
movement between the Social Democratic Party leadership and 
the trade-union central committees. It is just the highest circles 
of both forms of the labor movement which as we have seen, 
incorporate their separation and self-sufficiency, which are them- 
selves, therefore, the promoters of the illusion of the "equal au- 
thority" and of the parallel existence of social democracy and 
trade unionism. 

To desire the unity of these through the union of the party 
executive and the general commission is to desire to build a 
bridge at the very spot where the distance is greatest and the 
crossing most difficult. Not above amongst the heads of the lead- 
ing directing organizations and in their federative alliance, but 
below amongst the organized proletarian masses, lies the guar- 
antee of the real unity of the labor movement. In the conscious- 
ness of the million trade unionists, the party and the trade unions 
are actually one, they represent in different forms the social dem- 
ocratic struggle for the emancipation of the proletariat. And the 
necessity automatically arises therefrom of removing any causes 
of friction which have arisen between the social democracy and 
a part of the trade unions, of adapting their mutual relation 
to the consciousness of the proletarian masses, that is, of rejoin- 
ing the trade unions to social democracy. The synthesis of the 
real development which led from the original incorporation of 
the trade unions to their separation from social democracy will 
thereby be expressed, and the way will be prepared for the com- 
ing period of great proletarian mass struggles during the period 
of vigorous growth, of both trade unions and social democracy, 
and their reunion, in the interests of both, will become a necessity. 

It is not, of course, a question of the merging of the trade- 
union organization in the party, but of the restoration of the uni- 
ty of social democracy and the trade unions which corresponds 
to the actual relation between the labor movement as a whole 
and its partial trade-union expression. Such a revolution will 
inevitably call forth a vigorous opposition from a part of the 
trade-union leadership. But it is high time for the working masses 
of social democracy to learn how to express their capacity for 
decision and action, and therewith to demonstrate their ripeness 
for that time of great struggles and great tasks in which they, 
the masses, will be the actual chorus and the directing bodies 
will merely act the "speaking parts," that is, will only be the in- 
terpreters of the will of the masses. 

The trade-union movement is not that which is reflected in the 
quite understandable but irrational illusion of a minority of the 
trade-union leaders, but that which lives in the consciousness of 
the mass of proletarians who have been won for the class strug- 
gle. In this consciousness the trade-union movement is a part of 
social democracy. "And what it is, that should it dare to appear." 
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WHAT IS ECONOMICS? 

In the fall of 1906 the SPD established a special party school 
in Berlin. Its purpose was to take thirty students chosen each 
year by the party and trade unions and give them an  intensive, 
six-month course in the history of socialism, economics, the trade- 
union struggle and numerous other topics. Rosa Luxemburg 
was not asked to teach the fust year, but in the fall of 1907, 
when two of the teachers who were not German citizens were for- 
bidden by the police to continue their activities at the school, 
Rosa Luxemburg took over the course in economics. From 1907 
until the school was closed during World War I, her teaching ac- 
tivities occupied much of her time and provided a great deal of 
enjoyment. 

From all reports, she was an exceptionally good teacher, and 
a reading of 'What Is Economics?" gives a good indication why 
her classes were popular. Any student who has suffered through 
a course in economics, and tried to understand the dry, humor- 
less, and intentionally obscure explanations of professors like 
those Rosa Luxemburg ridicules, will wish they could have been 
in her classes. 

Over a period of many years she worked to compile her lec- 
tures into a comprehensive introduction to economics. She spent 
a great deal of her spare time on  it between 1907 and 1912, 
frequently turning down speaking invitations in order to have 
more time to work. It was not until she was imprisoned during 
World War I, however, that she was able to polish some of the 
chapters for publication, including the first chapter, "What Is 
Economics?" 

The book was to have ten chapters, but when friends attempted 
to assemble the incomplete manuscript after her death they found 
only six. The rest were probably destroyed when her apartment 
was sacked by counterrevolutionary troops after her murder. The 
incomplete manuscript was published in the 1920s by Paul Levi, 
but Levi was accused of having altered the original. A second 
version, supposedly based on the original manuscript, was pub- 
lished by the East German government in 1951, and the trans- 
lation by T. Edwards is from the more recent version. 



The abridged version of the first chapter included in this selec- 
tion omits several sections which constitute a side polemic on the 
nature of the economy today as  an  international rather than 
strictly "national" entity. - 

I 
Economics is a peculiar science. Problems and controversies 

arise as soon as  we take the first step in this field of knowledge, 
as  soon as the fundamental question-what is the subject matter 
of this science-is posed. The ordinaryworking man, who has 
only a very vague idea of what economics deals with, will at- 
tribute his haziness on this particular point to a shortcoming in 
his general education. Yet, in a certain sense, he shares his per- 
plexity with many learned scholars and professors who write 
multivolumed works dealing with the subject of economics and 
who teach courses in economics to college students. It appears 
incredible, and yet it is true, that most professors of economics 
have a very nebulous idea of the actual subject matter of their 
erudition. 

Since it is common usage among these professors adorned with 
academic titles and honors to operate with definitions, that is, to 
try to exhaust the essence of the most complex phenomena in a 
few neatly arranged sentences, let us experiment for a moment 
and attempt to learn from a representative of offical bourgeois 
economics what essential topics this science deals with. Let us 
consult first of all the head of the German professorial world, 
the author of an  immense number of frightfully huge textbooks 
dealing with economics, the founder of the so-called historical 
school of economics, Wilhelm Roscher. In his fxst big work, 
entitled The Pn.nriples of Political Economy, a Handbook and 
Trztbook for Businessmen and Students, which was first puh- 
lished in 1854 but which has run through twenty-three editions 
since then, we read as  follows, in chapter 2, section 16: "By the 
science of national, or political economy, we understand the sci- 
ence which has to do with the laws of development of the econ- 
omy of a nation, or with its economic national life (philosophy 
of the history of political economy, according to von Mangoldt). 
Like all the political sciences, or sciences of natioaal life, it is 
connected, on the one hand, with the consideration of the indi- 
vidual man, and on the other, it extends its investigation to the 
whole of human kind" (p. 87). 

Do the "businessmen and students" now understand what eco- 
nomics is? Why, economics is the science having to do with eco- 
nomic life. What are horn-rimmed glasses? Glasses with rims 
of  horn, of course. What is a pack mule? Why, it is a mule with 
a pack! As a matter of fact, this is a good way to explain the 
meaning of more complex words to infants. It is a pity, how- 
ever, that if you did not understand the meaning of the words 
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in question in the first place that you will not be any wiser wheth- 
er  the words are arranged this way or  that way. 

Let us consult another German scholar, the present instructor 
in  economics at the University of Berlin, a veritable shining 
light of official science, famous "throughout the length and the 
breadth of the land"- as the saying goes-Professor Schmoller. 
I n  an  article on economics to be found in that large compen- 
dium of German professors, The Hand Dictionary of Political 
Sciences, published by Professors Conrad and Lexis, Schmoller 
answers us as follows: 

"I would say that it is the science which is to describe, define, 
and elucidate the causes of economic phenomena, and also to 
comprehend them in their interrelations. This supposes, of course, 
that economics is defined correctly in the first place. In the cen- 
ter of this science we must place the typical forms, repeated 
among all of the modern cultured peoples, of the division and 
organization of labor, of commerce, of the distribution of income, 
of  socioeconomic institutions which, supported by certain kinds 
o f  private and public law and dominated by the same or  simi- 
lar  psychic forces, generate the same or  similar arrangements 
of forces, which, in their complete description, would present the 
statistics of the present economic civilized world- a sort of av- 
erage condition of the latter. Continuing from there, the science 
has  attempted to ascertain the differences among the various 
national economies, one in comparison to the others, the various 
types of organization here and elsewhere; it has asked in what 
relation and in what sequence the various forms appear and has 
thus arrived at the conception of the causal development of these 
different forms, one from the other, and the historical sequence 
of economic conditions. And as it has, from the very beginning, 
arrived at the affirmation of ideals by means of moral and his- 
torical value judgments, so  it has maintained, to a certain ex- 
tent, this practical function to the present. Besides theory, econom- 
ics has always propagated practical principles for everyday liv- 
ing." 

Whew! Let's take a deep breath. How was that again? Socio- 
economic institutions-private and public law-psychic forces 
- similar and same- same and similar - statistics- statics- dy- 
n amics - average conditions - causal development- moral-histor- 
ical value judgments. . . . An ordinary mortal reading this pas- 
sage can't help wondering why his head is spinning like a top. 
With blind faith in the professorial wisdom being dispensed here, 
and in stubborn pursuit of knowledge, one might try to decipher 
this jumble two times, maybe three times-with an  effort, but we 
are afraid it would be in vain. It is hut hollow phraseology and 
pompous prattle which we are being handed. And this in itself 
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is an infallible sign If you think soundly and if you have thor- 
oughly mastered the subject under consideration, you will express 
yourself concisely and intelligibly. When you are not dealing with 
the intellectual gymnastics of philosophy or the phantasmagoric 
ghosts of religious mysticism, and you still express yourself in 
an obscure and rambling manner, you reveal that you are in 
the dark yourself-or that you have a motive for avoiding clar- 
ity. We shall see later that the obscurantist and perplexing ter- 
minology of the bourgeois professors is no accident, that it ex- 
presses not merely their own muddleheadedness, but also their 
tendentious and tenacious aversion of a real analysis of the ques- 
tion which we are considering. 

