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PREFACE

A work of this kind, which is concerned with gencralizing
about historical development on the basis of material already
collected and arvanged by other hands, runs a grave danger of
falling between two stools, and of displeasing both the economist,
who oftcn has little time for history, 'and the historian, who may
dismiss it as insufficiently grounded in the fisst-hand knowledge
that comes from actual ficld-work. To the economist the author
may afar as an irrelevant wanderer {rom his proper territory,
and to the historian as an intruding amateur.  Of this danger
and of his own imperfect equipment for the task the author
has, at least, not been unaware. Ile has, nevertheless, been
encouraged to persevere by the obstinate belief that cconomic
analysis only makes sense and can only bear frait if it is jninvd
to a study of historical development, and that (he cconomist
concerned with present-day  problems  has certain questions
of his own to put to historical data.  He has been fortilied by
the conviction that a study of Capitalism, i s origing and
growth, so much neglected by economists (other than those of a
Marxist persuasion), is an essential fonndation for any realistic
system of cconomics.

There are those who deny that history can do more for the
economist thav verify whether particular assumptions (c.g. the
assummption of perfect competition) are in some simple sense
true of particular periods, and that all clse is facile and dangerous -
extrapolation of past trends into the future. Such persons
scem to ignore, firstly the fact that any cconomic forecast must
rest on certain assumptions about tendencics to change (or their
absence) the probability of which cannot be estimated at all
without reference to the past; secondly, that the relevance of the
questions which a particular theory tries to answer—whether a
given structure of assumptions and definitions affords an abstract
model which is sufliciently representative of actuality to be
serviceable—can only be judged in the light of knowledge about
the form of development and the sequence of events in the past.
In other words, it is not a matter simply of verifying particular
aseumptwns but of examining the relationships within a com-~
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plex set of assumptions and between this set ax ] whole aud
changing actuality. It is a matter of discovering from i su{dy
of its growth how a total situation is really constructed @ which
elements in that situation are more susceptible to clinge, wnd
which are most influential in producing change in others. It
is a matter of putting questions to economic development in
order to discover what are the correct questions to ask bath of
the past and of the present and what are the crucial relationships
on which to focus attention.

At any rate, this collection of historical studies has not been
hastily undertaken, and the author has not lxu;kcsl the guidance
and instruction of friends who are themsclves expert in various
parts of the ficld. Having had its germ in some jejune chuapters
of twenty years ago about the origins of capitalist entefffTise, the
work has grown discontinuously over the intervening period,
This disordered growth, with its pertodic botching and recon-
struction, may have caused the final form ab many points to he
- shapeless and diffuse. But the child once born proved ton
intractable to be remoulded entirely, and had cither o dic i
obscurity or to brave the public eye with all the ungadnly traits

of its upbringing.

For instruction in many aspects of the history of the late
Middle Ages the author owes a considerable debt 1o Profissor
Postan, Dr. Beryl Smalley and Mr. Edward Miller, and for
guidance concerning the Tudor and the Stuart ape to My
Christopher Hill and Mr. Rodney Flilton, and conceruing the
industrial revolution to My, H. L. Beales. My, R, B Buaithe
~waite afforded guidance on a gpecial point touching philo-
sophy ; and Miss Dona Torr richly supplied suggestions and
searching criticism from her store of historical kuowledge,
especially of the nineteenth century and of the lterature of
Marxism. But for the signs that remain in these pages of
ignorance unconquered these guides can in no way be held
responsible.

It should perhaps be added that no pretence is made that
these studies do more than answer certain specitic questions,
~Certain aspects only of economic devclopment have been
selected ; although the sclection has been made in the belief
that these aspects have paramount significance, Compuarative
data from other countries have been introduced in so far, but
-only in so far, as the comparison appearcd to Mluminate these
particular enquiries. The author is under no illusion that he
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has written a history of Capitalism ; and a reader will perhaps
bhe more tolerant of them if he remembers that these studies do
not*pretend to afford more than a fivst sketeh for certain portions
of a complete historical picture.
M. H. D.
CAMBRIDGE,
November 19.45.






GHAPTER ONI.
CAPITALISM
I

It is perhaps not altogether surprising that the term
Capitalism, which in recent years has enjoyed so wide a currency
alike in popular talk and in historical writing, should have been
uscd so variously, and that there should have been no common
measuTe of agrecment in its use. What is more remarkable is
that in economic thcory, as this has been expounded by the
traditional schools, the term should have appeared so rarcly,
if at all* There is even a school of thought, numbering its
adherents both among cconomists and Dhistorians, which has
relised to recoguize that Capitalism as a titde for a determinate
econumic systemn can be gilven an exact meaning,  In the caso
of cconomists this is largely becanse the central concepts of
their theory, as customarily stated, ave modelled in_a plane
ol..abstraction that is innocent of those historically relative
factors in terms of which Capitalism can alone be defined.  In
the case of historiany who adopt this nihilistic standpoint, their
attitude seems to spring from an emphasis upon the variety
and complexity of historicil cvents, so great as to reject any of
those gencral categories which form the texture of most theories
of historical interpretation and to deny any validity to fronticr-
lines between historical cpochs. No period of history, it is said,
is ever made of whole cloth ; and since all periods are complex
admixturcs of elements, it is a misleading simplification to label
‘any section of the historical process with the title of a single
element. QA system like Capitalism may be spoken of abstractly
as describing an aspect which in varying measure has charac-
terized numerous periods of historyy But as such it is an abstract
economic notion, not an historical one ; and to trace hack the

1 Sombart, in his article on the subject in the Emyalaﬁ'ediu of the Sosial Sciences,
says : ““ This term is uot found in Gide, Cauwes, Marshall, Seligman or Classel,
to mention gnly the hest-known texts. In other treatises such as those of Schendler,
Adolf Wagner, Richard Lhrenburg and Philipovich, there is some discussion of
capitalism, but the concept is subsequently rejected,”  Neither Palgrave’s Dictionary
of Political Economy nor the Diglionnaire de I Fgonomiz Politigue includes the term
Capitalism. :



2 STUDIES IN THE DEVEILOPMENT OF CADTTATIEM

origins of any such “system ” g gcncrztll‘y i :\fatiu ‘Euu‘s.uil; that
can have no end. JOne may suspect tllmt‘lhn:' at .thuflu iy reiufi ”3":“1
by a more topical consideration. If Capitalism docs not extst
as an historical entity, critics of the present evonontiv order
who call for a change of system are tilting at wuu'luulls‘; sl
Marx in particular, who was originally r.(mpnuml)llu i‘m“ the
talk about a capitalist system, was following a will o the
wisp. Some have been quite outspoken about this, flu'cl, ‘11kf‘. a
reviewer of Professor Tawney’s Religion and the Rise of (,z‘z{:lt{t{{.\"m,
have denounced the térm as being no more than o political
catchword. . '
To-day, after half a century of intensive research in cconomic
history, this attitude is rarely regarded by economic historians
as tenable, even if they may still hold the origin of the term to
be suspect. True, we find the leading historian of Mercantilism
dismissing the notion of * modern capitalism » as “ that unwlole-
some Irish stew .1 But the prevailing view of those who have
studied the economic development of modern thues 5 summued
up by Professor Tawney in a well-known puassage. ™ After
more than half a century of work on the subject by scholirs of
half a dozen different nationalities and of every videty of political
opinion, to deny that the phenomenon exists, or Lo sugpest tht
if it does exist, it is unique among human fustitutions in having,
like Melchizedek, existed from cternity, ov o imply that, if' it
has a history, propricty forbids that history to be disinterred,
is to run wilfully in blinkers. . . . An author . . . is unlikely
to make much of the history of Furope during the Lt three
centuries if, in addition to eschewing the word, he ignores the
i fact.” 2 But if to-day Capitalism has received authoritative
recognition as an historical category, this aflords no assurance
. that those who claim to study this system arc talking about the
same thing. Some might think that a variety of usage gave little
- ground for comment and could do no great harm.  But the differ-
eence of verbal usage is not only associated with o diffevent
emphasis in the search for what is relevant among the multitude
of historical incidents and with a different principle of sclection
in composing the chronicle of events, but is apt to lead to a
different mode of interpretation and a different causal-genetic:

I
)

. sProfessor E. Heckscher in Economic Flistory Review, vol. VII, p. 45,  Fleadds that
it-&an only have “a distinct meaning ™ if it'is “ connected with whut s eallet in -
economic science capital “—in which sense, i.e. of the existence of vapital, different
stages of history have differed only in degree. )

" 2 Preface to 1937 Edition of Religion and the Rise of Cupitalism,
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story, I it is the pattern which historical events foree upon us,
and not our own predilections, that is decisive in our use of the
term Capitalism, there must then be one definition that accords
with the actual shape which bistovieal development possesses,
and others which, by contrast with it, are wrong. Dven a
believer in historical relativism must, suvely, believe that there
is one picturc that is right from the standpoint of any given
homogencous set of historical observations. Moreover, it not
infrequently happens that those who write about Capitalism are
unaware, apparently, of any problem of meaning ; failing to
make clear the sense in which they intend the word to be
taken, and even themselves showing no great consistency in its
employment.
O1T should, perhaps, at once make it clear that thc word
‘ capitalistic ” which has become fashionable among™some
, economists, cspecmlly “those who lean . towards the Austrmn'\
| School, hag little in common with Capitalism as a category of §

\hutcwrwnl ml.c*tprc ation,  © Gapitalistic ” hay hoen _used hyw
| cconomists in a pure ly technical sense (o refer to the nse ()N

150 catled * roundabout ™ or time-using methods c)f pm(luc nuu,
m g been lavgely associuted with a particular view of tle
jtwtm ] pital. Wt has no reference to the way in which the
indiraments of production arve aoned, and refors only to their
economic origin and the extent of their use.) Since production
bcxgmd the most primitive hag always b('(,n in some (1cgrrc*o
Lplmllstu‘ - in llm tcc,lmlml sense, the term hm. little alue [‘01'
pu‘i’f)ﬂ histe ntiation, and its inventors have not
attempted to emplny it in this way. Their use of it, indeed, is
by implication a denial of any qpcmﬁc meaning to Capitalism
as o special historical system.

Smrcely more helpful is another (‘onccptum which we find
implicit in the context in which the term is frequently used, and
which has the weakness of confining Capitalism to such a narrow c
span of years as to draw a boundary between social phenomena ¥
that bear the strongest marks of family resemblance. According
to this, Capitalism i identified with a system of unfettered
individual enterprise: a_system where economic and social
relatlons are_ruled by contract, where men are, free _agents in
seekmg Lhelr livelihood, and lcmgal compulsmng, n,a,nd restrictions
are absent.! Thcrcby quﬂtahsm is made virtually. synonymous

* One may quote as a not very serions example, perhaps, ‘of this the following :
“ True capitalism tneans an economy of free and fair competition for profit and’
continuons work opportunity for all ® (J. H. R. Gromwcll and- H B. Czerwonky,
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with a végime of latssazzfuire ahd in some usages of the term with
a_régime of free.competition. Dicey did not cmpluy the term
Capitalism ; but he treated as crucial the vonteast hetteen
what he called the period of Individualism, i« sense Cartes-
ponding to the notion that we are discussing, :t‘ml the periad of
Collectivismn, dating the opening ol the latter from the vyt
Although a preoccupation with this kind of distinction hetween
Individualism and Etatisme may, perhaps, be sald to belong to
the past rather than to the present, and among econumie historians
has seldom, if ever, been made a basis for defining Capitalism, its
imprint on thought still lingers ; and much of the talk that one
meets to-day seems by implication to identily Capitalism with
a system of “free enterprise ” and to contrast it with any
encroachment of State control at the expense of laiSF--fuire.
- The deficiency of so confined a meaning is cvident enough.
Few countries other than Britain and U.S.A. in the nineteenth
century conformed at all closely to a régime of “pure indi-
vidualism “/of the clagsic Manchester type ; and even Britain
and U.S.A. werc soon te pass out of it into an age of corporate
eenterprise and monopoly or quasi-monopoly, when lnfvsefaire
as a policy has been in decline. I Capitalism is to T so
straitly limited in time as his, how are we 1o churcterize
the system which preceded it and the systens which followed
after, both of which reserobled it closely in a mumber of Jeading
respects ? ‘

' As having exercised 2 major influence on listorical rescarch
and historical interpretation three separate memnings wssigned
to the notion of Gapitalism stand out prominently"in veliet)
While in some respects they overlap, cach of them is associnted
with a distinctive view of the nature of historical development ;
cach involves the drawing of rather different time-fronticrs
to the system; and each results in a different causal story
of the origin of Capitalism and the growth of the modem
world, ‘

\/ Firstly, and most widely familiar perhaps, is the meuning
that has been popularized by the writings of Werner Sombarty”

In Defence of Gapitalism, 5). This definjtion is so exacting in the virmes it records
a3 to make one doubt whether “ true Capitalism * can have seer exiitml, Muore
weighty examples are found ameng writers who sometimes refuse the term Capitalivn
to, a Fascist economy and contrast Capitalism with © Totalitwlanis ' (L0 also
the Handuwérterbuch der Staalswissenschaflen (1923): “ Der Kapitatismuw hat die privats .
‘wirtschaftliche oder individualistische ‘Wirtsehaftsordnung zur Voraussetzung und
ist ohne diese gar nicht denkbar.” ‘ C
¢ Law and gpizziqn in England, passim,
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Sombart his sought the essence of Clapitalisin, not in any one
;mpvct of ils‘ vmmn’ni(‘ 'm'rmm‘y or 11'& ph yqiolo ‘y, bur in the

has mspucd tTlc Iltc ()1 .l‘\vll()lh cpmh. .I,.lns spn‘u. is a synthcsls
of the spirit of enterprise or adventure with  the hourgeois spirit ”
of calculation and rationality,® /B(,hcvun, that © at diffevent times
different economic attitudes have always reigned, and that it is
_this spirit which has created the suitable form for itself and
thereby an economic organisation ,! hc sought the origin of
Capitalism in the development of statcs of mind and hum’m
behaviour conducive to the existence of those economic forms
and rclatlonthps which are characteristic of the modern world¥
““ At some time in the distant past the capitalist spirit must have
been iri"existence—in embryo il you like—before any capitalist
undertaking could become a reality.”? “The pre- C"Lplmhst marn
was “a natural man ® who conceived of cconomic activity as
simply catering for his natural wants ;> and in pre-capitalist
times “ at the centre of all effort and all care stood living man :
hie is the measure of all things—mensura omnium verum homo .3 > By
contrast, the capitalist, “ root(ing) up the natural man ™ with
hig “ primitive and original outlook ™ and “ turn(ing) topsy-
turvy all the values of life V', sees the amassing of capital as the
dominant motive ol economic activity, and in an attitude of
sober rationality and by the methods of precise quantitative
caleulation subordinates everything in l'il"c to this end.ft More
stimply Max Weber defined Capitalism as * present whmc‘vcr the @
industrial _provision for thcu

needs of a human group is carried
Qut Dy tht‘ motlmd nl_cnlcrpmc , and “a r'monftl qapxtahsnc
as ‘on¢ with capital accounting *; G
| o describe that attltudL whl(,h
: )ﬁL mtmm.]ly and s 5Ys ematically s e sty e
Secondly, there is a meaning, more oftc.n“f'a‘:md lmphuf“ f"w
the trecatment of historical material than explicitly formulated,

1 Der Moderne Ii‘upimlixmus (1928 Ed.), I, 25. 'This he described as * the funda-
mental idea (Grundgedanke) ™ of his work. ‘

2 Quintessence of C’ajnlalmn, 3484

3 Der Moderne Kapitalismus, vol. I, 31,

& Quintessence, 13~21t, 289,

§ General_Economic History, 2953 The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism,
G4. Weber’s view is closely associated with Sombart’s ; but at the same time it
has certain differences, M1 Talcott Parsons has cmphasued that there is a dis-
tinction between Weber’s © capitalism in general ®, which, “is a purely economic
category ? (unlike Sombart's) and refers to any muonally conducted exchange for

‘ﬁloﬁt (which comes close to the second meaning we arc about o mention), and
is historical notion of “ modern Capitalism ” which is the same as Sombart’s,
(Fournal of Political’ Lcmmmy, vol. 37, P 84)
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which virtually;identifies Capitatism with the (u‘g;‘;LI‘xizamtinp af
production for ¥ distant murkct.? »-thr{‘,:uf the réuime ut‘ t‘}.w
early craft gild, where the craftshin sold his procuets retsil in
the town market, would presumably be excluded by this defini-
:tion,‘“'/(;iapitalism could be regarded as heing present as soon
A% acts of production and of retail sale came to be sepurated in
‘Space and time by the intervention of o wholesale mevehant who
advanced money for the purchase of wares witlh the ohjeet of
subsequent sale at a profit~""To a large extent this notion s a
lineal descendant of the scheme of development employed by the
German Historical School, with its primary distinction hetween
the * natural economy » of the mediwval world and the © money
economy ” that succeeded it, and its emphasis on the area of
the market as defining the stages in the growth of the*modern
economic world. In the words of Biichery"the essential eriterion
is “ the relation which exists between the production and econ-
sumption of goods ; or to be more exuct, the length of the route
which the goods traverse in passing trom producer to consumer BN
This is not uncommonly found in close conjunction with
definition of Capitalism as a system of ceonomiv activity that is
dominated by a certain type of motive, the profit-motive 1 the
“existence in any period of a substantial number of persons who
rely on the investment of moncy with the ohject of deriving
an income, whether this investment be in trade or in usury or
in production, heing taken as evidenge of the existenve of
‘element of Capitalism. Thus we Iindi‘)ﬁ;qﬁi:\ulimf"‘,ﬂt?{%?f'ilnw,T”h}}
{Professor Earl Hamilton, the historian ol the sixtéentls centiy
price-revolution, as ** the system in which wealth other thian fund
is used for the definite purpose of securing an income ™ ; # while
Pirenne_seems to apply the term to any_  acquisi
imoney, and. declares that & mediwval sources plage
iof capitalism in the twelfth century. heyond a dout
this notion is married . to.-that.of Capitalism as a commercial
ystem—as production for the market—we_have the kind of

\definition that we find used by, Professor Nussbaum : (¥, system
¥of exchange economy ” in which the * orienting principle of
economic activity is unrestricted profit ” (to which, however, fic

1 ¥ . . N
. Cf. Marx’s reference to Mommsen, the historian of ancient Rome, as one who
' discover(s) a capitalist mode of production in every monetary cconomy * (Cipital,
vol. IIL, qi4).

:Imlustrial Lvolution, 8g. Cf. also Schmoller, Principes d'licononie Palitique, fusssim.
X AIn Economiea, Nav. 1929, 339. ‘
.. * Eeonomic and Social History of Medizval Evrope, 165 5 «f. also Pirvnue in Americun
Historigal. Reviow, 1914, 404 seq.
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achls as anadditional characteristic that "inh a system is marked
by a differentiation of the populution into ¢ owners and property-
less workers *.3)  The tendency of those who give this emphasis
to the term is to seek the ovigins of Capitalism in the first encroach-
ments of specifically commercial dealings upon the narrow
cconomic horizons and the supposedly  natural economy ** of
the mediwval world, and to mark the main stages in the growth
of Capitalism according to 5tc1qcs in the widening of the market
or to the changing forms of investment and busineés enterprise
Wlth which tlns w1dcmnrr was associated. In many respects
this notion has affinity w1th Sombart’s, and overhps with the
latter ; but the focus of its attention remains substantially

o
s

gdifferent. 3
\ n Thirdl dly, we have the meaning or1g1na11y given by Marx,t:
~"who sous,ht the essence of Gapitalism neither in a spirit, of cnter—'“
prise nor in the use of ‘money to finance a series of cxdmngc
transactions with the object of gain, hut in a particular mode, ofv
production. By umd(- of production he did not refer merely tc)\';
the state of teehnique®-to what he termed the state of the producm
tive forces--bul to the way in which the means of produciion
were owned and to the social relations between. men which
resulted from their, councetions with the, process of production,
JThus Capit: digm was not simply o system of 1)10(111(,11011 for the
‘411141 ket--2 system of («ommocluy-pl()clucu(m as Marx termed it
’lml il 5ystc1n under. which labour-power had ©itsell become a
Heommuodity * and was bought and sold on the, nhul\ot like any
4 liqther object of exchange.  Tts historical prcx‘cglth;te_W<1q the
concentration of ownership of the means of production. in the
hands of a ‘class, consisting of only a minor section of soucty,
and the consequential emergence of a propertyless class for whom
the sale of their labour-power was their only source of livelihood.
Productive activity was furnished, accordingly, by the latter,
10t by virtue of legal compulsion, but on the basis of a wage-
contract. It is clear that such a definition excludes the system
of independent handicraft productlon where the crafisman gwned
hlS own: petty 1mplements of Producuon and undertook the sale
of his own wares, Here there was no divorce between ownership
and work ; ‘and except where he relied to any extent on the
employment of journeymen, it was the purchase and sale of
inanimate wares and not of human labour-power that was his

%

L History of Fconomic Institutions of Europe, 61. Blsewhere in this work, however,
the author appears as a fairly close adherent of Sombart’s view,
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primary concern. What differentiates the nse of this definition
from others is that the_existence of tracde and of money-dending

v L o é
and_the presence of a specialized class of merchint or Duanciers,
even though they be men

| anee, does not suflice to consti-
tute a capitalist society. Men of ‘f‘.:m‘pitnl, however awcquisitive,
are not enough : their capital must be used to yoke labonr 1o
the creation of surplus-valuc in production,

w1t is not our purpose here to debate the merits of vival defini-
“tions : merely to make clear that in the studies which follow
the last of these three scnses is the one in which Capitahism will
be used, and to underline somc of the implications of using the
term in this way. The justification of auy definition must
ultimately rest on its successful employment in ilhlmix}ﬂ,ting the
actual process of historical development : on the extent to which
it gives a shape to our picturc of the process corvesponding to
the contours which. the historical lgkl\}clsmpn proves (o have,
As our’ground for rejecting. the otfier_ two of tfm trin ol
familiar meanings the following all-too-cursory ohsery, uions mus
suffice.

Both Sgmbart’s. conception..of the capitalist spivit and o
conception of Capitalism as primarily o commerciad system ¥hare
the defect, in common with conceptions which {focus attention
on the fact.of. acquisitive investment of money, tat they are
insufficiently. resfrictive to_confine the term o any gne epoch of
history, and that they scem to Iead inexorably to the conclisinn
that nearly all periods of history have been capitalist, it least in
some degree. ) As our knowledge of carlier ceommmnic societicy
has increased, the tendency on the part of those whe wive such
meanings to the term has been to extend the boundaries of
Capitalism further back in time. It is now realized thit nengy
dealings and production for a market were much more common,
in_micdizval times than used. to.he supposed, As Drentuna
remarked, the Fourth Crusade already disclosed © o very orgy of
Capitalism * in this sense of the word.r  And as our knowledge
of the economic conditions of the ancient world extends, evidence
accumulates to show that, on such definitions, the presence of
Capitalism cannot be denied even in classical Grecee and Rome.
The acquisitive use of money is not exclusively modern,  The
PRichase.of slaves in antiquity was presumably an * acquisitive”

Lo Sombgrt_frapkly admilted that thiy was so. He rather uneonvineingly trind

" 10 meet the'objection by asserting that commeree in medimeal tine was ne cotameren
‘ ;;iiix,;ymaturc sense, but was fnspired by the spivic of handierafi and not by 4 capitalist
h ? i t .
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ciployment ol mopey ay much ax is the hive of wage-camery,
to-day,  The classical world had ity wsurers, and lueri rabies was
not wsin wnkuown to the medivval world, If both are to be
regarded as capitalist societics, one has o conclude that any
search for the origing of the system within the condines of the last
cight centuries is uscless, and that Capitalism. must have been
present  intermittently . tl‘lroughout most of recorded . history.
What we clearly need, however, is a_deflinition to. deseribe the
distinctive cconomic institutions of, the modern. world. of recent
centuries ; and what cannot do this is uaolcis for the purposg;
that most people intend. |+ /v e R
The further difficulty attaches to the, 1dcaihbt conception of
Sombart_an eher_and their school, thcﬂ: il Capitalism as an.
onomit form is the creation of tl pitalist spirit, the gcncms
of the httu mubt first of all, bc ounted for Dbefore the origin
of Capitalism can be explained, “1f this c,apltahst spirit is itself
an historical pmdm t, what caused its appearance on the historical
stage ™To this riddle no very satisfactory answer has been
propounded to-date;-other than the accidental coincidence ju
the of various states-of mind, which conveniently fosed in a
marringe of euterprise and vationality (o oo the dan vital of o
sapitalist age. The search for o cause has led to the unsatislactory
and inconclusive debate as to whether it be true that Protestantism
begat the capitalise spirvit (s Weber and Trocltsch have claimed)
and there seems to be scarcely more reason o regard Capitalism
as the child of the Reformation than to Lold, with Sombart,
that it was largely the creation of the Jews.t  Nor is this difficulty
of tracing back the cause causanles one which also attaches,
mulatis mutandis, as is sometimes supposed, to an explanation of
capitalist origins that runs in purely cconomic terms. While
it is true that behind any economic change one has to look for
some human action, the action which initiates the crucial change
may be inspired by an intention which is quite alien to the final
outcome, and hence be a simple product of the prcccdmg
situation ; whereas, if the emergence of a new economic system

' To the claim of Weber and Trocltsch that the Protestant ethic encouraged
the spirit of calculation Mr. . M. Robertson (in dspects of the Rise of Economic Indi-
vidualism) has replied, with some effect, that there was little 10 choose between
Protestant and Catholic writers in their attitudes to such maiters as commercial
caleulation and free trade 5 and Brentano and others since his day (e.g, Pirenne)
bave shown that it is possible to find plenty of caleulating acquisitiveness hefore t}w
Reformation. . CE P. C. Gordon Walker on ¢ Capitalism and the Relormation ™
in Licon. Hm. Review, Nov. 1937 ;- also A. ¥, Sayous in Revua d'Histaire Liconomique
et Sosiale, 1930, 42744 ‘



10 STUDIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CADEITALDSM

is to be explained in terms of an idea, this ideaw must embody
“ in embryo ” the essence of the future system in advance 5 and
the emergence full-grown of the idea of that system, belory and
in the absence of the system itself, has to be explidned.

On the other hand, it is clear that, as our knowledge has been
enriched by the extension of rescarch into mudern economic
history in the last few decades, the definition of Capitalism in
actual use in_historiography has movcd mc‘wuulﬂl} towards
fir Fmphasis
has 1ncreasmg1y comc to. be. placecl on ﬂlL uncu,cm ¢ of o new
type of class differentiation between capnah:,t and. pwlvt wrian
rather than on profit as a motive of economic activity ; dnd
attentlon has_in ly been focused upon the appeiarance ni
a reiétlonshlp etween, producer and capitalisy, analeeons o
the employment relation between master and wage-carner in the
fully matured industrial system of the nineteenth century,  On
the whole it seems more likely that this is because the material
which research has disclosed has forced this cmphasis upon the
attention of historians in their search for the essentinl dilferentin
of the modern age, than because they have heen predisposed
towards it by the writings of Mars. "Flus, My, Lipson, in
claiming that the essentials of Capitalism were present some
centuries before the industrial revolution, stiles that * the
ifundament'ﬂ feature ot.caplmhxm is the wagessystem lll\(ln
iwhxch the worker has. thi of ownewship in the wares whicl
he manufactures : he sells not the Truits of his Tuhowe but (lu-
labour itself—a dlstmc,uon of vital cconomic significanee
,_‘Wgham came close 1o this s(.uulpumt when he uml
'that w the distinguishing feature. of . capitalist. organisation of
sindustry.is the possession,_of the materials by the employer, wio
engages the workman and pays his wages; he su sequently
}makes a profit by the sale of the qoods - addmg that * the
rusion of capifal may not make much apparent change in the
cond1t19ns under which the work is_ done, but it makes 2 tre-
mendous change_in.the personal relations of thc wor' kmau m his
fellowmen When_he is reduced to a position of dependenge ™.

1 Ecarzamzc History, grd Ild., vol. IT, xxvi. Mr. Lipson adds to thig, however, that
*if the goods do not belong to him bec ause the material is prov ided by another
person, thcr’1’ he is a wage-earner whether the instruments of produetion lwlrm;,! 0
him or not . If, however, “ the true test is whether the wur&m has any property
in the goods whlch be makes ", and ownership of the means of procduction is dis-
regarded, will not the definition be extensible also to what i m tustomarily vatled o
socialist system? In anothcr place, curipusly enough, M1 Lipson spealoy af * the
medm:va.l village * “orgamzed on a capitalist basis (fbid., 3.
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He did not, however, confine the term Capitalisim to a parcticular
organization of industry, but gave 1t o wider, and commercinl,
delindtion as “ o phase when the possession of eapital and the
habit of pushing trade have become dominant in all the institu-
tions ol society ™.t

11

In our preoccupation with the definition of an cconomic
system, we must not let it be implied that'the frontiers between
systems are-to be drawn across a page of history as a sharp

L.dividing line.! As those who distrust all such talk of cpochs
~ have correctly insisted,systems are never in reality to be found
_An their pure form, and in any period of history elements charac-
teristic both of preceding and of succeeding periods are to be
~ found, sometimes mingled in extraordinary complexity. Import-
ant clements of euch new society, although not necessarily the
complete embryo of it, are contained within the womb of the
old ; and relics of an old society survive for long into the new!
What is implicd in a conception of Capitalism such as we have
adopted is thatfsave for comparatively briel intervals of transition,
cach historical period is moulded under the preponderating
ptllnence of a single, more ov less homogeneous, economic forny,
and i to be characterized aceording to the nature of this pre-
dominant type of socio-cconomic relationship ) Flence in any
given period to speak in terms of a homogencous system and
to ignore the complexities of the situation is more illuminating,
at least as a first approximation, than the contrary would be.
Our chief interest will not lie in the first appearance of some
. new economic form. Nor will the mere appearance of it justify
a description of the succeeding period by a new name. Of
much greater significance will be the stage when the new form
has grown to proportions which enable it to place its imprint
upon the whole of society and to exert a major influence, in
moulding the trend of development. Again, it is true that the
process of historical change is for the most part gradual and
continuousy) In the sense that there is no event which cannot
~be connected with some immediately antecedent event in a
rational chain it can be described as continuous throughout.
ut what seems necessarily to be implied in any conception of
development as divided into periods or epochs, each characterized
Y The Progress of Capitalism in Lngland, 24, 73 B
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by its distinctive economic system, is that there ave voockd
points in economic development at which the fonpw is ubuorally
accelerated, and at which continuity is broken, in the setse of
yharp change of direction in the curvent of cvents, )
{These points of abrupt change in the direction of the historical
flow correspond to the social revolutions which mark the trauvsition
from_an_old system to a new one. The view that development
is characterized by periodic revolutions stands, therefore, in
contrast to those views of economic development, moulded
exclusively in terms of continuous quantitative variation, which
see change as a simple function of some increasing factor, whether
it be population or productivity or markets or division of Libour
or the stock of capital. A leading defect of the latter 15 their
tendency to ignore, or at any rate to belittle, those crucial new
properties which at certain stages may emerge aud radically
transform the outcome—whether it be the adventurous ambition
of the capitalist entreprencur in a period of expanding profit-
making opportunities, or the new attitude (o work i collectivisg
and egalitarian socicty—and the bias they are apt (o give the
mind towards interpreting new situations in categories of (hougli
which were product of past situations and towiuds saper-historiceal
“universal truths ”, fashioned oul of what are deenued o he
immutable traits of human nature o cortain imariable sirts off
economic or social “mccessity ™7 This tendeney  themdes ol
development that arc cast in terms of the uuigue ** spivic of an
epoch ” have, at least, the merit of avoiding.  When wer ceuse
to speak in metaphor, however, it is not easy inunedintely to define
the type of events to which the phrase social revolution is wally
intended to refer. While a social revolntion seems to contuin
the notion of discontinuity, in the sense in which we have refirred
to an abrupt change of dircction, this loses its simple meaning
when we cease to express it in terms of spatial analogics.  While,
again, such a revolution evidently includes the notion of i
quickened #empo of change, its meaning is not confined thereto,
Those who conceive of ngnge in terms of stmple guantitative
growth may admit thai"the rate of growth is not constant but
subj ect to ﬂq‘(}uatiqns, passing at times through phases of acceler-
ated increase; as with population increasc in the later cighteenth
century,“without introducing into their picture any notion of
revc}lut,l&nary transitions in which a qualitative change of system
occurs. : :
- Iitbe right to maintain that the conception of socio-cconomic
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systems, marking distinet ht‘dg.,‘(':h in historical development, is not
me wly a matter of convenience but an obligation——not a matter
of suifable chaptc‘ r-headings but somcthing that concerns the
essential construction of the story if the story is to be true—then
this must be becauseThere is a quality in_historical sit tmm
which both makes for homo‘g,uu,uy of pattern at any given time

and renders pcuoﬂc}s of tr ansition, when thege is an even balance

oF diserete elements, inherently “anstable. It must be because
wsociety is so constituted that conflict and interaction of its leading
elements, rathcr_than the sunplc growth of some single eleme
prmmpal agency of movqxpcnt_“and chfch, at lmst s0
far as major transformations are concerned.~” If such be the case,
wnce development has reached a certain ‘level and the various
elements which constitute that society are poised in a certain way,
events arc likely to move With unusual rapidity, not merely in
the sense of quantit.ttive growth, but in the sense of a change of
balance of the constituent elements, resulting in the appearance
of novel compositions and morve or less abrupt changes in the
texture of societyd To use a topical analogy : it is as though
at certain levels of development something like a chain-reaction
is set in motion.

Clearly the feature of cconomic socicty which produces this 'y
result, and is accordingly fundamental to( our conception of
Capitalism as a distinctive ccc‘mon'lic,_ord(,r characteristic..of.a
chsung_tﬂgymcml)gg_;‘ggl of history, is that history has heen to-date.the

listory of elass soeichies : namely, of. societies divided into clagses,
in which cxther o,m,__c‘l‘xss or else a cmhtlou 01 cl.:lasc.s w1th some

partial or complctc anmgombm to anthCI‘ CldbS or cl%scs.
The fact that this is so tends to impose on any given historical
period a certain qualitative uniformity ; since the class that. is
sacially and politically dominant at the time will naturally use
its power to_preserve and to extend that particular mode of
production—that particular form of relationship between classcs,

—aon _which its income depends. If change within that society

should reach a point where the continued hegemony of this

* Of the remarks of Pirenne which show an approach to this concepnon of
 discontinuous development due to the successive rise of different classes : « I believe
4 that for each period inte which our economic hlstoxy [of Capitalism] may be divided
* there iz a dlstmct and separate class of capitalists.”  Since the capitalist group of'
one epoch * doLs not spring from the capitalist group of the preceding epoch ”,
it follows th'n ‘at every change in economic organization we find a breach of
continuity ”, and history is not an inclined plane but a staircase (“ Stages in the
Social History of Capitalism ™ in dmerican Historical Review, 1914y 494-5).
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dominant class is seuoudy called in question, aml the old stuble
balance of forces shows signs of being disturbed, development
will have reached a_ cnuc.al stages, Whew Gither the change that
has b"ééﬁ proceedmg hitherto must_somehow be halted, or if it
dbmnnnt cl' can be d()nnu.mL no longey
and the new and rowmg one must tal\u 1t\ plllu- Onee this
shilt in the balance of power, has occurred, the interest of the
clagswhich riow occuples “the strateglc positions will clearly lic
in eceleratiiig the transition, i “breaking up the str(m;ﬂhnlds
of its"rival and predecessor and in extuldms: its own,  ‘The old
mo@g_ 0f,_p]:0d_ugtmn_,j\[ll necessarily be climinatedentirely ;
but it w11___~q_v_1ck ly be reduced .
serious competitor to ‘the new.! For a peuod the new. mode of
product1on, “associated w;th new productwv forces and novel
iic potentialitics, is Tikely to expand far Deyond the Tits
within which the old system was destined to move ; until in turn
the particular class relations and the [)()lltu al forms 1 which the
new ruhng class asserts its power come into coullict with some
further’ devclopment of th(* productive forees, and the almm,lc-
between the two is fc)ug,ht 0 a climax onee againe  In die aines
teenth century, largely under the influence of Hegel, the lmlmy
of civilization was generally believed to consist of o succesion of
epochs marked by the dominance of successive national cultures,
Accordlng to our present emphasis, it has rather consisted of o
succession of class systems, cach having its own peeuline moce
of extracting an income for its ruling class. In the economic
history of Europe, at lcast, one thing stands out wud is worthy of
particular remark., This is the suqmsmg degree of stmilarity
of the main stages tl'lrough which economic_development has
passed. The timing of these stages has, ol course, been very
diverse, and the detail of the story, and the particular furms and
phases within each main stage, have been notubly dissimilar,
But such ity as Europe can be said to possess scems most likely
to have been due to the fundamental similarity of shape which
the economic dcvelopment of its various parts has exhibited over
the past ten centuries.
- The common interest which constitutes a certain sociul
- grouping a class, in the sense of which we have been speaking,

‘ 1t is not necessary to assume that this is done as part of & conscious lonsgetenin
" plan; although, in so far as the dominant class pursues a definite political pulicy,
. this will be so. But it assumes at least that members of a class take eorumon aetion

~ over particular questions (e.g. access to land or markets or labour), sud that greatey

strength enables them to oust their rivals,
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does not devive from o quantitative similacity ol income, as is
H(ml(tll"ll(\ supposed (_‘L class does not necessavily congist of
pmplc on the same income level, nor are people at, or near, a
given income level necessarily united by identity of aims. ) Nor
is it sufficient to say simply that a class consists of those who
derive their income from a common source ; although it is
source rather thau size of income that is here important. In
this context one must be referring to something quitc {funda-
mental concerning the roots which 1(@0(‘111 group Iras in o par t1cg~
lar socmty amely to kthc 1cla11011§1;1p

partlcular economic system <md m thc, other case an amdgomsm
of interest on this issue can alone derive must be a relationship
with a particular mode of extracting and distributing the fruits
of surplus labour, over and above the labour which goes to supply

the consumption of the actual producer. \ Since, this mu‘»plua

Mbmu constitutes its 111c-~bl(md dny rul‘mg (~Lw> wﬂl ol uu,LbﬁLiy

5] a.l)&Q‘*PQlU:Y
c a3 dcp(ndcnt cmwthc wquu,ttmn of some claim upon
the.burplus labour_of other CA .smplus of Llw pmdum of
labour over and. abc)vc. he costs of ma‘tntcnamc cxf ‘thc* Iabour,”

Ly means. of 1.111‘» suxplusL o[' a h()(.,lill produ(,uon and rescxvc:
fund, was and is the basis of all socml ]gglhpcal and intellectual
ploggé?é. Tii history Gp €6 the present, this fund has been the
possession of a prlvﬂcch class, on which also devolved, along
with this possession, political supremacy and intellectual
leadership.” 1)

The form in_which surplus labour has been appropriated
hz dlffered at different stages of society ; and these varieties of
form have been associated with the use of various methods and
instruments of production and with d1ﬁ'crent levels of productivity.
Marx spoke of Capitalism itself as being, “ like any other definite
mode of production, conditioned upon a certain stage of social
productivity and upon the historically dcvcloped form of the
~productive forces. This historical prerequisite is itself the
hlstoncal result and product of a preceding process, from Wthh:

' Antz-Duhnng, 221,
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the new mode of production takes its depurture s from 1t~, given
foundation. The conditions of production L‘(')l‘l‘(:rﬁ[‘u‘n‘lt111'19_3,‘ to
this specific, historically determined, mu% of pmdm:tlm} have:
a specific, historical passing character.” ' YAt n stage ol social
development when the productivity of labour is very low, uny
substantial and regular income for o leisured cluss, 11‘\'“‘)'!!; on
production but not contributing thereto, will he inconeeivable
unless it is grounded in the rigorous compulsion ol’ producers ;
and in this sense, as Engels remarked, the division iuto cluses
at a primitive stage of economic development “ has a certiin
historical justification .2 In a predominantly agricultural
society the crucial relationships will be connected with the
Jolding of land ; and since the division of labour and exchange’
are likely to be little developed, surplus labour will tend to be
performed directly as a personal obligation or to take the form
of the delivery of a certain quota of his produce by the cultivator
as tribute in matural form to an overlord, The growth of
industry, which implies the invention of new and varied instra-
ments of production, will heget new classes und by creating vew
economic problems will require new forms ol appropriating sur.
plus labour foy the benelit of the owners of the wew instiments of
production. (Mediacval socicty was characterized by the vone
pulsory performance of surplus labour by producers ﬁ producers
who were in possession of their own primigive nstruments of
cultivation and were attached to the lamd, FMuodern sociey, by
contrast, i3 characterized, as we have scen, by a relationship
between worker and capitalist which takes o purely contrctial
form, and which is indistinguishable in appearance from any of the
other manifold free-market transactions of an cxchange society.
The transformation from the medixval form of exploitation of
surplus labour to the modern was no simple processythat can be
depicted as some genealogical table of dircet descent. ” Yot among
the eddies of this movement it is possible for the eye to discern
certain lines of direction of the flow. Thesc include( not ouly
changes in technique and the appearance of new Instruments
of production, which greatly enhanced the produetivity of labour,
but a growing division of labour and conscquently the develop-
ment of exchange, and also a growing separation of the producer
from the land and from the means of production and lis appear-

2 Gupital, vol, IIT, 10284, Marx adds that “ the conditions of diswibution ate
gsse;xtbagly .ltdcntl“ial with these conditions of production, being their vaverse side 7,
2 0p. cit., 316, ‘
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ance as a proletarian,  Of these goiding tendencies in the history
of the past {ive centuries a special significance attaches to the
latter ; not only hecause it has been traditionally glossed over
and decently veiled behind formulas about the passage from
status to contract, but because into the centre of the historical
stage it has brought a form of compulsion to labour for another
that is purely economic and  objective ** ; thus laying a basis for
that peculiar and mystifying form whercby a leisured class can
exploit the surplus labour of others which is the cssence of the
‘modern system that we call Capitalism. V/

111
The development of Capitalism falls into a number of stages,
rized by different levels of

.

stage of Capitalism, there Is an immediate consideration about
whicl it is of some importance that there should he no confusion.
If we are speaking of Capitalism as a specific mode of production,
then it follows that W_c;{__:j};ygyg‘Lju_glz,,t_ntfi;“ the dawn of this system from

the fiest sipng of the appearance_of lavge-scale trading and of
" - clasg, and we cannot speak of a special period of
* Merchant Capitalism ”, as many have done.  We _must logk
for the opening of the capitalist period only when changes in the,

CI divect subordination
of the pro A capitadist.  This is not just a point of
terminology, but of substance ; since it means that, if we are
right, the appearance of a_purely trading class will have of
( reve mary significance ; (tlm.t its rise will exert a
much less fundamental influence on the cconomic pattern of
society than will the appearance of a class of capitalists whose
fortuncs are intimately linked with industry ; and that, while a
ruling class, whether of slave-owners or feudal lords, may take to
trading or enter into a close alliance with traders, a merchant
class, whose activities are essentially those of an intermediary
between producer and consumer, is unlikely to strive to become
. a dominant clas%in quite that radical and exclusive sense of which
. we were speaking a moment ago. (Since its fortunes will tend
g * Some seem, however, to have used the term “ Merchant Capitalism » to apply,
. mot to the mere existence of large capitaly and specialized merchants in the sphere
 of trade, but to the carly period of Capitalism when production was subordinated

to the “ merchant manufacturer ” under the putting-out system, The strictures
in the text do not, of course, refer to this usage of the term.,
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to be bound up with the existing mode of production, it i e
likely to be under an inducement to preserve that mode ol
production than to transform it. It is likely W x(x'u};{g;ll; tes
“ muscle in” upon an existing form of approprinting surplus
labqur ; but it is unlikely to try to change this form.™
#/When we look at the history of Clapitalism, conceived in this
way; it hecomes clear that we must date its opening phase in
England,)not in the twelfth century as dous Pirenne (who is
thinking primarily of the Netherlands) nor even in the fourteenth
century with its urban trade and gild handicrafis as others have
done, but (in the latter half of the sixtcenth and the early
seventeenth Celitury When capital began to penetrate production
ofi "2 Conisiderable Scale, either in the Torii of d Tirly matured
relationship between capitalist and hired wage-carners or in the
less developed form of the subordination of domestic handi-
craftsmen, working in their own homes, to a capitalist on the
so-called “ putting-out system ™. It is true that alveady prior
to this fairly numerous examples are to be lound of a transitional
situation where the craftsman had lost much of his independenee,
through debt or in face of the monopoly of wholesale triders,
and already stood in relations of some dependence on v tmerehint,
who was a man of capital, It is also true that in the fuarteenth
century or even earlicr there was a good denl of whit one iy
call (to use modern terminology) kulak types of enterprise: -the
well-to-do peasant in the village or the local teader or worker-
owner in town handicrafts, employing hired labour.  But these
seem to have been too ymall in scale and insulliciently watured
to be regarded as much more-than adolescent Capitalism,
scarcely justify one in dating Capitalism as a new mode of
production, sufficiently clear-cut and extensive 1o constitute any
serious challenge to an older one, as early as this. At any rate,
one can say with considerable assurance that a_capitalist mode
of production, and a special class of capitalists ly

associated with 1t, did not attain (o any decisive signilicange as
Mevelopment until the

aninflience on social_and economic
closing decades of the Tudor era,
- In_the career of Capitalism since this date it is cvident that
there are two decisive moments. One of them resides n the
 seventeenth century : in the political and social trapsformations
-~ of that decisive period, including the struggle within the chartered
- corporations, which the researches of Unwin have brought to

light, and the Parliamentary struggle against monopoly, reaching

'
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its apex in the Cromwellian revolution, the results of which were
very far from being submerged, despite a certain measure of
compromise and reaction at the Restoration, The sccond
consists of the industrial revolution of the late eighteenth and
earlicr half of the nincteenth century, which was primarily. of
cc,onomu, swmhcance, it had a less dramatic, but far from
unimportant, reflection in the political sphere. So decisive was
it for the whole future of capitalist economy, so_radical a trans-
formation of the structure and Qrg'xmzwuonm of mdustry did it
rep} esent as to have causcd sox it as the birth _pangs
of modern Capitalism, and hence as the most decisive moment in
economic and social development since the Middle Ages.

Maturer knowledge and judgement to-day clearly indicate, how-
ever, that what the industrial revolution represented was.
a transition from an early and stlll_nnmatme stage of C‘"zpltahsm

where the pre- ~capitalist petty mode of production had been
penctrated by the influence of capital, subordinated to capijal,
‘robbed of its independence as an cconomic form but not yet
completely transformed, to a stage where Capitalism, on the
basis of technical change, had achicved its own specific produc-
tion process resting on the collective large-scale production unit
.of the factory, thcrcby effecting a inal divorce of the producer
from his remaining hold on the means of production and
establishing a simple and direct relationship between capitalist
“and wage-carners.

. But if we date the origin of the capitalist mode of production
“in this way, a crucial difficulty seems immediately to confront us.
To be consistent, must we not recognize not merely two but three
‘decisive moments in the transition from the medizval mode of
‘produutlon to the capitalist : the third and earlicst of these
marking the disintegration of Feudalism? And if we admit
- that there was such an earlier decisive period of transition, how
-are we to speak of the cconomic system in the intervening period
“between then and the later sixteenth century : a period which,
- according to our dating, seems to have been necither feudal nor
. yet capitalist so far as its mode of production was concerned ?
It is certainly truc that the fourteenth century witnessed a crisis
~of the old feudal order, following closely on the heels of the rise
- of corporate towns to a large measure of local autonomy, political
“and economic, as well as to a greatly enhanced influence in
.hational aﬂ‘mrs. In this crisis the feudal mode of production,
bdscd on serfdom, was serious _,y_sl;@lgg_r_l and rcachcd an advanced
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stage of disintegration, the effects of which were seeu in the
malaise_of Jandlord cconomy in the following century. Bu,
unless one is to identify the end of Feudalism with the process o
commutation—a subject about which more will e said Tarer-.
one cannot yet speak of the end of the medieval systen, stll lusgj
of the dethronement of the medixval ruling class. M1ty also true,
and of outstanding importance for any proper understanding of
this transition, that the disintegration of the feadad mode of
production had already reached an advanced stage ./Jé_‘ﬁ)f't‘r the
capitalist mode of production developed, ar_ld tlla}t thiy disinte.
gration did not proceed in any close association with the growth
of the new mode of production within the womb of the old,
The two hundred-odd years which separated Edward III and
Elizabeth were certainly transitional in character. A merchant
bourgeoisie had grown to wealth and to influence.  aving won
a measure of privilege, it stood in a position of co-partner rather
than antagonist to the nobility, and in Tudor times partly
merged with it. Its appearance exercised little divect effect’
upon the mode of production, and its profits were devived lrom
taking advantage of price-differences in space and time, due to
the prc;f/ailing immobility of producers and  their meagrs
resource§—price-differences which it sought to maintiin and
even widen by its privileges ol monopoly.t  In the urbun handis
crafts and in the rise of well-to-cdo and middling-well-to-do free.
hold farmers one secs¥a mode of Bmduuti(m,«whit:h hadl waon its
independence from Feudalism : petty production of the worker- .
owner, artisan or peasant type, which wis not yet eapitalist,
although containing within itself the embryo of  capitalist
relations and even showing signs of coming into subjection to
capital from outside. But this type of cconvmy remained &
subordinate element in society ; and one has io remember that
the majority of small tenants, although they paid a money yent
(which was, however, more often a customary payment thay an
‘ economic rent *), were still largely tied in various ways vatnd‘
subordinated to manorial authority ; and while the cstates were
1 Cf. Marx’s penetrating comment that © Merchant Capital is the historical furm“
of capital long before capital has suhjected production (o its conrol, . . . Capital
develops on the basis of a made of praduction independent and outside it, (and)
. the independent development of meychant capital stands therefore in juverse ratio
to the general development of sociely  (Capital, vol. T1I, g84). Alwo Pirenne:’
“ In an age when local famines were continual onc had only tw buy a small quanti
“of grain. cheaply in regions where it was abundant 1o realize falulous profit, whie
could then be increased by the same methods, Thus speevlation’, , . largely

contributed to the foundation of the first commercial fortunes ** (Feonomiz and Soclal .
 Histaryof Medieval Europe, 48). . oo
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for the most part famed by hired Iabour, (his Tabour was still
subject to a good deal of de facto compulsion and to a large extent
came” from persons who still treated wages as a supplementary,
rather than the sole, form of tivelihood™ The labourer could be
forced to accept work at legal rates, and he was restricted in
moving from his village without the sanction of the local lord.
Indeed, the legislation of the fourtcenth century robbed the
poorer freemen of what had previously distinguished them from
the willani adseripti glebe : freedom to move at will. Social
relations in the countryside between producers and their lords
and masters retained much of their medimval character, and much
of the tegument at least of the fendal order remained.
Discussion as to whether certain changcs, such as those of the
late cighteenth century, deserve to be given the title of a revolu-
tion has frequenily concentrated, not only upon the lempo of
change, but upon its xunultdnuty in different branches of industry,
as though this were a crucial issuc.  To avoid 11115‘11)})1"(‘]1(‘1151011,
it should perhaps be stated forthwith that The history of
Capitalism, and the stages in its development, do not necessarily
have the same dating for different barts of the country or for
different industries ; and in a certain sense one would be right
in talking, not of a snu,l&’fllstory of Capitalism, and of the general
shape which this has, but of a collection of historics «)f{}aplmhs,m,
all of them having a general sumlanty of shape, but cach. of them
separately dated as regards its main stages. In other words,
different regions of lingland (and to some extent cven different
towns) had in, say, the fourtcenth and fifieenth centuries their
different cconomic historics, in the same way as the cconomic
development of different nations of Europe in the nincteenth
century s rightly treated as largely separate stories. This seems
more likely to be true the further one’s gaze travels back across
the centurics, and least true of the present age. In this respect
the appearance of Capitalism itself is a powerful co-ordinating
iMluence. When we view the country as a whole, some crucial
transition may give the appearance of bcing 50 Iong-drawn-out
"% process as to make the title of an economic revolution a mis-
nomer. Yet in any one semi-autonomous sector the rhythm of
movement may be much more shalply outlined, What is
significant is the speed with which in any given sector a chain of
consequential changes follows the occurrence of some crucial
event——specd compared with the rate of change in these factors

in more normal times—and not nccessa.rlly the simultaneity of
B
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this crucial event and its chain of consequences in different
sectors. In this commection, indeed, we meet an important
distinction between major transitions from one fornt of” cluss
hegemony to another, of which we have spoken, and those minor
transitions which mark stages within the life-span of a given
economic system (to which Professor Pirenne was appurently
referring when he spoke of the devplopment of Capitalisim as
having the shape of © a staircase ?).” Where o new class, linked
with a new mode of production, makes itself the dominunt class,
and ousts the representatives of the old economic aud social
order who previously held sway, the influence of this political
revolution must necessarily be felt over the whole area of what-
ever is the political unit within which power has been transferred,
and the immediate consequences must in this case be approxi-
mately simultaneous throughout this area, It is this change of
policy, and hence of the dircction in which its influence is exerted,
at a national level that gives to such moments as the English
revolution of the seventeenth century or 1789 in France or rqry
in Russia their special significance.

‘The development of Capitalism through the muin phases into
which_its_history hay been assoointed essentially with
technical change affecting the character of production ; and for
this reason the capitalists associafed with cich new phase have
tended to be, initially at least, a different stratum of capitalists
from those who had sunk their capital in the older type of pro-
duction. This was markedly the case in the industrial revolution,
'The pioncers of the new technical forms were for the maost part
new men, devoid of privilege or social standing, who earried on
a struggle against the privileges of plder established interests in
the name of economic liberalisnd In order to expund, these
new men had often to rely for capital on partnership with
capitalists of longer standing ; sometimes merchant manufhe-
turers who had previously financed domestic industry set up
factories ; and gradually capital was transferred from the old
into the new, so that antagonism between the older capitalist
strata and the nouveaux riches of the new industry never went very
deep. In turn, the change in the structure.of indnstry affected.
the_social relations within. the_capitalist_mode of production :
it radically influenced the division of labour, thinned_ the ranks
' of the small sub-contracting worker-owner _type of artisan_inter-
mediate_between capitalist and wagg-carner, and_transformed

PN e o 4

the relation of the worker to the productive process itself.
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But it would be a mistake to suppose that these social relations
were the passive reflection of technical processes and to ignore
the Cxtent to which changes in them exercised a reciprocal
influence, at times a decisive influence, upon the shape of develop-
ment. They are, indeed, the shell within which technical growth
itself procceds.  IFf the conception of Clupitalism and its develop-
ment that we have here adopfed be a valid one, it would seem to
follow thatian@r changé in the circumstances affecting the sale
of that crubial cqmmodity labour-power, whether this concerns
the relative abundance and starcity of labour or the degree to
which workers are organized and act in concert or can exert
political influence, must vitally affect the prosperity of the
system, and hence the impetus of its movement, the social and
economic policies of the rulers of industry and even the nature
of industrial organization and the march of technique.} In the
extreme case it will be decisive in affecting the stability of the
s E’t‘em“’:l'r'f the chapters which follow, the influence exerted by
changmy states of the labour market will, rightly or wrongly, be
a recurring theme. Tt may well be that this influence extends
to spheres which [all outside the scope of this present study, with
effects that are less evident than those of which we shall presently
speak.  For cxample, two writers have recently suggested a
connection between the changing state of the labour market.and
the attitude of the State towards the punishment of crime ; this
attitude being apparenily 16§ Tarsh and more prone to humane
considerations at times of labour-scarcity when convict labour
was in demand than at times when the labour reserve was large
and proletarian life was conscquently cheap.? Concerning the
influence of this factor upon economic policy we will venture to
make one general statement, if only as an hypothesis for more
expert enquiry. There seems to be at least prima facie evidence
for connecting periods when the policy of the State in a class
society moves in the direction of economic regulation with
periods of actual or apprehended labour-scarcity, and periods
when State policy is inspired by a spirit of economic liberalism
with an opposite situation. The reasons which prompt the
State at any time towards intervention in production may be
various and complex ; as are also the possible forms and objects
of intervention. A situation conducive to one type of interven-
tion may not be conducive to another. But when State inter-
vention has occurred in the past as a considered and settled

1 (. Rische and Kirchheimer, Punisfanent and Social Strusture, .
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policy adapted to the normal circumstanees ol peace-tine, the

two objects which mainly scem to have actuated ‘it e the
enforcement of a monopoly in favour of souie grovp of capitulists
or the tightening.of. the.bonds-of labour. c}m:q.)lms:‘ b "‘»‘}.".1;}“!.1.5"
‘r:x:l_‘ihgdht_g__xpggt;mtllag_ﬂ‘_l_cmgﬂ'ml of the mS.t:ltc m i capitalist sm:u;tﬁy
to control wages and, to restrict the freedom of movement of the
Iabourer would be greater when the labour resexve. was depleted.
than when 3t was swollen, Support is lent to the supposition
that a ruling moiif of Etatisme in a class society lies in control of
the labour market by the fact that State intervention tended to
grow in countries of Western Europe in the fourteenth and early
fifteenth century, which was a period of almost l-mivcrsrgl Iabour
scarcity (for example, in France the proclamation of John the
Good designed to control the craft organizations in Puris and in
England statutory control of wages) and again in the seventeenth
century, which was in France, for example, the age of Sully,
Laffemas and Colbert ; whereas the nineteenth contury, w period
of an abundant labour resexrve and rapid increase of population,
witnessed the greatest triumphs of latssez-fuire.t  "Uhe hypothesis
has, at least, a good deal to recommend it, that freedon forishes

1 One is speaking here primarily of regultions and contiols governing price ur
output or entry o a lrade or change of muployment, uf the t“wlm ot Ynler thy
Mercantilist system and apain in recent thnes, and not of legislition ol as Factory
Acts or social insurance which do not so diveetly alleet the velationy of exehimge or

. of production and generally have a dilfevent muotivation and siguificinee,

3 CF 1. Heckscher (Mercantilism, vol. I}, who suggests thal the vise ol wiges
after the Black Death * provided a powerful motive fov the: fivst intevfivenes ou the
part of the State ” (p. 138), which * was nearly abwis exerted on the side of the
masters ** (p. 148), Towards the end of the {ifteentle century, however, there wis
a modification of official policy in France, and a partial reversion to u régime of
gild self-government. Tor the seventeenth century ef, V. Bulssonnude, Fe Srafalisme
& Biat : Plndustrie et los Classes Industrielles en France, 14551061, who relers w the rigid
discipline’ to which apprentices and workers were submitied in the seventeenth
century, “ similar to that of the harracks or the convent ™, and to the State policy
towards the gilds which favoured the pafronal against the worker, amd in fice of
general complaints of labour shortage prohibited workers® associtions and awsemisies
and punished those who changed their employment (pp. 295-305),  Duespite illegal
“syndicats and workers’ revolts and insurrections in several towns in varions years
between 1622 and 1660, this seems to have been a period of worsening conditions
among the workers, who “ live in a state hordering on nakedness  in conditions of
* frightful misery ” (pp. 307-8) : a state of aflairs which continued under Colbert
(Boissonnade, Colbert, 1661-83; YL Hauser, Les Debitls du Caplinlisme, 56~g, 102-6,
‘161 seq.).  Cf also Weber's reference to the undeveloped character of a proletariat
on the continent of Europe as the reason for the * deliberate cultivation by the
state ” of industry in France and Germany (General Feon. History, 164), It is true

*that in the present century we have again an age of compulsory arbitration, of huth
minimum and maximum wages, and of the Corporate State, combined with a swollen
‘unemployment total between the two wars. Dut this modern situation is a peculiar
" one in this respect, that it is dominated by the rise of powerful organizations of the

.- wage-earning class. There is an ¢vident connection, however, hetween the growth

.. of armament expenditure in the 1930, depleting the labour rescrve, and the growth
', of coercion by ‘the State over labour. : ‘
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most under Capitalism when, by reason of a superabundant

production 'is ‘secure, whereas Iégal

as goon as jobs compete for men -
f production_grows lesy profitable as a source of

apital and less stable. « o
.. By contrast with the picture of a fluctuating policy of the State
towards industry, as we actually find it, Capitalism has sometimes
been represented as constantly striving towards economic frecdom,
since only in the absence of regulation and control can it find
favourable conditions for cxpansion. Capitalism, to this view,
is the historical enemy of legal restraint and monopoly, and
monopoly is the product of illegitimate intrusion of the State into
the economic domain, in pursuit of power instead of plgnty or of
social stability at the cost of commercial prosperity] But this
bears little reserablance to the true picture ; and in what follows
the role of monopoly at various stages of Capitalism, at onc time
aiding the emergence of the bourgeoisic and the progress of
capital accumulation, at another time arresting technical develop-
menj, will be frequently emphasized.  Wlale in its coming-of-
age [Capitalism made war upon the monopolistic privileges of
craftgilds and trading corporations which barred its way, subse-
quently it showed itself to be not at all averse to the acceptance
of cconomic privileges and State regulation of trade in it?})qu
In

interests, as the later history of Mercantilism Dears witness
the nincteenth century, again, especially in Ingland, thé ne
factory industry raised the banner of unfettered access to markets
and to labour supplies, and claimed the right to compete on
equal terms with older established rivals, in order to give, head-
room to its remarkably enhanced productive powers.) But,
except in the specially favourable circumstances of England as
pioneer of the new technique, this enthusiasm for freedom of
trade was seldom unqualified ; and by the end of the century
competition was once again to yield place to monopoly, and free

ade to retire before the dawn of what has been termed an
era of neo-Mercantilism.VY] One might even say that it is only
in exceptional periods, when markets and profit-opportunities
are expanding in an unusual degree, that the chronic fear of
increase of products and of productive capacity which this
system seems to nurture is held in check, and its native tendency
towards restrictive policies, born of this fear, is in abeyance,

- Two final comments of a gencral nature seem to be relevant
ag introduction to the more detailed studies which follow. The'

.



26 STUDIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CGAPTLALISM

emphgsis of our approach to the interpretation of Capitalism s
that{changes in_the character of production, and in the sucinl
relations_shat hinge wpon it, have gencrally exerted  mor
profound and potent i}ﬂucnce upon society than have chianges

in trade relations per se. ) Biit this must not be held to imply thag
trade and markets hate fuot in their turn had an importang
reciprocal ir)ﬁucnce on production and are not to be assigned o

leading role Jat various points in the story. Not ounly waf trade
the soil froth which a bourgeoisie first grew/; not only did its
(Znnpact on the medizval village have a potéut intluencd il only
indirect one (by promoting a differentiption among the
peasantry into well-to-do peasants and pooy), thereby fostering
the growth of a rural semi-proletariat from’among the latter
not only havelmarkets shaped the moulds into which industry
settled, as well™8s themselves being contingent on the growth of
production ;) but one can say that it if'periods of rapidly expind-
ing markets ‘as well as of expanding labour supply which wee the
periads par excellence of industrial expansion, of pragress botl in
productive technique and in forms of nrgzmimtimj 5 whereas it
is apparently when markets are straitened that concern for i
safe routine and the consolidation of wn established posttion tendy
to oust the spirit of adventure and a stillening of the joints of
capitalist industry scts in, \/éumpzu'trd with previous systemy,
there can be no doubt that modern Capitalism v been pro-
gressive in a high degrec : according to the well<known tribute
paid to it by Marx and Eugels in the Gommunist Manifestn, ** e
bourgeoisie has played an extremely revolutionary role upoii-the
stage of history . . . (it) was the first o show us what human
activity is capable of achieving . . . (it) cannot exist withoat
incessantly revolutionizing the instruments of production, and,
consequently, the relations of production . But this progressive
influence of (Capitalism was less because, by some enduring
quality of its 0 (ure, the system thrives on continuous innovation,

than because it{ period of maturity was associated with an unusus
buoyancy of markets as well as with an abnormal rate of increase
of its labour supply\ That this should have been the case in
the nineteenth centufy, and in America for the first three decades
of the twentieth, does not justify ws in supposing that this favour-
able constellation will indefinitely continue ; and we shall see
 that evidence is not lacking to suggest that this may be already
@ thing of the past, Such long-term influence, however, ag the
changing configuration of markets has exerted upon economic
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development seems to have been primarily vie its effect on
production, as one of the latter’s conditioning factors ; and, apart
front this, the sphere of trade does not seem to have been the seat
of any powerful waves of influence which have diveetly spread
thence in wide circles over the surface of society.?

If the shape of economic development is as we have described
it, a specific corollary scems to follow for economic analysis :
a corollary, moreover, of crucial importance. This is that, for
understanding the larger movements of the economic system at
any given period, the qualities peculiar to the system are more
important than the qualities it may have in common with other
systems ; and that one is unlikely to make much of its long-
term tendencies of development if one derives one’s concepts
simply from relations of exchange, drawing a line between these
and that special type of institutional factor which composes what
Marx termed the mode of production of the epoch.  Hconomic
theory, at least since Jevons and the Austrians, hay increasingly
been cast in terms of properties that are common to any type of
exchange socicty ; and the central cconomic laws have heen
formulated at this level of abstraction.® Tuostitutional, or his-

L'Uhig s not jntended o be o statement about the order of “ fmpeortance ? of™
different factors in promoting change. Tt iy a statement simply about the modus
operandi of causal sequences andd about the different operational role of different
factors in a process of development,  'The distingtion referred to seeros to be akin
to that made by J. 8. Mill between an event which iy the immedinie cause of snme
chanpe and an event (or events), which exerts an influence, not by divectly producing
the change, but by predisposing cectain elements in a situation in the relevant divection,
“ a case of causation in which the effect is to invest an object with a certain property
or *“ the preparation of an object for producing an effect ** (System of Logie, gth Ed.,
vol. I, g88-9o0). -

® Some seem to have claimed for the propositions of economic theory a universal
and necessary charncter akin to that of se-called * synthetic a priori propositions *.
Professor Hayek, following a line of thought opened up by Weber, has declared that
the objects which form the subject-mattier of the social sciences are * not physical
facts *, but are wholes * constituted » out of “ familiar categories of our own minds .
“ Theories of the social sciences do not cousist of ‘ laws’ in the sense of entpirical
rules about the behaviour of abjects definable in physical terms * ¢ all they provide
is ** a technique of reasoning which assists us in connecting individual facts, but which,
like logic or mathematics, is not about the facts ”, and  can never be verificd or
falsified by reference to facts . “ All that we can and must verify is the presence
of our assumptions in the particular case. . . . The theory itsclf . . . can only
be tested fc;r congistency » (% The Facts of the Sacial Sciences ” in Lthics, Oct. 1943,
PP II, 13).

P This rather startling claim derives from the view that the © wholes ? with which
social theories deal are concerned with relatons which are not definable in terms
of common physical properties hut only in feleological terms of attitudes which we
recognize as similar by analogy with the character of our own minds. Hence from
knowledge of our own minds we can derive @ priori all the general notions which
form the subject-matter of social theory. So far as economics is concerned, this
view seermns to depend on the sclection of the market as the sole province of economics,
and of the problem of adapting scarce means to given ends * a3 the aspect of the
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torico-relative, material, while it has not been c‘.xrl‘udc‘.d entirely,
has only been introduced into the second storey of the l'mllding‘
being treated in the main as changes in *dat ™ which may
influence the value of the relevant variables, but do not alter the
main equations themselves by which the gaverning relationships
are defined. Hence a line of demarcation is drawn helween an
autonomous sphere of exchange-relations, pmssc:ﬁsqd of properties
and ruled by necessities that are, in the main, independent of
any change of “system “—a sphere which is the province of
economists—and the sphere of property institutions and class
relations which is the territory where sociologists and historians
of institutions, with their talk of “systems”, can riot to their

_ hearts’ content. But if the major factor in the cconomic and

social, if not the political, development of the past thur to five
centuries has been something called Capitalism, and Capitalisim
is as we have described it, such a dichotomy is untenablet  An
autonomous sphere OF/t:xcllaxlgtz-1*<:1a1ti(mships, whose concepts
ignore the gualitative difference in the connection of various
classes with production and hence with one another, in order to

market upon which cconomic study is focused (ends ™ heingyr defined subjectively
in terms of human desires).

This view is admitledly not applieable o phenomenn capable of staiistica)
measurement (eg. vital stalistics) 3 nor presumably to ftitaions sachoas foreed
labour, individual ownership of property, the distinetion hetween men with property
and men without : all these seom guite eapable of clamificion in teems of theie
physical propertics, without reference to mental attitudes.  Moveosver, 81 not g
all clear why the assumption is made that such things na money or eagioad aee ot
definable in torms of the actual uses to which we find it they uve put, fustead of
““in terms of the opinions people hald about them ™. {16 money i defined w sompe.
thing which does not give direct enjoyment but is regarded ouly o8 o nwang by whicls
things vielding enjoyment can be acquired, then (s definition yaust he in teems of
people’s mental judgements ; but not if money is defineed substantinlly as something
that is customarily used as & means of acquiring things which people ent or wear ot
use a3 fuel or adorn their housea with, without itsell being used in any of these ways,
The fact that we may not always he able to decitle whether to classily as ovnauents
or as money certain objecty worn round the necks of South Sen fvlanders without
intuition as to their mental processes does not seemt sufficient to invalidate the latier
type of definition for most purposes.] Tt is not a question a8 o whether in certain
circumstances we may not be able to learn more by deducing other people’s motives
from our own than by simply generalizing about their hehaviour : i 18 a question

‘as to whether the subject-matter of economic theory and historical interpretation

is confined to what we can learn from the former,

1J. 8. Mill made the considerable concession of maintaining that the laws of
distribution were relative to particular institulions ; but aintained that the laws
of production were not. But this view (called by Marx  an idea hegotten by the

. incipient, but still handicapped, critique of bourzeois economy * : G'a{n'.'al, vol, 1,

1030), draws a dichotomy within the corpus of economics itse}f which seerns to be
cven more difficult to maintain, For example, in Mill's docirine the rate of profit,
which figured in the determination of value, depended on those conditions which
determined distribution ; and in this sense the theory of value rested on a theory of
digiritiution. Modern economics, however, has left no roorm for this kind of digho-
tomy, since. it has formally integrated distribution (i.e. the priciog of factors of
production) into the structure of general price-cquilibriur,



CATTTATISM o0

concentrate on their similarity a5 quantitative factors in an
abstract pricing-problem, clearly cannot tell- us much about the
¢eonomic  development of modern  socicty. Moreover, the
alleged autonomy of this sphere is itsell brought into question.

