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OBJECTIVE

After reading this unit you will be able to know about




7.1

mercantilism theory,
origin of mercantilism, and
spread of mercantilism.

INTRODUCTION

Mercantilism is an economic policy that is designed to maximize the exports and
minimize the imports for an economy. It became the dominant school of economic
thought in Europe throughout the late Renaissance and the early-modern period
(from the 15th to the 18th centuries). Evidence of mercantilistic practices appeared in
early-modern Venice, Genoa, and Pisa regarding control of the Mediterranean trade
in bullion. However, the empiricism of the Renaissance, which first began to
quantify large-scale trade accurately, marked mercantilism's birth as a codified
school of economic theories. The Italian economist and mercantilist Antonio Serra is
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considered to have written one of the first treatises on political economy with his
1613 work, A Short Treatise on the Wealth and Poverty of Nations. Mercantilism in
its simplest form is bullionism, yet mercantilist writers emphasize the circulation of
money and reject hoarding. Their emphasis on monetary metals accords with current
ideas regarding the money supply, such as the stimulative effect of a growing
money-supply. Fiat money and floating exchange rates have since rendered specie
concerns irrelevant. In time, industrial policy supplanted the heavy emphasis on
money, accompanied by a shift in focus from the capacity to carry on wars to
promoting general prosperity. Mature neomercantilist theory recommends selective
high tariffs for "infant" industries or the promotion of the mutual growth of countries
through national industrial specialization.
England began the first large-scale and integrative approach to mercantilism during
the Elizabethan Era (1558– 1603). An early statement on national balance of trade
appeared in Discourse of the Common Weal of this Realm of England, 1549: "We
must always take heed that we buy no more from strangers than we sell them, for so
should we impoverish ourselves and enrich them". The period featured various but
often disjointed efforts by the court of Queen Elizabeth (reigned 1558-1603) to
develop a naval and merchant fleet capable of challenging the Spanish stranglehold
on trade and of expanding the growth of bullion at home. Queen Elizabeth promoted
the Trade and Navigation Acts in Parliament and issued orders to her navy for the
protection and promotion of English shipping. A systematic and coherent
explanation of balance of trade emerged in Thomas Mun's argument England's
Treasure by Forraign Trade or the Balance of our Forraign Trade is The Rule of Our
Treasure - written in the 1620s and published in 1664.
Elizabeth's efforts organized national resources sufficiently in the defense of
England against the far larger and more powerful Spanish Empire, and in turn, paved
the foundation for establishing a global empire in the 19th century. Authors noted
most for establishing the English mercantilist system include Gerard de Malynes
(1585–1641) and Thomas Mun (1571-1641), who first articulated the Elizabethan
system (England's Treasure by Foreign Trade or the Balance of Foreign Trade is the
Rule of Our Treasure), which Josiah Child (1630/31 – 1699) then developed further.
Numerous French authors helped cement French policy around mercantilism in the
17th century. Jean-Baptiste Colbert (Intendant général, 1661–1665; Contrôleur
général des finances, 1661–1683) best articulated this French mercantilism. French
economic policy liberalized greatly under Napoleon (in power from 1799 to
1814/1815). Many nations applied the theory, notably France, which was the most
important state economically in Europe at the time. King Louis XIV (reigned 16431715) followed the guidance of Jean Baptiste Colbert, his Controller-General of
Finances from 1665 to 1683. It was determined that the state should rule in the
economic realm as it did in the diplomatic, and that the interests of the state as
identified by the king were superior to those of merchants and of everyone else.
Mercantilist economic policies aimed to build up the state, especially in an age of
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incessant warfare, and theorists charged the state with looking for ways to strengthen
the economy and to weaken foreign adversaries.
In Europe, academic belief in mercantilism began to fade in the late-18th century
after the British seized control of the Mughal Bengal, a major trading nation, and the
establishment of the British India through the activities of the East India Company,
in light of the arguments of Adam Smith (1723-1790) and of the classical
economists. The British Parliament's repeal of the Corn Laws under Robert Peel in
1846 symbolized the emergence of free trade as an alternative system.

7.2

THEORY

Most of the European economists who wrote between 1500 and 1750 are today
generally considered mercantilists; this term was initially used solely by critics, such
as Mirabeau and Smith, but historians proved quick to adopt it. Originally the
standard English term was "mercantile system". The word "mercantilism" came into
English from German in the early-19th century. The bulk of what is commonly called
"mercantilist literature" appeared in the 1620s in Great Britain. Smith saw the
English merchant Thomas Mun (1571–1641) as a major creator of the mercantile
system, especially in his posthumously published Treasure by Foreign Trade (1664),
which Smith considered the archetype or manifesto of the movement. Perhaps the
last major mercantilist work was James Steuart's Principles of Political Economy,
published in 1767. Mercantilist literature also extended beyond England. Italy and
France produced noted writers of mercantilist themes, including Italy's Giovanni
Botero (1544–1617) and Antonio Serra (1580–?) and, in France, Jean Bodin and
Colbert. Themes also existed in writers from the German historical school from List,
as well as followers of the American system and British free-trade imperialism, thus
stretching the system into the 19th century. However, many British writers,
including Mun and Misselden, were merchants, while many of the writers from other
countries were public officials. Beyond mercantilism as a way of understanding the
wealth and power of nations, Mun and Misselden are noted for their viewpoints on a
wide range of economic matters.
The Austrian lawyer and scholar Philipp Wilhelm von Hornick, one of the pioneers
of Cameralism, detailed a nine-point program of what he deemed effective national
economy in his Austria over all, If She Only Will of 1684, which comprehensively
sums up the tenets of mercantilism:





That every little bit of a country's soil be utilized for agriculture, mining or
manufacturing.
That all raw materials found in a country be used in domestic manufacture,
since finished goods have a higher value than raw materials.
That a large, working population be encouraged.
That all exports of gold and silver be prohibited and all domestic money be
kept in circulation.
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That all imports of foreign goods be discouraged as much as possible.
That where certain imports are indispensable they be obtained at first hand, in
exchange for other domestic goods instead of gold and silver.
That as much as possible, imports be confined to raw materials that can be
finished.
That opportunities be constantly sought for selling a country's surplus
manufactures to foreigners, so far as necessary, for gold and silver.
That no importation be allowed if such goods are sufficiently and suitably
supplied at home.