That the precise definition of the nature of economics is a mat- 
ter of dispute may be demonstrated from a purely superficial 
aspect-its age. The most contradictory views have been expres- 
sed about the age of this science. For example, a well-known 
historian and former professor of economics at the University 
of Paris, Adolphe Blanqui- brother of the famous socialist leader 
and soldier of the Commune, Auguste Blanqui-commences the 
first chapter of his History of Economic Development with the 
following synopsis: "Economics is older than one might think. 
The Greeks and Romans already had one of their own." On 
the other hand, other writers discussing the history of economics, 
e.g., Eugen Duehring, formerly lecturer at the University of Ber- 
lin, consider it important to emphasize that economics is much 
younger than is commonly thought-that this science had arisen 
as late as the latter half of the eighteenth century. In order to 
present socialist opinions also, let us quote Lassalle's remark, 
made in 1864, in the preface to his classic polemic against 
Schultze-Delitzsch's Capital and Labol: "Economics is a science 
the rudiments of which are in existence but which is yet to be 
solved definitively." 

On the other hand, Karl Marx subtitled his economic main 
work Captal- The Cn'tique of Polztical Economy, the first vol- 
lume of which appeared, as if in fulfillment of Lassalle's pro- 
nouncement, three years later, in 1867. By means of the subtitle 
Marx puts his own work outside the pale of conventional eco- 
nomics, regarding the latter as something concluded, finished- 
something to be criticized conclusively. 

This science, some contend, is as old as the written history 
of mankind. Others contend that it is barely a century and a 
half old. A third group insists that it is still in its infancy. Still 
others assert that it has already outlived its usefulness and that 
it is time to pass critical and final judgment on it in order to 
hasten its demise. Would you not admit that such a science is 
a unique and complicated problem? 
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It would be quite ill-advised to ask one of the official bour- 
geois representatives of this science: How do you explain the cu- 
rious fact that economics-and this is the prevailing opinion 
these days-was started only rather recently, a mere 150 years 
ago? Professor Duehring, for example, will reply with a great 
many words, asserting that the Greeks and Romans had no 
scientific concepts at all about economic problems, nothing but 

9,. irresponsible, superficial, very v u l g d  notions culled from every- 
day experience; that the Middle Ages were entirely "unscientifir" 
to the nth degree. This learned explanation obviously does not 
help us at all; on the contrary, it is quite misleading, especially 
in its manner of generalizing about the Middle Ages. 

An equally peculiar explanation is offered by Professor Schmol- 
ler. In his article quoted above, he contributes the following gem 
to the general confusion: "For centuries many separate private 
and social economic facts had been observed and described, a 
few economic truths had been recognized, and economic prob- 
lems had been discussed in systems of law and of ethics. These 
unrelated pertinent facts were to be united into a special science 
when the economic problems attained a previously unheard-of 
importance in the management and administration of states; from 
the seventeenth until the nineteenth century, when numerous writ- 
ers occupied themselves with them, education about them became 
necessary to university students, and at the same time the evo- 
lution of scientific thought in general led to the interrelating of 
these collected economic sayings and facts into an independent 
connected system by using certain fundamental notions, such as 
money and barter, national politics on economic matters, labor 
and the division of labor-this was attempted by the important 
writers of the eighteenth century. Since that time the theory of 
economics has existed as an independent science." 

When we squeeze what little sense there is from this long-winded 
passage, we obtain the following: There were various economic 
O h ~ e ~ a t i ~ n ~  which, at least for a while, were lying around and 
about, here and there, not doing much of anything. Then, all 
of a sudden, as soon as the "management and administration 
of the state"-he means the government-needed them and when, 
as a consequence, it became necessary to teach economics at the 
universities, these economic sayings were collected and taught 
to college students. How astounding and how typical is this ex- 
planation for a professor! First, because of the need of the right 
honorable government, a teaching chair is founded-which is 
to be filled by a right zealous professor. Then, of course, the cor- 
responding science must be created, otherwise what would the 
professor teach? Reading this passage, who is not reminded of 
the master of court protocol who asserted that he was absolute- 



ly convinced that monarchies would have to endure forever; 
after all, without monarchies, what would he do for a living? 
The essence of the passage, then, is the following: economics came 
into being because the government of the modern state needed 
this science. A summons issued by the powers-that-be is supposed 
to be the birth certificate of economics-this way of thinking fits 
a present-day professor perfectly. 

The scientific valet of the government who, at the request of 
that government, will heat the drums "scientifically" in favor of 
any navy, tariff or tax proposal, who in wartime will become 
the veritable hyena of the battlefield, preaching chauvinism, na- 
tional hatred'and intellectual cannihalism-such a being readily 
imagines that the financial requirements of sovereignty, the fis- 
cal desires of the treasury, a nod from the powers-that-be, that 
these were enough to create a science overnight-out of thin air! 
For those of us who are not in governmental employ, such no- 
tions present a few difficulties. Moreover, this explanation only 
poses anothes question: What happened in the seventeenth cen- 
tury that made the governments of the modern states-going 
along with Professor Schmoller's contention-feel the need for 
shaking down their beloved subjects according to scientific prin- 
ciples, all of a sudden; whereas for hundreds of years they had 
done quite well, thank you, with the old-fashioned methods? Are 
not things turned upside down here and is it not more likely 
that the new needs of the sovereign treasuries were only a mod- 
est consequence of those great historic changes which were the 
real cause of the hizth of the new science of economics, in the 
middle of the eighteenth century? 

In summation, we can only say that the learned professors 
would not tell us what subject matter economics deals with, and 
then, on top of that, they would not reveal why and how this 
science originated. . . . 

v 
Sometimes economics is simply defined as follows: it is the 

"science of the economic relations among human beings." The 
question of the definition of economics does not become dar- 
ified by this camouflage of the issue involved but instead h e  
comes even more involved-the following question arises: is it 
necessary, and if so why, to have a special science about the 
economic relations of "human beings," i.e., all human beings, 
at all times and under all conditions? 

Let us pick an example of human economic relations, a sim- 
ple and illustrative example, if possible. Let us imagine purselves 
living in that historic period when world economy did not exist 
a s  yet, when commodity exchange flourished only in the towns, 
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while on the countryside natural economy, i.e., production for 
one's own use, predominated, on the great landed estates as well 
as on the small farms. 

Let us consider, for example, conditions in the Scottish High- 
lands in the 1850s, as described by Dugald Stewart: "In some 
parts of the Highlands of Scotland. . . . many'a shepherd and 
a cottar too, with his wife and children appeared. . . . in shoes 
of leather tanned by himself. . . . in clothes which had been 
touched by no hands hut their own, since they were shorn from 
the sheep and sown in the flax field. In the preparation of these 
scarcely a single article had been purchased, except the awl, 
needle, thimble, and a few parts of the ironwork employed in 
the weaving. The dyes, too, were chiefly extracted by the women 
from trees, shrubs, and herbs'' (Cited by Karl Marx, Capital, 
Vol. 1, p. 524, footnote 2, Everyman ed.). 

Or let us take an example from Russia where only a relatively 
short while ago, at the end of the 1870s, the condition of the 
peasantry offen was as follows: "The soil which he (the peasant 
of  the district Vyasma in the province of Smolensk) cultivates 
supplies him with food, clothing, almost everything which he 
needs for subsistence: bread, potatoes, milk, meat, eggs, linen, 
cloth, sheepskins, and wool for warm clothing. . . . He uses mon- 
ey only when buying hoots, a few toilet articles, like belts, caps, 
gloves, and also a few essential household items: earthen and 
wooden dishes, fire hooks, pots, and similar items" (Prof. Nikolai 
Siwer, David Ricardo and Karl Marx, Moscow 1879, p. 480). 

There are similar peasant households in Bosnia and Herze- 
govina, in Serbia, and in Dalmatia even to this day. If we were 
to ask such a self-sufficient farmer from the Highlands of Scot- 
land, or from Russia, from Bosnia, or Serbia, the customary 
professorial questions about his "economic motives," about the 
"origin and distribution of his wealth'' and similar problems of 
economics, he would lift his eyes in amazement. Why and to- 
wards what end are we working? (Or as the professors would 
say: "What motivates you in your economy?") The peasant most 
assuredly would reply as follows: Well, now, let's see. We got to 
live, since-as the saying goes-roast squabs aren't flying into 
our mouths just yet. If we didn't work, then we would die of 
hunger. We work so we can make out, so we can eat sufficiently, 
clothe ourselves neatly, so we can keep a roof over our heads. 
What do we produce, what "purpose" does our labor fulfill? What 
a silly question! We produce what we need, what every farm fam- 
ily needs in order to stay alive. We plant wheat and rye, oats 
and barley, potatoes; according to the circumstances in which we 
find ourselves, we keep cows and sheep, chickens and geese. In 
the winter there is spinning to he done-that is woman's work, 



while the men make whatever the household needs with axe, saw, 
and hammer. For all I care, you can call it "agriculture" or 
"handicraft," in any case, we have to do a little of everything, 
since we need all kinds of things around the house and for the 
fields. 