To regard exchange-relationships as an autonomous territory
for a special science of economics scems to mean that a fairly
complete causal story of cssential processes can be coustructed
without going outside its bounclaries. There are those who hold
that, while a study of cxchange relations by themselves must
admittedly be incomplete, unless it proceeds to take account of
the influence upon them of particular institutions such as the
class structure of society, the laws revealed by the former are
nevertheless fundamental and express necessities which rule any
type of economic system. In what sensc the modern theory of
price-equilibrium can be held to express “ necessitics * for any
type of society, and how much remains of such ‘‘ necessitics
when they have had to be supplemented to any large extent by
historically-velative institutional data, is not altogether cleart
But, expressed in formal terms, a possible meaning to be given
to this claim is that the influeneddf the institutional factors upon
exchange-relationships is not such as to change any ofthe governing
cquations or to rob any of the independent variables which have
figured in these cquations of their agsumed independence” Tf
this condition holds, changes in institutional factors can reason-
ably be treated simply as changes in  data ™, which affect the
values to be assigned to these variables without affecting any-
thing else. If; however, this convenient assumption does not
hold—if the influence of the particular institutional data is more
radical than this——then the necessities which these laws cxpress
will change their character with any fundamental change of
system ; and the very statement of them in a form that is
simultaneously realistic and determinate will be impossible unless
the institutional situation is taken into account.

The claim that economic principles can be formulated with--
out regard to. particular institutional conditions may seem to
many to be open to such an obvious objection as to make it
- surprising that such a claim could have been seriously advanced.

Is it not obvious that the /manner in which prices are determined,

- * A particular meaning th;t those who subscribe to this view have themselves
given 1o it is the alleged neccssity for the adoption of certain price~ and marlket-
mechanisms by a socialist cconony, which has figured in the discussion ahout the
" problem of economic calculation in' a socialist economy, around which there has
- grown quite a considerable literaturd, .
: B
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and exchange is regulated, under conditious af competition
must be different from the manngr in which they are determined
under conditions of monopoly ¥ or, ugain, that the I‘t;lt‘l("l‘l% of
prices at any particular time (amed hence 1’\1\\\:'(¥I}'1(‘lltﬂ ot prices
over time) must he different when enclh seller Is ignovant of the
intended actions of other sellers from what it wonld be where
this ignorance was partly or wholly absent (us would be the
case under conditions of economic planning) ? I this be so,
the statement that a change of circumstance does not affect the
equations themselves by which economic “ necessities ™ are
defined cannot be true so far as the determination of prices is
concerned. Presumably the statement can only be seriously
intended to apply to postulates at some higher level of generality ¢
to principles of which the particular theories of particular
situations can be treated as special cases.t  The only postulates
that can possibly be of this kind arc ones concerning the velation-
ship of prices to demand : postulates which state that a given
structure of prices will have a determinate effect on demand,
and which have been held to yield the covollary that, in any given
“state of supply of productive resources, only one set ol prices
(and an allocation of productive resources corresponding (o it)
will result in an “ optimum satisfuction ™ of demand - covollivy
which requires also for its validity certain assumptions about the
nature of consumers’ prefevence ov abont utility,  But these
statements do not suflice to afford a determinate account of how
relationships of cxchange ave in fhet determined,

An analogy which, because it is familiar, nry perhaps
commend itself to cconomists, can be cited from recent dise
cussions about the Quantity Theory of Money, This theory,
expressing an invariant relationship between changes in the
quantity of money and changes in prices, used to be stated in a
form in which it was regarded as having general validity for any
type of situation. This was largely by virtuc of an implicit -
assumption that certain other crucial variables were independent
of the quantity of money, or that, if they were connected with

1 The difference between the determination of price under competition and
under imperfect competition has been formally stated in this way : namely, that
output will be determined by the condition of cquality of marginal cost and marginal
revenue ; perfect competition heing treated as a special case where matginal and
. average revenue are equal (since the demand is infinitely elastic), and hence marginal -
» ¢ost 1s equal to price, instead of loss than price.  But when one §s dealing with the
. industry as a whole, this erucial condition (the elasticity of demand for the ndividual

fixm) hes to be introduced when competition is imperfect as a separate condition

{separate, that is, from the clemand_for the whole Indugiry) ; as has also such a
condition as the presence of resirictions on entry of firms inte the industry.
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the latter, this connection was limited to a certain form.* Tt is
now realized that this assumption does not hold true of all types
of situation : in particular, of a situation characterized by excess-
capacity of man-power and machinery. In so far, therefore, as
the theory claims to tell a causal story, its alleged generality
breaks down, since there are situations in which the relationship
it asserts between money and prices is not true ; whereas, if it
modifies its status to that of a mere  equation of identity *, the
causal story ® of the actual relationship between money and
prices remains to be told, and told in terms of particular situations.
When this fuller causal story has been completely told, it may
be that some new general principle emerges, in terms of which
in a purely formal sense particular situations can again be
expressed as special cases (e.g. a state of full employment as one
~where supply of output has a zero, instead of somc positive,
elasticity). The point is that such general principles can only
properly cmerge as a result of prior classification and analysis
of the concrete peculiarities of particular situations, and not as
a result of isolating a few common features of those situations by a
method of superficial analogy.  The comparative study of social
institutions alfords a strong presumption, to say the least, that
the modern theory of price-equilibrium may have considerable
analogy with the Quantity Theory of Money in this respect.
In Friedrich Engels® words, Political Lconomy asg an * historical
science ™ ““ must first investigate the special laws of cach separate
stage in the evolution of production and exchange, and only
when it has completed this investigation will it be able to establish
the foew quite general laws which hold good for production and
exchange considered as a whole .8
This is not a theme that can here be fittingly pursued. But
it is also not one that in the present context could be entirely
ignored. While no one could seriously deny that there are
features which different types of economic socicty have in
common, and that such analogics are deserving of study and-
have their share of importance when placed in proper setting,

* For example, that in so far as velocity of circulation changed as a consequence
of price-changes (or of the expectation of such changes) this was likely to be in a
direction that would reinforce, and not counteract, the influence of changes in quaniity
of money on prices, Output was held to be unaffccted by changes in demand by
virtue of an implicit assumption of full employment, i.e. inelastic supply of output ‘
as a whole.

? Causal story is used here in the sense of a theory adequate to cnable one to
make some prediction about actual events : in this case about the probable effect
of a given change in the quantity of money.

8 Anti-Diihring, 167-8.
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it seems abundantly clear that the Teading questions coneerning
cconomic development, such as those with which the Hllowing
studies are concerned, cannot be answered at all wnless one
goes outside the bounds of that limited traditional type of
economic analysis in which realism is so rutldessly sacrificed 1o
generality, and unless the existing frontier hetween what it i
fashionable to label as “ economic factors™ and as *¥social
factors ” is abolished. Moreover, it is not only that this lHmited
type of economic enquiry is powerless to provide answers to certain
questions. By confining its examination of society to the level of
the market, this type of enquiry also contributes to that mystifica-
tion about the essential nature of capitalist society of which the
history of economics, with its abstinence-theorics and its word-
play about “ productivity >, is so prolific of examples. VAt the
level of the market all things available to be exchanged, including
the labour-power, of proletarians, appcar as similar entities, since
abstraction has been made of almost every other quality except
that of being an object of cxchange.™ Hence at this level of
analysis cverything is scen as an exchange of equividents 3 o
the exchange-process the owner of Gtles to property contributes
as much as the labpurer ;'/zmcfl the essence of Capitalisim ay o
particular form of the appropriation of surplus Libour by w cluss
possessing economic power  and privilege i thus by sleight of
hand concealed. ¥ To shift the focus ol economie enquiry from a
study of exchange socicties in general to a study of the physialog
‘and growth of a specifically capitulist cconomy- —a study which
must necessarily be associated with a comparative study of
different forms of economy-—is a change of emphasis which seemns,
in this country at least, to be long overdue,



CHAPTER T'WO

THE DECLINE OF FEUDALISM AND THE
GROWTH OTF TOWNS

I

This country has not been immune to discussion about the
meaning of Feudalism, and usages of the term have been various
and conflicting. As Dr. Helen Cam has remarked, the constitu-
tional historian has tended towﬁnd the essence of Feudaligm m
the fact that landholding is the source of political power > ;
to the lawyer its essence has been that j° stfuus s determined by
tefure * and to thé economic hlslormn “the cultivation of land
hy the exercisc of tights over persons ™' But in general (e
malter has here excited Hitle controversy.  Definition has not
been linked with vival social p]nicmpluvs as has clsewhere heen
the case, most notably in nineteenth-century Russia.  The very
existence of such a system has not been called in question ; and
design for the future has not been made to depend on any imprint
which this system miay have lefl upon the preseut., In Russia,
by contrast, the discussion has exercised Opm?pn more powcrl‘ully
than clscwhcrc, and the question whethel l‘cudnhsm in .the
Western_scnse had ever_existed formed a prificipal Aiﬁ;'sﬁe nthe”
fimous debale between Westerners and SlaVOphﬂs in the first
half and middle of the nincteenth century. { A At first emphasis was
laid on the relationship in which the vassal stood to his prince
or sovcre1gn and on the form of jfmdholdmg, yiclding what was

in the main a juridical definition :) a definition certainly according
with the ctymology of the word, since as Maine observed the term
Feudalism “ has the defect of calling attention to one set only of
its characteristic incidents ”. A matured example of this is the
definition which the late Professor P. Struve regently contributed
to the Cambridge Economic History of Europe : ‘(1 a contractual but
indissoluble bond between service and land grant, between
personal obligation and real right . dlFrom this definition it
followed that, although [b]?c‘eud'\hqm had cxisted in Russia, its
beginning was only to be’dated from around 1350 with the

i History, vol. XXV (1940-1), p. 216.
33
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termination of allodial landholding and the rise of service-tenures,
and that it presumably terminated in the seventeenth century,
when the pomiestie became assimilated to the 2'()[(7/(“61‘1 {Len .hcm_mm{;
~hereditary) and there was a rcvcrsion. to the nllnd}:ﬂ 1.)1‘111\&#;1})10.}\
"ﬁW_ithh_@}9.”5!925.’@?1% influence of Mar}.:lsm on Rpssnm st.u-c,lu:sm(j[
. agrarian 1113}95)‘{,}@_ second type of definition came into prominence,
* giving pride of plate to economic rather than to juridical relations,
“Professor M. N. Pokrovsky, for instance, who for many, years was
the doyen of Marxist historians, scems to have regarded Efﬂlldtluﬁ_{p
inter alia as a_system of selfsufficient *“ natural cconoiny ”, by
contrast with a moneyed ° exchange cconomy “~as “an
‘economy that has consumption as its object ”.* This notion
that {Feudalism rested on natural economy as its cconomic hase/
is one which, implicitly at least‘,/gccrqns to be shared by a numbet
of economic historians in the cst) and might be said to have
more affinity with the conceptions of writers of the German |
Historical School, like Schmoller, than with those of Marx.
There is a lgood deal of evidence to suggest thaw markets wand
money playtd 2 morg prominent part in the Middle Ages than
used to be supposcd. } But this notion, at any rate, shares with
the purely juridical one the great inconvenienee (to sy the
least) of making the term not even approximately cotarminany
with the institution of serfdom. In Pokrovsky’s case, for example,
 this definition leads him to speak of the{sixteenth century in
:&I_{qgggi@wa:gmgmpgg'i»q_c‘l_,o;f;, decline of Feudalism, (entitling the relevant
-"chapter in his Brigf History “ The Dissolution of Fendalism in
“¥Muscovy ), \for the reason that commerce was reviving at this
- time and_production for a market on the increase/ Yet fthe
sixteenth century was the very period when enderfiment of
previously free or semi-free peasants was taking place extensively .
and feudal burdens (in the common cconomic usage of the
word) on the peasantry were being greatly augmented.] Some
|English economic Listorians have apparently tried to evade this
dilemma, firstly, by a virtual identification of serfdom with the
performance of labour-services, ot obligatory “work direcily

P

performed upon the lords estate, apd, sccondly, by attempting

" X Cambridge Economic History of Europe, vol. I, 424, 432.
3 Brigf Fistory of Russia, vol. I, 289, This definition inter alia carned him stron
" “criticism from other Soviet bistorians in the early ‘30’s.  Pokrovsky's critics allege
. that he tried simultancously to ride both this conception and a purely political and
juridical one ;-and that influenced in particular by a much-discussed wark of Pavloy-
Silvanskiin 1907 (which championed the idea that Feudalism in the Western senst
- 'had existed in Russia), he never compleiely broke away from the latter conception’
. {ef. S. Bakhrushin in Protiv Historicheski Consepisii M, N. Pokrowskovo, 117-18).
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to show that such laboumcrvu es Usu.xllv disappeared and were .
commuted into a contractual 1(1‘11101151111) in terms ut mongys
in the degree that trade and production for exchange in a wides
marLet developed at the close of the Middle Agesy’ But this
does not seem to p10v1dc at all a satisfactory way df csc ape, as
what follows in this chapter will attempt to show.  ¢ou . | AL

The English mind is wont to clismiss arguments about defini-,
tion as mere disputation about words : an instinct which is prob- 4
ably a hcalthy one seeing that so much argument of this kind -
has been little more than an exercise for pedants, But questions:
of definition cannot be entircly dismissed from our reckoning,
however keen we may be on letting facts speak for themselves.
We have already said that in attaching a delinite meaning,
whether explicitly or implicitly, to a term like Feudalism or
Capitalism, one is ipso facto adopting a principle of classification
to be applied in one’s selection and assembly of historical events.
One is deciding how one will break up the continwum of the
historical process, the raw material that history presents to his-
toriography—what cvents and what sequences are to be thrown
into relief.  Since classification vust necessarily precede and fonn
the groundwork for analysis, it follows that, as soon as one pusses
from description to analysis, the definitions one has adopted
must have a cracial influence on the result,

To avoid undue proxility, it must suflice, without further
parade of argument, to postulate the definition of Feudalism
which in the sequel it iy proposed to adopt. rﬂhgﬂ\emphnmwl‘
this definition will lie é&not in the juridical relation between vassal
and sovereign, nor ifl. the relation between production and the
‘destination of the product, but in_the relation between thet
direct producer (whether he be artisan in some worLshop or'
peasant cultivator on the land) and his immediate superior or,
querlord and_in_the social-economic ,..Qﬂﬂlbmghwlggt1on‘
wh}ghwggpﬂggtgn them. Conformably with the notion of Capltalﬂ
ism discussed in the previous chapter this definition will charac-,
terize Feudalism primarily as a {* mode of production > ; and;
this will form the essence of our definition. As such it_will be:
'vy_‘wﬁlly .identical yv1tl;)what we generally mean by{serfdom :
a‘g%gbhg;atmn laid on the producer by force and independently:
of his own volition to fulfil certain economic demands of an

s Srarangs

querlord, whether these.demands take. the. form. of services to

he. perfmmed or of dues to be_paid in. money or in_kind-f-of
work or of what Dr. Neﬂson has termed “ gifts to the lo d’s
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larder 4 \This coercive furce muy be that of wilitary strength,
possessed by the feudal superior, or of custom bicked by some
kind of juridical procedure, ar the force of law.), 'l lu.':‘. gyst(.-fu)n{
production contrasts, on the ene baud, with sliwvery in that (s
Marx has expressed it) “ the direct procucet is here T possession
of his means of production, of the material labowr conditions
1‘éoiuired for the realization of his labour and the production of
is means of subsistencey He carrics on his agriculture wwd the
. tural house industries connected with 1t as, z;_.n',}111(1;;1,‘)x‘suclm,l
aproducer ', whereas “ the slave works with conditions of lubour
“belonging to another *. At the same time, gerflom implies that
~% the property relation must assert itself as a direct relation
iﬁ‘é};wg@n rulers and servants} so that the direct producer 1s not
“free ”}: “ 5 lack of freedom which may be modified from serl
dom /with forced labour to the point of a mere iributary
relation .2 It contrasts withiCapitalism in that wnder the Tatter
‘\rﬂle_,labq}g;;gg,_ in the first place (as under stavery), is no longer
i “independent producer, but is diyorced from his” mdins of
progitction- zmd:

fioifi the possibility of providing his own sub-

sistence, but in the sccond place (unlike slavery), Tis _“TS‘I‘FSV.»I}{»&‘__"
3ship to the owner of the means of production who cmploys him
is a purely col il one (an act of sale or hire eemindlilo
the Tace of the Jaw he ds free both (o choose

L__I;igﬁ;g_@ys_tgx,,_@gd"t,O,,Cll.@\llgﬁ-‘,‘Jil‘éfts‘tiir‘."i D and R is not under any
obligation, other than that imposed by a contrae of sorvice, (0
contribute work or payment to a master,} Thiy system of speial

? velations to whicliwe refer as Feudal Sev(dom has beenfassociated
in history, for a number of reasons, with :1Q\g1w&1‘g~i§{§;l of technique,

. in which the instruments of production aré-simple and gtierally
‘inexpengive, and the act of Pmducﬂon 151.ug¢1‘y ‘tudividual in

_ “N. Neilson, Customary Rents {in Oxford Studies in Social and Legnl Flixtory), Y. .
CF Vinogradoff, Villeinage in England, 405 : * The labhour-service relation, although
very marked and prevalent in most cases [in the feudul perivd], is by no means the
only one that should be taken into account.”
a3 Capital, vol, 111, 918, Marx goes on to say that * under such conditions the
surplus labour for the nominal owner of the land cannot be filched from thew [the
serfs] by any economic measures but must he forced from them by other measures,
’ whatever ‘may be the form assumed by them”; to which he adds the following
|xémarks ;' “ The specific economic form in which unpaid surplus labour I pumpe
7 out of the direct producers determines the relations of ralers and ruled, . .. Jeig
. always the direct relation of the owners of the conditions of praduction to the divect
producers which reveals the inneymost secret, the hidden foundagon of the entire
social construction, and . . . of the corresponding forme of the state Vet © this,
~does not prevent the same economic hasis Fom showing infinite variations and
- gradations in its appearance ¥, due to “ pumerdus outside circumstances, natural
enyironment, race peculiarities, outside histovical influences, and so forth, all of
\which must be ascertained by careful analysis ", ‘ - C

(e}
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chavacter 3 the divisiow of Tabour (and henee the co-ovdination
of fndividualy i production as a socially-integrated process)
beingil a very primitive level of development.  Historically it
has also Deen agsoctated {und for o similar reason in the main)
with conclitions of production for the inunediate needs of the
Lousehold or village-commuuity and not for a wider market ;)
although “ natural economy ” and serfdom are far from bcingB
coterminous, as we shall see. The summit of its development
was characterized by demesne-farming : farming of the lord’s
cstate, often on a considerable scale, by compulsory labour-
services, Butl thc(}fgxidal mode of production was not confined
to this classic form. } Finally, fthis cconomic system has been
associated, [for part of its lifc—h‘istory at least and often{in its
origins, with forms of political decentralization, with the con-
ditional holding of land by lords on some kind of scrvice-tenure,
and (morc generally) with the possession by a lord of judicial
or quasi-judicial functions in relation to the dependent popula-
tion.} But, again, this association is not invariable, and serfdom
can be found in company both with [irly centralized State-
forms and with hereditary landholding instead ol service-tenures,
To invert a description of Vinogradofl (who speaks of serfdom
as “ a characteristic corollary of Feudalisim ” 1), we may say that
the holding of land in fief s a common characteristic, hut not
an invariable characteristic, of Feudal Serfdom as an economic
system in the sense in which we are using it

co
e

B

) It L %R
Tho{arcviva] of commerce in Western Europe after A, 1100
and its disruptive effect on feudal socictyalis a sufficiently familiar
story. How the(growth of irade carried in its wake the trader
and the irading community, which nourished itsell like an alien
body within the pores of [eudal society ; how with exchange
came an increasing percolation of money into the scl-sufficiency
of manorial economy; how the presence of the merchant

encouraged & growing inclination to barter surplus products and
praduce for the market}—all this, with much richness of detail,
has been told ARy times. The fconsequences for the texturc
of the old order were radical enough. Money revenue as well
as services of bondmen grew to be a lordly ambition ; a market

in loans developed and also a market in land.} As one writer,
1 Article on Serfdom in Engyclopedia Britannica,
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speaking of England, has said : © the great roads which join
London to the seaboard are the arteries along which flows money,
the thost destructive solvent of seigniorial power ™.t ;

That this process was of outstanding importance in these
centuries can scarcely be doubted. That it was vonnected with
the changes that were so marked at the end of the Middle Ages
is evident enough. Theftendency that developed to commute
labour-services for a money-payment and cither to lease out the
seigniorial demésiie for a thoney-rent or to continue its cul tivation
with hired [abour obviously had the growth of tfhcw‘mgr}: toand of
mgpey-dealings as their necossary condition.” What'is question.
able, however, is{whether the counection was as simple and direct
as has often beeh depicted, and whether the widening of the
market can be held to have been a sufficient condition for the decline
of Pendalism-—ywhether an cxplanation’is possible in terms of this
as the sole or éven the decisive factor. Tt has beentnot uncommon
for the solvent effect of exchange and of money ta be assigned, not
only an outstanding, but a unique influence in the transformation
of society from feudal.to.capitalisf  We are plten presented with
the picture of a more or less stable cconomy that was disintegrated
by the impact of commerce acting as an external lovee and
developing outside the system that it finally overwhelmed,  We
are given an interpretation of the transition from the old ovder
to the new that finds the dominant causal sequences within the
sphere ‘of exchange between manorial economy and the outside
world} “Natural cconomy ” and ‘““exchange veonomy " are’
two_economic orders that cannot mix, and the presence of the
latter, we are told, is sufficient to cause the former to.go into
dissolutiony

Serious doubt about the adequacy of such an interpretation
arises as soon as the(inﬂucnce of trade on the structure of Feudal-
ism in different parts of Europe, or even in different parts of
England, is subjected to comparative study. For cxampla,f*if
the destructive effects of money-dealings on the old order, based
on servile labour, were truly the decisive factor at work, one
could naturally expect to find most evidence of commutation of
services for a money:-payment in England by (say) the fourteenth
century in counties nearest to the London market—in closest

W, H. R. Curtler, The Envlosure and Redistribution of our Land, 41, TPirenne says
that “ the decay of the seigneurial system advanced in proportion to the development
- of commerce ! (gp. city, 84).  Professor Nabholz attributes the transition from feudal
dues to money rents to the fact that “ the lord must adjust himself to a money
‘economy ™ - (Cambridge Egonomic History, vol. 1, 50g; also 554=5)
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“arteries along which flows money, the most

touch with those ,

destructive solvent of seigniorial power 7, Actually, it was the
\south-tast of Fngland that showed the largest proportion. of
labour services at 1his date and the north awd west of England
the smallest.t ) This of itself might be held to be insufficient as
rebutting evidence, since thel relative importance of labour
services among feudal ducs varied in different parts of the country
with the type of cultivation and the size of the arable demesne ;
and many moncy-payments werc survivals of long standing and
not products of recent commutation. But it is also true, when
we study the trend over several cenfurics, that ‘a\in the more
backward parts of the country, farthest from greal markets,
above all in the north-west, labour services were shed first, while
the more progressive south-cast retained them longest ’J?.ﬁ‘
’éecondly, an explanation of the change in terms of market
mfluences would lead onc to expect to find a close correlation
between the development of trade. and the decline of serfdom
in different areas of Lurope. To some exient it is truc that
{hére 38 1LE correlation Bl the exceptions are sufliciently
remarkable. The outstanding case where the connection does
not hold is the reerudescence of Teudalism n Eagleii Farope™
atthe e 60 e Tltcenth cenlury—that “second sGHIoH >
ol which Triedrich Eugels wrole ¥ a revival ol the old system
which was associated with the growth of production for the
markct.f Alike in the Balitc States, in Poland and Bohemia
expanding opportunitics for grain cxport led, not to the abolition,
but to the augmentation or revival of servile obligations on the
peasantry, and to arable cultivation for the market on the large
estates on a basis of serf Iabour.t) Similarly {in Hungary the
growth of trade, the growth of large estate-farming and increased
impositions on the peasants went hand in hand.? 'Thirdly,
therc is no evidence that the start of commutation in England
was connected with the growth of production for the market,
even if the two were associated in the later stages of the decline

1 Cf. |, L. Gray in English Historical Review, Ocl. 1994, 635-8. It is true that
Londpn had not yet the pre-eminence over other cities that it later had. But the
:EWO 1ne>c:it cities in importance, Norwich and Bristol, were also in the southern half of
Ingland.

2 M. Postan in Trans. Ryl. Elist. Society (NS.), vol. XX, 171.

B Marx—Engels Correspondence, 407-8.

4 G H. Sée, Modern Cupitalism, 161 ; also c¢f. W. Stark, Ursprung und Aufitieg
desl .!Iandwirtsahaﬂliclzen Grosshetriebs in den Bolmischen Léndern ; Gamb. Eron. Fistory,
vol I, 405,

4 ’Gamg. Figon, History, vol. 1, 410,
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L

of serfdom.?! | Tt is now recognized ilm.i i'xiln'ru wins o fably Colt- (

siderable movement towards conamutalionr as carly aw the tweltih
century, which was succeeded in the thirteenth century by o

reaction towards an increase of labour services andd an intens

sification of pressure on the peasantry.™! ] Yel 9”3.‘% growth of trade
and of urban markets was a feature of the thirteenth ceutury,

when fendal reaction was occurring, awd not of the twelfth

century when the drift towards comunutation 1s foundi

There seems, in fact, to be'gs much ¢ xc[cnm_,t!mt th,t‘,;,_,g;rg)wth .

of _2_money.cconomy_per se led to an intensification of serfdom

" as there is_evidence that it was the cause of the feudal declingf

If we wish to multiply examples we shall find the history of
eastern Europe particularly rich in testimony of the former |
kind. The fact that the Greek colonies on the shores of the :
Black Sea in the sccond and third centuries A, were so largely |
trading colonies did not prevent them from being (in Rostovstev's
description of them) “military communit{ies) of landowners
and traders who ruled over a native population of seely % Whe
fact that the carly Russian cities like Kiev wd Novgorod so
largely thrived as centres of tracle along the great Baltiv-Take
Ladoga-Dnieper-Black Sca trade route didd not prevent their
roling class from having slaves as objects of praduction as well |
as of trade and from developing a form of serfdom on their
~ lands,} Four centuries later, fit was precisely wealthy maonase |
teries) ike the Troitsa ﬁcx‘gcic&]{y”ﬁ'x ar Moscow or that of St
Cyrill on the White Scz{3b among the most enterprising and suee
cessful traders of the period, that were the carliest to impoge |
lahour services (instead of dues in money or kind) upow peasantry -
on their estates. Something similar was true of German monas- .-
teries and of Church colonizing enterprises east of the Elbﬂfg
which reduced the indigenous Wendish peasantry o serfdom or -
even slavery upon their own once-free lands, and generally main-
tained a more severe régime of bondage on Church lands than -
prevailed on lay estates. \In Poland in the fiftcenth century a -
transition from a system of tribute-payments in money and in

. TThis association is scarcely true of the fifteenth century, however, This century
" witnessed a very rapid growth of hired lahour in agriculture ; yet it was o century, ©
for the most part, of declining rather than of expanding trade.
. % Cf. Kosminsky in Beon, Hist, Review, vol. V, No. 2, pp. 43~4, who speaks of an
actual *asservation of the free ” ; alsa his dngliskain Dereonin v, 19° vake, 93116,
219, of which the article is a summary ; and Postan, le. ¢it, 174-8, 18577 N, ..
. Netlson,  Economic Conditions on the .Manors of Ramssy Abbey, 50 and fassim, ‘
. M. Rostovstev in dmerican Historigal Review, vol, XXVI, aa2, "
4 See helow, p. 67, S . s
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kind (which had characterized the cavlier period of colonization
of new land) to an extensive system. of labour-services coincided
with the growth of corn export] following the Peace of Torun
in 1466, which had given Poland an outet to the sea 13 and
in the Polish-occupied Ukraine of the sixteenth century we find
that * serfdom made its initial appearance in western Ukraine
where the demand for grain (for cxport) first appeared in the
latter half of the sixieenth century ’’.* The eighteenth century
in Russia—the century of Peter the Great and of the enlightened
Catberine, that “ golden age of the Russian nobility *—was
one in which Russian serfdom approximated more closely than
it had ever done to slavery ; the serf being virtually the chattel
of his lord who could sell his peasant apart from the land and
could torture (even kill) him almost with impunity. Yet it
was also the century that witnessed a higher development of
mmercq than in any previous century since the glovies of Kicv
and a not inconsiderable growth of manulacture. :&;:‘ff"v:;fnt ’:‘l‘f;‘S
To the question whether there is any reason_to suppose that ;
the growth ol money economy of itsell should encourage a feudal
lord to cancel or relax the traditional obligations of his serfs and
gubstitute a contractual relationship in their stead, the answer”
is,.L think, bound o be that there is nong. [That the lord would
have no_inducement_at all to commute labour-scrvices. for.a
money-payment unless the use of money were developed to somey
extent is obvious cnough ; and it is in this sense that a _certain -
growth of the market was an essential condition of the change! »
But it docs not [ollow from this that the spread of trade and of !
the usc of money necessarily leads 1o the commutation of labour®
scrvices (still less to the emancipation of the producer {romn all
feudal obligations) and to the leasing of the lord’s gstate or the
farming of it on the basis of hired labour. Is ther{ not equally
good ground for cxpecting the growth of trade to_occagion an
infensification of serfdom in"order to provide forced labour to
culfivaté the  estate for purposes of the marketj‘ Is there not
as good TEas0n o regard what occurred in eastetn Europe or in
thirteenth-century England as the natural consequence of ex-
panding commerce as what occurred in fourteenth- and fifteenth-
century England or fourtcenth- and fifteenth-century France

1 1. Rutkowski, Hiswire Economique de la Pologne auvant les Partages, 31-6. The
change seems to have come earlier, and to have been most complele, in the neigh-
bourhood of navigable rivers such as the Vistula, and to have been tardier and
least developed in remote regions where transport was diffieult.

* M. Hrushevsky, 4 History of the Ukraine, 1724,
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and the Rhincland ? If cither of the two were to be regarded
«as the more probable outcome, it would seem to be the former,
*Fince at earlier periods of lmtory{ the.effect of commerce hutd hee 11
. apparently to encourage a substitution ol slavery, which periity
“a 3 _higher deglcc of organization and discipline, for the looser
¢ honds of serfdom.?} In past discussion ol the decline of Feudalism
*the assumption that production of commadities for a mur ket
necessarily implies production on the basis of wage-labour scems
too often to have shppcd into the argument unawares. ‘
What is clearly missing in the tmchtlmml interpretation is
an analysis of the internal relationships of I'c feudalism as a mode
of production ahd the part which these playcd [in detefiining
the "SyStEM’s AisintepTation oF su1v1va1(} And_while_the 'u,tufl
outcomg has_ {0 HE™ lrcatcd aga wsuf[t 1" . terngtion.
between intcrnul

"*"“?‘E

lattef‘“th'-tt can be smd to lmvﬂ' exere Lsc'd tlu' decisive mﬂuun (‘I

g‘,As Marx observed, the “ dissotving influcnee ™ that commere ¢
w111 havc - upon the old order depends upon the charneter of this
‘Esystem “its solidity and intermal articulation™; and, in pare
Pticular, “{what new mode of 1 ction will tike the place of
k\thc old d _not. depend on._commer the chiaracter of
¢th€““"fr& uuuuuuuu mode. of production. itscll )

s soon as we enquire {low far forees internal to {rudal
economy were responsible for™its dcchnv}lwv tarn i g divection
to which less study has been devoteds anél where the gvidence iy
neither very plentiful nor conclmwo\% But such t widenoe as we
possess strongly indicates that it was the incflicienc y“b Feudalism
ias a system of production, coupled w1th the growing needs .
the. ru]ﬁnc chss for revenue, that was pumamly responsible fo
its dechnc ; since this need for additional revenue promotecd an -

increase in the pressure on the producer to a point where this -
- pressure became literally unendurable. The source from which -

the fegdal rulmg s derived its income, and the only source
from v o

e.could be augmented,.was the smpl_l;s
servile class over..and _above w]:mt was

11 With the -
low Tand” statlonary state of labour- producuvlty f the time,
ere was little margin to spare from which this surplus product -

1 Marx comments on the fact that “ in the antique worldd the effect of commerce

and the development of merchant capital always results in slave economy " (Capital,
vol IIII, 390):
. ¥ bid.” |
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could be increased 3 and any attempt to inerease it was bound
to be at the expense of the time devoted by the producer to
the cultivation of his own meapre Imldiugj’ and bound very
soon citherito tax the producer’s strength beyond human
endurance or elsc to reduce his subsistence below the level of
mere animal cxistenceﬁ That this was so did not, of course,
prevent the pressure to obtain a larger surplus from being
exerted ; but Qe eventual result for the system at large remained
disastrous, since-in the end it led to an exhaustion, or actual
disappearance, of the labour-force by which the system was
nourished. )In the words of a TFrench writer : “ To the knight
or baron the peasant, serf or free, was only a source ol revenue ;
in time of peace they oppressed him at home as much as they
could with imposts and corvédes ; in time ol war in forcign terri-
tories they pillaged, murdered, burnt, trampled upon him. . . .
The peasant was a creature to exploit at home, and to destroy
abroad, and nothing more.” Even in the literature of the time,
such as the chansons de geste, [ull of gentle chivalry, “ there is not
a word. of pity for the peasants whose houses and crops are burned
and who are massacred by hundreds or carried away with feet
and wrists in bonds .2 The villein we {ind everywhere despised
as an infetior creature @ regarded not ad all as an end of policy
but simply as an instrument~-ns 4 means to the enrichment
of their lords.  Tor the system that rested on these fonudations
history was to have its own peculiar reckoning,

Not only did the productivily of labour remain very low in -
the manorial cconomy, owing both to the methods in use and
the lack of incentive to labour, but the yicld of land remained
so meagre as to lead some authoritics to suggest an actual «
tendency, for the system of cultivation to result in exhaustion of
the soil.} T he\ primitive rotation, the lack of sufficienl root~
crops and sown-grassesjlike lucerne, glzwc little chance to the soil
to recover after it was cropped ; and while manuring was known
and sometimes practised, the average peasant’s poverty pre-,
vented him from the adequate manuring of his own land which
“soil cultivated under the medixval cropping system required
if it was not to lose its productive power .2 Even the folding
of his own sheep on his holding was not always possible owing
to the jus faldae of the lord—his right of requiring the manorial
sheep to be folded on his demesne. At any ratc there was little

1 A. Luchaire, Social France at the time of Philp Augustus, p. 584.
% H, 8. Bennetl, Lifz on the English Manor, II50~I400, p, %8,
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o1 no incentive to improvemendt. As i anthorty o mediieval -
Europe has written, * any improvement L the soil was but the
pretext for some new exaction »and the lord, being ™ & mere
parasite . . . discouraged initintive and dried up all euergy a
its source by taking from the villein an exorbitant part ot the
fruits of his work, so that labour was hnll sterile ™0 Lt is hardly
surprising that masters should complain ol villeius who “ will
labour fervently before a man’s face but leebly and vemisly
behind his back », or that it should have been said of bond-
servants (the most exploited section of feudal society)  that,
“ heing bought and sold like beasts, and beat with rods, and
scarcely suffered to rest or to take breath ?, they should, ** when
they be not held low with dread, wax stout and proud against
the commandments of their sovereigns .2  How wretched was
the plight of the mass of the producers and how close to the |
irreducible minimum they were is graphically shown by con-
temporary accounts, like that of the man who “drove four
heifers before him that had become fechle, so that snen might
count their cvery rib, so sorry looking they were™ 5 aned “ag
he trod the soil his toes peered out of his worn shoes, his hose
hung about his hocks on all sices ', while hiv wilt: heside him
“ went barcfoot on the ice so that the blood flowed "o "The
common bailiffs’ doctrine was that  the chwl, like the willow,
sprouts the better for being cropped -~ dovirine that, eveun it
true, must have operated within very narrow limits 5 and w vot
unenvied title that Dailis frequently cavned was  eveoriaor
rusticornm. The Abbot of Burton hardly needed to pemind his
serfs that they possessed nilil practer ventrem.®

—> At the same time the needs of the feudal ruling class for an'»

1P, Boissonnade, Life and Weork in Medieval Furope, pp. 140-1, also p. 145 Cf
the remarks of Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, 1826 Ldl., pp. 3003, Denton refers
to the fertility of Bnglish arable land at the end of the Gfteenth century a8 exhausted”
(England in the Fifteenth Gentury, p. 153), and Lord Iiznle has even suggested a decline
of 30 or 40 per cent, in yield per acre between the thivteenth and fifteenth renturies.

Cf. also Harriet Bradley, Enclosures in England, p. 47 seq,, where refevence is made to -
‘“ the overwhelming evidence of the poverty of the fourtcenth-century peasant— -
paverty which can only be explained by the barrenness of their land > (5G), Yor -
an opposite opinion cf. R. Leonard in Eeon. Fournal, March rgag ; also on the wider
question of soil exhaustion and history A. Y. Usher in Quarterly Journal of Economics,
May 1923, p. 385, Fuller statistical data (e.g of Sir Wi, Beveridge) does not
support the view that there was an actual decline in yield over this {mriucf, bt rather,
as @ recent writer has summarized it, “ gives the impression that the perivd was one .
characterized by agriculiural stagnation, but not by retrogression, because the level -

of igricultural technique may at the beginning have heen about as low as iv could -

be . (M. K. Bennett in Licon. History, Feb. 1935, 22). : ‘ :

: i:;t. G. G. Coulton, Svcial Life in Brilain from the Conquest lo the Refarmalion,

PP 340, 341-2, ‘ ‘ o : ‘ S
Lo H ,S.‘:’B‘en‘nett, -op. city pp. 164, 185-6, 305.
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increasing revenue demanded an intensified pressure and novel
exactions on the producersy Tn the first place there was a
tendenty (which scems to hiwe operated more forcibly on the
Continent than in England) for the number of vassals to be
multiplied, by a process known as sub-infeudation, in ovder to
strengthen the military resources of the greater lords.)y This,
{combined with the natural growth of noble familics and an
“increase in the number of retainers, swelled the size of the
parasitic class that had, to be supported from the smplus labour
of the serf populationt Added to this were thei {eflects of war
and of brigandage, which could almost be said to be integral
parts of the feudal order, and whlch swelled the expenses of
feudal houscholds and of the Crown’at the same time as itjspread
waste and devastation over the land.f While {exaction and
pillage diminished productive powers,” the demands that the
producer was required to meet were augmented. LTllc series
of Crusades involved a special drain on 1euda1 revenues at this
period ; and as the age « of cluvqhy advanced, the extravagances
of noble hou%holds advanced alsp, with' et Tavish. foasts and
LOStly displays }T vying in cmulauon in their cult of ma nzf centia.
At first the growth of trade, witlf the attraction of exotic warcs
that it made available and the postibilitics it opened of produciug
a surplus for the market, rcinforged the tendency to intensily
feudal pressure on the pcnszmtr?}/}_‘ and, as we have already
noticed, thefthirtcenth century in"England was marked by an
increasc of labour ducs on the larger cstates in England, and
especially on monastic lands.y A conlemporary account com-
plains that the lords are “ destroying the peasants by cxactions
and tallage ” and “ exacting tallage from them by force and
oppression .3 Probably this was the root of that change of
which Vinogradoff remarked, when he said that “ the will and
influence of the lord is much more distinct and overbearing in
the documents of the later thirteenth and of thefourteenth century
than in the earlier records ”.4 At the same time it is possible
that the smaller estates, which were apt to be badly supplied with

nfree labour, may have had a tendency io encourage money-
rents from tenants and 1o rely for cultivating the demesne, where

1 As regards the size of Church establishments in the later Middle Ages, cf.
some remarks of Sombart, Der Moderne Kapitalismus, vol. 1, 160-2.

2 Cf, the remarks of M. Bloch, La Socidtd Féodale : les classes et le gouvernement des
hommes, 16~24. Also see footnole 10 p. 49.

3 Cit, H. 8. Bennett, op, cit,, pp. 138-9; also 105,

% Villeinage in England, p. 408.
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this was practicable, on the hired l:lem‘A ol -ft‘m:mc'l\.‘»; In
twelfth-century France we hear occasional voices like: that of the
Abbé de Cluny denouncing the oppressors ol the peasantre, whe,
not content with the customary obligutions, make novel and
ad iti0§1al demands.? ~‘
&I‘hq result of this increased pressure wis not ouly (o (rxh:lusy'
the goose that laid golden cggs for the castley hufx to provoke,
from sheer desperation, a movement of illegal emigration from:
the manors : a desertion en masse on the part of the producers,:
which was destined to drain the system of its essential lite-blood-
and to provoke the series of crises in which feudul economy wag
to find itself engulfed in the fourtcenth and fftcenth c:mturie_séﬂ
This flight of villeins from the land often assumed catastrophic:
proportions both in England and elsewhere, and not onlyjserved
to swell the population of the rising towns hut especially dn the.
Continent contributed to a prevalence of ouflaw-bands and
vagabondage ‘}md periodic jacqueries.® {In France™ when the lord |
remained inflexible, his{land was deserted’} it mweant the exadus
of the whole village, or even the whole canton ™, and ** desertions.
were numerous, conlimuous .t For example, in the twelfth
century the inhabitants of the Tle des Ré deserted e masse owing
to their lord’s severity, and the lord wag foreed to futroduee
concessions in order to retain any labour at alll® Theflowds in:
“their turn resorted to agreements betweon thewselves“in the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries for mutual sssistance in the:
capture of fugitive sexfs : )ngrcuu‘muts which provided for an.
exchange of captives or ghve the right of pussuit in anothers:
tetritory. [But §o considerable did the problem of fugitives
become, and 5o great the hunger for labour, that, despite treaties |
and mutual promises, an actual competition developed to entice -
and steal the serfs of a ncighbouring domain-—a competition
which necessarily involved the making of certain concessions, and
the existence of which imposed its own limits on the further.
1 Kosminsky, Joc. cit. ‘
® Cit. Levasseur, La Population Frangaise, vol. I, p. 14y, Pirenne refers to a state

of financial embasrrassment among knights and monasteries in the mid-thirteenth
century on the Continent. (0p. cit., p. 82.) o
? English legislation enacted severe penaltics for such flight from feudsl service:
penalties which included imprisonment or branding on the fovehead,  There wer
even penalties against learning a handicralt on the part of those attached to a manor;,
and it was prohibited for any man owning land of less than £ao annual value to.
apprentice his son to a trade (Denton, op. sit., p. 2z2), GE ‘also Lipson s “ Thé
manorial system was undermined not by commutation, but hy the dispersion of the
peasantry. . . . Desertion en masse from the manor accelerated the end of villeinage.
in England.”” Eeon. Hisiory of England, vol. I (Middle Ages), 193y L., ge-g. =
¢ A. Luchaire, op. oit.,, pp. 4078, & Jhid,, 4oy, .
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mncrease of feudal e\plmmtmntl lIn some eages o lord, to repeople
his land which had grown deserted by reason of his own oppres-
sion, was forced into the sale of franchises, setting bounds to
selgmomal ex: 1(,t10ns, in return for a rent or a cash payme ut; and
in certain provinces of France there developed in this way a
number of rural communes, formed from an association of

villages, which, like towns, possessed a mayor and a Jun%cllctlon

1 n,...)-n'ﬁ (NPT WPvISre s SO YW S CEUNE V-SRI SV R
of their own. \f'\\ : Ca om0 LD ar ol nmtanld oely L

To some cxteﬁf{tl;g__f_(‘ud'ﬂ lust for expanded revenue was met
by an increase of pepulation ; and the fact that there was some
growth of popula’uon up to A.D. 1300 suggests that until this date
there were certain areas where fresh supplies of cultlvqble d
were avalldblc or Cl§ € Pressure ¢ of feudal exactions had. not‘_ymgt
rea its limit.) Data concerning populdtlon in this age arc
scanty ; but thefe was apparcntly a considerable growth of
population both in England and on the Continent in the twelfth
and thirtcenth centuries.2 This, it is true, would have served to
provide more labour to support the system and to h rnish
additional feudal revenue. DBuligxeept in areas where. the -
crease in numbers was accompanicd by an increase in cultivables
lfmd av‘ulablc 1o, the pcamnls (which would in turn have x'cquu(-d
a sufficicnit inercase in dranght animals and instruments in thee
hands of the (‘ultlvatoxs) the eventual result was bound to he an’
increase in the peasants’ hurden owing to the increased pressure
on the av‘ulablc Tand) True, considerabl attempts were made
to extend the area of cultivation in the courbe of the Middle Agu,i
There were somcébmve efforts at colonization and land-reclamas
tion, o which certain religious orders such as the Cluniac and the
Cistercian made an important contribution, as they did also
towards the upkeep of roads and the encouragement of crafis ;
in England there were encroachments on the waste, and clearings
in the primeval forest were madc; in Flanders there was
reclamation of land from the sea in the twelfth century; in
Germany the marshes of the Elbe, Oder and Vistula were drained.
But generallyjthere was little incentive or means to improve the
land ; and thls-le is sufficient_evidence of land-hunger by the end

1 Ibid., 404-6, 41114 ; M. Bloch, La Société Féodale : La Formation des Liens de
De'j)endance, 422-9,
. %In England the population seems to have grown from about 2 million to g}
million beiween the Norman Conguest and the beginning of the fourteenth century
In France the increase was probably even greater, Levasseur suggests a rise from
7 million in the cleventh century to between 20 and 22 million in the fourteenth :
~ a figure which was not exceeded in the sixteenth century or even uniil afler the early
cighteenth century (La Population Frangaise, vol. 1, p. 169).
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of the thirtecnth contury to sugaest that the extension ol the arey;

of cultivable land_Jagged hehing populitivneinereisg, jand siuve
in = few places was prabably offtoo small & migiitude € offser:

the tendency to declining labowspraductivity, Pressuce an the
soil was already showing itself in the Netherkands, in Saxony, the

Rhineland, Bavaria and the Tyral by rzon and was a Lwtor jg

o

the %tart of castward migration ; } and It hues been stated di

after'the later part of the fourtcenth century ** the limits of land -
acquisition on forest soil in North-Tast Germany and the interior

of Bohemia were already reached ».*
s ter. 1300, however, the PO
“'Eugsbpe_, instead of increasing

AT ha

opulation over most of Western
T done siu(:(: ANy 1000,

scems_to have Degun a shafp dettings, Whether this was cond

Laected with a declining productivity of Iabour on the peasants.
lands by reason of the population growth of previous centuries

r or was a direct result of increascd feudal burdens ou the

~“Fpeasantry is impossible to say with any approach o certainty,

5 That there was some conncction seets on the e of it very

”}"I"rkely. At any rate, R inmedinde. clfect was o threaten
i i 2 of revenue wnd (o precipitage

led A grisis of foudal cconomy in the foug,

‘teenth _centuuy. \Usuully ftlxis decline, both in sumbers and |
, in fendal revemie, has BEER alivibuted esclusively to the
devastation of wars and the plague. WX ST PG Weike
dcarly Tesponsible for a great deal. Bt since the decling stavted

*fwhat may be ¢

some decades before, the onset of the Black Dearh,® it evidently |
had economic roots.] The destructive efltet of the plgoe itself:
must have been fanned by the malnutrition of the population
(mortality from the pestilence ;(;ppamntly being proportionately

' greater among the masses), and{ local famines have taken the toll

t J. Westfall Thompson, Feudal Gmnmﬁ, 4496 and nar: “In the twellth century)
in some prosperous districts land seems (o have attained twelve times the value it
had in the ninth, and afterwards even down to the second hall of the thirtgenth

century an increase of about 50 per cent. is to be observed.”
" *Nabholz in Camb, Eeon. History, vol. 1, 396.

3 Denton suggests that in England the population stopper increasing about the'
end of the reign of Edward II, and then fell sharply in the mid-fourteenth century,’

after which it tended to remain stationary at a level scarcely higher than the Domey.

day figure until the accession of Henry VII (Kngland in the Fifteenth Century, pp

129-30). Of Burope generally in the fourteenth century Pirenne speaks ns entering

on a period of “ not perbaps & decline but a cessation of all advanee ' (foe, ¢if,)

P 193).

4 Lipson, for instance, speaks of wages a3 baving been “ tising for a geperation,

before the plagde swept over England

', and adds: ¥ hence the greal pestilence.

only intensified but did not ariginate the economic crisis, for the alteresd, equilibdug;

of the lubour market had already hegun to produce its effects™,  (fron. History of
. England, vol. 1, 1937 Ed., pp. 113-14)) : ‘ o

"

s
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they did because of the absence of reservel. There isfsome

evidence to suggest that agricaltural decline 'in England set in

sogn after 1300,' and probably at about the same date in Prance;

In fourteenth-century England depopulation of the countryside,

and with it scarcity of labour, had gone so T even before the

Black Death as to cause a seriousifull of feudal income and a

tendency, on the contrary to impgoving the demesne, to reduce

its size by leases to peasant holdersy It now scems clear that thisi

{ieasing of the demesnes was an expression of economic crises
rather than fruit of growing ambition to trade and to in}prove,

to which it has been commonly attributed in the past. {In the
fifteenth century the evidence indicates that there was a teduc-
tion in the total cultivated area, more land being withdrawn
from the demesnes than was, leased to tenants.? )

. v gl
In(\France labour scarcity} seems even carlicf to have been a
factor hindering the extension of demesne cultivation.  Not only
ad large land-grants been made by scigneurs to vassals and
men-at-arms, but alsg land leased to small tenants in retun for
a share of the harvest) (fenures & champart), We have mentioned
the fattempt to retain’labour on the laund as a source of revenne
by partial emancipations of serfs from the thirtcenth century
onwards} a tendency that we find not only in Irance but also
in the Rhincland and in Flanders, somctimes :gby individual
manumission and sometimes by the sale of freetlom to whole
~villaged (in Burgundy, where the peasantry was especially poor,
in return for the surrender of part of their land to the lord). In
1 Mr. R. A, L. Smith hag given the years just before 1320 as the start of “ acute
agricultural depression ” in Kent ; and from that time dates a policy of demanding
ance maore the performance of labour-services previously commuted on the estates of

- Christ Church, Canterbury—** the monks sirove to exploit to the full their resources
of compulsory labour * (Canterbury Cathedral Priory, 125-7).

‘ * M. Postan, in Eron. Hist. Review, May 1939,  Professor Postan asks the question :
how far was this decline in seigniorial revenues responsible for * the jpolitical
gangsterdom of the times ”, which had the effect of further sapping the strength of
the feudal nobility? This gangsterdom, though it probably increased in the

_ fifteenth century, seems also to have characterized Feudalism in carlier centuries
(as it did even more notoriously on the Continent, e.g. the “ robber barons ” of the
‘Rhineland and elsewhere), Jusserand gives examples of highway robbery and ‘rac-
ketgering by armed gangs in the fourteenth century : gangs which, under the system

. known as “ maintenance *’, received support from. the highest of the land, including

‘ %rsons at Court and members of the Royal Family, not excluding the Prince of

+ ‘Wales and the prelates of the Church and Edward II1’s “ dearest consort, the queen ”,

" “The great of the land and some lesser people too had their own mien, sworn to

- their service and ready to do anything they were commanded, which consisted in -
the most monstrous deeds, such as securing property or other goods to which neither
their masters nor any claimants, paying their master in order to be ° protected ’,

had any title. They terrorized the rightful owners, the judges and the juries, ran~

. .soming, beating and maiming any opponent.” (J. J. Jusserand, Eng, Wayfarin
| Life in the Middle Ages, 150-7.) - g g ' ¢
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company with this (marched o tendency to exclange oo’
services on the scigniorial estate for payments in money ov in kin
But these measures, forced as they were by revolt und Higlic more?
often than at the initiative of the lm-d,:fdid not sutlice to eheck the .
tendency to dcpopulution.}i “In all parts (of France) entir
villages, sometimes for generations, were abandoned 7, the fores
in some areas invading former fields and vineyards 1 and © the
two last centuries of the Middle Ages were in all Western and ;.
Central Furope a period of rural ‘ malaise” and of depopula.
tion . { In Western and Central Germany an importan,
influence\was the eastern migration which had sturted in the'
twelfth century under the attraction of the colonizing movementy,
sponsored by warrior-lords and by the Church in the new lands
beyond the Elbe: a colonization which gathered momentum
after the “ crusade against the Wends ¥ (that * sinister mixtuse
of bigotry and lust for land ”, as Westtall Thompson calls i),
resulting in the partial extermination of the subjugnted tribes
and a pressing necd on the part of mounasteries and Churel fora
labour supply to replace tribute-paying Shavs i the new terd
tories. In order to people these lands spectal concessions were
made at first to attract colonists,  The result was to spread the:
scarcity of labour not only to Saxony and Westphaliu, but ever:
_as far ag Holland and ¥landers whence the migrants camed;
kThe constant threat of losing the population from their lands,
‘especially in the regions where growing towns and privileged:
bourgs acted as a powerful magnet, combined with the steady:
resistance of the peasantry to the performance of Libmu sexviees,:
was a leading factor in Western Germany in the decline of
demesne farming) and. in the tendency of lords * to reduce their’
demands for labour services in order to dissuade tenants from:
deserting their estates ”’, which operated fairly steadily after the.
twelfth century.’ “

III

(Ehc reaction of the nobility to this situation was not at all4
uniform __pne) and it is on the difference in this reaction

¢

* M. Bloch, Les Caractéres Originaus do Pliistoire rurale yangaiss, x17-18 3 also gg-100,
104, 111-14 ; also'cf Camb. Eeon, Hist., vol, I, 2g5-~921, and Block, La Socisté iidodale:’
la formation des liens de dépendancs, 423-5. By the sixteenth century the seigniorist ]
attitude towards manumission of serfs bad hardened, and willingiess gave way t
oPPS.SIitic‘)(r; tgf atilllrther concessions. ' !

. Wes Thompson, Feudal Germany, 400-39, 485, 5012, 510,

*F. L. Ganshof in Camb. Eeon, Histnrjj,, v‘%)l. 1:3 29%.d T
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different areas of Europe that a large part of the diffgrence in¥
the economie history of the ensuing centuries depends. | In some
cases, i order to attract or retain labour (as fu parts of France,
especially the south, after the Hundred Years' War), the lords .
were forced into concessions which represented a mitigation of v
servile burdens and ceven on occasions a substitution of a con-Y
tractual relationship, embodied in a money-payment, for an’;
obligatory one. § In yet pther cases they responded with a
tightening of feudal burdens, with firmer measures for the
attachment of bondmen to an estate and for the recapture of
fugitives, and a reimposition of servile obligations where these
had previously been relaxed—the “ feudal reactionj” about which
there has been much debate. In Eastern Europé the latter was
most marked and most successful. Even in England there is
evidence of an attempt to tighten the bonds of serfdom in the
fourteenth century. To-day it is generally held that this response
to the scarcity of labour which [ollowed the Black Death was less
widespread than used to be supposed and that it seldom had any
large measure of success,  That the attempl was made, however,
especially on certain monastic estates, is fairly clear.t  Of the
virtual renaissance of serfdom which occurred in some parts of
the Continent we have already quoted examples : we find it in
Denmark and in the Balkans, as well as later in the Baltic Statey
and Russia, in Poland, Hungary and Bohemia. In Spain
Moslems and Jews on the estates were reduced to serfdom and
the peasant lot was so degraded as to be subsequently desgribed
as ““ worse than that of a galley slave >, Therc was cvc:n?;omc
revival of the slave trade in the Mediterranean to supply Jand-
owners with cultivators.?

Evidently political and social {actors played a large part here.,
in délermining the course of events. The strength of peasant
resistance, the political and military power of local lords, render-

1 Namely at Canterbury (where it started before 1330), Ely, Crowland, and on
some estates of the Bishopric of Durham. It has to be rcmembered, moreover,
that the Statute of Labousers of 1351 not only provided for the control of wages but
also made service to a master compulsory for all poor persons whether bond or free
and placed restrictions on their freedom of movement ; while decisions of the higher
courts an its enforcement provided that a lord might re-capture a villein, despite a
statutory coniract between the latter and another employer, This suggests that
*“ the machinery of the manorial courts had become inadequate for the task of
recovering fugitive villeing, and that the lords needed some other means of securing
lahourers, and that therefore a remedy was provided for them by the agency of the

c;:ntral g%\)/crnment » (B. H. Putnam, Enforcement of the Stalutes of Labourers, 222,
also 200~6).

* Gf. Boissonnade, op. cit, 326~6G. Also J, S. Schapiro, Social Reform and the
Reformation, 54 seq.; J. K Ingram, History of Slavery and Serfdom, 113 seq.
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ing it easy or difficult as the case might be to vvercome peasant
resistance and forcibly to prevent desertion ol the mimaors, and
the extent to which the royal power excrted its inllutnee to
strengthen seigniorial authority or on the contrary welcomed an
opportunity of weakening the paosition of rival sections of the
nobility—all this was of great importauce in deciding whether
concession or renewed coercion was to he the scigniorial answer
to desertion and depopulation, and whether, if coercion was
attempted, it was to proye successfully Some writers have
advanced the view that in {England the influence of the king’s
courts and justices acted as a protection (doubtless no more than
partial) for villein rights against arbitrary bcts of oppression by
their lords, at any rate if these acts were unhallowed by tradition,
and that in grance the triumph of the absolute monurchy when
“ﬁ_";"fft"“}.occurred served to limit the extent of the  feudal reaction 7.2
' By contrast the territories east of the Rhine (until one came to
Poland and Muscovy) witnessed no comparable central power,
jealous of the autonomy of lords and princes and competent to
curb the unbridled excreise of their authority. In Iastern
Europe and in Spain it would scemr that hoth the military
strength and the z)olitical authority of the local seignens vemained

relatively high. {In France and in Flanders Feudalism had been
seriously weakened by the Flundred Years' Wary yet in certain
parts of France the political authority of the scigifeurs apparently
remained for some time little impaived, and above all the Chureh,
as a closely-knit international organization, retained its strength,
In England the baronage which had never been strong by
contrast with the Crown (which by virtue of the Norman Con-
quest had secured to itself an independent source of revenue in
the extensive Crown estates) were further weakened by the Wars
of the Roses: so much so that the noblemen summoned to
attend the first Parliament of Henry VII numbered scarcely more
than a half those who had been summoned at the beginning of
the century.? ‘
But while they may have been contributory, political factors
of this kind can hardly be regarded as sufficient to account for
* the differences in the course of events in various parts of Europe.

* This fact is denied, however, by Kosminsky (and hefore him by sich authorities.
as Pollock and Maitdand), who asserts that the Lnglish common law defended the,
right of lords to increase villein services without restriction and refused to hear.
villeins’ suits against their lordy (Angliskaia Derevnia v. 13° ueke, 2ab-g), Protection,:
when jt was given in later times, probably came from the prerogative courts rather
than from the. courts of commeon Jaw. ‘ ‘ o

9‘ MA Blach, of. cit., 182, 139 % Denton, of. cit.,‘szm.
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Political centralization in Muscovy and the curbing of the power
ol the fdovars went hand-in<hand with an intensification of
serfdome 5 and while the rise of absolute monarchy in France
may h.Lw put hounds to feudal reaction, it did not (at least as
- early consequence) reverse i, Al the indications suggest
that Qn deciding  the oulecome cu‘;umnl(, factors must h‘ﬂ'c
esercistd the thtstjuglgpg“mﬂtmnﬁc} Yet fegarding the precise
character and importance of such factors we are not very plcnt1~
fully supplied with reliable data. An influence to which one’s
attention is immediately directed is the prevailing type of
cultivation. For example, {a predominance of pasturc over
arable would clearly affect the scigniorial desire for labour
services, as well as itself being influenced by the sczucuy or
plentifulness of labour) The \suitability of large areas in the
west and north of England for sheep rearing, as well as the
development of the wool trade, must evidently have predisposed
lords in these areas towards money- payments rather than the
labour-services which would be needed in much larger quantities
as the basis for the cultivation of arable demesnesy  In the case
of Bohemin a factor o which Dr, Stark? has drawn atteotion
was the need which the export trade in corn and the narrowness
of the home market imposed for extensive cultivation on the
cheapest possible bagis.  Ilad more intensive cultivation pre-
vailed, quality of labour would have proved a more important
consideration compared with its cheapness, and the preference
of lords for compulsory sexf labour on large latifundia might not
have prevailed.  That this can hardly of itsell be accepted as a
satisfactory explanation is suggested, however, when we consider
that the choice of extensive methods of cultivation in such a case
must itself have been determined by the scarcity and dearness of
labour for hire (or, alternativcly, the availability or non-
availability of potential tenant-farmers to cultivate land for a
money-rent) compared to the plentifulness of land ; and that
there were other cases, for example England and the Netherlands,
where expanding corn cxport coexisted with an ultimate tendency
that was away from labour-services.?

In some_cases where labour-services fixed by custom were
hg}h there might be dlﬂmulty m ralsmg them ; and in such

* Stark, of). cit.

2 In the thirteenth century it may have been {rue of England that the growth
of corn export strengtheued serflom, Kosminsky points out that in that century
production for export strengthened seifdom, most notably in the corn-exporting
regions, the Midlands and ‘Thames Valley (ibid., 227-8).

a
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cases & change.ta.moncy.ducs might be.a way. of increising the
.serf’s obhgatmns which the | plore aceapts vhle to him because
1tvgﬂered m sonal cdom, and so presented to w lovd the
line of least resistance. It is, again, a well-known faet that
compulsory labour was apt to be much less efficient than labour
expended hy the cultivators an their own holdings in their own

time ; and even if the lord took much trouble to provide adequate
supervision of the work the, yield of thps obligatory services oltun
remaimed both uncertain_and lows {At times scemingly trifling
matters /ﬁuch as the price of provisions, may have influenced the
dec1s1onl (where some provisions were supplied to workers on the
demesnes, even though no more than a loaf or a {ish and some
ale) ; and one meets the remark, ““ the work is not worth the
breakfast *, several times in the Winchester Pipe Rolls in the
course of the fourteenth century.® In such cases ‘the substitu-
—gon of dues in kind or in.money. (paid from the more efficient
labour of the serf on his own holding) for work on thc, estate

L-I{llﬁht have proved a profitable bargain fox the lmd

= "TBut while, no doubt, many factors such’ as ‘these” t\uuw(l
‘again a contributory influence, it scems evident that the funda-
‘mental consideration must have been the abundance or seareity,
the cheapness or dearness, of hired labour.in. dmemmug whether
or not the lord was willing or unwﬂhn;., to commute labours
services for a money-payment, and whether this wag a pmhmhltﬁg
or a profitless thing for him to do if he was forced into it.* At
any rate, {this consideration must have ruled where the concern
of feudal cconomy was to produce for a market and not simply
to provision directly the seigniorial houschold, If the feydal 1.,9}?51
d1spenscd with chrect labom«scw:ccq thum Mmm‘xtwcs op [

ASpmmm . st s s

atamone noney-wage.y LLet us takc the case wherc he chosc the Iau er.
What he was thén doing was to (c::‘wert an existing type of
surplus (that of his serfs) from one form into another (from direct
services to' a payment in money or in kind) and to invest in the
acquisifion of a ew type of surplus—that yielded by hired
‘ labour} For the mployment of this additional labour, the
retention of part o[&‘fhe land as demesne land was necessary, and
the substitution of the new labour for the old serf lahour in its.
" cultivation. 3The Tatter gow laboured for all their worklng time,

j 1 {1} E; Levett Results of the Black Death in Oxford Studies in Social and Leyal Hist.,
. Vo 157.
. *G. the remgrks of Kosminsky, dngliskaia Derevnia . 73° veke, 52, 163 ; euld of

Tas. Ryl I-]1st. Soazet_y, 1937, 1923
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instead of only for part of it, on their ““ own * land—the land to
which they had been traditionally attached 5 paying over to the
lord the produce of this additional labour-time {or else the pro-
ceeds of its sale in the local market). Bul the new type of
demesne cultivation had this difference from the old. Any
labour-time devoted to the demesne under the régime of labour-
services was pure surplus for the lord (apart from a few incidental
expenses such as the bread and ale sypplied to the harvesters in
the fields that we have mentioned). \The producers’ subsistence
was provided, not from the produce of this labour, but from the
labour-time_spent. on_their own holdingsl It was the latier
which provided, as it were, the lord’s “ outlay ’—the land
allotted to his serfs for their own cultivation and such labour-time
as he laid no claim upon for himself but left available for the
provision of their own subsistence. Demesne cultivation, there-
tare, by this method gould be profitable even at a low level of
labour-productivity. \Low productivity reduced the amount of
produce available 1o feed the producer and his family as well as
the size of the lord’s produccj (given the division of the ser(’s
working time between working' for himgelf and obligatory labour
for his master).  As under the métayage éystem of produce-sharing,
bad harvests made the share of pedsant and landlord alike
smaller, but could not make the latter share disappear altogether
as long as there was a net prodact at all to be divided.  Under
the new type of demesne cultivation, however, the labour-power

had fixst_of .all to_be purchased with wages ; and from the
produce of this labour the equivalent of these wages had to he
subtracted. beford “what“was_suiplus for_the lord began} For
this new type of cultivation to be of advantage—to add to the
surplus available as feudal revenue under the traditional methods
—it was(zmt sufficient that hired labour should be more_efficient
than compulsory serflabour, Productivity must have reached
a cerlain menimum level? In short, one can say that the pre-
conditions for a commutation of labour-services and the transition
to demesne cultivation by hired labour were two-fold : the
existence of a reserve of labour (either labour without land, or
labour with insufficient land 1o maintain a livelihood, like the
bulk of the English “ cotters *, and with labour-time to spare)
and a level of productivity of this hired labour that was greater
than its wages by a significant amount.} This “ significant
amount ”* which the surplus available [romd the new mode of
production had to rcach was a sort of minimum sensibile necessary
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to atfract estate-owners to ity use, Sometimes, it is clear, this
margin would have to be faily uge o overcome nafurid
conservatism and to persuade estate-owners that cultiviton by
hired labour had sabstantial and enduring advantages.  Butfin
the case of estates which had always been deficiently supplied
with serf-labour, the fact that hired labour could produce evew
a narrow margin of surplus above the equivalent o its own wages
might suffice for its adoption, provided that the reserve of labour
was readily available.} One has, indeced, the paradox that,
provided only that this erucial level of productivity (relutive to
the price of hired labour) had been veached, bired labour might
even have been less efficient than bond-labour and its use still
have proved an advantage.!

This kondition that we have postulated for the operation of
a tendency to commutation at the lord’s initiative'could be fulfilled
either by labour being exceptionally cheap or hy labour being
exceptiona}lly productive relative to the primitive standards of
the times. ? But in addition to being cheap or praductive it had
%to be available at the given time and place in faiv abundance,
Tt follows that the transition to hived labour was more likely to
‘oceur in types of cultivaton where the net product of labour was
high, and that serf-labour was more likely to be retained where
types of gultivation prevailed in which the productivity of lubour
was low, ‘or over periods of ecconomic history when productive
methods had not advanced heyond a very low levelunless (his
was offset by the price of hived labour being equivalently fow
owing to the misery of the population). We are also confronted
with this further paradox :{the very misery of the peasantry, such
as we have described, creating the danger of depopualation of
manors, might incline the lords to be morc amenable to conces-
sions which lessened feudal burdens or to commute labonr-
services for a rent, both inyan effort to avoid depopulationijand
" because the gisery whicH proyoked mass migration tended to
make labour for hire very cheap\(as may have been a significant
factor in France, for exawmple, during and after the Hundred

1 The surplus available from hived labour did not need to be larger than that
yielded hy serf-labiour (= the product of serflabour when working for the lord),
- since, although we are assuming that hired labour is being substituted for sexf-labour

. on the demesne; it is not being substituted for, but added to, serf-lahour as a saurge

of surplus.  If we assume that the lord has commuted labour-services at the equivalent

- of what the surplus labour-time of serfs could produce when devoted to demesne

- chltivation,, then the lord will gain from the change if the new hired labour produces

. any surplus at all above their wages, since he will now have this surplus as an addition
" to; what he receives as commuted dues from his serfs. :
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Yoars' War and in Flanders in the thirteenth century).t{ Clon-
versely, where the plight of the caltivator was less desperaie and
land available to him was more plentiful, or alternatively where
labour was exceptionally scarce becanse depopulation had
alrcady reached an advanced stage (as appears to have been
a decisive factor in Bastern Burope after the Thirty Years’ War)
scigniorial authority woypld have tended to insist on the retention
of labour-services and to, augment them by new exactions rather
than to commute them. | It is, surely, a very significant witness
to the leading importance of this principle which we have cited
that the century of scarce labour and of dear labour in England
should have seen attempts to reimpose the old obligations,
whereas this reaction should have weakened and given place
to a rencwed tendency to commutation in the middle of the
fiftcenth century, when the gaps in the population had been
sufliciently filled for some fall in wages from their late-fonrteenth
century peak to have occurred.® It is, surcly, also significant
that it was cast of the lilbe, where lnbour was most thinly spread
compared o available land, that the * second serldom * should
have found s most sccure foothold 3 and that in Russta, for
example, it was in the centuries when the expanding frontier of
Cossack settlement to the south and south-east came into pro-
minence, draining away fagitive peasant Iabour from central
Muscovy with the lure of free land, that the movement towards
the definitive bonding of the cultivator and his legal attachment
to the soil should have developed.® A

If we consider the other alternative available to the foudal
lord—that of cxchanging labour-services, not for cultivation of
his estate by hired labour, but for leasing of the demesne to

1 There scems to be some evidence that the tendency to commutation and
manumission which occurred in Flanders from the second half of the twellth century
was accompanied by the appearance of a substantial class of peasants with holdings
too small for a livelihood and even of a landless class (cf. L. Dechesne, Histoire Ezono-
mique et Sociale de la Belgique, 62-5).

# Cf. H. Nabholz in Camb. Econ. History, vol. I, 520,  Wages, however, continued
1o remain substantially higher than at ithe beginning of the fourteenth century, and
in 1500 may have heen about double what they had been in 1300.