Other than Von Hornick, there were no mercantilist writers presenting an
overarching scheme for the ideal economy, as Adam Smith would later do for
classical economics. Rather, each mercantilist writer tended to focus on a single area
of the economy. Only later did non-mercantilist scholars integrate these "diverse"
ideas into what they called mercantilism. Some scholars thus reject the idea of
mercantilism completely, arguing that it gives "a false unity to disparate events".
Smith saw the mercantile system as an enormous conspiracy by manufacturers and
merchants against consumers, a view that has led some authors, especially Robert E.
Ekelund and Robert D. Tollison, to call mercantilism "a rent-seeking society". To a
certain extent, mercantilist doctrine itself made a general theory of economics
impossible. Mercantilists viewed the economic system as a zero-sum game, in which
any gain by one party required a loss by another. Thus, any system of policies that
benefited one group would by definition harm the other, and there was no possibility
of economics being used to maximize the commonwealth, or common good.
Mercantilists' writings were also generally created to rationalize particular practices
rather than as investigations into the best policies.
Mercantilist domestic policy was more fragmented than its trade policy. While Adam
Smith portrayed mercantilism as supportive of strict controls over the economy,
many mercantilists disagreed. The early modern era was one of letters patent and
government-imposed monopolies; some mercantilists supported these, but others
acknowledged the corruption and inefficiency of such systems. Many mercantilists
also realized that the inevitable results of quotas and price ceilings were black
markets. One notion that mercantilists widely agreed upon was the need for
economic oppression of the working population; labourers and farmers were to live
at the "margins of subsistence". The goal was to maximize production, with no
concern for consumption. Extra money, free time, and education for the lower
classes were seen to inevitably lead to vice and laziness, and would result in harm to
the economy. The mercantilists saw a large population as a form of wealth that made
possible the development of bigger markets and armies. Opposite to mercantilism
was the doctrine of physiocracy, which predicted that mankind would outgrow its
resources. The idea of mercantilism was to protect the markets as well as maintain
agriculture and those who were dependent upon it.
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7.3

ORIGINS

The term "mercantile system" was used by its foremost critic, Adam Smith, but
Mirabeau (1715–1789) had used "mercantilism" earlier.
Mercantilism functioned as the economic counterpart of the older version of political
power: divine right of kings and absolute monarchy. Scholars debate over why
mercantilism dominated economic ideology for 250 years. One group, represented
by Jacob Viner, sees mercantilism as simply a straightforward, common-sense
system whose logical fallacies remained opaque to people at the time, as they simply
lacked the required analytical tools.
The second school, supported by scholars such as Robert B. Ekelund, portrays
mercantilism not as a mistake, but rather as the best possible system for those who
developed it. This school argues that rent-seeking merchants and governments
developed and enforced mercantilist policies. Merchants benefited greatly from the
enforced monopolies, bans on foreign competition, and poverty of the workers.
Governments benefited from the high tariffs and payments from the merchants.
Whereas later economic ideas were often developed by academics and philosophers,
almost all mercantilist writers were merchants or government officials.
Monetarism offers a third explanation for mercantilism. European trade exported
bullion to pay for goods from Asia, thus reducing the money supply and putting
downward pressure on prices and economic activity. The evidence for this
hypothesis is the lack of inflation in the British economy until the Revolutionary and
Napoleonic Wars, when paper money came into vogue. A fourth explanation lies in
the increasing professionalisation and technification of the wars of the era, which
turned the maintenance of adequate reserve funds (in the prospect of war) into a
more and more expensive and eventually competitive business.
Mercantilism developed at a time of transition for the European economy. Isolated
feudal estates were being replaced by centralized nation-states as the focus of power.
Technological changes in shipping and the growth of urban centers led to a rapid
increase in international trade. Mercantilism focused on how this trade could best aid
the states. Another important change was the introduction of double-entry
bookkeeping and modern accounting. This accounting made extremely clear the
inflow and outflow of trade, contributing to the close scrutiny given to the balance of
trade. Of course, the impact of the discovery of America cannot be ignored. New
markets and new mines propelled foreign trade to previously inconceivable volumes,
resulting in "the great upward movement in prices" and an increase in "the volume of
merchant activity itself".
Prior to mercantilism, the most important economic work done in Europe was by the
medieval scholastic theorists. The goal of these thinkers was to find an economic
system compatible with Christian doctrines of piety and justice. They focused
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mainly on microeconomics and on local exchanges between individuals.
Mercantilism was closely aligned with the other theories and ideas that began to
replace the medieval worldview. This period saw the adoption of the very
Machiavellian realpolitik and the primacy of the raison d'état in international
relations. The mercantilist idea of all trade as a zero-sum game, in which each side
was trying to best the other in a ruthless competition, was integrated into the works
of Thomas Hobbes. This dark view of human nature also fit well with the Puritan
view of the world, and some of the most stridently mercantilist legislation, such as
the Navigation Ordinance of 1651, was enacted by the government of Oliver
Cromwell.
Jean-Baptiste Colbert's work in 17th-century France came to exemplify classical
mercantilism. In the English speaking world, its ideas were criticized by Adam
Smith with the publication of The Wealth of Nations in 1776 and later by David
Ricardo with his explanation of comparative advantage. Mercantilism was rejected
by Britain and France by the mid-19th century. The British Empire embraced free
trade and used its power as the financial center of the world to promote the same.
The Guyanese historian Walter Rodney describes mercantilism as the period of the
worldwide development of European commerce, which began in the 15th century
with the voyages of Portuguese and Spanish explorers to Africa, Asia, and the New
World.

7.4

SPREAD OF MERCANTILISM

Mercantilism prevailed not only in England, France, Germany and Italy, but also in
countries like Russia, Spain and Scotland. It adopted itself to the changing
circumstances.

7.4.1 France
Mercantilism arose in France in the early 16th century soon after the monarchy had
become the dominant force in French politics. In 1539, an important decree banned
the import of woolen goods from Spain and some parts of Flanders. The next year, a
number of restrictions were imposed on the export of bullion. Over the rest of the
16th century, further protectionist measures were introduced. The height of French
mercantilism is closely associated with Jean-Baptiste Colbert, finance minister for 22
years in the 17th century, to the extent that French mercantilism is sometimes called
Colbertism. Under Colbert, the French government became deeply involved in the
economy in order to increase exports. Protectionist policies were enacted that limited
imports and favoured exports. Industries were organized into guilds and monopolies,
and production was regulated by the state through a series of more than one thousand
directives outlining how different products should be produced. To encourage
industry, foreign artisans and craftsmen were imported. Colbert also worked to
decrease internal barriers to trade, reducing internal tariffs and building an extensive
network of roads and canals. Colbert's policies were quite successful, and France's
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industrial output and the economy grew considerably during this period, as France
became the dominant European power. He was less successful in turning France into
a major trading power, and Britain and the Netherlands remained supreme in this
field.

7.4.2 New France
France imposed its mercantilist philosophy on its colonies in North America,
especially New France. It sought to derive the maximum material benefit from the
colony, for the homeland, with a minimum of imperial investment in the colony
itself. The ideology was embodied in New France through the establishment under
Royal Charter of a number of corporate trading monopolies including La Compagnie
des Marchands, which operated from 1613 to 1621, and the Compagnie de
Montmorency, from that date until 1627. It was in turn replaced by La Compagnie
des Cent-Associés, created in 1627 by King Louis XIII, and the Communauté des
habitants in 1643. These were the first corporations to operate in what is now
Canada.