How do we "organize" the work? Another silly question! The 
men, naturally, do those chores which call for the strength of 
men; the women take care of the house, the cows, and the chicken 
coop; the children help wherever they can. You don't mean that 
I should send the woman to cut the wood and that I should milk 
the cow myself? (The good man does not know-let us add on 
our part-that in many primitive tribes, Brazilian Indians, for 
instance, it is precisely the women who collect wood, dig for 
roots and gather fruits in the forest, while with the cattle-raising 
tribes of Africa and Asia it is the men who not only take care 
of the cattle, but also milk them. Even today, in Dalmatia, one 
can still see the woman carrying heavy loads on her back, while 
the robust man rides alongside on a donkey, puffing a pipe. 
This "division of labof appears just as natural to them as it 
seems natural to our peasant that he should cut the wood and 
that his wife should milk the cows.) But let us go on: What con- 
stitutes my wealth? But every child in the village knows the an- 
swer to that! A peasant is rich when he has a full barn, a well- 
filled stable, a good herd of sheep, a big chicken coop; he is 
poor if he starts running out of flour around Easter time and 
when his roof starts leaking when it rains for a spell. Upon 
what factors does the "increase of my wealth" depend? What is 
there to ask? If I had a larger piece of land, I would be richer, 
and if in the summer, God forbid, a big hailstorm comes down, 
then everyone in the village will be poor, in less than hventy- 
four hours. 

We have permitted the farmer to answer the customary ques- 
tions of economics very patiently, but we may be sure that if 
the professor had come to the farmhouse in person, with note 
book and fountain pen to do his scientific research, that he would 
have been shown the gate very brusquely before he ever reached 
the halfway mark in his questioning. And as a matter of fact, 
all the relations in such a peasant aonomy are so open and 
transparent that their dissection by the scalpel of economics a p  
pears indeed idle play. 

Of course, one might object and assert that the example per- 
haps is ill-chosen, that in a tiny self-sufficient fann household the 
utmost simplicity is indeed a result of the scanty resources and 
of the small scale on which production is carried on. Well, then 
let us leave the small farm household which manages to keep 
the wolf from its doorstep in some God-forsaken, out-of-the-way 
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locality somewhere, let us raise our Eeld of vision until it hits 
the highest summit of a mighty empire, let us examine the house 
hold of Charlemagne. This emperor succeeded in making the 
German Empire the mightiest in Europe during the early ninth 
century; he organized no less than fifty-three military expeditions 
to extend and secure his realm, ruling not only present-day Ger- 
many, but also France, Italy, Switzerland, Northern Spain, Hol- 
land, and Belgium; this emperor was also very much concerned 
with economic conditions on his manors and farms. 

With his own imperial hand, no less, he wrote a special decree 
comprising seventy paragraphs in which he laid down the prin- 
ciples which were to be applied to the management of his farms: 
the famous Capitulare de Villis, i.e, law about the manors; for- 
tunately this document, a priceless treasury of historical informa- 
tion, has been preserved to this day, among the moulder and 
dust of the archives. This document deserves particular attention, 
for fwo reasons. First of all, most of the agricultural holdings of 
Charlemagne subsequently developed into mighty free cities: eg., 
Aix-la-Chapelle, Cologne, Munich, Basel, Strasbourg, and many 
other German and French cities used to be the agricultural prop- 
erty of Charlemagne, in times long since past. Secondly, the eco- 
nomic regulations of Charlemagne cdnstituted a model for all 
the larger ecclesiastical and secular estates of the early Middle 
Ages; Charlemagne's manors kept the traditions of old Rome 
alive and transplanted the refined culture of the Roman villas 
into the rough milieu of the young Teutonic nobility; his regu- 
lations about winemaking, gardening, fruit and vegetable raising, 
poultry breeding, and so forth, were a historic achievement of 
lasting significance. 

Let us take a closer look at this document The great emperor, 
first of all, asks that he be served honestly, that his subjects on 
the manors be well taken care of and protected from poverty; 
that they not he burdened with work over and above their nor- 
mal capacities; that if they work at night, they be compensated 
for i t  The subjects, on their part, should apply themselves dili- 
gently to grapegrowing and should put the pressed grape juice 
into bottles, so that it not suffw deterioration If they shirk their 
duties, they are to be chastised "upon the back or elsewhere" The 
emperor directs further that bees and geese should be kept; poul- 
try is to be well cared for and to be increased. Careful attention 
is to be paid to increasing the stock of cattle and brood mares, 
and also to sheep raising. 

We desire furthermore, writes the emperor, that our forests are 
managed intelligently, that they are not cut down, and that spar- 
row-hawks and falcons should be kept therein. Fat geese and 
chickens should always be kept at our disposal; eggs which are 

227 



not consumed are to be sold at the markets. In each of our man- 
ors a supply of good bed feathers, mattresses, blankets, copper 
kitchenware, lead, iron, wood, chains, pothooks, hatchets, drills 
should always be on hand, so that nothing has to be borrowed 
from other people. 

Furthermore, the emperor insists that exact accounts of the yield 
of his manors be kept, namely, how much of each item was pro- 
duced, and he lists them: vegetables, butter, cheese, honey, oil, 
vinegar, beets, "and other triflesv'- as the text of the famous doc- 
ument goes., The emperor orders further that in each of his d u  
mains various artisans, skilled in every craft, should be present 
in sufficient number, and again he lists the various crafts, one 
by one. He designates Christmas Day as the date on which he 
is to receive annual accounts of all,his riches and the smallest 
peasant does not count each head of cattle or each egg on his 
farm with more care than the great emperor Charles. The sixty- 
second paragraph of the docnment goes as follows: "It is im- 
portant that we know what and how much of each we own-of 
every article." And once more he lists them: oxen, mills, wood, 
boats, vines, vegetables, wool, linen, hemp, fruits, bees, fishes, 
hides, wax, and honey, new and aged wines, and other things 
which are delivered to him. And for the consolation of his dear 
vassals who are to supply him with all these things, he adds 
guilelessly: "We hope that all this shall not appear too difficult 
for yon; since each of you is lord on his manor, you, in turn, 
may exact these things from your subjects." 

Further along in the law we encounter exact instructions as to 
the type of container and the mode of transportation of wines- 
which apparently were an affair of state which was very dear to 
the heart of the emperor. "Wine should be carried in casks with 
stout iron rims and never in skins. As for flour, it is to be trans- 
ported in double carts covered with leather, so that rivers may 
be forded without damage to the flour. I also want an exact ac- 
counting of the horns of my bucks and goats, likewise of the 
skins of the wolves killed in the course of the year. In the month 
of May do not forget to declare ruthless war on the young wolves." 
Finally, in the last paragraph, Charles the Great, lists all the 
flowers and trees and herbs which he wants to grow on his man- 
ors, such as: roses, lilies, rosemaries, cucnmbers, onions, radishes, 
caraway seeds, etc. The famous legislative docnment concludes 
with something like the enumeration of the various brands of 
apples. 

This, then, is the picture of the imperial household of the ninth 
century and even though we are dealing here with one of the 
mightiest and wealthiest of the sovereigns of the Middle Ages, 
everyone will have to admit that his household economy as well 

as his management principles are surprisingly reminiscent of 
those of the tiny farm household which we considered previously. 
If we were to ask our imperial host the previous questions of 
economics, about the nature of his wealth, the object of produc- 
tion, the division of labor, etc., he would extend his royal hand 
and point to the mountains of wheat, wool and hemp, to the 
casks of wine, oil  and vinegar, to the stables filled with cows, 
oxen, and sheep. And, in all probability, we should not be able 
to think up any kind of mysterious problems for the science of 
economics to analyze and solve there, inasmuch as all relations, 
cause and effect, labor and its result are crystal-clear. 

Perhaps someone wishes to call our attention to the fact that 
we chose the wrong example again. After all, is it not evident 
from the document that we are not dealing with the public eco- 
nomic life of the German Empire, but with the private household 
of  the emperor? But if someone were to counterpose these two 
concepts, he would commit a historical error as far as the Middle 
Ages are concerned. Certainly, the law applied to the economy 
of the estates and manors of Emperor Charlemagne, but he op- 
erated these households as sovereign, not as a private citizen. Or, 
to be more specific, the emperor was lord on his own manorial 
estates, but each great noble lord of the Middle Ages, especially 
a t  the time of Charlemagne, was a similar emperor on a smaller 
scale-because his free noble ownership of the land made him 
lawmaker, tax-collector, and judge over all the inhabitants of his 
manors. That the economic decrees of Charles were acts of gov- 
ernment is proved by their form: they are a part of the sixty-five 
laws or capitulare of Charles, written by the emperor and pro- 
mulgated at the annual imperial diet of his princes. And the reg- 
ulations about radishes and about iron-rimmed casks flow from 
the same despotic authority and are written in the same style, 
as, for instance, his admonitions to the ecclesiastics in Capitulare 
Episcoporum, the "law about the bishops," where Charles grabs 
the servants of the Lord by the ears and lectures them sternly 
not to swear, not to get drunk, not to visit places of ill repute, 
not to keep mistresses, and not to sell the holy sacraments for 
too dear a price. We might search high and low in the Middle 
Ages, we would not be able to find anywhere an economic unit 
on the countryside for which Charlemagne's manors would not 
be models and prototypes-whether noble domains or simple 
peasant farms; whether we consider separate independently work- 
ing peasant families or collectively laboring village communities. 