? For lahour scarcity at the time ¢f. P, Liashchenko, Istorin Narodnove Khoziaistva,
SSS8R., vol. I, 1575 A, Tick, Le Moyen Ags Russe, 225, 257. There is no real con-
tradiction between what is said here and the reference made above to the flight of
peasants in thirteenth-century France and elsewhere prompting seignjorial concessions
in the form of mamunissions and commutation, Such a (endency in its early stages
may result in concessions 1o resirain the exodus 3 but when it bas gone 1o the lengih
of actual depopulation it it clearly more likely to resull iu compulsory measures
1o bring back the fugitives and 10 atiach them to the soil.  There is also a distinetion
between commuiation forced on a lord againsi his will by threat of peasant revolt
and comnmutation 1o which he accedes willingly, or even initiates,
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tenants—analogous considerations seem to apply. It is true that |
to the landlord’s choice of leasing the demesne, certain special
considerations are relevant which have no parallel amobhg the
influences which decide his choice Dbetween cultivating  the
sdemesne with serf or with hired labour. For example, {by
leasing he might save a certain (perhaps a considerable) qmotnt
on overbead expenses of estate management—rent-collecting, in
other words, night prove much cheaper than the maintenauce
of a staff of stewards and bailiffs. Perhaps morc important
might be the (fa.vourable or unfavourable state of the local market
for the products of the estate : in particular the ratio of agricyl-
tural prices to prices of handicraft products and imported goocl.@%;
an unfavourable movement of which in the fourteenth century
(due partly to the growing strength of the urban gilds) may
have heen a factor in predisposing estate-owners to leases of the
demesne in that century.! (A contributory factor may sometimes
have been the rise of a stratum of more well-to-do peasants,
eager to add ficld tofield as a means ol improved farming and of
social advancement, fabout which something will he said helow,
“Such factors as thefe weréitno douht,f decistve in determining
which alternative to labour-services ho adopted.: leasing or hired
labour. \ But, broadly speaking, to his choice bhetween labours
services and leases and his choice hetween labour-gervices and
‘hired labour, the same fundamental facfors in the situation in
both cases were cvidently relevant, ¥he scarcer was land

Telative to labour at.any given time and _place,.the higher was
ikely to be the rentability of land, and.hence.the greater. the

aducement to adopt a_policy of leases instead of estate-farming
ith laboursérvices ; while the conyerse was likely to be true
“where land was plentiful and human beings were scarce

o e AR

When, however, we allude here to what we may perhaps term
rthe land-labour ratio at a particular time and place, we must be

eeareful not to conceive of this in too abstract a sense. What was
rantrechif b Q0 %MMj ‘ ‘

. 1For this paint I am indebted to’ Mr, B, Miller, of St. John's College, Cam-
bridge, who ascribes to changes in this * price -scissors® a leading réle in the
events of the Jater Middle Ages. The precise effect of such price-changes might not
always be uniform, however, since it would depend on how inelastic was the estate-
owners demand for income, on the one hand, and on the possihilities of leasing the .
demesne on favourable terms, on the other hand. We have noted above that on

. the estates of Christ Church Priory, Canterbury, the dedline of revenues from, corn-
. sales from the third decade of the fourteenth century onward, which raay have been
- connected with an unfavourable movement of market-prices, was accompanied by. |
- an inignsification of labour-services and not ihe reverse. * The account-rolls of all |
. the manors show that in the years between 1340 and 13g0 full labour-services were
. pexformed *. (Smith, gp. ¢iti, 127). ‘ e R




DECLINE OF FEUDALISM AND THE GROWTI OF TOWNS 50

relevant to the lord’s demand (or labour (or alternatively for
tenants) was, of course, the land in his possession (and in the case
of Lis demand for labour, the amount of it he chose to cultivate)
over and abave the land whicl, by long tradition, was peasants’
land ; whereas it was not only the absence or plentifulness of
man-power available to meet that seigniorial demand which was
decisive, but also its exploitableness—its willingness to have
burdens heaped upon it for a meagre return, or {o be charged a
heavy rent as the price of a meagre grant of land ; and this
tended to be in inverse ratio to the amount of peasant-land that
was available, compared to the peasant population, and also to
the amount of cattle, draught animals and instruments of tillage
that the peasant possessed and to the cuality of the soil and of
village agricultural technique. Moreover,ithe extent of social
differentiation among the peasantry themsclves, creating a stralum
of impoverished peasants with meagre holdings, might in this
connection be cven more important than fhe total arca of
peasant land available to the whole village ; s and it may well
be that any connection that there was between growth of the
market and the transition to leases or {o hired lahour operated
vl the clleet ‘of trade on this process of differentiation among
the peasantry themselves rather than »ig its direct influcnce on
the ecconpmic policy of the lord, as has Dbeen customarily
assumed.

Again, to avoid undue simplification, we have Lo hear in mind
that the position with regard to the supply of serflabour was
often diflerent on diflcrently-sized estates : a consideration that
explains much which at first appears contradictory as well as
much in the conflicting policies among the different ranks of
feudal nobility. L It frequently happened that the smaller estates
—the barones minori in England, the knights in Germany and the
sixteenth-century small pomiestchiki in Russia—were much less
well supplied with serf-labour compared to their needs than was
the case with the larger estates, especially those of the Church.
Moreover, when ‘ enticements ” or fgrcible ludnappmgs of serfs
by one estate-owner from another occurred, it was the smaller
estates that were most liable to sulfer from the competition anc%
the depredations of thejr richer and more powerful neighbours,
andy hence were most (lanxmus to aequirc protection from the
law jin order to fetter labour to the land and lo restore fugitives
to their original owners. For illustration one has only to look
at the legislation of Boris Godunov in Russia, and in particular



6o ,S'PUDIES IN THE DEVELODPMENT OF CAPUTALIRM

his decrees of 1597 and 1601 @ of the Tsar who excited the enmity
of the large boyars through his regard for the interests of the small
landowner. But sometimes, as we have noted, this had an
opposite effect.  If the amount of serf-labour that an estite could
command fell below a certain crucial figure, its lord, it he found
it worth while to cultivate the demesne at all, was of necessity
forced to place reliance in the main on hired bemu ; and the
question of the amount of compulsory services he could command
from each of his serfs was of relatively little concern to him, at
‘any rate of much less concern to him than to his richer neighbour,
If hired labour was mot available, the alternative open to him
was not to increase or extend labour-services (since these would
have been inadequate in any case), but to abandon demesne
cultivation and instead to find such tenants for the land as he
could to pay him a rent for its use}

Whether the economic plight particularly of these small
estates in the difficult years of the fourteenth and fiftcenth
centuries in England or the enterprise of ambitious villagers was
the more responsible, a further series of eventy scems to have
contributed in no small degree to the extension of leases and the
growing use of hired labour. This was the {;nwmg ceonomig
differentiation among the peasantry themselves, which we have
a'h%ady mcnhoned, and the rise of a sec tion of relatively well-to-do
“peasant-farmers in the Vlllag,c, aboul this time.Y Ambitious and
.able to accumulate a small amount of qnml, J;mgl encouraged
by the growth of local trade and local markets, these Iarmms
. were probably capnble of more eflicient cumwm;n And :

g ngs Dy. L

raake use of the. Tired services, of thmr pooru nclgghbmlr As
wolvent tenants for such leases from the lord of the manor, what
*they lacked in exploitableness which derives from poverty (on
that score they could no doubt afford to be pretty shrewd bar-
galners), they may well have more than made up in eagerness
to acquire additional land as a speculation on the cnhanccd
profits of improved farming. The detailed record of their
husbandry was not retained in “ bailiffs * accounts, as was that
O demesne farming, and they remain accordingly a more
obscure page of history. But it secms likely that they made up
a sort of kulek class in the fourteenth- and fifteenth-century
Enghsh village, whose story, when it is fully told, may have much

O, Dlleen Power ori  Effects of the Black Death on Rural Oxgamz'tlmn m
‘England e m sttazy, i (NB.), 113.
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in common with their counterpart in the history ol the Russian
village i the nineteenth century,  Such a development at such
a timd may well scem at st to stand in contradiction to the
picture of village poverty and agrarian crises which was drawn
above, A qualification of this picture it certainly is. But a
contradiction it ceases to be if we examine the situation more
closely. In fact, the inclusion of this element into our picture
may succeed in explaining much that appears baffling in the
contrary evidence about village economy at the time. It is,
clear thm{ig_gqualities in type of soil and sitnation and in fortune,
would naturally give rise to differentiation among the peasantry «
themselves, even among the population of a particular mangr :&
differentiation which in the course of a century would tend to™
increase and become considerable Jin ways that are nowadays
sufficiently [amiliar, Tt may be that ap appreciable number
of those who rented (or even somctimes purchased) land at this
period. were persans in a special position like regves or manotial
officials.t § Marx ‘made the comment that “some historiaus
have cxpressed astonishment that it should be possible for forced
labourers, or serfs, to acquire any independent property o . .
under such circumstances, since the divect producer is not an
owner, but only a possessor, and since all his surplus Iabour
belongs legally to the Jandlord ¥ 3 and ‘pointed. oud. ibat_in
fendal society tradition and custom play a very powerful vdle
and fix_the shaving of the produce hetween sérl and Iond over

longPeriods of time, ~ The result may, therefore be that the lord
is prechuded from claiming the fiuits of any abnormal productivity
of a serl’s own labour-time devoted to his own holding.é In
thirteenth-century England Kosminsky claims to find  a distinct
stratum of upper peasaniry ”, logether with “ a very significant
section of poor peasantry **, this diflerentiation being observable
both among villein holdings and * free * holdings, although more
pronounced among the latter than among the former.? Between
then and the opening of the fificenth century these differences

2 CL M, Postan in Eeon. Hist. Review, vol. XIL, 11—12, QOn the Kent manors of
Christ Church Priory at the end of the fourteenth century leases of the demesne were
sometimes taken by the serjeants of a manor—officials who were * chiefly recruited
from the growing class of prosperous peasants ”, In general, * there is much
evidence o show that the firmarii were usually prosperous peasanis and smajl land-
owners ”* (Smith, op. ¢it, 193).

 Capital, vol. IT1, gag-4.

¢ Article on  The Iinglish Peasaniryin the Thirteenth Century * in Sreduia Vika,
pub. by Ingtitute of Iistory, Academy of Sciences, U.S.S.R,, p. 46 ; and op. e,
219-23. Kosminsky admiis, however, that his evidence about this upper stratum
isless adequate than he would like,

ch
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must have increased quite considerably. In ryg5 o serf on a
manor of Castle Combe is said to have left £2,000 at death, and
bond tenants are found farming several hundred acrest | The
fact that the mass of the village population on which the system
relied for its labour was wretchedly poor was not to prevent an
upper kulak layer, which had accunmlated enough cupital to
afford improved methods and more land and some hired labour
(perhaps only at certain seasons), from being moderately pros-
perous. jOn the contrary, village poverty has always been the
soil on which village usurer and petty employer can best feed.
There is evidence that cotters sometimes served as labourers
under the larger tenants and that some villagers even hired
labour to assist them in performing harvest work for the lord 2
and the growing number of those whose holdings or equipment
were inadequate to support them, which was one aspect of
econorhic differentiation, was evidently itsell an important
factor in the economic changes of the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, affecting as it did so dircetly the immediate reserve of
cheap labour for hire. Nor was the prosperity of these pleheian
improving farmers inconsistent with a crists of demesne farming,
It may well be that the\emergence of this luyer of more prosperous
peasants was connected with the tendency to consolidation of
strips and to improved rotation that is to he observed towards
the end of the fifteenth century, and that this favoured group of
the rural population were considerable gainers from the fadl in
the value of money in Tudor times, which (in face of fixed or
“ gticky ” money-rents) served to transfer income to them from
the landowning class, and thereby to assimilate lower gentry
and upper peasantry in the manner that was so characteristic of
Tudor England.? \

* Curtler, op. cit., 62,

2 Cf. Guslumals of Bautle Abbey (Carnden Socy. Pubns.) xviii, xxxix, 22-3. Tor
an example in the fourteenth century of villeings who employ ploughmen and who
bring an unsuccessful suit against their lord the abbot on the ground that he has
taken away their servants, see B. H, Putnam, op. cit., 5.

# For detailed evidence of this tise of a well-to~do section of the peasantry, cf.
Tawney, Agrarian Problem in_the Sixteenth Century, esp. 72-97. The writer is also
indehted to Mr. Radney Hilton, of Balliol, Oxford, for enlightenment on this
point from unpublished work of his own. In Leicestershire in the sixteenth
century a study of inventories shows that “ even if we omit the Squirearchy (who
were less wealthy than many a yeoman, in personal estate at least), we find that
4 per cent. of the rwral papulation pwned a quarter of the personal estate and 154
. per cent. owned half of it ®, there probably being “ a greater measure of inequality
in ownership of land * (W. G. Hoskins, The Leicestershire Farmer in the Siateenth Century,
.7-8). In the second half of the century there were extensive purchases of land by

. ye?men, including whole manors, yeomen thereby rising to be squives (ibid, = ‘
2g). ‘ ‘
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It must not, however, be agsumed that, 1{ the mere fact of o
change from labour-services to moncy-payments or a transition?
to leases of the demesne represented o release of the CLllthdtQI’
ﬁom servile obligations and the substitution of a {rec contr:wtu,:ul,ﬂ
rclatlonslup between him gnd the owner of the soil. \) And the
1ot yncommon view whicly virtually identifies a decline/of labour-
ervices with a dissolution of Feudal Serfdom is clearly false.i )
he movement that had occurred at an early stage of Feudalism
from a system of compulsory tribute, in kind or in money, to a
system of demesne farming with labowr-services, in an age when
feudal need of revenue had grown relauvely great and labour
relatively scarce, was now reversed. But jalthough tribute once
more replaced services, it did not necessarily lose its compulsory
character, so long as the producer was not ,gree to moxic and his
livelihood was virtually at the lord’s will. ' Nor {can it always
be assumed that commutation involved an actual lightening of
feudal burdens. How far commutation constituted a substantial
modification of feudal relationships varied widely with  the
circumstances of the case.  LIn many cases it is true that the thange
from obligatory services to a money-payment represented some
modification of the older burdens and a change of form which
paved the way for more substantial alterations at a later date.)
Where the change occurred as a concession wrung by pressure
of the cultivators themselves, this was most noticeably the case ;
and the same was true of leasing of the demesne that was primarily
duc to the economic embarrassments of the estate-owner. But
there were also plenty of instances where commutation involved
not a mitigation but an augmenting of feudal burdens. Here
it was merely an alternative to a direct imposition of additional
services, Commutation was most likely to have this character
where resort to it was primarily at the lord’s initiative; the
attempt 1o increase feudal revenue presumably taking this form
because of a relative abundance of labour. It may well be that
the tendency towards commutation which we find in England
as early as the twelfth century was of this kind. Much of the
commutation occurring at this period was apparently at a price
considerably in excess of the market-value of the services (so far
as this can be computed). { By no means all changes to money--
payments were commutation in the proper sense of the term.
Many of them took the form of opera vendita, not permanently,
but from year to year at the lord’s discretion ; the latter retaining
the right to revert to his claim for labour-services when it pleased
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\ ‘
him to do so.? ?Pmbab}y it was the pressire of popolation upon
the available laud of the village, rendering it hurder for the
villager to obtain his subsistence and hence waking hived Laboar
cheap and relatively plentiful~the spave-tine Labour ol the
poorer cottagers and of families for whom there was no land in
the open fields—that furnished the inducement to this com-
mutation.? Professor Kosminsky, who speaks of ™ cotters
economy ” at this time as representing “ i reserve veservoir of
labouring hands for the estates”, also observes that *° free-
holding* as a rule is fendal-dependent holding, paying fendal
rent, often close in appearance to u villein holding, out of which
it has recently come. Leaseholds, in whatever form they appear,
'very often are linked with the carrying out of obligations of -
svilleii tpe .8 "By contrast, {the reverse tendency towards the
restoration of labour-services a™tentury luter miy have been due
to a drain of labour into the rising towns as much as to the
stimulus given by an expanding market to demesne wming ;
just as it was the labour scavcity and the vising wages of the,
middle decades of the fourtcenth century that onee mwve hardened
the reluctance of landlords to aceept moncy-payments in Hew of
labour-services, and cawsed them to charge an augnented
money-price for the commutation wheve it m“\‘,u‘r‘i'(:(l},' {even
though the threat of desertion of the manor, which after the
Black Death assumed sevious proportivus, very soon ud in most
cases forced lords to make substantinl coneessions to thedr
dependents).

1 Lipson, ofn ¢ty g1-23 Levell, opv ¢it,, 150, On the temporary nutine of many
money-payments and the right of the lord to revert o labour-services of. Gamb, Fean,
History, vol. 1, 511 ; also N. Nedlson, Customary Rents {in Qxfiwd Studies in Soctd and
Legal History), 49.  On the estates of Canterlaey Priory, services whicl had previously
been placed ad denarios were claimed again after sbout 131y, (CL R A T, Smith,
op. ¢it., 125-6), This may well have been conpecitd with the slight rise of waiges
which seems to have followed the harvest failures (and lubour shortage as a resuli -
of deaths) in 1315, 1316 and 1323, {Thorold Rogers in Eeonomic Interpretation, 16-1)

As 2 matter of fact, 23 Richard Jones pointed out, money reng, on the contrary -
to being a hallmark of independence for the cultivator, genoally act in primitive
communities to the latter’s disadvantage and the lord’s advantage, since they lay
the difficulties and risks of markeiing upon the peasant’s shoulders (Lectures apd
Tracis on Pol. Economy, Bd. Whewell, 434).

3 Kosminsky, op. cit., 114,

3 Kosminsky, “ Angliskoe Krestianstvo v, 13% veke ™ in Collected Pupers, History,
Moscow State Uniy., 41, 1940, pp. 113~14. Kosminsky elsewbere points out that
“the villein paying money-rent remained a villein, and his holding was held ‘at’
the will of the lord and according to manorial custom , (in Srednis Veka, Tnst. of |
History, Academy of Sciences, USSR, 69) while stressiog at the same time |
that ““the boundaries (between villein and *free’ holding}, 80 clear in juridicsl
theory, in practice were very far from clear, the latter sometimes helng subyject to ™
such obligations as merchet and heriot.” (Ibid., 44.) ‘

+ Lipson, op. cit., 106. '
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It may perhaps be the case that the amount of commutation
taking place at the carlier period has been exaggerated, and that
those Who have stressed it have been led to do so, partly by a
too-ready assumption that where money-rents were found these
were products of commutation at some recent date, instead
of being survivals throughout the fendal period (as Professor
Kosminsky and Dr. Neilson both sug ggest),! and partly because,
they have supposed that obligations to a lord that were valued
in money in the records were necessarily paid to him always
in a money form.2 But Whether it was large in extent or
relatively small, this earlier transition from services to money-
payments was no more than the beginnings of a tendency
which was to operate with much greater force in the fifteenth
century. By the end of the fifteenth century the feudal..order
had disintegrated and grown weaker in a pumber.of ways.

i

The peasant revolt of the previous century, it is true, had bccnc
suppwsﬁcd (thouqh by trlc,l my as mmh as by 101*((, of 'ums)

smm ing th cat pms wt ﬂu,ht hnm ihe ma.nor into 1,11(: W(?()(i? '
ot hLills or to swell the growing number of day labourers and’,
artisans of the towns. “The ranks of the old uoblllty,w e thmnedz
a.ucl divided ; and the smaller cstates, Lu y hou
‘f‘lmd taken to leasulp‘ or to wage-labour as. so0m..q5. the
umrcuw of population and in particular of the x ranks of the pooper
pmmnlry had made Inbour cheap. in, Mctdmntq were,.
huying land ;. estates were being mmt&‘xgcd and & kulak class

«

- of improving peasant farmers were 1)ccom1ng serious competitors

in local markets and as rural employers of laboury But the end
was not yet; and neither the Batile of Bosworth nor the en-
closures of the sixteenth century marked the final disintegration
of the feudal mode of production. This was not to occur until
the century of the English civil war. “ Personal serfdom ” (as
Lipson puts it) “survived the decay of economic serfdom > ;
many bondmen continued under the Tudors ; in 1537 the House
of Lords rejected a Bill for the manumission of villeins ; obligation
to grind at the lord’s mill, payment of heriot, custorm works and
even “ harvest journeys * survived in some parts of the country

1 Neilson, oft cit., 48 ; Kosminsky Angliskaia Derconia v. 13 veka, 75~G 1476-80.

2 Ihid,, g6, For evidence relating to East Anglia of widespread money-payments
both by free and non-lree tenants in the twelfth century, cf. D. G, Douglas in vol. IX
of Oxford Siudies in Social and Legal Histry. For money-rents still earlier, in Saxon
England, which may well have survived into Norman England, cf. J. E, A. Jolliffe,
Constitutional Hist. of Modieval -England, 20~1, and Pre-Feudal L‘ngland assim,
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at the end of the sixteenth century 3 copyholders continued into
the seventeenth century ta hold their land by the custom of
the manor” (i.e. subject to the jurisdiction of the munorial
court) ; and it was not until 1646, wncer the Commonwealth,
that feudal tenures were finally abolished.t  Morcover, through-
out the seventeenth century, and even the eighteenth, the freedom
of movement of the labourer in the countryside was in prictics
severely restricted by the fact that to leave the parish and go else-)
where virtually required the permission of his former master
(under the system whereby he had to obtain a testimonial under
the seal of the Constable, to make his departure lawful).®
Concerning feudal obligations there are, therefore, two
analytically distinct questions which are less often distinguished
than clarity of thought demands. There is first thejquestion of
the nature of the obligation imposed on the serf) e.g, whether the
surplus is exacted from him in the form of direct Tabour on the
seigniorial demesnes or in the form of produce which he has grown
on his own land (e.g., the old Saxon gafol), cither directly ag
produce or in money as a part of the proceces ol that produce
after it has been sold.  Sccondly there i the question of the
degree of subordination in which the serl'is placed relivive @ his
lord and the consequential degree of exploitation to which he iy
subject. A change in the former is by wo means always yoked
with a change in the latter ;\zmcl the reasons oy an alteration in
the amount of feudal obligitions and in their nature do not
necessarily bear close aflinity to one another, Tt happened that
in the * fendal rcaction ¥ the desive to fotter the peasant more
firmly to the land, depriving him of {reedom af wovenent, and
to increase the obligations laid upon him coincided in most
cases with a tendency to revert to the use of labout-services in the
cultivation of the demesne ; while in England in the Intter days
of serfdom the tendency to commutation scems to have run
parallel with a relaxation of feudal burdens.  But this coincidence
was not always found} In their historical roots the two types of
change do, however, seem to have this much in common: .

1 Lipson, op. i, 111-12. Also A. L. Rowse, Tudor Cormeall, 48-t.

? This passport or license system for labourers dated from a Statute of 1388,
which enacted that “no servant or labourer, he it man or woman, depart . . .
to serve of dwell elsewhere unless he carry a letter patent containing the cause of
bis going and the time of his return, if he ought to return, under the King’s seal »,

" Cf.. Bnglish Economic History : Select Documents, B, Bland, Brown and Tawney,
“171-6, also 3345, 852~3 ; also B. Trotter, Seventeenth-Contury Life in the Country Parish,

- 138~9, where an cxample is also given of rent-paying tenants still being ** tyed * -
~ to do certain services in the seventeenth century (in Yorkshire), ibid, 16z,
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we have seen that scarcity of labour (compared to the land that
the lord has available for cultivation and to the needs of the
prevailing modes of cultivation) will generally place a premium on
measures of compulsion to tic labour to the land and to enhance
the obligations to which it is subject, while, if demesne farming is
practised by the lord, this scarcity of labour will at the same time
place a premium on farming that land by direct labour-services
rather than with hired labour. Plentifulness and cheapness of
labour will in each case tend to have a contrary effect. There
is, therefore, this much reason, if other things are equal, to expect
to find feudal reaction and a growth of labour-services associated
together and a decline in labour-services associated with a
loosening of feudal bonds.*

Although it is a far cry from Feudalism in England to
Fcudalism in Russia, with its different chronology and environ-
mental conditions, the history of the latter affords so clear an
illustration of the fact that transition from labour-dues to dues
in money is not inconsistent with the preservation of the essential
features of serldom as to descrve our attention, In Russia, not
only has the predominance at one time of dues in money or
in kind (obrok) and at another of labour-services (barshehina)
characterized different stages of sexfdom, but their changing
rvelative importance has shown no close correlation with the degree
of freedom or servitude of the cultivator.

In the Kievan Rus of the eleventh and twelfth centuries there
“were persons in a serl position cultivating estates of princes and’
boyars ; some of these being slaves settled on the land (kholopi),
others called zakupi who worked with a plough and harrow and
sometimes even a horse provided by their masters— a recent
peasant who had lost the possibility of carrying on his independent
economy and was under the necessity of entering through bonds of
indebtedness into dependence on a creditor-master, for whom he
was obliged to work part of his time, leaving the rest for himself ».2

1 Discussion is sometimes conducted as though the crucial question were whether
conditions (e.g. the existence of a market or the type of soil) favoured large demesnes
cultivation in the first place. But clearly the needs either of a market or of the
lord’s own household can equally well be met either by demesnes cultivation, (a) with
compulsory labour, (b) with hired labour, or by dues in kind (or in money) from
tenants. ‘The decisive factor will be the relative profitability of one method of
serving a given end as compared with others, Where the type of soil and hence of
predominant type of eultivation may come in, is the extent to which it makes scarcity
or plentifulness of lahour of little or no account (e.g. the comparison between sheep-

" farming and arable), o

2 B, Grekov in Introduction to Khoziaistvo Krupnovo Feodala 150 veka, vol. 1 ;5 also

Grekov, Kievskaia Rus (4th Ed., 1944), 113 seq. ‘ ‘
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In addition there were halfifree peasants (ymerdi), who possessed
their own land and implements of tillage but came to stand in
some kind of tributary relationship to an averlord, to whom they
paid dues in kind.! In the period which suceeeded the glory
of Kiev and saw the scttlement of the area between the Ok and
the Volga which was later to become Muscovy, the prevailing
relationship in these newly-settled territories seems to have heen
a tributary one. Squatters on the so-called  © black lands?
were gradually subjected to the overlordship of some prince and
his vassals, and laid under the obligation of paying dues in kind
to the latter (either fixed dues or some kind of produce-sharing).
Princes and bopars, and especially monasteries, also had their
estates which were worked by bonded kholopi.  But the supply of
these was scarce and soon became insuflicient for the needs of
the feudal houschold ; and one historian of mediweval Russia
has written that *““the question of agricultural man-power
dominates the history of the scigniorial domain in medieval
Russia . , . and the struggle for man-power is one of the
principal phenomena of social evolution in this epoch ™.
Between the fourteenth and the sisteenth centuries o tendeney
grows to cxact labour-services from peasantry on the faud of the
large proprictors. On monastic estates we find such sevvices
as carly as the fourtcenth century ; # and in the reigu ol Ivan HI
we meet the statement of a German writer that as mucly as
six days’ work a week was being demanded of their peasans by
monastic estates. This can havdly have beeun at all general at
this period ; and in the sixteenth century we still seem to find a
considerable admixture of dues in kind, dues in money, and
labour-services or barshehing. In the central districts not more
than 10 per cent, of the peasant houscholds performed work on
the seigniorial estate ; although in the steppe region the pro-
portion was considerably higher and in the Orel region morve
than o per cent.? The remainder of the peasantiry were subject
_ to money-dues or to some kind of métapage system, But at the
-end of the sixteenth century there takes place a rapid growth of
labour-services over money dues : an increasc which was only.
halted by the crisis of seigniorial economy consequent on that

* The process of bonding (zakabalenis) of the smerd seems to have begun in the
tenth. century, and by the eleventh century a substantial section of them approached
in the servility of their status to the kholops settled on the land, althougl some smerds

‘may have themselves owned kholops. (Liashchenko, op, eit., go-a.)

* A, Eck, Le Moven Age Russe, 225, LY 7N FTR

& Ibid., 225 ; Liashchenko, op. cit., 157-8,
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extensive depopulation of the years before and after the Times
of Troubles, which was the joint result of war and famine and of
the thght of peasants to the free frontier-lands of the south—
depopulagion of a magnitude to cause anything from a half to
nine-tenths of the cultivated land in many areas to be abandoned,
and a reversion from the three-field system to more primitive
and extensive methods of cultivation.t This labour shortage in
central Muscovy in the first half of the seventeenth century led
to a decline in demesne cultivation and in labour-services at the
same time as it prompted stringent legal measures to bring back
fugitive peasants and to bind the krestianin to his lord’s estate :
what Kluchevsky called “the crowning work in the juridical
construction of peasant serfdom * on the part of the Muscovite
State.? In the eighteenth century, the century of Peter the
Great and Catharine, of the architecture of the Rastrellis and
of the opening of Russia’s ““ window on the West 7, we find both
barshchina and obrok in force, with a tendency apparently (apart
from peasants assigned to work in the new manufactories and
mines) for the Iatter to make headway over the former, and for
the burden of obrok to grow, cspecially between the 'Go’s and
'00's {possibly as much as doubling on the average over the whole
century).  JTeven at this cpoch dues in kind——in such varied things
as eggs, poultry, meat and homespun—continued to be found
alongside moncy-payments and direct service-obligations @ a
reflection, perhaps, of the undeveloped character of the local
market in which the peasant could sell his produce and find the
wherewithal to make a money-payment. ‘

A striking fact of the ensuing century, the century of the
Emancipation, was the growth in importance once again of
labour-services over other ducs. This chiefly applied to the
steppe region and was cvidently stimulated by the expansion
of the market in corn and of corn export. By the time of
the Emancipation about two-thirds of the serfs on private
estates in the steppe regions were on barshehing and not obrok.
Yet curiously enough it was not these southern landlords who
were most opposed to the Emperor’s project of Emancipation,

1 Cf. the often-guated passage from the report of an Ambassador fiom Queen
Elizabeth of England in the year 1588 : “ Many villages and townes of half a mile
and a mile long stande all unhabited 1 the people being fled all into other places,
by reason of the extrenmn usage and exactions done upon them. So that in the way
towards Mosko, betwixt Vologda and Yaruslaveley there are in sight fiftie villages
at the least, some halfe a mile long, that stand, vacant and desolate without an

inhabitant.” (Giles Tletcher, Of the Russe Common Wealth, 61.) o
*V. O. Kluchevsky, History of Russia, vol. 8, 191. -
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but rather the rveverse. The reason iy not far to seck, and
accords well with the type of explanation that we have
advanced above. Peasant holdings in this part of the country
were generally very small, too small in many cases to yield enough
to keep a family alive, There was accardingly every prospect
of a plentiful and cheap supply of wuu,c»hhuur to cultivate the
large estates if the trmg’{luonal labour-service obligations were
removed.! g

- AT v
&XSO far ﬁé:ﬂfche growth of the market exercised o disintegrating

=)

influence on_the structure of Feudalism, and prepared the soil
for thc growth of forces which were to weaken and supplant i,
the story of this influence can Targely be identified with the rise
of towns as cmporatc bodies, as these came Lo Possess cconomic
and political mdependcncc in varying degrees.  The influence
of their presencc as trading centres, especially on the smaller
estates of the knights, was a profound one, Their existence
" provided _a bagis for money dcalings, and hence for money-
payments from peasant. to loxdé (which, however, were never
entirely absent during the {ouch period) ; ;md,(‘_if the pressure
of feudal exploitation and the decline of agriculture helped to
feed the towns with immigrantsy the existency ol the towns, ay
more or less free oases in an unfree socicty, itselfacted ag a maguet
to the rural population, encouraging ihat exodus from the
manors to escape the pressure of feudal exactions which played .
the powerful rble in the declining phase of the feudal system
that we have tried to describe. - Tn England the owners of the
smaller estates, who were most sus epnble to the urban influence,
1ncreas1ng1y aggpted the habit of borrowing from merchants,
especially when times were dark nd war or famine confronted
them with ruin. Often they gwould apprentice sons to an urban
craft r even marry a son\fo- a merchant’s daughter—~t11at
‘marKet for heiresscs among the English aristocracy ™, of
which Professor Tawney speaks.? {\When times were favourable
and they accumulated a surplus, they would sometimes pur-

. *G. T. Robinson, Rural Russiz under the Old Régime, 12-60; P, L\'tshchenko,
ap. ¢it, esp. 90 seq., 11g-25, 157~x62 B. Grekov on “Kiev Russia ? and S.
“Bakhrushin on © Feudal Order ™ in Profiv Historicheski Konsepisii M. N. Paltrovshauo,
#70-116, 119-39 ; A, ek, op. cit., esp. 8493, 225, 257-8, 273-95 ; V. O. Kluchevsky,

ap. cifi, esp. vol. 1, 185 seq., 343 seq., vol. 2, 219-24.1, vol. 3, 175~103, vol. §, o175,
o The Agnman Problem i the Sixteenth Gcntur_y, 187, T »
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chase membership of an urban gild and engage in trade,
Many of them, under the incentive of the wool trade, in the
sixtecenth century enclosgd land for pasture and at times became
middlemen themsclves.)} As an Tialian writer remarked with
surprise, * even men of gentle blood attend to country business
and sell their wool and cattle, not thinking it any disparagement
to engage in rural industry .1

But while these{urban communities, to the extent that they
were mdcpendent centres of trade and of contraciual dealings,
were in a sense alien bodigs whose growth aided in the disinte-
gration ‘of The Teudal orde;? it would bé Wrong to Tegard them

as being, al this stage, microcosms of Capitalism. To do so
would be to anticipate developments that belong to a later stage.
Nor can one regard their existence as necegsarily in all circum-
stances a solvent of feudal relations. Trueltl}e trading clement
that these communitics nourished were gathering between their
hands_the first. germs. of merchant and moncy-lending capital
that was later to be employed on a larger scale. But other
instruments of accumulation than a mere snowball-tendency
had to intervene belore this capital became as (clominunt and
ubicuitous as it was to be in later centuries, In their carly
stage many, il nof most, towns were themsclves subordinated to
fcudal authority ;Vin this Tespect only differing in degree (rom.
{ree tenants ol a manor, who, while spared the onerous services
of a villein, still owed certain obligations to a lord. At least,
in their carly stage these communities were half servants of and
half parasites upon the body of feudal economy. { The mode of
production which they enshrined in the urban handicrafts
represented a form of simple commodity production, of a
non~c1asq, peasant iype, where jlch tools as were used were

in the ownership of the craftsmen): a form which giffered from
the crafts undertaken on a feudal estate only to the extent
that the craftsman was making his wares for sale on a market
and not making them as an obligation of service for a lord
(and the latter might sometimes apply to village crafismen as
well). There was nothing in these carly days (i.e. prior to the
end of the fifteenth century) in England 2ki.bou§%ﬂ;cqhis mode
b

L Cit. J. R. Green, History of the English People, 18.

2 This staiement is not truc of certain parts of the Continent, such as the Nether~
lands and some Italian towns, where merchant capital was much more developed
and there were some signs of actual capitalist penetration into production as early
a8 1200.

One must remember that many towns of this period were scarcely larger than
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of production that made it capitalistic : even though the crafis-
man took apprentices and cmployed a journeyman or two to
help him, this reliance on the labour of others was stll on too
small a scalé) to constitute in any sense the mainstay of the erafts-
man’s income or to qualify his status as a sel-employing worker,
It necded some fimportant historical developments, which will
be the subject of later consideration, for a transition to he
made from this free and small-scale handicraft to a specifically
capitalist mode of production.{ It is true, however, that these
communities in the course of time won their freedom, gencrally
not without struggle, from seigniorial authority, and that in
doing so they sapped the strength of feudal economy, since
the economic control which they now exercised enabled them
‘50 to regulate their trading relations with the countryside as
to transfer to themselves the profit on this trade, which would
otherwise have accrued to the prince or lord or abbd of
the place. | And it is also true that contemporancously
with this growing f{rcedom and prosperity of the towns
there appeared the frst signs of clags dillercntintion within
the urban community itself, and the appearance of an ex-
clusively trading oligavchy within the wmajor gilds and the
town government. l

77 Ahe origin of these urban communities is Lur from cleary and
1145 been the matter of some controversy, Iividence iy scanty
and conditions vary greatly from town to town and from one
‘country to another, Thc(suggcstion has sometimes been made
‘that medizval towns were. survivals of older Roman cities, which
having declined in the days of anarchy rose again to prominence
when some. measure of order brought a respite and a return of
prosperity. One or two of the larger towns,! it is true, probably
maintained some continuity of institutions throughout the period
of barbarian devastations; It may have been the case that
feudal garrisons and episcopal establishments continued in these
old centres, and that later separate town life grew up around
them ; or that the medimval urban congregations were drawn

- what we should call large villages to-day. It was rare for a town to exceed 20,000
inhabitants ; and in the fourteenth century cities as large as 40,000-50,000 inhabit~
ants were only found in Ttaly and Flanders. York only had some 11,000 and Bristol
9,500, Even in the fifteenth century Hamburg only had some 22,000, Nirnberg
Qo,oocI)~25,oooé }Jlm 20,000 and Augshurg 18,000, (Sombart, Der Moderne RKapitalis-
s, 1, 215~16. : S ‘

! B.g. Cologne, Mayence, Strashourg, Rheims, Paris. Cf Cunningham, Western

" Givilization, 58 ; also F, L. Ganshof in Bullotin of the Inlernational Commiltse of Historical
Sciences, 1998, 243, : S
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to what were almost deserted sites of carlier towns. But ag a
general explanation this theory of continuity seems manifestly
inadequate.  Most authoritics nowadays appear to hold that the
Dark Ages were sulliciently devastating in their cffects on urban
life to make any considerable continuity (rom the old towns to
the new improbable>  We should remember that it is continuity,
not of sites or buildings, or even of some elements of population,
but of institutions and of modes of life that is important in the
present context. It may be that there was continuity in this
velevant sense in one or two of the more important Roman
centres ; but onc finds it hard to believe that this happened at all
generally, Of England, Lipson tells us that “ to all appearances
there was no continuity of development betwcen the towns of
Roman Britain and those of Saxon England. . . . In general
the towns were abandoned, and when not actually destroyed by
fire they were lelt bare of inhabitants—a fate which for many
years apparently befell even London and Canterbury.” 2 In
most cases we are dealing with new groupings of the population
and new kinds of association, which sprang to life afler the ninth
century 3 and even though these may have gathered round the
site of a former Roman town, the fact that this congregation took
~yblace at the time it did requires an explanation. Naongnas
L) Some, again, have argued that lexe towns of this period™Tiad
B o purcly rural origin, having grown from the thickening ¢ of_
pupu]aucm in certain rural hundreds. / There was contmuuy
between  village ™ coidmunity ~and Town community, and in
particular between the carlier hundred court and the later town
tribunal : a view which was sponsored by no less an authority
than Stubbs. On the Continent the genesis of the town has
been traced by an influential school of writers to the landgemeinde
or rural township (for example, in the writings of Maurer and
Below). (Smce the town grew up_within the structure of feudal
society, its inhabitants retained certain relatjonships of depend-
ence to an overlord ; and qualification for citizenship remained
essentlally agmcultulalmthe ownership of land ~within the
boundaries ; trade only subsequently becoming a main occupa-
tion of the mhabltant@.‘ The only dmdm& line_which can be
drawn, it is said, between earlier vﬂlage ang) later_town lies in
the fortification of the place al a cerlain date with a wall for e

pratection of its 1nhab1tantsh_ thcreby cqnvcrtmg it into..an

R A

L CF. Ashley, Surveys, 199 and 1
2 Eoon. History, vol. T (Revised Ild ), 188,
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opj)zdum‘ But even in cases where thiy explanition may he trae,
onc is stll left with the crucial quc»tmn as to why o conumunity
that was agricultural in its origin should at some stage have
adopted trade and handicraft as its economic hasis.  Least of all
ﬁzm a theory of continuity with the village explain this transition,
Thirdly, wg have an explanation, which we owe chielly to
‘“Pfilenne that { towns__originated in stttk‘u‘wutq of  merchangs’
“caravans, Traders who at first were itinerant pedlars travelling
“\’Lg_ween the various fairs or from one feudal houschold to ‘muthcr
ﬁ@;en in caravans for mutual protection—*a very poor mean
set of people™ as Adam Smith termed them, * like the hawkers
and pedlars of the present time >’%—in the course of time formed
settlements, as lumbermen and trappers do to-day in North-West
Canada, \ For seitlement they might select the site of an, old
Roman town, by reason of its favourable situation at the junctipn
of Roman roads, or they mlqht choose the protecting walls of
some feudwl aastrum, with its garvison, or be aftracted both by
t;he sanctuary and the custom of a monastery. ) Later, tor move
complete protcctlon the trading settlement might hml(l awall,
sometimes uniting the wall of this frg with the existing battle
ments of the castrum,  This would give themn w separide ideutity
which they previously lacked and also o certain military advan-
tage. Not infrequently such scttlements, [ac quirimr some size
-and influence, hecame the objects of special privileges and
rotectmn from the King, at the price of a money-payment or a
Joan, as was the casc with German and Iialian. merchants in
g_%réghnd and these royal privileges  generally gave them
ffeedom, \in yarying measure, from scigniorial authority and
Jmposition. At some stage of these developmenty] the loose
assoclation! of ¢aravan days probably assumed the m\)re formal
“Hignity of hansa and gild ; md\this organization tended to claim
ot only immunity from feudal jurisdiction but also a measure of
T Gver lacal trade, w lu‘cLs inevitably brought it into sharp

coﬁﬁ}bt with the local lord.®
“WS’ PO S S Sty wrbosle de -?maw< s Mot pn anm
1 Ashlcy,

gmnmgs of Town Life”, in Quarlerly Foumal o Freonomics,
rol, X, 375~7, 392, 402 seq.  Although it never aclugx}/‘ed tlf’c Z‘.dtll‘i otfa chartered
borough Clare in Suffolk affords an example of a village growing for o time into a
" considerable town with a market. Burford, again, was siill a village on a lord’s
estate when its Jord procured for it one of the earliest recarded charters (R. HL Gretton, |
The Burford Records, 5 seq.) It sometimes happeped that “ the title of horough
- was given to small pieces of land, cut off from the surrounding manor, and having a
Q&Y privileged inhabitants *. (G A Thorm.on in Trons. Ryl. Hist. Sosiety, 1928, 85.)
8 Wealth of Nations, 1826 Ed,,

Sv’ ¥ Ashley, loc. cit,, 389-92 ; ercnne, Belgian Democracy, 15 seq., and Medieoal
\%:, 11 q 3 Qarl Stephenson, Borough and Town, esp. 6 seq, ‘

wrd v LN
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0 Fourthly, we have the explavation which associates the rise
of towns with the right of sauvetd or sanctunry granted by leudal
authority. Though this is not necessarily incompatible with
the previous cxplanation, il has a different emphasis, pointing 4.
to a distinction which may have been of crucial importance. tw
According to this view], towns werg less sponiancous growthske
than creations of feudal initiative itscll for its own purposes. p
Feudal establishments with garrisons nceded traders and crafts-
men to minister to their necds, and hence would be a natural
magnet to such loase elements of the population as were not
subordinated to an overlord. Churches and monasteries, possess-
ing the right of sauveté, were a natural asylum for pilgrims and
fugitives of all kinds in a lawless age, who would come to con-
stitute a scparate lay population, engaged in subsidiary occupa-
tions for which the local establishment created a mavket.
Sometimes, again, a\lord would make an offer of special privileges
to newcomers in order to institute a market for his own con-
venience ;\and sometimes the sauveld was fnade the subject of o
sccular grant, beslowing a certain amount of immunity [rom
feadal jurisdictiqr} Akin to this is the so-called “ parrison
theory * suggested’ by Maitland (and the parallel “ military
theory of Keutgen in Germauy) thal towns were regarded ag
strongholds {or purposes of cmergency, to which inhabitants of
surrounding places might retreat ; and that originally various
lords kept houses there and a skeleton stall’ of retainers. Tor
example, towns like Chichester and Canterbury in England at
the time of Domesday had each between 100 and 200 houses
attached respectively to 44 and to 11 different manors,!

With the limited knowledge in our possession, we shall
probably have to be content for the present with an eclectic
explanation of the rise of medieval towns : an explanation which
allows a different weight to various influences in different cases.
Certain English towns may have had a purely rural origin,
although their urban devclopment was no doubt attributable
to their position on a ford or near the estuary of a river, which
caused them lo bccome centres of trade. Manchester grew
out of a village and seems to have remained consistently agricul-
tural and non-commercial in character for some time even after
it had secured the status of a borough.2 Cambridge apparently
arose, close to an older castle and camp, from a coalescence of
villages (as did also Birmingham), but its position on a ford

1 Lipson, o, ¢if,, 192, 3 M, Bateson, Medieval England, 395.
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was no doubt responsible for its later growth, as wis the case
also with Oxford ; while Glaggow is said to have originated in the
religious gatherings about the shrine of St. Ninian, because
these afforded great opportunities for tradet  Norwich owed
much of its position to Danish influence, to the settlement of
Scandinavian traders there at an early date and to s position
~in the path of commercial intercourse with northern Furope.?
Pirenne’s explanation would seem also to fit the development of
London (where it is said that German merchants had establish-
ments in the reign of Ethelred) ; but the protection atforded by
fortifications and religious establishments must also have played
a part in attracting elements of the population that were un-
attached to the soil or were fugitives, The same would largely
apply to continental towns such as Paris (which in the ninth
century was no more than a small island enclosed by Roman
walls) and Geneva, to cities on the Rhine like Cologne, which
quite early had a colony of alicn merchants, and to other German
or Flemish towns like Bremen, Magdebury, Ghent and Bruges.
But there were many mmportant centres where the urbi come
munity clearly originated in groups of traders and craltsmen
who scttled under the walls of a monastery or a castle, not only
for the military protection that the latter gave or for its favourable
situation on an existing trading route, hut heciuse certain
privileges were offered to them in order that they should be
available to cater for the needs of the feudal establishment.
Thug, we find the abbey of St. Deuis in France in the eleventh
century attracting population around it by creating wn avea with
the right of sauetd. * Four wooden crosses were st up at the
corners of a tract of land large enough to hold a burg ; and King
Philip T granted to the tract so marked out complete freedom
from external jurisdiction, from toll and from military scrvice,”
In England towns like Durham, St. Albans, Abingdon, Bury
St. Edmunds, Northampton, grew up round castles and monas-
teries, and on the borders of Wales the Norman baronage gave
special | privileges to attract traders and artisans to form town
communities, as a means of settling and strengthening the
frontier. * At Bury, the Domesday Survey tells us, a community
‘of bakers, brewers, tailors, shoemakers and so forth * daily wait

T Cunningbam, Growth (Barly and Middle Ages), 95-6; Muifland, Township.
and Borough, 41 sed., 52 5 Lipson, of. cit, vol. I, 185-9; Carl Stephenson, o, sit,
200-2 3 H. Cam, Liberties and Communitiss in Medicval England, g~to, :

-/ Lipson, op. cit,, 194 ¥ Ashley, le. cit., 574
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3

upon the Saint and the Abbot and the Brethren ”, and theve
is some evidence here of commercial activity and the cxistence
of a mint before the Norman Conquest.

As to the reason for the revival of towns after their decline,
and over many areas complete disappearance, between the
eighth and the tenth centuries, the view has been advanced by
Pirenne that the governing factor was the resurgence of maritime
commerce in the Mediterranean, with its consequent stimulus
to the movement of transcontinental trading caravans, and in
turn to local settlements of traders. This maritime commerce
had been earlier ruptured by the Islamic invasions; but in
the eleventh century the old commercial routes had been
reopened, and expansion of this commerce with the East in
subsequent years had followed close on the heels of the Crusades.
Whether Pirenne’s emphasis be justified, and whether the
decline of trade and of towns prior to the year 1000 was as great
as he supposcs or not, there seems to be little doubt that a
revival of Mediterranean commerce played a large part in
reviving transcontinental trade and hence urban life in the
cleventh and twelfth centurics. At the same time it is likely
that the growing size of feudal establishments, with the inerease
in the number of retainers, by swelling the demand for products
from a distance must have contributed substantially as a
stimulus to the vevival of trade and as a magnet to urban
communitics.

The possibility that towns may have arisen owing to the
initiative of feudal institutions themselves rather than as groups
of traders forming a semi-independent community (as is Pirenne’s
emphasis) indicates a distinction that may involve a point of
some substance. Tvidently if such a line can be drawn, the
distinction must be an important one between towns which
originated as “frec towns”, independent of feudal society,
either in the way that Pirenne suggests or by franchises to village
communities as occurred in thirteenth-century Irance, and
towns which, starting at the initiative of some feudal authority
or early subordinated to the control of an overlord, grew up as.

~elements of feudal society, serving seigniorial interests and owing
feudal obligations individually or collectively. There would
- seem to be more significance attaching to such a distinction than
to the differences between towns which grew from inflated
villages or hugged the site of some Roman town or clustered round

1 Lipson, of. cit, tgo3 M. D, Lobel, The Borough of Bury St. Edmunds, 1~15.
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the nodal point of o trade route.  No sharp line of denvredion
can, of course, be drawn. A large number ol towns were no
- doubt of intermediate type and would be hard to classily in either
camp. In the course of time the boundiry line would change ;
formerly dependent towns asserting themselves and securing g
measure of independence, or the freedom of others being curtailed
in favour of greater feudal control. Others which had all the
appearance of independence seem often at the sturt to have been
dominated by a few aristocratic families who possessed some
land within the town (as was so frequent and important a
characteristic of Italian cities).! It seems probable, if one may
venture a tentative judgement, that a majority of towns originated
on the initiative of some feudal institution, or in some way as an
element of feudal society, rather than as entirely alien bodies,
In England places like Bury, Abingdon, Durham, St. Albans and
Canterbury were probably examples of the former. A curious
survival of this status is the fact that until as late as the nineteenth
century the dean and chapter of Peterborough continued to
exercise the right to appoint the city magistrates.  But on special
locations, strategically suited to be important extrepdty of trade,
towns may have had an independent charncter from the fivst,
like some of the Hanse and Rhincland citios and possibly London ;
and the subsequent cxpansion of many others may have been
chiefly, if not entirely, due to scttlements of traders.  Some that
originated at much carlier times may have continued to raintain
a more or less autonomous position throughout the medixval
period ; and in parts of Rurope that were newly setiled or where
feudal authority was weak, towns may have grown out of village-
communities of more or less free peasants and developed as
free communities of artisans and petty traders who banded
together to resist the encroachments of an overlord. In Russia,
for example, the older cities like Kiev and Pskov, Novgorod and -
Smolensk probably owed their origin to tribal scttlements
(gorodische), which thickened into towns, retained until a late
period much of the democratic character deriving from their
origin, and only gradually came under the political and economic
sway of a land-owning and serf~owning bgyar aristocracy. Again,
 many of the néwer towns of north-east Russia between the Oka
and Volga in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, like Suzdal,
- Rostov and Yaroslav, seem to have been founded as centres for -

. : *Alsa of many towng in Eastern Europe, e.g. Poland, whéx'c the trading péutriciate
iseoms’ largel}r to have been recruited from the nobility (J. Rutkowski, op. etli, §0)« "



PECLING OF FRUDALISM AND CTHE, GROWITID OF TOWNS 79

craftsmen and for trade by feudal lords; while Vladimir, by
contrast, scems to have originated as a free association of crafts-
men, whose dependence the local bopars sought to enforce by
war against it.!  Lvov started as a fortress-town founded by the
Prince of Galicz in the thirteenth century, Moscow itself grew
out of a village on a small prince’s estate,

Indeed, the extent to which feudal cstablishments, especially
the Church, were interested in trade and themselves organized
crafts on a considerable scale is a fact worthy of some emphasis ;
and ong must a avoid the mistake of thmkmg of the feudal epoch

of Toriey was entlrely alien. Hence it “was natunl that the

control of towns.and.the four tion of them shOu [ be'regarded
ource of '1dd1t10nal fendal Tevemie; ~As early as
ultury ag nts lor the FIench tonasteties were active
in Tlanders pur chasmg wool for manufacture. - In the wine
trade of Burguundy it was the monasteries that were the important
centres ; and abbeys on the Loire and Seine owned a flect of viver.
vessels for conducting their trade.  In Florence the wool industry
is said to have dated from the settlement of a monastic order, the
Umiliati, in 1238 ; the work being done by lay brothers under
the superintendence of priests.?  In England the earliest establish-
ment of German traders secems to have been an order of monks,
“long cngaged alternately in commerce and in warfare ”, who
came in ships to Billingsgate and secured royal patronage.® In
Berkshire we find the chief market to have been that of Abingdon
Abbey, from which the sthq of the Abbot traded down the
Thames to London, while in the thirteenth century there is
indication that the Abbey was a centre of cloth manufacture.#

* Cf. B, Grekov and A. Jakubovski, Za Horde d’Or, 170-2; P. Liashchenko,
ap. cit., vol. I, 135-8. Grekov points out the significant difference that while: towns
“like Suzdal had a walled Kremlin with the craftsmen’s settlement outside, towns like
Vladimir had a wall enclosing both Kremlin and town in one.. He quotes an illu-
minating passage from the Ghronicle of Nikan of 1177 to illustrate the attitude
of the bogars of the neighbourhood to the artisan-settlement at Viadimir: * The
town does not possess any sovercignty ; it is a faubourg which is our property . and
where our serfs live ; our masons, carpenters, labourers and others,” Curiausly
enough, Eck seems to take an exactly contrary view to Grekov.  He speaks of Rostov
and Suzdal as the scene of conflict between the princes and the conimunal urban
democracies, while of Vladimir he speaks as “ une ville princiére par. excellence,
]o:‘ﬁkla populatlol)l était venue sir Pappel du prince et dépcndmt dlf prince (A
Fck, op. cit., 90).
i E. Dxxon?“'lhc ]}‘IorenUne ‘Wool Trade Ryl Hist. Society, Trans. NS X11, 158.
Cf. also Gertrude Richards, [lorentine Merchants in the Age o the Medici, 39,
IX "(GéBV)Valforcl “ Outlmc Hist, of Hanseatic League *, R_yl Hist. Soméy Trans.,
1881
CTV.CH. Berk.r., vol II 37:, 488, ‘
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The Cistercians were everywhere actively engaged v the wool
trade with Flemish and Ltalion merchants,  In Yorkshive jron
mining and smelting in the twelfth century were conducted mainly
by religious houscs, and we {ind the monks of Fountaing Abbey
sufficiently enriched by theiv commerce to lend money to Roger
de Mowbray in the reign of Henry ILY  Fairly extensively in
Europe there were workshops on the lavger estates, manued by
serf, and there were outhouses, called gweeea, where the women
spun and wove under the supcrintendence of the wife of the
lord.?

In fact, by the eleventh century on the Continent there
seems to have existed a privileged semi-commercial upper class
in episcopal establishments, which enriched itself by trade, usury
and the profits of semi-slave labour, which purchased ecclesinstical
preferments and was possessed of lucri rubles as surcly as any
Lombard or Jew. The line is, therefore, hard to draw between
the dependent craflsmen and the lay hrothers ol mouasteries, on
the one hand, and the craftsmen and traders of the urban cone-
munities, on the other hand, who luter built themselves o wall,
outside the wall of the ¢astrom, stroggled Tor o measure of
independence from their fendal overlord or @ protector™ and
achicved for themselves a separate entity as a burg,  Some lave
even suggested that it was the artisans of feudal establishments
who formed the leaclers of the insurgent town community which
struggled for ity antonomy.  Of this there seems to be little diveet
evidence ; and in many cases there are sigus that such artisang
remained lay retainers of the abbot or lovd, coming to constitute
a class of ministeriales separate from the burgesses.®  Theee may
have been occasions on which the two clements made common
cause and the line between them, doubtless, was often hard to
draw. - Examples of the burgesses themselves owing services to

1 VOH, Yorks, vol, 115 g42~3.

2 In the ninth eentury, for example, the Abbey of §t. Riquier was the cenirve of a
town of 2,500, where dwelt artisans grouped in streets according to crafls, which
were under a collective abligation to furnish wares to the Abbey, Tiven carlier we
find the Abbey of 8t. Germain des Prés with a gynecenm where linen and serge were
made, and the wives of abbey serfs were roquired to furnish stipulated quantitics of |
cloth. It has been said that such establishments closely resembled © factories ”

- based on slave labour during the classical period : * with rave exceplions these

. groups were mere aggregations of women ; no real organization of work was achicved
by bringing them together. They worked side by side perhaps in o single room.”
(A.P. Usher, Introd. to Ind. Hist of England, 55~7.) 'CF. also Buchet, Industrial Evolution,
102 seq.

" % CE Ashley, loe. cif,, 398 5 also Pivenne, Belgian Democragy, 40 -1, In CGermany .
where the class of ministeriales assumed a much greater impovtance than elsewhere,
they came to approximate in many cases to the petty nobility, belug rewarded with!
land, emoluments and honours (J. Westfall Thompson, op. eit., 324 seq.)



DECGLINE OF FEUDALISM AND THRE GROWTIT OF TOWNS 81

an overlord, like any feudal depeandant, arve [airly plentilul, At
Herveford the burgesses owed three days' reaping at harvest and
periodic services at haymakings : services which they later
managed to commute for a quit-vent ; and at Bury St. Bdmunds
the townsmen were under obligation to labour on the lord’s
demesnes at harvest : an obligation which the abbot was only
persuaded into commuting under severe pressure.  In Domesday
there are plenty of examples of burgesses owing villein services
to lords, paying heriot and similar dues.! Even as late as the
eighteenth century Manchester was still bound to the use of the
lord’s mill and the lord’s baking-oven.? But it scems likely
that the initiative in the struggle for urban independence came
from those elements who were Icast subject to feudal domination
initially, either because they were traders who had been attracted
to the place from outside or were from the start endowed with a
privileged status by some special grant or charter. These
elements would be inclined to lie uncasily within the hody of
feudal cconomy preciscly becanse, while the holding of land
within the burg was generally o condition of citizenship, their
source of livelihood cssentially consisted in trade—in making
commaodities for sale or acting simply as peddling intermediaries,
I was they who would-bemost Jikely at_a guite carly date to.}
form a_hunse or gild among themsclves—a gild merchant as it 4
came to be called ; and to struggle for the right of this gild, or
of the town government which the gild in fact dominated, to+
control Thé Tocal eralis and the local market to its own advantage. \t
“This straggle of the towns for antonomy, which extended over ¢
the thirteenth and fourtcenth centuries in England, was in many ©
cascs a violent one, and in some continental citics (for example in
Flanders and in Italy in the late eleventh and the twelfth and
thir?c‘“emh centuries) took the form of a protracted civil warl
But'even in England the democratic struggle was far from being
entirely pcacefuls At Dunstable at one time the burgesses, in
face of the threat of excommunication, declared that they would
“ descend into hell all togcther” rather than submit to the
arbitrary impositions of the prior. In 1327 at Bury the townsmen
made a forcible entry into the monastery and carried off the
Abbot and monks to imprisonment until they should allow the
grant of a gild merchant ; while in the same year at Abingdon

* QL. Carl Stephenson, ofi. cit., 98-80, g1.
. * Lipson, o, ¢it,, 201 ; who adds: “ the monasteries in particular clung tena-
ciously to the monopoly and could never be brought freely 1o relinquish its profits *.
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a crowd, swollen hy allies from Orxford, Liid stepe to the abbey
and burned down its gates. At St Al thur Wi 3 “md:ty
siege of the monastery, because the Abbat velused the citizens
the right to erect {ulling milly of their own ; at Norwich there
was open war between town and cathedial and rioting in yoy
in course of which the cathedral church was set on five ; while
urban disaffection ““formed 2 considerable element in the
Peasants’ Revolt > of 13810 The economic crux ovidemly lay -
in the advantages which control of the local market could give—
advantages not so much from the collection of tolls and ducs,
but from the ability by controlling market regulations to influence
the terms of trade to one’s own advantage. The fuct that feudal
establishments themselves engaged in trade and often had
nurtured a local market in order to supply therselves with a
cheap source of provision was clearly a principal reason why the
demands of the burgesses for autonomy were resisted so fiercely,

* Lipson, ap. cit., 207 ; No M. Trenholme o dmer, Hist. Reviete, VI, b2, 850, 663 ;
Cunningham, Growsth (dedhx Ages), 210,
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CHAPTER TIHIREL

THE BEGINNINGS OF THE BOURGEOISIE
5 ‘sdl‘w%@_g Y nonsdelR

How far the town communities which eventually succeeded
in winning partial or complete autonomy from feudal authority
were at their inception egalitarian communities is not easy to
determine. No doubt the position differed widely in different
localities ; and in a large number of cases there must have
quickly developed a distinction of economic_means and perhaps
also of social status bgtween the. orlguggﬁlym;gh,ahggpts, who were
the owners of land within the town boundaries, and late-comers,
immigrants from a distance or from the surrounding couniry-
side, who bought land from some citizen of the older generation
of burghers or for a period lodged with another or even squatted
an waste land outside the walls of the town.  In the larger con-p
Jtinental eities it is clear that, ip addition to the bur ghms Jpropery
there dwelt inside the cxty a numbon of oldcr M;stom atic. I"m'nhc
WllO wcrc owng i

retamm&, a sepamtc 1denui;y, dcspne ‘the_ accident. of gnograph-
ical contiguity, sometimes, as in Florence, being absorbed into
activities of the 1r&het body and.. dommatmg Jt.

In m'my Ttalian cities thcs&\fcud'xl fmﬂm_ eem not only to havé

dominated urban governmient, converting the city with the|

.surrounding countryside into feudal-commercial republics, butq

to have used their feudal PIlVllchS to acquire exclusive rights jn
1ong—dlstaqq d,g sspecially in trade with the Tevant : as for,
exampIe ‘the five families who controlled Genoese trade in the:

‘twelfth century.? Their presence in these cases served to com-#

plicate the political struggle of the burghers against feudal,
authority, frequently converting this struggle into an internal
class war within the town community as well as a contest against

. 11In Florence about a third of the bankers and the big export merchants of the
society of the Calimala were apparently members of this urban nobility, (Cf. j
Luchmre, Les Dénocraties ltaliennes, 75-6.)

* Cf. B. H. Byrnec on ** Genocse Trade with Sy-rm * ‘in dmer. Hist. Review, 1920,
pp. 199-201. - Pirenne has suggested a contrast in this respect between the north ¢
and the south of Europe & in the latter the nobility continued to have residences in
the towns ; in the former they retired to the country (Medmual Cities, 16g-171).
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external authority,  Even insome Bnglishe towns we fimd traces
of a distinction betwetn a superior and an inferior stratam of
burghers, and at a faicly oarly dotes At Heeelad some sort of -
higher status secms to have attached o the mounted burgesses,
who [ormed o mounted guard on o visit o the King ; and
the knights of Nottingham appear Lo have oceupied o similay
position. At Winchester, IHuntingdon, Norwich and Derhy the
poor burgesses who dwelt outside the walls were evidently
treated as being of inferior status,) while at Cunterbury there
are indications that precedence attached to the older land.
owning familics in and around the town.®  Aguin, in the strugele -
against the Abbot of St. Albans we find a distinction between
the majores, or superior burgesses, and the wminores; the latter
counselling violent methods in 1327, while the former only dared
to aid the revolt in secret and tricd to setile the issue with the
Abbot by the intervention of lawyers.®

y Nevertheless, the inequalities that existed in Fnglish towns
*Prior to the fourteenth century were not very marked.  While it
.may have been that the Gild Merchant generally contained no-
~more than a scction of the townsnien - —those who engaged in trade
on a substantial scale *—craftsmen do not appenr (o have been
sexcluded from it, any citizen who traded vetail or wholesale heing -
yeligible for admission on payment of an entrance fe.® Villsin. ©
status, it is true, was frequently a bar to Gild nembuership,® At
the same time in many English towns the members of the Gild
retained much of their agricultural statns, and burgess-vight, or the
freedom of the town, was associated with the possession of o plece
of land or a house within the civic boundarics,  Tn these cases .
trading was probably no more than an incidental source of
income. Among the crafts themselves there could have been

onidan b LT

1 0. W. Colly, ¥ The Growth of Oligarchy in Foglish Towns », Bng, Hist, Revigw,
vol. V (1890, 634. -Ashley suggests that  the heradilary possession of land would -
give an economic superiority to the old families when a cluss of landless freems

began to grow up in the town * (Early Hist. of Eng, Weel Indusity in Publications of
-American Econ. Association, 1887, 18). :

# Brentanc in English Guilds, 2. ‘ ,

8N, M. Trenholme in Amer, Hist. Review, vol. VI (rgoo-1), 652-3.
4 This does not seem, however, to have been the case with Bury St.. Edmundy;
.-for example, where there seems to have heen * an elaborate fusion of the {unctions |
rgdmezchant) gild and borough community * (M. D. Lobel, The Borough of Bury 5t
Imunds, 59). : . ‘ o : : T
-+ ¥ Cf Grass, Gild Morchant, 107. Ashley, however, expresses the opinion that all
craftsmen except the richer ones would, in fact, have been excluded by the size of
., the entrance fee (Swroeys, 216-1%). In Scotland the Gild Merchant seems to havet
‘heen. more exclusive than in England. i ‘

- . YCE H. S. Benett, Life on the Bnglish Manor, 1150-1400, 301, For London o
* Riley, quormls of London, 58-9. . . S
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ligdle dliffeventiation between m.v,tc Luu\l jbwmeymen, and the

dlsp,,mty of earnings does not seem to have been great.t The, s
journcyman worked alongside his employer in the worl\shop ‘
and often ate at the latter’s table. His position was apparently
rather that_of a companion-worker than a hired servant, and
one authority has gone so far as to state categorically that it
is impossible to find any distinction of status between o trader,
a master and a journeyman > in the carly gilds.? If this isg
true, the lack of distinction is no doubt explained by the com-g,
parative ease with which the average journeyman, if he was.
thrifty andjndusiriaus,mould himself eventually set up as_ax
master, and by joining the gild could secure the right of havmg
a_workshop.of his_own._and engaging in retail trade. This very
prospect of advancement would have sufficed, not only very
largely to identify the interests of journeymen w1th their masters,
but also, through the influence of this upward mobility and the
consequent competition within the ranks of master-craftsmen
and traders themsclves, to preclude any large dispcu‘ity of earn-
ings between the different ranks of urban society.

More nnpou.mt than the presence or absence of marked *
inequalitics of income or of status is the method by which the
citizens of these carly towns acquired an income, Here, to®

bcgm with, there could have been little or no d1ﬂ'61em1auon in*
most cases inside the urban commumty In the course of time, |
ag the town.grew in populatic din extent, the original owners
of urban land no doubt cnriched themse om salés of lands .
or from leases at.a high.rent ; and this, as some writers 3 have
stressed, probably formed an important source of capital accumu-

2

lation in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. JBut at the
outset it is evident that the eqscntial basis of urbari society lay
in what Marx has termed the “ petty mode of production * : a
system, that is, where production was carried on by small pro-*

MR

*Cf. Mis. Green, Town Life, II, 64. Also Pirenme: * Inequality of fortunes §
among the artisans seem to have been very rare ; and this organization deserves the y
‘htle of non-capxtahst * (Belgian Democragy, go).

. Gretton, Inglish Middle Class, 65. Cf. also: “ A conflict of interestsy &
was genex ally unknown, the journeyman always looking forward to the period when
he would be admitted to the freedom of the trade. This was, as a rule, not difficult
for an expert workman to attain. . . . It was a period of supremacy of labour over
capital ; and the master, although nominally so-called, was less an employer than

~one of the employed, . . . The relations were in the main harmonious, and there
was thus no wage-carning clasy as distinct from the employers or capitalists and
arrayed in hostility against them” (B. R. A. Seligman, Two Chaplers on the Medicval
Gilds, Pubjications of the Amer. Lcon. Assocn., 1887, go).
fln Xaruculm Sombart (Der Maderne Kapitalismus, vol. I, 643»50) » and following
him J, A. Hobson in his Evolution of Modern Caj)ztalnm.
b
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oyt
ﬂucm% owners of their own instruments of production, who

chX freely in their own pmdm tg, This was at uny vate frue .
of the handicraft body; aud even thoogl fone the eurliest
times there may have been some ecitizens who were exe lsively “
traders, fow of these in England could have heen much more
,than pedlars travelling between the town market wad ne iehbours
\mg manors, and their activities could hardly have been extensive
swhen the bulk of trade was local and took the form of an exchange
.of craftsmen’s wares sold retail in the town market against conntry -
-produce that the peasant brought to town to sell'  In such an
“economy there lay the basis fm a modest pumpcuty, Judged hy -
*the standards of the day; but the margin for saving remained
a narrow one, and there could have bem little scope for capital =
accumulation, apart from windfall gains or the increment of
oitban land-values. The productivity of labour and. the.umit
offfroductlon alike were too smull. Evidently the source of .
"Capital accurulation has to be looked for, not within, but out- ‘
*Rde this petty mode of production which the whban handicrafts
enshrived : in devclopments, which were very soon to disrupt
the primitive simplicity of these wrban communities,  Nhese
vevclopments took the form of the vise of o privileged class of
“hurghers who, cutung themsclves adrill from produc tion, hegan
to engage excluslvcly in wholesale trade,  Heee, dnoa wulu and. -
- widening market, lay rich opportunities of gain that G o
shone_the modest livelihood that o crafsman who worked with
ﬂtxs hands. and. rctnlc,,cl, his wares. in the local macketgoukd eyer
lave hoped to win. '
*The question at once confronts us as to what was the ultimate, -
<48 dxstmct from the lmmcdmtc, source of tluq new burghm‘ wc‘.,llth, ‘
the sunaptuous displays of feuddl householdq, of the extravm»
gant journeys and festivals, of the military expenditure, of
the munificent. investments of the monastic orders and of the
Church—is -'plain  enough. . It congisted _in. the. obligatory
labour of the serfs : it was fruit of the surplus labour, over gnd
wa.bove _what was ‘”allowcd them for their own submstence, ofa;
] se | burdens 'y and whos
}&ndard of life. was e}itmo:rdmamly de wpreasf: . And t':v??th
though the number of 1abourcrs who' servecf cach master wa

3 The exceptions to thm statement are, . however, nomble, at any nate’ b the
- thirteenth century, .. Laurence of Ludlow, merator nolissimus, and his father -
" Nicliolas, mentioned by Eileen Power in Ths Mediqual Wool Trade in England, x12-13«
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relatively large, the productivity of labour was sufliciently low
to have made the total surplus available a meagre one had not
the shave of the producers themselves been reduced to a miserable
level and the burdens imposed on them been exceptionally
severe.  Again, in the developed capitalist produuuon of a later
epoch, the source of capitalist revenue and of continuing accu-
mulation, while it is wveiled in the form of congractual rclntion:
ships and a frec exchange of cquivalents, is not difficult to find.
In analpgy with feudal society, it lies in the exploitation of a
dependent proletariat—in their surplus labour over what is
required to furnish the real equivalent of their own wages. But
in this case it is a surplus that is enormously enhanced by reason
of the augmented productivity of labour that modern technique
renders possible. What, however, of the riches and the accu-
mulation of the early bourgeoisie—that urban bourgeoisie of the
fourteenth and fificenth centuries which had no serfs to toil for .
them and had not as yet invested in. the employment of an m~
dustrial prolc,mu'u?’ Their income, in whatever form it de
1mmcdlatcly aceuired, ngggsmmly represented 3. share in, thb
product of the peasant cultivator or the. .urban, cra qnmn~-ae
deduction Trom the procuct that would otherwise have acc,rucd
to the producers themselves or clse as feudal revenue to the
aristocracy. By what mechanism  did this early merchant

capital attract this share to itself—a share substantial enough
to form the basis of those carly burgher fortunes, of the burgher
magnificence of fourteenth-century continental cities, of banking
houses like the Lombard and the Florentine ?

