. The book therefore
fails to confront the postwar economic revival of Germany and Japan, and the
stunning prosperity enjoyed by the United States—including its working class—
after World War U. Subsequently, this has been remedied by Professor Fan's
Rise and Fall of Capitalism, which attributes capitalism's postwar prosperity,
among other reasons, to its skillful application of new scientific and technologi
cal discoveries.

The Economic History lacks extensive documentation for the factual informa
tion it presents. The writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, and Mao dominate
the footnotes, but we are given no information as to what other sources the
authors relied upon to write this book.
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IV. A Note on the Translation Itself

A translator's first priority must be placed on maintaining faithfulness to the
original document. This has been my goal, and in this I hope I have succeeded. I
have kept the English sentences short. Those in the Chinese language edition
often run far longer than can easily be accommodated by a more literal transla
tion making liberal use of relative pronouns and dependent clauses. China and
Japan specialists should also know that I have placed Chinese and Japanese
surnames last, in the accepted American usage. Thus, they will find Yuan Shikai
in chapter six appearing as Shikai Yuan. I have done this to oblige a general
American readership that may be confused by having some surnames come first
and some come last. However, I have retained the Chinese word order in the case
of Mao Zedong, whose writings are often cited in this text.

V. Acknowledgments

A translation project such as this could not be realized without a great deal of
assistance from many people. Here I would like to acknowledge, with warm
gratitude, the financial support of the Faculty Development Committee of the
University of San Francisco. Their generosity made it possible to prepare this
text for publication. Associate Dean Maureen O'Sullivan of the University of
San Francisco provided word processing assistance from her office staff at a
crucial moment in the development of this project. Professor Scott McElwain of
the University of San Francisco read parts of the draft and made critical and
valuable comments. Two dear friends, Tom Fergoda and Sue Johnson, offered
encouragement and support, and also read parts of the manuscript. Professor
Joyce Kallgren, who served as Chair of the Center for Chinese Studies at the
University of California (Berkeley) in the 1980s, provided me with office space
and a congenial environment in which to complete this project. Ben Baab, Man
ager of Academic and Research Computing at the University of San Francisco,
helped me enormously with his timely assistance. Monica Roskos and Thuvan
Le spent many hours working over my revisions and entering them onto numer
ous diskettes. To them I extend a warm thank you. Doug Merwin of M. E.
Sharpe has been unfailingly supportive and encouraging in this venture. Finally,
my family has been patient and understanding, and hopeful of the day when this
project would be completed. To them I dedicate this book, with love.



1
Overview

The capitalist system, which began with the earliest appearance of capi
talist relations of production in Western Europe and which has continued up
to the conclusion of the Second World War, has passed through two great stages.
The first stage has been that of free competition. The second stage has been that
of monopoly. This book divides the development of world capitalism into the
following four periods:

1. The period of primitive capitalist accumulation and the development of a
workshop handicraft industry. This phase began in the sixteenth century and
continued until the middle of the eighteenth century.

2. The period of the development of large-scale mechanized industry and the
establishment of the capitalist system. This process began during the latter half
of the eighteenth century and lasted until the 1860s.

3. The period of the transition to monopoly capitalism and the formation of
imperialism. This phase began after the events of the 1871 Paris Commune and
the 1873 economic crisis and ended with the October 1917 socialist revolution.

4. The period after the victory of the October 1917 socialist revolution in
Russia. This event shook the foundations of the world capitalist system and
opened a new era in world history. Capitalism now entered the stage of a general
crisis.

Marx wrote, "The economic structure of capitalist society emerges from the
economic stmcture of feudal society. The disintegration of the latter creates
the essential factors for the former to achieve liberation."' This is to say that
capitalist relations of production were engendered fi-om within the feudal system.

Looked at fi-om the perspective of world history, the disintegration of the
feudal system and the birth of capitalist relations of production appeared earliest
in Western Europe. Marx pointed out, "In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.



OVERVIEW 9

the earliest sprouts of capitalist production had already sprung up here and there
in some cities along the Mediterranean littoral."^ The cities that Marx referred to
were located in northern Italy: Venice, Genoa, Pisa, Florence, and Milan. Each
had grown during the Middle Ages by monopolizing trade with the Near East.
These cities had become centers of commerce by handling trade relations be
tween Europe and the Near East. A commodity economy developed compara
tively early in these places, and feudal controls there were relatively relaxed. As
a result, these cities broke—at a rather early date—the bonds that the feudal
guilds had maintained over the traditional woolen industry. At the same time,
they gave birth to scattered—^yet concentrated—capitalist handicraft workshops
that were controlled by merchants.

However, if we consider Western Europe as a whole, the capitalist relations
of production that emerged in these cities were but a small drop in a bucket,
insufficient to mark the beginnings of a new era. Marx pointed out that "the era
of capitalism only began with the sixteenth century."' The three hundred years
spanning the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries was a period when feudalism
rapidly disintegrated in Western Europe. It was the period of primitive capitalist
accumulation and the massive development of capitalist handicraft workshops.
And it was also the period of transition from feudal society to capitalist society.
This unprecedentedly significant historical transfonnation was the inevitable result
of the development of contradictions between the forces of production and the
relations of production in Western Europe's feudal society. It was also a transfer- ;
mation that received a powerful impetus from the great geographical discoveries
that took place at the end of the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. Marx and
Engles wrote, "The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up
fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets,
the colonization of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of
exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to
industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary ele
ment in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development. The sanguinary
process of primitive capitalist accumulation began in the various countries of
Western Europe immediately after the discovery of new maritime routes. "Diis
was the origin and precondition for the birth of the capitalist mode of production.
Bourgeois apologists with ulterior motives have said that the rise of the bour
geoisie was the result of its particularly abundant virtue of "h^d work and thn^
habits." This is a fabrication of histoiy. The basic preconditions fo^apitalist
production were 1) the existence of liiany propeityless people having freedom in
their persons but having lost access to any means of production and 2) the
existence of vast monetaiy wealth necessary for organizing capitalist production.
These two basic preconditions in fact were created by savage violence. Primitive
capitalist accumulation occurred when the big landlords and the bourgeoisie used
violence to separate the producers from the means of production. As a result,
producers turned into hired workers, and money turned into capital.



10 THE MAJOR CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

Marx pointed out that "plundering the agricultural producers, that is, seizing
the land of the peasants, formed the basis of this entire process. (Here Marx was
referring to primitive accumulation.)"^ This process was carried out most thor
oughly and most typically in England. The discovery of new maritime routes
caused the world market to expand suddenly. To meet the needs of this expand
ing domestic and foreign market in wool and grain, the English landed aristoc
racy and bourgeoisie employed violence and deception for three centuries to
enclose the peasants' public lands and private lands. They turned these lands
into large pastures and large farms which were then rented out to tenant farmers
to manage. This forced the peasants to leave their home villages in droves. The
state promulgated various kinds of sanguinary laws, including the use of flog
ging, imprisonment, and even capital punishment, to prohibit peasants from
roaming about freely and to force them to become the hired laborers of capital
ism. Although the other Western European countries did not forcibly seize the
lands of the peasantry to the same extent as did England, they nevertheless all
followed the same procedure, differing only in degree, methodology, and timing.
Marx pointed out, "The history of this kind of plunder is written in blood and fire
in the annals of humanity."®

The major element in primitive capitalist accumulation was the use of state
power to plunder the colonies by using the cmelest force imaginable. Marx
wrote:

The discovery of the gold and silver mines of America, the extirpation, en
slavement and entombment in mines of the aboriginal population, the begin
ning of the conquest and plunder of the East Indies, and the turning of Africa
into an arena for the commercial hunting of black people all symbolized the
rosy dawn of the era of capitalist production. These idyllic proceedings were
the essential elements of primitive accumulation.^

After the discovery of the new maritime routes, the merchants and landed
aristocracy from Portugal, Spain, Holland, England, and France each took—in
turn—^the path of colonial plunder. In this endeavor, they were supported by their
own monarchs. And in this process, they wrote the darkest and most shameful
page in human history.

The Portuguese and the Spanish were the first colonialists to take advantage
of the opening of the new maritime routes. Asia and Africa became the principal
targets for Portuguese plunder. After the discovery of a new oceanic route to
India in the sixteenth century, Portugal created for itself a string of enclaves in
Southeast Asia, India, Sri Lanka, China, and along the Sea of Japan. In addition,
Portugal seized control over the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean littoral. Begin
ning in the middle of the fifteenth and up to the early sixteenth century, the
Portuguese established a number of bases in Africa. First they began their activi
ties along the west coast of Africa. Subsequently they expanded along the south
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coast, and finally reached Africa's east coast. In America, they took possession
of Brazil. In the areas of Asia that they occupied, the Portuguese robbed the local
nobility and imposed extortionate taxes on the citizens. They also used strong-
arm measures to buy Asian products (such as spices, sugar, white rice, tea,
indigo, silk, gems and jewels, handicraft arts, and other items) at bargain prices,
then shipped these goods to Europe and sold them at prices seven to eight times
more than the original cost. They shipped opium from India to China, and reaped
huge profits from such transactions. In Africa, the Portuguese colonialists were
predominantly engaged in either outright plunder or the exchange of inexpensive
European commodities for gold and elephant tusks. In addition, the Portuguese
hunted and kidnapped black people and shipped them to America to sell as
slaves.

America was the principal target for Spanish colonial plunder. Beginning at
the end of the fifteenth century and the first half of the sixteenth century, Spain
first occupied Haiti, then took Cuba, Mexico, Peru, Chile, and Paraguay one
after the other. Afterwards it expanded into all of Central and South America.
Brazil became the sole exception to this process of expansionism. The towering
crimes committed by the Spanish colonialists when they were subjugating Cen
tral and South America could not be duplicated by the most savage tyrants of any
century. They slaughtered the Indians in droves, used every despicable method to
either extort or loot the gold and silver treasures of the area, and forced the
Indians to become slave laborers to open and cultivate plantations and to work
the gold and silver mines. Within a few decades, the Indians of Haiti, Cuba, and the
various islands of the Caribbean, were almost entirely exterminated as a result of
the cruelty and enslavement by the Spanish colonialists. To make up for a short
age of labor power, the colonists began to ship kidnapped black people from
Africa to America to work as slaves.

Brutal colonial plunder enabled Portugal, and Spain in particular, to become
the most prosperous countries economically in Western Europe in the sixteenth
century. Both experienced quite significant gains in commerce, oceanic trade,
and in their workshop handicraft industries. However, the feudal systems in these
two countries were comparatively secure, and the gold and silver wealth that
entered from overseas was predominantly used to pay for the lavish expenditures
of their parasitic feudal aristocracies, to maintain gigantic military bureaucracies,
and to wage wars. Large amounts of gold and silver flowed into the purses of the
foreign bourgeoisie, and didn't play a role in primitive accumulation in the home
country. Portugal in the period-from_l 580 to 1640 was on the same level as
Spain. However, the previously illustrious Spanish empire began to decline at the
end of the sixteenth century. In 1588, its "Invincible Armada" was destroyed in
the straits between England and Holland. This event proclaimed Spain's fall
from the hegemony it had exercised over the oceans and over Western Europe.

Holland, England, and France—one after the other—rose to replace Spain and
Portugal. What they plundered from their colonies in Asia, Africa, and America
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beginning in the seventeenth century would be no less and even more than what
the Spanish and Portuguese colonialists took.

Holland was originally a part of the Netherlands.® As early as the period
between the thirteenth and fifteenth centuries, the provinces of Flanders and
Brabant in the southern part of the Netherlands and the provinces of Holland
and Zeeland in the northern part were comparatively economically advanced
areas in Westem Europe. The discovery of new maritime navigation routes, and
the subsequent alteration of global trading patterns, further promoted the devel
opment of this area. Antwerp, located in the province of Brabant, became the
trading center of the world. Comparatively advanced handicraft workshops, a
thriving commercial sector, and fishing, shipping, and shipbuilding industries all
emerged in several northern provinces of the Netherlands—centered particularly
in Holland—^because feudal relationships and traditional guild privileges were
relatively weaker there than in the south. By the first half of the sixteenth cen
tury, a bourgeoisie had emerged in the north. This class was headed by very
wealthy merchants and exerted a relatively substantial amount of economic
clout. However, at that time the Netherlands was ruled by the autocratic Spanish
Hapsburg monarchy, and therefore suffered from the blows and persecution of
this monarchy in politics, economics, and religion. In 1566, the people of the
Netherlands launched a national uprising in opposition to Spanish rule and
fought a war to gain their independence. In 1572, the northern provinces, headed
by Holland and led by the bourgeoisie, proclaimed their independence. In 1579,
they established a Republic of United Provinces. This was the earliest bourgeois

, revolution in history.
Not long after it gained independence, Holland began to plunder colonies. In

the early seventeenth century, the wealthy merchant groups of Holland first
established the East India Company and then created a West India Company.
Both companies were invested with special powers by the government, having
the right to mint their own money and to maintain a militaiy organization capa
ble of carrying out a policy of colonial aggression. In the first half of the seven
teenth century, the East India Company forcibly occupied, one after the other, a
chain of Indonesian islands. It grabbed a number of Portuguese bases in South
east Asia and India, taking over the Portuguese monopoly on the spice trade with
the East. In Afirica, it seized some good vantage points. The West India Com
pany also established its own colonial bases in North America. Marx exposed the
bloody crimes committed by the Dutch colonists in Indonesia when he wrote:

The history of the colonial administration of Holland—^and Holland was the
penultimate capitalist nation of the seventeenth century—^'reveals a perfect
panorama of treachery, bribery, murder, and sordid behavior." Most character
istic of Dutch behavior was their implementation of a criminal code on Sul-
aweisi Island in order to acquire slaves for Java.... Wherever the Dutch went
turned into a depopulated wasteland.'
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Plunder from the colonies provided a large amount of primitive capital accu
mulation for Holland's merchants and the owners of its handicraft workshops. It
also established a firm basis for the economic prosperity that the Dutch enjoyed
in the seventeenth century. Nevertheless, like Portugal and Spain, Holland's
prosperity—historically speaking—was as short lived as a flower. What distin
guished the development of Dutch capitalism was the fact that its foreign trade
far and away dominated industry. As a result, the Dutch eventually became
known as "the teamsters of the oceans." Not only did Holland monopolize trade
with East India, but it also monopolized trade between southwestern Europe and
northern Europe. Amsterdam was the world's commercial center at that time.
This special characteristic of Dutch capitalism soon became a major weakness in
its economic development. By the end of the seventeenth century, Holland's
economic position in Western Europe and its maritime hegemony were taken
over by England, which possessed a powerful workshop handicraft industry.
Marx wrote that "the history of Holland's commercial supremacy and its path
of decline is the history of commercial capital succumbing before production
capital."'"

Beginning at the end of the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, England
carved out a series of colonies in North America, in the Caribbean, and in India.

By the middle of the seventeenth century, France had accomplished the same.
These events occurred after a unified, absolutist monarchy had been established
in each country and after a workshop handicraft industry had developed. In the
middle of the seventeenth century, after the victory of its bourgeois revolution,
England intensified its plunder of overseas colonies. By the end of the seven
teenth century, after waging three wars against the Dutch, England had
supplanted Holland's position of superiority in maritime trade and colonial ex
pansion. In the eighteenth century, England began its struggle with France for
domination over a colonial empire. After the Seven Years' War of 1756-63,
England was finally able to expel French power from North America and India,
and established its own position of colonial hegemony. Even though the British
subsequently lost their thirteen colonies in North America after the American
War of Independence, their East India Company's brutal plunder and enslave
ment of the people of India yielded a colossal amount of primitive capital accu
mulation for the English bourgeoisie. It also created favorable conditions for
England's Industrial Revolution (which began in the 1760s) and for its develop
ment into the premier industrial pawer.of thejwo.rld.

The slave trade, closely related to colonial plunder, was also a major source of
Westem Europe's primitive capital accumulation. Before the end of the eigh
teenth centuiy, the capture and sale of black people was the basis of all colonial
activities in Africa by Westem Europe. The Portuguese colonists were slave
traders at an early time (in the sixteenth centuiy). After the seventeenth century,
Holland, England, and France all participated—some early, some late—in an
activity so evil that it makes one's blood boil. The hunting and kidnapping of
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black people expanded ftom West Aftica to East Africa. Numerous black tribes
were exterminated as a result of being pursued and attacked by groups of colo
nialist hunters; or these tribes became scattered and their members died from
hardships suffered in the jungle. It is estimated that the number of black people
shipped to America between the sixteenth century and the middle of the nine
teenth century reached fifteen million. And the bloody slave trade caused an
aggregate loss in Africa's population that is estimated at one hundred million
people. Much of Western Europe's earliest capital, especially that which pro
pelled the development of England's capitalism, came from the sun-bleached
bones of countless black people.

Instituting a national debt, a modem system of tax collection, and protective
tariffs were other important means of primitive capital accumulation used by the
various Western European countries to plunder the working people of their own
countries.

The various above-mentioned measures of primitive accumulation were ex
actly what Marx talked about when he said that "all used state power, as well as
centralized, organized social forces to energetically promote the power of society
to promote the transitional process from the feudal form of production to the
capitalist form of production, and to reduce the period of that transition."''

In the period between the sixteenth and the eighteenth centuries, primitive
accumulation played a powerful role in the gradual disintegration of the feudal
system in Western Europe, enabling capitalist relations of production to develop
gradually, and helping the workshop handicraft industry to make great progress.
However, capitalist relations developed at an uneven rate in the various countries
of Western Europe. This occurred because the extent and speed of primitive
accumulation differed from country to country, because the strength of the feudal
system and guild restrictions varied, and because the original industrial and
commercial base of each country and the impact of changing world trade routes
were not identical. As a result, the period of transition from feudalism to capital
ism in each country occurred at different times, sometimes coming early and
sometimes appearing late. Each country had its own unique characteristics.

By the latter half of the eighteenth century, the development of capitalist rela
tions of production in Western Europe had reached a new tuming point. Europe
now awkwardly entered the era of the establishment of the capitalist system. The
Industrial Revolution that first arose in England in the 1760s was the outstanding
symbol marking the beginning of this period. This era covered approximately a
hundred years of history, lasting up to the 1871 Paris Commune uprising, the
outbreak of the 1873 world economic crisis, and the transitional period from
capitalism to imperialism. This was the period of the development of a rising
free" capitalism, when the capitalist system attained a universal victory
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throughout the advanced countries of Europe and America.
The development of capitalist relations of production in Westem Europe dur

ing the sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries encountered various kinds of
restraints established by the feudal system. The contradiction between the newly
rising bourgeoisie and the feudal ruling class sharpened daily. At the same
time, the peasants' struggles against the feudal masters also became more
violent following the intensification of feudal exploitation in the waning pe
riod of feudalism. The constant peasant uprisings dealt serious blows to feu
dal rule. The bourgeoisie, however, made use of the strength of the broad
masses of the peasants to carry out its own revolution, overthrowing feudal
rule and gaining political power.

The earliest bourgeois revolution occurred in Holland, but the first bourgeois '
revolution of world historical importance was the English bourgeois revolution
of 1640-48. The victoiy of the English bourgeois revolution and the establish
ment of bourgeois political power symbolized the fact that human society was
beginning to leave the era of feudalism and was now entering a new era of the
bourgeoisie. Other bourgeois revolutions followed that of the English; the first
success was in America in the latter half of the eighteenth century, the next in
France at the end of that century. In Germany, the victorious bourgeoisie com
promised with the feudal nobility after the 1848 revolution, carried out bourgeois
reforms, and set up a political system based on an alliance of the landed aristoc
racy and the bourgeoisie itself. In Russia the czar abolished the serfdom system
in the 1860s. The leaders of Japan's Meiji Restoration also instituted bourgeois
reforms.

These victories swept away the obstacles that had impeded the development
of capitalism. The bourgeois state, by playing its role in the superstructure,
actively consolidated its own base, and vigorously fostered development of a
capitalist economy. Many countries experienced an industrial revolution and
carried out capitalist industrialization subsequent either to a bourgeois revolution
or bourgeois reforms.