What is most striking in both examples is that the needs of 
human existence directly guide and determine the work, and that 
the results correspond exactly to the intentions and the needs, 
and that, regardless of the scale of production, economic relations 



manifest an astonishing simplicity and transparency. The small 
farmer on his plot of land as well as the great sovereign on  his 
manors-both of them know exactly what they want to accom- 
plish in production. And what is more, neither has to be a genius 
to know it. Both want to satisfy the ordinary human require- 
ments of food, drink, clothes, and to obtain the various comforts 
o f  life. The only difference is that the peasant sleeps on a straw 
mat, while the noble lord sleeps in a soft feather bed; the ,peas- 
ant drinks beer and mead and also plain water, while the lord 
drinks fine wines at his table. The difference is one of quantity 
and in the kinds of goods produced. The basis of the economy, 
however, and its main object remain the same, i.e., the direct 
satisfaction of human needs. The lahor which achieves this pur- 
pose is in accord with its result as a foregone conclusion. And 
in the lahor process, too, there are differences: the peasant works 
with his own hands in company with the members of his family; 
he receives as many labor products as his plot of land and his 
portion of the common lands are capable of producing, or, more 
exactly -inasmuch as we are speaking here of the medieval serf- 
as  much as the lahor services and the tithes exacted by the lord 
and by the church have left him. The emperor and each noble 
lord does not lahor in person, forcing his subjects and his tenants 
to do his work for him, instead. 

But whether the peasant families work for themselves or  for 
the lord, under the supervision of the village elder or  of the lord's 
steward, the result of production is merely a certain quantity of 
the means of subsistence (in the larger meaning of that term)- 
those things which are needed, and about as much as is required. 
We may turn and twist this economy as much as we might want 
to, we shall find in it no riddles-to he understood only 
by thoughtful analysis, by a special science. The dumbest peasant 
of the Middle Ages knew exactly on what his "wealth" (perhaps 
we should say "poverty") depended aside from the natural catas- 
trophies which, every once in a while, hit the lord's as  well as 
the peasant's land. The peasant knew very well that his poverty 
had a very simple and direct causation: first, the limitless extor- 
tions of labor services and money fees exacted by the lord; sec- 
ond, the thievery of the same lords perpetrated at the expense 
of the village common lands, communal forests, and village 
water rights. And what the peasant knew he screamed to the 
heavens when he set the red cock on the housetops of the blood- 
suckers. The only matter to be determined by scientific inves- 
t~gation in this type of economy was the historic origin and the 
development of these kinds of relations-the question of bow it 
happened that in all of Europe the formerly free peasant lands 
had been transformed into noble domains from which tributes 
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and rents were exacted, how the formerly free peasantry had been 
transformed into an oppressed class constrained to perform labor 
services, to be hound to the land, even, during the later stages. 

Things look entirely different as  soon as  we turn our atten- 
tion to any phenomena of present economic life. Let us take, 
for example, one of the most remarkable and striking phenomena: 
the commqcial crisis. Every one of us has lived through a few 
great commercial and industrial crises and we know from our own 
experience the process described hy Friedrich Engels in a classic 
passage: "Commerce becomes dull, the markets are glutted, the 
products lie there as abundant as  they are unsalable, hard cash 
becomes invisible, credit vanishes, the factories are closed, the 
working masses lack the means of subsistence, because they have 
produced too much of the means of subsistence, bankruptcy fol- 
lows upon bankruptcy, forced sale upon forced sale. The stag- 
nation lasts for years, productive forces and mass products are 
wasted and destroyed wholesale, until the accumulated masses 
of commodities flow off more or less depreciated in value, until 
production and exchange are again gradually set into motion. 
Little by little the pace quickens, falls into a trot, the industrial 
trot changes into a gallop and this again increases into the head- 
long gallop of a complete industrial, commercial, credd, and 
speculative steeplechase, in the end to land again after the most 
breakneck leaps-in the ditch of the crisis" (F.  Engels, Anh- 
Lhehnng, pp. 286-7,Kerr edition). 

All of us know how the specter of a commercial crisis terrifies 
any modern country-even the way in which the approach of 
such a crisis is heralded is most significant. After a few years 
of prosperity and of good business have elapsed, vague rumors 
are to be detected in the newspapers now and then; the stock 
exchange receives the disquieting news of a few bankruptcies; 
then, the hints in the press become broader; the stock exchange 
becomes increasingly apprehensive; the national bank increases 
credit rates, this signifies that credit is more difficult to get and 
limited in amount; in the end, the news about bankruptcies and 
layoffs pours down like drops of water in a cloudburst. And 
once the crisis is in full swing, then the argument starts about 
who is to blame for it. The businessmen blame the abrupt credit 
refusals by the banks, the speculative mania pf the stock brokers; 
the stock brokers blame the industrialists; the industrialists blame 
the shortage of money, etc. And when business finally picks up 
again, then the stock exchange and the newspapers note the first 
signs of improvement with relief, until, at last, hope, peace, and 
security stop over for a short stay, once more. 

What is noteworthy in all this is the fact that the crisis is looked 
upon and treated by all concerned, by all of society, as some- 
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thing beyond the sphere of human volition and beyond human 
control, as a heavy blow struck by an invisible and greater 
power, an ordeal sent down from the heavens, similar to a heavy 
thunderstorm, an earthquake, or  a flood. The language custom- 
arily employed by the trade journals in reporting a crisis is stud- 
ded with sich expressions as: "the formerly serene sky of the 
business world commences to be overcast with dark clouds"; or 
when a sharp increase in bank credit rates is reported it is in- 
evitably served up under the title of "storm warnings'' and after 
the crisis we read of the passing thunderstorm and the serene 
business horizon. This mode of expression reveals more than 
the mere had taste of the newspaper hacks of the financial page; 
it is absolutely typical of the attitude towards a crisis-as if the 
latter were the result of the workings of a natural law. Modern 
society notes its approach with horror; it bows its bead trem- 
hlingly under the blows coming down as thick as hail; it waits 
for the end of the ordeal, and then lifts its head once more-at 
first timidly and skeptically; only much later is society almost 
reassured again. This is exactly the same way in which people 
in the Middle Ages regarded famines or  plagues; the way the 
farmer today endures a thunderstorm: the same consterrlation 
and helplessness in the face of a severe ordeal. 

But famines and pestilences are natural phenomena first and 
foremost, even though in the last analysis, they, too, are social 
phenomena-a bad harvest, the spread of disease germs and so 
forth. A thunderstorm is an event caused by the elements of phyc  
ical nature, and no one, at least not with the present develop- 
ment of the natural sciences and of technology, is able to bring 
about or  to prevent a thunderstorm. But what is a modern crisis? 
It consists of the fact that too many commodities have been pro- 
duced. They find no purchasers, and therefore commerce and 
then industry stop! The manufacture of commodities, their sale, 
trade, industry-all these are relations of human society. It is 
man, himself, who produces commodities, and it is man, himself, 
who buys them; exchange takes place from one person to an- 
other, and we will find in the factors which make up a modern 
crisis not a single circumstance which would fall outside the sphere 
of human activity. It is, therefore, human society which period- 
ically creates the crisis. And yet, at the same time, we know that 
the crisis is a real scourge of modern society, that it is awaited 
with horror, endured in despair, that it is not desired nor wished 
for by anyone. Except for a few stock exchange manipulators 
who attempt to enrich themselves quickly at the expense of others 
and w h ~  just as frequently as not are taken in themselves, the 
crisis, at the very least, is a risk or an inconvenience for every- 
one. 

No one wants a crisis and yet it happens. Man creates it with 
his own hands, even though he does not want it for anything 
in the world. Here, in fact, we have before us a question of eco- 
nomic life which none of the participants can explain The me- 
dieval peasant on  his small plot produced, on the one hand, 
wbat his lord, and, on the other, what he himself, desired and 
needed: wheat and cattle, means of subsistence for himself and 
his family. The great lord of the Middle Ages had those things 
produced for himself which he wanted and needed: wheat and 
cattle, good wines and fine clothes, food and luxury items for 
himself and his household. But contemporary society produces 
wbat it neither wants nor needs: depressions. From time to time 
it produces means of subsistence which it cannot consume; it pe- 
riodically suffers famines while immense warehouses are full of 
unsalable products. Needs and their gratification, the object and 
consequence of labor do not agree anymore; something dark and 
mysterious has come between them and separated them. 

Let us take another example from today's life, known to every- 
one and only too well known by the workers of all countries: 
unemployment Like the crisis, unemployment is nothing less than 
a cataclysm which afflicts society from time to time; to a larger 
o r  smaller extent, it is a constant everyday symptom accompa- 
nying economic life today. The best organized and best paid 
layers of the workers who keep track of their unemployed mem- 
bers note an unbroken chain of statistics of unemployed people, 
for  every year, and every month, and for every week in the 
year. These numbers of unemployed workers may undergo ma- 
jor fluctuations, hut never, not even for a second, do they drop 
to zero. How helplessly present-day society confronts unemploy- 
ment, that dreaded chronic disease of the working class, is shown 
every time its spread becomes so great that the legislative bodies 
are forced to concern themselves with it. After much talking back 
and forth, these deliberations habitually end with the passing of 
a resolution to institute an inquiry, an investigation about the 
actual number of unemployed. In the main, they limit themselves 
to measure the current scope of the malady-just as in floods 
the level of the water is measured by a water gauge. At the most 
a weak palliative is prescribed in the form of unemployment re- 
lief (and this is done most frequently at the cost of the employed 
workers), in order to lessen the effects of the phenomenon without 
even attempting to remove the source of the ill itself! 

In the beginning of the nineteenth century, that great prophet 
of the English bourgeoisie, the parson Malthus, proclaimed with 
the refreshing brutality which is so characteristic of him: "If the 
worker cannot get any means of existence from those relatives 
on  whom he may justly make claims and if society does not need 



his labor, he who is born into a world already fully occupied 
has no claim to the smallest particle of food, and, as a matter 
of fact, does not belong upon this world. There is no place set 
for him at nature's great banquet table. Nature orders him to 
disappear, and she quickly executes her command." Present of- 
ficial society, with the "social-reformist" hypocrisy so peculiar to 
it, frowns on such harsh candidness. Actually it, too, lets the 
unemployed proletarian, "whose labor it does not need," "disap- 
pea?' from this world, in one way or another, sooner or later- 
as demonstrated by the statistics about the deterioration of public 
health, the increase in infant mortality, the growth of crimes 
against property, during every crisis. 