One answer that cconomists have never tired of furnishing
since the days of Adam Smith is that this byrgher wealth was.in a
true sense . produced . rather than “ acquired "~ produced ** !
Ly the very services.that.the spread of commerce performed for
the direct producer or the aristocratic consumer, Commerce, by
mdemng markets and making supplics, in greater variety, zwzul-
- able in places or at seasons where they were never avaﬂa.ble

‘before, served to raise the standard of life of the. producer, and
sg.derived its.gains. as.a.share.of this. general increase and not.as
an_encroachment on an unchanged standard of consumptmn.,
* Itis true enough that the" spreac_f of commerce had an effect i in’

raising the standard of communities that were previously confined
within the narrow limits of a local market, just as at a later stage
it created the conditions within production itself for an extended
division of labour and hence a greatly enhanced productmty of
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 labour, in the way that Adam Snith so foveibly deseribed, By
bringing salt and spices from a distice it enabled lesh to be
eaten that might otherwise have votted or been unpalatable 5 by
fetching raw matm‘ml from alar it cubaneed the quality o loc al
cloth or even enabled cloth to be spun and woven wluw thiy wag
previously unobtainable ; by finding an outlet tonr crops when
the season was bountifiil aud filling the hollows of an unfiwvourable
year with outside supplics, it olien helped to spave the cultivator
the alternate tragedy of a glutted local market and of famiue,
All this is true ; yet it havdly affords an explanation of the vast
fortunes and the great accumulations chatacteristic of the mer-
chant class at this period. That conunerce itself was useful, or
augmented the sum of utilities, does not itself explain why the
pursuit of commerce yielded such a handsome surplus whereas
handicraft by itsclf could not : it does not explain why commerce
was the basis of so large a differential gain,  Windlalls, it is true,
might be expected to be more plentiful in a novel and previously
unadventured sphere, But windful gains can hardly account
for a persistent and continuing income on so wge o seale ;i
the course of time one could have expected competition ju this
sphere, il it were unhindered, to briug the normal expectation
of gain into line with that of wban industry.

The explanation which we are se (‘I\inp iy evidently twolold,
~ In the first place, so much comuneree in those tnws, espeeially
seforeign commerce, consis er_of explottiug some political

advantage or of scarc linder,  Seconddly, the, class:
-Augxq_mmerclnnts, as soon a1t assumed any corporate forms, Was
a(’.u#}mck to agquire powers of monopoly, which tenced its ranks
rom competition and ser yﬂcd to turn the terms of ¢xeho
its own advantage in its dc lingg with producer wnd consumer
It is evident that this twofold character of commicrce at this
period constituted the essential basis of carly burgher wealth and
of the accumulation of merchaunt capital. The former belongs
to what Marx termed * primitive accumulation >, to which
more attention will be devoted at a later stage. The latter may
be termed a sort of “ exploitation through trade ”, by dint of
which a surplus accrued to merchant capital at the expense both
of urban craftsmen and of the peasant producer of the country-
side, and even at the expense of the more powerful aristocratic
consumer, from whom a part of feudal revenue or feudal aceu-
mulation passed into bourgeois hands. Marx in a rcvealmg
passage speaks of commewlal profit in this age as consisting -
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essentially of “ profit upon alienation . In many cases “ thex
principal gains were not made by the cxportamon of the productsy
of home industries, hut by the promotion of the exchange of .
i and otherwise _cconomically npss
4 e ehplmmtum of both spheres of*®
To ‘Buymchmp in order to sell dear is the
rule of trade. It is not supposed to be an exchange of equiva-
lents. The quantitative ratio in which products are exchanged
is at first quite arbitrary .1 It was precisely the lack of develop-
ment of the market—the inability of the producers to effect an
exchange of their products on any more than a parochial scale—
that gave to merchant capital its golden opportunity. It was
the separation of the raw material from the craftsman and the
craftsman from the consumer at this period, and the fact that
the resources in the hands of the producer were so meagre and
their meagreness so straitly bounded his horizon in space and
time which formed the source of commercial profit, It was
the very co-cxistence of local gluts and local famines on which
merchant capitad thrived,  Moveover, in conditions of primitive
communications the existence of narrow local markets, each
separate from others, meant that any small change in the volume
of purchases or in the quantitics offered for sale tended to exert
a chspmpmummtdy large eflect on the market price, so that
the temptation to enforce regulations in the interest of thosc
trading Detween these markets was very great. So long a
these primitive conditions continued, so did the chances Q’E
exceptional gain for those who had the means to exploit them ;
and it was only natural that the perpetuation of such conditions,
and not their removal, should become the conscious policy of
merchant capital. For this reason monopoly was of the essence
of economic life in this epoch. For this reason also, while the
influcnce of commerce as a dissolvent of feudal relationships was
considerable, merchant capital remained nevertheless in large
measure a parasite on the old order, and its conscious réle,
when it had passed its adolescence, was congervative and not
revolutionary. Moreover, onge capital had begun to accumulate,

 Capital, I11, 387, 388. Marx goes on to point out that “ continned exchange
and more rcqular reproduction for exchange progressively reduces this arbitrariness.
... By his own movements he (the merchant) establishes the equwalence of
commodities ®.  ‘To retard this levelling tendency was the essential aim of the
commercial monopohcs of the epoch of merchant capital. Elsewhere Marx says
of the town at this period that it * everywhere and without exception exploits the
land economlcally by its manopoly prices, its system of taxation, 1ts guild organiza-
tions, its direct mercantile fraud and its usury  (ibid., ggo).
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whether from commercinl pm{m or from urban Lid-valu
furthcr vista of prosperons incrense opened bethwe if,
mplml could now he fattened on the fruits of sy usary |
,pmcuscd on the one hand against the peity producers and on
‘the other against decadent feudal society-—-auainst needy f feudal
knights and, barons and the even less w.mhlc needs of the € Clrown,
a4 At first the control exercised, by the merchunt gild and the
fown administration over the market Wi no douby exercised as
a policy to benefit the town as a collective body in ity dealings
with the countzymdc, on the onc hand, and with stranger-
merchants, on the other. One aspect of the control over their
own market that the towns won from feudal authority has heen
commonly stressed : it included the right to levy marketsdues
and _tolls, which provided an_ important source of vevenue to
tj_l_&town and relieved the burgesses of part of the heavy burden
of scof and ol payments which they had to make as part u{ rthe
collecuve liability for Firma Burgi, or for the price of charte
prmleges But another aspect of this control, which has
less stress, was in many ways more fund: muntll Siea e
nigipal authority had the vight to make regulations as (0 who
should trade and when they should teade, it possessed @ consider
able power of turning the halance of all market transictions in
favour of the townsmen.  If it could Ihmit certain dealings, or
at least give the priority in dealings, to its own oitivens ; if it
.could put minimum prices on goods which townsmen had to sell
and maximum prices on things which townsmen wished to buy ;
if it could narrow the alternative sources of sale or purchase that
“Were available to the surrounding countryside, and lHmit the
“right Ofk. stranger~merchants ta. deal. with countryfolk, direet ¢ ar
5%(? 1__anyone except, themselves, then the town nmmfestly
ossessed cons1derablg power of 111ﬂucncmg the terms of cxchange
to its own advantage.! In fact, we find the towns in their regula-
tion of the urban market trying to do all thesc things ; and in the.
y regulations that they adopted there was a remarkable uniformity.
1 W In the first place there were the Assizes of Bread and of Ale
B VR ALV | he LV W T T ST

* Cf. Schmotler : “The soul of that policy is the putting of fellow-citizens at an
advantage and of competitors from outside at a disadvantage. The whole coms’
plicated system of regulations as to matkets and forcstalling was nothing but a skilfl
contrivance so to regulate supply and demand hetween the toWnsman who buys
and the countryman who sells that the former may find himself in as favourable
a position as possible, the latter in as unfavourable as possible in the businesy of
bargaining. The regulation of prices within the town is to some extent @ mers
weapon ‘against the seller of corn, wood, game and vegetables from the Counu‘y‘
(Mercannh System, 8~9) Cf. also Ashlcy, Lntroduction, 7 scq




DEGINNINGS OF 'fHE DOURGHOISIE ‘ n1

and Wine, which were contrived to cheapen the supply of com-
modities of which the town figured as consumer, “ The town’s
chief concern with corn prices was to prevent them from being
cnhanced by interested parties. This was the underlying pur-
pose in all of the regulations.”*  Somectimes things like wood,
coal, hides, wool, tallow and candles were subjected to regulation
as well.  Not only were maximum prices imposed, but dealings
in_a particular commodity were. commonly reserved to_certain
stxeets _or a certain part of the ,town_,“_amx_ldwswles outside this. area

¢

sequent “diversion _of. qupphgs
Most of the regulations conéérning * forestalling » and “ regr at—
ing ” were inspired by a similar purpose. Strangers were gcner,&
ally precluded from buying until the townsmen. had. had-the |
first offer ; as, for example, the Ordinances of Southampton,
which Jaid down that “ no simple inhabitant or stranger shall
bargain for or buy any kind of merchandisc coming to the town
before burgesses of the Gild Merchant, so long as a gildsman is
preseat and wishes to bargain for or buy it ”, or the ordinances
of the Butchers’ Company of Loudon, which forbade foreign
butchers to purchase beasts at Smlthﬁold belore 10 a.m., frecmen
of the mistery being allowed to start buying at 8 am.2 The
laws of the Berwick Merchant Gild forbade anyone but a gild
brother to buy hides or wool or skins and forbade butchers to go
out of town and mect beasts coming in for sale®  In Paris there
was a prohibition on anyone meeting a supply-convoy whether on
land or on river with a view to making an advance contract out-
side a certain radius from the centre of the city.t ‘“ At Bristol
when a ship came to port the town-traders assembled to decide
“ what is to be done in that behalf for the weal of the said fellow-
ship’, that is, they prevented competition by a preconcerted
arrangement as to the prices at which the cargoes should be
bought.” 5§ At times of special scarcity the town administration
even adopted the expedient of collective purchase on behalf of
its citizens, as at Liverpool where all imports had first to be offered
to the Mayor for purchase on behalf of the town before they were
exposed for sale.®

1 N.8.B, Gras, Evolution of the English Corn Market, 68.

# A, Pearce, stinry of the Buichers’ Company, 43.

3D. B. Motris, Stirling Merchant Gild, 43.

¢ Saint-Leon, Histoirg des Corporations de Métiers, 153, ¥ Lipson, ap. ciliy 245.

¢ Ashley, Iniroductipn, Bk. 11, g3-p; Cunningham, Progress of Capitalism, 67 ;
Gross, op. cib, 135—7
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Sccondly, there were the regulations concerning strangers,
the object of which was to prevent the atter from dealing diveee
with the surrounding countryside and force them exclusively
to buy from and sell to town merchants as intevmediavies,  Mogt
of the wares that stranger-merclunts bronght fov sale were
huxuries for the taste of well-to-do burshers or gentry of the
neighbourhood, or clse raw materials of some cvatt.  Stranger
merchants were also at times purcluwers from the local erafts,
and might also have been buyers of local raw materials such
as wool or leather from the villages, had this been permitted,
Strangers were, accordingly, enjoined to deal exclusively with
members of the Gild and to lodge with a host who way a citizen.
and a Householder in the town and could be held vesponsible for
seeing that no secret cabals and illicit deals took place on his
premises. It was only at times of fair that a stranger was allowed
to stake out a pitch and sell to all and sundry ; and the special
prerogatives accorded by the Crown to groups of forcign mer-
chants in London, which included the right to possess cuarters
of their own, such as the Steelyard, were regarded as exceptional
and were 2 special ground of the aliens’ anpopularity in that
city. These aliens sometimes won from the Crown the right of
retail as well as wholesale trade throughout the kingdom,  Bat
borough governments seem almost universally to have challenged
the right of aliens to sell vetail or to trade diveetly with the
countryside or with other foreign merchants ; and the matter

as a recurrent cause of conflict in the fourteenth ecenturyd
Ashley has said that “ traders from outside were welcome when
they brought with them foreign commoditics which the burgher
.mérchants could make a profit by retailing, or when they purs
v&ﬂﬁ?du for exportation the commoditics which the burghers. had
procured for that purpose from Inglish craftsmen. and. agricul-
turalists, They were welcome so long as they were ready to-
serve the interests of the burghers; and when they sought to
thrust these on one side they seemed to be violating the very-
conditions upon which their presence was allowed .2 A thorough
example of this is afforded in Scottish towns. The charter
given to Stirling in the thirteenth century laid down that
stranger-merchants were forbidden cither to buy or scll in

1 Alice Beardwood, dlien Merchants in England, 1350-77, 59~40s 55-6. .
* Ashley, Inwodustion, Bk. 1, 14. CF also Mrs. Greon, Town Life, 11, 3740 ;
‘Schmoller, o ¢it., t1 ; Gross, gp. cit,, 46-8. At one tme in London there were:
complaints against foreign drapers that they bring cloths “ and scll them in divers
hostelries in secrei * (Riley, Memorials of London, 55t). o
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any part of the shevitdom outside the borough and were under,
obligation to bring their merchandise into the town itself for
sale. 'The general charter to all the burgesses of Scotland
signed by the King of Scotland at Perth in 1564 is quite explicit
about this burgher monopoly: “none shall sell but to the
merchants only of such burghs within whose priviledge he
resides. Whom we strictly charge to bring such merchandise to
the Mercate and Cross of the burghs that the merchants may
make purchase thereof, make an effectual monopoly of the same,
without restriction.” *

Thirdly, there were the various regulations of the gilds ¢
devised to restrict competition among the urban craftsmen thcmv
gelves. In France there was a limitation on a competltoz
right to call out his wares or to importune a customer when the
latter was dealing at a neighbouring craftsman’s stall, Smnlarly
the London weavers made it an offence to entice away another’s
customer.? How common was the actual fixation of minimum |
prices for craftsmen’s wares is not altogether clear, It was not
generally admitted as one of the rights of craft gilds ; but was
no doubt fairly widely practised, morc or less openly in some
cases and secretly in others.  The minute regulation concerning
quality, about which so much has been written, was also la.rgcly
concerned (like demarcation-rules among craft-unions in thef
nin«;tccnthuccntury trade union world) with prcvmting com-,
petition from taking the form of surreptitious changes in quahty
or the poaching ()f ong section of a craft on the prerogative of,
another ; and to preclude the practice of undertaking work
secxctly for prLl'l]. customers and avoiding the eye of the official

“searchers ”* under cover of darkness (as well presumably as in
the interests of output-restriction), night-work and the sale of
wares in a craftsman’s house by candlehght wcrc“f@umly‘

enel Ily forbidden. In the case of the London Cutlers a crafts-
man was forbidden to work ** within any Aley, Chambre, Garet
and elsewhere than “in open Schoppe by the Strete side ” ;
and the Armourers and Brasiers forbade any sales ““ in innes and
_ privy places ™.® Sometimes citizens of a town were given the
monopoly of purchase over some material essential for a craft.
“ With the object of preventing any advantage which could be
.secured to the town from falling to the inhabitants of the sur-

1D, B. Morris, op. ¢it, 53, 03,

2 Saint-Leon, op. ¢it., 152 ; F. Consitt, London Weavers’ Gompany, 83, Qo

3 G, Welch, History of Cutlers’ Company qf London, vol. 1, 142; 5. H. Pitt, Noles
on the History qf the Worskipful Company of Arvmourers and Bmszm, 13.

D¥*
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rounding districts, it was sometimes ondered thal cerrain com.
modities should not be sold at all to persous * dwelling vut of
the town ”.” 1 For example, the town butehers were sometines
not allowed to sell their tallow to any but the town chindlers.
Such regulations would, of cowrse, have exercised little effect
on the terms of trade between the townsmien and their customers
and providers if rival markets had been allowed to exise within
an easy distance, to which the villager could have resorted for
the exchange of his produce against urban waves. At any rate,
the proximity of these rival markets would have set strict limits
to theeffect that gild policy could excrcise on the terms of trade,
“Fhe right to possess a market without fear of rival within a certain
tea was consequently a privilege that was zealously sought and
Je'110us1y guarded. A local monopoly of this kind was the crux
the famous policy of the Staple ; and rivalry over Staple-
*ights constituted throughout Europe a principal cause of condlict
“between towns and of inter-civic wars. “ All the resources of
“Hunicipal diplomacy,” says Schmoller, * . . . and in the last
misort of violence were employed to gain control over trade .
routes and to obtain Staple rights @ {o Dring it about that as
Jmany routes as possible should lead to the town ; aw tow as
possible pass by ¢ that through trallic, by caravan or ship, should,
“if possible, be made to halt there, and goods en route exposed and
“offered for sale to the burgesses ™.*  One source of the constant
~rouble between Bristol and the Lovd ol Bevkeley was the
latter’s claim to hold a sepavate mavket at Redelifle Street,
At Canterbury it was the Archbishop’s markets at Westgate:
and Wingham that were the oceasion of hitter conflict botween
city and chapter. We find the Abbot of St. Ldmunds pro-
testing as strongly as any burgher when the monks at Bly set
up a market at Lakenheath, with threats that hie would “ go
with horse and arms to destroy the market” @ threats that were
implemented by an expedition of 6oo armed men at dead of
night® The Prior of Rufford, in 1302, was restrained from -
holding a market at Haddenham to the prejudice of Thames
‘The market at Lyme was condemned as being too near Bridport..
London tried to prevent its citizens from attending fairs or
~markets outside the city ; London craftsmen heing forbidden
to offer cloth for sale except within the city boundarics or any

' Ashley, op. sit., 20, 4 Mercantile é_ysfrm, 0.
. ® Lipson, Eeonomic History (Middle Agvs), 213.
“H Liddell, History of Ogford, 553. .
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citizen (o go south of the Thames to Southwark to buy corn,
beasts or other merchandise  whereby market may be held
there .0 Lynn merchants tried to monopolize the function of
middlemen in the cxport trade in Cambridgeshire corn by
preventing the merchants of Cambridge and Tly from selling
to any but themsclves ; and London fishmongers were free
traders in Yarmouth where they went to purchase imported
supplics, but were would-be monopolists in London whence
they sought to banish the competition of Yarmouth merchants.?
“ The Stratford council employed men armed with cudgels to
keep out the traders of Coventry. The Leicester glovers strove
with might and main to prevent the glovers of Ashby and
Loughborough from buying skins in their market.”’s * Ely was
jealous of Cambridge, Bath of Bristol, Lynn of Boston, Oxford
and Winchester—and indeed all the rest—of London.”* In
(act, generally * the medimeval towns of one and the same country
regarded cach other from a mercantile point of view with much
more jealousy and hostility than different states now do .8
Abroad, the cloth Staple at Antwerp carvied on a bitter struggle
for a century against the wool Staple at Galais ; the rivalry of
the Hanse with the merchants of Copenhagen led to a six years’
war in 1546 between Denmark and Litheck ; ¢ and from 1563
till 570 Litbeck, now in alliance with Denmark, warred with
Sweden over the right to trade with Navva,?

At a more advanced stage this wrban maonopoly took the form
of what may be termed a sort of “ ugban colonialism ™ in relation
to the countryside. Even in Tngland we hear quite frequently of
towns extending their authority over the surrounding district, and
thereby bringing pressure to bear on villages to deal only with
the market of the town in question.® Scottish towns had rights
of exacting tolls and enforcing the privileges of certain trades and
crafts over large surrounding areas. The rights to levy tolls at
gates and bridges in the neighbourhood were everywhere jealously
regarded, since in canalizing or diverting traffic in a desired
direction such tolls often played the same réle that transport

* Lipson, op. ¢it.,, 212 5 H. T. Riley, Liber Albus, 238.

2 Unwin, Iinance and Trade under Edward I, 234, 237.

S Unwin in Commerce and Coinage in Shakespeare's England, vol. 1, 315.

4 A, Law, “ English NMouveaux Riches of the Fourteenth Century,” Trans. Byl
Hist. Society, NS, 1IX, 51.

5 Gross, ap. cit, 5. ‘ B :

¢ C. Wallord in Trans. Ryl. Hist. Society, NS. IX, 114

7 H. Zimmern, The Hanse Towns, 206. ‘

8 Mis.. Green, Town Life, vol. 1, 3.
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subsidies and the control of freight-rates play in the trdespolicies

of States at the present day,  Ou the Continent the wendency
of wealthy burgher republics to dominate and ta exploit o rurgl
hinterland was much more developed 1 Laadinn communes,
German imperial cities and Duteh and Swiss towns growing in
this way into small principalities,  We find Ul and Tlorence,

for example, {orcing all the cattle o the neighbouring distriets
to be brought into the city, and Cologue in the twellth century
barring Flemish merchants from aceess o the upper Rhine,

We find Venice in the thirteenth century prohibiting Ragusa
from dealing direct with the citics of the novth Adriatie (unless
this was for the purpose of importing foodstufls to Venice),

forcing Ravenna to abandon all direct imports from across the
sea and even from north Italy and Ancona, and preventing
Aquileja from exporting goods to the inland territory which
Venice regarded as her special preserve.  Genoa prevented
French merchants from trading beyond Genoa to the south

and as early as the twellth century Pisa and Tawen were engaged
in bitter struggle over the claint of Tateea to hive Staple rights
over traflic between Pisa and the vorth. Vienna was powerful
cnough to prevent merchants of Swabti, Regenshurg and Passau
from travelling down the Danube with theiv goods to Huogry
and to compel them to oller their merchandise (o sale to cltizens
of Vienna. Rutkowski tells how “in the fourteenth centary
Cracow sought to prevent merchants of 'T'orun from (rading with
Hungary, claiming the vight of erbrepit for themselves, and to
close the route to the east against merchants from Breslau
while Lvov tried to monopolize trade with ¢ the "Tartar lands” to
the east”. The merchants of Novgorod prevented the Hanse:
merchants from trading further than their city, and themselves
retained the right of acting as intermediaries hetween the foreign
merchants and the towns of the hinterland, The finol struggle

between Novgorod and Moscow, ending in the ruthiless subjection
of the former, largely twned on the prized monopoly of the

zavolochie country—the area to the north-cast extending to the
Urals and beyond, rich in furs and metals, Later, in the seven-
teenth century, the Russian merchant gilds were powerful
enough to prevent English merchants generally from trading
further south than Archangel, and Persian merchants from corming

north of Astrakhan ; while trading at Astrakhan was strictly

limited to members of the trading gilds or gosts. Thereby, they

kept the monopaly of trade hetween northern Europe and Persia;
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and in particularly the highly prized silk trade, in their own
hands ; and succeeded in maintaining the sale-price in Astrakhan
for Russian products such as linen and furs at anything between
50 and 100 per cent. above their cost price including cost of
carriage, and the price of silk at Archangel at more than 50 per
cent. greater than at Astrakhan' In Sweden the merchants of
the Staple cities exercised a monopoly in the export of bar iron
and prevented foreign buyers {rom penctrating to the iron
districts to buy from the ironmasters direct.  The Hanseatic
League ”, says Heckscher, “ endeavoured to cut off the inland
cities from any direct connection with the Baltic and to deny
to all other cities access to the inland markets” ; and the
Electoral Council of Brandenburg in 1582 described the policy
of Hamburg as being “ concerned solely with extorting corn at
low prices and on their own terms from the Elector of Branden-~
burg’s subjects and selling it again afterwards as dear as they
please .2

II

There is every indication that these more ambitious policics
were a product, not so much of the collective interest of th
town, as of the class interest of a_well-to-do section of wholesale
werchants who.liad Tong since brought the urban government
under their exclusive control, The system of market control
and urban monopoly that we have described could be used with
particular advantage by a group of specialized dealers whose
gain consisted in the margin between two sets of prices : the
prices at which they could buy local produce from the villager
or the craftsman and the prices at which they could re-sell it to
the stranger or the urban consumer ; or again the prices at which
they could purchase exotic wares from a distance and dispose of
them to local buyers. Where the regulations which had been

* In the sixteenth century English merchanishad been granied the right of trading
direct with Persia across Russia, But in the seventeenth century, under pressure
from Russian merchant gilds, this privilege was revoked ; in 1649 the privileges of
trading south of Archangel were cancelled ; and by the regulation of 1667 foreign
merchants were forbidden to sell retail or to trade with any but Russian merchants.
In 1619 the Tsar's government closed the sea-route to the Ob against all foreigners ;
the route by which English, Dutch and German merchants had been seeking a way
into Mangazeia and the wealth of Siberia (cf. R. H. Fisher, The Russian Fur Trade,
15501700, 78).

% . Heckscher, Mercantilism, vol. 11, 60~476 ; Schmoller, Mercantile Sysiem, 19—14,
315 A. L. Jenckes, The Siaple %Englanrl, 6~7 3 J. L. Sismondi, History of Italian
Republics (ed, Boulting), 244 ; J. Rutkovski, op. ¢it., 70~1 3 M. N. Pokrovsky, Histary
of Russia from the Earliest Times to the Rise of Commercial Gapitalism, 267-9.
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ﬁ'nmcd in Lhc interests of thef craltonen ran coanter o the whaoles
sale merchaut’s interest as o huyer of the products of Toval crafis,
his new-found power enibled the wholesaler to relax or to civeume
vent these regulations 5 and where the restrictions aimed aguinst
strangers shut him out from other marvkets, amd narrowed his
field of enterpurise, he could frequently sceure o privileged status
for himselfl through treatics with the merchants of other towng
by which cach agreed to relax vestrictions on the other'’s trading
for their mutnal benefit,  Such mutual trading concessions were .
the basis, for example, of the Hansa of the north German
and of the Flemish cities. When, indeed, the growth of mer.
chant capital had reached this stage, the collective efforts of |
wholesale or export merchants were apt to be directed towards
the weakening of the régime of wban monopoly, which had
nurtured their infancy, in the intercst of strengthening the
monopoly of their own inter-urban organization. At least, this
was the case with that part of the system of urban regulations
which served to protect the position of the craft gilds, It
occurred, for cxample, in Flemish towns, wheve it lod to a
veritable war between the town governents and the capitalist
mterests of the Hansa which operatad on o national seale and
sought to develop country industry in competition with the urbau
crafts ;1 while at Ulm the Fuggers contrived (o have some of
the territory round Ulm detached from the controb of that ity
g0 that they could cmploy country weavers in competition with
1e weavers' craft of the city.  But this part of the ,slmy belongs
to a later stage.
»  The beginnings of an organized trading interest in the towns,
distinct from the handicraft, almost universally assumed two
parallel forms. First, a specifically trading element, {requently .
drawn (at least in England) from the more well-te-do_ct
separated itself from production and formed exclusively trading |
qrganizations which proceeded. to “monopolize some. pamcular
ho Sccondly, these new trading organiza-
tions very soon came to dommate the town government, and to
use their political power to further their own privileges and to
subordinate the craftsmen. In many areas on the Continent:
as early as 1200 we already sec this process unfolding. In the-
Netherlands the gilds of the larger towns, having asserted their
position against the Church and the nobility, were becoming
close corporations of the richer merchants, which sought to
= ! See below, pp. 152-6, o

raftsmen,
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monopolize wholesale trade, lovied aun entvance fee which, as
Pirenne remarks, was “ beyond the reach of the smaller men
and explicitly excluded from their ranks all those who weighed
at the tron or town weighing-machine—the retailers—and all
those with “ blue nails ’—the handicraftsmen? At the same
time it is clear that political control in these same towns began to
pass into the hands of the richer burghers, who came to be ] nown

“the_patriciate . The office of echevins, to which election
had formexly been made by the whole burgher body, was now
filled by appointment by the patricians from among themselves ;
and these officers supervised the crafts, regulated wages and
controlled the town market. “ Power passed insensibly into the
hands of the wealthiest. The form of government in these
centres of commerce and manuvfacture inevitably changed, first

from democracy to plutocracy and then to oligarchy .2
Similarly, in the cities of north Italy power was in the hands of.
a burgher plutocracy (commonly in alliance with the local
nobility).  This ruling class that reigned over the city-republics
of Lombardy, Tuscany and Venetia drew their wealth from the
rich export trade with the Levant and from the valuable cloth
trade across the Alps into western and northern  Burope.

Tarming papal revenues formed a lucrative investment for
these rich burgher familics, and in some cities, such as Florence,
banking and money-lending even cxcelled commerce in im-
portance, In Florence the drii Maggiori of bankers and export-
merchants (like the famous Calimala) controlled the govern-
ment of the city from the middle of the thirteenth century, with
the exception of a brief victory of the Aréi Minori between 1293
and 1295.° In east German towns in the fourteenth century
‘“ aldermen were drawn from a few leading families of merchants,
clothiers or landowners and elected their own successors, the
craft gilds and the commons having no share in the government
of the town”.¢ In Paris the dominant position occupied
by the six leading Corps de Mdétiers bore a close resemblance
to the hegemony of the Arii Maggiori in Ttalian cities ; as did
also that of the Herrenziinfte at Basle.® As early as the thirteenth
century the government of Paris was apparently in the hands
of a Hanse of merchants—probably the marchands de I'eau who

1 Pn‘enne, Belgian. Democragy, 112 3 also Brentano in Eng Guilds, “evii,
2 Pirenne, of oft., 110 ; also Pirenne, Histoire de Belgzque, vol, I, 369 seq.
8 Sismondi, oft. cit,, 237-9, 4 2, 584 ; Luchaire, ap. ¢if., 95—6 108 seq.

¢ ¥, L, Carsten in Trans. Ryl. Hist. Society, 1943, p. 73 seq.
" BCE Ashley, Inh’oductwn, Bk. II 6445, B47-51. ’
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acquired privileges at the end of the tweltth centwry, By the

/middle, of the fourteenth century we fid the richer Pavisiun
weavers forming themselves into the Drapers aad mlmrdimtiug
hoth the craftsmen weavers and also the fullers and dyers 1o
this new trading organization. Similarly the Parisian Saddlers
became an organization of the trading interest which raised
its entrance fees to exclude newcomers, claimed the exclusive
right of buying any leather goods to sell again, and sccured the
right of control and inspection (the vight of * search ™) over the
leather crafts.

In English towns these developments secm to have occurred
mainly in the fourteenth century; and the growth of the
“insignificant peddling traders of the eleventh, twelfth and
thirteenth centuries ” into “ the important political plutocracy
of the fourtcenth ” 2 is a remarkable feature of the time.  Here
the new development involved an actual uswrpation of economic
privileges and political control by the new burgher plutocracy,
since in England there is some cvidence ol the existence of an
earlier urban democracy which in the fowrteenth century was
abolished, and also evidence that trading privileges bad heen
more or less open (de jure, at least, even il not de fact) to the
general bady of citizens.  The actual Tormw that 1his asurpation
took were various. In some cages the Gild Merchant, which
may well have been composed originadly ol the wajority of
burgesses, including craftsmen, tended to heeome a close arganiza.
tion and to cxclude crafismen rom the privileges of wholesale
trade.® At Shrewsbury in 1363 we find manual workers being
excluded from trading wholesale. At Newcastle the Gild
excluded anyone who had * blue nails ” or who hawked wares
in the street.® At Coventry the Gild Merchant (which was
formed rather late) excluded all craftsmen and very soon became
the governing body of the town. Here the Trinity Guild (as it
was called), formed in 1340, © early arrogated to itsclf the power
wielded by the municipal rulers 7 ; it became the custom in
very eatly times for the same man to serve in different ycars as

* Cf. Lespinasse et Bonnardot, Les Méliers et Corporations de la ville do Paris, iv }
Levasseur, Hist. de Classes Ouvriéres en France (Ed. 185¢), Tome I, 285 seq, ; Unwin,
Industrial Organization in Stxteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, 24, 31 3 Wergeland, History
:g"@I}Vorkmg GCIas.res in France, 32 ; Charles Normand, La Bourgeoisic Frangaise au XVIl

idole, 158-6.

* A, Law, * Inglish Nouveaux-Riches in the Fourteenih Century 7 in Trans,,
Ryl, Hist, Society NS., IX, 40. :

3 Ashley, Zniraduction, Bk, I, 8a. ‘ .

. 4 Cuntingham, “ Gild Merchant of Shrewsbury ', Trans, Ryl. Flist, Sociely,
N8. IX, ro3. ‘ ® Gretton, op. i, 65, ‘ ‘
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mayor and master of the merchant fraternity ™ and * the few
wealthy merchants who ruled the city were in no way responsible
to their fellow-townsfolk for their actions and were said by the
community to abuse their authority . In the fiftcenth century
it becomes clear that the controlling group in the city consisted
of mercers and drapers; and that the latter used their power to
subordinate the crafts engaged in cloth-making and cloth-
Quishing and to preclude ihe cralts from trading, either in their
raw materials or their finished product, except through the
drapers.t At Winchester, Oxford, Beverley, Marlborough and
some other towns a clear distinction is apparent even at an
early date between {reemen of the town who could trade and
weavers who were not freemen of the town and were forbidden
to trade—whether becausc the latter were of villein status, or
because they were late-comers to the town and lacked the means
to purchase land and a house is not clear. Similarly at Leicester
in the thirtcenth century the Gild forbade weavers to scll to any
but burgesses.? At Derby in 1930 there were complaints that
the Gild had excluded the majority of citizens by the severity
of their entrance fee and had prohibited townsmen [rom sclling
to any but its own members.®  In Scotland the Gild Merchant
seems to have been an exclusive body from its inception, and
the Gild and the Borough organization to have bcen closely
identified.  As carly as the twelfth century we find dyers, butchers
and cobblers refused admission unless they abjured the exercise
of their cralt and left it to servants ; and in the thirteenth century
fullers and weavers were already excluded from the Gild by the
terms of its charter in Aberdeen, Stirling and Perth.?

In the majority of English towns, however, it does not scem
to have been the original Gild Merchant that was the instrument
of the new trading monopoly (as Brentano suggested) ; and,
perhaps because so many English towns were scarcely distinguish-
able from villages at their inception, and hence were inclined
to be more democratic and egalitarian in character, we do not
find that continuity between the early trading gild and the later

1 M. Dormer Harris, Life in an Old English Town, 88-93, 258-66,

% Ashley, op. cit., 83. Ashley suggests that this may have been due to the fact
that the weavers were aliens, and poinis out that the restriction later tended to
disappear. Lipson, however, rejects this interpretation (Zeon, Hist.,, 323—4). Miss
E. M. Carus-Wilson tells us that there is “ positive evidence ™ that weavers were
excluded (along with fullers) {rom the Gild Merchant, although dyers were members
(Eeon, Hist, Revigw, vol, X1V, No, I, 41-2).

i 8 G, Unwin, Finance and Trade under Edward III, 234.

% Gross, of, cif., 213 ; D, B. Morris, op. cit., 54, 78 seq. ; of. Cunningham, Growsh

of Eng. Indusiry and Gommerce (Middle Ages), 348.
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burgher plutocracy that is evident in contiventad towns aud iy
Scotland,  Curiously enoughy, o most cises the old Gild Mevelung
scems to have died about the time that the new monopoly of
wholesale trade was beginning to havden.  In the course of the
thirtcenth and fourteenth centuries in mosl cases it apparently
lost its original function, and continued, it it did so at all, as livde
more than a name. At the same time we witness the formation
of new mercantile gilds, or misterics, composed entively of traders
as distinct from craftsmen and endowed by their charters with
exclusive rights over some particular branch of wholesale trade,?
e concentration of trading rights in these bodies meant that
ghg oydinary craftsman, for purposes other than retail sale from
is stall.ar sho n the. town, was compelled to deal jplu-
sively. with members of the appropriate mercantile gild. He
was precluded from sg}_llgg direct to any str anger-merchant, and
he could not make any contract. for exporting J_Ll i wares outside
tf;_%g:,_town except by using one of the limited circle of we W-to-do
“wholesale traders in the town as nteunediary,  To somw cases
the old single Gild divided into o number of spwiuli;&t‘tl GO
panics.  Yor example, at Andover there was o tvipartition into
”ﬁmpc rs, Haberdashers and Leathersellovs, and at Devizes into
Dmpcxs, Mercers  and  Leathersellers.  More  commonly o
division oceurred into o variety ol gilds, both tmilrh nd
mercantile, the former. possessing 111‘(~ mnnupnly of a certain line
lel“pypglucuo_‘n, the latter having exclusive rights over a_certain
sphere of trade. At Reading, for instance, the function of the
doriginal and unique Gild was apparently transfirred to five
companies.® Whatever their ancestry may have been, it is at
Fany rate very common to find both gencral companies of
“merchants appearing in the towns of the fourtcenth century,
» and also more specialized bodies of merchants. In London in
R 53%2 of Edward III the first of the famous Livery Clompanies
secired incorporation. Of the twelve leading ones a half were
at the outset composed exclusively of merchants, such as the
mercers, grocers, drapers and haberdashers. But even those
which included craftsmen were soon to come under the domina~
tion of the richer trading element; as with the goldsmiths,‘
where a minority of merchant goldsmlths took the nomination of

1 Gross, op. cit., 116, 129~p; S. Kramer, Craft Gilds and the Government, 243
Gunmnghwm, op. cit., 225; A . Usher, Inirodustion, 181 ; Gretton, gp: i, 67;‘
Ashley in Puyblications ’ domer. Heon, Assoan (1887), 36-7, 58-p; Kramer in ﬁﬁg

" Revigw, XXIII, 250-1.

2 Gross, 0p. eit,, 11820, ‘ 8 Gretion, op. cits, 67.
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the wardens of the company into their owu hands, against the
protests of the eraftsimen, Unwin tells us that this ¢ control
established by the merchants ™ and the © entire subordination
of the artificers {inds o close paraliel in every one of the twelve
arcat companics which had originated in a handicraft or included
a handicraft clement ™2 Apparently their incorporation aroused
considerable outery among Loundon citizens at the time, the
allegation being made that prices had visen by one-third as a
result of their influence.*  Another example of the new tendency
was ““ the affray ™ which took plage in “ Chepe and Crepelgate ™
in the reign of Edward IIT between Saddlers, on the one hand,
and Joiners, Painters and Lorimers, on the other. The latter
party alleged that the saddlers had designed, “ by conspivacy
and collusion ', to monopolize to themseclves the trade in “ any
manner of merchandise that unto their own trade pertains > and
to force the craltsmen in question to sell ouly to the saddlers.
When the craltsmen relused, it was said that the saddlers attacked
them with avms®  Whatever the truth about the dispute, it
seemis clear that the saddlers were the trading clement, and were
already beginning to stand in an employer-velationship to the
eraftsmen,  Nov is this an isolated instance,  The tendency for
the poorer cradl gilds to fll into subordination to a trading gild
which begins to occupy the vdle of an entreprenenr to the industry
is a fairly common oceurrence at this period @ for example, the
Bladesmiths and Shearmen who come under the contrel of the
Cutlers, and the Whittawyers and Curriers of the Skinners.*
Most striking of all was the case of the weavers, not only in
London but also in other towns such as Winchester, Oxford,
- Marlbhorough, Beverley, who seem as early as the second half of
the thirteenth century to have come into a position of economic
subordination to the burellers. Whatever the precise origin of
the burellers, they were men of some substance who occupied
themselves in more than one branch of the cloth industry, buying
wool and giving it out to be spun and woven, and probably super-
vising the dyeing and finishing of the cloth as well. By 1300
it is evident that they were a trading element which stood in a
kind of employer-relationship to the weavers ; and eventually,

* Unwin, Industrial Organization, 42~4 3 also W. C. Haglitt, Livery Companies of
London, 68 ; Lipson, ap. ¢it., 379-81, who says : “in London and provincial towns
? z<3ie)ﬁnitc class of merchants was differentiating themselves from the craftsmen
305). ‘

-2 Ibid., 38g~4. 8 Riley, Memorials of London, 156-g.
¢ Cf. A. H, Johnson, History of Worshipful Company of Drapers, vol. 1, 24.
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full topsyturvydom with the statement * that “ la philosophie des
Grecs me paraft forb au-dessous do celle de lours imitateurs les
Romains,” and we do not get out of the country as long as
the contrast of Greek and Roman continues. But hers, it
may be said, we ave in the vegion of opinion. Tha plea
cannob be nrged for the astounding statements which diversify
the defence of our own barbarous poetry. In believing Ossiun
genuine, as in. admiration for i, she, of course, had respectable
companions : but the person who could say * * les podtes Anglais
qui ont succddés aus bardes deossais ont ajouté 4 leurs tablesux,”
&e., could have possessed neither the faintest knowledge of
literary, or even political, history, nor the least extensive
acquaintance with actual examples. The note® “le docteur
Blair n'anrait pu juger en Angleterre Shakespere avec l'imm-
partialité d'un étranger,” betrays the most obvious and complote
ignorance of what le docteur Blodr bad actually said.  The
description in the text* of TFalutaff as s charge, a *cuvicas
ture populaire,” a “plaisanterie grossidre,” sposks the lady's
oritical competence with a voice of doom, But the mosb
utterly damning poge is that ® which denies inveniive imagina.
tion o English poetry ; airily dismisses Waller and Clowley ag
unsuccessful imitators of the Ttalians; adds o powrrads y Jodndre
Downe (sic), Chaucer, &c.; and s moment lator despatchen ab
& blow, as showing this want of inventive hnwgination, Z%s
Rope of the Lock (foll of faulte of taste), Lhe Friris Queens (the
most tiresome thing in the world), Hudibras (witty, but dwell~
ing too long on its jokes), Admit (it 18 & good deal to
admit) that there may be faults of taste in the Hape; admit
_ that move than one Englishman has been unfortunate enough
to find Spenser tedious; admit that there is even sowme justice
in the charge against Hudibras. How (except by the esay
wmethod of having never read them) can you leash these thres
books together? and, most of all, by what prank of her own
elves does “ that Elfish Queen ” find herself hetween Trulla snd
Belinda? I have myself not the slightest doubt that though
Madaree de Btadl may have glanced at the Rape, and disliked
the sylph machinery, she had never so much as opened

L 220 of the larger ed. cited, 1 Thid, p 257. & Toid., p. 245,
3 Thid, pp. 263, 258, ¢ Ihid,, p. 268.
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of the city. But the right of clection seems to have prevailed,
all citizens participating in the bovough clections; and even if
the richer burghers ruled, they did so by consent of the whole
city. Round about the year 1300 * an aristocratic sclect body
usurped the place of the conmion council of the citizens >, and
by the close ol the reign of Ecdward III the burgesses at large
“ were entirely excluded from their right of suffrage in Parlia-
mentary elections % At Beverley it is clear that an oligarchy
had arisen by the fourteenth century ; by the fifteenth century
Nottingham had become a closc oligarchy ; and at York the
Mercers had captured the government of the city.® At Winches-
ter in the fourtcenth century there were complaints ©“ concerning
oppressions inflicted by the twenty-four principal citizens ”’, who
had uswrped the election of the town bailiffs.? At the end of
the previous century the burgesses of both Gloucester and Oxford
speak of usurpation by the divites ef potentes, and of the unjost
taxation of the poor for the benefit of the rich. At Bury we find
political power concentrated in the hands of the richer burgesses,
and by the {iftcenth contury even the burgess body itself has
become very small @ a select body that acts as * a kind of standing
council” to the aldermen.* At Lynn and Shrewshury one
hears of the rule of twelve 3 at Newcastle the poorer burgesses
complain of the power of the merchant gild, and at Scarborough
Cof the transgressions of the divites who were excluding the mass
of the citizens from any share in the government of the borough.
Quite commonly about this time a distinetion of status appears
between potentiores, mediocres, inferiores © a distinction evidently
corresponding to the wealthy trading oligarchy, the more well-
to-do craftsmen who possessed moderate means but still confined
themselves to the local market, and the poorer craftsmen and
journeymen who were soon destined to fall into economic
dependence on one or other of the two wealthier grades of citizen.®
In Cornish towns we meet a similar distinction (rather later than
elsewhere, in the sixteenth century) between * capital burgesses
and ““lesser townsmen ”, the town government being concen-
trated in the hands of the former.” In London the original
1 C. W. Colby, “ Growth of Qligarchy in English Towns ™ in Eng. Hist. Review, ‘
vol. V (18g0), 643, 648.
2 Cf. Mand Sellers, York Morcers and Merchant Adventurers, xiil.
3 Clolby, op. cit., 646~7,
¢ M. D. Lobel, The Borough of Bury St. Edmunds, 93.
§ Colby, op. cit., 644, 646, G48.

8 Cf. Ashley, op. cit., 193—4 also Hazlilt, op. cit., byg.
7 A. L. Rowse, Tudor Cormwall, go.
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method of electionn o the commane ol had beew by (e
citizens in the various wards.  For w briel porind this was cliunged
to clection by the major gilds ; but probably on aceount of
popular opposition a reversion was waude to election by wardgst
The City Aldermen, however, had to be ™ good ad disereer
men, with goods of value of £ 1,000, and came to be appointed
for lifc by the Mayor from four candidates nominated by the
wards ; the Mayor himself being clected by the retiving Mayor
and Aldermen from two Aldermen nominated in agreement
with the Common Council and with the Masters and Wardens
of the major Livery Companies. By the fifteenth century it had
become common for the Aldermen to override the ward elections
and for each to nominate a member of his ward to the council ;
so that the Mayor and Aldermen virtnally became o sclf-
perpetuating body. At any rate, most of the Aldermen and
Sherifls and all the Mayors for a large number of years were
invariably members of one of the twelve great Livery Companes,
so that the latter can be said to have continuously monopoelized
the' government of the city. As the histortan of oue of these
companies has pointed out, the relationship between magor gilds
and the city was closely similar to that hetween the colleges and
the university in Oxford or Cambridge,®

The conmection between these political changes ad the
economic policy of the new trading class is sutliciently plain,
It is true, of course, that in some cases the power wis monopolived
by one group of trading interests to the exclosion of others, and
that here a certain section of the traders made conunon cause
with the craft gilds to resist this wsarpation.  For example, at
Beverley the drapers made common cause with the tailors,
butchers and shoemakers in an insurrcction in 1980 against the
dominant clique ;2 and in London in the {ourtecnth century
drapers, mercers, tailors, goldsmiths and haberdashers were
united in common opposition to the hegemony of the victualling
gilds. Again, in certain cases the urban oligarchy may have
been composed of the older landowning elements in the town,
not of commercial parpenus. But in the majority of cases it
is clear that this concentration of power in the towns in the

1 In 1354, indeed, we find Parliament intervening in the government of London
on the ground of its alleged notorious misgavernment by mayor, aldermen and
sheriffs, who were mainly interested in preserving gild monopolics and raising prices. .
(Cf. G. Unwin, Finance and Trade under Ldward LI, 239.)

" A HL Johnson, Histery of the Warshipful Company of the Drajers of London, vol. 1,
© 278, 41, 52, 54-8 5 FL T. Riley, Liber Albus, 18, g5. . :
T Y V.CH. Yorks, vol. T1I, q43. ‘
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fourteenth, ceniury represente d the rule of mnerchant capital, and
thdt one of its prineipal effects was to vestyict the crafts to trading
1Ltml“m the luml m.n‘lut, .md wh:w the 10m1 mallwt was, nut,u

nmuy cases tlu, IL‘Q_‘ULLLI()nS which had been dcvmed to afford
economic protection to the craftsmen were now turned ‘to the
latter’s disadvantage. Sometimes the prices of craftsmen’s wares
were controlled,® while craftsmen were prevented from fixing
minimum prices among themselves. In Coventry the Drapers
who ruled the city prevented the fullers and tailors from acting
on their charter, which awarded them certain rights as craft
gilds, insisted in face of the opposition of the dyers’ craft that
drapers should be allowed to engage in the work of dyeing, and
forbade dycers to dye @ any cloth that was not furnished by a local
draper or shearmen to import any cloth from outside the town,?
In Bristol there was trouble in 1317 accompanied by tumult and
fighting in the town hall on account of the privileges that fourtcen
de majorthus had annesed to thewmselves in connection with the
port and the market.®  In some cases the new régime involved
the decay of the old Assize of Bread and of the arrangements
for privileged purchase of materials by the craftsmen. * Rich
bakers and victuallers who rose to municipal offices turned the
agsize of bread and the inspection of cooking-houses into an idle
tale 5 and the fine enacted by the regulations against offenders
came to be treated by the well-to-do speculator as a licence-fee
for the continuance of the practice—a fee which the merchant
whose transactions were on a large scale could well afford, and
which the poorer offender could not.* At Yarmouth in 1876
the “ poor commons * petitioned that they be allowed to buy
and sell their wares as of old; and at Grimsby the ruling
burgesses would not “ suffer the poor men of Grimsby to partici-
pate with them in the matter of purchase and sale according to
the liberties granted to them 7.5 AtN ewcastle and at Hall alike

1 Cf. Saltzmann, Indusiries in the Middle Ages, no1-r0,

M. D. Haris, History of the Drapers’ Company of Coventry, 6-13.

& Colby, op. ¢it., 649-50 ; John Latlmer, History of the Seviety of Merchant Adventurers.
of Bristol, 8. "The people of Bristol “ made opposition, affirming that all the burgesses
were of a single candition . The fighting resulted in twenty deaths, and the popular -
rebellion lasted mtermxttcntly for more. thﬂn two years, Latimer refers to 1312
as the year of “the great insurrection” of the commonalty.

4 Mrs, Green, of. ¢it., 49 ; Gretion, op. cit., 5. ‘

6 Llpson, op. ¢it, 321 5 Colby, lee. cit., G45.
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the crafismen were excludaed o teading abroad 3 ai Bxeter o
similar  restriction——against which the “Pailors®  Gikd fought -
vigorously—applied to “adventuring beyond the s ™5y
Bristol and Chester  men of manuctt avte ™ and those who sold
retail were excluded from wholesale trade with merchants whe
were not burgesses of the city?!

The new merchant avistocracy wus not entively o closed
circle for those that had the money to buy themselves in; and
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centurics there was o Eiirly constant
infiltration into its ranks from among the richer master-craftsmen,
who tended to leave handicraft for trade, and cven to bhecome
employers of other craftsmen, as soon as they had accumulated
sufficient capital to enable them to scan wider horizons than the
retail trade of a local market afforded them. It was inevitable
that the parvenu ambition of such men should find the exclusive
privileges of the merchant companies irksomw: and cramping.
Two roads of advancement lay open to them.  They could pur-
chase a position in one of the privileged companies and abandon
their old calling ; or they could strugzle to scawre for their own
craft gild the status of a trading body,  The [ormer was {regquently
done in the case of London Livery Companies, aduission to whicl
was generally possible for o reputable burgess of the eity on
payment of the deliberately onerous entrance fee; and we tind
richer members among the fullers and shearmen and weavers
and dyers securing admission to i company such s the Drapers’,
An example of the latter tendency way the amalganudion of the
fullers and the shearmen of London in 1550 to form the CGloth-
workers as a merchant company trading in finished cloth in
rivalry with the Drapers” Company.*  Of such developments in
the Livery Companies of London more will be said in the chapter
which follows. When this type of thing occwrred, however, in
a provincial town where trade was morc specialized and the
ruling group more homogeneous in its interest, something like
a revolution in the civic government was apt to occur, or at any
rate a long~drawn battle over the spoils of office. For example,

* Kramer in Eng, Hist, Reviero, XXIII, 2B~g0. It appears that the principle of

*“ one man, one trade ** laid down by an Act of 1363, and perhaps intended by the

feudal interests to curb the engrossing tendencies of the Grocers, was soon invoked

by mercantile gilds like the Drapers “ against the independence of the several

handicrafis . At any rate, in the year fallowing the Act, the King proceeded to

bestow charters on companies of wealthy wholesalers, like the Vintners, Drapers and

- Fishmongers, giving them cach a monopoly of their several trades (Unwin, Finance

ond Trade under Edward III, 247-50). ‘ ;
2 Unwin, Indusirial Organization, 44-5. Y
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at Exeter the rlchm master-tailors who controlled the tailors’ g,ﬂd
wished by the end of the fourteenth century to have the vights
of mer ‘rchant tailors to sell divectly to foreign tradeys. Accordingly
they pﬁrclnscd a charter from the Crown which endowed them
with the status of a trading company., This did not please the
merchant oligarchy that held political control of the city ; and¢
the Mayor proceeded to expel the tailors from the freedom of the)
city. Eventually a compromise was reached, by which the
tailors shared both in the privileges of trade and in civic adminis-
tration, *“ and the sorrows of defeat were left to the populace at
large .1 This kind of compromise seems to have been surpris-
ingly common in the fiftcenth and sixteenth centuries in England,
the me1cantllc ohcarchy maintaini ,gg_ its. position by 'mdmﬂ,tmg
the richer craft gilds to a sharc in power and in economic
pr1v1lege

III

While there was some infiltration into the privileged ranks as
capital accumulated among the crafts themselves, the monopolistic
position of merchant capital in England was scarcely weakened
thereby, and the increase of its wealth was not retarded. With
the growth of the market, and especially of foreign trade, there
was room for the numbers within the privileged ranks to
grow without any serious overcrowding. Internally the market
was cxpanding, not only through the growth of towns and
the multlphcatmn of urban markets, but also by the increased
penetration of money economy into the manor with the growth
of hired labour and the leasing of the demesne for a money-
rent. Nevertheless it was foreign trade which provided.the
greatest, opportunities for rapid commercial advancemmt,magd )
it was in this sphere that the most impressive fortu;
made.  Here for some time foreign merchants held the field ;
their position being strengthened by special privileges from Lhe
English Crown. These were first the merchants of the Flemish
Hanse, and later Italians, who purchased wool direct from
monasteries and landowners, often advancing loans on the
security of future wool deliveries. Before English .merchants
could enjoy the rich prizes of this sphere, the privileges of the
foreign merchants had to be curtailed. This was not easy, since
the English Crown was not only debtor to these foreign cou-

1 Mrs. Green, op. ¢it., 1473-81 ; cf. also B. Wilkinson, The Medieval Council of Exeter.
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cessionaires, but was under the recurrent necessity of new
borrowing, There was a legend that the ernsading Richard g
bartered privileges to Hanse merchuants against velease from g
German dungeon. At one time in the fourteenth century the
royal crowns were in pawn to Cologne and Trier, and on another
oceasion the Queen and her child had to remain behind after o
visit to Antwerp as pledges for o debt of fyo,000.  Until there
were English merchants of suflicient substance to finance the
King’s expenditure, particularly his wars, and to farm his taxey,
the privileged status of the forcign corporations could not be
undermined,

Towards the end of the thirteenth century, and still more
in the fourteenth, the Crown began to rely on revenue raised
by an export tax on wool and on wool-loans rom English wool- -
exporters ; and the English merchants who were organized
in the Fellowship of the Staple were able to take advantage of
the royal necessity to bacter loans in exchunge [br monopolys
rights in the valuable export trade in wool.  Professor Unwin
and Professor Power have cogently demonstrated how this issue
underlay the constitutional crisis of the fourteently century and
was ontwined with the growth of Puwdtunent, T rgry a
compulsory wool Staple was established in the Netherlands by
royal edict : a Staple to which all wool for export had to be
brought and offered for sale * ot the orders of the Mayor and
Clompany of Mcrchants 7. "This was regarded by the members
of the Engliqli company as & weapon against their alien com-
petitors in the export trade, and was str(‘nunuxly ()ppuscd by the
latter, But the Company which cnjoyed the profits of this
monopoly was a small and exclusive body. It apparently
succeeded, not only in raising the price to forcign customers and
in elbowing out foreign merchants from the export trade with.
Flanders, but in depressing the price of wool at home. There
very soon arose a new demand for the repeal of the Staple
privileges on a variety of grounds: both that they were too
favourable to the Flemings and that they were unfavourahle to
those engaged in the internal wool trade in England. The wool-
growing interest (which was powerfully represented in Parlia..
ment) would naturally have preferred the total abolition of
Staple rights, since a free export trade would have given them a
competitive price for their wool. Many of the smaller bmoughs
desired that alien merchants should attend - their markets in’
order to increase their trade ; and in this respect were at variance
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with London and the port-towns.  The merchants of the larger
English towns, however, who wanted to have a footing in the
lucrative traflic or to cnjoy the rdle of middleman between
grower and exporter, desired simply the replacement of the
single wool Staple at Bruges by several Staples in a selected
number of English towns. A principal ground of their complaint
against the existing system was the old story that the merchants
of Bruges were in a position to prevent wool buyers from having
free access to the wool market of the city, and to prevent the
traders of smaller Flemish towns from dealing directly with the
English merchants who traded there with English wool. By
contrast, it was argued that the transfer of the Staple to English
ports would attract forcign buyers to the new Staple towns and
give English merchants a direct access to o wider range of
purchasers. At the same time, by prohibiting foreign merchants
from buying wool except in the Staple towns, it was hoped to
keep the middleman-trade of buying wool from abbeys and
landowners and gelling it for export in the hands of Inglish
wool-dealers.

About the termination of the exclusive privileges of the
Bruges Staple there was, accordingly, general agreement (except
for a small circle of some thirty rich tax-farmers, like William de
la Pole, who stood to gain from the privileges of a narrow export-
monopoly) ; and the representatives of the shires and boroughs
in Parliament united in petitioning the King to this cffect. In
the reigns of Edward II and Edward ITI policy was subject to
frequent changes. Ldward IT had forbidden all save the nobility
and dignitaries of the Church to wear foreign cloth. Edward
III, in the course of a scries of desperate attempts to finance a
continental war by a wool subsidy and the proceeds of a wool
‘monopoly, for two brief periods, in 1826-7 and 1332-4, substituted
a number of English Staples for the Staple at Bruges, and even
for a few years in the 1350’s made the concession of permitting
an open trade in wool for export and prohibiting the import of
foreign cloth. But the triumph of the wool free traders was
short-lived ; and in 1359 the Bruges Staple was restored,? and

1 Cf. G. Unwin, Finance and Trade under Edward III, 213 ; A. L. Jenckes, Staple
aof England, t4 seq., 40 seq. ; Eileen Power, Wool Trade in English Medicval History,
o1 ; Alice Beardwood, Alien Merchanis in England, 13502379, 38—40, 55-6.

2 Four years later, however, there was a fresh compromise—a shift of the Siaple
for English wool to Calais ; and at the end of the century the staplers became con-
" solidated as the Company of the Staple of Clalais. Their monopoly of export was
not, however, quite complete, since certain Italian merchants were given licences to
buy wool in England and to export it to Italy without going through Calais.
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the privileges of the narrow cirele of exporters organized in the
English Merchants of the Staple were renewed,  "Phe pessistence
of this monopoly brought little profit to the nuin hody of English
merchants, and threatened to narrow the market for English
wool, instead of widening it. TFurther progress had to vely on g
flanking move : on a growing oflicial encourngement o Faglish
cloth-making and to the development of the export trade in
English cloth in rivalry with the Flemish industry,  Indeed, as
Eileen Power has pointed out, the very monopoly of the Staple
by narrowing the channels of export and maintaining an * jim.
mense margin between the domestic and the foreign prices of
wool ” unwittingly assisted the growth of English cloth-making :
“ the low home priccs meant that English cloth could be sold,
not only at home but abroad, much more cheaply than foreign
cloth, which had to pay an immensely higher sum for the same
raw material ; and the export of cloth became increasingly more
lucrative than the export of wool ”.*  Newly two centuries later -
we find the Merchants of the Staple ceriticizing alike the clothiers
(because inter alia they caused a decay of hushandry) and the
Merchant Adventurers, and joining in the demand that the cloth
industry should be confined to corporinte tvwns.?

In this new field of cloth export the first-comers scem o have
been the Mercers, who began to establish factors (as, for example,
the Mercers of York) at places like Bruges, Autwerp, and Bergend
In 1358, the year before the restoration of the Brages Staple, a
body known as the Fraternity of St. 'Thomns & Becket, an
offspring of the London Mercers’ Company, managed to obtain
certain privileges from the Count of Flanders and to cstablish’
at Antwerp a depot for its English cloth trade, This was taken
as a grave challenge to the wool Staple at Bruges ; and a bitter
warfare ensued between the English Adventurers and the Hanse
for the trade of Flanders and the North Sea and between the
Adventurers, claiming a monopoly in cloth, and the wool Staplers.
In the fifteenth century ““ a great number of wealthy merchants
of divers great cities and maritime towns in England, including -
London, York, Norwich, Exetcr, Ipswich, Hull ", secured
incorporation as the Company of Merchant Adventurers, and .
seem to have acquired exclusive rights to trade in cloth between
England and Holland, Brabant and Flanders, This was the

1 Eileen Power, op. cit., 101.
*E. E. Rich, The Ordinance Book of the Merchanis of the Staple, ag-5.
- 8 Maud Sellers, York Mereers and Merchant Adventurers, 1.
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lineal descendant of the Fraternity of St. Thomas & Becket, and
its link with the Mcercers was still close ; the Merchant Adven-
turers and the London Mercers sharing the same minute book
down to 1526. So exclusive & body wag it that only the vicher
members of the Mercers’ and Drapers’ Companies and some sons
of gentry succeeded in securing admission to its ranks.t The
trade war between the English cloth merchants and the Hanse
was both protracted and bitter. English ships were attacked
and taken as prizes and English merchants retaliated whenever
they could. At one time the English settlement at Bergen was
sacked. Such were the risks that accompanied the profits of
monopoly : risks which arose, not from the natural order of
things, but because the acquisition of monopoly was the leitmotif
of all trade. Even as late as the middle of the sixteenth century
English merchants at Dantzig were permitted only to trade on
one day cach week, and then with none but burgesses, and were
successfully prevented from trading in any of the other towns of
Prussia. It was said that English merchants were treated “ worse
than any other forcigners, the Jews only excepted  ; although
this may wecll have been a partisan exaggeration. However,
with the gmwmg support of the Crown in the fifteenth and
sixtecenth centurics (a support which grew with the ability of
English cloth merchants to rival their enemies in loans and
bribery), the competitive position of the English cloth traders
was progressively strengthened while at the same time the
privileges of the foreigners in England were terminated. In the
reign of Elizabeth the Steelyard merchants were first of all
excluded from buying English cloth at Blackwell Hall (in 1576)
and finally in the closing years of the century the Steelyard in
London was closed. In 1614 the export of English wool was
officially prohibited. This prohibition, which was a concession
to the cloth industry, affected not only foreign merchants but
also the English Staplers, who from that date ceased to be a
company of wool-exporters, and turning their attention to the
internal trade in wool were given the right in 1614 to be the sole
middlemen in wool within the kingdom, the sale of wool being
confined to certain home Staple towns.?

By the middle of the sixteenth century British merchants had
ventured sufficiently far afield, both across the North Sea and into

1 Of. W. E. Lingelbach,  Merchant Adventurers in Bugland , in Trans, Ryl
Hu‘t Saczet)!, NS XVI, 41-2,
¥ Cf. K. E. Rich, ap. eit., 77-86.
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the Mediterrancan, to inangurate some (ive or six new general
companics, cach possessing privileges in i new avea. Uhe year
1553 saw the foundation of the Russin Company (which two
years later received a charter giving it a wonopoly) as the fest
company to employ joint stock and to own ships corporately,
A number of members of the Merchant Adventarers were also
members of the new company and may well have taken the
initiative in its formation. In the same year as it obtained its
charter from the English Crown, it was successful in negotiating,
through its representative Richard Chancellor, an agreement
with Tsar Ivan IV whereby it was to enjoy the sole right of
trading with Muscovy by the White Sea route and to establish
"depots at Kholmogory and Vologda. In 1557 Jenkinson, a
servant of the company, journeyed as far as Persia and Bokhara,
and in 1567 the company obtained the right to trade across
Russia with Persia through Kazan and Astrakhan. In the same
year as the Russia Company was chartered the Afiica Compiny
was formed : a Company whose members were to grow fat on the
lucrative enterprise which Nassau Senior later described as *to
kidnap or purchase and work to death without compunetion the
natives of Africa ”; about which  the English and the Dutch, at
that time the wisest and most religious nations of the world, .,
had no more scruple . . . than they had about enslaving
horses .1 In 1578 the EastUand Cowpany was chartered “ to
enjoy the sole trade through the Sound into Norway, Sweden,
Poland, Lithuania (excepting Nurva), Prussia and also Pomerania,
from the river Oder castward to Dantzick, Elbing and Konigs-
berg ; also to Copenhdgen and Elsinore and to Finland, Goth-
land, Barnholm and Oecland . Among the powers assigned to
it were “to make byec-laws and to impose fincs, imprisonment
etc. on all non-freemen trading to these parts ™, Soon after its
foundation it managed to make an important breach in the
ramparts of the Hanse monopoly by sccuring the right to deal
directly with the merchants of Elbing and with other Prussian
towns.? . The year before the foundation of the Eastland Com-.
* Senior, Slavery in .the U.S., 4. : o
2 Cf A. Szelagowski and N. S. B, Gras in Trans. Rpl. Hist., Society, grd Series, VI,
166, 175. Prior to this the Merchant Adventurers had made a treaty with Hamburg
to the same effect for a period of ten years from 1567 to 1577 ; and in 1564, after .
the closing of Antwerp to English merchants, the town of Emden (which was not
a member of the Hanse League), admitted the Merchant Adventurers, who were
able to use it as a port of transit to Cologne and Frankfurt, In 1597, howsver,
there was a temporary sethack : in retaliation for measures taken against Flanse

merchants in England, the Hanse. persuaded the Emperor to expel the Merchant
~ Adventurers from the Empire as a company .of monopolists, ‘ B
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pany, a number of members of the Merchant Adventurers
founded the Spanish Company to monopolize the lucrative
trade in wine, oil and fiuit with Spain and Portugal, and to
secure powers under charter to exclude competitors.  Finally, in
1581 letters patent were granted by the Grown to four gentlemen,
including a Sir E. Osborn and a Mr. Staper, and “ to such other
Englishmen not cxcceding twelve in number as the said Sir E.
Osborn and Staper shall appoint to be joined to them and their
factors, servants and deputies, for the space of seven years to
trade to Turkey . . . the trade to Turkey to be solely to them
during the said term . This was the origin of the Levant
Company (incorporated in 1592 as a fusion of the earlier Turkey
Company with the Venice Company), which numbered Queen
Elizabeth among its lcadmg shareholders and in 1600 begat the
East India Company and in 1605 had its charter of monopoly
renewed in perpetuity by James 1.1

In varying degree these foreign trading companies were
highly exclusive bodies. The Merchant Adventurers conducted
a vigorous struggle against any interloping in its trade, so that this
prohmble intercourse might be preserved for the few and prices
be fenced against the influence of competition. Similarly the
Russia Company made strenuous (if far from successful) cfforts
to exclude interlopers trading through Narva ; and both the
Eastlanders and the Spanish Company used their powers to
control the trade. Centred in London, the powerful Merchant
Adventurcrs Company had its replica in sister-companies in
provincial towns like Newcastle and York and Bristol. Gener-
ally, however, while provincial merchants were awarded rights
of trade, the bulk of the traffic passed through the hands of
London merchants and it was Londoners that dominated the
organization. Entrance to the ranks of the privileged com-
panies was rvestricted by a limitation of applenticeship and
by entrance fees which tended to grow heavier in the course
of time. By the beginning of the seventeenth century, for
example, the enirance fee to the Merchant Adventurers had
risen to the figure of £200.2 Morcover, craftsmen and retailers
were _ %Lymbarmdwfmmmcmbers hip ¢ ““ the express' desire

L Q. C. Walford, © Outline History of Hanseatic League *, Trans. ‘Ryl. Hist,
Society, IX (1881), 128 M. Sellers, op. cit.; Cawston'and Keane, Early C'hartercd
Companies, 15-22, 27-8, B seq. 5 W. R. Scott, Joint Siock Companies, vol. I, 17-22.
103 ; I. Lubimenko, Lm Relations Commerciales et Politiques de I’Angletme avee la Russie
tgant Pierre lo Grand, 23-34, 82, 114 seq.; M. Epsteln, Early Hutory of the Levant

ompany.

fSt:(: below, p. 192 f
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to exclude ” them being deseribed by Unwin as * one common
feature which characterizes the whole of the charterns ™ of
the forcign trading companics.! In addition, the quantities
traded were carcfully regulated, presumably in the intevests
of price-maintenance, by the coutrol of sluppm that  the
company exercised and the method of the “stint ™ by which
the share of each participant was limited, as by the quota of a
modern cartel. Whether, in addition, minimum sclling-prices
and maximum buying-prices were enforced on members as a
general rule is not altogether clear. There is evidence that the
Merchants of the Staple had employed price-fixing agreements
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centurics, favouring a single
foreign staple town in order to facilitate the enforcement of
price-agreements ; # and the probability seems to be that the
Merchant Adventurers used similar methods, In the reign of
James I the Levant Company not only controlled the supply but
fixed maximum buying prices for produce purchased in the
Near East.? At any rate the clothiers and local traders who
acted as intermediaries between the craftsman and the export
merchant were under no illusions as to the effect of the
monopolics ; for we hear a growing number of complaints from
them in the mxteunth century that their sale outlets were narrowed
and the price at which they could dispose of goods for export
was abnormally depressed @ [or example, the complaint of cer
tain clothiers to the Privy Couneil in 1550 that the Merchant
Adventurers had by agreement fixed the buying-price for cloth
so low that the manufacturers lost £1 a picce.t

This policy of exclusivenecss was not without imitators in the
less exalted ranks of urban socicty. By virtue of their appren-
ticeship regulations the crafts had always imposed a fairly strict
control over admission. But in the fourteenth and filteenth
centuries there was a very general tendency towards a raising
of the entrance requirements to a craft in the interest of limitation
of numbers. Patrimony—the right of a son to succeed his father
in the craft—had always been a means by which one whose
family was established in the trade could avoid the onerous
entrance-requirements and mastership could become an heredi-
tary privilege. In the course of time it became increasingly
difficult for any who were outside a certain circle of families -

L Studies in Eeonomic History, 193, also 181.
2 Rileen Power, ap. cit., 89-go.

-3 ML Epstem, Egrly sttai;y of the Levant Company, II7~26, 1301,
‘Studzes in Eeon. Hutocy the Papers of George Untyin, 14,8.
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and who were not rich enough to buy a positon in the gild to
sct up as o master. This exclusive tendency was remarkably
widespread and was even more pronounced in the larger con-
tinental towns than it was in this country, where (as Pirenne has
said) ““in each town local industry becomes a restricted privilege
of a consortium of hereditary masters .2 English craft gilds had $
carly gained the right to exercise a virtual veto on Any new ¢
entrants to tl1mx_1r1dust1y by eans of the double provision thau
no one craftsman unless he had obtained
the freedom of the city and that no newcomer might be admitted
to  the c1ty s freedom (ie. be made a full citizen) except on the
recommendatm and security of six reputable members of hls
craft,? Later it was frequently stipulated that the consent of thc
wardens of the craft gild was necessary for his admission,8 Ashley |
states that * before the middle of the fourteenth century there
are unmistakable traces of the desire to limit competition by
diminishing the influx of newcomers .t In 1321 the London
weavers were accused of charging abnormal entrance fees to
those wishing to enter the craft; and ten years later we find
general complaints being levelled at craft gilds that they charged
apprentices “ almost prohibitive fecs for membership in the
gilds .5 Mrs. Green even goes so far as to say that “ when a
man had finished his apprenticeship, cumning devices were found
for casting him back among the rank and file of hired labour »*.¢
To judge by legislation of two centuries later forbidding the
practice (lcgnlahon of the 1530), it had become the custom in
some cases for journeymen and apprentices to be required by
- their ‘masters o swear on oath that they would not set up. as
aftsmen on their own without the master’s permission.?