The Industrial Revolution replaced the handicraft workshops based on the
skills of the handicraftsman with a factory system relying on machinery. Not
only was this a technological revolution but also a great transformation in the
relations of production. The appearance of a factory system that relied on ma
chinery as its mainstay dealt a devastating blow to the independent handicraft-
men. The final establishment of the capitalist system of hired labor created two
completely separate and antagonistic classes—^the capitalist class and the work
ing class. Lenin pointed out:

The transition from the handicraft workshop to the factory marked a basic
transformation in technology, which does away with the craftsman |s manual
skill that has taken centuries to acquire, and this technical revolution is inevita
bly followed by the most thoroughgoing destruction of social production rela-
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tlons, by a final split among the various groups of participants in production,
by a complete break with tradition, by an intensification and extension of all
the dark aspects of capitalism, and at the same time by a mass socialization of
labor by capital.

Scholars employed by the bourgeoisie have regarded the Industrial Revolu
tion as merely a technological revolution. Moreover, they have argued that it was
an accidental event in history and the result of inventions developed by a small
group of geniuses. This is a reactionary viewpoint of historical idealism and
obliterates the fact that the working people create history.

The Industrial Revolution was an objective demand of capitalist economic
development. Subsequent to the gradual expansion of the world market, work
shop handicraft production fell far short of being able to satisfy the ever-

;  increasing need for industrial products. Only this objective demand produced the
i necessity for technical innovation. The Industrial Revolution was also the neces
sary result of a long historical development. First of all, the bourgeoisie engaged
the feudal ruling class in a protracted struggle. The revolutions and reforms that
they initiated swept aside the various obstacles to capitalist development and
created favorable preconditions for an industrial revolution. Second, the lengthy
process of primitive accumulation in the sixteenth through the eighteenth centu
ries provided the large number of free laborers and the colossal monetary wealth
that was necessary for the establishment of a large-scale machine industry. Next,
the development of a workshop handicraft industry over a long period of time
brought about a gradual refinement in the division of labor, caused constant
improvement and specialization in the tools of labor, and prepared the material
and technological conditions for the transition to large-scale machine production.
The various technological innovations that appeared during the Industrial Revo
lution were engendered precisely on the basis of the work experience accumu
lated by the woricing people over a long period of time. All of these technological
innovations were inventions created collectively by the working people.

The timing, speed, and extent of each country's industrial revolution varied
because the specific historical conditions of each differed. England was the first
to begin its industrial revolution in the 1760s because it possessed the above-
mentioned historical preconditions at a comparatively early date. By the end of
the 1830s, England's industrial revolution had basically been completed. By this
time—a process that had taken approximately seventy to eighty years to accom
plish—a factory system based on machinery enjoyed a clear superiority through
out all of England's basic industrial sectors. The United States and France began
their own industrial revolutions in the early nineteenth century; Germany fol
lowed in the 1830s. These countries used the technical achievements and experi
ence that England had acquired in order to achieve their own comparatively
rapid industrial revolutions. Generally speaking, the United States had completed
its industrial revolution by the end of the 1850s, France by the end of the 1860s,

1
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and Germany by the end of the 1870s. Japan's industrial development came last;
it only began its own industrial revolution at the end of the 1860s. Nevertheless,
vigorous sponsorship by the government and wealth pillaged from foreign wars
accelerated its progress, and by the beginning of the twentieth century, Japan had
also basically completed its industrial revolution.

As the industrial revolution proceeded, so also did capitalist relations of pro
duction rapidly develop in agriculture. The growth of a large-scale machine
industry further promoted the commercialization of agricultural production and
the fragmentation of the peasant economy. At the same time, innovative methods
in agricultural production provided the material and technical conditions for the
establishment and development of large capitalist farms. Moreover, the develop
ment of capitalist relations of production in agriculture and the growth of the
forces of production in agriculture exerted a complementary effect in speeding
up the development of a large-scale machine industry.

In England, capitalist relations of production in agriculture developed after
the abolition of the system of serfdom effectuated by the "enclosure movement"
that lasted from the sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries. It was a lengthy
and thoroughgoing process that deprived the peasants of their land, and used
force to eradicate the small peasant economy. It was on this basis that a large-
scale, capitalist, tenant farming system developed. By the end of the eighteenth
century, this large-scale, capitalist, tenant farming system in English agriculture
had already claimed absolute dominance. In the other capitalist countries, just as
Lenin pointed out, capitalist agricultural development followed two dl^erent
roads: the "American model" and the "Prussian model."'^ The main characteris
tics of the former model can be characterized as follows: The bourgeois revolu
tion thoroughly destroyed feudal land relations, and universally established land
ownership by the peasantry in the process of breaking up the small peasant
economy. The agricultural development of the United States presents the most
typical example of this model. France's capitalist agricultural development also
basically followed this road, though the process of fragmenting the peasant econ
omy was more gradual than in the United States. The second model is best
typified by the agricultural development of Eastern Germany. Its main characte^
istics can be summarized as follows: 1. The bourgeois reforms from above and
below did not thoroughly destroy the feudal land relationships, and the laiw
owned by the feudal landlords was not only preserved, but also expanded. 2.
Stimulated by the development of a commodity economy, the feudal landlord
economy gradually tumed into a capitalistic enterprise employing peasants who
were quasi-serfs. At the same time, a small nuinbef of rich peasants gradually
emerged from within the peasant economy. 3. As a result, the broad masses of
impoverished peasants suffered for a long period of time fr-om the doubly heavy,
cruel exploitation of both a landlord, rich peasant capitalism as well as from
feudalism. Consequently, the "Prussian model" represents a path taken by capi
talist agricultural development that preserved the remnants of feudalism. This
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was basically the path of agricultural development followed subsequently in
Eastem Europe, Russia, and some other countries.

The social productive forces made great progress after the completion of the
industrial revolution, the development of capitalism in agriculture, and after
the final establishment of a capitalist system in various countries. In 1848, Marx
and Engles wrote:

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more
massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding genera
tions together. Subjection of Nature's forces to man, machinery, application of
chemistry to industiy and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, electric tele
graphs, 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?''*

All these achievements reveal the progressive nature of the capitalist form of
production during its ascendant phase in history. Nevertheless, the various ad
vanced capitalist states made use of the colossal economic forces generated by
the Industrial Revolution to intensify their aggression against foreign countries
and their exploitation of the colonial people. In this period, not only did they take
additional steps to seize vast new colonies and spheres of influence in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America, but they also turned these colonies into dependencies
serving as markets for the sale of machinery and industrial products, as well as
sources of agricultural raw materials. At the same time, the contradictions em
bodied in capitalism sharpened after the completion of the Industrial Revolution
and the establishment of the capitalist system.

The basic contradiction in a capitalist economy is the contradiction between
the socialized nature of production and the system of private ownership enjoyed
by the capitalist. Although this contradiction existed as soon as capitalist rela
tions of production appeared, it became completely exposed only after machine-
based production developed as extensively as it did. Moreover, this basic
rantradiction created the inevitability of capitalism's periodic crises of overpro
duction. The first periodic crisis of overproduction in the history of capitalism
occurred in England, in 1825, because it was then and there that the Industrial
Revolution first made its surprising achievements. A crisis would subsequently
occur approximately every decade. The basic phases in the development of such
crises can be summarized as follows: Crises would become increasingly inpre
acute and more global in nature as large-scale machine industry expanded in the
major capitalist countries. Economic crises caused enormous destruction and
waste in the productive forces of society. They brought high levels of unemploy
ment, a decline in real wages, and other disastrous consequences for the working
people. Economic crises caused the development of capitalist production to os
cillate between altemating periods of boom and bust, of growth and retrogres-
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sion, thereby reducing and slowing the overall speed of economic development.
Economic crises revealed in a concentrated way the sharp contradictions inherent
in the capitalist system, and demonstrated that capitalist relations had already
become shackles on the development of the forces of production.

The modem proletariat was formed after the development of large-scale ma
chine production. The contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
became the principal contradiction in society.

Capitalism is a system of hired slavery. "The production of surplus value or
making money is an absolute law of this mode of production."'^ In order to
extract the maximum surplus value, the capitalist would do anything to exploit
the worker. In the hands of the capitalist, the machine became an instrument that
cruelly enslaved the worker. Not only did the development of large-scale ma
chine industry cause the ultimate formation of the proletariat, but moreover
pushed it to the abyss of abject poverty. On the one hand, it caused the ruin of a
large number of handicraftsmen, precipitating them into the ranks of the proletar
iat. On the other hand, it employed—at low wages—^vast numbers of children
and women, and discharged the men from the factories who then became a vast
reserve army for industry. The women and children factory workers suffered
inhuman working conditions in the various capitalist countries. The existence of
a vast population of unemployed lowered the wages of those workers who were
employed and also lengthened the time of work. Machine production also
brought about an unprecedented increase in the labor intensity for workers, and
work-related injuries occurred over and over again. Bad working conditions,
coarse and terrible food, and crowded and dirty living conditions severely dam
aged the physical and mental health of the workers and shortened their life span.
The extreme deterioration in the conditions experienced by the proletariat was a
common phenomenon absolutely without exception in the process of develop
ment of large-scale machine industry in the various capitalist countries.

The growing strength of the ranks of the proletariat and its intensified im
poverishment compelled it to struggle against capitalist exploitation. In the early
period of the Industrial Revolution, the proletariat still did not understand that
the source of its impoverishment was the capitalist system. The main target of its
struggle was opposition to the use of machinery. Movements to destroy ma
chinery became the earliest form of such spontaneous struggle. Only in the early
nineteenth century did the proletariat begin to struggle to obtain improved living
conditions and democratic rights, and only then did labor unions appear. It was at
the same time that the Utopian socialist tcend. of thought, represented by France's
Henri de St. Simon and Charles Fourier and England's Robert Owen, achieved
widespread dissemination. Utopian socialism exposed and criticized the various
evils of the system of capitalist wage slavery, and played a certain role in en
lightening and elevating the consciousness of the proletariat. However, the Uto
pian socialists didn't understand the historical mission of the proletariat, and
didn't recognize what constituted the social force that could destroy capitalism.
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Because of this, none of the various proposals to transform society that they
advocated and carried out experimentally could be realized.
By the 1830s and 1840s, the proletariat of England, France, and Germany had

gradually matured, had become an enormous political force, and moreover
had begun to turn from daily economic struggles to large-scale political strug
gles. In 1835, the English working class began to launch the People's Charter
Movement. In 1831 and 1834, the workers of Lyons, France staged two upris
ings. In 1844, the textile workers in Silesia, Germany staged an uprising. All
these actions revealed the enormous power of the proletariat, and symbolized the
fact that the proletariat had already stepped onto the stage of history and was
beginning to attack the capitalist system with its own organized might.

Marx and Engels, the creators of scientific socialism and revolutionary teach
ers of the world proletariat, began their revolutionary and theoretical activities in
the 1840s. They personally participated in the revolutionary movement of that
time. They summed up the experience of the workers' revolutionary movement,
and critically studied and absorbed English classical political economy, German
classical philosophy, and French Utopian socialist thought. Making a thorough
study of the history of capitalism, they scientifically explained, the exploitative
nature of the capitalist system of wage slavery, revealed the laws of capitalism's
emergence, development, and extinction, and proved that the historical mission
of the proletariat was to serve as the gravedigger of the capitalist system. As a
result, they established the exacting scientific world view and revolutionary the
ory of the proletariat: Marxism. In 1848, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels pub
lished the great programme of the proletarian revolution—The Manifesto of the
Communist Party—^and scientific socialist thought began to achieve widespread
dissemination in the workers' movement.

Marxism was established and developed in the process of repeated struggles
with all thought and theories fundamentally inimical to the proletariat. Before
and after Marx and Engels published The Manifesto of the Communist Party,
they waged struggles with every type of feudal, bourgeois, and petty-bourgeois
socialist theory and group. In particular, they sharply criticized and uncompro
misingly struggled against the reformism espoused by France's Pierre Proudhon
Md the opportunism of Germany's Ferdinand Lasalle. Each of these two trends
had previously exerted great influence in the workers' movement. It was pre
cisely these struggles that gradually swept away from the worker's movement
the influence of various kinds of spurious "socialist" trends of thought. These
struggles established the leading position of Marxist thought in the international
workers' movement and enabled the workers' movement of this period, centered
on Western Europe, to grow enormously. The First International (i.e., the Inter
national Association of Workers) was established in 1864 under the leadership of
Marx and Engels. For the first time, the struggles waged by the proletariat in
various countries enjoyed leadership from an international organization. The
workers' movement in Western Europe flourished in the 1860s.
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In the first half of the nineteenth centuiy, and particularly in the 1850$ and
1860s, the rapid growth of a large-scale, capitalist, machine industry—and of
agriculture, communications, transportation, foreign trade, and foreign colonial
expansion—^stirred up all the contradictions inherent in capitalism. The creation
of the Paris Commune in 1871 and the unprecedentedly keen global economic
crisis of 1873 were concentrated manifestations of the political and eco
nomic contradictions of capitalism during this period, and were the starting
points that marked the transition from "free" capitalism to monopoly capitalism,
i.e., imperialism.

Marx pointed out that the Paris Commune's "heroic movement of March 18
was the dawn of a great social revolution that would forever liberate human
ity from class society."'® It was the first attempt by the proletariat to overthrow
the bourgeoisie and to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat. It symbolized the
fact that the ruling position of the bourgeoisie was beginning to wobble, that
the capitalist system was beginning its slide ftom prosperity to decline, and
that the socialist revolution had been placed on the agenda for the day. Although
the Paris Commune was destroyed, "the principles of the Commune are eternal,
and cannot be extinguished."" The historical experience of the Paris Commune
demonstrated that the proletariat must use revolutionary violence to seize politi
cal power, must demolish the bourgeois state apparatus, and must establish a
dictatorship of the proletariat for it to achieve its own liberation. This has univer
sal significance for the proletariat of every country.

The 1873 economic crisis that engulfed the various capitalist countries of
Europe and America was the first profound crisis of a global nature. This crisis,
and the depression that followed, continued for more than five years. This indus
trial crisis was also intermeshed with an agricultural crisis. The disruption in
industrial and agricultural production, the serious extent of business bankruptcies
and unemployment, and the atrophy of the financial markets all exceeded previ
ous crises. The crisis increased competition among business enterprises and stim
ulated the concentration of production and capital. It was on this basis that
monopolies appeared. The capitalist economy began its transition fixjm the stage
of free competition to the stage of monopoly.

The increasingly fierce competition among business enterprises, economic
sectors, and the various capitalist states after the crisis of 1873 stimulated once
again the appearance of a series of techriicaj inventions in the capitalist world.
Not only did this bring about further progress in the sectors of heavy industry
that already existed (such as steel, coal mining, machine manufacturing, etc.),
but it also gave rise to the sequential establishment and development of a series
of new sectors of heavy industry (such as electric power, electric appliances,
chemicals, oil, automobile and aircraft manufacture, etc.). By the end of the
nineteenth century, heavy industry began to occupy the leading role in world
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industry. The further growth of large-scale, machine industry and the expansion
of the capitalist economic system throughout the entire world also promoted the
extremely rapid development of global steamship transportation, railroad con
struction, and international trade. The uneven nature of capitalist economic de
velopment became aggravated concurrently with these developments. Agriculture
fell behind the development of handicraft industry, light industry fell behind
heavy industry, the old industrial sectors lagged behind the new industrial sec
tors, and the old capitalist countries fell behind the newly rising ones. This
intensified uneven development caused drastic changes in the relative rank held
by each of these major capitalist countries in the world economy. In 1870,
England held first place in world industrial production, but by the 1880s, the
United States had overtaken England. In the early twentieth century, Germany
also eclipsed England and took second place. France's share of world industrial
production, like that of England, declined step by step. As a late arrival among
the capitalist countries, Japan's share of world industrial production was initially
very small; however, by the end of the nineteenth century and into the early
twentieth, Japan's hasty efforts to catch up resulted in a rapid enhancement of its
position.

The enormous progress made in technology in the last thirty years of the
nineteenth century, the rapid development of industrial production (especially in
heavy industry), and the intensification of competition all brought about a con
stant expansion in the scale of business enterprises, the widespread development
of Joint-stock companies, and the rapid concentration of capital and production.
The concentration of production inevitably produced monopolies. After the out
break of the 1873 global economic crisis, monopolies appeared one by one
throughout the various major capitalist countries. By the end of the nineteenth
century and the beginning of the twentieth, after almost thirty years of growth,
the nionopolies had become the basis for all economic life in each of the ad

vanced capitalist states. At this time, monopoly capitalism took its final shape,
and capitalism entered the stage of imperialism.

Because the degree to which production was concentrated and other historical

conditions differed from country to country, the speed and extent of development
as well as the organizational forms adopted by the monopolies also varied. If
industrial production was concentrated to a comparatively high degree—^such as
in the United States and Germany which imposed protective tariffs—^then the
development of the monopolies was comparatively rapid, and the degree of
monopoly comparatively high. However, if industrial production was concen
trated at a comparatively low level—^such as in England which had adopted a
policy of free trade—then the development of the monopolies was comparatively
sluggish, and the degree of monopoly was also comparatively low. The monop
oly corporation in the United States mainly took the form of trusts working
together in production. The German monopolies^ however, predominantly
adopted the form of cartels and syndicates unified on the basis of sales.® In
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reality these monopolies were identical, even though the principal organizational
form they eventually adopted and their degree of ability to monopolize a market
varied from country to country. They were all alliances among the big capitalists
established for the purpose of controlling the great majority of production of
sales of a certain kind or several kinds of commodities. They used every method
to restrict the scale of production, to divide up markets, to control raw materials,
and to fix monopoly prices. They exploited the great majority of people in their
own country, and plundered the people of the colonies and semi-colonies. More
over, they swallowed up small and medium-sized companies, squeezed out the
maximum in monopoly profits, and imposed their rule over the economic life of
the entire society. As production and capital became further concentrated, the
monopoly corporations in each country gradually developed into conglomer
ates," forming a small number of large financial groups that controlled the entire
national economy. Concentration and monopoly in industrial production stimu
lated concentration and monopoly in banking." By the early twentieth century,
concentration and monopoly in the banking industries in the major capitalist
countries had already reached an extremely high level. The role of banks also
changed following this development. That is, the banks changed from their past
role as the "middle-man" lender of funds to the role of omnipotent monopolists,
controlling the monetary capital of the entire country and the operational activi
ties of industry and commerce. In this manner, bank capital and industrial capi
tal, though traversing different roads, eventually formed finance capital.
Moreover, there appeared a small handful of financial magnates that not only
controlled banking, but also ruled industry. The formation of finance capital and
financial magnates and their control over the economic and political life of a
country were the basic traits of imperialism. Lenin pointed out that "imperialism
or the rule of finance capital is the highest stage of capitalism."^®

The export of capital was a significant measure whereby imperialist countries
earned out foreign expansion, and was an important basis for finance capital to
exploit and control the whole world. Exports of capital took place before capi
talism entered the stage of monopoly, but only when capitalism reached the
stage of monopoly did it achieve a particularly vital significance. The conditions
for investment existed when a small number of wealthy capitalist countries held
large amounts of surplus capital, and when capitalist development had al
ready drawn in the numerous backward countries into the sphere of the capi
talist world market. Before the First World War, England and France were the
two major capitd exporting countries. Although Germany and the United States
began their capital exports comparatively late, their expansion—^when it did
occur was nevertheless quite rapid. By the early twentieth century, Russia and
Japan also exported a small amount of capital. The main reasons why these
imperialist countries exported capital to the colonial and semi-colonial countries
were to make them become subsidiary sources of agricultural raw materials, and
to make them into targets for exploitation and enslavement by finance capital.
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Imperialism controlled Old China's financial and economic lifelines by the ex
port of capital. It pulled the strings behind Old China's politics, and turned it into
a poor and backward semi-colonial country. Currently, imperialism and social-
iinperialism vociferously spread the lie that their export of capital is "economic
aid for backward countries," but history has already mercilessly unmasked the
essence of this kind of "aid" as exploitation and plunder.