The analogy of unemployment and floods used by us points 
up the striking fact that we confront great natural catastrophes 
with less helplessness than our own, purely social, exclusively 
human affairs! m e  periodic floods which cause such immense 
damage in eastern Germany every spring, in the last analysis, 
result from the complete neglect of the proper countermeasures 
which has been in evidence up to now. Technology, even in its 
present stage of development, offers us adequate means with 
which to protect agriculture from devastation by the uncontrolled 
waters. Of course, in order to harness this potential force, the 
means offered by technology must be applied on a large scale- 
a great regional water control plan which would rebuild the en- 
tire danger area, move fields and pastures accordingly, erect 
dams and locks, and regulate rivers. This great reform is not 
being undertaken, partly because neither private capital nor the 
government care to supply the necessary funds, partly because 
they would encounter the obstacle of the most multifarious pri- 
vate property rights to the land in the extensive area under con- 
sideration. However, the means for the control of the flood danger 
and for the harnessing of the raging waters do exist in present 
society, wen if it is unable to apply them. 

The remedy for unemployment, on the other hand, bas not as 
yet been found by contemporary society. And yet it is no elemen- 
tal law of nature, no physical force of nature, no supernatural 
power, but merely a product of exclusively human economic rela- 
tions. And here, once more, we are faced by an economic riddle, 
by an occurrence which no one purposely desires, which no one 
consciously intends, but whicb nevertheless occurs periodically 
with the regularity of a natural phenomenon-over the beads of 
men, as it were. 

We need not even have recourse to such striking occurrences 
of present-day life, such as depressions or unemployment, ie., 
calamities and events out of the ordinary - at least, current public 
opinion holds that these events form an exception to the normal 
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course of events. Let us take instead the most common example 
from everyday life, which repeats itself a thousand times in every 
country, fluctuations of commodity prices. Every child knows 
that the prices of commodities are not something fixed and un- 
changing, but, quite the contrary, they go up or down, almost 
every day, even every hour. Let us pick up any newspaper, let 
us turn to the commodity exchanges, and we shall read about 
the price movements of the previous day: wheat-weak in the 
morning, around noon somewhat stronger, at closing time high- 
er, or lower. It is the same with copper, iron, sugar and grape 
seed oil. And similarly, with the stocks of the various industrial 
firms, with private or government bonds on the stock exchange. 

Price fluctuations are an incessant, everyday, "normal" occur- 
rence of economic life today. But as a result of these same price 
fluctuations the financial status of the owners of all these com- 
modities changes daily and hourly. If the price of cotton increases 
then the wealth of all the traders and manufacturers who have 
cotton stocks in storage rises, for the moment; if the prices fall, 
their wealth declines. If copper prices go up, then the holders of 
copper mine stock become richer; if they go down, they become 
poorer. Thus, because of simple price fluctuations, as a result of 
a tick of the tape from the exchange, people can become million- 
aires or beggars within a few hours, and, of course, speculation 
with its frauds is based on this mechanism. The medieval pro- 
prietor would become richer or poorer by a good or a poor 
crop; or as a robber knight be might enrich himself if be made 
a good catch while kidnapping travelling merchants; or-and 
that was the tested and preferred method-he increased his wealth 
when he squeezed his bondsmen harder, by adding to the labor 
services and the money fees which he extorted from them. 

Today, a person can become rich or poor without doing any- 
thing, without lifting a finger, without an occurrence of nature 
taking place, without anyone giving anyone anything, or phys- 
ically robbing anything. Price fluctuations are like secret move- 
ments directed by an invisible agency behind the back of society, 
causing continuous shifts and fluctuations in the distribution of 
social wealth. This movement is observed as atmospheric pres- 
sure read on a barometer, or temperature on a thermometer. And 
yet commodity prices and their movements manifestly are human 
affairs and not black magic. No one but man himself-with his 
own bands-produces these commodities and determines their 
prices, except that, here again, something flows from his actions 
whicb he does not intend nor desire; here again, need, object, 
and result of the economic activity of man have come into jar- 
ring contradiction. 

How does this happen, and what are the black laws which, 



behind man's back, lead to such strange results of the economic 
activity of man today? These problems can be analyzed only by 
scientific investigation. It has become necessary to solve all these 
riddles by strenuous research, deep thought, analysis, analogy- 
to probe the hidden *elations which give rise to the fact that the 
result of the economic activity of man does not correspond to 
his intentions, to his volition-in short, to his consciousness. In 
this manner the problem faced by scientific investigation becomes 
defined as the lack of human consciousness in the economic life 
of society, and here we have reached the immediate reason for 
the birth of ec0nomics. 

Darwin, in his description of his world cruise, tells us the fol- 
lowing about the Indians inhabiting Tierra del Fuego (on the 
southern tip of South America): "They often suffer from famine: 
I heard Mr. Low, a sealing master intimately acquainted with 
the natives of this country, give a curious account of the state of 
a party of one hundred and fifty natives on the west coast, who 
were very thin and in great distress. A succession of gales p re  
vented the women from getting sbell6sh on the rocks, and they 
could not go out in their canoes to catch seal. A small party of 
these men one morning set out, and the other Indians explained 
to him, that they were going on a four days' journey for food: 
on their return, Low went to meet them, and he found them ex- 
cessively tired, each man carrying a great square piece of putrid 
whale's blubber with a hole in the middle, through which they 
put their heads, like the Gauchos do through their ponchos or 
cloaks. As soon as the blubber was brought into a wigwam, an 
old man cut off thin slices, and muttering over them broiled them 
for a minute, and distributed them to the famished party, who 
during this time preserved a profound silence" [Darwin, The Voy- 
age of the Beagle, New York, 1909, p. 2291. 

These are one of the most primitive peoples to be found any- 
where on the face of this globe. The limits within which their vo- 
lition and their conscious planning may function in their economy 
are still extremely narrow. Man is still tied very closely to the 
apron strings of mother nature, being completely dependent on 
her favor. And yet within these narrow limits this small society 
of 150 individuals observes a plan-organizing the entire social 
organism. The provisions for the future welfare at first take the 
wretched form of a supply of rotten blubber hidden someplace. 
But this wretched supply is divided among all of the members 
of the tribe, while certain ceremonies are observed; the labor of 
obtaining food is joined in by everyone, also under planful lead- 
ership. 

Let us consider a Greek Ozkos, a slave household economy of 
antiquity, an economy which actually did form a "microcosm," 
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a small world by itself. Here, we will be able to observe great 
social inequalities. Primitive poverty has given way to a comfort- 
able surplus of the fruits of human labor. Physical labor has b e  
come the damnation of one, idleness the privilege of the other; 
the worker bas become the personal property of the nonworker. 
But even this master-and-slave relation yields the strictest plan- 
fulness and organization of the economy, of the labor process, 
of distribution. The despotic will of the master is its base, the 
whip of the slave driver its sanction. 

In the feudal manor of the Middle Ages the despotic organiza- 
tion of economic life very early assumes the forms of a traditional 
detailed work code in which the planning and the division of 
labor, the duties and the rights of each are clearly and rigidly 
defined. On the threshold of this era in history stands the pretty 
document which we have considered above, the Capitulare de 
Villis by Charlemagne, which still exudes cheerfulness and good 
humor and revels voluptuously in the abundance of physical de- 
lights, the production of which is the sole purpose of economic 
life. At the end of the feudal period in history, we see that omi- 
nous code of labor services and money payments imposed by 
the feudal lords in their greed for money - a code which gave 
rise to the German Peasant Wars of the fifteenth century and 
which, two hundred years later, reduced the French peasant to 
that miserable beastlike being who would be aroused to fight for 
his civil rights only by the shrill tocsin of the Great French Rev- 
olution. But as long as the broom of the revolution had not 
swept away this feudal rubbish, then, in all of its wretchedness, 
the direct master-and-bondsman relation clearly and rigidly de- 
termined the conditions of feudal economy -like fate preordained. 

Today, we know no masters, no slaves, no feudal lords, no 
hondsmen. Liberty and equality before the law have removed all 
despotic relations, at least in the older bourgeois states; in the 
colonies- as is commonly known-slavery and bondage are 
introduced, frequently enough for the first time, by these same 
states. But where the bourgeoisie is at home, free competition 
rules as  the sole law of economic relations and any plan, any 
organization has disappeared from the economy. Of course, if 
we look into separate private enterprises, into a modern factory 
o r  a large complex of factories and workshops, like Krupp or 
a largescale capitalist farm enterprise in North America, then 
we shall find the strictest organization, the most detailed division 
of labor, the most cunning planfulness based on the latest scien- 
tific information. Here, everything flows smoothly, as if arranged 
by magic, managed by one will, by one consciousness. But no 
sooner do we leave the factory or the large farm behind, when 
chaos surrounds us. While the innumerable units- and today a 



private enterprise, even the most gigantic, is only a fragment of 
the great economic structure which embraces the entire globe- 
while these units are disciplined to the utmost, the entity of all 
the so-called national economies, i.e., world economy, is com- 
pletely unorganized. In the entity which embraces oceans and 
continents, there is no planning, no consciousness, no regulation, 
only the blind clash of unknown, unrestrained forces playing a 
capricious game with the economic destiny of man. Of course, 
even today, an all-powerful ruler dominates all working men, 
and women: capital. But the form which this sovereignty of cap- 
ital takes is not despotism but anarchy. 