9,3, tgrtonr B e Nads AL WMS\-—-‘ L SR . Y W
1H. Pivenne in La Fin du Moyen Age, vol. 2, 144. IR Y N T
*In the case of London the latter enactment was made in 1319, guuigeqt )

2 Ashley, Introdustion, vol. I, Bk. II, 77. o

8 Ibid., 75 ; Gretton, op. cif., 69——70. B Lot o

B Kramer Craft Gilds and the Govemment 78-9 ; T. Consitt, London Weavers’ Gom-
pany, 2x seq, The weavers were also charged with restriction of output and of pro-
ductive capacity ; the allegation being made that they had reduced the number of
looms in London from 280 to 8o over the past thirty years. This was at the time when
(as we have seen above) the weavers were fighting a lasing battle against the burellers,
who had become their eraployers ; and these charges against the weavers, originating
in the enmity of the burellers, probably contained some propagandist exaggerations,

¢ Mius. Green, gp. cif., 102 ; cf. also A, Abram, Souzalp Eugland in Fifteentl Century,
121,

? Unwin, Indusirial 07gamzatzan, 56 ; Kramer, op. cit., 80 ; Hibbert, Influence and
Development of English Gilds, 66~7. It is ot clear why the Intler writer should think
that this practice exhibited the gilds “in a state of wholesale demoralisation >
all gilds in varying degrees attempted ta secure a monopoly pesition for themselves
and to resiri¢t entry to a irade, as part of their essential function

.
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The result was an increasing tendency in Tudor times for
journeymen who could not afford the expense of mastership to
work secretly in garrets in a back street or Lo retire to the suburbg
in an attempt to cvade the jurisdiction of the gild : practices
against which the gilds in their turm waged war, attempting both
to widen the arca of their Ju11bdlCllDIl and to increase the thorough-
ness of the official ““ searches , through whose agency offenders
against gild ordinances were brought to book, The London
weavers in the fiftcenth century introduced a prohibition on the
hiring out of looms : a ban that was evidently intended to make it
more difficult for poor journeymen to set up on their own.* Here,
as we shall see, there was often a ground of conflict between the
craft gild and the mercantile oligarchy of the town, since it wag
gencrally to the intercst of the latter that the competition of -
craftsmen, willing to sell at cut-prices, as the garret-masters and
suburban masters often were, should be multiplied. As for the
mercantile gilds themselves and the livery of the greater London
companies, these led rather than followed the fashion of exclusive-
ness ; and the raising of fees to the Livery had reached a level
by the middle of the sixicenth century where (in the words of
the historian of the London Drapers’ Clompany)  the Livery
was practically confined to men of cousiderable substance, and
it was only the more wealthy of the Drapers who were able to
take advantage of the openings offered ”.*  On the Continent
Brentano tells us that often “ the freedom (of the gild) became
practically hereditary on account of the difficulty of complying
with the conditions of entrance”. Somectimes there was a
regulation that masters could not trade on borrowed money,
which effectively excluded the man of small capital rom secur-
ing a foothold. Sometimes in German towns journeymen were
required to have travelled for five years before they could set up as
masters. Expensive inaugural dinners, for which the new master
had to pay, became the custom.? Qnite widely in continental
gilds the practice developed of requiring from an apprentice a -
chef d’euvre, or masterpiece, before he could enter on mastership
—a piece of work, both elaborate and perfect, on which it was -
necessary for him to work for a whole year or more. In France
an edict of 1581 saw fit to denounce * the excessive expenses that
the poor artisans are constrained to undertake to obtain' the -

1 Consitt, oj) 6it., 105, 1A, H. Johnson, op. ¢it., vol. I, 1p3. .
? Brentanot in Eng, Gmla’s, cxxxvm, cl; M, Kowalewsky, Die Ukonomuc?w Entwwk- |
lung L‘uropas, vol. V, 165-75.
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degree of mastership ¥, In Paris the number of apprentices.
themselves was in the first place scverely restricted.  Generally
there were two categories : apprentiz-privez, who were sons of «
masters and were exempt from the restrictions, and the apprentiz- -
estranges, who were usually limited to one per workshop. Not
only was a considerable minimum period of service required of
these apprentiz-estranges, but a price was charged to parents for
apprenticing a son, and when parents were unable to meet this
payment, the period of apprenticeship was prolonged by two
years. As a result “access to mastership was obtained by
strangers only by virtue of sacrifices, and considerable advantages
were reserved to a child who followed his father’s profession ”
while for a growing number “ the difficulties of mastership were
insurmountable 7.1

The result of these developments was, not only to fence off
the profits of existing craftsmen from the levelling effect of the
competition of newcomers, and by this means to provide a basis,
for a moderate accumulation of capital inside the more prosper ous’
craft gilds themselves : it also had the effect of creating at the '
bottom of urban society a growing class of hired servants and ¢
Jjourncymen who lacked any chances of advancement, and who,*
while nominally members of the gild in many cases, excrcised '
no control over it and lacked any protection from it. On the
contrary, both gild and town legislation generally imposed
draconian regulations on the journeymen, controlling his wages,
enjoining the strictest obedience on him to his master, and ruth-
lessly proscribing any form of organization or even meetings of
journeymen (which werce invariably denounced as  covins and
cabals ). To the extent that this depressed class of hired ser-
vants existed, the possibility began to appear of profit being made,
and capital in consequence accumulated, from direct investment
in the employment of wage-labour. But until the later sixteenth
century this apparently remained an unimportant source of
capitalist income ; and the remarkable gains of merchant capital
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, while fruit of monopoly,
were acqmred by an exclusion of the mass of the producers from
~sharing in the benefits of an expanding. volume of trade rather
than by any actual depression of the general standard of life,> 1In

1 Lespmasse et Bonnardat, ap, cil., c.~ex. ; H. Hauser, Les Débuts du Capilalisme,
24-6 ;' Levasseur, Hisi. des Classes Ouriéres en France (Ed. 1859), Tome 1, 230.

2in these two centuries, indeed, there was probably a substantial vise in ihe

standard of life both of the average villager and of the town craftsman, as Thorold
Rogers suggested.
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become a conscrvative rather than a revolutiomwy furee ; und
its influence and the influence of the mstitutions it had fow
tered, such as the chartered companies, was to retard ruther
than to accclerate the development of cupitalism as o mode of
production.



CHAPTER TOUR
THE RISE OF INDUSTRIAL CAPITAL
I

Marx, in the course of his historical notes on merchant
capital, has pointed out that merchant capital in its early stage -
had a_purely external relationship to the mode of productign,®
whlch remained independent and untouch by C’tpltal the
merchant being merely “ the man who removes ’ the goods_.
produced by the guilds or the peasants ”’, in order to gain from .
price differences between different productive areas. Later,®
however, merchant capital began to fasten upon the mode of,
p\_ﬁ)ductmn partly in order to ¢ etplmt the latter more effectively .
—to “ deteriorate the condition of the direct producers . . . and*
absorb their smplus labour on thg basm 0[' the old mode of pro-!
duction —partly in in_the interests of
greater profit and the s mct@ This develop-
ment, he suggests, followed two main roads According to the
first—" the 1cally 1ev01uuonary way section_of the pron\

adCJ_gy“d in
W_Npuahst hagis
of the gilds.  According to
9 xxs ng merc_hant clags bggm to!
“take possessmn dlrcctly of ploducuon ; thereby serving;
hlstorlcally as a mode of transition ”, but becoming eventually
“an obstacle to a real capitalist mode of produciion ande
declin(ing) with the development of the latter .t f:b"*‘“*— - e
Evidence that has accumulated in recent decades nomaﬁgg
it abundantly clear that the kind of transition to which Marx was.
referring was already in process in England in the sccond half
of the sixteenth century ; and that by the accession of Charles I
certain significant changes in the mode of production had already.‘
taken place : a circumstance peculiarly relevant to political events .
in seventeenth-century England, which bear all the marks of the
classic bourgeois revolution. But the lines of this development

1 Capital, vol. III 388-96 Marx elsewhere dates * the capitalist era from the
sixteenth century ”, even though “ we come across the first beginnings of capitalist
production as early as the fourteenth or fifieenth century, sporadically, in certain
towns of the Mediterranean * (to which he might have added Flan érs. and the
Rhine distict). (Gapital, vol I, 439).
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are far from clearly drawn. They are o complex of variong
strands, and the pace and nature of the development differ
widely in different industrics. The two roads of which Marx
speaks do not remain distinct for the whole of their course, but
often merge for a distance and in places intersect.  As is specially
characteristic of periods of transition, interests and loyaltics are
curiously mixed and social alignments change quickly. Yet,
despite this complexity, certain broad tendencies stand out in
clear relief : tendencies which represent a growing dominance of
capital over production. In existing industries this development
took the form which has been so fully elucidated by Unwin :
namely, the growing dominance of a purely mercantile element
=aver the mass of the craftsmen and the subordination of the latter
“@&Jt'he former. In certain cases, an organization that was already
“wery largely composed of a purely trading clement (such as the
tapers or Haberdashers), and monopoh/cd the wholesale trade

- in some finished commodity, brought the organizations of crafis-
“fﬁen under its control, or even absorbed th(,m, while at the same
\tlmc begmmng, to put out work to crafismen in the counte
_wherc it was free from the 10(mLm(ms of the town craft hlldb
QJ[\n other cases, as with the Clnthworl\mx, a mercantile clement,
constituting the Livery, came to dominate hoth the gild and the
~braft element that composed the lower vank in the company,
termed the Yeomanry or Bachelors. As a later development,
~when this craft clement had secured its independence from the
1*therchants by incorporation as a new chartered body, as was
the case with most of the Stuart corporations, the new company
secems generally to have come under the control, in turn, of a
small oligarchy consisting of the well-to~do capitalist scction.
At the same time in a number of new industrics such as copper,
brass and ordnance, paper and powder-making, alum and 502D,
“drrd also in mining and in smelting, the technique of production
was sufﬁcmntly transformed as a result of recent invention to
reqmre 1 capital that was quitc beyond the capacity of
L\\ﬂ%ggrdlnaly craftsman. In conscquencc, enterprise
bemg_jayg_ched by promoters. on’ a. _partnership or Jomt-stock
f_‘hz;sm, and hired labour was begmmng to be em:gloycd by them
on a considerable scale.
u*f&mﬂarly, agriculture in the sixteenth century was under-
*Boing an important, if partial, transformation. It was a century,
~dn the one hand, of extensive investment by city merchants
A}, the purchase of manors ; and while most of this appears s
‘\.’.»._M.ﬁ I8 I - PPV IR W o JURG RN SN | P G S Y
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to have been either speculative in intention or with the object
of drawing rents from lcases rather than of enjoying the profits
of farming the land, instances were not altogether uncommon
of capital being sunk in improvements and of the estate being
worked with hired labour as a capitalist farm. This was
particularly the case where land was used for pasture, and the
times saw many persons of substance who had become large-
scale graziers of sheep for the profitable wool trade. These
included some of the older squires who had been prompted by
the economic difficultics of the fifteenth century to improve the
demesne and to enclose the commons. At any rate the enclosure
of land into consolidated farms or holdings, about which there
was so much contemporary clamour, placed agriculture on a
new basis, even if the estate was leased out to tenants and its
new owner was no more than a rent-receiver. The victim of
the enclosure was generally the smaller cultivator, who now
dispossessed was doomed to swell the ranks of the rural proletariat
or semi-proletariat, gaining employment as a hired labourer if he
was lucky and being hunted by the cruelties of the Tudor Poor
Law if he was not. As Professor T awney tersely comments,
“ Villeinage ceases, the Poor Law begins . On the other hand, ;
this century saw a considerable growth, of independent. pca.sant
farmmo by tenants who rented lan loch lings outsi
the ‘open-ficld system,  Among i
have seen in an earlier chapter) an 1mport1nt sccuon of ncher
peasants or yeomen,! who as they plospcred ad ﬁeld

lgy lease or purchase, pcﬂmpq became usurers (along with squire ,
and parson and local maltster and corn—dw a.ICI) to_their poorer

It was by this class of rising yeomen farmers that most of the
improvements in methods of cultivation seem to have been
pioneered. Professor Tawney has told us that by the beginning
of the sixteenth century  small demesne tenancies had already
disappeared from many manors, even if they had ever existed on
them, and the normal method of using the demesne was to lease
it to a single large farmer, or at any rate to not more than three
or four?”, while ““the gLowth of large farms had proceeded so

1 The word yeoman meant legally a 40/~ freeholder. But it wag popularly used
for any well-to~do farmer : as a contemporary definition has it, for “ middle people
of a candition between gentlemen and cottagers or peasants . (Gl‘ Mildred Camp-
bell, The Englz sh Tenmmz, 22 seq.)

ok
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far by the middle of the sixteenth century that in parts of the
country the arca held by the farmer was about equal o that
held by all the other tenants ™, and in a sample of sisty-seven
farms on fifty-two manors in Wiltshire and Norfolk and certajn
other counties ““ rather more than hadf have an area exc cecling
200 acres and the area of rather more than a quarter esceeds
350 acres .

The dividing line cannot, of course, be sharply drawn either
between yeoman farmer of moderate means or handicraft small
master and the parveny capitalist employer or between the older
mercantile monopolists of the fiftcenth century and the later
merchant-manufacturer and merchant-employer of the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries. It is in each case a matter
of quantitative growth which is at a certain stage sufficient .
to involve a qualitative change: in the former a growth
in the resources of the small man suflicient to cause him to
place greater reliance on the results of hired labour than on
the work of himself and his family, and in his caleulations to
velate the gains of his euterprise to his capital rather than to his
own cxertions ; in the latter, a gradual shill of attention away
from purely speculative gaing, based on price~differences as the
trader already finds them, towards the profit to be made by
reducing the cost of purchase, which involved some mensure of
control over production, To the fiest of these tendencies—the
Rirth of a_capitalist class from the ronks of production ;I‘hl,.ﬁt;lfw
the rflpld price~-changes of the sixteenth century, with their.
consequent depression of real wages and “ profit nflation ”
contributed in no small measure ; to which no doubt must be
added substantial gaing from usury at the expense of their poorer
brethren. The sccond tendency—the penctration of production -
by mc:rchant—capital from outside—may well have been encour-
age .,C_Lll ggowmg compctltlon in c'{mmg mar Lets, m conscqueme ‘
of the growing wealth. and numbers of thc tmdmg bourgco;g;e,
tending to narrow the opportumtles for purely speculative gams
and to bring a closer approximation to the * perfect markets”
of alater age. This influence can hardly as yet have been a very
- strong one and probably operated little if at all in the sphere of

export, where both expanding and_highly protected ruarkets
- were still sufficiently abundant (relatively to those pnvﬂegcd to
enjoy them) to_furni sh. profits. from exchange,.and. Stafe
pohcy 1mposed b’u"ners enough between the market of purchase .

Y Agrarian Problem in the Sixteenth Century, 210~1g.
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and the market of sale. But in the sphere of internal trade,
dcsplte an cxpansion of the home market, the position must have ¢
been appreciably different ; and the dividing-line between thea
older group of merchant capital and the new very largely lay,
between those merchants of an older generation who had secured .
a dominating position in the export trades and those who, coming
later into the field, found themselves shut out from the coveted
and closely guarded realm of export and were constrained to
confine their activities to wholesale trade within the national
boundaries.

Fven the older mercantile monopolies were not, of course,
without their influence on sthe rate of exchange which prevailed
between themselves and the producers in the local markets with
which they traded. In other words, there probably was always
here some clement of exploitation of the producer. To the
extent that the export irade in wool or in cloth was confined in
the hands of a few, and new entrants were excluded by the
restrictions against ““ interlopers *, competition in the purchase
of wool was reduced ; and this tended to make the price at which
wool or cloth could be bought {rom grazier or craftsman in the
local market lower than would have been the casc if the number
of buyers for export had been unrestricted. We have noticed,
for cxample, at a quite carly date the export mercantile interest
upholding, and the sheep-grazing interests opposing, restrictions
which precluded foreigners from coming into the country and
buying wool direct in local markets ; while at the end of the
sixteenth century we hear of London merchants trying to compel
Norwich drapers to bring their cloth to Blackwell Hall in London
for sale instead of selling it direct to foreign merchants! We
have seen that the essential purpose of gild monopoly had always .
been to create as far as possible a s1tuat10n of excess. supply in_
the market of purchase and of excess demand in the market of
sale by maintaining a privileged bottleneck in between ; * and

1 Unwin, op. ¢it,, 101,

# Tt might seem that, if the wholesale merchants had possessed sufficient resources,
the mere competition among themselves, even though their number was limnited,
should have sufficed to establish © normal competitive prices in the markets of

ourchase and sale.  Actually, however, the demand of each buyer was probably
imited fairly drastically by the liquid resources available to him at any one time
(cf. the references to the continual cash difficulties of the wool merchants who bought
from the Cotswold growers and sold to the Staplers in Postan and Power, Studies
in Eng. Trade in the Fifteenth Century, 62, etc. ; also Gely Papers, xii-xv and x]x, and for
an example of barter transactions with cloth which may possibly have been due to this
circumstance, cf. G. D, Ramsay, The Wiltshire Woollen Industry, 23). Moreover, with
wholesale deahngs confined ta a close fraternity, customary agreements about poach-
ing on private markets and price~cutting no doubt reslmcted price-competition among
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this fundamental principle ol the policies of the Gild and of the
Staple the companics of export merchants weve applying on a
“Rational scale. Bug this policy aequiral a number ol new,
““"t‘ind sighificantly new, features when deliberite measures began
Exﬁ‘bc taken to multiply the number of computitors among pro-
ducers, or to exert divect pressure upon them with the objegt of
M..?‘.dcvclo.ping new and cheaper sources of supply. The ehief form
that such attempts to cheapen supply assumed was that of
establishing a private relationship ol dependence between a
private clientéle of craftsmen and o merchant employer who
s put out” work for them to do,  Supply could then be cheap.
ened both by lowering the remuneration. that the eraftsman was
wwilling to_accept for his work and also by cncouraging a better
oerganization of the work (c.g. by an improved division of labour
. among the crafts). The dividing line between this and the
“urban colonialism ™ of an carlicr date cunnot, ol course, be
drawn at all sharply, Both attempted to cheapen supplies by
inoreasing the producers’ dependence on one souree of demand
. for their product as well as by widening the area [rom which
supplics were compelied to flow towards a particular market,
The difference consisted i the degree o control  that the:
merchant-buyer exercised over the producer, and the extent o
which such control influenced the number o producers, thele
methods of production and their location,  When this gontrol
had reached a ceviain point, it began Lo alter the charagter.of
~production itself @ the merchint-manufiwturer no louger simply
~hattened on the existing mode of production and tightened the .
“‘E@?ﬁ'ﬁﬁmic pressure ou the producers, but by changing the mode
1'% _production_increased..its inherent. productivity. [t is here
that the real qualitative change appears, While the growing
interest shown hy sections of merchant capital in controlling
production—in developing what may be termed a deliberately -
contrived system of * exploitation through trade ”~—prepared -
the way for this final outcome, and may in a few cases have
reached it, this final stage generally seems, as Marx pointed out, :
to have been associated with the rise from the ranks of the pro-
ducers themselves of a capitalist clement, half-manufacturer, -

them pretty severely 3 in the case of foreign trading companies such as the Merchant |
Adventurers and Merchanis of the Staple there was a limitation. of sales through a
“guota or “stint” and through conirol of shipping ; and there is evidence that in
some cases the Gilds and Companies actually regulated prices (cf. Lipson, o al, .
vol. I, 337-8, and vol, Il, sogq~5, 239, 297~0, g42 ; T B. Rich, The Ordinance Book
- of the Morchants of the Staple, go, 92, 149-59; W. B Tingelbach, The Aerhant
. Adweniurers of England, 64~46, go-8, and a?aovc, p. 116), -
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half~merchant, which began to subordinatec and to organize
those very ranks from which it had so recenily risen. Merthcn.
The first stage of this transition—the turning of sections of *
merchant capital towards an increasingly intimate control over
p10ducuon——seemb to have been occurring on an extensive scale®
in the textile, leather and smaller metal trades in the sixteenth
century, when the larger merchants at the head of such com-
panies as the Haberdashers, Drapers, Clothworkers and Leather-
sellers started to encourage the establishment of craftsmen in
the suburbs and the countryside. Since this constituted a
challenge to gild restrictions which limited the number of crafts-
men, the question of the apprenticeship regulations and their
enforcement became everywhere a pivotal point of conflict
between the mass of the craftsmen and their new masters. In
many cases the merchant employers sought to subordinate the
urban craft organizations to themselves, so that the enforcement
of the craft restrictions was rclaxed or even lapsed. In the case
of the Girdlers’ Gompany (to take a slightly later example) in
the carly seventeenth century we find the craftsmen of the
company lodging complaints with the Lord Mayor and Aldermen
of the City of London “ that there was noe cxecution of the
ordinances of this Company touching Girdling, whereby the
poore artizans were undone 7, including the ordinances touching
those who ““ sct on worke such as had not served 4 years at the
art and also for setting foveigners and maids on worke ”’, and
“ that many Girdlers did exceed in taking of apprentices above
their number, that many Girdlers set on worke forreyners,
women and maids”. In this case for a time a not very stable
compromise secems to have been reached whereby the artisan
clement shared in the Right of Search by which the regulations
were enforced. But in 1633 we mect the charge that “ of late
divers merchants, silkmen and other trades being come into-
the Company, and bearing the chiefe offices thereof had put
down the yeomanry and appropriated to themselves sole govern-
ment of the Company, and . . . had neglected the suppressione
of abuses ”.r Fairly widely attempts were made to prevent‘
producers from selling their wares to.rival buyers; ;—and somefimes
the _poarer, craftsman wag supphcd by the merchant. WJ.th.th.s!
is, so that the tic of mdebtedness
Was added to his alrea v restrlcted freedom of sale, At this,

Yo b ar €
1'W. Durnville Smyme, 4 Hz.rlorwal Aocount of the Worshififul Company of G'zrd[ers
of London, 84, B8, go-2. ‘
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stage little change seems to have been effected in the methodg
of production themselves, except perhips ot the finishing end
of the cloth trade, and still less change i the techmique of pro.
ducuon. The. progressive rdle of the merchant manufactuper
was here limited to extending handicraft production and breakipge
down the limits imposed by the tracitional urban monopoly.,
Fven as carly as the filteenth century evidence of the rise of
merchant-employers in the cloth indusiry is to be found in
complaints that work was being put out to craftsmen who dyelt
outside the town boundaries and hence were beyond the juris-
diction of the craft gilds with their limitation of apprentices and
control of entry to the industry. We find a complaint of this
kind made by Northampton in 1464 ; and we find Norwich and
other cloth centres forbidding any burgess to employ weavers
who dwelt outside the city boundarics. Whether the offenders
were large London merchants or local cloth tracers is not clear.
But in face of new complaints [rom various towns in the sixteenth
century, legislation was passed to prohibit the carrying on of
the craft of weaving and clothmaking outsicle the {raditional
urban centres @ legislation which seems, however, to have had
no more than a temporary cflfect in stemming the vise of the
couniry industry. In face of the complaints of Woreester that
its prosperity was being ruined by the competition of country
craftsmen, an Act was passed in 1534 1o provide that no cloth
should be made in the county of Worcestershire outside the
boundaries of five principal towns, and by the Weavers” Act of
1555 this principle was extended to other pavts of the kingdon
by a limitation on any weaving and clothmaking and “ the
engrossing of looms > outside * a city, borough, town corporate
¢ or market town or else in such a place or places where such
wcloths have been used to be commonly made by the space of
.. ten years 1 TFurther, the Act of Artificers of 15063 prohibited
- any from undertaking the art of weaving unless he had been
@pprenticed and any from being apprenticed unless he was the
son of a £g freeholder, “ thus barring the access to the industry
of fully three-quarters of the rural population .2
But the clearest evidence of a general movement towards
d’the subordination of craftsmen by a mercantile clement is afforded
We\fg’ww% («f/ﬂ ‘
1 Of Lipson, op. cit,, 487, 502-6 5 Froude, History of England, vol. I, 58, Froude -

spoke of this Act as shmmg % like a foir gleam of humanity in the midst of the amvkc
of the Smithfield fires ”

'® Studies in Beon, Hutory Papers of George Unwin, 187,
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by the development among the twelve great Livery Companies
of London. Half of these had been composed purely of traders
from the outset (like the Mercers and Grocers) ; and these
generally continued to confing their activities to wholesale or_to
export trade. But those that originally had been handicraft
organizations or contained a handicralt element came to be
dominated by a trading minority which was using its. powers to
subordinate the craftsmen by the early decades of the sixteenth
century. This occurred in the case of the Goldsmiths, the
Haberdashers (which after absorbing the cappers and the hatter
merchants assumed the title of the Merchant Haberdashers), the
Merchant Taylors, the Skinners and the Clothworkers. In the
case of the Girdlers we have cited a somewhat later example of
the same tendency. Often the appearance of an exclusively
trading element in a gild found expression in the tendency for
leading members to acquire membership of kindred organizations,
since this provided a means of evading the restrictions of their own
gilds concerning the arca of purchase and sale ; and sometimes
this interlocking of interests between the trading element of

kindred companies resulted in amalgamation. The Cloth-
workers’ Company, for example, originated in an amalgamation
between the fullers and shearmen, well-to-do members of which
seem to have made a habit of taking up membership in the
Drapers’ Company, as did also weavers and dyers.? In such
cases the upper rank of the Company, the Livery, came to be
composed almost exclusively of the commercial clement, and
the governing body, the Wardens and Court of Assistants, were
drawn from the Livery., Unwin remarks that * as considerable
expense was involved in each stage of promotion [to the freedom,
to the Livery and to the governing body], all but the wealthiest
members were permanently excluded from office ”, with the
result that ¢ the majority of freemen gradually lost all share in
the annual choice of the four wardens .2 The historian of the
Drapers’ Company states that ¢ the craftsmen proper, under the
name of Bachelors or Yeomen, fell into a position of depend-

1 An inieresting foreign example of this tendency was the case of Andreas and
Jakob Fugger. The chief Gilds in Augsburg were the Weavers’ and the Merchants,’
which in 1368 obtained a share in the government of the city, previously monopolized
by aristocratic families. The father, Hans Fugger, had been a weaver who had also
engaged in trade. His twosons were members both of the Weavers’ and the Mer-
chants’ Gilds, and Jakob was Master of the former even though he had ceased to
engag% in weaving (cf. R. Ehrenberg, Capital and Finance in ihe Age of the Renais-
- sance, 64).

G, 2Unwin, Indusirial Organisation in the 1Gth and ryth Centuries, 42
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ence’’r In the cage ol the Cuters” Gopuany, while the
Yeomanry consisted of working cutlers, the Livery was © come
posed cntirely of masters or of persous uuconneeted with the
trade . “ None but the more substantial freemen could afford
to enter the Clothing, for, in addition to the fees to the Company,
Clerk and Beadle, the new Liveryman was expected to enteriain
the Court of the Compauy at a tavern, either wholly or in part
at his own expense.” ? The government of the Merchant
Taylors  was placed on a narrower basis ™ carly in the sixteenth
century. “ Although for legislation affecting all the members a
full assembly may still be needed, we find no trace of any such
meeting being summoned, and the Master, instead of yielding up
his receipts and payments after the expirvation of his year of office
openly in the common hall beforc the whole of the Traternity,
had only to do so to the Court of Assistants or to auditors
appointed by the Court.”? At about the same time there
appears a division of the Gild into a Mcrchant Company and a
Yeoman Company consisting of craftsmen.  Sinee the records
of the latter have been lost, the precise reluionship between it
and the parent company is not clear, but the relationship was
presumably one of subordination raher than  of complete
independence.t  And while a mercantile oligarchy  contralled
the Livery Companies, the leading Livery Companies i turn
controlled the government of the City of London,  “ How come
pletely the government of the City was now in the hands of the
greater gilds is shown by the et that most of the Aldermen
and Sheriffs and all the Mayors for many years were members of |
one of the Greater Livery Qompmues Thus by the close of the
fifteenth century the Gild organization and that of the City had
becom algamated.” s

At the ‘same time, there is cvidence that the mercantile
oligarchy alike of the Merchant Taylors, the Clothworkers, the -
Drapers and the Haberdashers began to organize the domestic
industry in the countryside. In doing so they were apt to come.
into rivalry with the clothiers and drapers of a provincial town: -
for example, the provincial clothiers who in 1604 complained
. to'the House of Commons at *“ the engrossing and rcstraint‘of ‘

1 A. H. Johuson, Hutary of the Com_{)any of Drapers of London, vol. T, ag, also 1 18- .
. Cf also Lipson, Fron. History, vol. 1, 378-81 ; Cunningham, Growth dedlc Ages, 1)
513 ; Selemann, Indusiries m the Middle Ages, 177-8,
771G Welch, History of the Gutlers' Company of London, vol. II, 79, 86~7.
30 M. Glcde, EBarly Hmoi;y uf the Gmld of Merchant Tazlarr, Part I, 158 .
& Jbid., 61 seq, . H, Johnson, op. cit., vol I, so-t.



THL RISE OF INDUSTRIAL CAPITAL 133

trade by the rich merchants of London as being to the undoing
or great hindrance of all the rest , or the Shrewsbury Drapers,
who ““set on work above six hundred Persons of the Art or
Science of Shcarmen or Frizers * within that town, and were for
a time successful in securing a prohibition on London merchants
sending agents into Wales to buy up Welsh white cloth that
would otherwise have flowed to the Shrewsbury market to supply
their own local cloth-finishing industry.* Like the Shrewsbury
Drapers, these local clothiers or cloth finishers were quite
commonly engaged in the ¢mployment of town craftsmen ; in
which case their interest lay in enforcing, and if necd be reviving,
the local gild ordinances, and securing legislative sanction for
them, as under the 1555 Act, in order to stem the competition
of the country industry financed by larger capital from London.
To this extent the influence of thesc local capitalists was reaction-
ary ; tending as they did to hold in check the spread of the new
domestic industry, and to limit the extension of the division of
labour between scctions of the trade that seems often to have
gone with it.  In yet other cases the local clothiers seem at times
to have themselves become merchant cmployers of craftsmen
outside the town boundaries in the neighbouring countryside,
like the wealthy clothiers of Suflolk and Essex, of whom we hear
a weavers’ complaint in 1539 that © the vich men, the clothiers,
be concluded and agreed among themselves to hold and pay one
price for weaving cloths ?, or the Wiltshire clothiers who seem
to have successfully evaded the Act of 1555 and freely increased
the number of looms in the countryside.? In this rivalry between
provinces and metropolis, between the smaller and the larger
capital, we have an important cross-current of cconomic conflict.
To some extent it resembles the rivalry between large and small
capitals, between metropolis and provinces, that later became an
important influence inside the Parliamentarian camp at the
time of the Commonwealth. But between the carlier and the

* Per conira, the Welsh weavers were in favour of free trade and opposed to restric-
tions in favour of the Shrewsbury market, At the time of the anti-monopolies agita~
tion in the 1620’s Parliament passed a Tree Trade in Welsh Cloth Bill, in favour
of the Liondon merchants. (Cf A. H. Dodd in Economica, June, 1929.) Anather
example is that of the Coventry Drapers who, after a successful struggle with the
Dyers for hegemony, procecded to subordinate both shearmen and weavers. They
succeeded in prohibiting the former from taking employment or buying cloth from
* foreign ” drapers ; but a complaint from the weavers that drapers and dyers
were themselves buying undyed Gloucester cloth was turned down by the town
authorities. The Mayor who was a draper apparently rebuked the weavers’ spokes-
man and:*schobled the knave a little . (M. D. Harxis, Hist. of Drapers Coy. of
Coventry, 7-15, 21.) : .

2 G, Du Ramsay, The Wilishire Woollen Indusiry, 58-9.
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later period there was an important ditference. During the
Tudor and carly Stunrt pmmd the erall interest in the provineiyl
gilds threw its weight against the extension of mannfwture, and
in particular of thc rival country industry, while the mereantile
interests, especially of London, had a contrarvy influence 3 and
the fact that Tudor and Stuart legistation showed a special
egard for the restr unmgj influcnee of the pilds was evidently
a contubutory factor in the Q,d.th(dl‘lllﬁ upposumu of powerful
merchant interests to the Stuart régime in the 1620’ By the
middie of the seventeenth century, however, a section of the
crafts themselves had become interested in the extension of
industry and in evasion of the traditional yild restrictions. Even
among the provincial organizers of country industry, whether
they were richer craftsmen or members of local trading gilds,
there were significant lines of division between large capitals
and small 1 between the rich clothicrs who bought divect from
the wool-growers and the poorer clothier who had no alternative
but to buy his wool from the wool stapler.  While, however, it
was in the cloth industry, Bugland’s leading industry of the time,
that such tendencies were most strongly marked; they were not
confined to this trade. The emergence ol o stmilar class of
merchant-cmployers i3 also to he seen at this time in the case of
the Leathersellers, the Covdwainews (who subordinated the
craftsmen  cobblers), the Cutlers (who had  alveady  hecome
employers of the bladesmiths and sheathers when they seeured
incorporation in 1415), the Pewterers, the Blacksmiths and the
Ironmongers.* :
The openmg of the seventeenth century witnessed the thlIl""
nings of an important shift in the centre of gravity : the rising
predominance of a class of merchant-employers from the ranks
of the craftsmen themselves among the Yeomanry of the large
companies—the process that Marx described as “ the really
revolutionary way . The details of this process are far from.
clear, and there is little evidence that bears divectly upon it.
But the fact that this was the case seems to be the only explanation
of events that were occurring at this time in the Livery Companies, '
The merchant oligarchy that formed the Livery in some cases’
appear to have transferred their activities excluslvely to trade,
their growing wealth and, influence in the course of time presum-
ably securing for them a foothold within the pr1v1legcd ranks of
‘ thc export trade, or at least as commission-agents on its 1r1nge.

QL G Unwin, ops Gty 2646,
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Even where this was not so, their activities in relation to pro-
ducers apparently became incre: Lsmgly restrictive, tending to
revert to the older emphasis of forming a close ring among them-
selves and excluding all outsiders from the trade rather than
developing and extending the handicraft industry throughout
the country, as they had shown signs of doing in the sixteenth
century, The rise_among the craftsmen of a richer, capitalist ¢
element who wished to invest thelr capital in_the cmploymgnt ofw
qther craftsmen and themselves to assume the réle of merchant- b
employers represented a ¢ alenge to the close corporatmn of \
the older mercantile clement. The control of the latter was
exercised thlough their dominance over the company which
posscssed (by virtue of its charter) the exclusive right to engage
in a particular branch of production.* The challenge to it,
accordingly, took two forms: the struggle of the Yeomanry
(dominated as this tended in turn to be by the richer master-
craftsmen) for a share in the government of the Company, and
in a number of cases the attempt to secure independence and a
new status of their own by incorporation as a separate company.
The latter was the basis of the new Stuart corporations, formed
from the eraft elements among some of the old Livery Companies :
corporations which, as Unwin has shown, so quickly became
subservient to a capitalist clement among them, to whom the
mass ol the craftsmen were subordinated as a sem1~prolctarhm
class.

This is what occurred in the case of the Glovers’ Company
which (with the aid of Court influence to secure its incorpora-
tion) was formed by the leatherworkers who had previously
been subordinated to the Leathersellers. A similar, but for
some time less successful, attempt to secure their freedom was
made by the feltmakers who were subordinated to the Haber-
dashers, by the pinmakers who had previously belonged to
the Girdlers’ Company, by the Clockworkers who separated
from the Blacksmiths, and by the Silkmen who eventually
secured their independence from the Weavers’ Company. In a
petition to James I in 1619 the leatherworkers complain against
the Leathersellers that “once they put their griping hands
betwixt the Grower and the Merchant and any of the said
Trades, they never part with the com.modities they buy till they

* In London, in contrast to what was apparently the case in other towns, any
citizen (i.e. freeman) of the city had the right to engage in any branch of wholesale
trade. But this freedom did not apply to crafts and to craftsmen. '
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sell them at their owne pilched rates without cither regaed oy
sare whether the workenan be able Lo make his movey thevegf
or no”. Later they complain of the extent to wlhich the ruling
group of the company had “ long since changed to thoge thag
know not leather, for generally the Master and Wardens and
Body . . . are men of other trades as braziers, hosiers, cte.”,
At the time of the Commonwealth the working tailors of the
Merchant Taylors® Company refer in o petition to © divers rich
men of our trade® who “ by taking over preat multitudes of
Apprentices doc weaken the poorer sort of us ™ and show * an
intencion in the Company to exclude the Taylors members of
the Society from all officc and place of auditt » ; the rank and
file of the Printers’ Company declare that they are made  per-
petuall bondmen to serve some few of the rich all their lives upon
such conditions and for such hirc and at such times as the Masters
think fit ”, and many apprentices * after their Apprenticeship,
like the petitioners become for ever more seevile than before »
and weavers allege that the governors of their company now
“gain by intruders ™ aud have consequently  dismissed  the
officials of the Yeomanry whose function it wis lo search for
“intruders . The feltmakers, who made ancunsuccesstul attempt
in the carly years of Jamey T to found a joint-stock company to
repaiv their deficiency in capital, scem to have been mainly
composed of the middle and smaller eraltsmen,  In o manifesto
of the later sixtcenth century they stated that, whereas “ the
richest feltmakers do somewhat hold themselves contented for
that they with ready money and part credit do buy much (raw
material) and so have the choise and best , the poorer eraftsmen,
who have to be content with inferior wool at the price of the
best, “ are daily and lamentably undone and are grown to such
poverty as they dare not show their faces ”, and are indebted
to merchants who cut off their wool supplies altogether if they
show any tendency to complain, In other words, the complaint
is that of small men against the inferior bargaining position to
which their lack of capital condemns them. At another time
they complain of merchant haberdashers who * do kepe greate
numbers of apprentices and instructe wenches in their arte . . .
and do sell great quantity of wares unto chapmen altogether .
untrymmed, whereby they saie a multitude might be seite on”
work and relieved . But when finally under the Common-
wealth the feltmakers succeeded in securing their charter of
‘incorporation, it is clearly the richer among them who are in.
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the forefront of the proposal. Reference is made to the fact
that “many of the trade employ ten, twenty or thirty persons
and upwards in picking and carding of wool and preparing it
for use, besides journeymen and apprentices *’, while the haber-
dashers in opposing the new company charge the latter with
looking “ not at all at the preservation of their poore members,
but at the upholding of their better sorte . As Unwin remarks,
it is a good illustration of * the way in which the organizations
set up to defend the small master against one kind of capitalist
became the instrument of his subjection to another kind . A
less successful attempt was made by the artisan skinners to obtain
certain rights within the Skinners’ Company by “ a surreptitious
application in 1606 for new letters patent from the Crown without
the conscent or privity of the master and wardens of the guild .
Although the artisans obtained their charter, the governing hody
of the company refused to recognize it, and on appeal to the
Privy Council managed to secure its cancellation. In the case
of the Clothworkers the situation was again different. The
mercantile element of the Livery had come by the end of the
sixteenth century to be mainly engaged in foreign trade and
accordingly less interested in the conditions of manufacture ;
which may have partly accounted for the smaller resistance
which they showed to the grant of a share of government in the
company to the Wardens of the Yeomanry : a compromise that
was finally reached during the Commonwealth. But this con-
cession did not mean, as onc might suppose, that the mass of small
craftsmen were now to exercise a part-control in the administra-
tion of the company. On the contrary, it seems clear that by this
time it was the interests of the richer craftsmen, themselves
employing smaller craftsmen on a considerable scale, who were
represented in the government of the Yeomanry; seeing that, as
Unwin points out, * the wardens of the yeomanry were not
elected by the rank and file of small masters and journeymen,
(but) were nominated from above by the Court of Assistants out
of the leading manufacturers **, and when a demand for universal
suffrage was raised, the wardens of the Yeomanry in fact opposed
it. Moreover, while these larger employers who had come to
dominate the Yeomanry apparently tried to ignore the traditional
apprenticeship regulations, in order to multiply the number of
‘craftsmen employ'tblc by them, the smaller craftsmen, whose
status was being undermined by this tendency, seem to have
now made common cause with the mercantile clement of the -
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Livery to uplbold the old rvegulations @ that very mercantile
clement to which large and small eraftsmen alike had carlie

stood opposed in the controversy over the export of undyed eloth

in which the mercantile bigwigs of the Glothworkers had had

a considerable interest.!

In addition to the * putting-out ”, av Ferlug-syster, arganized
by merchant-manufacturers, there were also a few examples of
factories owned by capitalists who cmployed workers directly on
a wage-basis. But at this time these examples were rare in the
textile trades, where the instruments of production were not yet
sufficiently complex, outside the finishing end of the trade, to

_Dbrovide a technical basis for factory production. The instry-
f’fﬁﬁts used were still within_ the competence of a crafisman of
;ﬁg_ﬁg means ; they could be conveniently installed in a shed
or a garret ; and since the work was highly individualized, the
only di chbg:txvé?éﬁ' fﬁiﬁi’"i‘tiﬁt(ff’oryVzm({ Elf’)l.n(;‘.hl‘.‘l(j production
£ Was the former a number of Tooms were set up side by s1d@
in the same building instead of being scattered in the workers
phomes. The location of production was concentrated willout
, w change in the character of the productive process. ‘Lhere
o Syds little opportunity, at this stage, for subdivision of libour
within the workshop itsell or co-ordinnted team work as a result
of concentration. On the contrary, il work wis given out to
craftsmen in their homes the capitalist saved the expense of

" upkeep involved in a factory and the expenses of supervision.
u‘]ﬁxcé&f)“t‘ for'the fulling-mill and the dye-house, fictory production -
.ol textiles remained exceptional wutil the Tutter half of the
_ cighteenth century. Lwven so, the cases that we find ave significant
=28 indicating the existence of considerable capitalists who were
imbued with a desire to invest in industry as well as of the
beginnings of an industrial proletariat. _Jhe best known of these
manufactory-capitalists is John Winchcomb, popularly known as
Jack of Newbury, who, being the son of a draper and apprenticed
to a rich clothier, was farsighted enough to marry his master’s.
widow. If the descriptions of him are true, he employed several
hundred weavers, and owned a dye-house and fulling-mill as
well.2  In the same town we hear of Thomas Dolman, who from
the accumulated profits of his cstablishment built Shaw House,
costing £10,000. At Bristol there was Thomas Blanket, and in

1 Unwin, op. eit,, 126-39, 156-71, 190-210 ; Margaret James, Social Problems and
. Policy during the Puriien Revolution, 205, 211-12, 219 ; J. I. Wadmore, Some Aecount
of the Skinners' Company, 20. C
 # Johnson, op. cit., vol. II, 48 3 V.QF. Berks, vol. I1, 388,
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Wiltshire William Stumpe, the son of a weaver, who rented
Malmesbury Abbey and in Osxfordshire Osney Abbey, installed
looms and weavers in the empty monastic buildings and boasted
that he could employ 2,000 workmen. FEven where the cottage
system prevailed, the finishing work was often done, at any rate
in the West Country, in a large mill owned by the clothier.!
In fact, this was at times a ground of conflict between the clothiers
who had their capital invested in cloth finishing and the ““ pure ”
merchant capital of the City of London, which was concerned
in cloth export, and hence was as willing to export unfinished
as finished cloth, as was witnessed in the contest in 1614 over
Alderman Cockayne’s project to prohibit the export of cloth in
an unﬁnished state, W.W,.,Q‘ MMR,»PMWQ; N T +Mx.a

vide a basis for p duc
tion of a fa “type; and in these enterprises_even arg;gg
@1tals thanAthose of a Dolman, a Stumpe or a Blanket were
concerned. An mining, for cxample, prior to the sixtcenth
century a capital of a few pounds usually sufliced to start mining
operations on a small scale ; and coal was often worked by
husbandmen on their own or on behalf of the lord of the manor.
Even when worked by rich ccclesiastical establishments, as was
frequently the case, a sum of £50 or £60 was a large amount to
sink in drainage operations. But improved drainage early in
the sixtcenth century, resulting from the invention of improved
pumps, encouraged the sinking of mines to greater depth (often
to 200 feet), and was responsible for a big development of mining
enterprise in the Tyne area. To sink mines at this depth and
install pumping apparatus required a considerable capital, and
many of the newer mines came to be financed by groups of
adventurers, like the partnership of Sir Peter Riddell and athers
who financed a Warwickshire colliery about 1600 at a cost of
£600, or Sir Wm. Blacket, a Newcastle merchant, who is said
to have lost £20,000 in an attempt to drain a seam. A capital
of £100 or £200 which had been common among Elizabethan
adventurers began to be a thing of the past in the seventeenth
century. We hear, instead, of more than a score of collieries on
the south bank of the Tyne in 1638 producing nearly 20,000 tons
a year each, and of one of them as having an annual value of
£450, and of Woolaton near Nottingham producing 20,000 tons
as early as 1598. We now hear of capitals running into several

* V.C.H. Gloucesier, 2, 1508.
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thousands being conumonly spent on pumping nswhinery.  Later
in the seventeenth century it was not thought very remarkable:
that a sum of between £14,000 wnd L7000 should he spent on
reopening the Bedworth Colliery; and between 1560 and 1680
the production of coal throughout the kingdom increased fonrteen-
fold.* In lcad and silver mining in South Wales we hear of
Sir Hugh Middleton in the carly years of Jumes T leasing mines
in Cardiganshire at an annual rental of £400 1 mines which in
160og were said to be clearing a profit of £2,000 & month, In
the first' year of the Long Parliament an entrepreneur named
Thomas Bushell was employing 260 miners in Cardizanshire, and
during the Civil War could afford (from his mining profits
apparently) to lend £40,000 to the King, who had granted him
the valuable Cardiganshire concession.  Thirty years later, after
the Restoration, a company for working the mines in Cardigan-
shire and Merioneth was founded with a capital of £4,200 in
L1100 shares, while in the closing years of the century a veritable
combine known as  Miue Adventure 7, owuing lead, silver,
copper and coal mines in South Wales, together with o dock
and canal and a smelting works and brick works was cn-
deavouring to raise o capital ol vver froo,ooe by public
subscription.?

During Elizabeth’s reign the method of saltmaking by dissoly-
ing rock salt came to rveplace the older method of evaporating
sea~water in pans or boiling liguid from brine pits and springs ;
and on the eve of the Civil War there was o saltworks at Shiclds
which probably produced as much as 15,000 tons a year, and by
the reign of Charles IT saltworks in Gheshive with an output of, -
perhaps, 20,000 tons a year.® * During the last sixty ycars of
the sixteenth century the first paper and gunpowder mills, the
first cannon factorics, the first sugar refinerics, and the first
considerable saltpetre works were all introduced into the country
from abroad **, the significance of these new industries being that .
“in all of them plant was set'up involving investments far beyond -
the sums which groups of master-craftsmen could muster, even -

1 J. U. Nef, Rise of the Brit. Goal Industry, vol. I, 8, 149-20, 26-9, 59-60, 378,
*When the enormous new demand for mineral fuel hurst upon the Dlizabethan |
world it was the great landlords, the rich merchanits and the courticss who obtained
-concessions,  Few peasants formed working pavtnerships to-open pit without the
support of outside capital. Where they did they were doomed to fail ™ (ibid., 414).

2D, ). Davies, Kronomic Hislory af Soulh Wales prior to 1o, 7v-4, 125~7. At
- various times in the century criminals were agked for and were sent (o work in the |
lead mines. Sce below, p. 293 ‘
- 5Nef, ap. eit,, 174 seq.
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if these artisans were men of some small substance ”.*  Powder-
mills driven by water-power appeared in Surrey in the middle
of the century ; at Dartford a paper mill was set up, one of the
two water-wheels of which cost between £1,000 and £2,000;
and by 1630 there were ten or more paper mills of a similar kind
in various parts of England. In the reign of James I we even
find a London brewery with a capital of ,£10,000.%dn the i iron
trade © even in early times the apparatus of ironworks represefited
a volume of capital that few save landowners could command >3
Now we find blast-furnaces, often involving an outlay of several
thousand pounds, replacing the older small-scale bloomeries or
forges. In the Forest of Dean in 1683 it was estimated that to
construct a furnace of up-to-date type and two forges, together
with houses for workpeople and other appurtenances, an outlay
of £r1,000 was nccessary ; such a furnace having an output-
capacity of 1,200 tons a year. Many of these furnaces in the
West Country seem to have been financed by local landowners
and gentry. tAbout the same time in the nail-making industry
of the West Midlands the appearance of the slitting-mill was
creating a class of small capitalists, often from among the ranks
of wcll-to—do ycoman farmers or the more prosperous masters of
handicraft nailmaking ; as was also the blade-mill, often driven
by water-power, in sword- and dagger-making in the Birmingham
district.t At the end of the sixteenth century two sister societies,
corporations with large capitals, the Mines Royal and the Society
of Mineral and Battery Works, were founded, the former to mine
lead and copper and precious metals, the latter to manufacture
brass. At one time the two companies together are said to have
employed 10,000 persons. The wire works at Tintern, owned
by the latter company, apparently alone involved a capital of
£7,000 and employed 100 workers or more. In 1649 two
capitalists spent £6,000 on a wire mill at Esher, which worked on
imported Swedish copper. By the end of the seventeenth
century a company called the English Copper Company had a
capital of nearly £40,000, divided into 700 shares. vBut already
before the Restoration * mining, smelting, brass-making, wire-
drawing, and to a certain extent the making of battery goods,
were all being carried out on a factory basis, the workers being
brought together in comparatively large numbers, and con-

1 Nef in Eeon. Hist. Review, vol. V, Na. 1, 5.

& Ibid., %, 8, 11, 20.

8T, S Ashton, Tron and Steel in the Industrial Revolution, 5.

¢ W. H. B. Court, Rise of the Midlapd Industries 16001838, 8o seq., 103 seq
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trolled by managers appointed by the shaveholders or  theg
farmers .t

ut these cases where technique had changed sulliciently o
make factory production essential, while they were important ag
forerunners of things to come, did not at this period CAarry more
than minor weight in the cconomic life of the country as a whole,
In the capital involved as well as in the number of capitalis
connected with them and the number of workpeople employed,
they clearly remained of less importance than production under
the ‘‘ domestic system ” ; while, as we shall see, they were
largely captained by aiistocratic patentecs, whose enterprisc was
fostered by special grants of privilege from the Crown. Whether
it was of cqual or less importance than what Marx termed
“ manufacture ”~—production in “ manufactories ” or workshops -
where work was done, not with power-driven machinery, but
with what remained essentially handicralt instruments 2—is less
casy to say.) For one thing, some of the capitalist-owned
establishments tq which we have referved probably deserve to be
classed as “ manuluctories ” in the steict sense in which Marg
used the tern,  This certainly applics to the textile workshops
of a Jack of Newbury or a "Thomas Blanket 5 as it explicitly does
to some of the textile © manufactovies ™ that were started in
Scotland in the middle of the seventeenth century, of which New
Mills at Haddington is perhaps the best known®  But on the
whole it seems evident that in seventeenth-century Tngland the
domestic industry, rather than cither the factory or the manu.

L H. Hamilton, Eaglish Brass and Copper Industries to rdon, 85§ also 1517, 27, 6o,
244. The average wage at the Tintern works in the sixteenth century seems to have
heen about 25, 6d, a week, the minimum diet of o single person at the time being
reckoned at about 2s. Both the Mings Royal and the Mineral and Battery Works
had the power to impress workmen, and there is evidence of truck payment at some
of their works and of female and child labour in their mines.  (Ibid., g1g-23.) Also
cf. Scott, Foint Stock Companies, vol. 1, 31, 39-58.

2 Of. Marx, Gapital, vol. I, p. 366 seq. Marx here exprosses the view that the -
use of mechanical power need not he the sole or even essential difference between
a “ machine ” and a “{o0l” and hence between “ machinofacture * and “ mams,
facture . Rather does the crux of the difference lic in taking the tool which operates
immediately on the material out of the hands of man and ﬁtting it into a mechanism,
But for exploiting these new possibilities at all fully power-driven mechanisms are,
of course, negessary.  Sec below, p. 258-5. Mantoux follows Marx in defining &'
machine as something which ** differs from a tool, not so much by the automatic
force which keeps it in motion, as by the movements it can perform, the mechanism
planned by the. enginecr’s skill enabling it to replace the. processes, habits and skill
of the hand ** (Indusirial Revolution in the 18th Cenlury, 194). L

3 Cf. Records of o Seottish Manyfactory at New Mitls, ed. W. R. Scott. Reference is
here made to a capital equivalent (0" £5,000 (English) laid cut to purchase twenty
* looms and to employ 233 hands, with a yearly turnover about equal 1o the eapital; .

and to the purchase of a number of “ dwellings », each capable of holding a bread
loom and providing  accommodation heside for spinners®” (fbid., xxxiv, lvi, bexxiv, 31)
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facturing workshop, remained the most typical form of produc-

tion ; and the * manufactory » secms to have been less common

at this time in England than it was, for example, in certain arcas
of France.

M,L The domestic_industry of this period, however, was in at
crucial respect different from the gild handicraft from whichy
it had descended : in the majority of cases it had become.
subordinated to the control of capnal andthe producmg craftsman
had lost most of his economic independence of earlier times.o
References become mcrcasmgly common at this time to crafis- .
men being “ employed ” or “ maintained ” by the merchant-,
manufacturing element, like the statement in a seventeenth-
century pamphlet on the wool trade that there existed in England,
5,000 clothiers and that “ each of these do maintain 250 work-
men, the whole will amount to upward of one million "1,
The craftsman’s_status was_already begnmmg to approximate,
to_ that of a simple. wage-camer ; and ‘inthis respect the.
sygstom was. nmch closer to mmufuctme an to the o]dcw
urban handmlafts, even if both domestic. industry and
facture 1cscmblcd glld mdustry in the nature of the, producuvc

common contmst w1th the. i‘ﬂ,ctory-productlon of thc mdustual
revolution.? \,;Phe subordination of production to capital, and
the appearance of this class relationship between capitalist
and the producer is, therefore, to be regarded as the crucial
watershed between the old mode of production and' the new,
even if the te_c_}lgncal changes that we associate with. the indus-+4
trial revolution were needed hoth to complete the transitio
to_afford scope. for the full maturmg of the. capll;ah,sl mode of !
product n and of the ¢ great incr in the productive power of .,
human lahour. assaciated. with it} Since this subordination of
production to capital was characteristic alike of the new domestic |
system and of * manufacture », it is already true of early Stuart<
times thatthe former, like the latter, had nothing * except thed
name in common with the old-faslnoned domestic industry, the '
existence of wh1ch presupposed independent urban handicrafts,®
Conrflade. L Ay Errrcdgodd
YCefar, poy (L7 vaaheig
1 Re[)l;u o a Pa[)er Intituled Reason for a Limited Exfortation af Wool, Anon.v....e
2 Gf, Marx : “ Manufactute in its strict meaning is hardly to be chstxngmshed
in its earliest stages from the handicraft trades of the gilds otherwise than by theﬁ
greater number of workmen simultaneously emplayed by one and the same individual
capital, . .. An increased number of labourers under the contral of one capltahst

is the natural starting-point as Well of co-operation as of manufacture in genera
(zbzd, 311, 353):
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. . . That old-fashioned industry (had) now been couverted ingo
an outside department of the factory, the wanubictory or the
warchouse.”} /) Domestic production and “ manuficture ™ were
in most cases Tlosely interlaced at different stages in the same
industry, cven sometimes with factory-production ; as, for
example, the domestic weaver with his employer's fulling-mil]
or the handicraft nailer in the West Gountry with the slitting-
mill ; and the transition alike of domestic industry into * manu-
facture ™ and of the latter into factory-production was a relatively
simple one (once the technical conditions favoured the change),
Fand was quite early bridged by a number of intermediate types]
ifWe frequently find the two_systems mingled together cven at
the same stage of production B for example, in cightcenth-century |
" Exeter the weaver rented his loom from a capitalist, sometimes
- working on his master’s premises (unlike the spinner, who worked
wat home), and in the nearby Culm Valley the weaver’s “ inde.
Agendence had gone more completely, and e was compelled to
live in the squave of houses near the master's, and to work in
the open court formed within this squarve ”.* {(Sometimes,
especially in the eighteenth century, we find a capitalist clothier
simultancously cmploying workers in their homes and workers
assembled together 1,3} ong place on looms that he had set up in

a gingle workshop.? ‘
%agﬁtaﬁst domestic industry, morcover, not anly cleared the
way for, but itsclf aghicved, an appreciable change in the process
» of production ; and the growing hegemony of capital over

industry at this period was very far from being merely a parasitic -
% growth. Successive_stagea of production (c.g. the stages of
~¥pinning, weaving, fulling and dyeing in clothmaking) were -
s aew_more closely. organized as-a.unity, with the result that, -

not only was the division of labour extended between, successive
Astages of production, or between workers engaged on a variety

of elements o be assembled into a finished product, but time °
“oould be saved in the passing of material from one stage to
by _and . a more. mbalancgd,_ because more integrated,
NWM&%X, Vfo‘TMI\,PZG ‘i:'\’.‘:) ST~ H;’- SRS ET S S A ¢ b-wwﬂwm“kv&km

2W. G. Hoskins, Industry, Trade and People in Exeter, 16881800, 55.

8 Cf. the cases, cited by Heaton, of James Whalker of Wortley who employed
twenty-one looms of which eleven were in his own loom-shop and the rest in the -
houses of weavers, and Atkinson of Huddersfield who had scventeen looms in one -
- toom and also employed weavers in their homes (o, ¢it,, 206).

¢ Mars, op. cit,, 327 seq. Marx refers to these two types of division of labour
under the terms “ heterogeneous ” and * serial ® manufacture. By the first half

of the eighteenth century the worsted indusiry consisted of forty processes, each. a
specialized trade. ‘

—
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process could bc secured) The potentnl lmportauce of this®

can be gauged from the Trequency of complaints in the textile
industry about the results of lack of co-ordination hetween
different stages, which involved the weaver especially in periodic
waste of time waiting for work owing to absence of raw material.l
Moreover, the capitalist clothier in woollen or worsted. who
controlled the product from raw woal to dyeing was in a better
position to secure a uniform quality of spinning in preparation
for weaving the particular grade of cloth he required ; whereas
in cases where spinning was done by independent workers who
were not directly employed by a clothier or his agents, complaints
of poor and variable quality were common. Sometimes this
consideration worked in favour of the ‘ manufactory ” rather
than the putting out of work, and seems in fact to have been the

chief technical advantage of the former system at this period ;

_‘Q;Soducuon ina smgle workshop enabling a much closer super-
vision of th n process than was possible with the domestic
sy_s;tng_nL even when the workers under the latter were dependent
cmployées of a master-clothier.  Ag the same time, the capitalist
merchant-manufacturer had an increasingly close interest. in
promoting improycements in the instruments and methods of
production : improvements which the craftsman’s lack of cwplt'xl
as well as the force of gild custom would otherwise have frustrated.
The very division, of labour which is specially characteristic of
this period prepared the ground from which mechanical invention
could eventually sprlng Division of labour itself begcts a

“ differentiation of the instruments of hbour»——a differentiation
whereby implements of a given sort acquire fixed shapes, adapted
to each particular application ; . . . simplifies, improves and
multiplies the implements of labour by adapting them to the
exclusively special functions of each detail labourer. It thus
creates at the same time one of the material conditions for the
existence of magchinery, which consists of a combination of simple
instruments,” *

The hosieTy trade and the small metal trades afford two
examples of transitional forms which are evidence of the close
continuity between the capitalist domestic system and the
manufactory and between both of these and factory production.
One example helongs to the seventeenth and the other to the early
cighteenth century. In the reign of Queen Elizabeth William
Lee, a Nottinghamshire curate, * seeing a woman knit invented

1CE Lipson, op. cit., vol. 11, 47-8. * Marx, of. ¢it.; 333.
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a loom to knit ¥, The rcsulting loom or knitting-frame was,
however, more complicated and more revolutionary in character
than this simple description of the act of invention might imply ;
and being a complicated mechanism it was too costly for at any
rate a poorer craftsman to purchase and possess. In the words
of a Petition of 1655, it involved ““ nothing different from the
common way of knitting, but only in the numbers of needles, at an
instant working in this, more than in the other, by a hundred
for one, set into an Engine or Frame, composed of above 2,000
pieces of Smiths’, Joyners” and Turners’ worke .2 Apparently
the frame was capable of doing 1,000 to 1,500 stitches a minute,
compared with about 100 stitches a minute in hand-knitting,
There is a mention of frames being made to the order of an
Italian merchant at a price of £80 apiece in the money of the
time. Evidently it was rarely possible for any. but the most
prosperous among the master craftsmen of the older industry to
invest in this new instrument ; and the introduction of the new
method does not scem to have been at all common until in 165Y
during the Commonwealth a group of capitalists (many of them
apparently merchant hosiers) secured incorporation for them-
selves as the Framework Knitters Company.? This Gompany
appears to have heen formed mainly on the initiative of fairly
considerable merchants, and its constitution was such (at any
rate after 1663) as to place control in the hands of * a close self-
perpetuating oligarchy of officials 7. One of its chief functions
was to control the hiring out of frames to domestic craftsmen ;
and although the domestic system continued despite the new
machine, it continued on the basis of the ownership of the instru-
ments of production by capitalists and the hire of these instru-
ments to the individual producer. Betwcen 1660 and 1727 the
number of frames in the country is said to have grown from 6oo
to 8,000, mainly under the stimulus of a growing export-demand,
especially from France. The frames were apparently leased out
to workmen at rents equivalent to ten years’ purchase or less ;
and the larger capitalists used their influence over the Company -
to achieve a relaxation of apprenticeship restrictions in order to

‘X Representation of the Promoters and Inventers of the Art, Mystery or Trade of Frame-
work Xnitting to the Lord Protector for Incorporation, 1655. Another contemporary docu-
ment, The Case of the Framework Knitters, speaks of the frame as * a most curious and
complicated plece of mechanism, consisting of near 3,000 members or Pieces ?, and
xefers to “ 100,000 families and 10,000 frames employed in the Manufacture ”,

* After the Restoration ‘the company was reincorporated as the Worshipful -

' Company of Framework Knitters in 1663.” Apparently, even prior to 1657 a nucleus
‘of such & company had been in ‘operation. for some years. o A
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secure a plentiful supply of cheap labour.® In the latter part
of the cighteenth century a House of Commons Committee
(in 1749) reported on the * shameless exactions on the workmen
by their masters ” in this trade. As a result of the employers’
monopoly extortionate framc-rents were being charged, so that
the net wage was no more than 6s. to 85, weekly. It appears
that a workman who happened to own a frame for himself was
generally boycotted and starved of work until he agreed to rent
a frame from a member of the Company.

The second example has in many respects 2 modern flavour,
At the end of the seventeenth century a former ironmonger from
Greenwich, by name Ambrose Crowley, set up on the banks of
the Derwent a small industrial town, which was halt-way between
a manufactory and a centre of domestic industry, engaged in
the production of nails, locks, bolts, chisels, spades and other tools,
In what had previously been a small village there was soon an
industrial community of some 1,500 inhabitants. The various
families lived and worked in their own houses, although these
were owned and rented by Crowley, as were also the tools and
materials with which the craftsmen worked. Fach master-
workman bad first to deposit “a bond for a considerable
amount », which gave him the right to hold a workshop, where
he laboured with his family, probably employing in addition a
journeyman or two and an apprentice. Payment was made
for the work done on a picce-rate basis after a deduction for the
value of the materials supplied. The establishment even had
a kind of Whitley Council to deal with disputes : a tribunal
composed of two avbitrators appointed by Crowley and two by
the. master-workmen, and presided over by the chaplain.
Knighted in 1706, Sir Ambrose Crowley later became M.P. for
Andover, by which time he could boast a fortune of £200,000.?
It is not unlikely that a similar type of organization was charac-
teristic of other manufactories of the period : for example, the
‘New Mills in Scotland, in the records of which reference is made
to purchase by the management of a number of “ dwellings » in
which to install looms ; a colony of linen weavers started in-the
eighteenth century by a Captain Urquhart at Farres in Scotland ;

L Cf J. D. Chambers in Economica, Nov, 1929 3 A, P. Usher, Hisiory of Mechanical
Imention, 240-5 ;- W. Felkin, History of Machine-wrought Hosiery and Lace, 23 sed.

2 V.C.H. Durham, vol. X1, 381~9. Onhis death the business passed to hisson, John
Ambrose, and at the end of the eighteenth ceniury to his granddaughter. As for
“the men, * CGrowley’s Crew ”’, as they were called, weve at first Tories but in the
nineteenth century became keen Chartisis. : ‘
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and the cottages built at Newark in Northamptonshire by a
firm of clothiers to house a hundred weavers.  Both the sword -
manufactory at Newcastle of which contemporary records
speak and ‘the more famous Carron Iron Works probably
had a form of organization not very dissimilar from Crowley’s
town.*

In the casc of the Framework Knitters it was the growing
complexity and expense of the instruments of production that
was responsible for the craftsman’s increasing dependence, as
it was also for the early transition to factory-production in copper
and brass and in branches of the iron trade. But in other cases
where fixed capital still played a relatively unimportant réle,
it has been suggested that the governing reason for the dominance
of domestic industry by capital, where this occurred, was the
cost and difficulty for the craftsman of acquiring his raw material.
Thus in Yorkshire where local wool supplies were accessible, at
any rate for the coarser cloths, the weaver often retained a good
deal of independence, buying his wool supplics in the local market
and sclling his cloth to merchants (commonly in the cighteenth
century from stands in the cloth halls of Halifax, Wakeficld or
Leeds).®? On the other hand, in cotton spinning and weaving
in Lancashire, in view of the reliance of the trade on imported
materials, capitalists like the Chethams of Manchester exercised
a fairly dominant influence from the carly days of the industry.t
The same was true by the seventeenth century of woollen pro-
duction in the south-west, where the capitalist clothier “ owned
the raw material, and consequently the product, in its successive ,
forms ”, while “ those through whose hands this product passed
in the processes which it underwent were no more, in spite of their
apparent independence, than workmen in the service of an em-
ployer”; and similarly in Norwich the clothiers were ““ a real
aristocracy ” who “ affected the airs of gentlemen and carried

1 Records of a Scottish Manufaclory at New Mills, g1 3 S. J. Chapman, Lanes. Cotton
Industry, a3 5 Usher, Introdution to Indusirial Hisiory of England, 348.

3 Scrivenor, History of the Iron Trade, 75 seq. ,
.} Cf Cunningham, Growth (Mod. Times, 1), 506 ; who explains the greater
independence of the Yorkshire weaver compared with other districts as due to the
fact that *° the little grass farmers round Leeds who worked as weavers were able
to rely to some extent on local supplies . -Cf. also Lipson, op. ¢it., 70, 86-7, and
Lipson, Hist. of Engl. Wool and Worsted Industries, 71-8, 177. Schmoller speaks of
domestic workers possessed of other resources as being much better situated than
those whose “ dispersion over the district, ignorance of the market, or inability to

take up other employment places them in absolute dependence on the market ™.
(Principes d*Fconomis Politique, vol. TI, 511-12), ‘

5 * Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade and Industrial Lancashire, 1600-1780, 36 seq.,
- 78 seq o ‘
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a sword 7.1 But in the case of the industry of the Cotswolds and
Wiltshire dlﬂl( ulty of access to raw material supplies can hardly
have been the reason 5 and the probable explanation was rather
(as has been stated in the case of Wiltshire) that “the time and
CXPCISC ¢ of carrying (the cloth) to the distant market i in London +
handicapped the independent small weaver and helped to putt
hnn ultimately in the power of the clothier who marketed his
cloth ?.2 Again, the worsted manufacture of Yorkshire was in «
the handb of fairly large capitalist employers from the begmnmg,
possibly for the reason that it had to go further afield for its raw
material (for example, into Lincolnshire to buy the long-fibred
wool of that county).?

But probably no more than a subordinate influence should in
most cases be attributed to this access or non-access to raw
material supplies or to markets. The fact that raw material had
to be purchased from merchants who brought it from a distance
instead of purchased locally, while it might sometimes mean that
the selling market for the material was less competitive than it
was in the alternative case, did not necessarily place the craftsman
in dependence on the merchant from whom he bought his supplies
as long as his own means were adequate and his need for credit
did not cause him to become indebted to the purveyor of the
material.  Both in Yorkshire and in Lancashire the two classes of
master-craftsmen, well-to-do independent and poor and depend-
ent, scem to have existed ; many of the former being themselves
employers of others, and acting as the middleman between the
latter and the larger merchant in the principal market town.
Alongside the small craftsmen of the Leeds and Halifax districts
there existed (at any rate in the eighteenth century) the * manu-
facturing ™ clothiers who assembled a dozen and more looms

“in a single workshop, and in the cases described by Defoe com-
bined carding, spinning, weaving and finishing under one roof4
\_Fhe important influence in determining the degree to which the
domestic producer became dependent was probably the pro-
ducer’s own economic status rather than the proximity or dis-
tance of the sources of raw material supplies. And here it is
probably true to say that it was the possession of land that was

1 Panl Mantoux, Industrial Revolution in the 18th Ceniury, 63, 6%.
* G. D. Ramsay, ap. cit., 20.

' ® Cf. Heaton, Yorkshire Woollen and Worsted Industries, 27-8. Worsted roduction
generally needs long-fibred woal, whereas wnollcn production is served by short-
fibred but heavily serrated wool.

LG, Heaton, op. ¢it.y 353
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the basis of such independence as the domestic crafisman in this
first period of capitalist praduction retained.t  Ifhe was a faily
prosperous yeoman farmer, who engaged in _wczwing as a by-
»Zmployment, he could afford to provide his houschold with -
~Fhbsistence and with raw materials over a counsiderable interval,
©and hence, being independent of the credit and the favour of a
- merchant buyer, could afford to choose both the buyer and the
time of sale and to wait if waiting gave him the opportunity of
a better price. He was not necessarily reduced to penury like
~His poorer neighbour when the ““vent ” was bad, and he could
probably afford to travel farther afield in search of markets
instead. of accepting the first offer that came his way. But the
poor cottager who took to weaving as a necessity of existence
enjoyed none of these advantages. Not only did he lack ready
money to lay out in purchase of materials some weeks ahead of
sale of and payment for his cloth (which was at times considerably
delayed), but for certain seasons of the year he may well have
lacked the means to provide subsistence for his family unless he
could mortgage his {uture output to a buyer. In fact, he was
already half a proletarian, and his relation to the merchant-
buyer was consequently very close to that of a sweated home-
worker of the present day. The smallest adverse circumstance,
affecting the accessibility of raw materials, the state of the market -
or the date of sale and payment, was suflicicnt to make his position
desperate and so to create the condition for his future servitude.
“For one in his position a trifling incident, a minor shift in the -
situation, could exercise a decisive influence. Therc scems
little doubt that it_was the poverty of this section of the crafts-

v lit that was responsible for
the growing into the capitalists’ hands :

the loom no doubt being pledged by the crafisman to his em-
ployer in the first instance as security for a money advance.?
- ‘
1Cf. Gaskellfs division of weavers into * two very distingt classes », * divided by -
a well-defined line of demarcation ”, * This division arose from the circumstance’
of their being landholclers, or entirely dependent upon weaving for their support, , . » -
The mfer'mr class of artisans had at all times been sufferers from the impossibility
of supplying themselves with materials for their Iabour * (Artisans and Machinery, 26).
In the serge industry of Devon it seems to have been the carly appearance of “a.
u_:onsxderable' class of landless households ? quite as much as the reliance of the
industry on imported wool from Wales and Treland and Spain that was responsible
for the hold attained by Exeter and Tiverton merchants over the industry in the seven-
teenth C&Pllu’y and ** th; concentration of control in the hands of a comparatively
~few men ” (W, G. Hoslins, Industyy, Trade and People in Exeter, 1688-1800, 12-14). ‘
oL Cf: Mantoux, gf. cit., b5, who says : “‘ From the end of the seventeenth century .
.+ ¢ . this process of alienation, slow and unnoticed, tpok place’ wherever home
industry had been at all impaired.” ‘ ‘ ‘ .