As the export of capital increased and as the monopolies expanded their ties
a road, the biggest monopolies intensified their contention for spheres of influ
ence. To prevent competition, and to reduce the losses and damage that they
inflicted on themselves, the monopolies frequently changed the form of their
conflict, sought temporary compromises, entered into international agreements,
formed alliances of international monopolies, and divided up the world on an
economic basis according to the capital and power each possessed. However,
these alliances and agreements were unstable. As their power relative to each
Wher changed, conflicts would frequently break out among the monopolies of
the various countries as each sought a larger share of the market. As a result, the
emergence of international monopolies not only could not eliminate conflict
among the monopoly capitalists of the various countries, but even caused these
struggles to become more acute.
To guarantee success in the rierce international struggle and to squeeze out

t e maximum monopoly profits, the monopoly capitalists of the various coun-
tnes always made every effort to seize and occupy even more colonies and
spheres of interest. The role of the colony as producer of raw materials for the
metropolitan country, as a market for commodities, and as a place for investment
bet^e even more important in the era of imperialism. While imperialism was
making every effort to plunder the colonies, it was at the same time searching for
a solution to alleviate its ever-sharpening domestic, class contradictions. While
t e imperialist countries were dividing up the world economically, they also
aunched fierce wars to divide up the world territorially. By the early twentieth
century, this global division had been completed. Capitalism had swallowed up
the whole world, and had formed a global system of capitalism. This system,
owever, ernbraced two antagonistic parts. On the one hand was a small number
o  imperialist countries that exploited and oppressed the colonies and semi-
co onies. Among these, England had become the largest colonial empire—called
t e empire on which the sun never sets." On the other hand were the colonies
Md semi-colonies that made up the great majority of the world's population.
They constituted the basis for imperialism's continued existence.

After Lenin made a thorough analysis of the vtuious basic characteristics of
imperialism, he pointed out that "imperialism is capitalism in that stage of devel
opment in which the dominance of monopolies and finance capital has estab
lished itself; in which the export of capital has acquired pronounced importance;
in which the division of the world among the international trusts has begun; in
which the division of all territories of the globe among the biggest capitalist
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powers has been completed."^' Because their specific historical conditions dif
fered, each imperialist country exhibited its own unique characteristics. The
United States was the model of a capitalist, imperialist state. Lenin said that "the
American trusts are the highest expression ... of an imperialist economy."^
Lenin also characterized England as "colonial imperialism"; France as "a
money-lending imperialism"; Germany as a "Junker-bourgeois imperialism"-^;
and Japan and Imperial Russia as "military-feudal imperialisms."

The moribund and parasitic nature of imperialism became ever more clearly
revealed subsequent to the establishment of monopoly capital rule and following
the expansion and intensification of the exploitation and enslavement of the
people of the colonies and semi-colonies. Lenin wrote:

Monopolies, oligarchy, the striving for domination instead of striving for lib
erty, the exploitation of an increasing number of small or weak nations by a
handful of the richest or most powerful nations—all these have given birth to
those distinctive characteristics of imperialism which compel us to define it as
parasitic or decaying capitalism.^'*

This moribund and parasitic nature was revealed when the monopolies sought to
maintain the highest monopoly prices and squeezed out the highest monopoly
profits. They frequently limited the scale of production and destroyed "surplus"
goods.?® They failed to use new technologies which they had purchased to make
up for losses sustained to their original equipment. This caused a colossal waste
of material wealth. The moribund and parasitic nature of capitalism was also
evident in the unprecedented increase in the number of idle people who relied
exclusively on "clipping interest coupons" to enjoy an indolent life, in the con
stant growth domestically of workers employed in the service industry, and so
on. The export of large quantities of capital and the cruel exploitation of many
colonies intensified the phenomenon whereby a small number of the wealthiest
and most powerful countries became leeches, sucking the blood of the people of
the backward areas. In this period England and France were the most typical
models of countries that behaved like leeches.

The moribund and parasitic nature of imperialism was also reflected in the
workers' movement. In order to eradicate the struggle of the working class
against monopoly capital, the monopoly bourgeoisie used two methods. On the
one hand, it strengthened its control over the state apparatus and savagely sup
pressed the workers' movement. On the other hand, it used a small part of the
colossal super-profits, obtained from exploitation of the colonies and depen
dencies, to bribe the upper stratum of the working class with high wages, to
foster a worker aristocracy, and to destroy the workers' movement. The worker

aristocracy was the social base for opportunism and revisionism in the workers'
movement. England possessed an extremely large number of colonies at a com

paratively early date, and moreover monopolized the world market for a long
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time. As a result, a stratum of worker aristocrats emerged after the middle of the
nineteenth century. It was precisely on this social basis that revisionism flour
ished in the English workers' movement and exerted its deepest influence during
the latter half of the nineteenth century. By the end of the nineteenth century and

the early twentieth, a worker aristocracy bribed by the monopoly bourgeoisie had
emerged in the various imperialist countries. This was the social and economic
source of the Bernstein revisionism that appeared in the Second International
of that time. Wearing the cloak of Marxism, the old revisionists, represented
by Eduard Bernstein and then shortly afterwards by Karl Kautsky, cut the rev
olutionary soul out of Meu^ism, tampered with Marxism's theories on the pro
letarian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat, and advertised
class cooperation and bourgeois reformism. In the period before the First World
War, revisionism further degenerated into social chauvinism. Lenin waged reso
lute struggles against the revisionism of the Second International, thoroughly
exposed its traitorous essence, and ultimately pressured it to its shameful
collapse.

Imperialism is the eve of the proletarian social revolution. All the contradic
tions inherent in the capitalist world sharpened unprecendentedly after it entered
the period of imperialism. Imperialism became a "paper tiger": outwardly strong
but inwardly weak. Like someone perched on the mouth of a volcano, imperial
ism confronted grave problems.

The contradiction between the socialization of production and capitalist pri
vate ownership intensified within the imperialist countries. Economic crises

' flourished. The life of the proletariat worsened day by day. Politically, monopoly
rule became ever more reactionary. This made domestic class contradictions
increasingly acute, and strengthened the proletariat's struggle against monopoly
capital.

The imperialist countries' increased exploitation and control of the colonies
and semi-colonies intensified the contradiction that existed between the people
of these colonies and semi-colonies and imperialism. It stimulated the people of
these colonies and semi-colonies into resisting imperialist aggression, control,
and enslavement, and aroused them to fight bravely for national liberation. This
struggle, especially in Asia, surged forward after 1900. Lenin wrote in 1913 that
"the new fountainhead of the vast storms sweeping the world has already gushed
forth in Asia."^® Moreover, he emphatically pointed out: "If the anti-capitalist
struggle of the European and American workers does not unite most closely with
the millions upon millions of 'colonial' slaves oppressed by capital, then in
reality the revolutionary movement in the advanced countries is merely a
fTaud."^'

As the unequal development of the capitalist countries intensified and the divi
sion of the world's territory was completed, the contradictions among the im
perialist countries also sharpened increasingly. These contradictions revealed in
a concentrated way that the imperialist powers were engaged in a struggle to
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redivide the world again, and to contend for world hegemony. Lenin pointed out
that "a vital characteristic of imperialism is the struggle for hegemony waged by
several great powers."^® By the end of the nineteenth century and the early
twentieth, Germany and England had formed two antagonistic, imperialist mili
tary blocs that contended for hegemony in Europe and throughout the world.
Their violent contention finally led to the outbreak of the First World War that
lasted from 1914 to 1918.

Kautsky, the chieftain of the old revisionism, invented the nonsensical "the

ory of ultra-imperialism" to cover up the profound contradictions among the
imperialists. He maintained that the frnance capitalists in the various countries
could implement a kind of "ultra-imperialist" policy that not only would replace
mutual struggle with international unity, but could realize a permanent, world
wide peace. Lenin strongly repudiated Kautsky's "theoiy of ultra-imperialism."
He was quite accurate when he pointed out that its purpose was to cheat the
masses by spreading "the hope that eternal peace could be achieved under
the capitalist system" [source unknown]. The outbreak of the First World War
thoroughly shattered Kautsky's shameless slander.

The imperialist war was an unprecedented disaster for humanity. Almost ten
million people were killed on the battlefield. More than twenty million were
wounded. The economies of many countries suffered enormous damage. The
war also further intensified the uneven development of the capitalist countries in
the postwar period, and caused even deeper contradictions and conflicts to flour
ish among them. At the same time, the contradiction between the people of the
colonies and semi-colonies and imperialism became even more acute. Qass
contradictions and revolutionary crises also rapidly grew within the capitalist
countries. Lenin pointed out:

The tens of millions of dead and maimed left by the war—to decide whether
the British or German group of financial marauders is to receive the most
booty—and those two "peace treaties,"^' are with unprecedented rapidity
opening the eyes of the millions and tens of millions of people who are down
trodden, oppressed, deceived and duped by the bourgeoisie. Thus, out of the
universal ruin caused by the war a world-wide revolutionary crisis is arising
which, however prolonged and arduous its stages may be, cannot end other
wise than in a proletarian revolution and in its victoiy.^®

War brought revolution. Four years of the great imperialist war greatly
weakened the world capitalist System. Tl enabled the proletariat to break through
the weakest link in the imperialists' line of battle, and to achieve victory in the
socialist revolution by overthrowing the rule of the bourgeoisie initially in one
country. The October 1917 socialist revolution in Russia achieved success under
these conditions. The victory of the October socialist revolution opened up a new
era in the history of humanity. It symbolized the fact that the history of humanity
was beginning a fundamental turn from the old world of capitalism to the new
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world of socialism. The road of the October Revolution is the common road for

the liberation of mankind.

The First World War and the victory of the October socialist revolution in Russia
shook the foundations of the world capitalist system. Henceforth, the world
capitalist system entered Ae stage of a general crisis.

The general crisis of capitalism was "comprehensive, embracing both the
economic and political spheres"^' of the world capitalist system. The evolving
course of the general crisis of capitalism, dating from the conclusion of the First
World War until the outbreak of the Second World War, can be divided into
three periods:

The years 1918 to 1923 were the period when the capitalist system suffered a
profound shock. During the Great War, the economies of the various European
countries suffered serious damage. Germany immediately found itself in a cha
otic situation after the conclusion of the war because it had to cede portions of its
territory, pay an indemnity, and so on. The United States,- England, Japan, and
other countries experienced a brief stage of "prosperity" in this early period of
transition from a wartime to a peacetime economy. However, the great mass
of people lacked many daily necessities because of the war, and they had con
sumed the small stockpiles that existed. As soon as some industrial facilities and
equipment that were urgently needed in the early postwar period were put back
into operation, some countries blindly expanded their production capacity. Be
cause this exceeded the narrow scope of the capitalist world market, a world
economic crisis broke out in 1920-21. This crisis spread to many capitalist
countries. Its destructiveness exceeded that of the repeated crises of the past.

Deeply influenced by the October socialist revolution in Russia, revolutionary
movements surged forward in various countries during this period. Uprisings and
revolutions broke out one after the other in Japan, Germany, Austria, Hungary,
and many other countries. People's liberation struggles arose in Korea, China,
Egypt, Syria, Morocco, India, Afghanistan, Iran, and other places. Massive
strikes occurred in the United States, Italy, and other countries. The ruling
groups of the various imperialist countries used every stratagem to suppress the
revolution wherever it occurred. In addition, they launched an armed interven
tion against Soviet Russia. Only after 1924 did the revolutionary struggles in the
various countries subside. However, with the support of the international prole
tariat, Soviet Russia smashed the imperialist armed intervention and the domestic
counter-revolutionary disorders. It broke through the economic blockade of im
perialism, consolidated the dictatorship of the proletariat, and even began to
revive the national economy. All these events revealed the great vitality of the
newbom socialist system.

The years from 1924 to 1929 were a period of relative economic and political
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Stability in the postwar capitalist world. Its main characteristics were as follows:
On the one hand, the economies of the various capitalist countries not only
recovered, but also attained a certain level of development to the point where
some progress was evident. On the other hand, the revolutionary movement
became temporarily dormant.

The major factors enabling the capitalist world economy to attain a relative
degree of stability were as follows: 1. The capitalist countries invested vast
amounts of money to update the fixed capital which had sustained serious war
time damage. 2. Stimulated by intensified competition in domestic and foreign
markets, a series of new industrial sectors (such as automobiles, electricity,
chemicals, man-made fibers, etc.) made comparatively rapid progress. 3. The
various capitalist countries, especially the United States and Germany, vigor
ously promoted a so-called "rationalization of production." These measures in
tensified the exploitation of the workers and increased their labor intensity, yet
also raised their productivity. 4. In addition to these factors, some countries (like
Japan) also artificially stimulated heavy industry (particularly the production of
military goods) by either openly or secretly expanding the production of weap
ons. 5. During this period, the various capitalist countries returned—one by
one—to the gold standard. This helped to stabilize their currencies. International
trade also topped prewar levels, and expanded to a certain degree.

Nevertheless, capitalist economic development during this period also com
pletely revealed its limitations and instability. This was largely manifest in the
following areas: 1. Industrial enterprises often operated below capacity, and a
large reserve army of unemployed walked the streets. 2. Sometimes the recovery
or development of production was disrupted by partial declines or stag
nation. 3. Agriculture fell into a chronic crisis and was unable to resuscitate

itself. The relative overproduction of agricultural goods became ever more seri
ous. 4. The problem of the world market became increasingly acute, influenced
by the growth of national industry in the colonies and semi-colonies as well as
the development of the national liberation movement. The increase in the amount

of foreign trade carried out by the capitalist countries lagged far behind the
economic growth in these countries themselves. 5. Because of intensified exploi
tation by monopoly capital, the living standards of the working masses of the
various countries remained either the same or even dipped below prewar levels.
As a result, a sharp contradiction arose between the narrow capacity of the
international and domestic markets and the increasingly blind expansion of pro
duction. The elements of a crisis quickly-ripened.

Contrary to the conditions in the capitalist countries, the national economy of
the Soviet Union displayed the superiority of the socialist system by demonstrat
ing sustained and stable development. During this period, the Soviet Union
completed the work of resuscitating its national economy. In 1928, it began to
implement the First Five Year Plan for developing the national economy. Social
ist industrialization and agricultural collectivization surged forward, and served
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as a sharp contrast to the capitalist world engulfed in crisis.
The years from 1929 to 1938 were the period when the relative stability of

capitalism collapsed and when its economy suffered an unprecedentedly serious
crisis. It was also a period when the various contradictions in the capitalist world
became extremely acute, and when there was a major resurgence of revolution
ary struggles.

The great global economic crisis that began in the United States in October
1929 enveloped the entire capitalist world. This economic crisis arose on the
basis of a general crisis of capitalism, and was the deepest, most protracted
economic crisis in the history of capitalism. During the crisis (1929-33), indus
trial production in the various major capitalist countries fell drastically. In the
United States and Germany, the economy contracted by more than half, and fell
back to the levels achieved in the early twentieth century—or even the end of the
nineteenth century! The number of unemployed in the entire capitalist world rose
to 35,000,000. The rate of unemployment in some countries reached 30 to 50
percent. The agricultural crisis was also unprecedentedly severe. When large
quantities of agricultural goods became "surplus," prices fell dramatically. The
agricultural crisis became linked to the industrial crisis, with each harming
the other. During the crisis decade, the level of world trade shrank even more
than that of industrial production. Between 1931 and 1933, acute credit and
monetary crises also broke out sequentially in the various countries of Europe
and America. Many banks went bankrupt, and the entire credit system was on
the verge of collapse. One by one, countries went off the gold standard and
devalued their currencies. Because the metropolitan countries did their utmost to
shift the burden of the crisis onto others, the blows suffered by the economies of
the colonies and semi-colonies were especially cattistrophic during the Depres
sion years. The prices of agricultural products and raw materials exported from
the colonies and semi-colonies plummeted, causing an even greater deterioration
in the subsistence livelihood of the people of these areas.

The crisis brought unbelievable hardships for the working masses of various
countries. Strikes, demonstrations, and farmers' struggles surged up anew. In
order to suppress the revolutionary struggles of the people and to maintain the
rule of monopoly capital, the financial oligarchs of the various imperialist coun
tries began to cast aside the veil of bourgeois democracy, strengthened their
direct control over the machinery of the state, and become even more reactionary
politically. The financial oligarchs of Germany, Italy, and Japan set up the most
reactionary, openly terrroristic, and fascist dictatorships. In addition, they put
their national economies into the orbit of militarization, and intensified their
preparations for war. In order to "resolve" the crisis, the other imperialist coun
tries (like the United States, England, and France) also strengthened state "regu
lation" of the economy and developed a state monopoly capitalism that vainly
sought a solution through arms expansion and preparation for war.

After the 1929-33 crisis, the capitalist world economy fell into a special kind
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of depression. That is, it languished in an economic depression that did not lead
to an industrial resurgence. Generally speaking, production in the capitalist coun
tries took a turn for the better only about 1935. However, after 1937, a new
economic crisis—arriving with great ferocity—broke out in the United States,
France, England, and other countries. The total number of unemployed workers
in the capitalist world reached eighteen million in 1938. This crisis ended only
because of the full-scale outbreak of the Second World War in 1939.

While the capitalist world economy of the 1930s faced an unprecedentedly
acute crisis and depression, the socialist economy of the Soviet Union consis
tently grew quite rapidly. The Second Five Year Plan was completed in 1937 as
envisioned and had successfully achieved socialist industrialization and agricul
tural collectivization. The strength of the socialist economy grew rapidly. This
highlighted even more graphically the decadence of the capitalist system.

The appearance and rapid development of the socialist system after the First
World War made a substantial impact on and profoundly shocked the world
capitalist system. As the general crisis of capitalism deepened, it also made more
acute the class contradictions within the imperialist countries, the contradictions
between the people of the colonies and semi-colonies and imperialism, and the
contradictions among the imperialist countries.

When we speak of the domestic situation in the imperialist countries, we can
see that the further development of the monopolies, the astonishing profits de
rived from domestic and foreign exploitation, the strengthening of the reaction
ary rule of the financial oligarchies, and the deteriorating condition of the
working class constantly stimulated the working class of various countries to
resist monopoly capital. These struggles became particularly violent after the
outbreak of the 1929 world economic crisis, and constituted a new revolutionary
crisis. However, the revolutionary situation that existed in various countries in
the early 1930s was undermined by the opportunists in the workers' movement
and the treachery of the right-wing socialist parties. In particular, the working
classes of Germany, Japan, and Italy lost all their rights and freedom under the
tyranny of fascism, and suffered monopoly capital's unscrupulous oppression
and enslavement. However, the revolutionary will of the broad working masses
in the various imperialist countries could not be restrained, and it demanded the
removal of the rule of monopoly capital. No matter how despicable the suppres
sion imposed by the monopoly bourgeoisie, and no matter how shameless the
treachery of the opportunists became, the struggles of the working people did not
cease for a moment.

Because the issue of markets became-more acute in the period between the
two great wars, the various imperialist countries stepped up capital exports and
used various methods to increase the economic exploitation and political control
they exerted over their own colonies. Moreover, they intensified their penetration
of the semi-colonial countries, and manipulated the financial and economic life
lines of these countries. Controlled by the power of foreign capital, ajgriculture in
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the colonial and semi-colonial countries continued its one-sided development,
that is, their agricultural sector grew only a single product or several products for
export. As a result, this intensified the chief characteristic of these countries as
subordinate sources of agricultural and raw materials for imperialism. They suf
fered severe exploitation from imperialism's exchange of unequal values and
catastrophic blows when imperialism passed along its crises to them. During this
period, national industiy in some colonies and semi-colonies (such as India,
China, and so on) was one-sided and deformed despite achieving a certain level
of development. In addition, national industry was always in turmoil from the
interference and attacks of foreign capital. Like two colossal mountains, the cruel
exploitation and oppression of feudalism and colonialism weighed heavily on the
broad masses of people of the colonies and semi-colonies, and constituted
the source of their backwardness and poverty.
On the other hand, a proletariat gradually emerged and matured as foreign

capital investment in the colonies and semi-colonies increased and as national
industries developed in these areas. Influenced by the October Revolution in
Russia and the dissemination of Marxist-Leninist ideology, this proletariat began

to form an anti-imperialist, anti-feudal political force that could not be ignored.
The demands of the masses of impoverished peasants—squeezed by feudal land
lords, usurious merchants, and by foreign capital and its representatives—to
resist feudal and colonial oppression and to struggle for liberation became even
more urgent. The consciousness of the patriotic national bourgeoisie, petty bour
geoisie, and intellectuals who demanded the removal of imperialist oppression
and the achievement of national independence also grew daily. As a result, the
contradiction between imperialism and the masses of people in the colonial and
semi-colonial countries sharpened unprecendentedly and brought forth a power
ful national liberation movement. Led by the great leader Chairman Mao and the
Chinese Communist party, the Chinese people fought two lengthy and heroic
revolutionary civil wars. Their direct goals were to oppose the oppression and
rule of both imperialism and feudalism. The Indian people fought energetically
three times between the two world wars for national independence. The national
liberation movement made repeated gains in Egypt, North Afiica, and Latin
America. Despite being suppressed by imperialism and its running dogs, and
despite the serious setbacks it suffered because of the betrayals and sellout tac
tics of the big bourgeoisie, the national democratic revolution in the colonial and
semi-colonial countries during this period undoubtedly symbolized the fact that
the colonial system of imperialism was already facing a serious crisis.