And it is precisely this anarchy which is responsible for the 
f a d  that the economy of human society produces results which 
are mysterious and unpredictable to the people involved. Its an- 
archy is what makes the economic life of mankind something 
unknown, alien, uncontrollable-the laws of which we must find 
in the same manner in which we analyze the phenomena of ex- 
ternal nature-the same manner in which we have to attempt to 
comprehend the laws governing the life of the plant and animal 
kingdom, the geologic formations on the earth's surface, and the 
movements of the heavenly bodies. Scientific analysis must dis- 
cover ex post facto that purposefulness and those rules govern- 
ing human economic life which conscious planfulness did not 
impose on it beforehand. 

It should be clear by now why the bourgeois economists find 
it impossible to point out the essence of their science, to put the 
finger on the gaping wound in the social organism, to denounce 
its innate infirmity. To recognize and to acknowledge that an- 
archy is the vital motive force of the rule of capital is to pro- 
nounce its death sentence in the same breath, to assert that its 
days are numbered. It becomes clear why the official scientific 
defenders of capital's rule attempt to obscure the entire matter 
with all kinds of semantic artifices, try to direct the investigation 
away from the core of the subject, take up mere external appear- 
ances and discuss "national economy" instead of the world econ- 
omy. At the very first step over the threshold of economic under- 
standing, even with the first basic premise of economics, bourgeois 
and proletarian economics experience a parting of the ways. With 
the very first question-as abstract and as impractical as it might 
seem at first glance in connection with the social struggles taking 
place today - a special bond is forged between economics as a 
science and the modern proletariat as a revolutionary class. 

VI 
If we proceed from the insight gained above, then various 

questions will be cleared up, which otherwise might have seemed 
puzzling to us. 
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First of all, the problem of the age of economics is solved. A 
science which bas for its subject the discovery of the laws of the 
anarchy of capitalist production obviously could not arise before 
that mode of production itself, before the historic conditions for 
the class rule of the modern bourgeoisie were established, by 
centuries of birth pangs, of political and economic changes. 

According to Professor Bucher, the rise of the present social 
order was a very simple matter of course, which had little to do 
with preceding economic phenomena: it was the product of the 
exalted decision and the sublime wisdom of absolutist monarchs. 
"The final development of 'national economy:" Bucher tells us- 
and we already know that for a bourgeois professor the term 
"national economy" is a purposely misleading circumlocution 
for capitalist production-"is in its essence the fruit of the political 
centralization that begins at the close of the Middle Ages with the 
rise of the territorial state organizations, and now finds its com- 
pletion in the creation of the unified national state. Economic 
unification of forces goes hand in hand with the bowing of pri- 
vate political interests to the higher aims of the nation as a whole. 
In Germany it is the more powerful territorial princes, as opposed 
to the rural nobles and the towns, who seek to realize the modern 
national idea . . ." (Bucher, The Rise of National Economy, 
p. 134). 

But also in the rest of Europe-in Spain, Portugal, England, 
France, the Netherlands-the princely power accomplished similar 
valorous deeds. "In all these lands, though with varying degrees 
of severity, appears the struggle with the independent powers of 
the Middle Ages-the greater nobility, the towns, the provinces, 
the religious and secular corporations. The immediate question, 
to be sure, was the annihilation of independent territorial circles 
which blocked the way to political unification. But deep down 
beneath the movement leading to the development of princely ab- 
solutism slumbers the universal idea that the greater tasks con- 
fronting modern civilization demanded an organized union of 
whole peoples, a grand living community of interests; and this 
could arise only upon the basis of common economic action" 
(Loc. cit.). 

Here we have the prettiest flowering of that intellectual flunkey- 
ism which we have noted previously of Gennan professors. Ac- 
cording to Professor Schmoller, the science of. economics came 
into being at the command of enlightened absolutism. According 
to Professor Bucher the entire capitalist mode of production itself 
is but an achievement of the sovereign decision and the heaven- 
storming plans of absolutist sovereigns Indeed, we would do the 
great Spanish and French tyrants and also the German pigmy- 
despots a great injustice by suspecting them of having been moved 
by some "world-b~storic idea" or "the greater tasks confronting 



human civilization" during their petty spats with insolent generals 
at the close of the Middle Ages, or during the costly crusades 
against the Dutch cities. Really, sometimes historical facts are 
actually stood on their heads. 

The formation of bureaucratically centralized large states was 
an indispensable precondition for the capitalist mode of produc- 
tion, but their formation was a consequence of the new economic 
requirements, and one could turn Bucher's sentence around and 
say more correctly: the achievement of political centralization "in 
its essence" was a product of the maturing "national economy" 
(i.e., capitalist production). 

It is characteristic of the unconscious tool of historic progress- 
such as absolutism- in the measure in which absolutism did take 
an undeniable part in this historic preparatory process, that it 
played its progressive role with the very same dumb thought- 
lessness with which it inhibited these same tendencies at every 
convenient opportunity. This happened, for instance, when the 
medieval tyrants by-the-Graceof-God considered the cities allied 
with them against the feudal nobility as mere objects of exploita- 
tion which, at the very first opportunity, they would betray to 
the feudal barons once more. The same sort of thing happened 
when, from the very beginning, they saw in the newly discovered 
continent, with all its populace and culture, nothing else but a 
suitable subject for the most brutal insidious, and cruel spoila- 
tion-to fill their "princely treasuries" with gold nuggets in the 
shortest possible time for the purpose of "the greater tasks of 
civilization." The same took place when the tyrants by-theGrace 
of-God put up a stiff-necked resistance to their "faithful subject$' 
over that piece of paper called a bourgeois parliamentary consti- 
tution, which, after all. was just as necessary to the unhindered 
development of capital as were political unification and large 
centralized states. 

As a matter of fact, entirely different forca were at work: large 
transformations in the economic life of the European peoples took 
place at the close of the Middle Ages, inaugurating the new mode 
of production. 

After the discovery of America and the circumnavigation of 
Africa, i.e., after the discovery of the maritime route to India, 
had brought an undreamed-of flowering and also a relocation 
of  the trade routes, the breakup of feudalism and of the domina- 
tion of the towns by the guilds made rapid strides. The tremen- 
dous discoveries, conquests, plundering forays into the newly 
discovered countries, the sudden large inklux of precious metals 
from the new continent, the extensive spice trade with India, the 
voluminous slave trade which supplied African Negroes to Amer- 
ican plantations: all of these factors created new riches and new 

desires in Western Europe, in a very short period of time. The 
small workshop of the guild artisan, with its thousand-and-one 
restrictions, became a brake on the necessary increase of produc- 
tion and on its rapid progress. The big merchants overcame this 
obstacle by assembling the craftsmen in large manufactures be- 
yond the jurisdiction of the cities; under the supervision of the 
merchants, relieved of the restrictive regulations of the guilds, the 
mechanics produced quicker and better. 

In England, the new mode of production was introduced by a 
revolution in agriculture. The flowering of the wool manufactures 
in Flanders and the concomitant large demand for wool gave 
the English rural nobility the impulse for transforming large 
areas of previously tilled land into sheep walks; during this pro- 
cess the English peasantry was driven from its homes and fields 
o n  the most extensive scale imaginable. The Reformation worked 
in a similar manner. After the confiscation of church property in 
land-either given away as presents or dissipated by the court 
nobility and by speculators-the peasants living on this land 
were also driven from it, to a large extent. Thus, the manufac- 
turers and the capitalist farmers found an abundant supply of 
impoverished proletarians who stood outside any feudal or guild 
regulations. After an extended period of martyrdom, as vaga- 
bonds or as laborers in the public workhouses, having been 
cruelly persecuted by law and by the police, these poor wretches 
found refuge in the harbor of wage slavery toiling for a new 
class of exploiters. Soon thereafter, the great technological revo- 
lutions took place which permitted the increased utilization of 
unskilled wage workers who worked alongside the highly skilled 
artisans, if they did not replace them entirely. 

On every side, the budding and ripening of the new relations 
encountered feudal encumbrances and the misery of wretched con- 
ditions. The natural economy, on which feudalism was based 
and which flowed from its very essence, and the pauperization of 
the great masses of the people, caused by the unchecked pressure 
of serfdom, restricted the internal outlets of manufactured com- 
modities. The guilds, in the meanwhile, hamstrung and fettered 
the most important condition of production: labor power. The 
state apparatus, split into an infinite number of political frag- 
ments, incapable of guaranteeing public safety, and the welter of 
tariff and commercial regulations curbed and molested the new 
commerce and the new mode of production at every step. 

It was evident that, in one way or another, the rising bour- 
geoisie of Western Europe, as the representative of free world 
trade and of manufacturing, had to abolish these hindrances- 
unless it wanted to renounce its world-historic mission completely. 
Before smashing feudalism to smithereens in the Great French 

24 1 



Revolution, the bourgeoisie settled accounts with feudalism in- 
tellectually, and the new science of economics thus originates as 
one of the most important ideological weapons of the bourgeoisie 
a s  it struggles with the niedieval state and for a modern capi- 
talist class state. The developing economic order appeared first 
under the guise of new, rapidly-acquired riches which flooded 
society in Western Europe and which stemmed from sources much 
more lucrative and seemingly inexhaustible and quite different 
from the patriarchal methods of feudal exploitation-which, more- 
over, had seen its best day. At first, the most propitious source 
of the new 'aftluence was, not the new mode of production itself, 
but its pacemaker: the great upswing in commerce. It is for this 
reason that in the most important centers of world trade in the 
opulent Italian commercial republics and in Spain, the first ques- 
tions of economics are posed and the first attempts at their solu- 
tion are made. 