“chants, who monopolized wholesale trade, levied entrance fees

TILE RISKE OF INDUSTRIAYL. CAPITAL 1[I

.

Domestic industry, and its incomplete subjection to capital,

retained its basis so long as the sturdy independence of a class
of middle-sized yeoman farmers remained.?  In this way small
property in land and petly ownership of the means of production

in industry were yoked together.  This basis to domestic industry

was only finally undermined when the concentration of landed
property had proceeded sufliciently far to sound the death-knell
of this class.

11

In the Netherlands and in certain Italian cities these develop-
ments of capitalist production that we meet in Elizabethan and
in Stuart England ave to be found already matured at a much
catlier date. This early appearance of Capitalism was no doubt
connccted with the carly appearance in Flemish towns (as enly
as the twelfth century and even in the eleventh) of a roaming

~landless, dcprubcd class, competing for employmentﬁ—” a brutish *

lower class * of which Pirenne speaks.?  In certain Flemish towns &
the capitalist merchant-manufacturer had already begun to make ¢
his appearance in the thirteenth century.  Even by 1200 in many

cases the gilds had become close corporations of the richer mer- *

1 2

that were beyond the reach of smaller men, and excluded from

their ranks those who weighed at the #rom, or town we1ghmg-

machine—the retailers—and those with “ blue nails’ —the
handicraftsmen.® The latter could still sell his goods retail i in®
the local market, and where the local market was a sufficient
outlet for his wares, as in large centres like Hainault, Namur and
Liége, the cralisman’s intcrest was not so seriously damaged.
But where he relied on an external market he was apt to find
that the Gild monopolists were his only customers, and if he had
also to resort to them to purchase the materials of his craft he

+ . was doomed before long to fall into a condition of dependence

on the rich wholesaler. This at any rate is what seems to have
occurred in the case of the Flemish wool-crafts and in the copper-
working crafts of Dinant and the Meuse valley, where the crafts-
man depended both on foreign supplies of raw material and
on markets outside the immediate locality. The result was a

1 Tor the importance of the connection between weaving and land in L'mcashue,
cf. Wadsworth and Mann, op. cit., 914 seq. S

% Pirenne, Medieval Cities, 160, also t17 seq.

¢ G Plrenne, Belgian Democracy, 112 ; also Brentano in En,gleh Guilds, cvu.
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fairly extensive © putting-out > systcm organized by (‘.leitﬂ.listg‘
who gave out work to dependent craftsmcnl. A well—knowH
specimen of these early capitalists was Jean Boine-Broke, Draper
and Sheriff of Douai at the end of the thirteenth century, who
gave out raw material to a large civcle of craftsnen and controlled
the finishing stages of clothmaking in workshops of his own. It
is said that * he had reduced his employees to a condition of
helpless dependence. They were most of them in debt to him,
many lodged in houses rented by him, and he had established
a kind of truck system.”* There were plenty of his tribe in
other towns like Dinant, Lille, Bruges, Ghent, St. Omer, Brussels
and Louvain ; and since Flanders at this time was the great
entrepét of traffic in northern Europe, there were rich gains to
be made by those who had the means and the position to engage
in this type of trade. In the case of these men * the resources
at their disposal enabled them to buy by hundreds at a time,
quarters of wheat or tuns of wine or bales of wool. . . . They
alone were in a position to acquire those precious English fleeces,
the fine quality of which assured the repute of Flemish cloth and
as owners of the raw material, of which they had in fact the
monopoly, they inevitably dominated the world of industrial
labour.” 2 As regards the lower ranks of semi-proletarian pro-
ducers, an emissary of Edward III expressed his amazement at
“ the slavishness of these poor servants, whom their masters used
rather like heathens than Christians, yea rather like horses than
men. Farly up and late in bed and all day hard work and
harder fare (a few herrings and mouldy cheese), and all to enrich
the churls their masters, without any profit unto themselves,”
The rise of this new power of merchant capital, sections of
which were already beginning to turn towards production even
at this early date, had important effects on municipal govern-
ment in the leading Flemish towns., Two connected tendencies
soon became apparent. Political power_in.the leading. towns

T 1 o g aca

name of “ the patriciate ” came to_be given. The municipal
officials called dehevins, whose function it was to supervise the
crafis, to regulate wages, and to control the town market, were

from among themselves

et s

. * A, H. Johuson, Hislory of the Gompany of Drapers of London, vol. I, 767 ; also’

Pirenne, op. cit., g7, 100.

" % DPirenne, of. sit, 98-9, ‘ : : .
- % Cit, Ashley, Earlp History of Hng. Wool Industry, Publications Amer. Econ,
Assocn, (1887), 43. ‘ ‘ SR
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of being clected by the whole burgher body. At the same time,
the patriciate of the various towns entered into mutual agree-
ments for the exchange of privileges and formed a Hansa com-
posed of the leading export merchants from the chief Netherland
towns. The rcsulL of these changes was to cause municipal
" regulations that had been framed to give the townsman an
advantage in his dealings with traders from other towns to be
relaxed, and instead to strengthen the position of all Hansa
merchants in their relations with craftsmen in the various towns
where the Hansa was rcpresented. Craftsmen were excluded
from selling their cloth wholesale, .and were, cre. therefore. constrained
to deal only with Hansa merchants ; and in the woollen.industry
thg_ “craft organizations were subordmated to the merchants,
the control of the craft and its regulation bemg vested, in
hands of the latter. The older urban localism had gwen wqy
before the influcnce of a class organization which exercised a
monopoly of wholesale trade. “ On the banks of the Scheldt
and the Mcuse, as at Florence, the majores, the diviles, the © great
~men’, henceforth governed the minores, the fiauperes, the plebet,
the ‘lesser folk’.”* In German towns similar deveclopments
were taking place about the same time : for example, such was
the dominance of a patriciate at Strasbourg that “ some of the
- ruling familics extorted from the craftsmen a yearly rent of from
300 to 400 quarters of oats ”’, while at Cologne “ the craftsmen
were almost serfs of the patricians .2

It was not in all towns that power passed in this way entirely
to a small bourgeois oligarchy. In episcopal cities like Liége @
and Arras, while a population of bankers, artisans and retail &
shopkeepers developed and. “were_accorded  certain_ pr1wleg_§, b
consmlcrablc power ‘alned n. feudal hands .and the rise both A
OL_@ ‘burgher patriciate and of. capitalist productmn was_con- "
sequently retarded,. even though it was not entirely prevented
Both here and in the more commercialized towns there was a
certain amount of coalition, both social and- political, between
the older feudal and landowning families and the richer burghers,
The latter bought land and house property, like their English
counterparts, sometimes abandoning commerce to live as gentry
on the revenues of land or of money-lending, earmng for them-
selves the popular mckname of the otzosz ; while thc princes’ need

6 ! Pirenne, Belgian Democragy, 110 seq. ; also Pivenne, Ffistoire de Belgigue, V01 L
9 seq
% Brentanu in English Guilds, cix, cx.
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of money soon brought them into a condition of indebtedness
to this new moneyed class, Where this hourgeois patriciate
ruled, there were plenty of outward signs of progress and of
prosperity, even though the mass of the craftsmen were .deprcssed
and impoverished. It was an age, not only of a rapid growth
of trade and of the cloth and copper industries, but of the con-
struction of market halls, aqueducts, warchouses, wharves, canals
and bridges ; and from this period date the reservoir of Dikke-
bosch and the Cloth Hall of Ypres and the founding of lay -
schools.
But already in the thirteenth century we find this hegemony
of the larger capitalists challenged by a revolt of the crafts : a
revolt which seems in some cases to have been aided and abetted
by the Church (for example at Liége) and by sections of the
feudal nobility and was joined by the producers in the newer
capitalist-controlled industries. In 122n there was a rising at
Valenciennes, where the patrician magistrates were deposed and
a commune was set up. This was, however, suppressed atier a
siege and the storming of the town.  Twenty years later a further
wave of strikes spread over Flemish towns ; there was a short-
lived revolt at Dinant, and later several unsuccessful risings at
Ghent which resulted in a secession of the craftsmen to form
an independent community at Brabant. At this stage the
patriciate was successful in maintaining the upper hand with
the aid of severe repression.  The Hansa of the seventcen
towns . . . seems to have lost any other object except to uphold
the interests of the patrician government against the claims of the
workers.” 1 Weavers and fullers were forbidden to carry arms
or to meet more than seven at a time ; and strikes were ruth-
lessly punished. But in the early fourteenth century the armed
struggle broke out anew ; complicated now by the fact that
‘Philip the Fair of France had lent support to the patricians
while the craftsmen Jooked for support to the Count of Flanders,
which gave the struggle the form of a national war of the Flemings
against the French. War started with characteristic bitterness
-in 1302 with a general rising, in the course of which patricians
‘and their French allies were impartially massacred (for example,
at Bruges). Itendedin rgeo with a Flemish victory at the battle
- of Courtrai. The result was in gencral a reassertion of the -
. rights of the crafts in town government and a return to the old
- order of gild regulation and urban localism, with 2 consequent -
o ‘ 1 Pirenne, Belgian Democragy, 132. L
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sethback to the development of capitalist production, In the
second year of the war at Lidge (where the Cathedral chapter
had supported the people) the offices were divided batween the
traders and the crafts ; and when the pairicians organized a
rising, this was suppressed and membership of a craft was made
the qualification for magistrate’s office.  In Utrecht a democracy
was ntroduced on the basis of equal representation of the several
crafts, At Dinant the power was sharcd between the merchants,
the large craft of coppersmiths and ninc smaller crafis. At
Bruges and Ghent the artisans regained partial control of the
éehevins, and the crafls were made autonomous instcad of being
subjected to the magistrates’ authority. Gild regulations,
designed to limit numbers in a craft and to secure to gild members
supremacy in the local markel, were gencrally strengthened ;
and attempts were made, not only to suppress the country indus-
try in favour of the town but also to limit the frcedom of trade
of the countryside in favour of the tosvn market, for which Staple
privileges were jealously sought, Manufacture of cloth was
forbidden in the districts round Ghent and Bruges and Ypres ;
Poperinghe was made subservient to Ypres, and Graminont,
Oudenarde and Termonde to Ghent. The Hanse was deprived
of its exclusive monopoly, and certain of the craftsmen (presums-
ably the richer among them) were given the right to engage in
wholesale trade.* :
But the growth of Capitalism, while it was retarded by this
Massertion of gild privileges, was far from heing completely
smothered. There were districts, such as Bruges and Dinant,
where the victory of the craftsmen was never more than incom-
plete ; and capitalist domestic industry in the villages was
able to evade the authority of the gilds in a number of places.
Moreover, in the fiftcenth century an alliance of the larger
capitalists with the Princes and the nobility under the leadership
of Philip the Good of Burgundy (an alliance which drew upon
the support of the peasantry in their opposition to the trading
hegemony of the towns) proceeded to subordinate the autonomy
of the towns to a centralized administration. To this encroach-
ment on their powers several cities opposed a fierce resistance.
But their sectional rivalries precluded them from any successful
degree of co-operation against the common danger, and their
internal position was weakened by the fact that the richer
burghers in each place, who had fingers in export trade or'in
* Rirenne, Histoire, vol, 1, 405 seq., Belgian Demoiragy, 128~71,
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country industry, gave their allegiance to the House of Burgundy.
Liége held out heroically agamst the Burgundian forces, but was
finally subdued by the armies of Philip and 1utl1lcssly sacked
for its obstinacy. Ghent and Bruges were similarly beaten.
Thenceforth the control of urban administration was shared by
the Prince’s officers; the central government participated in
the appointment of the town magistrates ; a right of appeal was
established from town authority to a national tribunal; urban
domination over neighbouring towns and villages was broken,,
and special Staple privileges were abolished. The stage was
cleared for a new rule of a bourgeois patriciate, favourable to
at least a partial growth of capitalist production, even if the sub-
ordination of the gilds and urban localism had been purchased
by an alliance of merchant capital with the remnants of feudal
power. After the war with Spain Pirenne tells us that * order
was ultimately everywhere restored in the interest of the wealthy
commercial class*. * The council, ‘the law’ of the town,
recruited from among quite a small number of rich families,
monopalized the policing and the jurisdiction of the munici-
pality ”, and gild regulations and privileges fell into disuse.
Both nationally and locally “ the rich merchant class supplied
the personnel of the administration and sat in the assemblies of
the State ”.  The result of these new conditions was an impressive
revival of the country cloth manufacture, some of it organized
in “ manufactories ” and most of it pendent on Antwerp, the
new cloth market and the capital. Capitalist enterprises in
iron-smelting and coal mining began to appear in the Lidge,
Namur and Hainault districts ; and from the ashes of gﬂd
hegemony there arose a class of richer mast(ﬂs Who gave employ-
ment to their poorer brethren, in pa1t1cu1’u to the weavers and
fullers, who had been v1rtua11y wage-earners for some time and
being excluded from corporate rights were little more than
“ beggars working under compulsmn ?a

The situation both in the cities of North Italy and in some
of the Rhineland towns seems to have been not dissimilar ; with
an important difference that in Ttaly the power of feudal princes,
and particularly of the Church, was sufficiently great to prevent
the bourgeois republics from ever achieving more than a con-
ditional autonomy, and to secure that even inside these republics
power was generally shared between the merchant oligarchy and
the older feudal families who owned land and exercised certam

+ X Pivenne, Belg. Dem., 188—-238 Histoire, vol, 11, 347 seq.
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traditional rights in the town or its neighbourhood. From very
early days these cities scem to have heen ruled by an avistocracy,
and * the great mass of the population, the artisans, the trades-
men, were altogether shut out * from the government? Feudal
obligations survived even inside the towns to an extent without
any close parallel in England ; many of the artisans apparently
remaining in semi-feudal service to bishops and noble families
until quite a late date and the feudal class of ministeriales occupying
a specially prominent position. As Mediterranean trade revived
after the ClllSﬂ.dCS, the gilds of _EXport merchants in the seaport
towns growing rich and powerful came to form the anstocracy
Wlthll’l the burgher body. They had retained in their hands.a ¢
'monopo ly of the export trade and they proceeded to use theixo
power to impose restrictions on the lesser gilds below them, The:
latter, in their turn, plaged restrictions on apprentices setting up -
ag masters and enacted maximum wages for workmen, It has-
been said that * practically the workman was. the master’s
serf .2 Evidence not only of a fairly extensive capitalist-
controlled “ putting-out ” system in the wool industry but also
of manufactory-production is to be found in the carly part of
the fourtcenth century.  In Florence in 1338 there were said to
be as many as 200 workshops engaged in cloth manufacture,
cmploying a total of go,000 workmen or about a quarter of the
whole occupied population of the city ; and bitter strugsles
were waged over the workman’s right of independent organ-
ization.® But in gencml for those who had both capital and a
privileged position_in the major gilds investment in the export
trade to the Levant or across the Alps into France and the Rhine-
~ land, or fdrmmg the Papal revenues and granting mortgage 1oan§
on the cstates of princes was more lucrative than the exploitation
of acpqn,dent craftsmen and the. development of industry.

As in Flanders, the rule of a mercantile oligarchy did not
go unchallenged. The fourteenth century saw a number of
democratic risings among the craftsmen and the lesser gilds ;
and there was a period during which a more democratic régime
prevailed in a number of cities. In Siena, for example, in 1371

TW. F. Buﬂer, The Lombard Communes, 8o ; also B, Dxxon in Trans. R_yl Hist.
Samgy, NS. XI1, 16o.

*7. L. Slsmondl, History of the Italian Republics, ed. Boultmg, 242 seq. ; also B.
Dixon, op. c¢it., 163~9, and Gerteude Richards, Florentine Merchants in the Age of the
Medici, 41, who points out that the labourers were unable to leave their employment.
Spinning was mainly a domestic indusiry put out to women in the home.

-3 Cunningham, Western Givilization (Mod. Times), 165 ; N. Rodolico in Hz.rta;;y
(NS.) wol, VIT (1922), 178—9. .
F



I 58 STUDIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM

there was a rising which resulted in a magistracy of craftsmen ;
and in Florence in 1358 a similar revolution was successful in
transferring power from the Major to the Lesser Arts. There
was even for a time a seizure of power by the Giompi, wage-carners
engaged in the wool industry, who in their turn had revolted
against the dominance of the craft gilds that were their masters.
As a rule, however, the close alliance of the mercantile and
banking aristocracy of the towns with the feudal nobility proved
too strong for the democratic movement. The former could
draw on the support of feudal retainers and feudal cavalry ;
and for the combined strength of feudal arms and financial wealth
the mare modest resources of the lesser gilds were scarcely a
match.?

In a number of German towns we also hear of insurrectionary
movements among the crafts in the fourteenth and ffteenth
centuries following the rise of an employing capitalist element
(for example, the Tucher) which sought to dominate the crafts.
For example, such movements occurred in Cologne, Frankfurt,
Augsburg, Halle, as they did at Florence or Bruges. The
outcome seems frequently to have been a compromise in
which the government was shared between the craft gilds and
the patriciate of the older purely trading and land-owning
families ; and this, in some cases, permitted a certain revival
of urban monopoly to occur. But somctimes the alliance of
urhan patriciate and nobility resulted in a complete crushing of
the craftsmen. In towns east of the Elbe there were prolonged
democratic struggles against the urban patriciate extending over
the fourteenth and fifieenth centuries, which drove the patricians

- to seek the alliance of the neighbouring margraves, and on the
final crushing of the democratic movement resulted in * the
establishment of the nobility as the ruling class in society .2
What later seems to have curbed this urban monopoly in those
German cities where it still lingered on was, not the rise of a
capitalist class whose interests lay in inter-regional trade and the
promotion of a dependent country industry, but the power of
the princes and squires, who asgerted the rights of the country-
side to buy and sell where it pleased and used their influence
to deprive the towns of many of their Staple rights. The gild
régime retained its hold within the town boundaries, but not

_‘1 Sismondi, of. ¢it., 448~50, 564 seq. ; alwo cf. N. 8. B. Gras, Iniroduction to Economic -
History, 147-8. ‘
+ %F. Lu Carsten in Trans. Ryl Hist. Sociely, 1943, 73 seq.
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over a ruril hinterland 5 and stripped of their special trading
privileges the prosperity of many of these towns faded, without,
however, any vigorous country industry advancing to fill their
place.t

While in most French towns anything that can be properly
called capitalist production probably arrived much later than
in Flanders and in North Italy, the subscquent development of
the new economic order followed here more closely the English’
pattern than in other parts of the Continent. But even in the
fourteenth century in places like Chartres and Paris we find
evidence of an incipient class of capitalists, who gave out work
to craltsmen, like the English clothier of the fifteenth and six-
teenth centuries, and had secured a dominating position in the
gilds, in a number of cases having succeeded in subordinating
other craft gilds to their own. This tendency was specially
prominent in the woollen industry, although it was not confined
to this trade. In Paris it was cvident alike in the textile, metal
and leather gilds ; and in provincial towns like Amiens and
Abbeville the gild of mereers in the fittcenth century seems to
have sccured control over other crafts, including the hatters and
cappers,  In Paris and Rheims there was apparently a prolonged
struggle between the drapers and the mercers for supremacy,
with an eventual victory to the former in the one city and to the
latter in the other.  Similarly in Strasbourg “ a class of merchant-
employers, known as Tucher or clothier, arose . . . and drew
an increasingly sharp distinction between themselves and the
working members, who were forbidden in 1381 to manufacture
on their own account ”, and were later prohibited from selling
cloth altogether.? In fact, as Unwin has so painstakingly shown,
developments inside the gilds of towns like Paris and Strasbourg
at this time followed closely similar lines to those gilds and com-
panies of London that have been described above. In newer
industries like paper, silk, glass, printing, capitalist enterprise
was found from a fairly early date, as in England ; and the tem-
porary suspension of gild prerogatives by official decree in the
sixteenth century may perhaps be regarded as an expression of
the extent to which the influence of capital had already developed

1 Cf. Brentario, on “ Hist. of Gilds” in Toulmin Smith’s Englisk Gilds, cvii-
cxx ; Schmoller, Adereantile System, 16-37. ‘ S

? Unwin, gp. ¢it., 36—7. This prohibition was later relaxed, but apparently
“only in favour of the few well-to~do trading weavers on payment of a fine to the
clothiers, and four years after this the whole development recetved its consammation
by the amalgamation of the two organizations into one body, which in the sixteenth
century exercised control over all the crafts engaged in the manufacture of cloth *.
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both in the new and in certain of the older trades and was cxerting
its influence to sccurc room for expansion. As Hauser says,
“ with the sixteenth century the era of capitalism has its true
opening. All the new industries are centralized industries,
which recruit their numerous workers from the continually
growing army of unemployed ”. In the following century, the
century of Colbertian regulation, we find both a fairly developed
system of dependent industry organized by merchant-manufac-
turers (for example, at Sedan, Rheims, Rouen, Lyons and Elbeuf)
and also of capitalist-owned manufactories, using considerable
capitals and sometimes employing hundreds of wage-earners, in
such centres as Montauban, Rheims, the Carcassonne district
and Louviers. For example, half the looms in the Rheims
district at this timc were said to be in capitalist-owned manufac-
tories. The substantial importance of a dispossessed and wage-
earning proletariat in seventeenth-century France is attested by
the number of decrees of the period which gave powers to recruit
labour or which forbade workers to change their employment
or which prohibited assemblies of workers or strikes on pain of
corporal punishment or even death. (Even the Theological
Faculty of the University of Paris saw fit to pronounce solemnly
against the sin of workers’ organization.) It is attested again
by the revolts, amounting to insurrcctions, that broke out inter-
mittently in Paris, Lyons and Normandy in desperate protest
against what Boissonnade calls their ** frightful misery ** at this
period.r
In the case of Italy, Germany and the Netherlands (and to
a smaller extent in France) what is remarkable is less the early
date, compared with England, at which capitalist production
made its appearance, than the failure of the new system to grow
much beyond its promising and precocious adolescence. It
would seem as though the very success and maturity of merchant
and money-lending capital in these rich continental centres of
entrepot trade, instead of aiding, retarded the progress of
investment in production ; so that, compared with the glories
~of spoiling the Levant or the Indies or lending to princes,
industrial capital was doomed to occupy the place of a dowerless
and unlovely younger sister. At any rate, it is clear that a
- mature development of merchant and financial capital is not of -
. 1Cf Unwin, op. ¢, 21, 25-36, 42-8, Bo—1, gB~g; H. Hauser, Les Débuis du
Capitolisme, 1416, n2-3, 264, 14, 1026 ; FL. Sée, Modern Capitalism, 1256 ; Bois-

"~ sunnade, Le Socialisme d'Eiat, 12430, 280-408 ; Renard and Weulersee, Life and
+Work in Modern Europe, 16y ,seq., 1%5—9, 2030 seq. " &
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11% wmg, and that even when certain sections of merchant capital
have turned towards industry and have begun both to subordinate
and to change the mode of production, this does not ‘necessarily
result in any thorough transformation, When seen in the light
of a comparative study of capitalist development, Marx’s con-
tention that at this stage the rise of a class of industrial capitalists
from the ranks of the producers themselves is a condition of any
revolutionary transformation of production begins to acquire a
ceutral importance.

m,cl[ a guarantee that capitalist, production will develop under

IT1

It must be cvident from what has been said that the
breakdown of urban localism and the undermining of the
monopohes of the craft gilds is one condition of the glowth of
capitalist productmn, whethel in the manufactuiinig “or the
domestic form. And it is to this task that those sections of
merchant capital which have begun to take control of mdustxy
bend the weight of their influence. But of scarcely less im-
portance is a second essential condition @ the need for nascent
industrial capital itself to be emancipated from the restrictive
monopolics in the sphere of trade in which merchant capital is
already cntrenched.  Without this sccond condition the scope
for any considerable cxtension of the feld of industrial investment
will remain limited, and the gains to be won by investment in
industry, and hence the chance of a specifically industrial
accumulation of capital, are likely to be modest, at least by
contrast with the fortunes yielded by the carefully monopolized
export trades. It is for this reason that the political struggles of
this period assime such an importance; as it is also for this
reason that the social alignments that form the basis of these
struggles are so complex and so changeable. Perhaps one
should add a third condition, as deserving to rank with the other
two. It is probably also necessary that conditions should be
present which favour rather than obstruct the investment of
capital in agriculture : not in the sense merely of mortgaging
the estates of 1eadmg fendal dignatories or the purchase of a
rent-roll, but in the sense of thc growth of actual capitalist
farming hand in hand with those forms of * primitive accumula-~.
tion ” that have generally been its accompamment Not only :
do such developmcnts play . generally. an important réle in
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creating a rural proletariat, but they are also a crucial factor in
creating an internal market for the products of manufacture—a
factor which was absent, for example, over most of France until
the Revolution on account both of the feudal burdens on agricul-
ture and of the restrictions which throttled any inter-local trade
in the products of the soil.

In some respects the Tudor monarchy in England might
perhaps be deemed comparable with the régime of Philip the
Good in the Netherlands after the subordination of civic autonomy
to a pational administration, But there remain some important
differences between the two. Although the ranks of the old
baronial families in England were thinned, and the aristocracy
had been extensively recruited from nowveaux riches commoners,
the traditions and interests of a feudal aristocracy continued to
dominate large areas of the country and to dominate State policy,
which showed particular affection for the stability of the old
order. At the same time, landed property was extensively passing
into the hands of the rich merchant class : a class which owed
its position in the main to the privileges enjoyed as members of
the few and exclusive companies which held the monopaly over
certain spheres of foreign trade. On them the new monarchy
had come to rely alike for financial and for political support, and
at times took up shares (as did Elizabeth and James I) in the
more profitable of their trading ventures. In return this haute
bourgeoisie was endowed with titles and with royal offices which
gave it a place at Court, where the real centre of political power
at the time resided.

As we have seen, it was not an immediate interest of these
grand merchants of the larger trading companies that urban
monopoly and craft gild restrictions should be undermined.
Generally they were neutral towards this issue and there was
not an acute cleavage as in the Netherlands between urban
crafts and inter-urban Hanse. The attack on the restrictions of
the craft gilds and the economic power of the town governments
came from that newer generation of merchant capitalists and
~certain of the country squires who were undertaking the develop-
ment of the country industry as employers of domestic craftsmen.
It was also these merchant manufacturers who, when_ they

quld not secure admission to the prmkged yanks of the export
comgan1es (wh1ch “always “témained their ruling ambition),
came into acute conflict with ,ﬂthe...,.IJ:a.dmgu.QOpghﬁs which

hmztcd their_ markct and depresscd the price at whlch,_.ths:.x
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could cffect a sale. This antagonism wag particularly sharp
betwccn pwvmual traders or merchant-manufacturers and the
‘export merchants of London, if only because of the greater
difficulty that generally faced the former in securing admission
to bodies like the Merchant Adventurers or the Eastland Com-
pany, both of which were ruled in the main by a close corporation
of rich metropolitan traders, who were inclined to be sparing of
admitting provincials to their ranks. In the cloth trade, for
example, we hear of rvepeated and bitter complaints from
provincial clothiers during the sixtcenth century against the
restrictions imposed upon them by the foreign trading companies,

and in particular by the metropolitan notables at the head of
these bodies ; and it is the verdict of Unwin that in the course of
Elizabeth’s relgn ‘“ the Merchant Adventurers had contrived to
make the channels of exportation narrower than ever before .1
We find East Anglian clothiers protesting against the mono-
polistic control of sales imposed by the Levant Company ; and
we find clothiers of Ipswich who were outside the Eastland
Company refusing the price offered for their cloth by the Company
and claiming from the Privy Council a licence to sell directly to
foreign merchants.®* In the North of England we find a writer
in 1585 in the course of Jamentation on the staghation of trade
in the port of Hull complaining that ““ the merchants are tyed
to companies, the heads whereof are citizens of London, who
make ordinances beneficial to themselves, but hurtful and
chargeable to others in ye country”. There was even at one
time a movement on foot to boycott all dealings with Londoners
on the gxound that ““ by means of ye said companies all the trade
of merchants is drawn to London . For some years the mer-
chants of Hull carried on a struggle wuh the Greenland Company
which they denounced as a “ monopolizing patent ’, declaring
that the Greenland trade should be free ;3 and by the middle
of the seventeenth century the encroachment of * interlopers ”
on the spheres of the export companies assumed considerable
dimensions, to judge from the complaints of the latter, and was
the occasion of perpetual conflict. Emboldened by the Common-
wealth, the merchants of York convened a general meeting of
their fellows in Newcastle, Hull and Leeds, to petition the Council
for Trade that no London merchant ““ should come or send to

1 Studm in Eﬂaﬂamzo History, 185.
? Lipson, Eson, History, vol. II, 323, 342 ; V.CH. Szg}’olk vol, II, 265-G,
'8 Cal. §.P.D., 16534, vol LXV, 2-40. ‘
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keepe any fayres or mart on the north side of the Trent ”, since
““ by these fayres the Londoner ingroseth almost all the trade of
the northern partes ” ; and in a letter to the M.P. for Leeds the
merchants of York and Hull plaintively add :  “ Wee like little
fishes are swallowed up by a great whale.”” *

On the whole the influence of the monarchy was on the side
of the ** great whale  with which it was so closely affiliated. At
any rate little or nothing was done to give the little fishes greater
freedom of movement. On the other hand, in the quarrel be-
tween the organizers of the new country industry and the authority
of the town governments, the influence of the monarchy tended to
be thrown in favour of the towns and of the old industrial régime,
This no doubt was partly from principles of conservatism, from
a desire to maintain stability in the social order and a balance of
class forces, to which the organizer of country industry, like the
enclosing landlord who uprooted villagc life, was a serious threat ;
partly in the interests of maintaining a cheap and ready labou hbour
s‘gpply for squires’ estates and  and yeomen farms, whl_chd.thgmspﬁrg@d

s et

of country mdustry to disturb_ by .t the poor
cottager an alternati loym But, whateve primary

rmiotive, the significance of governmental policy in retarding the
growth of capitalist production is none the less of outstanding
importance.

The germs of a free trade movement accordingly lay in the
immediate interests alike of enclosing landlords, of provincial
drapers and clothiers and of those members of London Livery
Companies who had a finger in the country industry. Here there
must be no misunderstanding. The free trade that was sought
was a conditiopal and limited »f,lgggwtlza.de...mncmm.cl, not as a
genera[ prmc1p1e as was to be the cage in the nineteenth century,
but as ad koc proposals to remove certain specific restrictions that
bore down upon the complainants. Neither in internal affairs
nor in foreign trade did the movement against monopolies imply
any general abrogation of control by the State or by trading and
industrial companies. Often, in practice, it meant no more than
the removal of the other man’s privileges in order to supplant
them with one’s own. It only makes sense if it is regarded, not
‘as a struggle for a general principle, but as an expression of a .
particular class interest,

-+ Cit. Heaton, op. cit., 165-7 wha adds : “ During the seventeenth century tlus E
fecimg roge to great heights of bitterness and was the cause of constant demons tratlons ‘
of antagomsm between the northern parts and the capltal »
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But antipathy to particular restrictions, damaging to a
sectional interest, became transformed into a general movement
against monopoly by the practice employed on an increasing
scale by the Stuarts of selling monopolies for the starting of new
industrics. The practice had originated with Elizabeth who
had bestowed valuable patents upon favourites and pensioners,
upon servants of the Queen's household and upon clerks in licu
of salaries. But what his predecessor had started as an occasional
expedient James I developed into a regular system. It is clear
that the primary object of these grants was a fiscal ome, to
" replenish a treasury depleted by the rising expenditures due to
the price-revolution, and was not the fruit of a considered
Colbertian policy of fostering industry. The result was a curious
paradox. A practice, which on the face of it represented a
bestowal of royal favour and protection upon industry, in fact
aroused the opposition of industrial interests, and acted as a
brake on the development of capitalist production. It is not to
be denied that in certain directions, for example in mining, royal
favour played a progressive role in stimulating industrial invest-
ment where, for want of that protection, this might have been
absent ; or that certain of the industrialists of the time who were
recipients of these favours remained loyal adherents of the
monarchy cven throughout the period of civil war.* The latter
was no doubt to be expected, if only because the bulk of these
industrial privileges were awarded either to persons at Court or
‘to friends whom these courticrs sponsored. But in general the
system of industrial monopolies was cramping and restrictive,
“both by reason of the exclusiveness of the patent rights that were
granted and by reason of the narrow circle to which the grant of
such rights was generally confined. Here there was-considerable
resemblance to Colbert’s system of industrial monopolies in
France. Resentment was naturally strongest among those who
had interests in newer industries, and particularly among those
richer sections of the craftsmen who were ambitious to launch .
out as investors and employers themselves. It was these men, as
we have seen, who were the effective force behind the movement
towards the new Stuart corporations, by means of which inde-
pendence was sought from the trading oligarchy at the head of
the respective Livery Company which was seeking to subordinate
the industry to its own control.

.1 An example of this was Thomas Bushell, a privileged lessee of some of the
Welsh mines of the Mines Royal. He was sald to have finanted the King to the
-extent of £40,000 during the Clivil War. ‘ ' o
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But while these parvenu industrialists were eager cnough to
purchase royal charters as an instrument of their own indepen-
dence, the condition of affairs which ultimately served their
purpose was one where the possession of capital alone determined
who should occupy the field. Tor this the Stuart régime of
royal grants of monopoly substituted a system where influence
at Court determined the distribution of economic rights of way.
Not only was the system costly for the would-be industrialist,
involving as it did both a payment to the exchequer and also
the expenses incidental to obtaining the requisite influence at
Court,! but from its nature it was heavily weighted against
the man of humble social origins, against the provincial by
contrast with the Londoner, and against the parvenu. This
is well illustrated in the case of the pinmakers, who being
persons of modest means and humble social station had to
rely for their charter on the influence of gentlemen at Court,
with the eventual result that the real control of the new company
fell into the hands of the latter. And while in a few cagses, like
the Glovers, the Feltmakers, the Starchmakers and the Silk-
weavers, the rank and file of the producers themselves (or rather
the capitalist element among them) secured some benefit from
the systemn, the majority of monopolies awarded went dircetly to
gentlemanly promoters, who enjoyed both wealth and influence,
like the alum and glass monopolies, soap and playing-cards, the
tin-buying monopoly, the patent to Sir Giles Mompesson for
making gold and silver thread, and the case of the Duke of
Buckingham’s notorious “ ring ”’, which proved to be a sufficiently
unsavoury scandal for proceedings to be instituted against it by
a Parliamentary Commission in the reign of James 1.2 It was
through the influence of Lord Dudley that the patent for coal
smelting was obtained by Dudley ; it was only by dint of lavish
bribery to influential courtiers that Alderman Cockayne secured
sanction for his famous scheme ; and it was no doubt because
Cecil, Leicester and other prominent courtiers were interested
as leading sharcholders that the companies of the Mines Royal
and the Mineral and Battery Works received such extended

1 George Woad, a patentee in linen production, paid an annual royalty of f1o
o the Crown and £200 a year as bribes to those who had obtained the privilege for
him. The Felimakers had to pay £100 to a Mr. Typper, M.P,, to pleag their case.
The patentees for erecting lighthouses declared that to obtain the grant involved an
initial cost of £60o plus an annual charge of £300. Scott comments : *° The
obtaining of a charter involved the bribing of prominent courtiers and in this way
.trade was subject to 2 high indirect taxation ™ (gp. cit.,, 170-6).
+ *Cf& W, Hyde Price, Buglish Patents of Monapoly, 25-33,
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privileges as they did.* Bourgeois interests in the provinces were
specially outraged by this Stuart policy of granting privileges to
corporations with a small and exclusive membership and with
power to control an industry throughout the country in the
interests of a small circle in the metropolis. The circle of
interests that were damaged by the system was a wide one. The
glass patent to Sir R. Mansell involved the suppression of rival
glass works, and was twice renewed in face of the strenuous
protests of the independent glassmakers. The salt monopoly
roused the anger of the fishing ports, because they declared that
it had resulted in a doubling of the price of salt. The monopoly
granted to the Society of Soapers of Westminster— the odious
and crying project of soap ”’, as even Clarendon called it—
damaged the woollen industry ; and the monopoly of shipping
coal to London granted to the Newcastle Hostmen was said to
have raised the price of coal in the London market by 40 per cent.,
to the detriment of glass- and soap-makers, among others, who
relied upon this coal. Even the intercsts of some of the larger
London trading companies were touched by the system. The
tin-buying monopoly, which at one stage was granted to Sir
Walter Raleigh, encroached on what had previously been the
preserve of the Company of Pewtercrs. The tobacco-monopoly
hurt the Bermuda Society, and the suppression of the old soap-
boilers in the interest of the Westminster Soapers offended the
Greenland Company which had previously sold train-oil to the
older type of producer. Charles I was cven so foolish as to annoy
the East India Company by sanctioning a rival company from
which he was to receive a share of the profits ; while persons so
anciently privileged as the Merchant Adventurers remembered
that they had recently had to distribute some .£40,000 in bribes
in order to win a new charter.?

The opposition to mononohcswwa_ged its first Parliamentary
fights in_ 1601 and again in 1604 when a bill was introduced to
abolish all privileges in foreign trade. It was pointed out how
greatly the existing régime favoured London and starved the
remaining ports of trade ; 2 and it _was suggested that foreign
trading companies should be open impartially to all persons on
payment of a moderate entrance fee. In supporting the Bill Sir

L Jhid., 109 ; Scott, op. cit., I, 40, 46, 143. o

2 Cf. Hyde Price, 0p. cit,, 73, 114~17 ; Scott, op. cil., 145, 169, 203, 217, 219;
H, Levy, Economic Lzbemlum, 21 $eq.

$ The customs returns showed London with an import trade of £110,000 and the
rest of England only £17,000 (cl. Scott, p. cit., 119-20).
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Edwin Sandys declared that ““ merchandise being the chiefest and
richest of all other and of greater extent and importance than all |
the rest, it is against the natural right and liberty of the subjects
of England to restrain 1t into the hands of some few . Apparently
“ the 200 families ** were already an entity in Stuart times ; for
the speaker added that ““ governors of these companics by their
monopolizing orders have so handled the matter as that the mass
of the whole trade of the realm is in the hands of some 200
persons at the most, the rest serving for a show and reaping small
benefit *.  After some intermittent skirmishing, in 1624 the oppo-
sition returned to the attack with a general anti-monopoly Act,
from the provisions of which, however, the privileges of corpora-
tions, companies and boroughs were exempted, as was also “ any
manner of new manufacture within this realm * for a period of
or or 14 years. But like similar legislation of more recent
memory, this seems to have had little success in curbing the evil
at which it was aimed. On the eve of the Commonwealth, in
1640, a speaker in Parliament could say : “ better laws could not
have been made than the Statute of Monopolies against Pro-
jectors, and yet, as if the Jaw had been the author of them, there
have been during these few years more monopolies and infringe-
ments of liberties than in any year since the Conquest *’ ; while
Sir John Colepepper could make his famous denunciation of
monopolies which  like the frogs of Egypt have gotten possession
of our dwellings and we have scarcely a room free from them ;
they sip in our cup ; they dip in our dish ; they sit by our fire ;
we find them in the dye vat, the washing bowl and the powdering
tub ; they share with the butler in his bar ; they have marked
and sealed us from head to foot ; they will not bate us a pin .
Together with its denial of the right of arbitrary taxation and
imprisonment, the challenge by Parliament to royal grants of
economic privilege and monopoly can be said to have formed
the central issue in the outbreak of the seventeenth-century
revolution, :

At the opening of the Long Parliament it seems that even
the privileged members of the London trading companies leaned
towards the Parliamentary side. A few aldermen were royalists,
and in 1641 a royalist, Sir Richard Gurney, was elected Lord
Mayor. But the Common Council was almost solidly Parlia-
mentarian ; and when the King appointed as Lieutenant of the
. Tower Sir T. Lunsford, “ a notorious desperado , Sir Richard

Gurney himself was constrained to appeal to the King to revoke
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the appointment, since otherwise the apprentices of London
would storm the Towerl FEFven the Merchant Adventurers
made large loans to Parliament in 1641 and 1642,2 but whether
from enthusiasm for the Parliamentary cause or to propitiate a
possible adversary remains obscure. At any rate, individual
members of the greater London companics were numbered among
Cromwell’s supporters and even among his officials and advisers.?
What is fairly clear, however, is that these circles were the chief
strength of the extreme right-wing within the Parliamentarian
camp, who, while they were not averse to bringing pressure
upon the King to yield some part of bis prerogative, never desired
a complete break with the Crown, favoured mnegotiations with
Charles after his rout at Naseby and in the years that followed
(when the ways of Presbyterian and Independent were dividing)
were stalwart opponents of the claims of the Army. Among the
London Drapers, for example, there seems to have been a good
deal of lukewarm support for the Presbyterians; but the
majority feeling among them was strongly hostile to the Inde-
pendents.* It is evident that the ruling group which dominated
the government of the City of London formed essentially the
party of compromisc and of accommodation and not the party
of revolution. In Parliament itself the number of merchants
and financiers was apparently small : no more than thirty in
the Long Parliament and less than twenty in the first Parliament
of the Protectorate.5 The majority of members were lawyers
or country gentlemen, the latter no doubt including some of
the more considerable yeomen farmers as well as the enclosing
squire and improving landlord.

But while London with its trade and industries was the
central stronghold of the revolution—what Clarendon termed
“ the unruly and mutinous spirit of the City of London, which
was the sink of all the ill humour of the kingdom * ®—it
was from the provinces that a large part of the mass support

1. H. Firth on “ London during the Civil War ” in Historp, 1926-7, 26—,

* Margaret James, Social Problems and Policy during the Puritan Revoluiion, 149.
As a matter of fact there were two factions inside the company and there is some
evidence that the majority one was royalist (cf. M. P, Ashley, Financial and Gommercial
Policy under the Cromuwellian Prolectorate, 122). Originally they had advanced £40,000
to Charles, But since they refused to pay tonnage and poundage, the King in
retaliation deprived them of their monopoly on the outbreak of the Civil War;
after which they proceeded to lend sums probably totalling about £60,000 to Par-
liament between 1642 and 1649.

8 Cf. M. P. Ashley, ap. cit., 5-10.

* A. T Johnson, History of the Drapers’ Company, vol. I1I, z15.
. ®M. P, Ashley, op. cit., 7. ‘

. S History of The Great Rebellion, vol. VI, 264.
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for the revolution was drawn ; and the rivalry that we have
described between industrial or semi-industrial interests in
the provinces and the more privileged trading capital of the
mctropohs was no doubt an 1mpouant clement in the antago-
nism that began to sharpen in the middle ’40's between
Presbyterian and Independent. Needless to say, the division
of the country between the parties of King and Parliament
followed fairly closely along economic and social lines. Centres
of the woollen manufacture, in particular, were apt to be
strongholds of the Parliamentary cause, as for example Hast
Anglia, Gloucester and Civencester in the West Country, and
the manufacturing districts of the West Riding. A town
such as Leicester was a stronghold of Puritanism, especially
among those connected with the hosiery trade and among the
shopkeepers (though not apparently innkeepers).* Clarendon
took it for granted that “ Leeds, Halifax and Bradford, the very
populous and rich towns, depending wholly upon clothiers,
naturally maligned the gentry *, whereas the gentry and the
agricultural districts of Yorkshire were predominantly of the
King’s party. Interestingly enough, the small group of wealthier
merchants in Leeds who dominated the town government seem
to have been royalist, whereas the mass of the population of the
town were solidly parliamentarian.?

Speaking generally, it scems true to say that thoge scctions
of the bourgeoisie that had aqy__gggﬂt_g_njp___i»ndust1vA whether they
were provincial clotlncy of.a.London, Livery
GomEany who had _used r Wl _to organize the country
- industry, were wholehearted supportcrs of the Parliamecntary
cause. The exceptions to this were a few royal patentees,
who paradoxically were apt to be the proprictors of the most
capitalistically advanced enterprises. On the other hand, those
elements who were farthest removed from active participation
in industry, who had invested in land and titles and become
predominantly rentier and leisured, like the Flemish ofiosi of
an earlier century, felt their interests tied to the stability of
the existing order ‘and tended to give their support to the King.
Thus the agricultural west and north of England, apart from
the clothing towns and the ports, rallied to the Crown. These
were the more backward parts of the country, where the newer
capltahst agriculture was least in evidence and where the
surviving remnants of feudal relationships were mostly to be

1R. ‘W. Greaves, The Corporation of Leicester, 5. * Heaton, op. ¢it., 207, 227- :
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found.! But the new Cromwellian army and the Independents,
who were the real driving force of the revolution, drew their main
strength from the provincial manufacturing centres and, as is
well known, from sections of the squirearchy and the small and
middling type of ycoman farmer, who preponderated in the
east and south-east. Cromwell himself was a gentleman farmer
and Ireton, his chief lieutenant, was both a country gentleman
and a clothier. Behind them were the rank and file of working
craftsmen, apprentices, tenants and cottagers, with their danger-
ous “levelling ” tendencies and théir hatred alike of bishops and
presbyters, projectors and monopolists, of  malignant landlords *
and of tithes. The wife of one of Cromwell’s colonels said that
all were described as Puritans who * crossed the views of the
needy courtiers, the proud encroaching priests, the thievish
projectors, the lewd nobility and gentry ” ; and Baxter, a leading
Puritan divine, described the social composition of the two parties
in the Civil War as follows : “ A very great part of the knights
and gentlemen of England . . . adhered to the King. . . . And
most of the tenants of these gentlemen. . . . On the Parlia-
ment’s side were the smaller part (as some thought) of the gentry
in most of the countics, and the greatest part of the tradesmen
and frecholders and the middle sort of men, especially in those
corporations and counties which depend on clothing and such
manufictures.”

There can be little doubt that the land question played a
highly important pact, if only as a background, in the disagree-
ments internal to the Parliamentary cause ; and this may well
have Dbeen chiefly responsible for the eventual compromise
represented by the Restoration.? By the time of the civil war
investment in land had become sufficiently extensive among the
moneyed class to impose upon them a conservative bias and to -
render them timid of any measures that seemed likely to call a
landlord’s rights in question and to encourage the insubordination
of tenants. Moreover, investment of capital in land-purchase,
and to a less extent actual capitalist farming, had already pro-
gressed sufficiently to leave little change in the agrarian régime
that the improving . landlord or progressive farmer urgently

1 For example, Cornish gentry who like Sir Bevil Grenvile threatened his tenants
that if they-did not grind at his mill he would * put them in suit * (cf. G. Davies,
The Early Stuarts, 266). ‘

2 Cit, by Christopher Hill, The English Revolution, r4c, 18.

3 Cf. Christopher Hill in Eng. Hist, Review, April 1940, where the opinion of
Professor Archangelsky is quoted to this effect.
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desired, apart from the abolition of feudal tenures which was
carried through by Parliament in 1646. It is remarkable what
strang opposition was shown, for example, not only by the House
of Lords, but by the Presbyterian section in the Commons, and
in particular by the leading merchants who composed the
* common council of the City of London, to the proposcd sequestra-
tion of the estates of royalists and of bishops, and to the organized
sales of delinquents’ lands after sequestration had been already
decided upon.® When later in 1656 Bills were introduced to
control enclosures and to make fines for copyholders certain
instead of arbitrary, these met with strenuous opposition.,

But the tenant farmer and perhaps also the smaller free-
holder, and certainly the poorer cottager, who were damaged
by the enclosing or rack-renting landlord, were prepared to
be much tmore radical; and the poorer type of husband-
man, according to Gregory King’s estimate, composed about
one-eighth of the population at this time. Evidently it is
their voice that we hear in many of the popular pamphlets
of the time, and their voice that soon began to spread dismay
in propertied circles and to cause these to draw back in
alarm. Thus we have displayed with remarkable clearness
that contradictory feature that we find in every bourgcois
revolution : while this revolution requires the impetus of its
most radical elements to carry through its emancipating mission,
to the end, the movement is destined to shed large sections of
the bourgeoisie as soon as these radical elements appear, preciscly
because the latter represent the small man or the dispossessed
whose very claims call in question the rights of large-scale
property. Before the Commonwealth has been long in being we
hear of complaints from tenants against the new purchasers of
sequestrated estates that “° these men are the greatest Tyrants
everywhere as men can be, for they wrest from the poor Tenants
all former Immunities and Freedoms they formerly enjoyed * ; of
the promotion of Parliamentary Bills ““ for the relief of tenants
oppressed by malignant landlords ”’ ; of organized opposition to
enclosures and petitions for the abolition of tithes.? Winstanley,

1 Of. Christopher Hill in Eng. Hisi. Review, April, 1940, 224-34. The writer -
here speaks of this opposition as having * fought a steady reargnard action all

© through * on the question. The Army meantime were pressing for the sale of these
estates.  Cf. also the comment of another historian of this period : * The presby-
terlan was usually a man of property and deiested and feared the radical views
often expressed by the sectaries ® (G, Davies, The Early Stuarts, 195).

* Margaret lames, op. cit,, 8y 3 Cal. S.P. Dom., 1649, June zo; 1650, Jan. 21 and
28 ; 1650, April 13 ; vol. XXXIX, 88 and gr—2; vol, XLI, 2. ‘ .
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the Digger, was only expressing a widespread popular sentiment
when he complained that “ in Parishes where Commons lie the
rich Norman Freeholders, or the ncw (more covetous) Gentry
overstock the Commaons with sheep and cattle, so that the inferior
Tenants and poor labourers can hardly keep a cow but half
starve her ', that “ the inferior Tenants and Labourers bear all
the burthens in labouring the Earth, in paying Taxes and Free-
quarter above their strength ; and yet the Gentry who oppress
them and live idle upon their labors carryaway all the comfortable
livelihood of the Earth ”, and that “ England is not a Free People
till the Poor that have no Land have a frec allowance to dig and
labour the Commons .2 So also was Lilburne when, with a
more urban bent, he fulminated against “ Tythes, Excise and
Customs : those secret thieves and robbers and drainers of the
poor and middle sort of people and the greatest obstructors of
trade ”’, and against “ all Monopolizing Companies of Merchants,
the hinderers and decayers of Clothing and Clothworking, Dying
and like uscful professions, by which thousands of poor people
might be set at work that are now ready to starve .2 It is hardly
surprising to find a class-conscious landlord, on his side, declaring
that ““ if they get not some rebuke at first they will make a general
revolt for all landlords”,® or an anti-Leveller pamphletecr
roundly denouncing what he variously called ““a design against
- the twelve famous Companies of the City of London® and a
plot “to raise sedition and hurliburlies in City, Town and
Country ” and ““to raise the servant against the master, the
tenant against the landlord, the buyer against the seller, the
- borrower against the lender, the poor against the rich, and for
" encouragement every beggar should be set on horseback .4 In
more measured language Ireton made his reply in a debate on
universal suffrage : ““ If you admitt any man that hath a breath
and being . . . thus we destroy propertie. . . . Noe person
that hath nott a locall and permanent interest in the Kingdome
should have an equal dependance in Elections.” ¢ Earlier
1 Winstanley, Law of Freedom in a Platform and The True Levellers® Standard Advanced.
2 John Lilburne, England’s New Chains Discovered (1648), Tlsewhere Lilburne
denounced the © Patent of Merchant Adventurers who have ingrossed into their
hands the sole trade of all woollen commodities that are to be sent into the Nether-
lands ** and also the monopoly of printing, ©“ a great company of malignant fellows
invested with arbitrary unlimited Power ”, adding that the men who formerly attacked
monopolies were now © setting up greater Patentees than ever the former were ”
(England’s Birthright Fustified against all Arbitrary Usurpation).
. ®Gal. 8P, Dom., vol. GCGCCL, 27,

4 England’s Discoverer or the Levellers’ Creed {1649).
8 Clarke Papers, ed. C. H. Firth, vol. II, 314.



174 STUDIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM

FEdmund Waller had clearly summed up the Preshyterian point
of view. I look upon episcopacy as a counterscarp ov outwork,
which, if it is taken by this assault of the people . . . we may
in the next place have as hard a task to defend our property, as
we have lately had to recover it from the prerogative. If, by
multiplying hands and petitions, they prevail for an equality in
things ecclesiastical, the next demand may perhaps be ILex
Agraria, the like equality in things temporal.” 1
Certainly among the people of both London and provincial
cities—among the working craftsmen, the apprentices, the
journeymen—the period of the Interregnum witnessed an extra-
ordinary devclopment of a democratic temper. It was said by
a contemporary that “the citizens and common people of
London had then so far imbibed the customs and manners of a
commonwealth that they could scarce endure the sight of a
gentleman, so that the common salutation to a man well dressed
was French dog or the like .2  Even after the return of Charles IT
it is clear that a strong republican opposition continued to exist,
with extensive support among the working classes, both in
London and provincial towns : an opposition which not only
held meetings and demonstrations but was responsible for local
risings, and the presence of which was cvidently a powerful factor
in forcing the ruling class to call in William of Orange and to
unseat James 1.2 In its economic policy the Commonwealth
introduced a number of changes that were of substantial import-
ance to the development of Capitalism. During this period
~ the voice of provincial interests received much greater attention
from the'legislature than it had received before ; and the same
was true of the voice of industrial interests. We find a marked .
increase in the number of democratic movements among the
Yeomanry of the Livery Companies, some of which, like the
- Feltmakers, were successful in securing incorporation, thereby
freeing themselves from the dominance of the merchant element.
In the sphere of foreign trade, not only did the Navigation Act
of 1651 give a powerful stimulus to English- commerce and
English shipping, but the privileges of the monopolistic com-
- panies were greatly reduced ; and, as the complaints of these
' companies to the Crown after 1660 are witness, it was a penod
when interlopers thrived and obtained 1mportant concessions,
- Cit. E. Bernstein, Cromivell and Communism, 5i ‘
ooB Rereslgy Memozr.\:, cit, Bcloﬂ”, Publis Or[lar and Pojzular Dzsturbanm, 16‘60-1714, :

g2 ‘ o
- "Gf' Bnloﬁ‘ op. tnh 34"55 ‘ ' -
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While the Levant Company was confirmed in its privileges (in
veturn for a loan to the government), those of the Eastland
Company were not renewed ; and new charters were only issucd
to the Merchant Adventurers and the Greenland Company after
protracted negotiations in which attempts were made to reconcile
the interests of interlopers with those of the Company., For a
period of three years during the Protectorate the East Indies
trade was actually free and open, to the delight of the enemies of
chartered companies ; and even when, under threats from the
Company to sell all its forts and stations in India, the charter
of the East India Company was renewed in 1657, this renewal
seems, again, to have been on the b'ms of 2 compromise, bety
compeuno interests. There is someé evidence that the net result
of thls ‘relaxation of monopoly was that trade expandcdwand
ipanies
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™ Some of these social and political changes disappeared with*
the Commonwealth. But by no means 111 of them did; and®

the Restoration was very far from being a simple return to the
status quo anfe, ns has sometimes been assumed.?  Politically, the
royal prerogative had suffered a mortal blow, and control of

trade and finance, the judiciary and the army had been, ua.ubfﬁrmd ¢

1;110 ih(* hands of P'n‘lmmcm With the abolition of the preroga-
tive courts such as the Star Chamber, the Crown had lost an
essential instrument of independent executive power. TFeudal
tenures, abolished in 1646 as the close to a chapter, were never
restored. And when Charles II’s successor forgot what Charles
himself had been wise enough to remember, he was forced to go
upon his travels again. Popular pressure was suflicient to defeat
the aims of reaction, without a new civil war, to put a more
tractable monarch on the throne and to tie him to Parliament by
a contractual Bill of Rights. Court influence, even if it was not
entirely unseated, was now subordinated to the sway of Parlia-
ment. ““ The commons had strengthened their hold on finance
and they carried over from the revolutionary period a method
of working which was to provide later the means by which they
gradually increased their influence over the administration (the
system of committces) ?8 The field of industry was no longer

L Cf, M. P. Ashlcy, op. cit., 111-41.

2 B.g. Durbin, Politics of Demacratic Socialism, 196-7, where the seventeenth—

century revolution is written off, fout court, as a faulurc and a vxcmry for the landed
. interest™ over the bourgeoisie. .
» Gv N. Clark, The Later Stuaris, 11.

{
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encumbered by royal grants of monopoly ; and, except for the
East India Company, the exclusive privileges of the foreign-
trading companies had been too much undermined for these
bodies to regain their former position.* In their place, the newer
type of joint-stock company was coming into prominence, where
capital was king. Very far from all the sequestrated estates of
royalist families were restored to their owners : the remainder
were still held by their parvenu bourgeois purchasers. While it
is true that the bourgeois revolution in seventeemh-century
England went only a relatively small distance in its economic and
social policy, it had achieved enough to accelerate enormously
the growth of industrial capital in the next half-century—a
growth surpassing that of other countries which as yet lacked
any similar political upheaval—and to set the stage for the
industrial revolution in the century that was to come.

* By an Act of 1688 tradc was thrown open and former monopoly-rights abolished
except in the spheres of the Levant, Russia, Africa and Eastand Companics. One
result was a hig cxpansion of the trade of ather English ports relatively to London.,



CHAPTER FIVE

CAPITAL ACCUMULATION AND
MERCANTILISM

I

To speak of a process of capital accumulation as an essential
stage in the genesis of Capitalism might seem at first sight a
simple statement which none could call in question. That.
capital must have been gathered between the fingers of a classa
of capitalists before efore any large-scale capitalist undertakings could
be launched and Capitalism as a form of production coul
domlnate the. scene might seem to many too obvious to need
much cmpha51s Yet as soon as we begin to enquiré as to the
exact nature of the process by which this gathering together of
capital could have occurred, the statement appears less simple,
and a number of important questions arise. There are some,
moreover, who have suggested that the existence of a distinct
stage when capital was in some sense accumulating—a stage
separate from and prior in time to the growth of capitalist industry
itself—is a myth.

The first question that arises is one which - economists are
apt to put. s accumulation to be conceived as an accumulationa
of means of production, themselves or_an accumulatlon of clalr_ns ®
or titles tg o_wealth, capable of being converted into 1nstrumentsw1
of pr oduction although they are not themselves productwc agents Py
If the answer is that the reference in this context is to the former,er
then one is at once confronted with a further question. Why
should the rise of capitalist industry require a whole period of
prior accumulation? Why should not the accumulation of
capital, in the sense of tangible obJects, be synonymous with the
growth of industry itself? There is no historical evidence of
capitalists having hoarded spinning machines or looms or lathes
or stocks of raw material in gigantic warehouses over a period of |
decades until in the fullness of time these warehouses should be
full enough for factory industry to be started. Nor does reasoning
suggest that this would have been a sensible, still less an essential, -
thing to do. There seems to be no reason why growth of equip-
ment and growth of productlon should not have progressed
pari passu ; and if there is no reason why the growth of industrial
‘ 177
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equipment should not have been financed, in the main, step by
step out of the profits of previous years (supplemented. on special
accasions by credit), the problem about the need for some prior
accumulation as a prerequisite of capitalist industry scems to
evaporate into thin air,
>e- If any sense is to be madc therefore, of the notion of a
w‘k-p‘nmmve ac¢umulation * (in Marx’s sense of the term) Drior
i time t0 the full ﬂowermg of capitalist production, this must be
1nterpreted in the first place as an accumulation of capital
&clazms—of titles to existing assets which are accumulated pr1ma111y
% for spéculative. reasons ; and secondly as accumulation in the
hands of a class that, by virtue of its special position in society,
.18 capable ulumately of transforming these hoarded titles. to
wecllth into actual means “of pxoductxon In other WOrds when
one spcaks of accumulatxon in an hlstorlcal sense, one must be

..and not to the g qmnuty of tanglble instruments of productlon n

,wﬁmﬁence.
ut when this has been said, the task of clarification is still
incomplete. If no more is involved than the process of transfer
of, say, debt-claims or precious metals or land from an old ruling
class, lacking enterprise or the taste for industry, to a new class,
practical in bent and fired with an acquisitive lust, the complaint
might justifiably be made that the word accumulation was being
misused : misused to denote a process more properly to be
described as a transfer of ownership-rights {from one hand to
another than as a heaping-up either of claims or of the assets
themselves, Behind this question of teuninology lies a qucstion
of substance. 1f transfer of wealth is all that is involved in the
progess, why should not a sufficient, dcvclopmcm of cr epl1t
‘msutuuons as financial mtermedmmes between the old class
and the new, suffice to place the means. for starting industry i
'thm hands of the latier.? Why should one search for any more
complex historical process than this, let alone for a social revolu-
tion, as a pre-condition for industrial Capitalism ? ‘
If there i$ an apswer to this challenge, it must be that some- .
~thing more_than a mere transfer is necessary : that there are
reasons “why the full flowering of industrial Capitalism. demands, _
not only a_transfer of titles to wealth into the bands.of the.
) bourgpms class, but & concentration of the owucrshlp of wealth into
‘ .much,h fewer ‘hands,” T should become clear in what follows
that the.re are such reasons ; and this is a matter to which we-
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shall shortly return.  But if such reasons exist, they will evidently
give a special character to capital accumulation as an historical
process ; and the term accumulation will from henceforth be
used to denote a concentm__lo_n, as. ml__aq a transfer, of the

.....

m . BRIt

~of proper ty seem to be reducible to two main cmtegones. Firstly,
this class may p ase property from its former owners in 1.
exchange for the means of immediate consumption or en_]oyment
In other words, this property may be sold against money orL
non-durable commodities, In this case the old owners wille
increase either their consumption or their stocks of money,
parting in exchange with their land or houses or other durable
objects such as silver plate. The new class will deplete its
hoards of money or else lower its consumption below the level
of its income, in order to build up its ownexship of durable things ;
and in the latter case it can be said to finance its purchases out
of ‘f saving . This method of acquiring durable wealth by
saving out of income has frequently heen regarded as the ouly
form that accumulation can take, or at least has taken ; and
from this dssumptlon a number of theories derive which seek to
expldm thc ~origin of Capitalism_ by some windfall gain of income
accruing to the nascent bourgeoisic in the pre~c1p1ta.hst permd
such as profit-nflation due to monetary change, or swollen urban
rents or the sudden opening of some new channel of trade.

But there is a second form in which the parvenu class may
increase its holding of durable wealth ; and this has probably,
played the more important réle of the two. The bourgeoisic
may acquire a particular sort of property when this happens. to
be exceptlon'tlly cheap (in the extreme case acquiring it by duress
for mothing) apd realize this _property. at some later period, When
the market value of this_property_ stands_relatively high, in
f.xchange for other. th,u;gs (e.g. labour-power or 1ndustr1a1
equipment) which stand at a relatively lower valuation.
Through this double act of exchange the bourgeoisie will acqmrc
a larger proportion of the total wealth of the community.

The essential feature of this second form. of concentration is
that the result depends upon an increment. in the capital-value
of property, and not on current income or saving out of income.
But for such an increment to occur on any extensive scale it is
clear that Vcry specml circumstances must intervene:. The
double transaction falls into two halves: 2 phase of acqmsltlon
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and a phase of realization. What is necessary is the intervention
of some circumstance sufficiently powerful to make the value of
the property or properties in question 7ise between these two
periods, despite the existence of a whole class of persons who are
ready to purchase that property in the fivst phase and to dispose
“6f it in the second. The presence of such a special circumstance
quld, indeed, be a necessity, although a weaker necessity,
“efentor any considerable accumulation to occur by the process
of saving out of income ; since without it the efforts of the
bourgeoisie to acquire a certain type of property, for example
#and, would exert an upward pressure on its value,® and the
-subsequent attempt by the bourgeoisie to dispose of this property
2in order to invest in industry would exert a downward pressure
on its value to their own detriment. The attempt to accumulate
~would accordingly be self-defeating, The outcome would be a
decrement, instead of an increment, in the property between the
phase of acquisition and the phase of realization, and this loss
in capital-value might go a long way to nullify the attempt of
the hourgeoisie to enrich themselves by saving out of income,
sFor this reason it scems unlikely that acquisition of property
ﬂ‘ by saving out of income could have resulted, unaided, in any
»darge amount of capital accumulation.. ”
5 - What was chiefly necessary therefore as the historical agency of
“fhe hecumulation of wealth in bourgeois hands was some influ-
ence which would depress the value of whatever happened to be
the object of hoarding by the bourgeoisie during the phase of
acquisition and enhance its relative value during the phase of
realization : for example, some influence which would place the
former holders of land in urgent need, or else make them excep-
tionally spendthrift or addicted to money-hoarding, and hence
ready to part with their land cheaply during the former period,
and which in the latter period would cause the means of produc-
tion (or some important clement in them) to be abnormally cheap.
This was unlikely to occur under normal conditions, and could
be expected only as an accidental coincidence of fortuitous cir-
curnstances. Least of all was it likely to happen under conditions
approximating to free markets and perfect competition, It

1 One has to remember that these were days when the customary objects of -
. hoarding had a strictly limited range. As Professor Tawney has said, “ the savings
- afthe mass of the population, apart {rom land and the occasional purchase of annuities,
consisted, according to their various stations, of corn, cattle, stocks of raw materials,
furniture, plate, jewellery and cains, It is these things which passed at death and
which men showed their thrift in accumulating » (Introduction to Thomas Wilson's
A Discourse upen Usury, 103~4), : ‘ B
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might occur as a result of deliberate policy by the State, and it
might occur as an incident in the break-up of an old order of
society, which would tend to have the double effect of impover-
ishing and weakening those associated with the old mode of
production and affording the bourgeoisic an opportunity of gain-
ing some measure of political power, by means of which they
could influence the economic policy of the State. If this be
the case, we may well have the explanation of a crucial feature
of the transition between feudal society and Capitalism of which
mention was made in our first chapter : the fact that Capitalism
as a mode of production did not grow to any stature until the
disintegration of Feudalism had reached an advanced stage.
If this disintegration itself had to be the historical lever for
launching the process of capital accumulation, then the growth
of capitalist production could not itself provide the chief agency
of that disintegration. An interval had to elapse during which
the petty mode of production, which was the legacy of feudal
society, was itself being partially broken up or else subordinated
to capital, and State policy was being shaped by new bourgeois
influences in a direction favourable to bourgeois aims.! The
new socicty had to be nourished from the crisis and decay of
the old order. :

When we examine the actual changes that were occurring
in ﬁfteenth- a.nd smxteenth—ccntury Englmd it is evident that 1

Qwners ¢
t}rc\posmon of d dlstress-scllcr,s _and 1nvolv1ng them in“mortgage ¢
and debt, must _have played a major réle in facﬂltatmg easy.
purchase of land by the parvenu bourgeoisie. Here force of cir-}
cumsiarice and overt pressure often merged, as in the case ofp
Sir Thomas Mores poor husbandmen who “by covin and !
fraud » were “ so wearied that they were compelled to sell all .
In addition to mortgages, there were at this period other kmds
of debt-instruments, both private debt and State debt, available
on fairly easy investment terms ; their significance in our present
context cons1stlng less in the income they yielded than in the
opportunity they afforded to foreclose on the debtors’ property
or for speculative gain from subsequent resale of the debt when

1Tt is worth remarking that the political struggles of late Tudar times were
largely occupied with the tendency of Tudor legislation to maintain the stability of
existing -tural society (e.g. against the pressure of enclosures and land speculation)
and of the old urban handi¢raft economy : i.e. to stem the further disinlegration of
the old property-system. .
. G
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the rate of interest had fallen. Especially as time went on, and
the new class added to its social status and its polmcal power,
opportunities arose for the exercise of force majeure or astute
litigation or the employment of political favour and influence,
directed towards the acquisition of property on favourable terms.
Of this the dissolution of the monasteries by the Tudors is a
familiar example; as is also, in the seventeenth century, the
sequestration and sale of royalists’ lands under the Common-
wealth. But there were also lesser instances of seizure of
property, or its cheap acquisition, under some kind of coercive
influence ; and in the case of overseas trade, and especially
colonial trade, as we shall see, there was a great deal of seizure
of property by force and simple plunder ‘
s A special circumstance, to which an important influence in
the history of accumulation has been commonly ass1gned was -
the rapid_increase in.the supply of the precious metals in the
sixteenth.century, and the price-inflation which resulted there-
from. The influence to which reference is usually made was
~the rise in bouxgcms incomes which this prlce—mﬂatlon must
e occasioned.  While this was important, it was not the
~sole effect that the monetary changes had upon the accumulation
of bourgeois wealth, and to a long-term view may not have been
the major effect. In addition, the price-inflation was no doubt a
powerful factor in facilitating the transfer of land into bourgeois
hands ; since, to the extent that existing owners of land were
inclined to acquire money as an object of hoarding or alterna~
tively thought in terms of traditional land values, the price at
which land could be purchased tended to 1a.g behmd the rise in
other values.
But of no less importance than the first phaSe of the process
of accumulation was the second and completing phase, by which
the objects of the orlgmal_accumulauon were realized or sold
(at least in part) 1n order to make possible an. actal investment R
in industrial _production—a sale of the or1g1nal objects of accumu-
latlon in order with the proceeds to acquire (or to bring into . -
xxstence) cotton machinery, factory buildings, iron foundries,
), yaw materials and labour-power. The conditions required to .

1 Marx spoke of “ the increased supply of precious metals since the sixteenth ‘

century * as * an essential factor in the history of the dcvelopment of capitalist pro-

- duction *. - But he was here yeferring to the need for * 2 quantity of money sufficient. *
for the cireulation and the corresponding formation of a hoard ®, and "adds that '
* this must not be interpreted in the sense that a sufficient hoard must first be formed '

.. before capitalist pmductmn can begin, It rather dﬂvelops slmultaneously » (Capztal .
wvol II, 396) - ) )
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facilitate this final transition to industrial investment were in
almost all cases the exact opposite of those which had cleared the
path for the first stage. A_growing volume of State debt or
private spendthrift -horrowing, or unusually favourable con-s
ditions of land-purchase and a tcndency towards money-hoa ding F
(tending to keep the rate of interest high)—the very conditions ®
on which bourgeois accumulation had earlier thrived—now
exercised a retrograde influence ; since in face of such conditions
any w1despread tendency to transfer wealth from these older
forms into industrial capital would have promoted a shar
depreciation of the former and have either checked further
. transfer or resulted in considerable impoverishment of their
- quondam owners. A_firm market—an elastic demand—for theg
assets_with which_the bourgeome were parting, and an_clastic~
and cheap supply of the commodities they were now 1nvestulg ‘
in was as required. “The latter condition may even ‘be considered”
the more important of the two, since the existence of some”
positive inducement to invest in industry may have been more °
decisive at this period than the mere absence of deterrents upon
the sale of other types of asset. Here the primary requirements
were plentiful reserves of labour and easy access to supphes of*
raw material, together with facilities for the production of tools
anc"'j machmcry Without these conditions, industrial 1nvest—
ment would inevitably have been baulked and farther j progress
arrested, however splendid the wealth and status of ‘the bour—;;
&9}916‘hcld.‘prcvmmlygrown to.be. The marked preoccupation v
in the later seventeenth century with the evil of high wmgcs,
with the virtues of a growing population and the necessity for ¢
the employment of children of tender years,* and the increasing
insistence of economic writers in the eighteenth century on the
perils of State mdebtedness % and on the advantages of freedom‘

“1CF T. E. Gregory in Ewnomzm, vol. T, No. 1; E. Hockscher, Mermnlilmn, :
vol. 11, Is58eq., who speaks of the ** almost fanatical desire to increase populatlon
which prevailed in all countries in the latter part of the seventeenth century

contrast with views prevalent earlier in the century (158). If one treats these v1ews,
not as related to any theory of general welfare, but as connectled with class-interest,
one does not need to share Professor Heckscher’s surprise that the writers of the time
should have failed to reconcile their advocacy of an abundant populatmn with the
existence of periodic unernployment.