In the period between the two world wars, the contradictions among the
imperialist countries also became more aggravated because of their increasingly

■ uneven economic development. By the end of the 1920s, the United States—
which reaped windfall profits during the First World War—^had reached a pinna
cle in its economic development. In 1929, for example, its economy accounted
for half of the industrial production of the capitalist world. In the 1930s, how-
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ever, America's economic status dramatically weakened under the impact of a
profound economic crisis and a unique type of depression. England's economy
began to decline after the First World War. It remained basically stagnant during
the 1920s, and enjoyed a slight recovery and period of growth only in the latter
half of the 1930s. Industry in France grew comparatively rapidly in the 1920s.
By the 1930s, however, its economic situation gradually deteriorated under the
impact of the economic crisis. In the immediate postwar period, the German
economy was extremely chaotic. However, by the end of the 1920s, it had
eclipsed France and England, having recovered and developed with the assis
tance of capital infusions from the United States. Although the German economy
in the early 1930s also suffered from the severe blows of the crisis, its military-
economic power grew rapidly after the fascists came into power. They energeti
cally militarized the economy and expanded preparations for war. The power of
Japan's military sector of the economy also increased noticeably during this
same period because the government greatly augmented the size of the armed
forces in order to carry out a war of aggression. These kinds of changes in
relative strength inevitably led to unprecedented intensification of the contradic
tions that existed among the imperialist states.

Prior to the middle of the 1930s, the principal contradiction in the imperialist
camp was always that between the United States and England. The two countries
waged a fierce struggle with each other in contending for world hegemony. At
the same time, the contradiction between England and France—both contending
for hegemony in Europe—was also acute. In Asia, the United States and England
sometimes contended with—and then sometimes colluded with—^Japan, a nation
that had suddenly emerged as a principal actor after World War I. In order to
instigate Germany to become the sharp spearhead of attack against the Soviet
Union, American and British imperialism adopted policies that actively fostered
German monopoly capital. However, this was a self-defeating policy, like pick
ing up a rock only to drop it on one's own foot. Following the speedy revival
of German militarism, and especially after the establishment of the aggressive
German-Japanese-Italian fascist axis, the interests of England, France, and the
United States became threatened by a unified opponent. As the contradictions
between the United States and England and between England and France abated,
the contradictions between the two great imperialist groups—England, France,
and the United States on the one hand, and Germany, Japan and Italy on the
other—rose to become the principal contradiction. The contention for world
hegemony among several imperialist powers finally led to the outbreak of the
Second World War.

The Second World War was launched by the German and Japanese fascists,
with the connivance of American and British imperialism. Japan's launching of
an all-out war of aggression against China in July 1937 was the opening stage
of this world war. After fascist Germany instigated a war in Europe in September
1939, a world war developed on a full-scale basis. In June 1941, the German
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fascists treacherously attacked the Soviet Union and spread the flames of conflict
even further. Under the leadership of Comrade Joseph Stalin, the Soviet people
and the Soviet Army fought well despite the difficulties that faced them, and
eventually achieved a great victory in the war against fascism. Led by the great
leader Chairman Mao and the Chinese Communist party, the Chinese people
persisted in their own war of resistance, endured every sacrifice, and finally
compelled the Japanese militarists to accept an unconditional surrender. The
people of the various countries of the world also made their own contributions in

the war against fascism. The utter defeat of German and Japanese fascism
in 1945 created favorable conditions for many European and Asian countries to
gain victory in their struggle for a people's democratic revolution. It also had an
enormous impact on the development of the national liberation struggles of the
people of the colonies and semi-colonies. The general crisis of capitalism be
came even more profound and sharper.

The Second World War was a profound disaster for the people of various
countries. The losses far exceeded those suffered during the First World War.
Sixty-seven million people were killed or wounded in the war. The destruction of

. material wealth totaled approximately 4 trillion U.S. dollars. The war dealt fur
ther blows to the imperialist camp. Germany, Japan, dnd Italy had been devas
tated in defeat. England and France had suffered serious damage. Only American
imperialism drank its fill of fresh blood in the war. Its economic and military
strength grew unprecedentedly. As a result, the United States replaced German
and Japanese fascism and ascended to the position of ruler of the capitalist
world. But the era when imperialism could arbitrarily carve up and enslave the
people of the world had already gone, never to return. As soon as the war ended,
enormous revolutionaiy storms arose in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In
1949, the Chinese people's revolution achieved a great victory. Numerous coun
tries in the Asian, African, and Latin American areas took the path of national
independence. The old colonial system of imperialism rapidly disintegrated. The
backyard of imperialism now became the front line of the anti-imperialist strug
gles, whose beacons linked together their common purpose.



2
England

Among the capitalist countries, England has a "brand name" reputation. When
we consider the history of the development of world capitalism, we can see that
England stands out as the model of primitive capital accumulation as well as
pioneer of the Industrial Revolution. For a long time it monopolized world
industry and the world market. Historically, the British controlled the world's
largest colonial empire, and for more than two hundred years ruthlessly plun
dered and exploited the broad masses of people of the colonies and semi-
colonies. However, it was also the first imperialist country to begin to decline.

1. The Emergence and Development of
Capitalist Relations of Production

The Disintegration of the Serf System
during the Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Centuries: The Sprouts of Capitalist
Relations of Production Begin to Emerge

Capitalist relations of production originated and developed in the process of the
breakup of the feudal economy. At the end of the fourteenth century, the English
system of serfdom had already disintegrated, and by the flfteenth century, capi
talist relations of production gradually emerged. Serfdom became the predomi
nant system throughout England after the Normans' conquered this country in
the early eleventh century. In the twelfth thirteenth centuries, the woolen
textile industry located in Flanders on the European continent began to flourish,
and as a result started to import iS-ge qiiantitites of wool from England. This
promoted the development of sheep raising England. The rise of cities as well
as the growth of sheep raising destroyed the natural economy of the system of
serfdom. The links between the peasants and the market gradually became
closer. At the same time, the feudal lords' demand for money also increased. By
the thirteenth century, the practice whereby the peasantry paid their rent with

35
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money rather than with corvee labor was gradually becoming more prevalent. By
paying their rent with money, a segment of the serfs freed themselves from the
feudal obligation of performing corvee labor on the manor (the land personally
managed by the feudal lord), and as a result, these serfs came to enjoy a compar
atively large degree of economic freedom. Consequently, the serf system began
to disintegrate gradually in the aftermath of the development of a commodity
economy and of money relationships in the villages.

Serf uprisings dealt the most serious blows to the system of serfdom. The
widespread Black Death of 1348—49 reduced England's population by one third.
Because of the extreme shortage of labor power, some of the feudal lords had to
rent out their manorial land to prosperous peasants; or they had to turn the
manorial land into pasture land, which not only economized on labor power but
also could earn a profit. However, the feudal aristocracy was unwilling to easily
discard the serf system. In order to ensure a supply of labor power for its estates,
the aristocracy used every stratagem to fasten once again the exploitative
system of corvee upon the serfs, and did everything it could to rescue this system
from the crisis that it faced. This provoked the widespread serf uprisings that
took place throughout England in the latter half of the fourteenth century.
Among the largest in scale was the 1381 uprising led by Wat Tyler. The rebels
demanded the elimination of serfdom, the abolition of corvee labor as payment
for rent, and the abrogation of all feudal obligations. They even went so far as to
demand the confiscation of church lands and their distribution to the peasantry.
Although the serf uprisings were put down, they nevertheless shook the founda
tions of feudal rule in a fundamental way. They forced the feudal aristocracy to
substitute money for corvee labor as payment for rent, and to gradually abandon
the system of serfdom. In this way, "the system of serfdom no longer really
existed in England by the end of the fourteenth century."^

After abandoning the system of serfdom, the feudal lords still retained mo
nopoly rights over the land. While the serfs still rented the land from the feudal
aristocracy, they nevertheless had freed themselves from the obligation of per
forming con^e labor, had achieved their personal freedom, and had become
copyholder^^aying a fixed amount of money for rent. By the fifteenth century,
a broad stratum of yeomen"*, composed mainly of copyholders, was emerging in

i England s villages. A small peasant economy began to predominate. However,
the impact of a commodity economy also created further class differentiation
in the villages. For example, as some of the less affluent peasants became poorer
and went bankrupt, they became hired hands. On the other hand, a small number
rose to become rich peasants. These farmers rented seignorial manors, purchased
the land tenancy rights from destitute peasants, employed hired labor, and grad
ually became the owners of tenant farms. Capitalist relations of production ap
peared in agriculture in this process.

The handicraft production of woolen goods was rather prevalent in England's
villages and cities in the early period when serfdom predominated and when the
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sheep-raising industry was beginning to develop. By the fourteenth century,
the wool-spinning industry had become rather sizable, and exports of woolen
textiles grew continuously. Once the system of serfdom disintegrated, the peas
antry became increasingly differentiated into various strata. Impoverished peas
ants desperate to make a living were forced to work in household handicraft
production. By the fifteenth century, these types of semi-agricultural, semi-
industrial, household handicraftsmen were becoming a common sight throughout
England's villages. This opened vast opportunities for the merchants. At first^ the
household handicraftsmen cooperated with the merchants only in the marketing
of their products, yet retained their independence in the production process.
However, after the market in woolen fabrics grew larger and larger, the quantity
of piece goods purchased from the hands of these small producers could not
satisfy the needs of consumers. Merchants now began to provide wool to these
household handicraftsmen to process in their local villages. And the merchants
paid these people wages. In essence, the household handicraftsmen became hired
workers who processed raw materials for the merchants. Subsequently, this "put
ting out" system (where the merchant-capitalist became a broker responsible
for the purchase and marketing of these goods) gradually came to dominate
the entire process of wool production—including spinning, weaving, warping,
dyeing, and so on. This system now organized the household handicraftsmen
(who had previously been scattered in various lines of work), and created
instead a dispersed mosaic of handicraft workshops operating under the control
of merchant-capitalists.

England's urban handicraft industry during the fifteenth century still remained
under the control of the guilds. However, as industry and commerce grew, these
guilds underwent a process of internal differentiation. A stratum of prosperous
shopkeepers emerged who exercised leadership in the guilds and who kept the
poorer shopkeepers under control. At the same time, it became increasingly more
difficult for shop assistants to rise and become shopowners. Such assistants and
apprentices gradually became the hired workers of the shopowners. As the vari
ous strata within the guilds became more highly differentiated, merchants and
money-lending capitalists also intervened. They tried to control not only the
poorer handicraftsmen, but also brought handicraftsmen from the villages into
the cities to establish handicraft workshops there. As a result, capitalist employ
ment relationships also gradually appeared in the urban areas.

Primitive Capital Accumulation and the Development
of a Workshop Handicraft Industry in'the Sixteenth
and Seventeenth Centuries

The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries marked the period when England rapidly
turned from feudalism to capitalism. It was a period characterized by the large-
scale expropriation of land from the peasants, by overseas colonial expansion.
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and by primitive capital accumulation. It was a period when a capitalist handi
craft workshop industry made great progress.

The expropriation of peasant land was the foundation for the entire process of
primitive accumulation. In English history, peasant land was seized through a
process called the enclosure movement. This enclosure of land began as early as
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and was linked to an expanding sheep-
raising industry. During this process, a segment of the aristocracy forcibly ap
propriated the peasants' common lands, such as pastures, woods, wastelands,
ponds, and so forth. Then they used palisades, fences, ditches, and other means
to "enclose" the land, thereby transforming it into privately owned property.
By the fifteenth century, and especially by the end of the 1400s, this type of
land enclosure process had become quite common. It occurred in the aftermath
of the growth of wool exports and the development of the woolen industry. After
the great geographical discoveries, the world market suddenly expanded, and the
woolen industries of Flanders and England grew vigorously. The price of wool
shot up. Raising sheep had now become a particularly lucrative enterprise. At the
same time, the flow of large quantities of inexpensive gold and silver from
America into Europe stimulated a universal rise in prices that created the so-
called "price revolution" of the sixteenth century. This caused a decline in the
real income of the aristocracy, whose cash flow came from fixed money rents
levied and collected according to custom. As a result, the aristocracy now initi
ated a large-scale movement to enclose land, and paid no attention to any resis
tance from the peasantry that they encountered in the process. At first the
aristocracy enclosed and occupied the public lands that the peasants, and espe
cially the cotters,^ had depended upon for their livelihood. Next, they gradually
destroyed the traditional regulations pertaining to land arrangements, and—using
various pretexts—either seized the land of the copyholders or took it back from
the other small tenant householders. They demolished the homes of these people,
and tumed their small plots of land into either large pastures or farmlands. Then
the aristocracy either began to manage these farms by themselves or rented them
out to tenants at a high price. As a result, many villages were wiped out. Many
peasants, now bereft of land and housing, were left destitute and homeless.
Wandering from place to place, they became beggars and vagabonds, and exem
plified the so-called phenomenon of "men being eaten by sheep" that has been
written about in English history.

Peasants living on the monastic domains of the church could not avoid this
process of violent expropriation either. The Catholic church was a large feudal
landowner in England, and owned one-third of the land of the entire realm.
However, in the 1530s, the Tudor monarchy carried out religious reforms. It
closed down thousands of Catholic monasteries and confiscated their lands. The
Tudor monarchs did this in order to increase the income of the ruling house and
to satisfy the demand for land of the new aristocrats and bourgeoisie. Ostensibly
this was done to free England from its dependency on the Catholic Pope. The
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monarch granted a portion of these lands to favored ministers and trusted rela

tives. The other portion was sold at extremely low prices to members of the
gentry and to land speculators, merchants, and entrepreneurs. These new land
owners became a new aristocracy. First they evicted the tenant farmers who, for
generation after generation, had originally lived on these parcels. Then they
turned around and rented these very same properties to other tenants, but at higher
prices. This process once again created a large number of destitute vagabonds.

The enclosure movement that forcibly separated peasants from their land
1. promoted the development of capitalist relations of production in the villages,
2. expanded the stratum of a newly bourgeoisified aristocracy, and 3. created a
group of wealthy capitalist farm managers from people who had previously been
prosperous peasants, merchants, and entrepreneurs. Sheep raising and agricul
tural production both recorded dramatic growth. However, the enclosure move
ment at the same time created a large number of jobless vagabonds. Pressured by
a hostile environment, these vagabonds wandered about everywhere. Entire
groups of people now became beggars and thieves, continuously fomenting dis
turbances and threatening the rule of the Tudor monarchy. As a result, the
monarchy promulgated and enforced a series of "bloody laws" that embodied a
dual purpose. On the one hand, these laws would assist the bourgeoisie in "sub
duing" these vagrants, and on the other hand, they would also force these
people into becoming hired laborers on the capitalist farms and in the handi
craft workshops. A law enacted in 1530 stipulated that only those persons
who were either elderly or handicapped would be permitted to beg. These
individuals would be issued a special permit that would enable them to beg
for food. However, "sturdy vagabonds" were to be flogged and imprisoned. A
law passed in 1536 stipulated that able-bodied vagabonds—immediately after
their arrest—^had to be paraded on the streets of the nearest city and flogged
until blood was drawn. If they were caught a second time, half an ear was to
be cut off in addition to the flogging. If caught a third time, the death penalty
would be imposed. A 1547 law added the further stipulation that, if a person
who refused to work was accused of being an idler, he would be sentenced to
serve as a slave for the accuser. Slaves that had run away for a full fourteen
days would be sentenced to serve as slaves for their entire lifetime, and the
letter "S" would be branded on their forehead or face. If they ran away three
times, they would be condemned to death. The bourgeoisie utilized these
sanguinary laws enacted by the autocratic monarchy to transform the expro
priated peasants into a huge anny of hired laborers and to force these people
to yield tO the labor regulations and ruthless exploitation of capitalism.

Marx wrote:

The spoilation of the Church's property, the fraudulent alienation of the state
domains, the robbery of the common lands, the usurpation of feudal and clan^
property, and its transformation into modem private property under circum-
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stances of reckless terrorism, were just so many idyllic methods of primitive
accumulation. They conquered the field for capitalist agriculture, made the soil
part and parcel of capital, and created for the town industries the necessary
supply of a "free" and outlawed proletariat.'

If it can be said that the enclosure movement prepared a large number of hired
workers and a domestic market for the development of English capitalism, then
the plunder of foreign countries and colonial expansionism provided the devel
opment of English capitalism with colossal financial wealth and a foreign mar
ket. The major geographical discoveries and the change in the world's trade
routes gave England an advantageous position with regard to overseas connec
tions. In the sixteenth century, the mercantilist policy promoted by the Tudor
monarchy provided an even greater incentive for merchants and aristocrats to
invest in overseas commercial activity and enterprises involved in the plunder of
colonies. England's foreign trade grew enormously because only British ships
transported the products of all three continents of Europe, Africa, and America in
the sixteenth century. Woolen textiles consistently ranked first among London's
exports. At that time, the British boasted that at least half of Europe wore En
glish clothing. Foreign trade brought England an enormous income. However,
the ability of the English to ship products to the various countries of Asia was still
quite limited because doing business there caused outflows of large quantities of
gold and silver. This ran contrary to the bourgeoisie's desire to accumulate money.

Their boundless greed for gold and silver led English merchants and adven
turers to become involved in piracy and plunder. In fact, in the sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries, the maritime trade of the various European countries
largely resembled piracy. England at that time was called "a nation of pirates."
The British robbed the Portuguese ships loaded with spices from the East, and
looted the "Spanish white silver armadas" loaded with gold and silver from the
Americas. These piratical actions were all looked upon as lawful activities; com
panies that engaged in this activity were chartered by the crown. Piracy enjoyed
the active support of the English monarchs.

England's overseas trade and piracy were closely connected to its colonial
expansion. After the discovery of new maritime routes and new continents,
Portugal came to control East India, and Spain came to control the West Indies.
Initially, England could use only trade and piracy to strike at Portugal and Spain
economically. However, after the middle of the sixteenth century, as its eco
nomic and naval strength grew more and more formidable, England began to
carry on an open war with both Portugal and Spain for the control of colonies. In
1588, the English government, with the powerful support of London's merchant
community, routed Spain's "Invincible Armada," thereby eliminating the biggest
obstacle to its maritime activities. England subsequently entered a stage charac
terized by its seizure of colonial territories. The East India Company that plun
dered India and monopolized trade with the Far East was established in 1600. It
set up commercial outlets in Madras in 1620 and Calcutta in 1635, and estab-
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lished a beachhead for aggression against India. At the end of the sixteenth and
the beginning of the seventeenth centuries, once London established its first
group of colonies there, England's colonial power extended into North America
and the West Indies. In addition, England carried out ruthless acts of aggression
against neighboring Ireland when it seized vast areas of land from the Irish
peasants. All of these activities not only brought enormous wealth to the English
aristocracy and bourgeoisie, but also provided an immense amount of capital that
enabled the domestic workshop handicraft industry to make great progress.
Up until the end of the fifteenth centuiy, the English handicraft industry was

comparatively backward. Wool produced in England mainly supplied the wool-
spinning industry of Flanders. Woolen textiles that were intended for export
were also mainly half-finished goods, and the final processing (the cutting and
dyeing of the cloth) had to be carried out in Flanders. However, after the begin
ning of the sixteenth century, all the factors involved in primitive accumulation
that have been mentioned above enabled England's workshop handicraft indus
try, and especially its wool-spinning industry, to achieve substantial progress. By
the middle of the sixteenth century, the export of woolen textiles reached 120
thousand bolts, and by the first half of the seventeenth century, it had increased
to an annual level of twenty-five thousand bolts. Wool-spinning became "an
industry of all the people," common both in town and countryside. Not only did
the scale of its production expand, but great progress was also made in its
technological aspects.