What is wealth? What makes a state poor, what makes it rich? 
This was the new problem-after the old concepts of feudal so- 
ciety had lost their traditional validity in the maelstrom of new 
relations. Wealth is gold with which one can buy anything. It is 
commerce which creates wealth. Those states will become wealthy 
which are able to import great quantities of gold and which per- 
mit none of it to leave the country. World trade, colonial conquests 
in the New World, manufactures which produce for export-these 
are the undertakings which must be fostered; the import of for- 
eign products which lure gold out of the country must be pro- 
hibited. These were the first teachings of economics, which appear 
in Italy as early as the end of the sixteenth century and which 
gain popularity in England and in France in the seventeenth cen- 
tury. And crude as this doctrine still was, it represented the first 
open break with the ideas of the feudal natural economy and its 
first bold criticism-the first idealization of trade, of commodity 
production, and therewith of-capital, the first political program 
to the liking of the ascendant young bourgeoisie. 

Soon, rather than the merchant, it is the commodity producing 
capitalist who steps to the fore-as yet quite cautiously, under 
the guise of the seedy servant waiting in the antechamber of the 
feudal prince. Wealth is not gold, at all, the French enlighteners 
of the eighteenth century proclaim, gold is merely a medium of 
exchange for commodities. What an infantile delusion to perceive 
in the shining metal the magic wand for peoples and for states! 
Is the metal able to feed me when I am hungry; can it protect 
me from the cold when I am freezing? Did not the Persian king 
Darius suffer Ule hellish torments of thirst while holding golden 
treasures in his arms, and would he not gladly have exchanged 
them for a drink of water? No, wealth is the bounty of nature 

in food and in those substances with which everyone, king and 
beggar, gratifies his wants. The more luxuriously the populace 
satisfies its needs, the richer will be the state-because the more 
taxes can then be pocketed by the state. 

And who procures the wheat for the bread, the fibers with which 
we weave our clothes, the wood and the ores with which we build 
our houses and our tools?-Agriculture! Agriculture, not trade, 
constitutes the real source of riches! The mass of the agricultural 
population, the peasantry, the people who create the wealth of 
everyone else must be rescued from feudal exploitation and ele- 
vated to prosperity! (So that I might find buyers for my com- 
modities, the manufacturing capitalist would add softly under 
his breath.) The great landed lords, the feudal barons, should 
be the only ones to pay taxes and to support the state, since 
all the wealth produced by agriculture flows through their hands! 
(So that I, who ostensibly do not create any wealth, do not have 
to pay taxes, the capitalist would slyly murmur to himseli?) Agri- 
culture, labor on the farm needs only to be freed from all the 
restraints of feudalism in order that the fountain of riches may 
gush in all its natural bounteousness for state and nation. And 
then will come the greatest happiness of all the people, the har- 
mony of nature will have been reestablished in the world 

The approaching thunderclouds, heralding the storming of the 
Bastille, were already clearly visible in these teachings of the en- 
lighteners. Soon, the capitalist bourgeoisie felt itself powerful 
enough to take off its mask of submissiveness and to put itself 
squarely in the foreground demanding point-blank the remodeling 
of the entire state in its own image. Agriculture is not the sole 
source of wealth, at all, Adam Smith proclaims in England, 
at the close of the eighteenth century. Any wage labor which is 
engaged in commodity production creates wealth! (Any labor, 
Adam Smith said-and thereby he shows to what degree he and 
his disciples had turned into mere mouthpieces for the bourgeoisie; 
for him and his successors the laboring man was already by 
nature a wage worker for the capitalist!) Because wage labor, 
on top of the necessary wages for the maintenance of the worker, 
also creates the rent for the maintenance of the landlord and a 
profit besides, for the enrichment of the owner of capital, for the 
boss. And wealth becomes increased, the more workers there 
are in the workshops under the thumb of capital; the more de- 
tailed and painstakingly the division of labor among them has 
been carried out. 

This, then, was the real harmony of nature, the real wealth 
of nations; any labor resolvp itself into a wage for the workers, 
which keeps them barely alive and obliges them to continuing 
wage labor; rent, which suffices to provide the landlords with 



a carefree existence; and a profit, which keeps the boss in good 
humor so that he will persevere in his business enterprise. In this 
fashion, everyone is provided for without having to utilize the 
crude methods of feudalism. "The wealth of nations," then, is 
fostered when the wealth of the capitalist entrepreneur is pro- 
moted-the boss who keeps everything in operation, who taps 
the golden source of wealth: wage labor. Therefore: away with 
all the fetters and restrictions of the old good times and also 
with the recently instituted paternal protective measures of the 
state. Free cbmpetition, a free hand for private capital, the en- 
tire fiscal and state apparatus in the service of the capitalist em- 
ployer-and everything will turn out for the best, in the best of 
all possible worlds. 

This, then, was the economic gospel of the bourgeoisie, divested 
of all its disguises- and the science ofeconomics had been stripped 
down to where it showed its real physiognomy. Of course, the 
practical reform proposals and the suggestions which the bour- 
geoisie offered the feudal states failed as miserably as all historic 
attempts to pour new wine into old bottles have always failed. 
The hammer of revolution achieved in kenty-four hours, what 
half a century of patchwork could not achieve. It was the con- 
quest of political power which put the ways and means of its 
rule into the hands of the bourgeoisie. But economics like all 
the philosophical, legal, and social theories of the Age of En- 
lightenment, and first and foremost among them, was a method 
of gaining consciousness, a source of bourgeois class conscious- 
ness. As such it was a precondition and a spur to revolutionary 
action. Even in its remotest offshoots, the bourgeois task of re- 
modelling the world was fed by the ideas of classical political 
economy. In England, during the storm and stress period of the 
struggle for free trade, the bourgeoisie received its arguments 
from the arsenal of Smith-Ricardo. And the reforms of the Stein- 
Hardenburg-Scharnhorst period (in post-Napoleonic Germany), 
which were an attempt to put the feudal rubbish of Prussia into 
some kind of viable shape after the blows it had received from 
Napoleon at Jena, likewise took their ideas from the teachings 
of the English classical economists-the young German econ- 
omist Marwitz wrote in the year 1810 that next to Napoleon, 
Adam Smith was the mightiest ruler in Europe. 

If we understand at this point why the science of economics 
originated only about a century and a half ago, then, from the 
vantage point gained, we will also be able to construct its s u b  
sequent fate. If economics is a science dealing with the particular 
laws of the capitalist mode of production, then its reason for exis- 
tence and its function are bound to the life span of the latter and 
economics will lose its base as soon as that mode of production 
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will have ceased to exist. In other words, economics as a science 
will have accomplished its mission as soon as the anarchistic 
economy of capitalism has made way for a planful, organized 
economic order which will be systematically directed and man- 
aged by the entire working force of mankind. The victory of the 
modern working class and the realization of socialism will be 
the end of economics as a science. We see here the special bond 
between economics and the class struggle of the modern prole- 
tariat. 

If it is the task and the subject matter of economics to elucidate 
the laws regulating the rise, growth, and extension of the cap- 
italist mode of production, then it flows inexorably that, to be 
consistent, economics must also discover the laws of the decline 
of capitalism. Like previous modes of production, capitalism is 
not eternal, but a transitory historic phase, a rung in the never- 
ending ladder of social progress. The teachings about the rise 
of capitalism must logically transform themselves into the teach- 
ings about the fall of capitalism; the science of the capitalist mode 
of production becomes the scientific proof of socialism; the theo- 
retical instrument of the inception of bourgeois class rule becomes 
a weapon in the revolutionary class struggle waged for the eman- 
cipation of the proletariat. 

This second portion of the general problem of economics, of 
course, was solved neither by the French nor by the English, nor 
much less by the German wise men of the bourgeois classes. 
The final conclusions of the science analyzing the capitalist mode 
of production were drawn by a man who, from the very begin- 
ning, stood on the watchtower of the revolutionary proletariat- 
Karl Marx. For the first time, socialism and the modern labor 
movement were constructed on the indestructible rock of scientific 
insight 

As an ideal about a social order built on equality and frater- 
nity for a!l men, as an ideal about a communist commonwealth, 
socialism was thousands of years old. Among the first apostles 
of Christianity, among the various religious sects of the Middle 
Ages, in the peasant wars, the socialist ideal had always flared 
up as the most radical expression of the revolt against contem- 
poraneous society. But as an ideal which could be advocated 
at all times, in any historical milieu, socialism was only the 
beautiful vision of a few enthusiasts, a golden fantasy, always 
out of reach, like the airy image of the rainbow in the skies. 