7.4.3 Great Britain
In England, mercantilism reached its peak during the Long Parliament government
(1640–60). Mercantilist policies were also embraced throughout much of the Tudor
and Stuart periods, with Robert Walpole being another major proponent. In Britain,
government control over the domestic economy was far less extensive than on the
Continent, limited by common law and the steadily increasing power of Parliament.
Government-controlled monopolies were common, especially before the English
Civil War, but were often controversial.
With respect to its colonies, British mercantilism meant that the government and the
merchants became partners with the goal of increasing political power and private
wealth, to the exclusion of other empires. The government protected its merchants—
and kept others out—through trade barriers, regulations, and subsidies to domestic
industries in order to maximize exports from and minimize imports to the realm. The
government had to fight smuggling, which became a favourite American technique
in the 18th century to circumvent the restrictions on trading with the French,
Spanish, or Dutch. The goal of mercantilism was to run trade surpluses so that gold
and silver would pour into London. The government took its share through duties
and taxes, with the remainder going to merchants in Britain. The government spent
much of its revenue on a superb Royal Navy, which not only protected the British
colonies but threatened the colonies of the other empires, and sometimes seized
them. Thus the British Navy captured New Amsterdam (New York) in 1664. The
colonies were captive markets for British industry, and the goal was to enrich the
mother country.
British mercantilist writers were themselves divided on whether domestic controls
were necessary. British mercantilism thus mainly took the form of efforts to control
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trade. A wide array of regulations were put in place to encourage exports and
discourage imports. Tariffs were placed on imports and bounties given for exports,
and the export of some raw materials was banned completely. The Navigation Acts
expelled foreign merchants from England's domestic trade. The nation aggressively
sought colonies and once under British control, regulations were imposed that
allowed the colony to only produce raw materials and to only trade with Britain. This
led to friction with the inhabitants of these colonies, and mercantilist policies (such
as forbidding trade with other empires and controls over smuggling) were a major
irritant leading to the American Revolution.
Mercantilism taught that trade was a zero-sum game, with one country's gain
equivalent to a loss sustained by the trading partner. Overall, however, mercantilist
policies had a positive impact on Britain helping turn it into the world's dominant
trader and the global hegemon. One domestic policy that had a lasting impact was
the conversion of "wastelands" to agricultural use. Mercantilists believed that to
maximize a nation's power, all land and resources had to be used to their highest and
best use, and this era thus saw projects like the draining of The Fens.

7.4.4 Other Countries
The other nations of Europe also embraced mercantilism to varying degrees. The
Netherlands, which had become the financial centre of Europe by being its most
efficient trader, had little interest in seeing trade restricted and adopted few
mercantilist policies. Mercantilism became prominent in Central Europe and
Scandinavia after the Thirty Years' War (1618–48), with Christina of Sweden, Jacob
Kettler of Courland, and Christian-IV of Denmark being notable proponents. The
Habsburg Holy Roman Emperors had long been interested in mercantilist policies,
but the vast and decentralized nature of their empire made implementing such
notions difficult. Some constituent states of the empire did embrace Mercantilism,
most notably Prussia, which under Frederick the Great had perhaps the most rigidly
controlled economy in Europe.
Spain benefited from mercantilism early on as it brought a large amount of precious
metals such as gold and silver into their treasury by way of the new world. In the
long run, Spain's economy collapsed as it was unable to adjust to the inflation that
came with the large influx of bullion. Heavy intervention from the crown put
crippling laws for the protection of Spanish goods and services. Mercantilist
protectionist policy in Spain caused the long-run failure of the Castilian textile
industry as the efficiency severely dropped off with each passing year due to the
production being held at a specific level. Spain's heavily protected industries led to
famines as much of its agricultural land was required to be used for sheep instead of
grain. Much of their grain was imported from the Baltic region of Europe which
caused a shortage of food in the inner regions of Spain. Spain limiting the trade of
their colonies is one of the causes that lead to the separation of the Dutch from the
Spanish Empire. The culmination of all of these policies lead to Spain defaulting in
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1557, 1575, and 1596. During the economic collapse of the 17th century, Spain had
little coherent economic policy, but French mercantilist policies were imported by
Philip-V with some success. Russia under Peter I (Peter the Great) attempted to
pursue mercantilism, but had little success because of Russia's lack of a large
merchant class or an industrial base.
Check Your Progress
1. Write a note on Mercantilism theory.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
2. Give an account on the origin of Mercantilism.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
3. Discuss the spread of Mercantilism in Great Britain.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………

7.5

LET US SUM UP

Mercantilism promotes imperialism, tariffs and subsidies on traded goods to achieve
that goal. These policies aim to reduce a possible current account deficit or reach a
current account surplus. Mercantilism includes measures aimed at accumulating
monetary reserves through a positive balance of trade, especially of finished goods.
Historically, such policies frequently led to war and also motivated colonial
expansion. Mercantilist theory varies in sophistication from one writer to another and
has evolved over time.
Mercantilism was dominant in modernized parts of Europe from the 16th to the 18th
centuries, a period of proto-industrialization, before falling into decline, although
some commentators argue that it is still practiced in the economies of industrializing
countries, in the form of economic interventionism. It promotes government
regulation of a nation's economy for the purpose of augmenting state power at the
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expense of rival national powers. High tariffs, especially on manufactured goods,
were an almost universal feature of mercantilist policy. With the efforts of
supranational organizations such as the World Trade Organization to reduce tariffs
globally, non-tariff barriers to trade have assumed a greater importance in neomercantilism.

7.6

KEY WORDS

Mercantilism : the economic theory that trade generates wealth and is stimulated by
the accumulation of profitable balances, which a government should
encourage by means of protectionism.
Cameralism :

7.7

a German science of administration in the 18th and early 19th
centuries that aimed at strong management of a centralized economy
for mainly the state's benefit.

ANSWERS TO CHECK YOUR PROGRESS EXERCISES

Check Your Progress
1. See Section 7.2
2. See Section 7.3
3. See Sub-Section 7.4.3
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OBJECTIVES

After reading this Unit you will be able to explain;
 key elements of mercantilism,
 growth in markets, money economy, accumulation of capital and the
influence of mercantilist ideas, and

 the rise of Britain and its emergence as the dominant colonial power.
8.1

INTRODUCTION

The Feudal System had resulted in the disintegration of the unity that much of
Western, Southern and Eastern Europe had known under the Roman Empire.
Following the fall of Rome, Europe was divided into local and regional political and
economic entities, each politically functioning and economically surviving in high
degrees of isolation from each other. However, beginning in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, forces came into play that began to reverse this. Kings and
princes were determined to concentrate power in their own hands as “absolute”
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rulers, which meant reducing the power and authority of the nobility at the local and
regional levels. Mercantilism developed in the emerging nation-states under the
kings, especially in France, Spain and Great Britain, as a set of economic tools to
assist in bringing about the centralisation of political power and control. The process
worked its way out in different ways and to different extents in these countries. In
Spain and France, the monarchies became nearly “absolute” to the extent that
methods and technologies of the time permitted this concentration of power in the
hands of kings. In Great Britain, a long history of resistance by the nobility against
losing their “traditional” rights and privileges prevented this from happening to the
degree experienced in these other nations.