Prior to the sixteenth century, England's wool-spinning industry was predom
inantly a semi-industrial, semi-agricultural household handicraft industry preva
lent in the villages. A dispersed, capitalistic workshop handicraft industry
emerged from those workshops which had fallen under the control of merchant-
capitalists. After the sixteenth century—after many farmers had been dispos
sessed of their lands—^these merchant-capitalists further extended their control
over the household handicraftsmen living in the villages. The merchant-capitalist
now supplied to the handicraftsmen not only their raw materials (such as wool),
but also their tools (such as looms). In this process, the household handicrafts
man became thoroughly subordinate to the merchant-capitalist, and became a
hired laborer lacking any property. However, merchant-capitalists operating
under this dispersed form of production also constantly faced the problem of
getting the raw materials and tools into the hands of some hundred household
handicraftsmen scattered over an area several tens of miles. At the same time,

there was no way to supervise" production. Raw materials and tools were easily
damaged. The quality of the products was difficult to guarantee. The production
of woolen textiles sometimes stopped during the agricultural busy season. For
all these reasons, such a system could not satisfy the ever-increasing needs of
the market. Therefore, centralized handicraft workshops established by these
merchant-capitalists gradually emerged and developed after the middle of the
sixteenth century—precisely at a time when there was an increase in the number
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of peasants who had lost their land. By the seventeenth century, handicraft
workshops employing several hundreds of people were already quite common.

During the sixteenth century and up to the middle of the seventeenth, capital
ist handicraft workshops also developed in industrial sectors such as mining,
metallurgy, metal-working, salt, glass, paper, saltpeter, and beer. Many large-
scale factories employing upwards of several hundred workers emerged in these
industries. As handicraft workshops developed, the guild system gradually disin
tegrated. The guilds within many trades became the tools not only of the owners
of the handicraft workshops who sought to control the handicraft workers, but
also of the big merchants who sought to control the small handicraftsmen.

The Bourgeois Revolution of1640-88

Important changes occurred in the class structure of English society as a result of
the development of capitalist relations of production after the sixteenth century.
A new exploitative group—a new aristocracy and a bourgeoisie—grew more
powerful day by day. The new aristocracy was a bourgeoisified aristocracy, and
originated largely from the middle and small aristocracy. However, during the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, there were also quite a few well-to-do farm
ers and wealthy urban merchants who purchased land and entered the ranks of
the new aristocracy. Some even received knighthoods conferred by the crown.
After they enclosed the land of the peasants and made it into pasture land or
farms, they either put into effect capitalist management practices, or leased that
land to tenant farmers, and pocketed a capitalist land rent in the process. They
also worked concurrently as both workshop owners and as merchants. Because
of this, their economic interests were basically identical to those of the bourgeoi
sie. At the same time, they demanded relief from both the disadvantageous as
well as advantageous feudal obligations they owed the king. However, the Stuart
monarchy (which began its reign in the early seventeenth century) pursued do
mestic policies that increased the rent on land, established a monopoly on the
sale of everyday consumer goods, and even went as far as to sell government
positions and titles of nobility. The Stuarts wanted to strengthen their autocratic
power to cope with their increasing expenditures. In foreign policy, the Stuarts
compromised and arranged a marriage alliance with the autocratic ruling house
of Spain. However, Spain at that time was England's principal competitor in
foreign trade. Stuart policies brought strong disapproval from the bourgeoisie
and the new aristocracy. In its ranks the bourgeoisie included prosperous mer
chants, financiers, merchant-capitalists, workshop owners, ship captains, and
owners of large estates who rented out parcels of their land to others. Except for
the wealthiest merchants who took the side of the monarchy (and who did so
because they had received royal charters granting them monopolies on the sale of
everyday commodities), the bourgeoisie in general demanded the abolition of the
system of feudal autocracy, the establishment of a system of bourgeois democ-
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racy, and guarantees for the free development of industry and commerce. As a
result, the various policies of the Stuarts to strengthen the system of absolute
monarchy engendered a sharp contradiction with the interests of the bourgeoisie,
a class whose economic strength was growing day by day. However, the bour
geoisie was neither politically nor economically as strong as the new aristocracy,
and therefore allied itself with the new aristocracy in its struggle against the
feudal dynasty.

The peasantry still constituted the largest segment of England's population
prior to its bourgeois revolution, and the yeomen constituted the most extensive
stratum within the peasantry. The enclosure movement had a direct, adverse
impact on the yeomen, forcing them in large numbers to leave their land to
become hired peasants or even beggars. They strongly opposed both the enclo
sure of land as well as feudal exploitation, and demanded guarantees for the right
of land ownership. However, the cotters and hired peasants made further de
mands. They asked for the return of the common lands that had been previously
enclosed and for some redistribution of additional land. For more than a hundred
years, that is, from the first half of the sixteenth century until just prior to the
English Revolution, peasants from different strata launched a series of uprisings
in order to fight for the realization of these demands. These revolts dealt heavy
blows to the feudal system and the enclosure movement. Afterwards, the yeomen
became the main force in the bourgeois revolution. Engels wrote: "The initiators
[of this revolution] were the urban middle class, but those who completed it were
the self-supporting peasants who came from the villages."®

As capitalism developed, many small handicraftsmen and small merchants
went bankrupt. They would then become workers in handicraft workshops, or
serve as sailors, freight handlers, dock workers, or even turn into vagabonds.
They faced great poverty, and usually spent between fourteen and sixteen hours
daily at their jobs. As a result, the impoverished lowest stratum of urban resi
dents constantly fought against such oppressive conditions, and sometimes their
anger exploded into large-scale uprisings.

While the Stuarts did everything they could to protect the Catholics, they
discriminated against the followers of Protestantism, a religion tinged with dem
ocratic aspects. This policy also aroused the dissatisfaction from people of vari
ous social strata.

All these constantly growing revolutionary forces mentioned above finally
merged into a powerful, anti-feudal revolutionary torrent in 1640. A bourgeois
revolution broke out, with the new -aristocracy and bourgeoisie providing the
leadership, and with the peasants and urban poor serving as the main army.
However, the reactionary ruling class did not readily agree to end this stage of
history. As a result, the English Revolution experienced a restoration and then a
counter-restoration. Only after two major civil wars that took place from 1642 to
1646 and 1646 to 1648 was the feudal dynasty overthrown and King Charles I
sent to the chopping block. Between 1649 and 1657, England became a Republic
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f with neither king nor House of Lords. Beginning in 1653, Cromwell, represent
ing the interests of the new aristocracy and bourgeoisie, imposed a dictatorship.
In 1660, the feudal dynasty was restored. In 1688, the political party of the
bourgeoisie carried out a coup d'6tat, the so-called "Glorious Revolution" of
English history. Only this action enabled the results of the bourgeois revolution
to be consolidated and a constitutional monarchy to be established under the
joint rule of the bourgeoisie and new aristocracy.

The victory of England's bourgeois revolution marked the beginning stage of
modem world history. It abolished the autocratic feudal system in England,
established the rule of the bourgeoisie, and proclaimed the birth of a new social
and political system. During the revolution. Parliament enacted legislation termi
nating the feudal obligations that the landed aristocracy owed to the king. It
confiscated—and then later sold—the lands that belonged to the king, the Royal
ists, and the church. It transformed the system of landownership into a modem,
capitalist system of private ownership from one that had previously been feudal
in character. As a result, it destroyed the basis of the autocratic feudal system
and swept away the obstacles hindering the further development of the capitalist
mode of production. Nevertheless, England's bourgeois revolution was very con
servative in nature. After the revolution, the political system formally retained
backward elements of the monarchical system. A bourgeois republic was not set
up. Economically there was no resolution of the land question faced by the
farmers. On the contrary, a system of landownership dominated by wealthy land
lords was consolidated and expanded, and the peasants' obligations to the
landlords remained intact. The great majority of the land confiscated from
the king, the Royalists, and the church fell into the hands of the bourgeoisie
and the new aristocracy.

Capitalist Relations of Production Develop
Further after the Bourgeois Revolution

After the victory of the English Revolution, the bourgeoisie and new aristocracy
used the political power they had gained to open the road to the further develop
ment of a capitalist economy. Initially they accelerated their plunder of the
peasants. Because of the rapid development of industry and commerce after
the revolution, the urban areas' need for food increased sharply, and the price of
wheat constantly rose. This set off an even more massive enclosure movement
than had occurred before. Prior to the revolution, enclosures were regarded as
violent actions perpetrated by individuals. However, beginning in the eighteenth
cerrtury, enclosures became a "lawful" activity sanctioned by Parliamentary
statutes. Nevertheless, violence and fraud still remained the particular features of
this kind of "legal" enclosure of land. Large numbers of peasants lost access not
only to the common lands, but also to their own strips of land on which they
depended for their very existence. A large portion of these enclosed lands became
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concentrated in the hands of the wealthy landlords. These wealthy landlords then
rented their properties to others to manage and operate. Marx wrote that

in the last decades of the seventeenth century (in England), the yeomen (the
independent farmers) still outnumbered those who rented their land Even
the agricultural laborers still had access to the commons. About 1750, the
yeomen disappeared. And by the last deacades of the eighteenth century,
the final vestiges of the commonlands had also vanished.'

Of those peasants who had been robbed of their land, some died of hunger
and poverty, some emigrated to England's colonies, some became small tenant
farmers working without a fixed lease, and some became farm laborers hired by
the managers of the large estates. However, the largest segment of these dispos
sessed peasants flooded into the cities to become either hired workers or serve as
members of a reserve army for industrial production. As the urban population
rapidly increased, agricultural production also grew. The favorable conditions
created by the management of large estates also brought significant progress to
agricultural technology. Farming became more efficient, the area under cultiva
tion expanded, and the new "alternate" or "Norfolk" system of crop rotation
replaced the old system of permitting the land to lie fallow eveiy other year.'°
Improvements in agricultural technology and increased yields enabled the large
capitalist farms to flourish, while at the same time these gains undermined the
competitive possibilities of the small landowners and tenant farmers.

Once it had attained political power, England's bourgeoisie not only com
pleted a bloody conquest of Ireland, but also adopted a series of policies promot
ing mercantilism and foreign expansion. Aiming to achieve hegemony over the
oceans and to carve out new colonial possessions for itself, the British initiated a
series of violent wars against other countries, beginning initially with Portugal
and proceeding sequentially against Spain, Holland, and France.

In 1650, England launched a war against Portugal, a country already on the
decline. In the aftermath of the war, the British obtained the right to trade with
Portugal's colonies and to enjoy a schedule of preferential tariffs with them. In
1655, the British sent an expeditionary force to occupy Jamaica—Spain's colony
in the West Indies—^and to develop a plantation system based on slavery there.
During the period 1650-63, the English government passed a series of maritime
ordinances the purpose of which was to weaken Holland's trading position, to
strike a blow at Dutch maritime strength, and to capture the colonial market for
itself. The legislation included such stipulations as foreign merchants could not
trade with Britain's colonies without receiving permission from the English gov
ernment; commodities exported to England from its colonies could be trans
ported only by English ships; commodities exported to England's colonies from
foreign countries first had to be shipped to England to pay taxes, and only then
would be permitted to be marketed in the colonies; and commodities exported to
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Europe from the colonies also had to be trans-shipped through England to be
allowed to be sold on the European market. England's struggle against Holland
escalated from economic skirmishing to armed conflict. Only after waging three
wars in the period between 1652 and 1674 could England force Holland to
recognize its maritime ordinances, and only after these wars could it snatch from
Holland's hands the colony of New Netherlands in North America. Subse
quently, the British also squeezed Dutch influence out of India.
By the end of the seventeenth centuiy, England began to contend with France

for hegemony over colonies in India, North America, and the West Indies. En
gland also developed sharp conflicts with France in competing for the monopoly
rights to hunt and kidnap Afiican blacks and to loot West Africa of its gold.
Finally, the Seven Years' War (1757-63) broke out between the two countries.
England relied on its superior naval strength and advanced industry and com
merce to emerge victorious in the war. It seized from France a) all of Canada and
its adjacent areas, b) the Lesser Antilles in the West Indies, and c) a part of
Senegal in Africa. French influence in India was also pushed aside; France
retained only five isolated cities there. Victory in the Seven Years' War had
great significance for England's takeover of India. Marx pointed out that "the
events of the Seven Years' War transformed the East India Company from a
commercial into a military and territorial power. It was then that the foundation
was laid of the present British Empire in the East."''

After conquering India by military means, the East India Company proceeded
to openly carry out a policy of violent plunder. It looted the palace and national
treasury, leaving nothing behind. It levied exorbitant land taxes, extorted tribute
from India's ruling zamindar class, and held a monopoly over the sale of salt and
opium. In short, it turned India into an important source of England's primitive
capital accumulation. For example, the East India Company extorted from this
country the equivalent of almost one billion English pounds in the years from
1757 to 1815. India became a poor, backward, and famine-stricken country after
suffering from the ruthless plunder and bloody rule of the East India Company.
One million people, or approximately one-third of the total population of Bengal,

.. died in a single famine there in 1770. By 1789, even England's viceroy in India
was forced to confess that "a third of the land owned by this company in
India today is already a vast expanse of wasteland where only wild animals
survive."

Beginning in the middle of the seventeenth century, English merchants and
aristocrats began to make staggering—though bloodstained—^profits from the
slave trade. First they shipped black people who had been kidnapped in Africa to
the Americas. There they sold them to slave owners to work the gold and silver
mines and run the plantations. By the middle of the eighteenth century, England
was the most extensively involved of any countiy in this evil commerce in
slaves. For example, England's slave traders used almost 190 ships to transport
47,000 slaves in 1771 alone. Between 1686 and 1780, England shipped a total of
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2,300,000 black African slaves to the Americas. And it ruthlessly exterminated
several times this number of Africans in the process of kidnapping and transport
ing them. Liverpool was the center of the slave trade at that time, and its prosper
ity came from imbibing the fiesh blood of the black people.

Trade wars with other countries, the looting of colonies, and the slave trade
brought a continous flow of vast amounts of blood-stained foreign wealth into
England. Marx pointed out:

The colonial system ripened, like a hot-house, trade and navigation The
colonies secur^ a market for the budding manufactures, and, through the mo
nopoly of the market, assured increased accumulation. The treasures captured
outside Europe by undisguised looting, enslavement, and murder floated back
to the mother-country and were there turned into capital.

In order to wage the wars that would enable it to compete for colonies with
other foreign powers, the bourgeois govemment—in its domestic program—
constantly increased taxes and floated bond issues. Statistics indicate that half of
the income of the English working people in the 1730s was skimmed off by the
govemment in the form of taxes on consumption. The govemment then chan
neled this money into the purses of the bourgeoisie, in the form of interest
payments on the public debt. Established in 1694, the Bank of England played an
important role in issuing govemment bonds, and was the govemment's major
creditor. Increased bond issues not only enabled the financial bourgeoisie to
receive huge interest payments each year, but also enabled them to reap windfall
profits by speculative buying and selling of the bonds themselves. This also
represented one of the important ways in which the bourgeoisie used state power
to cany out primitive capital accumulation.

The workshop handicraft industry made even further progress after the bour
geois revolution and subsequent to the intensification of primitive accumulation.
During this period, the woolen industry still retained its central place in English
industry, and even throughout the entire national economy. During the seven
teenth and eighteenth centuries, at least one of every five persons in England
depended on the woolen industry for his or her livelihood. Woolen knitwear
made up approximately one-third of England's total exports. At the same time,
centralized, large-scale capitalist handicraft workshops increased in number. In
1736, a large woolen fabric mill would use a total of six hundred looms. In the
eighteenth century, Gre_at Britain—a QQuotryJhat once had exported wool in
large quantities—^had come to believe that its own supply of wool was now
insufficient, and had to be supplemented by foreign imports.

Workshop handicrafts also made further progress in industries such as metal
lurgy, metalworking, salt extraction, beer brewing, silk weaving, and cotton
weaving. Production technologies improved substantially. By the middle of the
eighteenth century, the metalworking industry used more than five hundred dif-
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ferent kinds of hammers. The division of labor within the handicraft workshop
had also become much more sophisticated. For example, weaving work was
divided up into eighteen different operations. A more advanced division of labor
within the workshop not only brought about a large increase in the productiv
ity of labor, but also simultaneously created the necessary technological condi
tions for the appearance of large-scale machine industiy.

As its colonies grew constantly, England's foreign trade increased sevenfold
during the entire eighteenth century. London became the center of world trade.

2. The Industrial Revolution: England
Becomes "The Workshop of the World"
and the World's Largest Colonial Empire

The Historical Preconditions and Course of
Development of the Industrial Revolution

In the 1760s, the various major industrial sectors in England began, one after the
other, to shift from handicraft production to machine production. The developing
English system of capitalism entered the period of the Industrial Revolution.

England's society and economy experienced profound changes in the hundred
years spanning the time from the victory of the bourgeois revolution to the
middle of the eighteenth century. The establishment of bourgeois political power
created favorable political conditions for the rapid development of a capitalist
economy. The acceleration of the enclosure movement accomplished a thorough
going expropriation of the peasantry, and provided all the labor power as well as
a domestic market for the development of a large-scale, capitalist industry. De
feating Portugal, Spain, Holland, and France one by one eliminated foreign
competitors and secured England's position as maritime hegemon and center of
world trade. The violent and fraudulent methods employed in its large-scale
plunder of colonies and participation in the slave trade accumulated the money-
capital necessary for the development of a large-scale, capitalist industry. The
colossal progress made by the workshop handicraft industry prepared the neces
sary material and technological basis for the transition to large-scale, machine
production. All of these factors were the historical preconditions that enabled
England to be the first to experience an Industrial Revolution. As domestic and
foreign markets expanded, production in the handicraft workshops could satisfy
neither the ever-increasing needs of the market nor the bourgeoisie's greed in its
search for profits. The handicraft workshop was a capitalistic enterprise that was
based on handicraft labor. It could neither carry out large-scale production nor
entirely force out the small producers from the basic sectors. These conditions
instigated the bourgeoisie to seek a transformation in production and technology,
and to replace handicraft production with machine production.

At this time, England's cotton textile industry was the industry most in need
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of technological innovation. It differed from the venerable woolen knitwear in
dustry (which had monopolized the world market for a long time) because cotton
textiles had become a new and developing industry in England only at the end of
the seventeenth century. The cotton textile industry was regarded as the most
dangerous competitor domestically by the woolen knitwear industry. As a result,
cotton textiles had been subject to various kinds of restrictions and attacks while
simultaneously having to face strong competition from high-quality, cotton tex
tiles imported from India. On the other hand, it was also easier to carry out
technological innovations in Britain's cotton textiles because it was a younger
industry and therefore not hampered by old traditions. In 1733, a Lancaster
watchmaker named John Kay invented the flying shuttle, and thereby doubled
productivity in cloth weaving. Yam became scarce for a long time as the utiliza
tion of the flying shuttle created a serious imbalance between spinning and
weaving. Only in 1765, when James Hargreaves, a weaver and carpenter, in
vented the spinning Jenny''—a hand-operated spinning wheel that could move
sixteen to eighteen spindles simultaneously—was this contradiction basically
resolved. The spinning Jenny was a typical example of how a handicraft tool was
turned into a machine. Engels pointed out that "the spinning Jenny reduced the
cost of producing cotton yam, thereby expanding its market and giving this
industry its initial impetus."''*

In 1769, Richard Arkwright, a barber, built a water-powered spinning ma
chine, after stealing the idea from Louis Paul and David Boum. Using this
invention substantially reduced the cost of yam, and also began to force out of
business many individual spinners. Not only were water-powered machines ex
tremely large, but they also had to be set up in specific locations with easy access
to water power. The construction of factory buildings that centralized production
established the foundation of the factory system. In 1771, Arkwright opened the
first cotton yam factory. Working between 1774 and 1779, Samuel Crompton (who
had worked previously as a child laborer) combined the best features of the spinning
Jenny with the water-powered machine. He made a machine called "the mule"
(implying that it was a composite machine) that could spin delicate but durable
yam. After being improved by others, "the mule" eventually became an automatic
yam spinning machine that used water power to propel and operate between
three hundred and four hundred spindles. As a result, the spinning of yam was no
longer carried out in a scattered fashion throughout family homes in various villages,
but rather was done in rapidly expanding factories, centralizing its production.