At the close of the eighteenth and in the beginning of the nine- 
teenth centuries, the socialist idea, freed from all religious sec- 
tarian frenzy, as a reaction to the horrors and the devastations 
which ascendant capitalism perpetrated in society, appeared for 
the first time with real force behind it. But, even at that time, so- 



cialism basically was only a dream, the invention of a few bold 
minds. If we listen to the first vanguard fighter of the revolu- 
tionary upheavals set into motion by the proletariat, Gracchus 
Babeuf, who attempted a coup de main during the Great French 
Revolution for the purpose of introducing social equality forcibly, 
then we shall find that tht sole argument on which he is able 
to base his communist aspirations is the crying injustice of the 
existing social order. In his impassioned articles, pamphlets, and 
also in his defense plea before the tribunal which sentenced him 
to death, he never tired of picking the contemporary social order 
to pieces. His gospel of socialism consists of an indictment of 
society, the denunciation of the sufferings and the torments, the 
wretchedness and the debasement of the working masses, on 
whose backs a handful of idlers grow wealthy and rule society. 
For Babeuf, it was enough that the existing social order well 
deserved to perish, i.e., it could have been overthrown a hun- 
dred years previous to his time, if only a group of determined 
men had been found who would seize the state power and who 
would introduce the regime of equality-just as the Jacobins 
seized political power in 1793 and introduced the republic. 

In the 1820s and 1830s, socialist ideas were represented with 
a great deal more genius and brilliance by three great thinkers: 
Saint-Simon and Fourier in France, Owen in England. They 
based themselves on altogether different methods and yet, in es- 
sence, on the same line of reasoning as Babed Of course, not 
one of the abovementioned men thought even remotely of any 
revolutionary seizure of power for the realization of socialism. 
On the contrary, like the entire generation which followed the 
Great Revolution, they were disappointed with social overthrows 
and with politics, becoming express adherents of purely pacifist 
means and propaganda. But the postulation of the socialist idea 
was the same in all of them; basically, it was only a scheme, 
the vision of an ingenious mind who prescribes its realization 
to suffering humanity, for the purpose of rescuing it from the 
hell of the bourgeois social order. 

Thus, in spite of all the power of their criticism and the magic 
of their futuristic ideals, these socialist ideas remained without 
any noticeable influence on the real movements and struggles 
of the times. With a handful of friends, Babeuf perished in the 
counterrevolutionary tidal wave, without leaving a trace, other 
than a short, shining inscription on the pages of revolutionary 
history. Saint-Simon and Fourier succeeded in establishing sects 
of enthusiastic and talented followers who- having sown rich 
and fertile seeds of social ideas, criticism and experiments-went 
their separate ways, looking for greener pastures. Of them all, 
Owen gained the greatest hold on the proletarian masses, but, 
after having attracted an elite group of English workers in the 
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1830s and 1840s, his influence also vanishes with hardly a trace. 
A new generation of socialist leaders emerged in the 1840s: 

Weitling in Germany, Proudhon, Louis Blanc, Blanqui in France. 
The working class itself had begun to take up the struggle against 
the clutches of capital; the class struggle had been initiated by 
the revolts of the silk weavers of Lyons in France, by the Chartist 
movement in England. However, there existed no direct link 
between the spontaneous movements of the exploited masses and 
the various socialist theories. The proletarian masses in revolt 
did not have a socialist goal in view, nor did the socialist theo- 
reticians attempt to base their ideas on the political struggle of 
the working class. Their socialism was to be instituted by certain 
cunningly devised artifices, like Proudhon's People's Bank or 
Louis Blanc's productive associations. The only socialist who 
looked on the political struggle as an end towards the realization 
of the social revolution was Blanqui; this made him the only 
real representative of the proletariat and of its revolutionary class 
interests at the time. But, basically, even his socialism was only 
a scheme- attainable at will - as the fruition of the iron deter- 
mination of a revolutionary minority and the outcome of a sud- 
den coup d'etat carried through by the same minority. 

The year 1848 was to be the high puint and also the critical 
moment for the older socialism of all varieties. The Parisian prole- 
tariat, influenced by the traditions of preceding revolutionary 
struggles, agitated by the various socialist systems, passionately 
espoused some nebulous notions about a just social order. As 
soon as the bourgeois kingdom of Louis Phil~ppe had been over- 
thrown, the Parisian workers utilized the favorable relationship 
of forces to demand the realization of the "social republic" and a 
new "division of labor" from the terrified bourgeoisie. The pro- 
visional government was granted the famous three months period 
of grace for complying with these demands; and for three months 
the workers starved and waited, while the bourgeoisie and the 
petty bourgeoisie secretly armed themselves and prepared to crush 
the workers. The period of grace ended with the memorable June 
massacre in which the ideal of a '"social republic," attainable 
at will at any time, was drowned in the blood of the Parisian 
proletariat. The revolution of 1848 did not institute the reign 
of social equality, but rather the political domination of the bour- 
geoisie and an unforeseen growth of capitalist exploitation under 
the Second Empire. 

But, at the same time, while socialism of the old stripe seemed 
to be buried forever under the smashed barricades of the June 
insurrection, the socialist idea was placed on a completely new 
foundation by Marx and Engels. Neither of the latter two looked 
for arguments in favor of socialism in the moral depravity of 
the existing social order nor did they try to smuggle social equal- 
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ity into the country by means of inventing new and tempting 
schemes. They turned to the examination of the economic rela- 
tions of society. There, in the very laws of capitalist anarchy, 
Marx discovered the real substantiation of socialist aspirations. 
While the French and English classicists of economics had dis- 
covered the laws according to which capitalist economy lives and 
grows, Marx continued their work a half century later, starting 
where they had left off. He discovered how these same laws regu- 
laling the present economy work towards its collapse, by the 
increasing anarchy which more and more endangers the very 
existence of society itself, by assembling a chain of devastating 
economic and political catastrophes. As Marx demonstrated, the 
inherent tendencies of capitalist development, at a certain point 
of their maturity, necessitate the transition to a planful mode of 
production consciously organized by the entire working force of 
society-in order that all of society and human civilization might 
not perish in the convulsions of uncontrolled anarchy. And this 
fateful hour is hastened by capital, at an ever-increasing rate, 
by mobilizing its future gravediggers, the proletarians, in ever 
greater numbers, by extending its domination to all countries 
of the globe, by establishing a chaotic world economy, and by 
laying the foundation for the solidarity of the proletariat of all 
countries into one revolutionary world power which shall sweep 
aside the class rule of capital. Socialism ceased being a scheme, 
a pretty fancy, or an experiment carried out in each country by 
isolated groups of workers, each on its own hook. As the com- 
mon political program of action for the entire international pro- 
letariat, socialism becomes a historic necessity, because it is a 
result of the operation of the very laws of capitalist development. 

It should be apparent by now, why Marx put his own economic 
teachings outside the pale of official economics, and named them 
A Critique of Political Economy. The laws of capitalist anarchy 
and of its future collapse which were developed by Marx are only 
the logical continuation of the science of economics as  it had been 
created by the bourgeois scholars, but a continuation which, in 
its final conclusions, is in polar opposition to the point of de- 
parture of the wise men of the bourgeoisie. The Marxian doc- 
trine is a child of hourgeois economics, hut its birth cost the 
mother's life. In Marxist theory, economics found its perfection, 
but also its end as  a science. What will follow - apart from the 
elaboration of Marxist theory in details-is only the metamorpho- 
sis of this theory into action, i.e., the struggle of the international 
proletariat for the institution of the socialist economic order. 
The consummation of economics as a science constitutes a world- 
historic task: its application in organizing a planful world econ- 
omy. The last chapter of economics will he the social revolution 
of the world proletariat. 
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The special bond between economics and the modern working 
class is shown to he a reciprocal relation. If, on  the one hand, 
the science of economics, as it was perfected by Marx, is, more 
than any other science, the indispensable basis of proletarian 
enlightenment, then, on the other hand, the class conscious pro- 
letariat is the only receptive audience these days capable of un- 
derstanding the teachings of scientific economics. With the crum- 
bling ruins of the old feudal society still before their eyes, the 
Quesnays and Boisguilleherts of France, the Adam Smiths and 
Ricardos of England surveyed the young bourgeois order with 
pride and enthusiasm, and with faith in the coming millenium 
of the bourgeoisie and its "natural" social harmony, without trepi- 
dation, they permitted their eagle eyes to scan the depths of the 
economic laws of capitalism. 

But the growing impact of the proletarian class struggle, and 
especially the June insurrection of the Parisian proletariat, has 
long since destroyed the faith of bourgeois society in its own god- 
likeness. Since it has eaten of the tree of knowledge and learned 
about modprn class contradictions, the bourgeoisie abhors the 
classic nakedness in which the creators of its own classical po- 
litical economy once depicted it, for all the world to see. The 
bourgeoisie became conscious of the fact that the spokesmen of 
the modern proletariat had forged their deadly weapons from the 
arsenal of classical political economy. 

Thus, it has come about that for decades not only has socialist 
economics preached to the deaf ears of the propertied classes, 
hut hourgeois economics, to the extent that it once was a real 
science, has done the same. Unable to comprehend the teachings 
of  their own great forebears, and even less able to accept Marxist 
teachings which flowed from them and which, moreover, sound 
the deathknell for bourgeois society, the bourgeois professors serve 
up a tasteless stew made from the leftovers of a hodgepodge 
of  scientific notions and intentional circumlocutions-not intend- 
ing to explore the real tendencies of capitalism, at all. On the 
contrary, they try only to send up a smoke screen for the pur- 
pose of defending capitalism as the best of all economic orders, 
and the only possible one. 

Forgotten and forsaken by bourgeois society, scientific eco- 
nomics can find its listeners only among class-conscious prole 
tarians, to find among them not only theoretical understanding 
hut also concomitant action. The famous saying of Lassalle 
is applicable first and foremost to economics: "When science and 
the workers, these two opposite poles of society, shall embrace, 
they shall crush in their arms all social obstacles." 