* Cf. Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, Bk. V, Chap. g : esp “ The pubhc funds
of the different mdebted nations of Europe, parncularly those of England, have by -
one author been tepresented as the accumulation of a great capital superadded to
the other capital of the country, by means of which its trade s extended, its manu-
facturers are multiplied and its lands cultivated and improved. . . . He does not
-consider that the capital which the first creditors of the public advanced to the
Government was, from ihe momcnt in which they advanced it, a certain pomon :
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of trade seem to have been symptoms of a growing iwnreness of
the requirements of a new situation.
' The process by which a proletariat was crcated will be the
subject of the next chapter. Without this process it is clear that
a_cheap and plentiful labour. supply could not have been avajl-
_able, unless there had been a reversion.to something closely akin
to serf-labour. Labour-powcr would not have been  ° itself
converted into a commodity >’ on a sufﬁcmntly cxtenmve scale,
and ‘the essential condmon for the emergence of industrial
“burplus-value as a “natural ” economic category would have
bccn lackmg That this process was so crucial to that full
maturing of capltahst industry of which the industrial revolution
consisted is the key to certain aspects of primitive accumulation
which are commonly misconstrued. At the same time it affords
an answer to a plausible objection that might be made to any
separation of those two phases of accumulation which we have
sought to distinguish : a phase of acquisition and a phase of
realization (or of transfer, of bourgeois wealth into industrial
investment). We meet again the question with which we started
concerning the very notion of accumulation as a distinct historical
stage. Why, it may be asked, should these two phases be treated
as consecutive rather than as concurrent? Why should not the
first bourgeois accumulators of land or debts be regarded,
“instead, as disposing of their properties to the next wave of
bourgeois investors, and so on concurrently P In this case there
would always have been some sections of the rising bourgeoisie
who were acting as buyers of a certain type of asset and some
" as simultaneously sellers of it ; and it would be otiose to postulate
two separate stages in the process, each with its peculiar require- ‘
“"ments, in the former of which the bourge0151c exclusively invested,
in new means of production, but in the acquisition of titles
o emstmg property such as land. It is, of course, true that in
m@ﬁsem ch for essentials we have over-simplified the picture. To
S0,

extent the two phases doubtless overlappcd most markedly
ot f s, anled By «-& lﬁmtﬁ-«. )
of the annual produce turned away from serving & function of a capital to
serve in that of a revenue ; from maintaining productive labourers to maintaining
unproductive ones and to be spent and wasted generally in the course of the year,
-without even the hope of any further reproduction » (Ed. 1826, 879). Postlethwayt .
had also condemmned the growth of public debt, and protested agamst the possessmn
of the people by this * Stock-bubbling itch .
", As a matter of fact a large amount of the pubhc funds in the eighteenth century
was subscribed from Amsterdam, and the inflow of Dutch capital materially helpéd
. 1o keep down interest-rates in England despite Crown borrowing. On the retarding

.-influence of a growing public debt on the development 'of Gapxtahsm in I‘rance,
of, H. Sée, Modern Gapztalum, 83.
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in the seventecnth century. To some extent capital accumula-
tion proceeded all ihe time by a direct ploughing back of current
profits into the financing of an expanded trade turnover and the
financing of domestic industry ; and some of the wealth that wag-
directed towards land by the bourgeoisie went not only into the:*
areetea t
purchase of mortgages and the transfer of an existing asset but
also into land improvement, Nevertheless the overlap of the
two phases was apparently far from complete, and scarcely could
have been complete for a crucial reason. The reason is that the
conditions for profitable investment in industry were not fully
matured in earlier centuries. Other investments were preferable §
to the difficulties and the hazards and, the smaller liquidity of«

A g

capltal devoted to industrial enterprlse The crucial conditions
necessary to make investment in industry attractive onm any
considerable scale could not be present until the concentration-"
process had progressed sufficiently to bring about an actual
dispossession of previous owners and the creation of a substantial
class of the dispossessed. In other words, the first phase of
accumulation—4ihe growth of concentration of existing property
and simultaneous disposscssion—was an_essential mechanism fQ.I‘
creating conditions favourable to the second ; and since an'
interval had to elapse before the former had performed its
historical function, the two phases have nccessarily to be regarded
as separated in time.

. The essence of this primary accumulation is accordingly
seen to copsist, not simply in the transfer of property from an old.
class to a new class, even if this involved a concentration of
‘property into fewer ] llands _but the transfer of property from small
lowners to the ascendant bourgeome and.the consequent pauperi--
zation of the former. This fact, which is so commonly ignared,
is the justification of Marx’s preoccupatlon with phenomena
like enclosures as the type-form of his “ primitive accumulation * l
an emphasis for which he has often been criticized on the ground
that this was only one among numcrous sources of bourgeois
enrichment. Enrichment alone, however, was not enough, It
had to he enrichment in ways which involved dispossession of
persons several times more numerous than those enriched.
Actually, the boot of criticism should be on the other leg.
Those various factors in the process on which many writers have
laid stress, such as indebtedness,. windfall profits, high rents and
the gains of usury, could only cxert a. decisive. influence_ to_the

extent that they contributed to the divorce. of substantial sections
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of small producers from the means of production ; and the
111sufﬁc1ency of theories which seek to cxplain the rise of
Capitalism by the effects of monectary changes or the influence
of government finance (debts, armament orders, ctc.) consists
in the fact that they emphasize only sources of enrichment and
provide no explanation of how from a society of small owner-
producers a vast proletarian army was born,

To the full maturing of industrial Capitalism certain further
conchtlons were also essential, In earlier centuries investment
in 1ndustry was evidently retarded (as we shall presently see),
not only by the deficiency of. the labour supply, but by the
deﬂc1ent dchlopmcnt alike of productlve techmquc and of

arkets Tt was retarded also, as we have previously seen, by
the survival alike of the régime of urban gild regulation and of
the hegemony of the big trading corporations. To some extent
a transformation of all .these conditions was contingent upon a
dissolution of the previous mode of production, which cenfred
upon | ‘the small producer and the local murket. Until in wuison
all these conditions had changed, the soil for capitalist industry
to grow naturally, unhushanded by political privileges and
grants of protection, remainecd limited in cxtent and diminutive
in yield, fec W Sammnt sipmdnAe o o WWM"E}-
Nrredon A B ouasX tn et 0 0 it )\sxh.wafi)

II ‘

On the importance of financial embarrassment, caused by -
wars and economic crises, in driving landowners to mortgage
their property to city merchants we have already had occasion
to remark, The fall of land-values which had already occurred
by the end of the fourteenth century was followed by a period
of crisis of landlord estate-farming in the fifteenth century and.
the decimation of families and the exhaustion of family fortunes
in the Wars of the Roses. In these centuries existing property
changed hands on a considerable scale and the bourgeoisie
acquired both novel forms of y wealth_and a measure : of gentility.
We see the well-known wool-trading family of the Celys, who

~turned over 2,000 of wool a year between the Cotswolds and.
- Flanders, spendmg their profits on hawks and horses and negoti- -
ating the marriage of their daughters to well-to-do gentlemen.?
Of them Professor Postan remarks : “ It is very instructive to
‘ ‘watch the lntercsts of the family shifted from Mark Lane to their
Ve -2 Cely Paﬁer.r, ‘
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place in Essex. It is there that in the end we find the younger
branches of the family all but merged into the county society,
and all but absorbed in the pleasurcs of the hunt.” ' Even in
The Lives of the Berkeleys we find after the early fifteenth century
“gsales of manors without rebuyings *, a growing number of
them to commoners. In 1514 a petition was dirvected to the
King which attributed the evils of the time to the many merchant
adventurers, clothmakers, goldsmiths, butchers, tanners and other
covetous persons who “ doth encroache daily many ferms more
than they can be able to occupye or maynteigne™ ; and in the
latter part of the sixteenth century there is a curious piece of
legislation which is eloquent of the extent to which the transfer
of landed property had taken place during that century and of
the anxiely among the gentry about the social upheaval this
would causc. Fearing the extensive land purchases of the time
on the part of West Country clothiers, the country gentry of these
districts secured the insertion of a clause in an Act of 1546
designed to limit future land-acquisitions by clothiers in Wiltshire,
Somerset and Gloucestershire to 20 acres.? There is little
evidence that any very effective attempt was made to enforce
the clause, and it certainly did little to stem the tide.

The financial plight of the leading noble families was not un-
representative of what was occurring very widely in the sixteenth
century. The Duke of Norfolk became indebted to the amount
of £6,000 to £7%,000 (the equivalent of about six times that sum
to-day), mortgaging three manors to his creditors. The Faxls of
Huntingdon and Essex were cach indebted to an amount three
times the size, the latter mortgaging four manors to three Vintners
and a Mercer ; while the Duke of Leicester is said to have had
debts amounting to £59,000. By the dissolution of the monas-
teries alone “ land of the annual value of some £820,000, or capital
value of £16,500,000, according to our money, was distributed
among some thousand persons at once ; and of the remaining
land, which was at first leased, most had been alienated by the
end of the Tudor period”.® In the reign of Elizabeth, the
Berkeley family repaired its fortunes by selling three manors
for £10,000 to an Alderman of London ; and Professor Tawney

1 M. Postan in Ecoon. Hist. Review, vol. X1I, 6. 2 18 Eliz. ¢. 16.
4 %A, H. Johnson, The Disappearance of the Small Landowner, 78. * From the reign
of Henry VII down to the last days of James I by far the better part of English lanced
estate changed owners and in most cases wenl from the old nobility by birth and the
*. Pelergy into the hands of those who possessed money in ihe period of the Tudors,
i.e. principally the merchants and industrials > (S, B. Liljegren, Fall of the Monasteries
and Socigl Ghanges, 130-1).
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has remarked that *‘ the correspondence of Burleigh in the last
“decade of Elizabeth rvead like a receiver in bankruptcy to the
nobility and gentry ”.* Half a century later, on the eve of the
Commonwealth, debts owed to the City by Royalists alone
reached a figure of not less than £2 million.? Most of the invest-
ment in estates of this time by pareenu merchants was speculative
in intention ; and where this was not so, social advancement or
security seems to have been the dominant motive. In some cages
land was bought by city corporations ; as for example the Nottmg-
hamshire manor of North Wheatley, the subject of a petition by
its tenants to Charles I in 1629, where the owner “ hath byn
pleased to sell the said Mannor unto the Cittie of London, whoe
has sold the same unto Mr. John Cartwright and Mr. Tho.
Brudnell gent .3 Many of such purchased estates, when they
had been rack-rented and made an opportunity for enclosures
were sold again by their new masters ; and in the casc of North
Wheatley, the fear which influenced the petitioners was that
“ the said Mr. Cartwright and Mr. Brudnell should take awae
from your Tennants the sald demeancs and woods after the
expiration of their leases ”* and “ your petitioners and Tennants
be utterly undone”. In the scramble for monastic. lands,
a_regular tribe Qf}gl}d—Jobbeis “appears_and “ alone, in.couples
or_companies, buy large estates all over Enghnd and then
sell parcels later on.”.".".” There “are found persons who
securé Tands from twenty or more monasteries in order to
sell later.”* A continental parallel is found in Germany in
that impoverishment alike of the knights and of large sections of
the nobility which led to an extensive mor tgaging of land to city
merchants. Similar tendencies appeared in the Netherlands
after the Treaty of Cambrai in 15295 In France we hear of a

certain butcher of Orleans who “ wag so enriched by money-’

lending that a great part of the houses of the town were pledged
to him, and he bought ovens, mills and chatcaux from the

nobles .¢  "The basis of the famous Fugger fortunes lay in the’

- mortgaging of silver mines and of imperial estates ; and their
fellow-townsmen the Welsers built their fortunes by speculating

1 Tawney in Econ. Hisi. Review, vol X1, No. 1, 11-12. * Thid.

8 English Economic History :  Selest Dacummts, Ed. Bland, Brown, Tawney, 259, |

Cf. also for mortgaging of estates, Tawney’s Introduction to Thomas Wilson's
_ Discourse upon Usury, g2-6.

¢ Liljegren, op. cit., 118-19.

5 Cf. Pirenne, Feonomic and Social Hmo:y of Medicval Ezzrape, 82'; Schapiro,. Social

. R:y”m-m and the Reformation, 50, 63, etc.; J. Wegg, Antwerp, 14771509, 203
S Nussbaum, History of the Econwmc Inst;tutwns qf Modern  Eutope, !17
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in silver mines in the Tyrol, in copper in Hungary and in quick-
silver in Spain.

Among the most powerful influences promoting bourgeois
accumulation were the growth of banking institutions and the
cxteénsion of Crown borrowing and State debt. On the Con-
tinent, Italian bankeis had grown rich on exchange dealings,
the farming of State taxes and city revenues, and the handling
of debt. The famous Casa di S. Guorglo, for instance, originated
from the funding of the Genoa city debt. These bankers * had
no hesitation in squeezing the debtors . . . and not infrequently
exacted interest of 5o per cent. and even over 100 per cent.
from abbeys or individuals in distress .t In Italy as early as
the beginning of the fourteenth century one finds bishops borrow-
ing in a gingle decade over 4 million florins from five Florentine
banking houses ; and in the sixteenth century the Fuggers
“ made profits of from 175,000 to 525,000 ducats a year by advanc-
ing money to the Kings of Spain and collecting their revenues *.2
It is a familiar story that spendihrift habits or economic ruin
are always the best hosts for usury to fatten upon. In England,

mercers dealt in bill-discounting, scriveners came to act as loan-
brokers and to take deposits, and _goldsrmths dquopcd the hahit
of combmmg the: 1cceipt of deposits in precious metals, W1th the
issuc of promisso1y notes and the making of loans. Already in
the fourtcenth and the fiftcenth centurics borrowmg by the
English Crown had_begun to assume impressive dimensions, and
Enghsh mcrchants had begun to sypplant the Jews and Lombards
in__ the “not_ mv_;p,mbl.ywsc:cure role of royal _cieditors. The
Merchants of the Staple, for example, lent extensively to both
sides in the Wars of the Roses? and continued at intervals to
lend to the Crown up to the years of the civil war.

But lendmg was _not _aliogether a prerogative of la haute bour-
geoisie, whether lcnchng _to_the_Crown or _to private persons in
distress. We find in 1522 a number of Wiltshire clothiers being
assessed for a forced loan to the Crown of £Lro each, and later
in the century a number of clothiers being included among the
seventy-five Wiltshire gentlemen who in 1588 answered the
urgent royal appeal and loaned £25 to £50 apiece.t As Professor

! Prrenne, op et , 132 * Nussbaum, op. cif, 119

2 Cf Pawer and Postan, Studies wn English Trade wn the B, ﬂeenth Century, 315

¢ G, D Ramsey, op o, 47 Many provincial clothiers of the time were persons
of substance A clothier named Peter Blundell in the late sixteenth century lefl a
fortune of £40,000, and a sevenicenth-century clothier £100,000 (cf Lipson, 4
Planned Economy or Free Enterprise, 95)
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Tawney has written of the Tudor age: “ At the bottom the
tyrants of an underworld portrayed by the dramatists were the
pawnbrokers who traded on the necessitics of the poorer shop-
keepers and the distressed artisans, and whose numbers and
exactions—° a thing able only to stupefy the senses ’—aroused
astonished comment among writers on economic questions. At
the top was the small aristocracy of great financiers, largely
foreign, who specialized on exchange transactions . . . (and)
took handsome commissions for helping to place Government
loans. . . . Between these two poles . . . lay the great mass
of intermediate money-lending carried on by tradesmen, mer-
chants and lawyers. Mortgages, the financing of small business,
investment in government loans, annuities, all were fish to its
net. . . . It was through the enterprise of this solid bourgeoisie
rather than through the more sensational coups of larger capitalists
that the most momentous financial development of the next half~
century was to be made.”' In a single hundred of Norfolk
alone there were to be found ° three miserable usurers”, of
whom two were worth £100,000 each, while “ even in the little
moorland town of Leck, far from centres of trade and industry,
a money-lender could accumulate what was then the considerable
fortune of £1,000”.2 Tax-farming was also. from .early.times
a lycrative by-pursuit of English merchants,.scarcely distinguish-
able from W_Slz_l't_g_}_g__@g:gp_gatlons and both largo cxport-mer»-
hand in the game. As Marx observed of the growmg financial
needs of the State, * the public debt bhecomes one of the most
powerful levers of primitive accumulation. As with the stroke
- of an enchanter’s wand, it endows barren money with the power
of breeding and thus turns it into capital, without the necessity
of its exposing itself to the troubles and risks inseparable from its
employment or even in usury.” 3 “
The reign of the last Tudor was essentially a pemod of
transition ; and already before the closing years of England’s -
Virgin Queen, the tide had begun to flow with some force in
the direction of industrial investment. In seventeenth-century
England conditions were to become considerably more favour-
- able to accumulation in this form. Capital investment in agri-
© cyltural improvement began to be more common than it had
~ been in Tudor times. The increasing popularity of the joint-

e et e e

ct Introductmn 10 Wilson’s Discourse ujmn Usury, g2. 2 Ibid., 8g.
S et 8 Capttal vol, 779 :
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stock company and the growing practice of open selling of shares
(sometimes by auction) were witness both to the avzulablhty of
funds for investment and tq ‘the desire to invest in this form of
wealth.  There even d eveloped a tribe of projectors and stog_k—
_]ObbCI‘S, already sophisticated in the arts_of dealing.in.margins,
of options and be"tr—sales whose activitics, however, (if their
contemporary critics are to be believed) were often of less advan-
tage to the encouragement of permanent investment than, the;;y
were beneficial to their own pockets. In Paris similarly there
were the “ project-mongers * who, Defoe tells us, ““lurked about
the ante-chambers of the great, frequented the offices of State
officials and had secret meetings with the fair ladies of society
By 1703, the share capital of English joint-stock companies has
been estimated to have reached £8 million A large part of
this, probably at least a half, represented capital invested in
foreign trade and not in home industry ; but to this total must be
added the investments of individual undertakers in mining and
metal-working and of merchant-manufacturers in the organi-
zation of domestic industry. If the estimates of Petty and King
can be treated as comparable, the value of property in personalty
doubled in the twenty years after the Restoration. While real
wages showed a rising tendency in the course of the century,
they were at about their lowest point at its beginning, and
throughout the century remained substantially below the level
at which they had stood at the dawn of the Tudor age. While
there was a continued tendency to purchase landed estates on
the part of nouveaux riches elements in the towns, particularly
Crown lands and during the Commonwealth sequestrated
royalist estates,? the high price at which land and houses stood
in England in the latter half of the century acted as a not incon-
siderable inducement to place money in industry and in joint-
stock enterprises, instead of in the land sp‘eculation that
had proved so attractive to parveny wealth in the previous
century.?

At first sight it might seem as though the phenomenal gains
to be made from foreign trade in this age acted as a brake on

m&ustnal mvestment by dlvertmg capital_and enterpnse 1nt0

1W. R. Scott, Joint Stack Companies, vol. I, 161, 340~2, 357-60, 371. The £10
million may be compared with King’s estimate in 1688 of the national income as
£45 million, the capital value of land and buildings as £234 million and the liquid
capital of the country including livestock as £86 million.

2 Christopher Hill in, Eng, Hist. Review, April 1940,

3 Ehrcnbezg, Capztal aml “Finance in the Age of the Renazs:mwe, 364.
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this more lucrative sphere. To some extent this was certainly
the case, and afforded a reason why the new bourgeois aristocracy
of the Tudor period devoted relatively little attention to the
growth of industry, and fattening on the easy profits of foreign
ad:ycnturgsm so_quickly became reactionary. Some of the profits
of these overscas trading ventures are, indeed, astounding.
Vasco da Gama. is said to have returned to Lisbon in 1499 with
a cargo which repaid sixty times the cost of the expedition ;
Drake to have returned in the Golden Hind with booty that has
been variously estimated at values belween half and one and a
half million sterling on a voyage that cost some £5,000; and
the East India Company to have averaged a rate of profit of
about 100 per cent. in the seventeenth century.! Raleigh even
referred to a profit of 100 per cent. as “a small return”, com-
pared with which it “ might have gotten more to have sent his
ships fishing ®. In the African trade, with its lucrative slave-
trade, a mere 50 per cent. was considered a very modest gain ;
and a new company formed to monopolize the slave trade after
the Restoration (in which the Duke of York and Prince Rupert
participated) reaped profits of between 100 and 300 per cent.
But it must be remembered that foreign trade in those days was
monopolized in a comparatively few hands, and, despite the
. prevalence of interlopers, the opportunities for investment in
this sphere by persons who stood outside a privileged circle were
limited.2 Outsiders generally had to be content with exploring
opportunities of gain in internal trade or in manufacture. Had
this not been so, the pressure of competition would no doubt

! Earl Hamilton in Economica, Nov. 1929, pp. 348-9 ; J. B. Gillespie, The Influence
of Querseas Expansion on England o 1700, 119 seqt. ; W. R. Scott, op. cit., vol. I, 78-82,
87. In 1611 and 1612 the Russia Company paid go per ceut. ; in 1617 the East
Ing)ia Company made a profit of £1,000,000 on a capital of £200,000 (ibid., 141,
146).

? Entrance to the foreign trading companies, as we have seen, was usually closely .
restricted ; being possible only by patrimony, by apprenticeship (the number of
apprentices being limited) or by purchase ; while retailers, shopkeepers or handi--
craftsmen were usually explicitly excluded. For the East India Company {he entrance
fee was £ro for a merchant, £66 for a shopkeeper, and for gentlemen * such terms
as they thought fit** (cf. W. R. Scott, op. ¢it.,, vol. I, 152). In James I’s reign the
entrance fee Lo the Merchant Adventurers rose 0 £200 (although in face of opposition
it was subsequently lowered), and apprentices paid £50 for admission or more.
In the case of the Levant Company no one residing within twenty miles of London
other than < noblemen and gentlemen of quality ** were admitled unless they were
freemen of the City ; the entrance fee was £25 to {50 ; and high premiums had
ta be paid for apprenticeship, Dudley North paying £50, and at the end of the
seventeenth century a sum of £3,000 sometimes heing demanded (cf. Lipson, op. ¢it.,
vol. 1T, 217, 341), It also often happened in practice, at any rate in the provinces, -

that leading members in a locality had a power of veto on the admission of new '
*.members from’ the district. - ‘ C
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have sufficed before long to reduce the exceptional profits of the
Levant or Indies trade to a more normal level. In the main -
this sphere was self-financing, new investment being drawn from
the profits of previous trade. For this reason the glittering
prizes of foreign trade were probably a less serious rival to invest-
ment in manufacture, at any rate for the nouveaux riches, than
might have been supposed. Moreover, there were indirect ways
in which the prosperity of foreign trade in the Tudor age aided
industrial investment in the ensuing century., Some of the
fortunes made by foreign adventurers no douht.eventually found
thelr ' way into industrial enterprise ; while, as we shall presently
see, the expansion of oyerseas markcts, especially colonial markets,

“in the seventeenth century, to some extent acted as a lever to the
proﬁtabﬂlty of manufacture at home.

But while there were some compensating advantages for
industry from the activities of the foreign trading companies,
it was not from them that the initiative in industrial investment
was to come. Initiative in this new direction, as we have seen,

et
lay, not with the upper bourgeoisic concerned with the export
market, but with the humbler provmcnl mlddle bourgcomc,
in ‘the main less p11v11(.ged and less wealthy but more broadi
b,@.scd Morcover, while it is doubtless true that bodics like the
Merchant Adventurers and the Elizabethan trading companies
in their pioneering days brought an expanding market for
English manufactures, it was their restrictive aspect—the stress
on privilege and the exclusion of interlopers—that came into
prominence towards the end of the sixteenth and in the course
of the seventeenth century. Their limitation on the number
of those engaging in the trade and their emphasis on favourable
terms of trade at the expense of its volume increasingly acted as
fetters on the further progress of industrial investment and
brought them into opposition with those whose fortunes
were linked with the expansion of industry. The interests of
industry, accordingly, as it developed came to be identified with
an : assault on monopohcs and with the frecing of trade from t _ly:
shackles of regulatmn. Yet this repudlatmn of monopoly was
by 16 fheans unconditional. In England it is true that free trade,
both internally and externally, was to become in the nin teenth
. i 1 partof. the ideology of a mature Gap:.tg@szn.
Buf here Conditions were in many respects pecuhar and 1n
other countries the doctrine of free trade was only accepted with
substantial reservations. Even in the native land of Smithian-
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ismus and Manchester liberalism, the tide was beginning to turn
in favour of monopolistic privilege and rcgulation before the
nineteenth century drew to its close. At the time of the indus.
trial revolution, however, British 1nduqtry 1cqu1led not_only. an
expandlng market for its products, if the field of investment.in
the newer forms. of production_was. to. be. ather than.a. yery
restnctcd one, but also an expanding supply of raw materials
(a number of which came from abroad, most notably cotton),
and also a cheap supply of “foodstuffs as subsistence for its growing
AT vorkers. Whereas England at the time, as an
1mp0rtcr of corn and cotton and as a pioneer of the new machmery,
who had everything to gain and nothing to lose by opening
markets abroad to her manufactures, could afford to elevate
freedom of foreign trade to the level of a general principle, other
countries conld seldom so afford, In particular, countries which
relied on an indigenous agriculture, and not on import, for their
food supply, such as Germany, and in the case of America also
for their raw materials, inclined their affections towards a policy
of differential protection for nascent industry. Where a ’&1-—
cultural products both furnished the needs of home c,onsumpuqn
nd were exportcd “this policy had the significance, not only..of
excludlng the” competmon of foreign industries from the home
market, but of tending to raise the internal level of diid
prices while ‘maintaining ag ultural price
therebym‘_c’ummg the terms of i nside the national boundari M_;g:s
to_the advantage of mdustry Just as within a system of metro-
polis and colomes the Mercantile System had previously donc
In other words, Capitalism on the continent of Europe, i
%a éountrles like Germany and France and later Russia, and also
i US.A, looked in the direction of what may be termed an
‘ mternal pohcy 3 of 1ndustr1a1 cap1ta1 towards. agri-
§'cuﬁune befo nterest in an_ export market for_w,‘c nufactures
“had been fully awakened 2

 Had there been mobility of capital and labour hetween industry and agrxculture, ‘
such a result could not have endured as a long-term tendency. But in the conditions.
of the time, especially where agriculture was mainly peasant agriculture, any such -

. mobility, even as a long-term tendency, was very small i in Taussig® s well—known .

‘phrase, agriculture and industry constituted “ non-competing groups ”,

* This, of course, only retained its raison d'dire from o capitalist point of view
so long as Capitalism in agriculture itself was undeveloped, and agriculture remaiged.
primarily péasant agriculture whose exploitation in favour of industry was capable

. of 'widening. the scope of profitable investment for _capital, In England, however; -
© Capitalism in agriculture” developed, appreciably in the seventeenth .century. In '\

Gcrma.ny the conflict of interest betwaen industrial capital and. the large estates of

Ea&t Prussxa was an unportant factor in retardmg the dcvelopmcnt of the former‘
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A striking example of how the sweets of forclgn trade and
" foreign loan business could be rival to the growth of industry is
afforded by the Netherlands. Despite the precocious flowering
of Capitalism in this early stronghold of the cloth industry,
industrial investment in later centuries was to mark time ; and
in the eighteenth century Holland was to be entirely eclipsed
by England in the progress of capitalist production. The for-
tunes to be made from dealing in foreign stocks seems to have
diverted capital and enterprise from industry, British securities
became the chief object of speculation on the Amsterdam Bourse,
~ousting from this position even Dutch East India securities ;
and “‘the Dutch capitalist could, merely by making contact
with an attorney in London, collect his 5 per cent. on investments
in English Funds, or by speculation in normal times win up to
20 or 30 per cent.”.' Import and export merchants, whose
interests lay in keeping open the door to foreign products, were
powerful enough to prevent the protectwc tariff policy for which
industry. was clamourmg 12 whﬂe scarcity of labour expresscd
itself in a relatively high cost of labour, Whmh actcd a2 brake
on industrial investment. At the same time, the Dutch linen
1ndustry was severely hit by the dwindling 0[‘ its export trade
in face of subsidized English competition (the output of the
Haarlem bleaching industry being morc than halved between
the beginning and the end of the eighteenth century, and the
number of its bleaching factories falling from twenty to eight).?
¢ So far from stimulating Dutch industrial development ”, says
Mr. C. H. Wilson, “ Holland’s eighteenth-century loans almost
certainly obstructed and postponed it, directly and indirectly.

. (The) attitude of the Staplers and their allies the bankers
. . . interfered with the free flow of internal capital, prevented
what Unwin described as the fertilization of industry by com-
mercial capital. . . . Dutch economic development was post-
poned by a leakage of capital into international finance.” ¢
The launching of a country on the first stages of the road
towards Capitalism is no guarantee that it will complete the
journey.

in the days of the monarchy, and in forcing that compromise between the capitalist
class and the Prussian aristocracy which was the peculiarity of German development
prmr to 1918,
1 G, H. Wilson, dnglo-Dutsh Commerce tmd Finange in the Eighteenth Century, 62.
% It was not until 1816, after Dutch foreign trade had suffered decline, that
proge;;x(o}n was iniroduced for the benefit of the textile and metal trades.
id., 61,
¢ Ibid.y 200—1 3 also cf. G. H. Wilson in Ecan Hist, Review, vol, IX, 113,
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Of the importance for England of an cxpanding export
market in widening the field of industrial investment from the
middle of the eighteenth century onwards more will be said in
a later chapter. Something of its importance can be judged
.when one considers how limited the home market for manufac-
“fures had been prior to this time. True, the development of a

\.&};’OSPCI'OHS middle bourgeome of the towns itself p10v1ded a
fubstantial market for the wares of handicraft industry; and
hig extent the glowth of the bourgemsw in numbers as well
asﬁ*@%hh, was an important condition for the encouragement
of industry, and a prosperous middle bourgeoisie was of greater
moment than the splendour of a few merchant-princes. But this
Aplsing bourgeome was a thrifty class, and contributed consider-
> ably less in expend1ture on the producls of this 1ndustry han the
>feal values which the income it drew from trade and_industry
“Bepresented ; and growth of its expenchture gcncmlly
“rather than led the growth of manuf'@ctule At the samc time the
"V%ry limitation of the standard of life of the masses, which was a
?%‘ondltwn of the growth of capital accumulation, set fairly narrow
\bOunds to the market for anything but luxury goods.

From the earliest days when woollen manufacture expanded
beyond the confines of the gilds and the town economy, England’s
leading industry had been dependent on export markets in a high
degree ; and the expansion of the frontiers of the clothmaking
areas in England in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries kept
closely in step with the expansion of the market for English cloth
in the Netherlands and Germany. Although the foreign market
may have absorbed a smaller proportion of the country’s total out-
put than it has done in more recent times—in the early eighteenth
century it may have absorbed only some 7 to 10 per cent—
nevertheless, as Mantoux observes, “ only a negligible quantity
of ferment is needed to effect a radical change in a considerable
volume of matter”.1 Of the manufactures which figured
prominently in the Tudor age it is remarkable how many catered
either for export or for the demand of the well-to-do: for
example, the leather trades, whether they were concerned with
shoemaking or saddlery, hat- and glove-making, hosiery, lace,
sword—maklng, cutlery, pewter, It was the same with the lcad~
ing industries ‘that prospered in France in the seventeenth -
century under the Colbertian régime : like tapestries, glass,

P, Mantoux, Industrial Revolution in the Rightosnth Cenfury, 105.
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silk, carpets, porcclain, they were pendent chiefly on the luxury
demand of Court circles.! Until machinery had developed,
and investment itself was proceeding on an appreciable scale,
the metal trades had little scope, apart from government orders
for purposes of war. The latter was an important stimulus to
the brass and ordnance manufacture in later Tudor and Stuart
times, as the expansion of woollen manufacture and its need for
carding instrumcnts seems to have been a principal ground of
the contemporary prosperity of the trade of wire-making. Apart
from this, the demand for metals sufficed to maintain nothing
more grandiose than the West Country nailmaking craft, the
manufacture of a few hand tools and the few staples of the black-
smith’s art. The demand for ships, to which the Tudor navy
in the sixteenth century and the Navigation Acts in the seven-
teenth so powerfully contributed, brought prosperity to the
ports. To this extent the notion that government spending
was_the midwife to industrial Capitalism_contains an _element
of truth. Asa conmbutory influence (but no more) in crcatmg
condlnons favourable to 1ndusir1a1 investment, it had some"
importance,; an importance which was often greater in the
degree to which the social development of a country was back-
ward ; as the powerful, though premature, influence of Peter
the Great’s armament orders on nascent Russian manufacture
fllustrates, The building of country houses in Tudor England
and of a new type of farmhouse for the more well-to-do farmers
(complete with staircase instead of only a removable ladder by
the end of Elizabeth’s reign) and the large amount of building,
in London in the twenty years after the Great Fire of 1666 must;
have afforded a stimulus, not only to the building trades, but
indirectly also to other employments, to which these centuries'
had few parallels. It is true that the very growth of Capitalism
served to. develop its own market This it did in two ways : "
by the profits it vielded and the employment that it encouraged ;-
and, scarcely less important, by it tendency to. hreak down the'
self-sufficiency of older economic units, like the manorial village, |
a?& 80 1o bring a Targer. part of the population and of its wamm
W add "”W‘“’“"“""\ “’,\rw PRI GY. TR TELE LR T IS

1 On luxury-consumption as an influence in early. capitalism, cf. Sombart,
Der Moderne Kapitalismus, 1, 419 seq. The protecuomst _policy of Colbert seems to
have been the product of a situation where investment in pxoducuon was retarded
bath, by narrowness of markets and hy scarcity of labour. - The latter half of the
seventeenth century appears to have been a period of falling prices in France, largely
due to hoarding of money by the peasantry and bourgeoisie (cf. Joseph Aynard,
La Bourgeoisie Frangaise, 296-300),
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within the orbit of commodlty—exch'mgc L Here it was especially
that the riseof a cap1ta11st agriculture in England in the sixteenth
century, and with it of a class of fairly prosperous yecoman farmers
"who were linked with the market both as sellers and as consumers,
was of signal importance. It is notxccable, for cxwmple that
wm B oo
houses, as expressed, for cxarnple in the quantity of household
'?urmshmgs, greatly increased in many parts of the country,
qpecm ly where sheep-farming flourished. But in the early
ys of manufacture, investment in new industries or the exten-
sion of existing industries was evidently hampered by the pre-
Vai.'ling notion that the market for commodities was limited,
that new enterprise only stood any chance of success if
e1tT1er some new market was simultaneously opened abroad or
“fome political privilege was accorded to enable it to etbow
its way successfully into existing markets at the expense of
rivals. For that mood of optimism to be born which was so
essential an ingredient of the pioneering activities of the indus-
trial revolution, this notion of a rigid ““ vent ” for the products
of industry and the commercial timidity esseutially connected
with it had first to be banished ; and to provide room for the
immense growth in the productive powers of industry which the
industrial revolution occasioned, it was cssential that an expan-
s‘}g'r_l_ﬂ of the market, larger in dimensions than anything witnessed
during the = carher period _of handicraft; should occur. But
until the vast potentialities of the new mechanical age, and of
ythe new division of labour introduced by machinery, had become
1apparcnt, it was understandahle that even the mast enterprising
fof the bourgeoisic should lpok to trade regulation and political

s privilege for the assurance that his enterprise would prove profit-
lable,

I

Concern with the importance of an ex;panding export market
may be said to have differentiated the economic spokesmen of
that second phase of primitive accumulation, which we have”
d1st1ngulshed from the cconomlc thought of the earlier phase'

1 Cf Lenin's remark on the dependeucc of mdustry on the growth of a home .
watket in The Development of Capitalism in Russia in Selested Works, vol, T, 225 sequ,
¢ 297 5 e, “ The home market for ¢apitalism is meated by develc)pmg ca.pnahsm, .
l\whmh increasey the sacial division of labour. . « .- The degree of de\relopment o

the honae. market is the degree of development of capltahsm in the cnuntty o
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in which industrial investment as yet held only a very modest
place. At any rate, it was an cmphasis that became more appar-
cnt in economic thought and writing as time went on. On the
other hand, it was not this emphasis, but a different one, that
distinguished the so-called Mercantilist school from their suc-
cessors of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Adamd
Mh and his school, no less than their predecessors, 1egarde_d
the expansion of markets as the pre-condition for the growth
of” production_and of investment. The classical school were,,
certa.mly more oplimisiic as to the capacity of the market toe
grow part passu with the progress of industry and of the division «
of labour; but of the importance of this growth they were®
more, rather than less, aware. What principally distinguished®
economic writers prior to the cighteenth century from those
who followed after was their belief in economic regulation as
the essential condition for the cmergence of any profit from
trade—for the maintenance of a profit-margin between the price
in the market of purchase and the price in the market of sale.
This belief was so much part of the texture of their thought as
to be assumed rather than demonstrated, and to be regarded as
an unquestioned generalization about the economic order with
which they were familiar. % evngesiaice o e D gt R
It was not only that to the bourgeoisic as a rising class i1 ane
age o of primitive accumulation political mﬂucnce appeared as a’

sine qua non of their own advancement, but thal in a society ] based
on the petty ‘mode o{Rrodu('tmnwgmwnh industry regting ogwghg_gg-
i;i?:;yment of hired 1abour stillin its infancy, rent of land appearedl
as the only natural formngf: surplus: a notion which lound 1ts'
most cxp11c1t formulation in the famous doctrine of the French' )

ysiograts concerning productive and sterile labour. The,
ﬁ'}l Q»\71ty of lahour was_still low, and the number, of w01kers '

em]gloxed by _a single cap1ta11st was.. “seldom _very_ numerous.

e

Jt was accordmgly still difficult to imagine any substantlal Eggﬁ}
"12_111»&,",» naturally ” made by investment in production. Interest
“was customarily regarded as an exaction from the small producer,
.2t the expense of his penury, or else as deriving from the rent of
“land, and hence regulated by * the rent of so much land as the
"ﬁl}?xey lent will buy ”2 If merchants or merchant-manufac-

T gty e
turers were to be subjected to 0 unrestrained Competition W_bgt
source Cof proﬁt could there be? The m margln bctwecn prlce of

> W, Petty, Economic Writings, vol. I, 485 cf also Turgot, The Formahan and the
Distribution of Riches, sections lvii, Iviii,

‘
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sale and price of purchase might suffice to cover the merchant’s
expenses, and if he were not too Tuckless securc him a bare
livelihood as well, But it was hard for contemporaries to see any
source from which in conditions of unfettered competition even
a modest fortune could be made. Hence it is not surprising in_
this_period that proﬁt should have been regarded as fruit of
successful speculatlon in the sensc of taking advantage of price-
differcnces : prQ ofit_ which would quickly dlsftppear if too many
stSons were in a position to take a hand in the business of pyr-
“chase and re-sale. The trader of those centuries felt much like
“aw industrial patentee to-day : fearful lest those who emulate
his example will too quickly snatch the fruit of his enterprise
and enterprise be therefore discouraged. Without regulation
to Himit numbers and protect ‘the price- margin between what the
erchant bought and what he sold, merchant capital might
enjoy ‘spasmodic windfalls but could have no enduring source
of income. Gompetmon and surplus-value could not endure
dong in company. It was natural to suppose that without
ulation trade and industry would langulsh for lack of incentive
vieradventure money. in.such entcrpnsp and the bourgeoisic as
«class could never come into its own. Until the progress of
k'f‘gc‘hmque substantially enhanced the produ(,tmty of labour,
Jthe notion could hardly arise of a specifically industrial surplus-
value, ¢ derived from thc investment of. Qapltal in.the employment
of wage-labour, as a “natural ” economic category, necding
ff political regulation or monopoly either to create it or to pre-
erve it. Moreover, so long as surplus-value was conceived as
J&I&N\?n conscious regulation to produce it, the notion of economic
“objectivify—of an economy operating according to laws of its own,
'\lhﬁlclependent of man’s conscious will—which was the essence of
classical political economy could scarcely develop. ‘
All this, as we have said, was implicit rather than explicit in
Mercantilist thought. As regards the form in which their
thought was expressed, the doctrines of these writers were evidently |
much less homogeneous than the classical economists, in their
assault upon ‘‘ the principles of the Mercantile System , repre-
sented them to be. The particular policies they sponsored were -
various ; and some have gone so far as to deny, with Schumpeter,
that * mercantilist policy emhbod(ied) any set of definite economic
aims or purposes ! The common thread running through
the1r wrmngs, upon which attention has generally bccn focused,

1Busznes¢ Cycla’s, ol I, 234
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was the notion that money, if not synonymous with wealth, is at
any rate an essential ingredient in the wealth of a nation: a
notion which Adam Smith pilloried as a patent absurdity and
which Lord Keynes has rehabilitated as an intuitive recognition
of the conmection between plenty of money and low_inferest-
rates in stimulating investment “and employment.! Here again,’
some writers have denied to Mercantilism even this element
of unity, and Mr. Lipson has roundly stated that * thef
accumulation of treasure was ngt one of the fundamentals Of.,
Mercantilism * and that  the general body of mercantiligt
thought (1558-1750) was not built on a Midas-like concept1on~
of wealth .2 That this empham on the advantage to a n'mon
ol possessing a large quantity of the Erecxous metals was nc1ther
so central nor_so upiversal an element in_their doctrines as h'lS

been @radltlonally' supposcd is Probably true, at any rate of the
Iater Mercantilist writers as distinct from the older Bulllomstx
school, who undoubtedly represented the attraction of © treasure >’
as the central advantage of foreign trade. Névertheless, thes
influx of gold and silver was an advantage to which they continuedd
1o make frequent appeals in the seventeenth ceniury; even if
they claimed no more for money than the property of affording

“ radical moisture ¥ to commerce (in Davenant’s phrase), and

1 As a matier of fact it was rather the landed than the mercantile interest whlchf\
between 1650 and 1750 was agitating for lower interest-rates with the object of main- «
taining the value of land (a fact to whith Marx draws attention in his Theorien uber
den Mehrwert). However, we have suggested above that the maintenance of high
land-values was a condition favourable to the completion of the second phase ofe
accuraulation-—the phase of realization of property previously acquired and a transfer
into industrial investment. Al the same time there were wrilers such as North and
Petty who (in contrast to Locke) were beginning to preach that interest-rates depended
not on abundance or scarcity of money | but on the demand for and supply of industrial «
capital or “ Stock ”.  North wrote : * It is nol low Interest makey trade, but Tradc
increasing the Stock of the Nation makes Interest low . . . Gold and Silver . . . are’
nothing but the Weights and Measures by which Traffick is more conveniently caitied -
on than could be done without them : and also a proper Fund for a surplusage of
Stock to be deposited 1n ”? (& iseourses Upon Trade, pp. 1, A and 16). Again, he speaks |

of ¢ The Moneys Employed at Interest ” as not being * near the Tenth parit disposed
to Trading People ** but as being * for the most part lent for the supplying of Luxury &
and fo the Expense of Persons, who though Great Owners of Land yet spend faster
than their Lands bring in, and . . . mortgage their Estates” (ibid, 67). John®
Dellers (who, being 2 Quaker phﬂanthrop:st is not to be regarded, perhaps, as_
altogether typical of the mercantile interest) wrote that * Mony neither increased
nor is useful, but when it is parted with. . What Mony is more than of absolutek
necessity for home Trade is dead Stock o angdom or Nation, and brings no profit
to thai country it’s kept in (Emzys about the Poor Muny, jhs:urers, i, 1699, p. 13).
Child also dissented from the view that the low interesi-rates prevailing in Hollan
were due to abundance of money there (New Discourse on Trade, o).

2 Heon. Histary (3rd Edn) val. 11, Txxex, lexxvii.  Mr, Lipson adds the remark that
Mercantilist methods were “ only the counterpart »* of *“ the modern device of raising
the bank rate in order to attract gold [rom abroad ”*, and that the imperfect develop-
ment of credit placed a special premium on the possesslon of cash in trade transactions.
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even if this had already ceased to be a major emphasis before the
close of the century.

What seems most probable is that in appealing to the supposed
advantage of attracting treasure into the realm they were using
a conventional norm to justify measures which they regarded as
advantageous on other grounds ; just as later economists used
the alleged maximization of utility as the justification of a policy

of laissez-faire. It seems clear that the main preoccupation which
ve to_the economic writings of the seventeenth century their
element of uniformity was the creatlon of a favourable balange
of trade in the sensc of an expansion of exports unbalanced b_y
\agx\’eqmvalent intrusion of foreign_goods into the home market.
A was the expansion of exports as a_net addition to the volume
.»Q;f.»lales on what was regarded as an inelastic and more or less
11 mited home market that was the common objective of this
%ool A necessary condition of such a trade.balance (in the
vabgence of Toreign investment) was an influx of precious metals.
But the end they chiefly valued was the extra market for com-
»modities and not the metals, which were only the means.

Vet it is fairly clear that, while stating their theory in terms
vcsﬁ’ a favourable balance of trade, they were cqually if not more
" concerned with the advantages of favourable terms of trade-—of
buymg cheap and selling dear ; and while honour was p’ud to
“the former, the latter was an 1mpor‘tant, and at times a major,

“Breoccupation. The connection, if any, between the two was
seldom discussed and never at the time made perfectly clear.
_But several writers stated that it was not the absolute amount of
oney in a country but its amount relative to that possessed by
"other countries which they regarded as important : for example,
) Coke who declared that “if our Treasure were more than our
Neighbouring Nations I did not care whether we had one fifth
- part of the Treasure we now have ”.* A favourable trade balance
which drew.gold into the country. couﬁhave bee “@)_;pected to
raise the level of mternal | prices, and s1rmla11y to depress_the
‘ prlcc—level of the c countgy from whlqh the gold had be draip:gﬁ
'tﬁgl?gby.lgwermg the price gﬁ the products which ere, ‘purchased
abroad for import and ; raising thmmce of exported cc commodities.
Tocke, for example, made it plain that for him this was the trux
of the matter when he said that the disadvantage to a country of
‘having less money than other nations was that “ it will make-
our na’clve commodities vent very cheap ” and * make all foreign

K 2 Trmtue, 11, 4,5 ,‘ c1t Heckscher, ap. cil., 230,
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commodities very dear ” ; and earlier both Hales and Malynes
had indicated that not the guaniity of exports, but the relation of
export and import prices, was their chief concern by demonstrating
ihe disadvantages of undervaluation of Encrhsh money on the
foreign cxchanges (due as Hales feared to debasement and as
Malynes thought to foreign exchange speculation) in making
English exports ““ too good cheap ” and foreign commodities tqo
dear. In other words, the policy these writers were advocating
was not dissimilar to modern policies of currency overvaluation
(although Misselden at one time advanced a contradictory
proposal to overvalue foreign coins in order to tempt foreigners
to buy from England).

If, as a result of attracting money, wages as well as_prices.in 4
the home country had risen, then to this extent, of course, the *
advantage to the merchant or manufacturer would. have been
partly nulhﬁed by the consequent risc in cost of exported goods. .
BWercantlllst wrlters seem to have presumed that State regufﬁ-a,
tion could and Would_»_e;nsure that this did not occur. Little
attention, again, was paid to the possible offects of such a policy in
depressing the demand-price that the foreign buyer was able or+t
willing to pay for the goods exported to his markets, and thereby °
provoking an inevitable reaction in the direction of an 1mport Ly
surplus. There is, however, a hint of recognition of this point in 4
a passage in Mun’s England’s Treasure by Forraign Trade. Herc hew
remarks that “all men do conseni that plenty of money in a
Kingdom doth make the natife commodities dearer, as plenty,
which as it is to the profit of some private men in their revenues,
so is it directly against the benefit of the Publique in the quantity
of the trade ; for as plenty of money makes wares dearer, so dear
wares decline their use and consumption ®.r  Hales, in the course
of his dialogue, makes his “* Doctor * reply to his * Knight  on
the subject of retaliation that English exports are indispensable
to foreigners ; which suggests that among writers of the time a
highly inelastic foreign demand for English products was taken
for granted. Mun elsewhere speaks of selling exports at a high
price “so far forth as the high price cause not a less vent in the
quantity .

The reason why an inelastic foreign demand should have been
so easily assumed is not at first glance clear. A principal reason
why they imagined that exports could be forced on other
countries at. anﬁsqu,h_a,r,,l_c”ggl_ﬂpmca*wuhgut d1anut10n of quantity

 England's Treasure, Pol. Beon. Club Bd. of Tracts on Commerce, 138,

b
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;géf“pro ably because they were thinking, hot in terms of
ncteenth-century conditions where altgrnative markets were
generally available to a_country, but of a situation where con-
siderable pressure, if not actual coercion, could be applied
to the countries with whom one did the bulk of one’s trade.
' Their policy chiefly depended for its success on its application
to_a system_of colonial trade, where political influence could be
brotght to bear to_ensure to the parent country some element of
monopoly ; and it is essentially as applied to the exploitation of
a dependent colonial system that Mercantilist trade-theories
acquire a meaning. Further point is given to their advocacy if
we regard them as spokesmen of industrial rather than of merchant
Msapital (or perhaps one should say of merchant capital that was
“plready acquiring a direct interest in production). For the
trade that they evidently had in mind consisted of an exchange
Zpetween the products of home manufacture and colonial products

~;N\z}iig_lg'__,qgnsis_yec‘l‘_qhicﬂy of raw materials and therefore entered
Jds an element into the cost of the former! Any favourable
turn_in the terms of trade would, therefore, tend to lower
industrial costs relatively to the prices of finished industrial
goods and consequently to augment indusgrial profit® That,
.wlien they spoke of stimulating exports, it was on manufactures
othat attention was focused, and that their concern to restrain
gimport was not intended to apply to the import of raw materials

* The main Edglish exporis at the end of the sixteenth century were cloth and
linen which were the most important ; and also lead and tin, including sorme wrought
- tin, hides and knives (lo the Spanish West Indies), a litlle copper to Spain, some
rcgﬁain to France and Portugal, and some fish. Among imports were a variety of
things such as wines from France and Spain, sugar and molasses from the West
Indies, hemp and flax and hides and pitch and tar and tallow and furs from the
Baltic ; cotton and silk, currants, skins and oils from the Mediterranean and farther
east, and soap, oranges and spices from Spain.

2 In so far as the difference between internal and external prices was maintained
by a uniform import tariff, then the gain from the price-difference would, of course,
accrue, not to importers or buyers in the home country, but to the State in revenue;
but if the limitatien on import amounted to something like a quota-system, it would

* be the importer who would rcap the gain. Actually, the restriction on import con-
.. Sisted of actual prohibitions in some cases and duties which were in effect prohibitive
in others, while the duties themselves differentiated widcly hetween different com-
*tnodities. The effect of the differentiation was therefore to favour imported raw
materials as against finished manufactures, and so to create price-divergencies inside
the couniry between raw materials, which tended to be close to the world price,
nd the highly protected manufactured commodities. A subordinate motive for
¢ differentiation against luxury-imports was apparently to encourage investment.
Misselden referred to the contrast between expending income on luxury imports and
inyesting it as “ Stock ” to employ the idle poor in the export trades. Muh, in
- admitting that an inflow of specie might raise prices, including the price of imports,
" argned. thal this damage could be prevented if increased income was not “used for
consumption, but was invested—and invested, he hoped, in ways which would
. tend to stirhulate exports still further. - : -
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(but rather the contrary) is well attested by the statements of
contemporary writers. Colbert defined *‘ the whole business of
commerce ’ as consisting in “ facilitating the import of those
goods which serve the country’s manufacture and placing embargo
on those which enter in a manufactured state ;> 1 part of Mun’s
defence of the East India trade and its licence to export bullion
was that this trade brought in raw materials for manufacture ;
and Coke declared that commodities imported could be mare
valuable than money if they were_ used in industry. John Hales
had ecarlier deplored the export of raw materials and had
advocated simultaneously a restriction on the export of wool and
the freeing of corn-export in order to relieve agrarian distress.
Measures, not only of coercion applied to colonial trade in
order that it should primarily serve the needs of the parent
country, but also to control colonial production, became a
special preoccupation of policy at the end of the seventeenth
century and the first half of the eighteenth. A Report of the
Commissioner for Trade and Plantations in 16gg declared that
it was the intent in seiting our plantations in America that
the people there should be only employed in such things as are
not the product of England to which they belong .  Steps were {
taken to proh ohibit the colonial manufacture of COIandlthS which
competed with the cxportable productsof Englishi industry, ang™!
o Jorbid the export of enumerated colonial products_to. athere
markets than Eng}and Thcreby, it was hoped, England would !
be given the pick of the colonial trade. For example, the®
American colonies were forbidden to export woollen goods by an
Act of 1699, while tobacco and sugar were  enumerated ** and ¢
could only be exported to England or to other colonies. During
Robert Walpole’s period of office as Prime Minister, not only
were bounties given to encourage the export of manufactures
such as silk, while import duties on raw materials such as dyes
and hemp and timber were repealed, but colonial manufacture
of hats was forbidden in the interest of English hatmakers, and
Jreland was forbidden to export woollen goods lest they should
compete in Furopean markets with English cloth, or to trade
with the other colonies except through London.? As early as

4 Cit. Heckscher, op. ¢it., 146,

2 C. F. Brisco, Econ. Policy of Robert Walfiole, 166, 185. The Cambridge Modern
History refers to “ bounties on exported manufactures which gave advantage to the
merchant with the large purse over the merchant with the small” and helped “ to
enable well-grown industries to capture foreign trade” (vol. VI, 48-g). The
King's Specch of 1721, while continuing to refer to the.need for a favourable balance
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1636 the Earl of Strafford had outlined his policy in Ireland as
being to “ discourage all I could . . . the small beginnings
towards a clothing trade > which he found there, since * it might
be feared they would beat us out of the trade itself by underselling
us ”, whereas ““ so long as they did not indrape their own wools,
they must of necessity fetch their own clothing from us ” ; * and
the economic historian of seventeenth-century Ireland has said
that “the Irish sheep-farmer and wool merchant were supposed
by law to send their wool nowhere except to England ; thus,
legally speaking, the English were monopolist buyers and could
fix the price as low as it suited them .2 In 1750, while the import
of pig-iron and bar-iron from the colonies was permitted for the
benefit of the English iron manufacturers, the erection of any
rolling mill, plating forge or furnace in the colonies was pro-
hibited.
1% As onc writcr has said of'it, this was the former “ policy of the
Ltown writ large in the affairs of State .* It was a similar policy
“of monopoly to that which at an earlier.stage the.towns had
pu

ed in their relations with the surrounding countryside,.and
which the merchants and merchant-manufacturcrs of the privi-
Jeged companics had pursued in yelation to the working crafismen,
It was a continuance of what had always been the essential aim
16f the policy of the Staple ; and had its parallel in the policy of
towns like Florence or Venice or Ulm or Bruges or Litbeck in
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, to which in an earlier
chapter the name of * urban colonialism » was given. The aim
of reducing the costs of manufacture at home by keeping wages
down was, of course, maintained—the policy which Professor
Heckscher cautiously refers to as ‘“‘wealth for the °country’
based on the poverty of the majority of its subjects ” and as
“ approximating. suspiciously closely to the tendency to keep

of trade, interpreted this as facilitating the import of raw material and expanding -
the export of home manufactures. Colonial trade is estimated to have accounted
for 15 per cent. of England’s overscas trade in 1698 and 33 per cent. in 1774 (Lipson,
op. &b, vol. III, p. 157).
1 English Economic History : Select Documents, Ed. Bland, Brown, Tawney, 47t. .
2 G. O’Brien, Econ. Hist. of Ireland in the Seventeenth Century, 186. On the other’
hand, the Irish linen industry (largely though not exclusively in the north) benefited
in the eighteenth century from export bhounties introduced in 1743 ; the intention
of these being (in words used by Sir William Temple some decades earlier) * to
wear down the trade both of France and Holland, and draw much of the money
which goes from England to those parts into the hands of His Majesty’s Subjects
in Ireland, without crossing any interestof trade in England . There. was always,
. .of course, a large amount of evasion of these colonial regulations by smuggling.
- -Cfi; with regard to evasions in the American trade, A. M. Schlesinger, Colonial
erchants and the. American Revolution, 16-19. : ‘ ‘ : L
2N 8, B, Gras, Introdugtion to Egongmi History, 201-2,
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down the mass of the people Dy poverty in order to/make them
better beasts of burden for the few .2 But monopolistic regula-
tion was now also.to be directed externally in relation to colonial .
arcas, which were to be kept as cheap suppliers of agricultural
s fo efit of the growing industry of the metro-
politan economy. Its raison d’éire lay in its influence to create
enhanced opportunities of profit for industrial capital by raising
the price-level of industrial products and depressing the price-
level of agricultural products ‘within the controlled economy of
metropolis and colony : 2 an influence to which (as we have
seen) the achievement of an export surplus from the metropolis
might contribute by draining the colonial country of gold and
increasing the flow of gold into the metropolis. It is in the light
of this tradition-scarred design of creating scarcity in markets of
sale and cheapness and plenty in markets of purchase that the
“ fear of goods ”” and the conviction that * no man profiteth but
by the loss of others *, which Professor Heckscher has stressed as
prime ingredients of Mercantilist thought, acquire a meaning.
Like most projects of monopoly, the policy ran the risk of
reducing the volume of sales while raising their unit-price. But
whether or not this would be the result depended on how far
economic and political pressure was successful in lowering costs
in the colonics by making them work harder in order to give more
goods in purchase of the same quantity as before. This political
pressure often sufficed, indeed, to make colonial trade forced
trading and the profit on it indistinguishable from plunder.
Tudor voyages of discovery (in Sombart’s words) ““ were often
nothing more than well-organized raiding expeditions to plunder
lands beyond the sea ”. In France the same word was used for
shipper and for pirate, and “the men who in the sixteenth
century sent their argosies from Dieppe, Havre, Rouen or La

1 0p. cit., vol. 11, 153, 166. Child almost alone of the economic writers of the
time spoke against * retrenching on the hire of labour >’ as a policy * well becoming
a usuret ®. But he was speaking as a champion of the East India Company against
its critics among Whig merchants and. industrialists.

2 Cf. James Mill : * The mother country, in compelling the colohy to sell goods
cheaper to her than she might sell them to other couniries, merely imposes upon her
a tribute ; . . . not the less real becausc it is disguised » (Elements of Pol. Economy,
qrd Ed., 213), and J. B. Say : * The metropolis can compel the colony to purchase
from her everything it may have occasion for ; this monopoly . . . enables the
producers of the metropolis 1o make the colonies pay more for the merchandise than
1t is worth ”* (Treatisc on Pol. Economy, Bd. 1821, vol. I, gee). Cf alsc Adam Smith,
Wealth of Nations, Bd. 1826, p. 554 seq ; e.g.: © this monopely has necessarily con-
tributed to keep up the vate of profit in all the different branches of British trade
- higher ihan it naturally would have been, had all nations been allowed a free trade

to the British colonies ™ (558). ‘
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Rochelle to Africa and America were shippers and pirates in
one ”.  As Alfred Marshall remarked, “ silver and sugar seldom
came to Europe without a stain of blood . In the crucl rapacity
of its exploitation colonial policy in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries differed little from the methods by which in earlier
centuries Crusaders and the armed merchants of Italian cities
had robbed the Byzantine territories of the Levant. In India
pressure was exerted on the peasant to cultivate raw silk for
export ; and Burke denounced “the hand that in India has
torn the cloth from the loom or wrested the scanty portion of
rice and salt from the peasant of Bengal . *“ The large dividends
of the East India companices over long periods indicate plainly
that they converted their power into profits. The Hudson’s
Bay Company bought beaver pelts for goods costing seven to
eight shillings. In the Altai the Russians sold iron pots to the
natives for as many beaver skins as would fill them. The Dutch
East India Company paid the native producers of pepper about
one-tenth the price it received in Holland. The French East

dia Company in 1691 bought Eastern goods for 487,000 livres
which sold in France for 1,700,000 livres. . . . Slavery in the
colonies was another source of great fortune ” ; sugar, cotton
nd Tobaccs cultivation all resting on slave-labour.®  OFf Bristol
1t was said that “ there is not a brick in the city but what is
cemented with the blood of a slave ”.* In seventeenth-century
England, not only were convicts and pauper children and
‘“ masterless vagabonds * shipped to the colonies to swell their
labour supply, but kidnapping for the same purpose became a
profitable trade in which magistrates, aldermen and ladies at
Court had a hand.t “ The great trading companies , . . were
not unlike their Genoese forerunners. They may be described

1 Sombart, Quintessence of Capiialism, 70, 2.

? Nussbaum, op. cit., 123. ' J. A, Hobson wrote : * Colonial Economy must be
regarded as one of the necessary conditions of modern capitalism. Iis trade, largely
compulsory, was in a large measure little other than a system of velled robbery, and
was in no sense an equal exchange of commodities * (Evolution of Modern Capitalism,
13), He adds. that “ trade profits were supplemented by the indusirial profits
representing the surplus value of slave or forced labour ”. Sombart similarly
wrote that © forced trading is the proper term to apply to all barter between uncivilized
people and Europeans in those days > (op. ¢it., 74), and that “ all European colonies
have developed on the basis of forced labour * (Der Moderne Kupitalismus, I, 6g6 ;
and on colonial slavery, 704 seq.). Some illuminating details of the methods of
exploitation of India by the East India Company were given by Unwin in a paper -
to the Manchester Statistical Society, Jan. g, 1924 ; since reprinted in Studies in
‘Beonomic History : Papers of George Unwin. ‘ ‘

% Cit. Eric Williams, Capitalism and Slavery, 61.
+J. E. Gillespie, Influence of Ouersea Expansion on England io 1700, 25-4.
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as semi-warlike conguering undertakings, to which sovereign
rights, backed by the forces of the State, had been granted.” !
In short, the Mercantile System was a system of State-regulated
exploitation through trade which played a highly important rdle
in_the adolescence of capltallst industry : it was essentially the
economic policy of an age of primitive accumulation. So import-
ant was it thought to be in its time that IIL__OI'IIC Mercantilist &
writings we find an inclination to treat the gain “from’ foreign™*
g*g@ggs the only form of surplus “and hence as the only source K
per “contra Taid a ‘parallel stress on rent as the exclusive produit
net), For example, Mun declared that if the sovereign “ should |
mass up more money than is gained by the overbalance of . a
his foreign trade, he shall not Fleece but Flea his subjects,q
and so with their ruin overthrow himself for want of future .
shearings 7.2 Again, Davenant stated that domestic trade
did_not enrich_a nation, but merely tlansferrcd ,wea.lthwﬁom
one 1nd1v1d‘ual to another. : .
addition 1 to. "2 country’s wealth. Here Davenant eVJdentlyh
intended “a net addition to a country’s wealth” to mean .
an_increase of surp}_gs ; just as did the Physiocrats when they ¢
contrasted the  productivity ”* of agriculture with the * sterility *%
of manufacture.? Ywh fove 2y e e d A %km‘ig
In the attitude to this matter of regulated ters S trade we-
find a crucial difference of perspective between the economic
thought of the time and later economic thought that was moulded
in the “ classical  tradition : a difference which modern com-
mentators seem to have been slow to appreciate. Modern
economists have been accustomed to deal in terms of supply-
schedules and demand-schedules which are constant factors in
their problem and are rooted in certain basic mental attitudes of
rationally calculating and autonomous individuals; with the
consequence that a raising of price against purchasers or a

L Sombart, Quintessence, 373.

* England’s Treasure by Forraign Trade, 68,

? The doctrine of Mercantilist writers (like the doctrine of the Physiocrats) is
often interpreted as though it denied that the volume of trade had any effect in
increasing wealth. Even though they may not usually have been explicit about it,
there seems little doubt that they had no intention of denying that trade increased
wealth, in the sense of uijlities. But with this they were not particularly concerned :
théir preoccupation was with profit or “ net produce  (excluding wages). Their
case resied on the assumption that (apart from lower wages) a change in the ratio
of prices of imports and exports was the only way of increasing the rate of profit
available to trade and manufacture. For example, Schrétter makes this plain in
a passage quoted by Prof, Heckscher when he says that domestic trade makes people
happy but not rJ.ch
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lowering of price against suppliers by monopolistic action hag
been generally taken to diminish respectively purchases or sales,
Truc, in recent years there has been a growing amount of talk
of “ backward-sloping supply curves” (chiefly in the case of
labour), of the possible * income-cffect** as well as the  sub-
stitution-effect ¥ of a price-change, and of possible shifts in
consumers’ demand-schedules as a result of advertising and high-
pressure sales methods. Nevertheless, traditional habits of
thought die hard. But the economic writers of the Mercantilist
age werc reared in a quite different tradition, and evidently
conceived of supply and of demand conditions as being what
might to-day be called “ institutional products” and as very
largely pliable in face of political pressure. To shift the conditions
underlying the terms of trade to one’s own advantage—to mould
the market in one’s own interest—accordingly appeared to be
the natural objective of business policy and became a leading
preoccupation of policy-makers. As regards the internal market,
experience had presumably taught them that such measures
could quickly reach a limit, especially when the field was alrcady
congested with established privileges and monopolistic regulations.
Here there was little chance of a merchant expanding his stint
save at the expense of another ; and internal trade was conse~
quently regarded as yielding little chance of gain from further
regulation. But in virgin lands across the seas, with native
populations to be despoiled and enslaved and colonial settlers
to be economically regimented, the situation looked altogether
different and the prospects of forced trading and plunder must
have seemed abundantly rich.

Iv

Perhaps more revealing than what the writers of this school
had in-common are the differences that we can notice between
writings that belong to an ‘earlier and to a later period.
An outstanding difference is in the attitude that was adopted

. towards 1mport or export prohibitions at different periods, and
particularly in the attitude towards different types of commodity.”
fin the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, economic pelicy had
regulated the export, not only of precious metals, but also 0 of"
products such as corn and woolr  Certain Imlgorts,(for examplc,

1 The pohcy towards wool was subject to some fluctuation ,‘ and wool export.
-was, permlttcd B’leJCCt to specific export hce.nce Although illicit trade contmucd,‘
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wine which served the needs of the upper classes), op, the other
hand, werc encouraged. Although some of these regulatlom,
most notably the curtailment of wool export, were in part a
concession to nascent home industry, the main emphasis of such
regulation presented a contrast with later doctrine. Cheapness
was at this period extolled as a virtue and export viewed with
suspicion because it militated against plenty at home. This
““ policy of provision ”, as he calls it, Professor Heckscher speaks
of as a medjeval tradition deriving from the conditions of a
“ natural economy * which revealed the real object of exchange,
plenty, unclouded hy *a veil of money *. But it seems more
reasonable to suppose that the emphasis on cheapness belonged
to a period before the growth of capltahst mamifaciire, when
England was primarily a producer of foodstuffs and raw materials
and the interest of consumer (especially the urban consumer)
and merchant alike lay in cheapness of the source of supply.
Eyen when manufacture developed, it had at first more interest
mn cheapness of its raw material than in an expansmn of markets
abxjgg_d: While merchants had an interest in. expo;rt,_th{: more
powerful of them, like the ,Staplers could rely on acquiring &peclal
11cence for the purpose and profited the ‘more straitly that export
Was. restrlcted for others..

Emphasis on the Virtues of extended export waited on the
emergence of a powerful manufacturing, as distinct from trading,
interest ; since it was to the advantage of the maker that the
market for his product should be as wide as p0551ble, as’it was
also y 10 his gain that the 1m]gprt of compehng wares should
gmrtalled'“ “True; e 56l had an interést in ‘éncouraging cheap-
ness in his raw materials and in subsistence for labourers : a fact
of which we have seen that Mercantilist doctrine took full
account in reserving its. advocmcy of export for manufactures and
conﬁnmg its condemnation of imports to non-raw matcmals ancf'
to f ﬁmshed om ies that catered for luxury . consumptlon.c
However, the weight of emphasis was shifted, and it was the sale
of exports which grew to be the chief concern. For example,
as cloth manufacture developed, the clothiers, while advocating
a prohibition on wool export, had an interest in the development
of clo‘th export ; just as later the cloth finishers (and the rivals

the tendency of State policy in the sixteenth century was progressively in the direction
of restricting wool export in the interest of home cloth industry ; until under James I
the export of waol was forbidden altogether. Prior to 1670, export of corn was
Ferrmtted only when the home price fell below a certain level ; a level substantially
ower tha.n the normal price.
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of the Mcrchant Adventurers who formed the short-lived  King's
Merchant Adventurers ” in 1614 to export dyed cloth) fervently
believed in export so long as this did not consist of an export
of undyed cloth. In the seventeenth century, while tanners and
leather merchants petitioned against an embargo on the export
of leather, the London Cordwainers’ Company petitioned for a
renewal of the embargo, on the ground that export *“ must ruin
many thousand families that convert it into wares, there being a
hundred to one more manufacturers than tanners and trang-
porters .2 Already in 1611 James I in the Book of Rates had
announced a policy ° to exempt and forbear all such merchandises
inwards as serve for the setting of the people of our kingdom on
work (as cotton wool, cotton yarn, raw silk and rough hemp) >,
and at the same time to reduce duties on the export of native
’;' manufactures, while retaining the prohibition of export of certain
; raw materials. In particular, a proclamation was issued re-
straining export of wool (although certain exceptions continued
to be granted by a royal sale of licences as a fiscal expedient) :
a policy that was continued by Charles I and Cromwell and
embodied in an Act of Parliament at the Restoration.2 In 1700
cloth exports were exempted from all duties, and, after a duel
with the East India Company over the charge that the Company
was importing Eastern textiles to the damage of English manu-
facture, the import of Indian, Persian or Chinese silks or calicoes
was prohibited. Hostility towards corn export survived into the
middle of the seventeenth century, presumably for the reason
that the price of corn entered so directly into the price of labour.
But after the Restoration, when capital investment in agriculture
had begun to assume impressive dimensions, the policy of export
restriction was replaced by a policy of import duties and even
of encouragement to corn export. ‘
Sixteenth-century writers, therefore, who preached freer
export-facilities for manufactures were able to appear as progres-
sive thinkers, emancipating thought from obsolete prejudices.
This in large measure they were. For one thing, Bullionist views
had been difficult to reconcile with export-restriction, and writers
1 Similar differences between the trading and the manufacturing element over |
. the export of semi-finished products are found in other irades. Thus, the London
Pewterers in 15593 petitioned against the export of unwrought tin (cf. Hist. of ihe .
Gompany of Pewterers, vol. 11, 21 seq.), and the handicraft and the merchant sections of
the Skinners’ Company for many years disputed aver the export of undressed skins.