8.2

THE KEY ELEMENTS OF MERCANTILISM

In his classic study Mercantilism (1935), the famous Swedish economic historian Eli
Heckscher summarised the elements of the Mercantilist system of economic
planning and intervention under five headings:
Mercantilism as a System of Political Unification: Mercantilism (was) primarily
an agent of unification… Its first object was to make the state’s purposes decisive in
a uniform economic sphere and to make all economic activity subservient to
considerations corresponding to the requirements of the state and to the state’s
domain regarded as uniform in nature.
Mercantilism as a System of Power: What was the object of mercantilism in using
economic forces in the interests of the state? The answer is primarily that it wanted
to… strengthen the state authority itself; it concentrated on the power of the state…
Primarily to the state’s external power, in relation to other states.
Mercantilism as a System of Protection: The attitude of mercantilism towards the
means of supplying the wants of human beings, i.e., towards commodities, was the
theory of the danger from which economic policy was chiefly to protect a country
lay in having too many goods (imported from other countries).
Mercantilism as a Monetary System: The connection between money and goods in
the mercantilist conception of economics was represented in the balance of trade
theory… Ideas on the balance of trade and the significance of money undoubtedly
occupy a central position in mercantilism.
Mercantilism as a Conception of Society: Mercantilism revealed a fairly uniform
conception of general social phenomena in the field of economics, and this, too,
reacted in many ways on the nature of economic policy (as a conception of society in
which all interests were to be made obedient to the monarch captured in the famous
phrase of the French king, Louis XIV – ‘I am the State’).
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8.3

THE DUTY OF THE KING TO PROTECT PRODUCTION,
JOBS AND STATE REVENUE

In the Mercantilist conception of the nation-state and of society in general, it was
taken for granted that the king’s government had both the right and responsibility to
control and direct the economic activities of the sovereign’s subjects. The lands and
the people in these countries were viewed as the property of the king, to use and
dispose of in any manner that he considered most beneficial to his interests.
To the extent that the monarch took an interest in the most immediate well-being of
his subjects, it was only as a necessary means to the end of his own betterment.
Antoine de Montchrestien (1575-1621) expressed this in his book, A Treatise on
Political Economy (1615), addressed to the king and queen of France, in which he
warned of the danger of permitting foreign sellers to compete in the French market:
First of all, I point out to your Majesties that all the implements, the
manufacturing of which you are in charge, both in and out of the
kingdom, not only in cities but in entire provinces, can be made
abundantly and at a very good price in your Lordship’s country.
And further, that allowing in and receiving foreign-made goods here
means to take away the life of the several thousands of your subjects to
whom this industry is an inheritance and the source of their income; it
means reducing your own wealth which derives from and increases
through the wealth of the people.
Montchrestien offered a conclusion to the monarchs: “Let us, therefore, relish the
fruits of our own labour, that is to say, let us rely on ourselves.”
The Mercantilist idea was that trade with other countries was a source of national
disaster, including loss of jobs and falling incomes. It undermined the commercial
traditions that were considered the “inheritance” of the people, and it reduced
income and wealth for the government by lowering tax revenues.

8.4

A POSITIVE
“TREASURE”

BALANCE

OF

TRADE

TO

GAIN

However, there could be gains from trade, the Mercantilists argued, if the value of
goods imported from other countries was minimised and the value of goods exported
to other countries was maximised. Hence, the Mercantilists argued for the
government to control and direct foreign trade to assure a “positive” balance of trade.
Thomas Mun (1571-1641) articulated this idea in his posthumously published
work, England’s Treasure by Foreign Trade (1628):
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Although, a Kingdom may be enriched by gifts received or by purchase
taken from some other nations, yet these are things uncertain and of
small consideration when they happen. The ordinary means therefore to
increase our wealth and treasure is by foreign trade, wherein we must
ever observe the rule; to sell more to strangers yearly than we consume
of theirs in value.
For suppose that when this kingdom is plentifully served with cloth, lead,
tin, iron, fish and other native commodities, we do yearly export the
(surplus) to foreign countries to the value of twenty two hundred
thousand pounds; by which means we are enabled beyond the seas to buy
and bring in foreign wares for our use and consumptions, to the value of
twenty hundred thousand pounds;
By this order duly kept in our trading, we must rest assured that the
kingdom shall be enriched yearly two hundred thousand pounds, which
must be brought back to us in so much treasure; because that part of our
stock which is not returned to use in wares must necessarily be brought
home in treasure.
For the Mercantilists, the greatest and most valuable form of wealth (“treasure”) was
money, in the form of gold and silver. With a large “war chest” of gold and silver,
the monarch would be able to acquire, at home and abroad, all the real goods and
services that might ever be needed to win in the conflicts and combats that the
Mercantilists considered inevitable and inescapable among the nations of the world
in the “great game” of international political survival. Said Thomas Mun:
A king who desires to lay up much money must endeavour by all good
means to maintain and increase his foreign trade, because it is the sole
way, not only to lead him to his own ends, but also to enrich his subjects
to his farther benefit…
The gain of their foreign trade must be the rule of laying up their
treasure, which although it should not be much yearly, yet in the time of
a long continued peace, and being well manage to advantage, it will
become a great sum of money, able to make a long defense, which may
end or divert a war.
A corollary of this policy was a conscious attempt to be as self-sufficient as possible,
and if imports were needed to try to limit them to raw materials that could be worked
up into manufactured goods at home; this would “stimulate” domestic employment,
meet certain national economic needs, and have a greater value for re-export so to
acquire a net inflow of gold and silver to add to the king’s “treasure”.
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8.5

THE MOTHER COUNTRY
COLONIAL EMPIRE

AND

A

DEPENDENT

Mercantilism also called for the “mother country” to possess valuable colonies
around the world. Colonial territories meant that the “mother country” could have
control of useful resources and raw materials that may be essential for its economic
development, and secure for it an essential supply during times when at war with
other nation-states. This also required the “mother country” to keep and maintain its
colonial territories in a subservient position. Thus, for instance, the British
government attempted to limit the development of manufacturing in its 13 American
colonies. That way, their dependency on the “mother country” for manufactured
finished goods in exchange for colonial raw materials would make it more difficult
for such colonies to become economically independent of the “mother country”. It
also assured that the “mother country” could make a net gain – a “positive balance of
trade” – even with its own colonial dependencies.