The invention and improvement of the cotton "spinfllng machine stimulated
innovations in cloth weaving. Aided by carpenters and metal smiths, Edmund
Cartwright, a parson, invented a water-powered loom in 1785. After others im
proved it, this machine could weave as many bolts of cloth as forty handicraft
workers. Although the first factory that used Cartwright's loom was built in
1791, the machine came into common use only in the early nineteenth century
after undergoing numerous improvements.
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Because water power propelled the machines, the location of factories re
mained restricted by geographical conditions. However, in 1769, James Watt
(who made teaching devices at Glasgow University) invented a single-stroke
steam engine. This invention was based on the research he had performed on a
steam-dnven water pump that was originally built by Thomas Newcomen in the
early eighteenth century. In 1782, Watt also built a reciprocating steam engine.
By 1785, cotton spinning factories were beginning to use steam engines as their
source of power. The steam engine was also used later in the cotton weaving
factories. As the use of steam engines expanded, the factory system rapidly took
root. Engels pointed this out:

Division of labor, water power (and expecially the use of steam power), and
the utilization of machines constituted die three great levers used by industry
since the middle of the eighteenth century to rock the foundations of the old
world."

As cotton spinning and weaving became mechanized, and as steam engines
were employed in the production process, other machines that cleaned, combed,
bleached, and dyed cotton began to appear—one by one—in this industry. They
constituted a network of machines, each with a specific task in a complex divi
sion of labor. The size of the factories constantly expanded, and the cotton
spinning and weaving industry developed rapidly. In 1780, English cotton con
sumption was v^ued at only 5.5 million pounds sterling. By 1835, the figure
reached 318 million pounds sterling. In that same year, the spinning and weaving
mills counted nine million spindles and 110,000 looms, and included a work
force reaching 237,000 people. By the end of the 1830s, the spinning and weav
ing of cotton by machinery had basically replaced that done by the handicraft
system.

Stimulated and prodded by the cotton spinning and weaving industries, wool
spinning, hemp spinning, silk spinning, and other light industries (such as
papermaking, printing, and so on) slowly began their own transition from work
shop handicraft industries to large-scale, machine-dominated industries. The in
vention and widespread use of machines in light industry also promoted
technological innovations in heavy industry and transportation.

Iron smelting was one of England's most prized industries. Prior to the middle
of the eighteenth century, charcoal was the fuel used to smelt iron. However,
because the forests had virtually all been chopped down, and because pig-iron
production fell to quite low levels, large quantities of charcoal had to be im
ported from Sweden, Germany, Russia, and other lands. In the early eighteenth
century, Abraham Darby and his son (devoting two generations of their time to
this work) conducted many experiments that sought to improve the smelting
process. In 1735, they finally discovered a comparatively superior method that
used coke mixed with unslaked lime to smelt iron ore. By the 1860s, the intro-
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duction of powerful blast equipment made the use of charcoal in the smelting of
iron a far more economical technique, and therfore it came to be widely adopted.
The first use of a steam-powered blast furnace in 1790 once again greatly de
creased the consumption of fuel. Working on the basis of predecessors' efforts,
and only after conducting repeated experiments himself, Henry Cort (an engi
neer) developed a "puddling and rolling" technique in 1783 and 1784. This
procedure removed impurities and carbon from pig iron, and ultimately pig iron
could be refined to produce wrought iron. This greatly increased the efficiency of
forging iron. Although these technological innovations in the field of metallurgy
appeared almost at the same time as the inventions of the spinning and weaving
machines and the steam engine, it was only the widespread utilization of the
laner inventions that promoted the universal dissemination of the new technolo
gies in metallurgy as well as the rapid development of iron smelting. In 1740,
England produced only 17,000 tons of iron. However, by the end of the eigh
teenth century, England had rapidly become a net exporter of pig iron rather than
an importer. By 1835, pig iron production reached 1.02 million tons.

The widespread use of the steam engine and the development of the iron
smelting industry also stimulated technological innovations in coal mining. By
the beginning of the nineteenth century, steam-powered water pumps were al
ready commonly used in mines. In addition, new technologies—^such as steam-
powered well-drilling machines, safety lamps, towing machines that replaced
human porters, and so forth—^appeared one after the other and were put into use.
By 1835, coal production had rapidly increased to thirty million tons. England
had become Europe's number one coi-producer.

In the early period of the Industrial Revolution, machines were not only made
by hand, but the great majority of them were even made of wood. The use of
steam-powered hammers and simple lathes to make metal parts began only at the
end of the eighteenth century. Various kinds of forging presses and metal pro
cessing lathes were invented one after the other in the early nineteenth century,
and machines gradually came to be used to make machines. By the 1830s, the
machine manufacturing industry had become rather large in scale, and even
exported large numbers overseas. A canal digging boom took place after the
1760s to meet the ever-increasing demand for the transportation of commodities,
especially coal. By 1830, a nationwide water transportation network had been
built. In 1807, Robert Fulton, an American, built the first steamship. After the
British successfully manufactured a copy in 1811, England began widespread
use of steamships for inland and coastal service. The successful crossing of the
Atlantic Ocean in 1838 by the English .steamships Sirius and Great Western
catapulted England's oceanic shipping industry into a new era. In 1814, George
Stephenson, the son of a miner, invented the locomotive. When England built the
first railway from Stockton to Darlington in 1825, land transportation entered
the railroad era. By 1840, a large part of England's major railroad network had
already been constructed.
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England's Industrial Revolution spanned a period of seventy to eighty years,
beginning in the 1760s and reaching its basic completion by the end of the
1830s. The completion of the Industrial Revolution symbolized the fact that
England was the first country to change fi^om a predominantly workshop handi
craft industiy to one where a large-scale, machine industry was dominant. It also
symbolized the fact that the capitalist system had achieved a complete victory in
England.

England Becomes "The Workshop of the World"

The Industrial Revolution brought profound changes to England's society, poli
tics, and economy. First of all, the social forces of production developed at an
astounding rate, exemplified by the fact that large-scale, machine industry now
enjoyed an absolute superiority in the production process. England established
powerful textile, metal-working, coal, and machine-manufacturing industries to
become the most advanced capitalist, industrial country in the world. Large-scale
machine production increased labor productivity to an unprecedented degree.
Between 1770 and 1840, the productivity of an English worker increased, on
average, twenty times. Also, a dramatic geographical shift from England's south
east to Ae north occurred in the regional distribution of the industrial forces of
production. New industrial centers appeared in Lancaster and Sunderland. Vil
lagers moved to the cities in large numbers. Manchester, the center of the cotton
textile industry, counted only ten thousand residents in 1770, but boasted a
population of 353,000 by 1841. In 1750, England's population was approxi
mately 7.7 million. By 1850, however, that number had soared to 27.5 million,
half of whom lived in the cities.

The Industrial Revolution enabled the factory system to become the dominant
force throughout British industry. The Industrial Revolution not only constituted
a technological revolution, but at the same time revolutionized the entire mode
of production. Marx pointed out that "machinery is merely a kind of productive
force. Only the modem factory that uses machinery as its basis exhibits social
relationships in production."'^ According to 1841 statistics, 68.7 percent of the
workers in the cotton textile industry worked in factories, 50 percent of those in
the woolen textile industry, and 40 percent of those in the silk weaving industry.
If we stop to consider that the productivity of factory workers that used ma
chinery in production was several times, and even several tens of times, higher
than that of the handicraft worker, then the superiority of factory production
becomes even more apparent. The factory system completely changed the social
position of the worker. In the era of workshop handicraft industry, most of the
handicraft workshop workers still maintained close ties with their village, and
still retained the possibility of owning some simple tools and of becoming a
small producer. However, the factory system of machine production completely
severed the workman's links to the village. Once in the cities, these workmen
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became hired slaves forced to sell their labor power in order to survive. At the
same time, machines compelled the skilled workers (who had superior skills and
occupied a comparatively high status in production in the era of workshop handi
craft industry) to become just like ordinary workers, the appendages of ma
chines. As a result, the establishment of the factory system brought about not
only the consolidation and development of the capitalist system of employment
in industry, but also the formation of the modem proletariat. The struggle be
tween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie constantly intensified.

The Industrial Revolution also promoted the further development of capital
ism in agriculture. It brought about a further integration of the system of land
ownership dominated by wealthy landlords with capitalistic management of
large estates. After the Industrial Revolution began, the urban population grew
rapidly, and the demand for staple foods greatly increased. As England began to
change from a grain-exporting to a grain-importing country, the price of grain
soared. Another upsurge in the enclosure of common lands (a process called
"mopping up the land") occurred precisely during this period of the Industrial
Revolution, in other words from the end of the eighteenth to the early nineteenth
centuries. This movement expropriated the last parcels of land owned by the
remaining yeomen, the cotters, and the small tenant farmers. This process once
again enlarged not only the system of land ownership dominated by the big
landlords, but also the cultivated acreage managed by the operators of the large
estates. Capitalism achieved a complete victory in agriculture. At this time, three
basic classes became clearly discernible in English agriculture: the large land
lord, the manager of the large estate, and the agricultural worker. By 1851,
England's agricultural workers already numbered 1.44 million.

The great achievement of the Industrial Revolution was to make England into
"the workshop of the world," enabling it to monopolize the world's industry and
trade. In 1850, England produced 39 percent of the world's total industrial output
value, and enjoyed 21 percent of total world trade. England became the major
supplier of industrial products for various countries, supplying not only industrial
consumer goods, but also industrial capital goods. During the first half of the
nineteenth century, exports of coal, iron, and machinery increased steadily. At
this time, industrial revolutions were also beginning one by one in the various
countries of Europe and America. These nations also came to depend—^to vary
ing degrees—on technical equipment imported from England. On the other hand,
many countries also became—^to varying degrees—suppliers of raw materials to
England.

During the Industrial Revolution, the development bf^iiglaiid's industry
increasingly relied on an expansion of the foreign market. By the mid-
nineteenth century, more than half of the industrial products were sold in
foreign markets, and a majority of the raw materials and staple foods con
sumed domestically also relied on foreign suppliers. During this time, for
example, 80 percent of England's cotton textiles were exported and all its raw
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cotton was supplied from abroad. Under these conditions, the venerable policy
of protective tariffs had become an obstacle to England's industrial develop
ment and foreign expansion. As a result, England's industrial bourgeoisie in
the early nineteenth century began a fierce struggle with the landed aristoc
racy, the financial aristocracy, and the big monopoly merchants to substitute a
policy of free trade for that of protective tariffs. Gradually England's indus
trial bourgeoisie achieved victory.

In 1813, Parliament repealed the East India Company's right to monopolize
trade with India. In the 1820s, England concluded bilateral tariff agreements with
various major countries that granted them most-favored nation status. This legis
lation not only lowered Britain's tariffs on imported raw materials and industrial
products, but also lifted the embargo on imported silk products as well as the
restrictions that London had placed on products that could not be exported (such
as machineiy). In the 1840s, Parliament not only eliminated tariffs on several
hundred types of commodities, but also lowered them on more than a thousand
others. Particularly significant was the 1846 repeal of the Com Laws," statutes
that had directly harmed the interests of the industrial bourgeoisie. Parliament
subsequently also abolished the maritime ordinances which had been in force for
almost two hundred years. By that time, England had become a country of free
trade.

The policy of free trade was a policy of foreign economic expansionism that
was adopted only after England's industry had achieved a monopoly status in the
world. It played a very large stimulative role in the 1850s and 1860s when
England s industrial development surged forward to make even greater gains.
Marx wrote: "What is free trade in the present state of society? It is the freedom
of capital. When you remove the few national fetters that still the advance of
capital, you will have done nothing but give it entire freedom of action."'®

The completion of its Industrial Revolution, the widespread use of machinery,
a steady decline in commodity prices, and the comprehensive implementation
of a policy of free trade all greatly augmented England's ability to compete with
other countries. As railroad construction both within England and in other places
greatly expanded, and as the various countries of continental Europe and Amer
ica energetically promoted their own industrial revolutions after the 1840s, En
gland now became the prime contractor for such current projects as well as the
supplier of coal, iron, machinery, locomotives, and rolling stock for these activi
ties. Demand for British goods stimulated a new upsurge in England's foreign
trade and industrial production in the 1850s and 1860s. Engels pointed out:

^e previous astounding creations of steam and machinery dwindled into noth
ing compared with the immense mass of productions of the twenty years from
1850 to 1870, with the overwhelming figures of exports and imports, of wealth
accumulated in the hands of capitalists and of human working power concen
trated in the large towns."
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For example, in the period from 1850 to 1870, coal production increased from
49.8 million tons to 112 million tons. Pig iron production went from 2.24 million
tons to 6.10 million tons. Cotton consumption increased from 590 million pounds
sterling to 1.08 billion pounds sterling. In 1870, steel production reached 220,000
tons. Industrial technology also made substantial advances in this period. For
example, many blast furnaces (some even eighty feet tall, capable of producing
450 to 550 tons of pig iron daily) made their appearance. The Bessemer steel
smelting process (developed in 1867) expedited steel production. In shipbuild
ing, steam increasingly pushed aside sail to become the dominant force in the
industry.

The 1850-70 period of high industrial growth in England coincided exactly
with the years when the United States ruid Germany were hotly pursuing the
British with their own rapid industrial development However, even up until
the 1870s, England still retained its leadership in world industrial production and
world trade. In 1870, England enjoyed a 32 percent share of global industrial
production, a decline from its previous position. However, it still retained its
monopoly over several major sectors of industrial production. In 1870, England
accounted for about half of the world's cotton consumption and coal and iron
production. England's share of total world trade rose to 25 percent, almost equal
to the combined shares of France, Germany, and the United States. It also held
first place in the world in merchant ship tonnage, exceeding the combined ton
nage of Holland, France, the United States, Germany, and Russia. England de
pended on a powerful ocean-going shipping industry to obtain cheap raw
materials from various regions of the world, to control the trade patterns of other
countries, and to pocket a colossal "invisible income." London became the cen
ter of international finance as various governments and companies from all over
the world floated their bonds and sold their stocks there. England continued to
export large quantities of capital (sums reaching 1.4 million pounds sterling by
1870) to Europe and America as well as to its own colonies. At this time,
England's economic power was awesome, and far exceeded that of the other
capitalist countries.

Capitalism's Contradictions Intensify and
Class Struggle Becomes Acute

The establishment and development of a large-scale, machine industry exacer
bated the basic contradiction of capitalism: the contradiction between the social
ization of production and the private ownership of the means of production by
the capitalist. This contradiction caused inevitable and periodic crises of overpro
duction.

England's first periodic crisis of overproduction occurred in 1825. This crisis
was the inevitable result of the blind expansion of production stimulated by the
Industrial Revolution and the extreme impoverishment of the working people.
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During the crisis, production plummeted, prices skyrocketed, many banks and
factories went bankrupt, and workers lost their jobs in great numbers. England
experienced subsequent crises approximately every ten years. Each crisis led
to further deterioration in the lives of the working class. As a result, while the
Industrial Revolution gave a boost to the rapid development of a capitalist
economy, it also sharpened capitalism's domestic class contradictions even
more.

Profound changes in the class structure of English society occurred after
the Industrial Revolution. The industrial bourgeoisie triumphed over the
landed aristocracy. This class established its control over England's political
and economic life after the parliamentary reforms of 1831 and the repeal of
the Com Laws in 1846.^® While this was occurring, an industrial proletariat
also came into being and grew in strength. The contradiction between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat now became the principal contradiction within
England.

Engels pointed out that "the history of the English working class began during
the latter half of the eighteenth century, in other words, from the invention of the
steam engine and the cotton gin."^' Large-scale, machine industry not only led
to the further subordination of the handicraft worker (who toiled in "the era of
workshop handicraft industry) to capital, but also bankrupted many independent
handicraftsmen and forced them into the ranks of the working class. For exam
ple, after the adoption of steam-powered looms in England, 800,000 handicraft
weavers lost their jobs. Without an alternative, they could either starve or join
the reserve army of industry and wait to become the hired slaves of a capitalist.
Machinery was an expensive tool which only wealthy capitalists could afford.
An unbridgeable chasm between capitalist and worker appeared. Two fundamen
tally antagonistic classes—the capitalist class and the working class—emerged
in society.

Large-scale machine production not only created the modem working class,
but also threw them into an abyss of poverty and misery. In this regard, both
Marx in Capital and Engels in The Condition of the Working Class in England
made trenchant observations and analyses.

Large-scale machine production threw large numbers of women and children
into the labor market. Of 420,000 textile factory workers in England in 1839,
women numbered 240,000; children and adolescent workers under eighteen
years of age numbered 190,000. The factory system brought terrible disasters for
women and children. Pregnant women could not ask for maternity leave without
having their pay docked or even risking being fired. As a result, mothers either
had to cany out abortions, or had to use opium or sleeping pills to dmg the
young babies who often were bom right next to the machines that their mothers
worked. Children often sufrered fatal accidents after their mother had gone to
work and there was no one at home to watch after them. Sons and daughters of
workers began as child laborers at the age of six or seven. Even in the 18403, when
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factory legislation began to appear, children generally "at nine years of age

(were) sent into the mill to work 6 1/2 hours (formerly 8, earlier still, 12 to 14,
even 16 hours) daily, until the thirteenth year; then twelve hours until the eigh
teenth year."^^ The oppression of child workers was even freer of restraints in
those industrial sectors not restricted under the factory laws. For example, in
the lace industry, according to a newspaper account of the time:

Children of nine or ten years are dragged from their squalid beds at two, three,
or four o'clock in the morning and compelled to work for a bare subsistence
until ten, eleven, or twelve at night, their limbs wearing away, their frames
dwindling, their faces whitening, and their humanity absolutely sinking into a
stone-like torpor, utterly horrible to contemplate.^^

Long and arduous work caused the bodies of child laborers to become de
formed, their intelligence to be wasted, their morality to degenerate. Marx wrote:
"British industry, which, vampire like, could but live by sucking blood, and
children's blood, too."^''

To extract the highest profit, the capitalist did his utmost to increase the speed
of the machineiy, thereby also increasing the labor intensity for the worker. To
maximize the use of his machinery, and to bring out its full effectiveness, the
capitalist did everything he could to lengthen the time that the worker actually
worked. As a result, in the first half of the nineteenth century, it was very
common for a worker to put in sixteen to eighteen hours every day. After the
length of the work day was restricted under the Factory Laws, the capitalist
engaged in " 'small thefts' of capital from the laborer's meal and recreation
time"^^ in order to reap extra profits. These extra profits came from the surplus
labor performed after the legally stipulated work time had been exceeded. The
gruelling work greatly shortened the number of years that a worker could work.
By the age of forty, a person was generally "over the hill," having lost his or her
ability to perform.