2 Lipson, op. ¢it., vol. 111, 21-3,  One advocate of the wool-growers, championing
. free irade in wool, denounced the protectionist policy as  an evil legacy of the Great

. 'Rebellion” and “ the work of the Commonwealth Party * (cit. Zbid., go).
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who pointed out the contradition and demonstrated the con-
nection between bullion-inflow and a commodity export-surplus
were making a path-breaking contribution to a theory of foreign
trade. It was natural for them to carry over the traditional
assumption that ¢ treasure > was desirable for its own sake, even
if this had lost much of its plausibility now that the phase had
passed when bourgeois accumulation had taken the form of the
hoarding of money or of plate or land-purchase, and continued
attachment to these older objects of accumulation was an obstacle
to the industirial investment which was now becoming the
bourgeois fashion. There was little to provoke them directly to a
criticism of this assumption when it fitted so conveniently into an
advocacy of protection of the home market and the unshackling
of export) Partly in consequence of their teaching, partly
(perhaps more largely) at the insistence of the East India Com-
pany, the stringency of earlier policy with regard to the prohibition
on bullion-export was relaxed. The essential argument was that
imports involving hullion-cxport to pay for them might not be
undesirable if these imports consisted of raw materials, which
by encouraging manufacture would result in expanded exports
and eventually draw more treasure back into the kingdom. But
in the second half of the seventeenth century the assumption that
abundance of money is to be desired for its own sake, rather
than as incident to the promotion of more profitable terms of
trade, increasingly drops out of the picture. In this connection
a crucial qualification, as we have noticed, resided in the admis-
sion that, not the absolute amount of money in a country, but the
amount relatively to what other countries possessed was the
significant consideration. Although the view that at least a
relative increase in a country’s stock of money was an advantage
was only in rare cases abandoned, the emphasis came gradually
to be shifted. Davenant, for example, while paying his tribute
to the Bullionist tradition by stating that an export “ Overplus ,
paid for in bullion, measures ‘‘ the Profit a Nation makes by
Trade ”, had moved sufficiently far from the earlier standpoint to
say of gold and silver that they were merely ‘° the Measure of
Trade ”, and that “ the Spring and Original of it is the Natural
or Artificial Product of the Country . * Gold and silver ”’, he
declared, “are so far from being the only things that deserve

1 When Mun, for example, argued that ¢ moneys exported will return to us more .
than trebled ”, he did not, in the form of his argument, go outside the traditional”
.- doctrine about money. But in making a statement of this kind he had completely’,

* shifted the focus of emphasis. c :

H
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the name of Treasurc or the Riches of a Nation, that in truth
Money is at bottom no more than the Counters with which men
in their dealings have been accustomed to reckon ”; and: his
principal concern was to emphasize the advantage.of expanding
exparts_by keeping home costs. low.*

This is not to say that the views of writers of this period about -
the effects of trade policy did not remain in many respects con-
fused. It is a characteristic of all ideology that, while it reflects -
and at the same time illuminates its contemporary world, this
reflection is from a particular angle, and hence largely clouds and
distorts reality. Certain relationships on which the historical
setting of the writers in question causes thought to be focused are
illuminated, at the same time as others escape attention and are

¢ obscured, The ideology of this period of nascent industrial
capital could hardly base itself on the explicit assumption that
» the highest good consisted in maximizing the profit of a particular

class. Hence this ideology appeared in the guise of | QI}E @LCIEIC

~~~~~~~~~~ -

“that trade must be subordinated to the general interests of the
“\State ; and since the sovercign power was personalized in the
" Crown, it seemed reasonable to attach to the cconomic dealings
“5f"the Sovereign the analogy of the individual trader whose
“profit was measured by the balance in money that remained
;%"tcr all transactions of sale and purchase had been completed.
hg more realistic was his thinking, the morve likely was a writer
o %‘ggawarc that this was not the real end of policy. Yet the
?assumption that it was had roots that were deep in the tradition
from which his thought derived. Until sufficiently radical
changes in the world of affairs had provoked a revolutionary
departure in thought—an explicit repudiation of tradition—the
path of compromise was a natural one for any mind that was
child of its age to follow. To the bullion-fetish they continued
to pay at least lip-service. As a consequence, though qualified
by modern interpretation, the central contradiction remained for
some time to breed fallacy and sow confusion : for example, the’
prevalent confusion between the terms of trade and the balance
of trade, and between profit to a trader or a company of traders
and gain to the nation, and the tendency to identify the addition
to total profit due to foreign trade with the import of specie.
Men continued to accept such corollaries of economic doctrine

. 1 Essay on the Bast Indic Trade, 1697, 31, and Discoursss an the Publick Revemies,
. 1516, Cf also the passages fiom other late seventeenth-century writers quoted
. by Lipson, Eeongmic. History of England, vol. I1I, 65-6, : : :
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as the statement of Napoleon that England would be damaged
if goods were sold to her in war-time, provided that her exports
~could be stopped.and gold consequently drained from the king-
dom ; or Davenant’s view that a war waged inside a country
would impoverish it less than a war waged on foreign soil, since
the expense of the former would not involve any export of
bullion, :
Entwined with the central protectionist issue were a number

of subordinate themes, The usury question, for example, was a
concern of a number of the writers of the time ; and at any rate
the earlier writers apparently saw a causal relationship between
plenty of money and lowness of interest-rates. Here they were
successors to the early Tudor debate about the ethics of usury
and the desirability of its prohibition ; but with this difference,
that, while they shared the anxiety of writers like Thomas Wilson
that interest should be lowered, they sought to do this indirectly
by the measures they advocated rather than by legal prohibition.?
As Professor Viner has remarked, * verbally at least they identified
money with capital” and “ much of their argument can be
explained only if they regarded money and capital as identical
.in fact as well as in name 7.2 But in that age of nascent enter-
prise such an identification is not only understandable : it also
mirrored a large element of truth, What the individual capitalist
needed if he wished to be an economic pioneer was command over
resources : what limited the field of his endeavours in an age of
undevelopcd credit was not only the non-availability of the
requisite resources (e.g. labour-power or raw materials or mining-
rights) but the non-availability also of the liquid means with
which resources could be mobilized. Expcrience had taught
~ him (or at least had deposited a strong impression on his mind)
that * when money be plentiful in the realm ”, not only was
credit more plentiful, but markets were more brlsk and this
meant better and quicker sales and a shorter period between
production and sale for which provision bad to be made. Yet
this aspect of Mercantile policy seems rarely to have been upper-
most in people’s minds, and generally to have been subordinate
to a preoccupation with the increased profit to be obtained from
improved terms of trade. Among the more important writers

1 Both Malynes and Mlsselden, for example, were agreed that “ the remedy for
usury may be plenty of Money .

3 Studies in the Theory of Intsmatzonal Trade, 31.  Professor Heckscher also comments

on the fact that they virtually iteated money as a factor of production, interest being
regarded: as the rent of money, like rent of land.
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of the late seventeenth century and after, any simple connection
between money and interest-rates began to be explicitly denied ;
emphasis being placed instead (and not only by Humec) on the
growth of commerce and of a capitalist class, and hence on a
growth of ““ stock , as the surest way to make borrowing cheap.t
Midway between these views stood the emphasis of some writers
on hoarding (whether of actual coin or of plate) as tending to
divert loanable funds from trade, and hence make credit for the
merchant dear, and of others on luxury-expenditure and grand
living—which, like hoarding, was regarded as a special sin of the’
aristocracy—as having a similar effect.?

Again, as a setting to their economic theorizing there was the
embittered controversy over the Fast India Company and the
Merchant Adventurers, in which the better-known Stuart
pamphleteers were interested partisans. Misselden wrote as a
propagandist for the original Merchant Adventurers’ Company,
of which he became a deputy-governor, in opposition to Malynes
who had been in partnership with Cockayne in his ill-starred
rival project, the so-called “ King’s Merchant Adventurers.”
In his first pamphlet Misselden, while defending chartered
companies in general, criticized (by implication) the East India
Company and its licence to export bullion : a view which he
changed in his second pamphlet after the East India Company
had taken him into its employ. Again, Mun, who was the son
of a mercer and a director of the East India Company, in his
Discourse of Trade developed what has been called the more
liberal tendency of his doctrine (relaxation of control over
bullion-export and his substitution of a theory of a ‘* general
balance >’ for that of * particular balances **) as a special plea for
the activities of the East India Company against their critics ;
and the same was true of what have generally been regarded as
the ““ free trade * tendencies of late seventeenth-century writers
like Child, Davenant and North, who were Tories (at a time
when the East India Company was essentially a Tory corpora-
tion), as well as of the Tory critics of the Whig-owned British
Merchant and its policy of prohibiting trade with France.®

1 Cf. above, p. 2011

© ¥ Although there were, of course, certain weiters of the time who defended luxury-
expenditure, the weight of emphasis was on the other side ; which indicates that
gqtions about * under-consumption ” directly entered very little into Mercantilist
ocirine, | . P

© . YCOf B A, J. Jobnson, Predecessors of Adam Smith, 5762, 73-8, 145-9. In the
. x660’s and early *70’s there was a good deal of anti-French feeling in connection with

+i, impoerts of French manufactures, and the Whig element in the House of Commons
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Anyone contemplatmg Mercanuhst Writings. tthucrh odern’

spectacles might perhaps be excused for concludlng that their.
emphasis on a tavoulablc tradc-b’tlance indicated a confused‘
mteritm _to incredsé the rate of proﬁt by encouraging foreign'
‘But such an interpretation has little evidence to
summon to its support. Undoubtedly a certain amount of
foreign investment occurred during this period, which aggregated'
over a century amounted to a considerable sum for those times ;
and part of the profits of trade represented profity not only on
working capital but on fixed capital sunk in the equipment
and fortification of trading stations abroad and in ships, in
bribes to purchase the goodwill of foreign notables (as in the
East), and in plantations in the New World. Nevertheless, with
a few exceptions, such as West Indian sugar plantations worked
by negro slaves, such investment was an accessory to trading
ventures rather than an independent enterprise, valued for iis.
own sake; and the pleoccupatlon of practical men and ofe
economic theonsts ahI"' v with the terms of u@ﬁq
Py ther thay with the s for }mmsuusm “aload. " Heréin.
lay the crucial difference bctween the "Old " Colohial System
of the Mercantile period and the colonial system of modern
Imperialism : export of capital bhad .not then assumed_anys
considerable dlmenslons and did not hold the centre of the
stage

But in one lespcct it is true that an emph'lsm on investment
began to appear in the writings of the late seventeenth century :
for example, the Whig pamphletcers associated with, the British
Merchant. Properly appreciated, this emphasis furnishes us, I
believe, with a key to the most significant difference between
the doctrines of the later and of the earlier period. But the
investment to which these later writers made implicit reference
was the 1ncrcascd investment, not abroad, but at home, resulting
from an e*(pansmn of export markets. In their hands the
advocacy of a favourable balance of trade came to be interpreted,
not so much as a balance of goods simpliciter, as of employment,
created by the trade. Trade should be so regulated that the
things exported created more employment. .th.ammthemthmgs
imported created abroad ; which they considered would be th%

showed hostility to the ng for extending too much favour io France. * The
Whigs were the nationalists of the epoch . . . a3 against an unnational monarch
in alliance with the chief national competitor ” (L. B. Packard in Quarterly Journal
qf Lconomics, May 1923, 435)

a & o~
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casc it ﬁmshed manufactures were exported and nnly raw produce
imported.*
This new emphasis on employment is not really so qurprising
as at first it might seem. The concern of Mercantilist writers
had always been with the mrplus or.net procuce which remained
after the wages of labour had been paid.;. and.a carefully regu:
olonial trade, serving the principle of * buying cheap and
selling dear **, had been regarded by them as the leading method
for enlarging th1s surplus, and enlarging it in greater proportion
than any increase in the capital involved. In an age when
industrial investment was little developed, and. the dominant
'M@ﬁgﬂm of the privileged “ insiders ” of the chartered
ding companies, the monopoly-gain on a given trade furn-
‘was the natural focus of i interest, and attention was accard-
ngly fo Wused upon favourablc erms_of trade.  But in the later
seventeenth century, as we have observed a shift of attention
to the volume of export-demand for the products of home manu-
Tacture can be detected. Greater export mcant greater
eppportunity for.the employment of labour in. homc manufacture ;
and increased employment of labour (like increased cultivation of‘
land in a plantatlon—economy) rQRmcscntcd a widencd scope for
investment of capital in industry, dditional laboyrer
,&yas a mPotentml creator of additional burpluq and more cmploy-

~Bent meant more creators of su Elus at work, Whereas a change
Y the ferms of trade “(and hence prcsumably in the pnces?cost

uxa‘ple reaction on “the
me of ¢ capltal o be

~em loyed at a given rate of. proﬁt 2 U1t1mately, of Coutse, the
focus of attention was to shift entirely to the volume of trade and
Rits increase ; and the main ground of Adam ‘Smith’s assault on
~* the monopoly of the colony trade” was that this served to
Jhrottle any expansion of the market in the interests of estabhshmg ‘
Ja‘/e‘et of monopoly prices. Mandeville, indeed, writing m the

1 Cf. the doctrine of ** foreign paid incomes ¥ preached during the Lontmovexsy
over the Treaty of Utrecht and Steuart's rather obscure distinction between the
balance of “ matter ™ and the balance of *lahour . :

2 Since, if the demand for manufactured commodltlcs grew, and there was no
accompanymg fall in the price of these commodities and no rise in the price of raw .’
materials, equipment or labour-power, the total surplus available to the capitalist
would tend to grow pari passu with the increase of capltal required to purchase l]le ‘
raw 'material, eqmpment and 1abouI-quer "
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early eighteenth century, so far anticipated this later criticism
as to maintain that “ buying is bartering ; and no nation can
buy goods of others that has none of her own to purchase them
with , and that “if we refuse taking commodities .[of other
nations] in payment for our manufactures, they can trade no
longer with us, but must content themselves with buying what
they want of such nations as are willing to take what we refuse .2
But for the time being even the rising industrial interest retained
its affection for the system of regulation and protection. The
colonial system was as yet unshaken by the American revolt and
many of the potentialities of exploiting it appeared to remain
untapped. Accordingly, the new emphasis on.employment. was.
merely grafted on to the stmctme of the older theory.

“In this doublc clement in later Mercantilist writings we
touch the hem of a quite fundamental matter. Not at this period
alone, but throughout the whole history of Capitalism we meet
this crucial contradiction. In order to expand, in order to find
room for ever new accumulations of capltal mdustry requires a
. conupuous cxpmsmn of “the m’zrket (and 16 THE Tast analysis of ‘
consumption). Yet in order to preserve or to enmhance the
profitability of capital that is already invested, resort is had
from time to time to measures of monopolistic restriction, the
effect of which is to put the market in fetters and to cramp the
possibilities of fresh expansion. The very depression of the
standard of life of the masses that is a condition of profit being
earned narrows the market which production serves. In the
period of the system’s adolescence, this contradiction was generally
displayed in the form of a conflict between the interests of an
older generation of capitalists, already entrenched in certain
spheres of trade and usury where capital had earliest penetrated,
and the interests of a new generation who had become investors
in newer trades or industries or in newer methods of production.
And it is to this fact that we must evidently look for a part of the

reason why older and established sections of the bourgeoisie have
~ always become so quickly reactionary and showed such readiness
to ally themselves with feudal remnants or with an autocratic
régime to preserve the sfatus quo against more revolutionary
change. In the seventeenth century the contradiction found
expression in the conflict between rising industrial capital and the
merchant princes with their charter ed monopolies ; in the carly

‘nineteenth century in the challenge that the new class of Factory- actory-
3 Fable of the Bees (Ed. 1795), 58 (Remarks on line 180),
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capitalists. threw.. down to the Whig aristocracy and the whole
Mercantlle System TIn each case the comphmt of rising indys-
trlal capltal was not only that the existing régime of monopoly
caused an undue share of the profits of trade and of manufmcture
t;p accrue to.a. pnvllc;ged circle, but that it limited growth and
expansion—set narrow frontiers to the industrial investment field,

Close on the heels of this new attention to the neced for an
expanding investment field came an awareness of a new possi-
bility : that of intensifying the existing investment field by
technical improvements which enhanced the productivity of
labour. This possibility, once it was appreciated, was to have
quite revolutionary consequences both in the realm of doctrine
and in the realm of practice. In the seventeenth century we
find no more than hints of such appreciation, and it again re-
mained for the classical economists to appreciate both the pos-
sibilities and the implications of enhanced productivity of labour,
and to expound these implications with clarity and deliberation.
But the hints we find round about 1700 in writers who had
caught the atmosphere of seventeenth-century scientific and
technical discovery are indications of the prevailing wind : for
example, the suggestion of writers like Grew or Postlethwayt that
the surest voad to riches lay in promating inventions which
caused an ‘‘ ccconomy in men’s labour”. They are indications
of the direction in which industrial capital was already beginning
to look : indications that the epoch of industrial invention was at
hand,




CHAPTER SIX
GROWTH OF THE PROLETARIAT

I

The rival merits of different types of colony formed a cehtral
topic of debate among early writers on colonial questions ; and
chief among the differences discussed was that between colonies .
(l1ke New England) cons1st1nq almost excluswelv of Qmall p;;g-;

concentratcd ancl there emsted a wage LD s, L he
reproclucecl thé social structure of the mother coun ry and wa/s ’
accordingly admired by’ wrltels 'of a conservative and aristocratic ; a
_temper, whereas the former won the praise of apostles of . f:zberte“
and Egalité s modcls of a society of & new and. gdea"lwme Tt was |
“soon’ réalized that the crux of the difference lay in the policy
adopted by the vuling attthority towards the sale and allocation
of land. Where grants of land were made. to settlers in small’
lots at a nominal price or on easy credit tcrmihg society t thal
_c_l_e,y_glmpggl_»yym .one of small cultivators, where few were 1nc:l1ned'a
to_work for wages. By Conittast, the sale of land in large ‘blocks*
tended to create an economic society of large proprietors with a
sharply defined class division between proprietors and property-
less As Gibbon Wakefield pointed out in a familiar passage,
“ the plentifulness and cheapness of land in thinly-peopled coun-
tries enables almost everybody who wishes it to become a land-
owner . . . (and) cheapness of land is the cause of scarcity of
labour for hire. . . . Where land is very cheap and all men
are free, where every one who so pleases can obtain a piece of
land for himself, not only is labour very dear, as respects the
labourers’ share of the product, but the difficulty is to obtain
combined labour at any price.” 1 It bcca_r‘_un_g',_glc_g__,_tg___gl_lgge\a
who wished to reproduce capnahst relations_of production in
W y that the foundafion:stone. of their endeavour.,

.must be the restriction of land-ownership to a minority .'md“%h

' A View of the Art of Golonization, 325 ; England and America, vol. I, 247, Wake-
field’s view was that slavery was so common a basis of colenial economy because
the plentifulness of land in such countries made free labour dear. Yet free labour
was more productive. His remedy was for the government always to place a sub-
stantial price on all land. ' If the land of the colony were of limited extent, a great
importation of peo ?lc would raise its price, and compel some people to work for
wages ™ (Art of Colonization, 328).

321, u¥

' ]
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the exclusion of the majority from any share in property.
The apprehension of the same truth has in more recent timesg
led colonial administrators in certain parts of Africa to reduce
native tribal reserves and to imposc taxation on natives who
remain in the reserves, with the object of maintaining a labour
supply for the white employer. It was evidently in the
minds of many observers of those agrarian changes which
accompanied the industrial revolution in England ; for we find
the author of the Gloucestershire Survey of 1807 recording the
forthright opinion that  the greatest of evils to agriculture
would be to place the labourer in a state of independence [i.e. hy
allowing him to have land] and thus destroy the indispensable
' gradations of society . “ Farmers, like manulacturers,” said
another writer of the time, “ require constant labourers—men
; who have no other means of support than their daily labour,
1 men whom they can depend upon.” !
3 To say that Gapitalism presupposes the existence of a. prolc-
3 tz}uat is nowadays a commonplace. Yet the fact that the exist-
ence of such a class is contingeni on a particular set of historical
circumstances has too seldom reccived attention in the past at
the hands of writers who have devoted a wealih of analysis to
‘ the evolution of capital undq ils various forms and to the
burgeoning of the capitalisi spirig‘perhaps because the stratagems
{of Lombard money-lenders aiid ol Amsterdam stock-jobbers is
a more resplendent tale to tell than that of paupers branded
and hanged and cottagers harried and disposscssed. We have
scen in the previous chapter that the process which CXQ&}.@Q&.hQﬂl
_Lapital and Labour as joint products, the _so-called © * primilive
: :31‘c.c:umulaLt'fc'fff’"’J ;pp“cared (rom one aspect as the concentration

toperty through the instrument of economic pressure-and
mtS%o-pBT“—y,mury or aciual cxproprmu(m and. from the other
aspect as the consequential chsposscssmn of previous..owners.
E‘ Sne kind of property was born from the ashes of an older kind:
of property ; large property grew to adult stature by digesting
the small ; and a capitalist class arose as the creation, not of
thrift and abstinence as economists have traditionally depicted
it, but of the dispossession of others by dint of economic or
political advantage. For Capitalism as a system of production
to mature, said Marx, " TWe very different kinds of commodity?
%ﬁséﬁmﬁ“’“ st come face to face and into contact : on the one
And; the owners of money, THGATS G Producton,. means..of

‘ ‘(v—ﬂ‘dww T S

> Cit, W. Hasbach, A Hz:tory of the English Agricultural Labourer, 103, 136.
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subsm(,ncc who are cager to increase the sum of values they
POSSCbS by buylng othér”péople’s labour-powe r: on the other
hand, frec labouiéss, the scllers of their own | ”o POWEr T L
With this polarization-of the market for comrnodltles, the funda-
mental conditions of capitalist production are given. The
capitalist system presupposes the complete. separation of the
labourers from_all property in the means hy which they can
realize their labour. . . . The so-called primitive accumulation,
therefore, is nothing else than _the historical process of divorcing
the producer from the means of production. . . . The expro-
priation of the agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the
soil is the basis of the whole process,” o
It may be that one reason for the common neglect of this
aspect of the matter has been the implicit assumption that the¢
appearance of a reserve army of labour was a simple product of+
gmwmg population, which created more hands than could be!t
gx_en employmcnt m c,,*_gsﬁng occupatl awnd mme moutbs
than_could be fed ﬂom the then-cultivated soil. The hlstouw
function of Capital was to endow this army of redundant hands ,
with the bencfit of employment. If this were the true story, one,
might have some reason to speak of a proletariat as a natural
rather than an institutional creation, and to treat accumulation
and the growth of a proletariat as autonomous and independent
processes,  But this idyllic picture fails to accord with the facts.
Actually, the centuries in which a proletariat was most rapidly
recruited were apt to be those of slow rather than of rapid natural
increase of population, and the paucity or plenitude of a labour
reserve in different countries was not correlated with comparable
differcnces in their rates of population-growth. True, the
industrial revolution in-England coincided with an unusually
rapid natural increase; but 1t was also a @enod ﬂbpn gﬂ_;er
reasons for a swelling labourqugwggyg__‘ ost in evi : for
example, thc death of the. peasantry as a class 2 { the A.dDOm of
the«hgggl;ﬁg ﬂﬂ,ﬁt_x;@,d_csﬁ. It is certainly the c'vse, as some writers
have emphasized, that once industrial Capitalism was firmly
established, its growing need of labour-power was supplied in
the main by the natural rate of increase of the proletariat—hy its
own powers of reproduction. For example, during the nine-
teenth century the population of Europe increased by nearly

1 Mznx, ap. ‘cit., 787-9. Elsewhere he says : “In order to make the collective
* labourer, and ihrough him capital, rich in pmducuvc power, each labourer must
be made poor in individual productive powers.’ ‘ ‘
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not characterize all the manors (far from it), ov even all the
counties of England, they were by no means isolated cascs 3 and
the general tendency of the time over a substantial, if still minor,
portion of the cultivated land of the country was in the direction
of supplanting many small holdings by a few much larger ones,
This process is seen al work (al least, therc is strong pima facie
evidence of it) in the sixtcen sample manors examined by
Professor Tawney, on eight of which two-thirds of the whole
area and on another seven more than three~quarters had come
into the hands of one individual, the farmer of the demesnes,
Written on a 1620 map of one of these manors (in Leicestershire),
like an epitaph, are the words “ the place wherc the Town of
Whatboroughe stood ”.* It is hardly surprising that the Tudor
countryside should have been the scene of a pitiful host of
refugees, the ““ vagabonds and beggars ** of the olficial documents
of the period : drifting into the boroughs to find such lodging
and employment as they could or migrating to such open-field
villages as would allow them to squat precariously on the edge
of common or wastc. It was to the latter, perhaps more fortun-
ate, part of the vagabond host that a seventeenth-century
pamphleteer refers when he says that ““ in all or most towns where
the fields lie open and arc used in comuon there iv a new brood
of upstart iniruders as inmates, and the inhabitants of unlawful
cottages crected contrary unto law”; adding a common
employer’s grumble at his labour reserve that these were
“ loyterers who will not usually be got 1o work unless they may
have such excessive wages as they themselves desire .2 To
render them entirely submissive in a master’s hand required
that these poor folk be further deprived even of the wretched
parcel of ground to which they still clung.

The enclosure movement, while its consequences were
probably less drastic in the ensuing century (since it coincided
with some reversion from pasture to tillage), continued after
1600, until it reached a new peak in the orgy of enclosure bills
which accompanied the industrial revolution. By contrast with
this peak of thc movement in the eighteenth and early ninetcenth
century, the effects of Tudor enclosures on the concentration of
ownership and on the numbers of the landless was a moderate
one. With these effects the beginnings of industrial Capitalism

1 Quoted in Tawney, Agrarian Problems in the Sixteenth Century, 223, 2;}9—61.
* Consideralions concerning Cormon Fields and Enclosures (Pseudonismus ?, 1653)-
Cf. also W. Hashach, History of the English Agricultural Labourer, 77-8a.
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which we meet at the end of the sixteenth century and in Stuarte-
times are manifestly connected. But for a century following*
the Restoration complaint of labour shortage abounds, and the *~
weak development of the proletarian army at this time must have
exerted a retarding influence upon the further growth of industrial
investment between the last of the Stuarts and the closing years
of George III.

In the middle of the eighteenth century, however, the pace
of dispossession quickens. “ An admirer of enclosures, little
- inclined to exaggerate their evil effects, put the number of small
farms absorbed into larger ones between 1740 and 1488 at an
average of 4 or 5 in each parish, which brings the total to 40
or 50 thousand for the whole kingdom.” * Whereas during the
earlier wave of Tudor enclosures the percentage of land enclosed
probably never touched 10 per cent. even in the four counties
most affected, during the cighteenth century and the first half
of the nineteenth in as many as fourteen counties “ the percentage
of acres enclosed by Acts enclosing common field and some
waste rises as high as 25 per cent. to 5o per cent., and only fallg.
below 5 per cent. in sixteen counties ; and whereas only twenty- e
five counties in all were affected at all in the earlier period, in "
the eighteenth and ninetcenth centuries Acts were passed for ¥
thirty-six counties .2 Morcover, in the later period the total
amount of land enclosed was some eight or nine times as large
as that involved in the earlier period, and embraced about,,
one-fifth of the total acreage of the country.® Small wondery,
that conscience should have goaded even the Earl of Leicesters;
to the frank confession : “I am like the ogre in the tale, and (g
have eaten up all my neighbours,” Stardrusy Cuty o frmann WL 4

But this does not measure the full extent of the change ink®
landholding in the direction of replacing many Small holdersr,
by a few Iarge ones. "i

emElo}:ments Attage 1ndustry or adverselv “affected. bv “the
growing o mpcﬁtmn“,pj'.larger ‘farms _equipped. . with_newer
rlcultural _methods, requiring capital, must have surrendered
their ho fdm,ga t@i,hewmor_e weIL ta-dmpg@sant or to some improving

nr—*«ﬂam»«sn

L Mantoux, Industrial Revolution in the Ezghtemih Century, 177,
* A, H. Johunson, op. ¢it., go. 5 Ibid., go-1.



228 STUDIES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM

to encourage a few large tenancies in preference to a larger
number of small. Arthur Young, for example, combined with
his advocacy of higher rents the advice : ““if you would have
vigorous culture, throw fifteen or twenty (small) farms into one
as soon as the present occupiers die off.” In certain parts of
the country a marked tendency begins to appear from about the
second decade of the eighteenth century to replace leases for
lives (copyholds) by leases for a term of years; and on some
estates ¢ there are signs of an active attempt to buy out the
interest of leaseholders for lives which almost reaches the magni-
tude of a campaign .t It was chiefly the smaller tenant farmer
~who was affected by this process and by the rise in rents it
centailed ; and “landowners in the early eighteenth century
Awere quite clear as to what was a good estate. It was one
~tenanted by large farmers holding 200 acres or more.” 2 Adding-
{ton, writing in the middle of the eighteenth century, declared it
not uncommon in various parts of the country to find half a
~dozen farmers where once there were thirty or forty. A modern
~historian of these agrarian changes, whom we have already
kquoted, has concluded that, on the basis of the available evidence,
- ““ there was a very remarkable consolidation of estates and a
yshrinking in the number of the smaller owners somewhere
Zhetween the beginning of the seventeenth century and the year
1485, more especially in the Midland counties” ; and has -
found, for example, that in twenty-four Oxfordshire parishes,
Zthe number of frecholders and copyholders holding land of less
»hen 100 acres diminished by more than a half in number and
#the acreage included in such holdings by more than two-thirds,
while in ten Gloucestershire parishes the number “ decreased to
nearly one-third and the acreage to less than one-fifth .2
Goldsmith’s “‘ sweet smiling village, loveliest of the lawn?,

1 H. J. Habbakuk, in Fcon. Hist. Review, vol. X, No. I, 17. 2 Ibid., 15.

¥ A.H. Jobnson, op. ¢it., 132-8. A study made by Professor Lavrovsky of parishes
not yet enclosed (or fully enclosed) by 1793 led him to the conclusion that  the
independent peasantry had already ceased to exist, even in unenclosed parishes,
by the end of the eighteenth century . In sixty of these unenclosed parishes, only
between a fifth and a quarter of the acreage remained in peasant ownership ; while
of the total land occupied by the peasaniry, whether freehold, leasehold or copyhold,
three-quarters was in the hands of a comparatively few well-to-do peasant farmers
(forming 11 per cent. of the total number), while stmall holders, cultivating less than
thirty acres, and composing 83 per cent. of the total number of peasant holders,
occupied no more than one-seventh of the total area of peasant land. There had
been apparently 2 growth both of the kulak peasant and of the poorest small-
holders, but the * middle peasaniry ” had become relatively insignificant. (Cf -
_review of Prof, Lavrovsky’s findings by Christopher Hill in Eoon; Hist. Review,,
_yol, X1I, Nos. 1 and 2, 93.) : ' ‘
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where  rich man’s powers increase, the poor’s decay ', where
3‘}' \..re-7 ol.a. %J‘/vb
Amidst thy bowers the tyrants hand is seen tfesh o or
And desolation saddens all ‘thy green W '

One only master grasps the whole domain .
A half a tillage stints thy smiling plain , F Y P
N"‘Ue_, #he b bk
was no mere fancy ; nor was it exceptlonal in eighteenth- century
England. B e i L (WL SN WO

Coincident with the influence of enclosures in the Tudor age
was the growing exclusiveness of the gilds which barred the way.
to_any urban occupation except as a hired servant. The
tightening of entrance requirements, the cxacuon of fees and
payments as price of settmg upasa master, the elaborate require-
ments of a_* masterpiece ”, all served to bar_the man without
ising above the rmk of journeyman. Some
towns even imposcd obstacles and proh1b1t1ons upon the advent
of newcomers and sought to drive away the mixed communities
of unemployed and pedlars and would-be artisans that had
settled as squatters outside the borough walls.* Said Cecil in a
speech in 1597, “ if the poor being thrust out of their houses go
to dwell with others, straight we catch them with the Statute
of Inmates ; if they wander abroad, they are in danger of the

Statute of the Poor to be whipped . Monopoly, since it implies
exclusion, always has as its other face a heightened competition
and a consequent depression of economic status in the unfenced
zones. So it was that the régime of gild monopoly, while it was
ultimately to prove an obstacle to capitalist industry, in its time
performed the unwitting function for capitalism of swelling the-
-ranks of those whose condition made them pliable to a master’s
will. Even when the gild régime.had disintegrated or had been
evaded by the growth of country industry and the dominance
of the merchant-manufacturer, the ladder of advancement was
but little widened for those on the bottom rungs. As the number
of craftsmen was multiplied, so they lost their independence
and became semi-proleiarian in status, tied to a capitalist by

iIn 1557 the Common Council of London ordered all occupiers of houses to

put out of their houses any vagabonds or * masterless men ”, and periodic searches

for newcomers were instituted in London and other towns. In numerous towns

there was an actual prohibition on new building. An Act of 1589 laid it down

that only one family was to live in a house, and in London forbade the building of

houses for persons assessed at less than £5 in goods or £3 in lands. Nottingham

forhade anyone from the country to be received as a tenant without authority from

. the Mayor and ordered the removal of all foreign tenants who had cntered the town

" during the past three vears (Tawney, Agrarian Problem, 276~7; B. M. Leonard,
English Poor Religf, 109-9).
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inability to obtain working capital and pl.()i,l(:bbivdy enchained
by debt; and the mulughn ation of apprentices that was
cverywhme encouraged by the gxowma, dominance of capital
oyer_production served, mexely to increagse the number gf 1h[)5§
whq were destined for life to be wage-garners even.if they had
onece cherishec h@r 'xmb1t10ns Eventually, with the growth
of technique, the road of ‘advancement to the journeyman or
even the small master was all but blocked, without any deliberate
restrictions on freedom of entry to a trade_, simply by the size
of the capital required to initiate production. Far those who
lacked the means.to.set up.the plant, to purchase a credit—worthy
ILRutatlon, business connections or the requls" training, such
freedofn remained purely Tnominal except in.the.very. oqcupatmn
that t requi d none of these things—manual wage-earning ; and
it was this occupation that the newly-grown freedom of the
labour market served to fill with a superahundance of willing
and empty hands.

It would be a mistake, however, to supposc that in cither the
sixteenth or the seventcenth century the proletariat constituted
un important part of the population. Its_pumbers.remained

all, and its mobility was vestricted, both by legal restrictions
deg}gﬁg_c} to protect the estates and the larger yeoman farms

ainst the Tosé"kﬁ‘ ir labour supply, and. becausc.so much of
E’g otk for wages was done by those who still retained an
mc ment to the land,_ﬂcven thougha “slender and _precarious
one. Professor Clapham has suggested a figure of about half
= million as the size of the rural proletariat in seventeenth-century
&ngland : a ratio to frecholders and farmers of about 1-74 : 1.2
It geems clear that, after the initial stimulus given to the growth
of industry by the cheapness and plentifulness of labour in the
sixteenth century, the growth of capitalist industry must have .
et considerably handicapped until the later part of the
eighteenth century, despite the events of the Tudor period, both
by the comparative weakness of the labour army and by its
Wailabﬂity at those locations that were suitable for the
>s¢Oncentration of indusiry. At the same time, the existence in
~the countryside of so large a number of small cottagers, still
clinging to the soil but unable to galn a full livelihood from it,
r’*Was evidently an 1mportant factor in the growth of the putting--
out system, and in causing capital to be invested in the ﬁnancmg

W e o \WM...« LRSI " NG S .
1 Gﬂmbndge Hmanml vol. T, 95. Tl&f?otal population of England and .
Wales at the end of the cenhuy was (according to Gregory King) about 53. xmllion. :
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of cottage industry rather than in concentrating production in
the factory or manufactory. This tendency for the continued
attachment of the peasantry to the soil to encourage village
industry and to preclude the formation of a mobile labour
supply largely serves to explain the persistence of more primitive
forms of Gagtahsm and the retarded growth of factory industry
in_countries where primitive accumulatlon was undeveloped.
Not until the period of the indusitial fevolution was this rural
semi~proletariat to be finally uprooted from the land and the
gobstacles to labour mobility from village to town removed.
;' Only then could “capitalist indistey reach full maturity. w4
A witness to the still backward state of development of a
proletariat in these carlier centuries is the extent to which com-
pulsion had still to be applied to maintain the supply of wage-
carners. Preoccupation with the fear that the labour-reserve
would be inadequate to meet the demands of farming and of
industry is evident in the measures of coercion that were tacitly
accepted as a normal constituent of public policy at this period.
At times when the deficiency of labour for hire was most marked
or when e\{ceptmnal demands for _manpower_ appea
was Thad to special measures such as the impressment of Iabour.
The ot dreaded result, if the demand for hands should ontrun
the supply, was a rise in wages ; and ever since the Ordinance
and Statute of L Labourers in 1349 and 1351 had been hurriedly
passcd _to deal w with the alarming labour- shortwg_e that followed
the Black Death, the Taw" i enacted maximum wages, or had
empowmed the local magistrates so to do, , and had attached
rigorous pcnaltleq not only to any concerted attempt by labourers
a@tlﬁ"cersmgg better the conditions of thelr cmployment but
even 1o The acceptance by 4 worker of any higher wage than was
statutorlbi ordnned T"Not content with. this, the statutes of this
penoa provided that any able-bodied man or woman under 6o,
whether of villein status or free, if he or she lacked mdepcndent
means of support, could be compelled to accept work at the
prescribed wage, while the freedom of movement of the Worker
was at the same time curtailed.?
Two centuries later it is true that Elizabethan legislation
instructed local magistrates to fix minima as well as maxima,
and an Act of 1604 imposed a fine on clothiers who  shall

! The Statute of Apprentices in 1563, for example, imposed a penalty of ten days’
imprisonment or 2 fine on an employer for paying wages above the prescribed level,
but- twenty-one days’ imprisonment for a worker who accepted such a wage.

* Cf. B. H. Putnaw, Enforcement of the Statutes ¢f Labourers, 71 seq.
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v Blans "(‘}~vr-r“‘(y' et B e tadta 0 haeat &
not pay so much or so great wages . . . as shall be appointed »
and forbade master-clothiers to serve as magistrates on any
};Fench that was concerned with fixing wages in their own
rade. But this was at a time when the rapid price-inflation
“had rendered the old statutory limits obsolete, and had lowered
real wages, particularly in the couuntryside, to such a level as
0 threaten a drastic rural exodus (despite prohibitions upon
unlicensed migration) : an exodus calculated to have serious
consequences for that balance between indusiry and agricul-
ture which Tudor policy was so anxious should not be dis-
turbed. Tor example, in the second decade of the seventeenth
century it was reported from certain arcas of the West Country
woollen industry that wages had not risen during the past forty
years, although prices had almost doubled! And over the
country at large it seems probable that in the sixteenth century
prices (in terms of silver) more than doubled while money wages
only rose some 40 per cent.* Moreover, this was a time when
the number of the landless and destitute had grown sufliciently
large to remove any serious danger that real wages would rise by
the unaided influence of demand and supply : it was a time
when officials raged against *‘ the great number of idle vagabonds
wherewith the realm is so replenished .  Actually, the clauses
which dealt with minima, while they seem to have been enforced -
in the letter, had apparently little effect in protecting the labourer
against a worsening of his condition, since in most cases the
magistrates, having once established a scale of money wages,
did little more than reissue these same scales year after year,
despite a continued rise in the cost of living.? Thorold Rogers
described the Statute of Artificers of 1563, which re-enacted the
control of wages, made service in husbandry compulsory on all
persons not otherwise employed, and forbade servants to quit

1 G. D. Ramsay, op. cit., 69.

% Barl J. Hamilton in Economica, Nov. 1929, 350-2 ; Georg Wiche, Zur Geschichis
der Preisrevolution des XVI und XVII Fohrhunderts, 374 seq. According to the index
compiled by Prof. D. Knoop and Mr. G: P. Jones (Eion. History, vol. II, 485-6)
wages doubled over the century, but so also, according to their price-index, food
prices rose equivalently more-—namely, by more than four times (and wheat-prices
by about six times)—so that the net result is the same in the case of this index as
with Wiehe’s : namely, a fall in real wages by more than a half over the century.
The difference between the two sets of indices is accounted for by the fact that Wiebe
n;ea.s'ured prices in terms of silver and the data used in the other case were in terms
of coin. . C

'8 Cf. Lipson, op. cit., vol. I11, 258, 276. Anexample cited by Lipson is that of the *

© Wiltshive . wage-assessments, which remained unchanged from the accession of

James T till the Commonwealth except for one change in 1635 in the assessment for
agricultural Jabourers. ; T
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their town or parish without a written licence, as ““ the most
powerful instrument devised for degrading and impoverishing the
English labourer ” : a degradation which, a century later, the
Act of Settlement consummated and ““ made him, as it left him,
a serf without land, the most portentous phenomenon in
agriculture ?.1 ¢ From 1563 to 1824 ”, the same writer declared
ina deservedly famous passage, “ a conspxracy, concocted by the
law and carried out by parties interested in its success, was
entered into, to cheat the English workman of his wages, to tie
him to the soil, to deprive him of hope, and to degrade him into
irremediable poverty. . . . For more than two centuries and
a half the English law, and those who administered the law,
were cngaged in grinding the English workman down to the
lowest pittance, in stamping out every expression or act which
indicated any organized discontent, and in multiplying penaltics
upon him when he thought of -his natural rights.”” ?

When, cven under these conditions, the supply of labour for
any new _enterprise was msufﬁcmntly plentiful, for example in
mining, it was not tmcommon for the Crown to grant the right of
impressment to the entrepreneur or to require that convicts be
assigned to the work under penalty of hanging if they were refrac-
tory or if they absconded. This was done in the case of South
Wales lead mines leased to royal patentees in Stuart times ; from
which apparently numerous convicts ran away, despite the
threatened penalty, declaring that * they had better have been
hanged than be tied to that employment #  Throughout this
period compulsion  to_labour stood in the background of the
labour market. Tudgileglslanon ‘provided compulsory work for

that vagabonds and idle pcﬂsbﬁs should be placed in the stocks

1 History of Agriculture and Prices, vol, 'V, 628 ; Six Centuries of Work and Wages,
vol. 11, 433. The Act of 1563 had cmpowmed the Jjustices to fix the rate of wages
of artlﬁccrs, handicraftsmen, husbandmen and other labourers whose wages had
in times past been rated ; but the Act of 1604 extended this to all workmen or
workwomen, thereby, as Eden remarked, “frequently affoldgmg) master manu-
facturers ample means of domineering over their workmen * (State of the Poor,
Ed. Rogers, 24).

2 Six Centuries, vol. II, 398. Cf. also the verdict of two continental historians :
“ The existence of this reserve army of labour [in the sixteenth century] always
at hand and semi-gratuitous, in addition to the workmen in regular employment,
naturally lowered the position of the whole wage-earning class, . . . Elizabethan
wage legislation . . . delayed and hindered the considerable rise which would have
been necessary to maintain the workers in the same degree of real comfort * (Renard
and Weulersee, Lifs and Work in Modern Europe, 93-4).

3 D. J. Davies, Econ. Hist. of S. Wales prior to 1800, 81,
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for three days and three nights, and on a second offence for six
days and nights. Vagabonds in London in 1524 were ordered
to be “ tayed at a carl’s tayle ” and * be beten by the Sheriff’s
officers with whippes >’ and have * round colers of iron ” affixed
to their necks. The notorious Statute of Edward VI decreed
that anyone refusing to labour ¢ should be branded with a red-
hot iron on the breast ” and * should be adjudged the slaves for
two years of any pcrson who should inform against such
idler ”, the master being entitled to drive his slave to work “by
beating, chaining or otherwise in such labour, however vile so
ever it be ” and to make him a slave for life and brand him on
cheek or forehead if he should run away. Elizabethan legislation
provided that begging should be pumshablc by, burning thioug 1rough
the gristle of the right ear : and on_a second offence by death ;
the former Penalty being humanely modlﬁed in 1597 Lo one of
heing str1pped naked to the waist and wlupped until the body
was bloody.? After the "Restoration, when labour-scarcity had
again become a serious complaint and the propertied class had
been soundly {rightened by the insubordination of the Common.
wealth years, the clamour for legislative intevference to keep
wages low, to drive the poor into employment and to extend the
system of workhouses and “ houses of corrcciion ™ and the
farming out of paupers once more reached a crescendo.?

On the Continent legislation in these centuries was, il any-
thing, more draconian. In Flanders and in France alike (and
the same was truc of Germany) the sixtcenth century was one
ol acute destitution and a redundant army of labourers, ag it
was also a century of falling real wages. Government inter-
vention endeavoured, more deliberately it would seem than in
England, 10 maintain money wages at their old level in face of
a doubling of prices. Combination_among workers was visited
with brutal punishment ; flogging, prison and banishment were
the penaltics for stnkes “Workers were bound for longwtgrm:sm of
service, often exlendmg ovm\ﬂ/a:{l_yeam, and "wé}g houndéd
down Tike miliTaTy deserters if they left their employment. In
the followmg CEtiEy, Which was one of greater labour scarcity,
Colbert waged a war against the destitute of a callousness even
more remarkable than that of the Tudor régime in England ;
persons without a means of livelihood being given the alternative

* B. M. Leonard, Barly Hislory of English Poor Relief, 25 ; F. M. Liden, State of the
Poor, CEfd Raogers, 10-18.

T, E. Gregory, in Ewonomize, No. I, p. 45, on the advocacy at this tire of
wortkhouses as a means of lowermg wages outside,
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of expulsion from the kingdom or condemnation to the dreaded
slavery of the galleys. “ Vagabond-hunts ** were organized alike
in the Netherlands and in France to supply crews, and pressure
was brought to bear on the Courts to make condemmation to
galley-slavery a common punishment even for trifling offences.
There was frequently forced recruitment of labour for privileged
establishments of all kinds, and parents who did not send their
children into industry were threatened with heavy fines.
“ Houses of correction ” for the workless were multiplied as
virtual convict establishments for forced labour, their occupants
being frequently hired out to private employers ; in other cases
the institution itself being leased to a contractor.?

If the formation of a proletariat by the methods we have
outlined played the réle in the growth of Capitalism that we
have assigned to it, one would expect to be able to trace a fairly
close connection between the main stages in this process and
the condition of the labour market, as reflected in the movement
of real wages, and consequentially between this process and the
growth of industry. Such a connection is not difficult to find.
It is a familiar fact that during the two centuries of labour
scarcity prior to the events of the Tudor age real wages in
Ingland rose considerably, and by the end of the fifteenth
century stood at a relatively high level. FEstimates suggest that
between the early decades of the fourteenth century and the end
of the fifteenth real wages may have increased by about a half,
or in terms of wheat more than doubled. But after 1500 the
reverse movement scts in; and what wage-carners over two
centuries had previously gained, within a century they were to
lose, and more than lose.

In recent years a good deal of prominence has becn given to
the so-called price-revolution of the sixteenth century as a
powerful agency in the transition from the medieval to the
modern world. Professor Earl Hamilton has attributed to
the influx of gold and silver from America to Europe in this
century “ the greatest influence that the discovery of America
had upon the progress of Capitalism” ; and Lord Keynes,
in a frequently quoted passage, has called the authors of
the Cambridge Modern History to book because they “make no
mention of these economic factors as moulding the Elizabethan

* Cole, Colbert, vol. 11, 473 ; G. Rusche and Kirchheimer, Punishment and Social
Structure, 41-5 3 534, 8 55 D. Boissonnade, Golbert, 1667-83, 256-26g9, 276-8 ;
P. Boissonnade, Le Sosmlzsme &Htat : L' Industrie & les Classes Indusirielles en Ffdnce,
I453-1661, 303-8. '
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Age and making possible its greatness 7.0 Ou whether the
emphasis often given to these events is exaggerated opinion has
been divided. But that they exerted a powerful influence fow
will be prepared to deny. What is important for our present
purpose, however, is less the size of that influence than the [fact
that the precise character of the influence which this price-
revolution exercised was very largely determined by the state
of the labour market—the size of thc labour reserve—at the
particular time or place when these monetary cvents occurred.
It is a commonplace that a price-revolution which touched all
prices equally would have no significant effects upon the economic
order : at any rate, none of the epoch-making eflects of which
these writers specak. What gave the Tudor price-inflation its
special significance was the influence it had ecither upon the
relative incomes of different classes or upon the value of property,
Somc part, as we have seen, was no doubt played by its tendency
to impoverish. the older landed interest, whose rental claims in
money tended (o be fairly rigid (or at least to be sluggish in their
upward adjustment to a rising price-level) and who consequently
tended to part with their property at a low valnation 1o the rising
bourgeoisie. This particular influecnce may have been partly
countcracted by the growing demand during this century for
wool, and the advantages to bc derived by landlords from
enclosure,? which tended 1o have a [avourable cffect on the
value of land. But this influence nevertheless must have
remained an important one. Scarcely less important, however,
was the effect of monetary change upon the movement of real
wages ; and it is undoubtedly upon this effect that the historical
role of the price-revolution very largely depended. To the
extent that money-wages failed to rise as the commodity price-
level rose, all employers and owners of capital were abnormally
enriched at the expense of the standard of life of the labouring
class : the price-revolution generated that * profit inflation * of

1 Earl J. Hamilton in Beonomica, Nov. 1920, 344 ; J. M. Keynes, Treatise on Money,
vol. 11, 156. Between about 1520 and 1620 Mexican silver production increased
about four and a half times. In 1519 the first Aztec spoils reached Spain; but
the largest increase came from the exploitation of the Potosi mines after 1545. In
Spain prices (in terms of silver) seem to bave risen by as much as 400 per cent. within
the century, and in Britain by about goo per cent. between 1550 and 1650, Cf.
also Sombart, Der Modane Kapitahsmus, 1, 529-93, 554 Seq.

% Coontemporaneous complaints of a lag of rents behind prices were, however, not
uncommon ; for example, the complaint of the Knight in Hales' Discourse {cuoted
by Prof. Hamilton), that “ the most part of the landes of this Realme stand yet at
the old Rent”. Prof. Hamilion quotes this lag of rents as an argument against
Sombart’s view that rent was a major source of capital accumulation at the time.



GROWTH OF THE PROLETARIAT 239

which Lord Keynes has spoken as being responsible for those
“ golden years ” when “ modern Capitalism was born ” and as
“ the fountain and origin of British Foreign Investment .1 The
crucial question, therefore, was whether money-wages tended to
move in sympathy with prices or to lag behind. )

In this respect the effects of monetary inflation were far from
uniform. In Spain, while rcal wages at first seem to have fallen
under the impact of the price-revolution in the first half of the
sixteenth century, they later rose, and by 1620 were actually
higher than they had been in 1500. By contrast, in France and
Britain real wages continucd to_fall throughout the sixteenth

century and remained throughout the seventeenth century below

the Ievel 3 which they had siood In 1500.° Both Pofessor Eail
Hamilton’s estimate (based on the figures of Thorold Rogers
and Wiebe) and the index compiled by Professor Knoop and
Mr. Jones suggest that real wages in 1600 in England were less
than a half what they had been a century before? To quote
again Lord Keynes: “ The greatness of Spain coincides with
the Profit Inflation from 1520 to 1600, and her eclipse with the
Profit Deflation from 1600 to 1630. The rvise of the power of
England was delayed by the same interval as the effect of the new
supplies of money on her economic system which was at its
maximum from 1585 to 1690. In the year of the Armada
Philip’s Profit Inflation was just concluded, Elizabeth’s had just
begun.” ¢ '

If the monetary factor had such diverse influence according

 Op cit.y 155-0. .

2 In France, there seems to have been 2 short-lived break in the first two decades
of the century. The subsequent fall, and the continuance of real wages at a very
low level throughout the century (whereas in England there was some recovery)
seems to have been due to the repressive legislation that the first signs of labour-
scarcity at the beginning of the century evoked. In England, however, the revo-
lutionary events of 1640-6o gave some scope to democratic movements among
journeymen, artisans and tenants.

8 Earl Hamilton, American Treasure and the Prige Revolution in Spain, rsor-i6so;
Thorold Rogers, Hist. of dgriculture and Prices, vol. 1V; Wiebe, Zur Geschichie des Preis-
revolution des XVI u. XVII Fohrhunderts, p. 74 seq. 5 Knoop and Jones, foc. si. Lord
Keynes, and also Prof. J. U. Nef, express the opinion that the estunate of real wages
falling by more than a half must be an exaggeration. But if we were to judge by
wheat-prices, and to measure wages in terms of wheat, the fall would appear to be
greater still. This is the period to which Thorold Rogers referred as © the long-
cloud that was coming over the long sunshine of labour . The masses, he wrote,
were “to exchange a condition of comparative opulence and comfort for penury
and misery; unhappily prolonged for centuries. . . . From the Reformation till
the Revolution the condition of English Jabour grew darker and ‘darker. From the
Revolution to the outbreak of the War of American Independence its lot was a little
lightened, but only by the plenty of the seasons and the warmth of the sun” (op.
cit., vol. IV, vi-vii),

* Keynes, gp. cit., 161,
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to the circumstances upon which it impinged, the presurnption i
that conditions in the labour market must have played the
decisive role in determining the outcome : that, as Weber hag
said, © the lendency that will result from an inflow of precious
metal depends entirely upon the naturc of the labour-system ».1
And if we Jook in this direction for a reason, we find a very simple
onc to hand. The state of the labour market in sixteenth-
century England, when it received the impact of the price-
revolution, was one of surplus labour, following those events
which we have described and which made the reign of Rlizabeth
the age of the “sturdy beggar”, of the vagabond and the
dispossessed, whom a barbaric legislation condemned to brand-
ing or to public hanging. A similar plethora of labour,
evidenced in the abnormal army of roaming vagabonds, was a
characteristic of France and Germany in this century, largely as
product of the oppression and eviction of peasaniry and the
restrictiveness of the gilds.2  In Spain, by contrast, there was a
much greater demand for labour by feudal establishments and
the Church ; as mercenaries there were possibilities of emigration
to the ncw world ; the population had rccently been reduced
by the expulsion of the Maors, and was 1o be further reduced at
the end of the sixteenth century by pestilence. Morcover, the
process of primitive accumulation in this still-feudal country
had not begun. True, in the first half of the ensuing century
the labour reserve in England was also to be depleted, and with
the growth of industry in the age of the Stuarts and some slacken-
ing of the process of enclosure and the engrossing of farms, a
period of actual labour-scarcity was to ensue : a scarcity which
lasted until the Georgian enclosures and the industrial revolution,
This was also the case on the continent of Europe, il for different

* M. Weher, General Economic Flistory, 453. Schumpeter goes so far as to say that
“ all the durable achievements of English indusiry and commerce can be accounted
for without reference to the plethora of precious metals ”, and that in Spain the influx
of precious metals actually retarded the growth of capitalism (Business Gyeles, vol. I,
232). This seems an overstatement, Monetary inflation per se no doubt had an
effect in facilitating a fall in real wages, which might otherwise have been tardier
and smaller. What we are claiming here is simply that (a) such effect as monetary
change had was principally zia its effect on real wages, which depended on the
condition of the labour market, and (4) that probably must of the fall in real wages
which took place would have occurred in the absence of monetary inflation.

2 Cf. Rusche and Kirchheimer, Punishment and Social Structure, 11-143 B
Levasseur, La Population frangaise, vol. I, 18g; E. M. Leonard, Eng. Poor Relief,
11-13. The previous century, the fifteenth, had, however, been one of depopulation
in France, following the Hundred Years War and the Black Death, as it had been
in England. After the sixteenth ceniury the population of Trance seems to have
remained stationary for the next century, and in the seventeenth century a new peuod
of lahour shortage set in (Levasseur, op. cit,, 202-6).
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reasons. For example, in Germany the devastating effects of
the Thirty Years War on the population was to aid in throttling
economic activity for some time. But it was precisely during
this period that real wages were stabilized, although at a lower
level than at the end of the fifteenth century; and during
the seventeenth century they even showed a tendency to rise,
both in England (during the Commonwealth), and in France
(during the first few decades of the century, before oppressive
legislation rcduccd them again). Finally i in England with the

from their last slender hold on the frmges of the ccnnmonsJ a&
tendency appcared for a further dechne in real | wages between;
a
teﬁaency ‘Which” comcﬂcd" with "2 new epoch "ol industrial *
expansion. M
Of the replacement of many small properties in land by a
few large ones England provides the classic example ; and with
the radical nature of this change the comparatively early transition
to industrial Capitalism in this country is evidently connected.
But if it were the case that only by this classic method of dis-
possession could a proletariat arise, the growth of industrial
Capitalism in certain other countries of Europe, if tardier there
and less assured in its beginnings, would be hard to explain. In
certain parts of the Continent, but not in all, some parallel to
the English situation could be found by the beginning of the
nineteenth century. In certain districts of France by 1489,
including Picardy, Artois, and the Tle de France, there existed
(mostly on church lands) large farms of the type that was coming
to predominate jn eighteenth-century England. *“ A few French
landlords had thrown farm to farm and had let the consolidated
holdings to men of substance.” @ But even in these districts
probably no more than a fifth of theland was farmed in this way ;
and over most of France * the nobility, almost without exception,
let out their land in scraps to wretched little farmers from the

! Hashach, 0p. cit., 116-31, 174-6. Arthur Young’s figures show 2 doubling
of the price of wheat betwecn 1970 and 1812 against an increasc of wages of about

6o per cent. The prices of meat and milk and butter movre than doubled, Prof.
Clapham, using the pricc-estimates of Silberling, thinks that between 1994 and
1824 rural real earnings may have risen slightly, but if so very litle (Eeon. Hist. of
Modem Britain, vol. I, 127-81). It is to be noted that earnings and not simply wage- -
rates are being referred to here ; ; and that the rise was in the north where demand
for lahour was grawing, In the south of England there was a fall,

2J. W Clapham, Eronomic Deselopment of France and Germany, 17,
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lower ranks of the peasantry .2 Tew of the lahourers who hired
themselves for wages were completely landless, outside Flanders
and Normandy, Picardy, Burgundy, Brittany and the neighbous-
hood of Versailles. They were mostly poor peasants : a semi-
proletariat, still possessing a_scrap of land, which, though
insufficient to maintain_a_family, was generally enough to save

them [rom utter destitution? In parts of northern France
between 60 and 4o per cent. of the peasantry owned less than
one heclare of land, and between 8o and go per cent. hcld less
than five hectares (five hectares being generally considered the
minimum size that could support a peasant family) ; while at
the same time there existed a small minority of well-to-do large

peasant favmers?  Even the extensive purchase of church lands
and of confiscated estates of the nobility by the bourgeoisie
and by what Sée calls ““ the peasant aristocracy ” during the
revolution did not result in cnclosures on the English model,
A bourgeois became the renfier instead of cleric or gentleman ;
but the actual leasing and working of the eslate remained gener-
ally unimpaired.

In Schleswig-Holsicin and in Denmark there had been an
enclosare movement of the Inglish type in the late cighteenth
century, in the latter case supported by the government ; and
a similar development had occurred in southern Sweden,  * The
old framework of village life gave way beforc a deliberate attack
from above.” ¢ But in western Germany conditions were much
closer to those prevailing over the greater part of France, While
there had been some tendency towards cviction and the con-
solidation of land ito the landlord’s hands, this tendency was
relatively little developed, partly owing to the weakness of the
knights, and partly because the princes were inclined (like the
Tudors in England) to legislatc against such tendencies in the
interests of maintaining the traditional economic order. In
the countryside there was no distinct landless class as yet; but
there existed, as in France, a semi-proletariat of those unable to
live from their holdings, who worked for the richer peasants and
performed supplementary labour for wages on the lord’s estate
In the east, the home of the powerful Funkers, things were very

1 1. ¥, Clapham, Beonomic Development of Fiance and Germany, 17.

2 fbid., 18: ‘*The more peasant holdings there were in any province, the les
1oom there was for a landless class,”

8 1, Sée, Economic and Social Conditions in France during the Diglteenth Gentury, 2-6,
Uy-21.
& Clapham, ap. cil., 32.
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different ; and the tendency of Funkers to dispossess peasants
and to enlarge their own holdings had in many districts progressed
apace. “ In parts of Pomcrania things had gonc so far that the
true peasant who lived by his holding had almost disappeared.”
When serfdom was abolished in Prussia under the edicts of Stein
and Hardenberg, the most privileged type of serf (roughly the
equivalent of the English copyholder) had to sacrifice a part
(sometimes a third, sometimes a half) of his holding to the lord
in compensation ; while the lowest ranks of the peasantry,
cottagers and virtual tenants-at-will, were in effect dispossessed
and became a labour-reserve for the Junker estates.

In the Russian Baltic States emancipation in the reign of Tsar
Alexander I was accompanied by the dispossession. of the peasan-
try, so that the former serfs now constituted a landless proletariat,
still forbidden to migrate and accordingly obliged to work for the
landowners on what was now nominally a free wage-contract.
In the remainder of Russia, the Emancipation of 1861 provided
for the retention by the peasants of the land they had previously
occupied ; and no sweeping dispossession such as occurred in
Prussia and the Baltic States took place. The serf-owners were
compensated by redemption-payments from the State which
were to be collected from the peasantry by annual payments
spread over forty-nine years.2  As thesc redemption-arrangements
worked out, however, they resulted in a decrease in the area
allotted to the peasantry as compared with the area occupied by
them on the eve of the Emancipation : a decrease which was
small when averaged out over the whole country, but which
reached as high as 25 per cent. in the black earth belt east of
the Dnieper, where holdings in many areas had previously been
exceptionally small. At the landowners’ instigation, an amend-
ment had been introduced by which a peasant who wished to be
absolved from the redemption payments could choose instead to
receive only a quarter of the standard land-allotment; and in
arcas where land was valuable the landowners encouraged this
form of settlement, and the so-called “ poverty lots™ were
numerous. This resulted in the immediate creation in these
districts of a semi-proletariat, forced by the insufficiency of their
holdings mlggﬂhi_red employment on the nearby estate or in
local industries, or driven to that ¢ hunger-renting * of additional

1 Ibid., 37. Cf. also ¥. A, Ogg, Eeonomiz Development of Modern Europe, 203
® Those payments outstanding were cancelled in 1go5 as a concession to the
revolutionary movement of 19o5-6.
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land at inflated rents or in return for Iabour performed for the -
owner (the otraboinik system) which characterized the half
century following the Emancipation : a tendency accentuated
by subsequent developments in the economy of the Russian village
in the later nineteenth and carly twentieth centuries which will
be discussed below. One section of the former sexfs, the house-
hold serfs or dvornie lyudi, were emancipated without land, and
being completely landless became forthwith *the recruiting
ground for the new industrial army . ‘

II

There 13 another method by which a proletariat may come
into being, tardier perhaps and certainly less obtrusive than
the classic English method of eviction and engrossment of farms
as a policy initiated from above, but nevertheless extensively
found. It consists of the tendency to cconomic differentiation
which exists within most communities of small producers unles
special institutions prevail which are capable of preventing
inequality. The chicf factors in this differendation are_differ-
ences that arise in course of time in the quality or quantity of

land-holding and differences in instrumenis of tillage and of

dranght animals ; and the agency of eventual dispossession is
debt. In this connection, two examples illuminate very clearly

the essentials of the process by which the small producer became
a servant of capital and a proletarian.

This process is, perhaps, nowherc more clearly depicted than
in the case of those mining communities which were anciently -
characterized by the practice that is known as ““ free mining ”.
The example they offer is of special significance because both
law and custom were in their case devised to give the maximum .
stahility to such communities of small producers and to preserve
the rights of the small man. Yet despite this, the forces making .
for economic differentiation and the final disintegration of these
communities eventually prevailed. The districts in England

* G, T. Robinson, Rural Russia under the Old Régime, 89, also 83-92. In the west -
and particularly in Poland (for political reasons) the treatment of the peasantry at
the Emancipation was most favourable. Moreover, peasanis on State and Impetial
lands (who had paid money-dues before) came off better than on private estates,
On the latter, “in the black-soil belt where the land was well worth keeping, the -

- landlords cut the peasants off with reduced allotments, to be redeemed at a maoderate .
premium ; in the north the allotments were more ample, but the price upon them
"was nearly doubled for redemption purposes. North and south the scales were. .
weighted against the peasant® (ibid,, 88). ‘ oy
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where the right of “{ree mining ” existed—a customary right
generally confirmed by royal charter—comprised the Forest of
Dean, the tin-mining areas of Cornwall and Devon, known as
“ The Stanneries 7, and the lead mines of Derbyshire, the Mendip
Hills and of Alston Moor, in Cumberland. The custom was
that any i inhabitant of the area, whether v1llem or gentleman, &
had the right, known as boundmg to stake out a claim for
himself, and on payment of a fee to thc Crown or to the_local o

POssESsor ¢ of seigniorial rights was free to start mlnmg This ¢
rﬁllt once _established was- —only liable o forfelture if 'its_owner *

is claim or transgressccl the mining code. So ¥
e available “ore “deposits, this institution of )
“ bounding * prevented the ownersh1p of minerals from becommg ~
the monopoly of a few. The size of any single holding was
explicitly 11m1ted, apd it was. @ open to poorest. V1llcm to

become his own [master sxmply by laying ott a claim and register-
ing Tts “boundaries in the proper court ”.* The mining law of
the Mendips provided that after procuring a licence the prospec-
tive miner should be “ at hys fre wylle to pyche wythyn the seyd
forest of Mendip and to brecke the ground where and yn what
place he shall think best himself”. The size of the claim was
determined cither by a throw of the axe or by setting up “a
payre of styllings wythyn 24 hous .2 In Cornwall and Devon
the independence of the miner was safeguarded by the explicit
provision of rights of free access to running water to wash his ore
and of procuring faggots for his smelting forge. In Derbyshire
he was allowed to cut wood and timber from the King's forests,
~and in Somerset and Cumberland it was expressly stipulated
that he should be free to smelt his ore wheresoever he pleased.® »

In some respects there is a parallel between these mining
communities and the town gilds, Like a gild their rights were
generally enshrined in a charter, and they exercised certam
Juchcml fimctions in trade matters, possessing from an early date *
a mining court, which largely dealt with technical questions, and l
in the Stannenes possessing a parliament to legislate on matters
concerning mining law and usage. The essential difference
was the absence in the mining communities of restrictions agamst

Yo Rl el e %N MM;;"“.

* G. R. Lewis, The Stanneries, 35. Mr. Lewis states his opinion that “ had the

mines remained attached to the ownership of the sail, perhaps nothing could have

saved the Stanneries from a régime of capitalism .
2 V.G.H. Somerset, IT, 367.

3 Saltzmann, Tndusirics in tﬁe Middle Agzs, 46 5 V.C.H. Cornwall, T, 526 ; Sumerset,
II, 368 Derb_y, II, 396,
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newcomets ; anyone being free to engage tn opetations, provided
that 1oom [or new claims remained uno(‘vupied. There was
appaxently no actual corporate organizadion, apart from the
mining courts and the Stanneries’ p,u]mmenl, andl therve i3 no
evidence that the free miners engaged in any coiporatc action.
Only in the case of the F01cst of Decan was (here anything
approaching a closed cmpomtlon, with collective regulations
and collective functions. Here, in matters of sale there was a
species of collective bargaining, and a fixing of minimum prices,
under the control of * bargainers ” appointed by the miners’
weourt. Unlike other districts, entry was here restricted to sons
«6f free miners or to those who had served an apprenticeship,
a}A‘L the same time, tq_preclude _any concentration _of power into
the hands of a few, no miner was allowed more than four horses
“3r to have a wagon or to become the owner of a forge; and
~presumably to safeguard the community from dependence on
middlemen the cartying of coal and ore was confined o miners.!
”1” Despite these egalitarian regulations, there must always have
, been some tendencies to inequalily inlernal to these mining
communities. Firstcomers or those [ortunatc enough to have
staked out good diggings for themselves must always haye
possessedsubstantial advantages. But as 10ng as there were
new diggings available and access to them remained free, the
differential adva.ntages of the favoured icw could hardly have
employment was open o all, thc Jbasis for_a class of persons who
were willing 1o labour for others because they Tacked .any alter-
nauve was. absent These differential advantiages may have
formed the ground for the growth of a small kulak class; but
had it not been for the impact of external [orces, inequalities
would probably have remained relatively small and the free
mining districts would have retained their character as fairly
homogeneous communities of not very sharply differentiated
small producers. What seems to have been of crucial importance,
if only as the initial wedge of a series of disrupting influences,
was the rise in the fourteenth century of the so-called * cost
agreement ” system, under which one of the associates of a
mining group was excused from actual labour in return for 2
monetary payment. Despite enactments to the contrary, many
of those possessing mining claims sold them or sold shares in
them to local gentry and clergy and merchants of neighbouring

L Lewis, op. cit., 168-93 3 V.G.H. Gloucester, 1L, 2334,
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towns. As a result we soon find in the coinage rolls persons like
Thomas the Goldsmith, Richard the Smith and Thomas the
Pewterer, the Vicar of Bodmin and the Rector of St. Ladoce,
the clerk of Lostwithiel, the priors of Tywardratch and Mount
St. Michael and sundry merchants recorded as * producers
of tin. As a later development we meet the “ tribute system *
under which the owners of a claim, when they were unwilling
to work the mine, leased it to a group of workmen or to a
small master in return for a share of the product! But here
again, so long as free diggings were available and trade in tin
was unobstructed, the possibility that a class which drew income
from ownership-claims and not from productive activity would
fatten on this system remained limited, since the lessees of a mine
could exact from the tributers no more than the equivalent of the
superior productivity of their mine over an available “ marginal
digging : otherwise the tributers would presumably have pre-
ferred to dig an inferior claim for themselves. In other words,

the only surplus that could appear was the equivalent of differen-
tial rent.
Tn “the fourteenth century, however, one hears of a certain
Abraham the Tinner employing as many as goo persons and
of “certain of the wealthy tinners of Cornwall ” who * had
usurped stanneries by force and duress and compelled the
stannery men to work in these, contrary to their will, for a penny
for every other day, whereas before they worked twenty pence
or more worth of tin per day, and for a long time had prevented
tinners from whitening and selling their tin worked by them .2
- As yet such cases were exceptional ; but it is clear that other
influences were at work to deprive the free miners of their
economic independence. Of these influences the most import-
ant was the growing economic advantage enjoyed by smelters
and ore-dealers and buyers of tin : advantages which brought
the mine-worker into a position of increasing dependence. From
the earliest records we find that the sale of tin was confined to
two coinage days in the year, when tin could be stamped at the
appointed coinage towns and the appropriate dues paid, as
required by law. At the beginning of the fourteenth century
we hear complaints from the tinners that the staple for tin had
been fixed at Lostwithiel, a town some distance from the mining
areas.® The infrequency of sales and the distance of the trading -

* Lewis, op. cit., 189~go ; V.CH. Cormwall, 1, 539, 8
2 Lewis, op. ¢il., 18g-go. 3 Ibid., 210, 219 ; H. Comwall 1, 558—
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centre combined to place the tinner of small means at consider-
able disadvantage. He lacked the means with which to finance
his operations over the intervening six months before he could
market his tin, and he might be unable to bear the cost of carting
his product to the distant coinage town ; wheteas the owner of
a mining claim who pos