8.6

THE DOMESTIC
MERCANTILISM

PLANNED

ECONOMY

UNDER

To prevent the king’s subjects from freely trading with buyers and sellers in other
countries the power of the state was used to prohibit transactions of which the king
disapproved, and to compel manufacturers to produce what the monarch deemed
desirable and to sell them at prices that the king considered “just” and “fair”.
Royal France, perhaps, was the most determined in imposing and enforcing the
Mercantilist economic commands. The famous French classical liberal and advocate
of free enterprise, Charles Dunoyer (1786-1862), explained the extent and form of
many of these government controls and regulations in his book, The Passage to
Liberty (1845):
The state exercised over manufacturing industry the most unlimited and
arbitrary jurisdiction. It disposed without scruple of the resources of
manufacturers; it decided who shall be allowed to work, what things it
should be permitted to make, what materials should be employed, what
processes followed, what forms should be given to production.
It was not enough to do well, to do better; it was necessary to do
according to the rules ... Not the tastes of the consumers, but the
commands of the law must be attended to. Legions of inspectors,
commissioners, controllers, jurymen, guardians were charged with its
execution.
Machines were broken; products were burned when not conformable to
the rules. There were different sets of rules for goods destined for home
consumption and for those intended for exportation. An artisan could
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neither choose the place in which to establish himself, nor work at all
seasons, nor work for all customers.
There exists a decree of 30 March 1700, which limits to 18 towns the
number of places where stockings might be woven. A decree of 18 June
1723, enjoins the manufacturers of Rouen to suspend their works from 1
July to 15 September, in order to facilitate the harvest.
Louis XIV, when he intended to construct the colonnade of the Louvre,
forbade all private persons to employ workmen without his permission,
with a penalty of 10,000 livres, and forbade workmen to work for private
persons, on pain for the first offense, of imprisonment, and for the
second, of the galleys.
There was also the testimony of Monsieur Roland, who lived in the French city of
Rouen, about the treatment of businessmen and merchants accused of violating the
rules and regulations imposed by the government under Mercantilism, quoted in
Jerome-Adolph Blanqui’s History of Political Economy in Europe (1846):
The manufacturers were summoned, tried, and condemned; their goods
were confiscated; copies of their judgment of confiscation posted in every
public place; fortune, reputation, credit, all lost and destroyed.
And for what offence? Because they had made of worsted a kind of cloth
called shag, such as the English used to manufacture, and even sell in
France, while the French regulations stated that that kind of cloth should
be made of mohair.
I have seen other manufacturers treated in the same way, because they
had made camlets (the collars on women’s blouses) of a particular width,
used in England and Germany, for which there was a great demand from
Spain, Portugal and other countries, and from other parts of France, for
which the French regulations prescribed other widths.
But one of the best descriptions of just how pervasive the Mercantilist regulations
and controls extended into every corner of French society is to be found in Alexis de
Tocqueville’s (1805-1859) The French Revolution and the Old Regime (1856) and is
worth quoting at length:
The government had a hand in the management of all the cities in the
kingdom, great and small. It was consulted on all subjects, and gave
decided opinions on all; it even regulated festivals. It was the
government that gave orders for public rejoicing, fireworks, and
illuminations…
You have neither Parliament, nor estates, nor governors; nothing but
thirty masters of requests (i.e., the heads of the bureaucratic planning
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agencies in Paris), on whom, so far as the provinces are concerned,
welfare, misery, plenty or want entirely depend…
Under the old regime, as in our own day, neither city, nor borough, nor
village, nor hamlet, however small, nor hospital, nor church, nor
convent, nor college could exercise a free will in its private affairs, or
administer its property, as it thought best. Then, as now, the
administration was the guardian of the whole French people…
A very extensive machinery was requisite before the government could
know everything and manage everything in Paris. The amounts of
documents filed were enormous, and the slowness with which public
business was transacted was such that I have been unable to discover
any case in which a village obtained permission to raise its church
steeple or repair its presbytery in less than a year. Generally speaking,
two or three years lapsed before such petitions were granted…
Ministers are overloaded with business details. Everything is done by
them or through them, and if their information be not coextensive with
their power, they are forced to let their clerks act as they please, and
become the real masters of the country (i.e., authority was delegated to a
permanent bureaucracy)…
A marked characteristic of the French government, even in those days,
was the hatred it bore to everyone, whether noble or not, who presumed
to meddle with public affairs without its knowledge. It took fright at the
organisation of the least public body that ventured to exist without
permission. It was disturbed by the formation of free society. It could
brook no association but such as it had arbitrarily formed, and over
which it presided. In a word, it objected to people looking over their own
concerns, and preferred general inertia to rivalry…
Government having assumed the place of providence, people naturally
invoked its aid for their private wants. Heaps of petitions were received
from persons who wanted their petty private ends served, always for the
public good…
Nobody expected to succeed in any enterprise unless the state helped
them. Farmers, who, as a class, are generally stubborn and indocile,
were led to believe that the backwardness of agriculture was due to the
lack of advice and aid from government…
Sad reading, this: Farmers begging to be reimbursed the value of lost
cattle or horses; men in easy circumstances begging for a loan to enable
them to work their land to more advantage; manufacturers begging for
monopolies to crush out competition; businessmen confiding their
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pecuniary embarrassments to the intendant (the local bureaucrat), and
begging for assistance or a loan. It would appear that the public funds
were liable to be used in this way…
France is nothing but Paris and a few distant provinces that Paris has
not yet had time to swallow up.

8.7

THE SMUGGLER
REFORMER

AS

FREE

TRADE’S

HEROIC

The more the government’s Mercantilist policies attempted to restrict and divert
manufacturing, commerce, and trade into directions different from how individuals
in the market may have wanted to direct their own activities, the more it created
incentives for “smuggling” – black markets – to get around the controls.
The liberal economists of the nineteenth century understood and often emphasised
the reality that misplaced, distortive, and restrictive regulations that suppressed freer
and more open trade within and between nations necessarily brought forth its own
corrective reaction in the form of black marketeers who went over, under and around
the commands of the state. Explained Jerome-Adolph Blanqui:
It is in the nature of bad institutions never to be respected, and to give
birth to protests that end in bringing about reform; smuggling was to the
exclusive (mercantilism) the constant and the most expressive of these
protests...
It is as exact in its deliveries as the most scrupulous merchant; it braves
the seasons and defies the best-guarded lines of customhouses, to such a
degree that assurance companies, which protect it, count upon fewer
losses than any other.
Smuggling is, in fact, the only means that remains to the various
industries to procure for themselves the prohibited products whose use is
indispensable for them...
It is owing to smuggling that commerce did not perish under the
(Mercantilist) regime ... While savants discuss and commerce entreats,
contrabandage acts and decides on the frontier; it presents itself with the
irresistible power of actual facts, and freedom of trade has never won a
victory for which smuggling has not prepared the way.
Indeed, the black marketeer was considered by Nassau Senior (1790-1864), a
prominent British economist of the nineteenth century, as an important element
moving the economic system in the direction of free market reform. In his Three
Lectures on the Transmission of the Precious Metals from Country to Country, and
the Mercantile Theory of Wealth (1828), Senior argued:
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The smuggler is a radical and judicious reformer. The smuggler is
essential to the well being of the whole nation. All external commerce
depends on him.
(However) I am far from thinking that the direct effect of his (the
smuggler’s) exertions in giving us a free trade in those commodities
which, from their bulk and value, fall within his province, are any
compensation for the crime, misery and the public expense (of the
mercantilist system).
In the middle and later decades of the eighteenth century, arguments began to be
made questioning the Mercantilist conception of society and the economy. Two
leading centres for this change in ideas were France and Scotland. These ideas
undermined the rationales for government regulation and control of economic
activities in society.
In its place, there arose a conception and vision of a free society based on individual
liberty, free trade, and market-based and directed prosperity. In France, these new
thinkers were known as the Physiocrats, and in Great Britain the Scottish Moral
Philosophers.
Check Your Progress
1. Discuss the Key Elements of Mercantilism.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
2. Write a note on the Domestic Planned Economy under Mercantilism.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………