The use of machinery threw large numbers of small producers into the ranks
of the proletariat. However, the factories in reality absorbed far fewer workers
than the people now available for work. The use of machinery, in short, created a
large standing army of unemployed. The existence of these many unemployed
people and the use of poorly paid women and children in factories brought about a
continuous decline in the level of wages paid to workers. In 1810, the average
weekly wage of an English textile worker was forty-two shillings, six pence. In
1821, it had declined to thirty-two shillings. By the time of the4825 crisis, the average
weekly wage had fallen even more and was down to twenty-five shillings, six
pence. The tragic living conditions of the English working class can be seen
from a parson's description of one of London's largest industrial areas in 1844:

It contains 1,400 houses, inhabited by 2,795 families, or about 12,000 persons.
The space upon which this large population dwells, is less than 400 yards
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(1,200 feet) square, and in this overcrowding it is nothing unusual to And a
man, his wife, four or five children, and, sometimes, both grandparents, all in
one single room of ten to twelve square feet, where they eat, sleep, and work. I
believe that before the Bishop of London called attention to this most poverty-
stricken parish, people at the West End knew as little of it as of the savages of
Australia or the South Sea Isles. And if we make ourselves acquainted with
these unfortunates, through personal observation, if we watch them at their
scanty meal and see them bowed by illness and want of work, we shall find
such a mass of helplessness and misery, that a nation like ours must blush that
these things can be possible. I was rector near Huddersfield during the three
years in which the mills were at their worst, but I have never seen such
complete helplessness of the poor as since then in Bethnal Green. Not one
father of a family in ten in the whole neighborhood has other clothing than his
working suit, and that is as bad and tattered as possible; many, indeed, have no
other covering for the night than these rags, and no bed, save a sack of straw
and shavings.^®

This was what the capitalist Industrial Revolution gave to the British workers!
The industrial upsurge of the 1850s and 1860s brought no improvement in the

condition of the English working class. When Engels spoke about the condition
of the broad working masses in this period, he wrote:

But as to the great mass of working people, the state of misery and insecurity
in which they live now is as low as ever, if not lower. The east end of London
is an ever-spreading pool of stagnant misery and desolation, of starvation when
out of work, and degradation, physical and moral, when in work. And so in all
other large towns—^an exception made only for a minority of privileged work
ers

Britain's monopoly over global industry was founded on the blood, sweat, and
bones of England's workers.

However, where there is oppression, there is also resistance. From an early
date, the English working class struck at the capitalist system with constant
attacks. The Industrial Revolution also was precisely the beginning stage of the
modem workers' movement. Engels pointed out that "as a class, they first mani
fested oppposition to the bourgeoisie when they resisted the introduction of
machinery at the very beginning of the industrial period."^® In 1779, eighty
thousand workers participated in the destmction of machinery in the Lancaster
region. In the first fifteen years of the nineteenth century, the workers' struggle
in opposition to the use of machinery (termed the "Luddite Movement") spread
to every industrial region in England. These types of stmggles, however, revealed
that the vvorking class at that time still did not correctly recognize the real source
of their own misery. To suppress the resistance of the working class, the bourgeoisie
mobilized troops to slaughter the workers. They enacted laws that included the
death penalty for those convicted of destroying machinery. Parliament subse-
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quently passed reactionary laws to prohibit strikes and workers' associations.
Once its ranks had expanded and once its consciousness had been raised,

England's working class now began in the 1820s to fight for democratic rights.
Pressured by the militancy of the workers. Parliament in 1824 repealed the laws
prohibiting workers' associations. Labor organizations (labor unions) grew rap
idly. And they provided outstanding leadership for the strikes that broke out
during the crisis of 1825. In 1835, advanced workers led by William Lovett (a
carpenter) and other groups of artisans established the London Working Men's
Association. They drew up a People's Charter, and demanded various demo
cratic rights such as the right of suffrage for all adult males, the use of the secret
ballot in voting, annual Parliaments, the establishment of equal voting districts,
the abolition of property qualifications that restricted the eligibility of candidates
to run for seats in Parliament, and the payment of salaries for Members of
Parliament. The bourgeoisie vigorously tried to suppress the Charter after it had
been announced. The working class and the handicraftsmen then waged a mass
struggle to attain the realization of their demands. Three massive waves—in
which millions of people participated—^surged forward, first in 1838-39, then
in 1842, and finally in 1848. Although the Chartist Movement was defeated by
the ruthless suppression of the bourgeois government, it did establish a model for
subsequent workers' struggles. Lenin recognized that the English Chartist Move
ment was "the first widespread proletarian revolutionary movement, genuinely
involving the masses of people and political in character."^'

Confronted by powerful attacks from the working class, the English bourgeoi
sie adopted dual tactics in order to maintain its rule. On the one hand, it passed a
series of "Factory Acts" in the 1830s and 1840s. For example, legislation en
acted in 1833 prohibited textile plants from hiring children under the age of nine.
The law also limited the workday for adolescent workers (those thirteen to
eighteen years of age) to twelve hours. Children under thirteen could not work
more than nine hours. (The legislation was subsequently revised in 1844 to
restrict the workday to six and a half hours for those under thirteen.) The law
also created a group of factory inspectors responsible for monitoring compliance
with this legislation. An 1847 bill restricted women and adolescents working in
textile factories to a ten hour workday. (During the 1850s and 1860s, this legisla
tion was also successively expanded to include sectors outside the textile indus
try.) The English working class achieved these legislative victories only after
waging several decades of arduous struggles, and only after it made use of the
contradiction that existed between the landed aristocracy and the factory owners.

England Becomes the World's Largest Colonial Empire

The development of a large-scale machine industry demanded a rapid expan
sion of foreign markets as well as access to sources of raw materials. As a
result, England began to intensify its foreign aggression and looting of colo-
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nies after 1800. Between 1800 and 1850, England's colonial empire expanded
fi*om 11,3 million square kilometers to 20 million square kilometers. By 1876,
its empire claimed 22.5 million square kilometers and 251.9 million people.
England had become the largest colonial empire in the world. In 1813, En
gland began a new stage in its colonial exploitation of India after it revoked
the East India Company's tight to monopolize trade with that country. By
shifting firom plunder (primitive accumulation) to primarily exploitation (car
ried out by industrial capital), England gradually began to transform India into
its biggest market for commodities and its source of raw materials. Between
1814 and 1836, England's cotton textile exports to India increased fiftyfold.
By the mid-nineteenth century, England exported one-fourth of its entire cot
ton textile production to India. Like a barrage from heavy artillery, England's
machine-made cotton products destroyed India's cotton textile handicraft in
dustry (an industry which had been world-famous during the Middle Ages). As
a result, millions of handicraftsmen lost their source of livelihood, and many
starved to death. Cities which in the past had been centers of the handicraft
industry and which had teemed with life now became desolate, deserted
places. Even the Viceroy of East India at that time had to concede: "This kind
of disaster is almost unprecedented in the history of comftierce. The bones of
the loom workers are bleaching everywhere on the plains of India. The
British colonialists also extended their devilish claws into India's many vil
lages. They forced the peasants to pay agricultural taxes that took 50 to 70
percent of their total income. They compelled the peasants to grow cotton,
jute, tea, and other crops, and turned India into Britain's agricultural subsid
iary. The hunger and starvation resulting from England's ruthless exploitation
finally led in 1857 to a massive uprising by the Indian people. Sweeping over
the Ganges River valley and lasting for two years, this rebellion dealt a serious
blow to England's colonial rule.

England also used India firom the early 1800s to the 1860s as a springboard to
launch a series of wars of aggression against other Asian countries such as
Burma, Afghanistan, and Iran. It seized Aden, Singapore, southern Burma, and
many other places. The English colonialists also carried on a shameful trade in
opium, shipped large quantities of it to Qiina, poisoned the Chinese people, and
plundered that country of its silver, silk, and tea. When the Chinese people rose
in resistance, the British then launched the first Opium War (1840-42) and
militarily invaded China. They forced China to sign an unequal treaty, to cede
Hong Kong, to open five ports to trade, to pay an indemnity of twenty-one
million silver dollars, and to give England the rights of consular Jurisdiction,
most-favored-nation status, a tariff agreement, and so forth. All of these actions
violated China's sovereign rights and interests. France, Britain's accomplice,
then launched a second Opium War in 1856. The French marched into Beijing,
sacked it, and once again forced China to pay an indemnity, cede territory, and
open more ports for commerce. Tariffs on foreign products were limited to a
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maximum 5 percent ad valorem duty. Foreigners could freely propagate religion
and engage in commerce in the interior, and they enjoyed other special privi
leges. As a result, China turned into a semi-colony of the Western capitalist
powers. England also carried out military and economic aggression in Africa,
Latin America, and Oceania.

One can see that the industrial prosperity that England has enjoyed since the
Industrial Revolution has been the result of not only squeezing its own working
people, but also of exploiting and plundering the people of Asia, Africa, Latin
America, and Oceania.

Exploiting and plundering its vast colonies conferred on England the charac
teristics of imperialism far earlier than any other capitalist country. Lenin
pointed out that "from the middle of the nineteenth century on, England had
at the very least two major features of imperialism: 1. It had vast colonies;
and 2. it enjoyed monopoly profits (because it monopolized the world mar
ket)."^' England not only relied more heavily on its immense colonial empire for
markets and raw materials than the other capitalist countries, but also revealed
much earlier the parasitic and moribund nature inherent to capitalism.

This parasitic and moribund characteristic also was reflected in the workers
movement. After the middle of the nineteenth century, the bourgeoisie began
to use a small part of the super-profits derived from their monopoly of the
world market and exploitation of the colonies to buy over the top stratum of
the working class, hoping thereby to stop the growing militancy of the work
ing class against its exploitation. This tactic of cooptation led a portion of
the most skilled workers to degenerate into "labor aristocrats." Lenin pointed
out:

In the middle of the nineteenth century, Britain enjoyed an almost complete
monopoly in the world market. Thanks to this monopoly, the profits acquired
by British capital were extraordinarily high so that it was possible for some
crumbs of these profits to be thrown to the aristocracy of labor, the skilled
factory workers.^^

At that time, the labor aristocracy constituted approximately 15 percent of
the total industrial work force, and its wages were double those of the ordi
nary worker. These labor aristocrats were representatives of the bourgeoisie in
the workers' movement. They maintained a firm grip on the upper leadership
posts in some m.ajor unions. By insisting that membership be contingent on a
worker's ability to pay high union dues, they excluded the ordinary workers,
keeping them outside the doors of the union. These labor aristocrats seriously
damaged the English workers' movement because they pursued an opportunist
line, undermined the militancy of the unions, and disseminated a variety of
reformist illusions among the working masses.
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3. A Relative Downturn in Economic

Development after the 1870s and the
Formation of Monopoly Capital Rule

A Slowdown in the Rate ofIndustrial Development
and Loss of "Workshop of the World" Status

Before the 1870s, England monopolized the world's industrial, trade, shipping,
and financial sectors, and possessed vast colonies all over the globe. As a result,
England became known as "the workshop of the world" and "the empire on
which the sun never sets." Yet, ironically enough, it was precisely this status that
led England into an increasingly moribund and relatively backward position.

England's industrial strength had been established primarily in several older
sectors such as textiles, coal, and iron smelting. Feeble growth and technological
stagnation were their basic characteristics despite the fact that production in
these sectors did increase, to varying degrees, in the period from 1870 to 1913.
During this period, a large part of the machinery and equipment used in
England's textile industry was a product of the Industrial- Revolution era. The
great majority of the coal that was mined still depended on hand labor. "Pud
dling" to smelt wrought iron was also still done by hand. Of the various major
industrial sectors, only steel, machine manufacturing, and shipbuilding devel
oped at a comparatively rapid rate. Stimulated by a wave of technological inno
vation that swept the entire capitalist world, England also began to establish a
series of new industrial sectors, such as gas, electricity, automobiles, and artifi
cial tibers. However, all these industries developed at a comparatively slow rate
and on a comparatively modest scale. The majority of electrical and chemical
products required domestically still depended on Germany for their supply. As a
result, the growth of new industrial sectors could not compensate for the stagna
tion that now appeared in the older sectors, and therefore the speed of industrial
development as a whole declined. Between 1850 and 1870, the average annual
increase in English industry was 3.2 percent; however, between 1870 and 1913,
that average annual increase was only 1.9 percent.

England lost its status as "workshop of the world" when its industrial devel
opment slowed down. When we speak of the capitalist world as a whole, we can
say that the last thirty years of the nineteenth century and the early years of the
twentieth centuiy marked a period of great technological innovation and very
rapid development in industrial production. In particular, industry in the youthful
capitalist countries, like the United States and Germany, made a dramatic leap
forward. This brought about an obvious change in the relative industrial rank
ings of England, Germany, the United States, and other countries in the years
between 1870 and 1913. In this period, England's portion of the total value of
the world's industrial production declined from 32 percent to 14 percent. By the
1880s, U.S. industrial production had eclipsed that of England. By the first
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decade of the twentieth century, Britain had fallen into third place, having been
overtaken by Germany. England's decline was most evident in heavy industry. In
1870, England's iron, steel, and coal production was absolutely first rate, and the
British maintained world leadership in these sectors. By the 1880s, however, all
three industries were consecutively surpassed by the United States. In 1893
German steel production also caught up with England. By 1913, England's steel
production was 7.78 million tons, only a fourth of the United States (31.3 million
tons), and not half of Germany's (16.9 million tons). In the same year, the United
States was able to command a 51.8 percent share of the total amount of ma
chinery produced in the world; Germany had 21.3 percent; and England claimed
only 12.2 percent. These statistics demonstrate that, by the end of the nineteenth
century, England had completely lost its monopoly over world industry. In fact,
as early as 1885, Engels had already pointed out that "the industrial monopoly
enjoyed by England for close to a century was lost, never to return"'^ because
the various countries of continental America and Europe now had access to
steam power and machinery.

England's economy was extremely dependent on outside factors. Foreign
trade was of decisive importance in the survival of England's economy. There
fore, the relative decline in English industrial production during this period
strongly influenced its position in the world market. Conversely, a deteriorating
position in foreign trade had a direct impact on the development of its industrial
production. Beginning in the 1870s, English commodities encountered increas
ingly stiff competition in world markets from German and American goods. In
the European market, German electrical, chemical, and machine products en
joyed an overwhelming superiority. In the U.S. market, America's own products
became England's biggest competitors. In the past, the United States had been an
important market for English machinery and textile products; however, at this
time, England had not only lost its U.S. market subsequent to America's rapid
industrial development, but even encountered increasingly keen competition
from the United States in its Latin American, Asian, and other markets. In 1870,
England's share of total world trade stood at 22 percent, but by 1913 it had fallen
to 15 percent. While England still retained its leading role, it had, nevertheless,
lost its monopoly status.

England's loss of its "workshop of the world" position was the inevitable
result and manifestation of the increasingly uneven development of the various
major capitalist countries. On the one hand, the newer capitalist countries, espe
cially the industrial powers like Germany and the United States, were clearly
making dramatic progress. C)n the other hand, England's own industrial develop
ment stagnated because various factors held it back. The main impediments were
as follows:

1. England's early industrialization had resulted in technological backward
ness and the obsolescence of fixed capital assets in major industrial sectors.
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2. The fact that huge sums of investment were tied up in traditional industries
made investors fear depreciation and the "writing off' of old equipment. This
also hindered technological innovation and the renovation of fixed assets.

3. A massive export of capital (stimulated because profits on overseas invest
ments were far higher than those generated within England) reduced domestic
investment in both old and new industrial sectors.

4. The parasitic and moribund character of capitalism appeared at a much
earlier date in England than elsewhere because of Britain's long-term monopoly
over world markets and its exploitation of vast colonies.

5. England was unable to shift rapidly from a policy of free trade to one of
protectionism because its economy was so heavily dependent on foreign mar
kets.

All these factors increasingly weakened England's industrial competitiveness in
intemational markets.

As industrial development—^relatively speaking—lagged, English agricultural
production fell sharply. During the last quarter of the nineteenth century, a
chronic agricultural crisis enveloped the entire capitalist world. A glut of agricul
tural products from the Americas—from countries with vast areas of fertile,
virgin land like the United States, Canada, and Argentina—continued to depress
world agricultural prices. Cheap American grain flooded into Europe. In England
big landlords monopolized landownership; the great majority of farms were
rented, and the very high rents charged for land elevated English agricultural
prices to levels higher than those in other countries. As a result, the dumping of
cheap American agricultural products in Europe had the most disastrous impact
on England's agriculture, and many small and medium-sized farmers went bank
rupt. Between 1870 and 1910, England's wheat acreage and wheat production
fell by half. Grain self-sufficiency declined from 79 percent to 35.6 percent.
England s food supply and agricultural raw materials became more dependent
on foreign imports. As a result, the exploitative income that England derived
from the profits, interest, and commissions of its foreign investments became
even more vital in order to compensate for its continuously expanding trade
deficit.

Engels pointed out:

England's industrial monopoly is the cornerstone of its present social system.
The market could not cope with the rising productivity of English industry
even at the time when it maintained its monopoly; as a result, a new crisis has
occurred every decade.^**

England's loss of its monopoly over world industry inevitably exacerbated the
cyclical economic crises it encountered during this period. An unprecedentedly
grave worldwide economic crisis occurred in 1873 in the capitalist countries- By
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1874, England's economy began to show signs of stagnation. Subsequently, five
crises bioke out in 1878, 1882, 1890, 1900, and 1907. Their common character
istics were: 1. a sharp and prolonged drop in industrial production during each
crisis; 2. a sluggish, long-term recession after each; and 3. a short-term, feeble
recovery and upsurge. The increasingly acute crises caused even more massive
damage to the social forces of production.

The loss of "workshop of the world" status and the prolonged economic
slump threatened the profits of the bourgeoisie. As a result, the bourgeoisie
attacked the working class, especially the vast pool of unskilled workers, and
sought various pretexts to reduce wages. The condition of the working class
deteriorated after the beginning of the 1880s. Workers were fired in large num
bers. Unemployment frequently rose above 10 percent. By the end of the 1880s
and the beginning of the 1890s, approximately one-third of the population of
London was on the verge of starvation. At the beginning of the twentieth
century, an English worker needed at least thirty shillings per week to main
tain the most minimal living standard. However, at that time, only three-eighths
of all male workers' wages reached this level, and the average woman worker
took home only eight shillings as a weekly wage. In 1903, the leader of the
Liberal party, Henry Campbell-Bannerman, confessed, "Approximately 30 per
cent of England's population don't get enought to eat, and find themselves on the
verge of starvation ... living in an iron grip of prolonged poverty [source
unknown].

The reality of a life of increasing poverty gradually reduced the ability of the
"labor aristocrat"—controlled unions to deceive their rank-and-file membership.
Many unskilled workers struggled to reorganize the older unions or to establish
new ones. By the end of the 1880s, not only did unskilled workers in large
numbers begin to participate in various unions, but many new unions ^whose
core membership consisted of the unskilled—also appeared. In 1892, Engels
wrote:

[The East End of London] has shaken off its torpid despair, has returned to life,
and has become the home of what is called the "New Unionism," that is to say,
of the organizations of the great mass of "unskilled workers.... L l jhe
masses, whose adhesion gave them strength, were rough, neglected, looked
down upon by the working class aristocracy.... And thus we see now these
new unions taking the lead of the working class movement generally, and
more and more taking in tow the rich and proud "old" unions.^^

As the social composition of the unions changed and as their membership
expanded, the struggles undertaken by the working class became even more
organized and more mass-based in character. During the first decade of the
twentieth century, longshoremen, railroad workers, sailors, and miners staged
many large, nationwide strikes. All achieved great victories. In evaluating the
six-month-long strike of English miners in 1911, Lenin wrote:
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[T]hose who are familiar with the British labor movement say that since the
miners' strike the British proletariat is no longer the same. The workers have
learned to fight. They have come to see the path that will lead them to victory.
They have become aware of their strength. They have ceased to be the meek
lambs they seemed to be for so long a time to the joy of all the defenders and
extollers of wage-slavery.^®

The Formation ofMonopoly Capital Rule

After the 1860s, a trend toward capital accumulation and concentration in pro
duction gradually emerged in England following the development of large-scale
machine industry and intensified competition. Joint-stock companies prolifer
ated. The great depression that began in 1874 and its subsequent crisis intensified
the competition raging among business enterprises, and stimulated a wave of
takeovers. The development of joint-stock companies not only facilitated the
establishment of large, capitalist enterprises, but also provided an advantageous
method for expanding their capital and for swallowing up their competitors. In
the 1890s, many comparatively large industrial enterprises, either capitalized
independently or as partnerships, reorganized themselves its joint-stock compa
nies. As stock companies, they initiated mergers and acquisitions, and thereby
speeded up the concentration of production.