8.8

LET US SUM UP

The dominant economic philosophy of the period in Europe was mercantilism. This
theory proclaimed that it was the duty of the government to strictly regulate a state’s
economy. Mercantilists believed that it was crucial for a state to import more than it
exported, since the world’s wealth was limited. The possession of colonies (so a
nation wouldn’t have to rely on other nations for raw materials), tariffs, and
monopolies were other mercantilist tactics of the era. The American colonies were
more than adequate from a mercantilist point of view, as they could provide crops
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such as tobacco and rice from the southern colonies and raw materials such as
lumber from the colonies of the north. Charles-II came to the throne in England in
1660 and desired to increase British trade at the expense of its main trading rival, the
Dutch. Charles influenced the British Parliament to pass the Navigation Acts of 1660
and 1663. These bills had great influence on colonial trade. These stated that certain
products from the colonies, such as sugar, tobacco, and indigo, could only be
shipped to England; in an effort to help British merchants, the acts required that all
goods going from anywhere in Europe to the American colonics must pass through
England first. Resistance to the Navigation Acts came from both the Dutch and the
American colonies. Three commercial wars between the Dutch and the British took
place in the late 1600s (with one result being the ending of the Dutch monopoly over
the West African slave trade). In New England, many wanted to be able to continue
to trade with the Dutch, who offered them better prices for their goods. Edmund
Randolph, the chief British customs official in Massachusetts Bay, noted that
colonial officials welcomed non-British traders, and he called upon the British
government to “reduce Massachusetts to obedience.” In 1684 a British court ruled
that Massachusetts Bay colony had intentionally violated the Navigation Acts (as
well as restricting the Church of England). The charter of the colony was thus
declared invalid, and the colony was placed under direct British control. The
Dominion of New England was created, which revoked the charters of all the
colonies from New Jersey to Maine and placed immense powers in the hands of Sir
Edmund Andros, the governor. Similar feelings of resentment against the Navigation
Acts developed in Virginia. The price of tobacco dropped sharply after 1663, with
many landowners blaming Royal Governor Sir William Berkeley, who was thought
to be profiting greatly from his position in Virginia. Some land- owners joined in
opposition to Berkeley under Nathaniel Bacon. In a dispute over policy toward
Native Americans (specifically, how the government could protect farmers against
Native American attacks) and how the colony would be governed, Bacon and his
followers took control of the colony and burned the city of Jamestown. Some
historians view this revolt as a rebellion of poor western farmers against the “eastern
elite.” The rebellion ended in October 1676 when Bacon and several of his followers
died from dysentery. The results of Bacon’s Rebellion were a limitation of the power
of the royal governor by the Virginia gentry and an increase in the slave trade (some
of Bacon’s supporters were former indentured servants; the leaders of Virginia
believed that African slaves would be much more docile.)

8.9

KEY WORDS

Contraband : goods that have been imported or exported illegally.
Smuggler : the illegal transportation of objects, substances, information or people,
such as out of a house or buildings, into a prison, or across an
international border, in violation of applicable laws or other
regulations.
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8.10 ANSWERS TO CHECK YOUR PROGRESS EXERCISES
Check Your Progress
1. See Section 8.2
2. See Section 8.6
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OBJECTIVES

After reading this Unit, you should be able to:




understand how certain historians have chosen to correct the emphasis on 18th
and 19th Century Europe as a significant period for industrial revolution,
understand the importance of the agricultural revolution preceding the
industrial revolution in seventeenth and early eighteenth century, and
understand the changes that occurred during the scientific revolution and
resulted in developments towards a new means for experimentation.
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9.1

INTRODUCTION

This Unit deals with various understandings of the nature of industrial capitalism.
The emergence of industrial capitalism transformed to a large extent the nature of
production process prevalent in the pre-capitalist phase. The nature of this
transformation influenced all aspects of society and economy in a many sided
manner. Consequently the attempts to grasp this change tended to be partially or
sometimes even incorrectly reflected m various writings. Indeed we are still trying to
grasp the phenomenon today.
In the history of the rise of industrial capitalism, it has been England that has held
pride of place. This was the "first industrial nation", and, as mentioned above, it has
even become customary to regard all other "industrializations" as determined by
what was seen in England. Since England has such a special place in the origins of
industrial capitalism, this Unit pays special attention to the beginnings of
industrialization there. It is divided into two sections: (i) the industrial revolution (c.
1740- 1840) (ii) the consolidation and crisis of industrial capitalism in the mid and
late nineteenth century.
In the economic history of industrial capitalism in England, discussions always focus
on the Industrial Revolution of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. There
can be no doubt, as historians and economists have shown, that it was here, and at
this time, more than elsewhere in Europe, that industrial capital became a major
factor in economic, social and political life, leading to "revolutionary" changes and
making for an "Industrial Revolution".. Other European regions were to follow, but
their path would always be influenced by the existence of "the first industrializer".
True, following in the footsteps of earlier researchers such as Paul Mantoux (1928),
G.Unwin (1927), W. Ashley (1914) John Clapham (1926-38) and others, many
influential "revisionist" scholars of the recent past have attempted to alter this
version of what happened. They accept the view, put forward by Mantoux, that "in
spite of the apparent rapidity of its development, the industrial revolution sprang
from far-distant causes". More crucially, they have gone further in the direction of
Heaton (1932) who has questioned the validity of the term "revolution" in this
context: "a revolution which continued for 150 years and had been in preparation for
at least another 150 years may well seem to need a new label". They have stressed
that, at the time of the "revolution", the influence of industrial capital in England was
limited to a few industries and a few regions. They have said that the rising authority
of industrial capital in England cannot be regarded as a "revolution" (even an
"industrial" revolution). Others have also pointed out that "enclaves" existed in
Europe where industrial capital was becoming as important as it was in regions of
England. Such writing coincides with, the work, mentioned above, of Fernand
Braudel, which associates European capitalism with a long term process which
cannot be easily tied to specific periods or countries. Immanuel Wallerstein, also
mentioned earlier, has also spoken of the connections between capitalism and a
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"world system", with Europe as its centre, which developed from the fifteenth
century.
Taken together, this picture implies that it is incorrect to exaggerate the importance
of the activities of industrial capital in England of a specific period or its significance
for the development of industrial capitalism in Europe. This is a useful corrective to
established histories of industrial capitalism in England and Europe. But, in recent
debate, British historians Maxine Berg and Pat Hudson, have correctly
"rehabilitated" the idea that industrial capital in England became a decisive feature of
the country in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. They have also
"rehabilitated" the notion that economic developments in the eighteenth century in
England were "revolutionary" and constituted "an Industrial Revolution".
Such "rehabilitation" does not affect aspects of industrial capitalism in Europe which
"revisionist" historians did not choose to dispute. These aspects include notions that
the productivity of industrial capital improved faster in eighteenth century and early
nineteenth century England than they did anywhere else in Europe Also that leading
English manufacturers developed these changes without any "model" before them,
guided often by their own failures and the failures of many around them. The
persistence of these notions left untouched the idea that the "industrial revolution"
period in England had a special significance for the growth of industrial capitalism in
Europe. The "rehabilitation", though, by British historians of the Industrial
Revolution in England, restores exceptional stress to the importance for Europe of
what took place there.

9.2

AGRICULTURAL BACKGROUND OF THE INDUSTRIAL
REVOLUTION

Among the many factors that were responsible for the development of the "industrial
revolution", was the "agricultural revolution", which grew out of the commercial
agriculture of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. At this earlier time, in
English agriculture, cultivation was by and large market oriented. It was also
specialized according to the convenience of soil, climate, location and product.
Prices for livestock and livestock products did not warrant specialization in the latter.
Crop cultivation was a little different and had a regional bias although overall it was
directed at foodstuff and fodder production, where most farms registered an interest
in livestock raising as well as in the growing of cereals. There was special stress in
wheat production In East Anglia, Essex, Kent, Dorset, parts of the Midlands and
Monmouth, Hereford and Pembrokeshire. Barley was the special crop of
Cambridgeshire, Hertfordshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire and parts of Yorkshire; and in
Northumberland, Durham, Lancashire, Cheshire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire and
Lincolnshire, oats cultivation had pride of place. Although such divisions coincided
with dietary preferences, specialization was more often linked to other factors: the
clay soils of the Midlands were ideal for wheat production, for instance. There was
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much production for the market, for exchange between regions, as well as sale to
centres of industrial and commercial concentration, such as London.

9.2.1 Commercial Production - Nature
Commercial production was primarily on the farms of the large tenants of greater
and lesser landowners. These proprietors (the Howards, Talbots and other less
eminent squires), were not concerned with the productivity of their land as much as
the rent it yielded, but they instituted major improvements in order to assure
themselves of high rents. They worked with a variety of tenants, some of whom had
tenancies for life, and some of whom were cotters (i.e. tenants who could be evicted
at will). A number of freeholders (who paid a small quitrent to a proprietor to be
"free" of his demands) and copy holders (whose rights depended on copies of
manorial rolls they possessed) existed on such estates, and they rented additional
land from such estates to supplement their holdings. In all this, about half the land of
the country, in a belt from Hampshire and stretching to Yorkshire, was still held in
strips ill open fields, where a three-field rotation operated. Here, crops were grown
on two fields (often sown with different crops in different seasons) and the third field
was left fallow, for recovery from soil exhaustion. Meadow and pasture were held in
common, and the system had the advantage of enforcing a cultivation cycle and
overcoming problems of location. It was undoubtedly a flexible system, where
rotation of crops could be varied, but it discouraged individual initiatives, especially
in drainage, since strips were small.
In such circumstances, where capital was often tied up in agriculture, and substantial
profits could or did accrue from cultivation, either as rent or as outright profit,
transfer of capital from agriculture to industry was a major requirement of the rise of
industrial capitalism in the country. Equally important for the rise of industrial
capitalism was the improvement in agricultural productivity and the ample
availability of food for seasonal and perennial industrial labour. Such improvement
was initially the result of reorganization of cultivation; but from the end of the
eighteenth century, improvement was also the result of the application of industrial
technology to cultivation. In the first of these cases, transfer of capital to industry
could be observed piecemeal over the course of the eighteenth century and early
nineteenth century, as investments took place in mining among the great estate
owners of the north and the Midlands; arrangements for letting out urban real estate
were also noticeable. The second case involved the development of changes in the
technology of production and adequate means to ensure that such changes were
widely implemented.
Here, many technological innovations necessary for improved productivity had been
in use from the end of the seventeenth century. Crucial among these was the
introduction into a crop rotation of root crops and legumes (mangelwurzels, beetroot,
clover, sainfoin etc.), which reinvigorated the soil, and allowed farmers to forgo the
necessity of leaving it uncultivated (fallow) to avoid soil exhaustion. Mixing marls
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(soil which was a mixture of carbonate of lime and clay) in sandy soil, as a fertilizer,
also became the established practice on some estates at this time. The improvements
were associated with Viscount Townshend, Thomas Coke (Earl of Leicester) and
Lord Lovell, who showed, thereby, how to increase fodder and food supply, as well
as land under regular cultivation. They developed centres of display (their estates at
Woburn, Petworth, and Wentworth), and their achievements were joined by those of
midland proprietors (such as Robert Bakewell), who developed breed sheep and
cattle.
Upto the middle of the eighteenth century, such techniques received wide application
as great tenants, who were commercially minded, increased land under their
cultivation. Small holdings were systematically enclosed through Acts of Parliament.
Some of this was the result of changes in the status of the tenant. For great
proprietors, in their search for higher rents ceased to allow tenancies for life, and
increased rents at regular intervals, demanding. thereby, greater market-orientation
from those who held land. They also bought out freeholders and copy holders where
they could and they thus provided more land for short- term tenancies. "Enclosure"
of land which was held in common or cultivated in open fields, and which belonged
to large properties, was initially piecemeal and the result of agreements with tenants
at times of low harvests and high prices of food. Strips and commons were
consolidated to introduce improvements and increase productivity to preserve
income levels. This also was to release a sizable sections of rural population for
industrial labour.
Increases in population and large-scale manufacture, as well as the growth in the size
of towns, during the mid-eighteenth century, established that higher profits were to
be obtained through commercial farming. When this coincided with times of high
foodstuff prices, enclosures by Acts of Parliament were undertaken in large number
from around 1759. After that year, until 1781, the number of Acts of Enclosure
seldom fell below thirty, and the years of maximum activity centred around periods
of high food prices (1764-65, 1770-74, 1777 etc.). For such Acts, public meetings
were called, a draft private bill was framed, it was eventually sent to a Parliamentary
Committee, who passed an Act and appointed Commissioners who assessed land
value before and after enclosure, establishing an amount which was to be used for
improvement and assistance to the poor who were affected by the redistribution.
In such circumstances, although reliable figures are difficult to establish, "it is
beyond doubt that annual production rose considerably in the second half of the
century" (T.S. Ashton). This trend continued into the first decades of the nineteenth
century, when, in the 1830s, it was reinforced by further scientific inputs into
farming. For the latter, the activities of the Royal Agricultural Society, founded in
1838, were partly responsible. But there were other signs of major improvement:
under-drainage, which was necessary for cultivation of heavy clayland, was begun
extensively in the 1820s; and extensive use of fertilizer became noticeable in the
1840s.
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In the circumstances, corn output in England and Wales increased from 14.8 mlllion
quarters at the beginning of the century to 2 1.1 million in 1800. A portion of this
came from the increased land under cultivation; and a portion from the increased
intensity of cultivation, as a result of which, for instance, yield of wheat per acre
increased by roughly a third during the second half of the eighteenth century. In the
case of animal husbandry, there are disputes concerning the increases in the size and
number of sheep and cattle that were reared and sold. It is difficult to speak of a
substantial increase in the availability of meat, especially since epidemics (as in
1745), and droughts (as in 1730) struck. Under the "high farming" of the 1830s and
1840s, cattle breeding and dairy orientation in farming became more common.
Many industries benefited directly from the changes in agricultural output.
Obviously, milling and baking took the lead, but a large portion of the wheat and
barley crop also went to distilling (for the production of beer and whisky) and also
for the production of starch. Clearly, increases in the supply of animal products led
to output of wool and tallow.