However, this concentration of production in English industry, both in speed
as well as in extent, lagged behind that attained in the United States and Ger
many. This was particularly clear in some of the older industrial sectors. For exam
ple, by the mid-1890s, only a few large companies played decisive roles in the
coal industries of the United States, Germany, and even France. On the contrary,
England claimed 3,334 coal mines right up to 1913. The average work force in
each mine did not exceed three hundred and most of the mines were individually
owned. The same situation existed in the other older industrial sectors, primarily
because the greater part of England's businesses were established during the period
of the Industrial Revolution. Now they were hampered by obsolete plant facili
ties and technology as well as a smaller scale of operations. In addition, England's
monopoly over colonial markets enabled such backward enterprises to retain their
old equipment and yet stay in business. The investment of large amounts of
capital overseas left insufficient funds domestically to renovate and expand
England's fixed capital. This also influenced the concentration of production.

The development of monopolies in English industry also came later than that
in the United States and Germany because of Britain's slow pace in concentrat
ing industrial production. Monopolies developed on a large scale both in Ger
many and the United States after the crisis of 1873, and especially during the
decade of the 1880s. However, this wave swept over England only in the 1890s,
some ten to fifteen years later.

The larger monopoly corporations in England emerged mainly from sectors
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that were directly involved with military production. These monopolies generally
arose from a small number of large enterprises that had already been in existence
for some time. After mergers and reorganizations had augmented their capital,
they became joint-stock companies which formed vertically integrated monopo
lies. These were based on the acquisition of those businesses to which they were
related or linked to in the early or later phases of production. However, none of
these industrial sectors (such as machine manufacturing, shipbuilding, or metal
lurgy) exhibited a high degree of horizontal monopoly, and in some industries
such horizontal linkages were nonexistent. The vertically integrated monopolies
were all created in the 1890s and in the early twentieth century. For example, the
famous Armstrong-Whitworth and Vickers-Maxim companies emerged from the
munitions and shipbuilding industries at this time. Not only did they produce muni
tions and build warships, but they also owned their own steel smelting, metal-
working, and machine manufacturing plants. Famous companies like Nettlefolds,
Baldwin, and John Brown also emerged in the field of metallurgy. These well-
known, large corporations each linked together the various processes involved in
metallurgy, and owned a series of installations that ranged from coal mines, iron
ore mines, and coking facilities to steel smelting, steel rolling, metal processing,
and shipbuilding factories.

Monopolies developed rather quickly in the new chemical industry where
production was already comparatively centralized. For example, Nobel Indus
tries, established in the 1880s, controlled the entire process of dynamite produc
tion. After a series of mergers, the United Salt Company came to control 91
percent of table salt production. By 1890, the United Alkali Company, also the
end result of many mergers, controlled the entire process of producing bleaching
powder. After a series of mergers and acquisitions, the Brunner-Mond Company
controlled the great majority of soda production by 1895. By 1900 rather large
monopolies also emerged in other sectors of the economy. An example was the
Portland Cement Alliance Company, created by the merger of twenty-seven
enterprises, which came to control 80 percent of cement production. In 1900, the
Imperial Tobacco Company, also a result of mergers, agreed to divide up the En
glish and American markets between themselves and the American Tobacco
Company. In 1914, eleven British railroad companies reached an agreement that
enabled them to completely monopolize all of England's railways.

Generally speaking, different types of monopolies had been created in all
comparatively important industrial sectors in England by the end of the nine
teenth and early twentieth centuries. The exceptions to this rule were such older
industries as textiles, coal, and metallurgy. However, the number of British mo
nopolies remained relatively small and their degree of control rather low com
pared to that of their American and German counteiparts, a situation that was
created first of all by England's stagnant industry and by the comparatively low
degree of centralized production at that time. Second, England's policy of free
trade also had a definite impact on both the speed as well as the shape of
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development of its monopoly capital. Lenin pointed out:

In England—^unlike other countries where protective tariffs facilitate the for
mation of cartels—^monopolist alliances of entrepreneurs, cartels and trusts
arise in the majority of cases only when the number of the chief competing
enterprises is reduced to "a couple of dozen or so."^'

The policy of free trade was a special impediment hindering the formation of
business alliances aimed at dividing up a market. As a result, comparatively few
syndicates and cartels emerged in England to control the sale of commodities. In
general, England's monopolies faced fierce competition. One of the characteris
tics of these large corporations, created after mergers and reorganizations, was
their formation of alliances based on production. Lenin pointed this out: "It is
extremely important to note that in free-trade England, concentration also leads
to monopoly, although somewhat later and perhaps in another form."^®

Another characteristic of the development of English monopoly capital was
the great energy it expended in monopolizing the production of raw materials
in the colonies. This feature, of course, was related to England's possession of a
vast colonial empire and its export of huge amounts of capital. For example, the
De Beers Diamond Prospecting Company was one of the largest monopolies
established to mine gold and diamonds in South Afnca. In Southeast and West
Asia, English and Dutch capital jointly set up the Anglo-Dutch Shell Oil Com
pany in 1907. In 1909, the British-Persian Oil Company was established. Most of
these companies were international monopolies. Moreover, English finance capi
tal created many unique monopolies in India that controlled investment in that
colony s industries, mines, and plantations. These monopolies were the "Agency
Houses"^' that held India's economic lifelines in their hands and squeezed the
blood out from its people.

The degree of concentration and of monopoly in English banking exceeded
that found in Germany and the United States because of the completely different
industrial structures of these countries. From the middle of the nineteenth cen
tury on, many joint-stock banks appeared after England became established as
the center of world trade and finance. The number of England's joint-stock banks
fell from 250 in 1865 to 98 in 1900 during the fierce competition and merger
mania that occurred after the 1870s. By 1913, their number had been further
reduced to sixty-one, and bank deposits as a result became even more central
ized. "The Big Five" monopoly banks (in other words, the Midlands Bank, the
Westminster Bank, the Lloyd's Bank, the Barclay Bank, and the National Pro
vincial Bank) had emerged by the end of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. They set up a domestic network of branches and sub-branches as if
they were pieces on a chess board, and came to control all of England's financial
matters. These banks sent their managers and directors to serve concurrently as
directors of the Bank of England, the state central bank, and they participated at
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the highest levels in setting national monetary and financial policy, thereby
influencing the political and economic life of the entire country.

Although bank capital in England was quite developed and extensive, it clearly
was not up to the level of the United States and Germany in industrial capital.
The vast majority of England's banking system was comprised of commercial
banks. Most of these commercial banks had close links with foreign trade and
foreign investment activities. Domestically, their main function was to absorb
deposits to provide short-term credit for industry and commerce. As a result, the
direct relationship between the commercial banks and industrial enterprises for
quite some time was primarily limited to capital flows. However, by the end of
the nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries, the contacts and links between
bank capital and industrial capital began to gradually strengthen as the large
banks carved out their own monopoly spheres of influence and as monopolies
emerged in industry. For example, when a commercial bank permitted a compatiy to
constantly write overdrafts on its account, it was granting long-term credit in
disguise. The commercial banks also expanded mortgage credit by using the
stocks and debentures of companies as collateral. They increased their financial
assistance to, as well as their control over, both investment brokers and invest
ment companies. Personal ties between bank presidents and the heads of the
industrial monopolies also developed. Quite often the directors of the major
banks sat in the boardrooms of large and important industrial companies. Fi
nance capital was beginning to take shape in England, and a wealthy financial
oligarchy was emerging.

The Large'sctde Export of Capital and
Further Colonial Expansion

By the middle of the nineteenth century England was already exporting sub
stantial amounts of capital. During its transition to imperialisni, England
further expanded its capital exports in order to intensify its exploitation and
control over its colonies and semi-colonies, and to strengthen its own status
as world hegemon. Lenin pointed out that "[England's] enormous exports of
capital are bound up most closely with vast colonies.'"'" By 1913. the total
amount of England's foreign investment had already reached four billion pounds
sterling, or one-fourth of England's entire national wealth. It also constituted
half of the total foreign investment extended by all the various imperialist coun
tries. More than half of England's foreign investment was located in its colo
nies or semi-colonies. England had become the largest international exploiter.
The income from England's foreign investment (which was 194 million pounds
sterling in 1911) exceeded not only its income from foreign trade but also
from industry (which was fifty million pounds sterling in 1911). One can see
that by this time England had already changed from being a model indus
trial country to one that was now a model parasite.
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Colonies had a decisive influence on the development of English capitalism.
From the beginning of the seventeenth century to the middle of the nineteenth
century, England gradually established a colossal colonial system. However,
England's plunder of its colonies began on a massive scale only after the 1860s.
Lenin pointed out that "for Great Britain, the period of the enormous expansion
of colonial conquests is that between 1860 and 1880, and it was also veiy
considerable in the last twenty years of the nineteenth century.'"*' It was not
accidental that England frantically expanded its colonial empire during this pe
riod. First of all, England's economy—vitally dependent on foreign markets
gradually sank into a quagmire when it began to lose its monopoly over world
industry. As a result, the British hoped to open new sources of raw materials and
iiew markets by expanding their colonial possessions. Second, the living condi
tions of England's working people steadily deteriorated because of the emer
gence of monopoly capitalism and proliferating economic crises. As a result,
working class militancy increased. The monopoly bourgeoisie calculated that
they could use colonial expansionism to divert the attention of the working
people from their domestic struggles, and use the huge profits derived from
colonial plunder to co-opt and split the working class. In 1895, the big English
capitalist and African colonialist Cecil Rhodes wildly clamored:

I was in the East End of London [working-class quarter] yesterday and attend
ing a meeting of the unemployed. I listened to the wild speeches, which were
just a cry for "bread," "bread!" and on my way home I pondered over the
scene and I became more than ever convinced of the importance of imperial
ism My cherished idea is a solution for the social problem, i.e., in order to
save the forty million inhabitants of the United Kingdom from a bloody civil
w^, we colonial statesmen must acquire new lands to settle the surplus popu
lation, to provide new markets for the goods produced in the factories and
mines. The Empire, as I have always said, is a bread and butter question. If you
want to avoid civil war, you must become imperialists.'*^

During this period, England relied on its maritime supremacy and powerful
military forces to undertake a series of colonial wars. It gobbled up large areas of
Asia, Africa, and Oceania, and expanded its sphere of influence. Using India as
its springboard for operations, it seized Malaya first, then took Upper Buima,
and finally claimed North Borneo. It invaded Afghanistan again, and turned Iran
into its protectorate. While these developments took place, England also actively
participated—^along with the other imperialist powers—in an effort to carve up
and plunder China. England came to control the Yangtze River Valley, and
claimed all of central China as its sphere of influence. In 1900, England's associ
ates—^the other imperialist countries—^launched a large-scale war of aggression
against China, and forced it to sign the humiliating Peace Treaty of 1901 which
violated China's sovereignty. In 1904, England launched a military invasion
from India into China's province of Tibet. In 1914, it took advantage of the
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Simla Conference to fabricate the notorious and illegal "McMahon Line." En
gland was also the most active participant among the imperialist powers in
carving up Africa in the last twenty-five years of the nineteenth century. In 1875,
England obtained the right to control the Suez Canal. In 1882, it occupied Egypt
militarily. At the same time, England also extended its aggressive claws into
Africa, reaching all the way from the Sahara Desert to South Africa. By the end
of the nineteenth century, it had grabbed a vast colonial expanse that extended
from the Nile River basin in North Africa, passed through the highlands of East
Africa, and stretched all the way to the highlands of South Africa and the Gulf of
Guinea in West Africa. By 1914, England's colonies accounted for one-fourth
of the world's land mass, and comprised half of the colonial territories forcibly
occupied by the various imperialist countries. However, England's own territory
did not even account for 1 percent of the total area of the British Empire.

During this period, England's investments in its colonies and semi-colonies
became important means for controlling, enslaving, and exploiting these areas.
Its investments focused primarily on building roads and railways, and opening
mines and plantations. The economic purpose of England s investments (other
than to facilitate Britain's military and political control) was to turn these areas
into markets for British commodities and sources of raw materials. For example,
India and Egypt became England's sources of cotton supplies; Canada became
England's granary; Australia became England's pastureland; and the area from
the Sahara Desert to South Africa became England's crucial source of minerals
and precious metals. Tightly squeezed by English finance capital, the broad
masses of people in the colonies became appallingly poor. Take India as an
example. In the last half of the nineteenth century, famines became ever more
numerous and ever more serious. According to government records, twenty-four
famines claimed altogether twenty million victims. On the eve of the First World
War, the standard of living enjoyed by the Indian peasantry was only one-third
that enjoyed by their parents' generation, and half that of their grandparents
generation. England's investments and loans in the semi-colonial countries not
only extracted colossal profits, but were also an instrument for obtaining various
privileges from the debtor countries and for controlling their political and eco
nomic lifelines.

The export of enormous amounts of capital and the ruthless exploitation of
the vast colonies and semi-colonies intensified the parasitic and decadent charac
ter of English imperialism. The export of capital seriously affected domestic
investment and the development of industry and agriculture. An endless income
of super-profits and interest payments" from overseas expanded the domestic
stratum of the idle rich. By the early twentieth century, these idle rich numbered
more than a million people. More and more manpower and financial resources
were expanded to satisfy their parasitic spending habits. Large tracts of arable
land were turned into hunting grounds for the enjoyment of the exploiters. The
money spent annually on horse racing and fox hunting alone came to fourteen
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million pounds sterling. The proportion of nonproductive people engaged in such
fields as commerce, finance, domestic service, and restaurant work constantly
increased.

The stupendous income exploited from the colonies and semi-colonies gave
the monopoly bourgeoisie the possibility of using a small part of it to pay the
skilled workers comparatively high wages, to split the working class, and to
foster a worker aristocracy. At the same time, they also enacted some so-called
liberal, compassionate laws (such as compensation for work-related injuries,
pensions, unemployment benefits, limits on length of the workday, and a mini
mum wage). These were implemented in order to moderate the workers' resis
tance, as well as to consolidate and maintain the bourgeoisie's system of
exploitation. These cunning methods of the monopoly bourgeoisie produced an
unhealthy influence on the workers' movement. As a result, an opportunist trend
in the workers' movement also flourished—despite the strengthened organiza
tional capability and increased militancy of the English working class during this
period. The worker aristocracy held much of the leadership power of the labor
unions in its hands. Their slogan was "honest work gets an honest wage." They
advocated class cooperation, and were satisfied with the reformist measures of
the bourgeoisie. They were termites in the workers' movement. Some so-called
socialist organizations, like the Fabian Society and the Independent Labor Party,
were established in the 1880s and 1890s. However, all of them were opportunist
in nature. Their common characteristics were a. opposition to class struggle and
to the dictatorship of the proletariat, and b. advocacy of parliamentary methods
of political action, gradual reforms, and a peaceful transition to socialism. In
1900, the Trades' Union Congress (an alliance of various unions), the Indepen
dent Labor party, and the Fabian Society united to form the Labor Representa
tive Committee, which changed its name in 1906 to the Labor party. This party
basically was not a political party that represented the interests of the working
class, but was the representative of the monopoly bourgeoisie in the workers'
movement.

To sum up, opportunism in the English workers' movement was a product of
the English bourgeoisie's policy of liberalism. It was the ideology of the worker
mstocracy. Opportunism had deep social and economic roots in England.

4. British Imperialism's Economy Weakens
during the First World War

The First World War was the result of intensified unequal development and
sharpened contradictions among the capitalist countries. It was an imperialist war
to redivide the world anew. In the early twentieth century, the principal contra
diction among the various imperialist states was that between England and Ger
many. Germany s rapid development and frantic foreign expansion gravely
threatened England. Germany's plan to build the Baghdad railway directly Ih-
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fringed on England's colonial interests in West Asia and India. Germany's ag
gressive ambitions in Africa and its policy of dumping cheap commodities in
South America created sharp contradictions with England. Germany energeti
cally expanded its navy, and contended for maritime supremacy with England.
England, for its part, formed an anti-German alliance (called the Entente), reach
ing agreements with France in 1904 and Russia in 1907. England attempted to

use warfare to eliminate the military and economic threat posed by Germany. It
sought to consolidate its vested interests in its colonial empire, and it tried to
seize even more colonies, especially the Arab countries with their abundant
resources and important strategic position. In short, England was trying to restore
its position as ruler of the world.

In the summer of 1914, the imperialist countries used the pretext of the
Balkan question to provoke the First World War. Although England had for a
long time prepared for such a contingency, nevertheless, its economic depen
dence on foreign markets and sources of raw materials, its obsolete industrial
equipment, and its feeble heavy industry were no match for its newly risen
opponent, Germany. Not long after the war began, Germany intensified its at
tacks on England's maritime shipping, and created shortages in England of raw
materials and food.

In order to cope with the war as well as guarantee the profits of monopoly
capital, the English government strengthened its management over the national
economy as soon as open hostilities began. It implemented a series of measures
that created a state monopoly capitalism. For example, the railroads were tempo
rarily nationalized. Government agencies to supervise various sectors of the
economy were established. Comprehensive controls were placed on the produc
tion, pricing, and distribution of industrial raw materials as well as on imports
and exports. The English government froze wages, prohibited strikes, restricted
workers from leaving or changing their jobs, forced women and children to work
at very low, fixed wages, and so on. Everything the government did to regulate
the economy proceeded from the interests of monopoly capital. For example,
companies nationalized during the war and directly run by the state were guaran
teed, by law, a profit 20 percent higher than their average prewar profit. The state
provided special benefits and preferential treatment for the munitions monopo
lies in terms of raw materials, transportation, labor power, and loans. The gov
ernment provided the capital to establish several hundred munitions companies,
and, with the exception of the largest ones, handed them over to the monopolies
to run. All these measures enabled England's monopoly bourgeoisie to reap a
profit of four billion pounds sterling during the war. The profits of some large
companies increased several times and even several tens of times. The monopo
lies expanded to unprecedented dimensions as they gobbled up state assets and
acquired many small and medium-sized enterprises. The Federation of British
Industries was founded in 1916, the result of a merger of eighteen thousand
companies with a total capital value of five billion pounds sterling. It became the
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core of England's monopolies and the headquarters of the world of industry. It
was called "the shadow government" because its actions influenced the policies
of the English government.
A comprehensive militarization closely supervised by the government was the

basic characteristic of England's wartime economy. For example, in the period
from 1913 to 1918, the state budget increased twelvefold, with the vast majority
of funds expended on military procurement. In addition, the state heavily subsi
dized the weapons monopolies (headed by the Vickers Company) as well as the

metallurgical industry and the machine manufacturing sector of the economy. By
1918, more than twenty thousand companies were solely under contract to the
government to produce militaiy goods.

Because they directly served the war eifort, the metallurgical, chemical, and
automobile industries grew very rapidly under vigorous sponsorship by the gov
ernment. Steel production increased from 7.78 million tons in 1913 to 9.69
million tons in 1918. However, industrial production as a whole constantly de
clined during the war due to shortages of raw materials, shrinking exports, and a
decline in the consumer-oriented industries.

England's grain shortage became extremely acute during the war. Parliament
appealed to the landlords and the managers of the great estates to turn their
grasslands and pastures into cultivated acreage. It provided them with inexpen
sive farm machinery, and also guaranteed a minimum price for wheat and pota
toes. Under the vigorous support of the government, English agricultural
production achieved comparatively substantial growth after 1916. Grain self-suf
ficiency increased from about one-third prior to the war to about one-half during
the conflict. However, as soon as the war ended, agriculture once again sank into
difficulties.

The imperialist war brought severe hardships to the working class. The broad
masses of workers endured military service and a grueling work schedule with
out respite. Because prices increased, workers' real wages decreased about 24
percent during the war. The tax burden carried by each citizen increased from
5.4 pounds sterling in 1913 to 19 pounds sterling in 1918. After the government
imposed food rationing in 1916, working people found themselves in a state of
semi-starvation.

After the Great War ended, England's monopoly bourgeoisie realized its pre
determined goal of plunder. Germany's defeat enabled England to consolidate
temporarily its leading position in Europe as well as eliminate Germany's
challenge in the world market. Under the terms of the Versailles Treaty, England
acquired many new colonies and took 75 percent of the world's petroleum re
serves into its own hands.

However, the war caused far greater damage to England than any offsetting
gains it might have achieved. In the first place, England lost 70 percent of its
prewar shipping as a result of German naval attacks. Although England made the
greatest effort to expand its shipbuilding capability during the war, production