9.2.2 Population Increases
Clearly associated with rises in agricultural output, and a crucial factor in the growth
of industrial capitalism, was the increase in population over the eighteenth century.
At the time, the methods of increasing consumption in a stable population were
comparatively limited; and technological innovation had not yet created the
concentration of labour and population which might maintain "self-sustained
growth". The increase in demand and labour that a growing population supplied were
crucial to the development of industrial capitalism; and substantial growth in
population undoubtedly did take place over the century, from c 5.83 million in
England and Wales in 1701 to 9.16 millions in 1801
How such growth took place and what its impact was, however, is a subject of the
following debate. The source which underlies all estimates are the parish registers of
baptism and burial for the period: registers which are often considered far from
reliable in determining actual birth and death at any time, their accuracy varying
from occasion to occasion. Disputes over this source raise questions regarding
certain hypotheses:
i)

the actual chronology of growth, which was normally established as slow
growth to 1751 (when the population stood at 6.14 million) and rapid growth
thereafter
ii) whether the increases in population were due to a rise in the birth-rate or fall in
the death- rate. The established explanation is in favour of the fall in the deathrate, based on data for improvements in medical facilities, shifts in epidemic
patterns, and changes in consumption with the nutritious potato becoming
available to the country's population.
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But the significance of the increase in the birth rate for population growth has been
enhanced by various research. Some show that prosperity could lead to larger
families. Other research shows that the social effect of improvements in medical
facilities in the eighteenth century have been exaggerated. Concretely, though, no
suggestion is wholly able to establish the ascendancy of the birth rate hypothesis:
since this requires a more solid justification than the parish registers can provide.

9.2.3 The Enclosure Act
Enclosure, or the process that ended traditional rights on common land formerly held
in the open field system and restricted the use of land to the owner, is one of the
causes of the Agricultural Revolution and a key factor behind the labour migration
from rural areas to gradually industrializing cities.
Common land is owned collectively by a number of persons, or by one person with
others holding certain traditional rights, such as to allow their livestock to graze upon
it, to collect firewood, or to cut turf for fuel. A person who has a right in or over
common land jointly with others is called a commoner. Originally in medieval
England, the common was an integral part of the manor and thus part of the estate
held by the lord of the manor under a feudal grant from the Crown or a superior peer,
who in turn held his land from the Crown, which owned all land. This manorial
system, founded on feudalism, granted rights of land use to different classes. These
would be appurtenant rights, meaning the ownership of rights belonged to tenancies
of particular plots of land held within a manor. A commoner would be the person
who for the time being occupied a particular plot of land. Some rights of common
were said to be in gross, or unconnected with tenure of land. This was more usual in
regions where commons were extensive, such as in the high ground of Northern
England or on the Fens, but also included many village greens across England and
Wales.
Most of the medieval common land of England was lost due to enclosure. In English
social and economic history, enclosure or inclosure was the process that ended
traditional rights such as mowing meadows for hay or grazing livestock on common
land formerly held in the open field system. Once enclosed, these uses of the land
became restricted to the owner and the land cased to be for the use of commoners. In
England and Wales, the term is also used for the process that ended the ancient
system of arable farming in open fields. Under enclosure, such land was fenced
(enclosed) and deeded or entitled to one or more owners. The process of enclosure
became a widespread feature of the English agricultural landscape during the 16th
century. By the 19th century, unenclosed commons were largely restricted to large
areas of rough pasture in mountainous places and relatively small residual parcels of
land in the lowlands.
Enclosure could be accomplished by buying the ground rights and all common rights
to accomplish exclusive rights of use, which increased the value of the land. The
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other method was by passing laws causing or forcing enclosure, such as
parliamentary enclosure. The latter process of enclosure was sometimes
accompanied by force, resistance, and bloodshed, and remains among the most
controversial areas of agricultural and economic history in England. The more
productive enclosed farms meant that fewer farmers were needed to work the same
land, leaving many villagers without land and grazing rights. Many moved to the
cities in search of work in the emerging factories of the Industrial Revolution. Others
settled in the English colonies. English Poor Laws were enacted to help these newly
poor. Some practices of enclosure were denounced by the Church and legislation
was drawn up against it. However, the large, enclosed fields were needed for the
gains in agricultural productivity from the 16th to 18th centuries. This controversy led
to a series of government acts, culminating in the General Enclosure Act of 1801,
which sanctioned large-scale land reform.
The Act of 1801 was one of many parliamentary enclosures that consolidated strips
in the open fields into more compact units and enclosed much of the remaining
pasture commons or wastes. Parliamentary enclosures usually provided commoners
with some other land in compensation for the loss of common rights, although often
of poor quality and limited extent. They were also used for the division and
privatization of common “wastes” (in the original sense of uninhabited places), such
as fens, marshes, heathland, downland, and moors. Voluntary enclosure was also
frequent at that time.
After 1529, the problem of untended farmland disappeared with the rising
population. There was a desire for more arable land along with antagonism toward
the tenant-graziers with their flocks and herds. Increased demand along with a
scarcity of tillable land caused rents to rise dramatically in the 1520s to mid-century.
There were popular efforts to remove old enclosures and much legislation of the
1530s and 1540s concerns this shift. Angry tenants impatient to reclaim pastures for
tillage were illegally destroying enclosures.
The primary benefits to large land holders came from increased value of their own
land, not from expropriation. Smaller holders could sell their land to larger ones for a
higher price post enclosure. Protests against parliamentary enclosures continued,
sometimes also in Parliament, frequently in the villages affected, and sometimes as
organized mass revolts. Enclosed land was twice as valuable, a price that could be
sustained by its higher productivity. While many villagers received plots in the
newly enclosed manor, for small landholders this compensation was not always
enough to offset the costs of enclosure and fencing. Many historians believe that
enclosure was an important factor in the reduction of small landholders in England
as compared to the Continent, although others believe that this process began earlier.
Enclosure faced a great deal of popular resistance because of its effects on the
household economies of smallholders and landless labourers. Common rights had
included not just the right of cattle or sheep grazing, but also the grazing of geese,
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foraging for pigs, gleaning, berrying, and fuel gathering. During the period of
parliamentary enclosures, employment in agriculture did not fall, but failed to keep
pace with the growing population. Consequently, large numbers of people left rural
areas to move into the cities where they became labourers in the Industrial
Revolution.
Enclosure is considered one of the causes of the British Agricultural Revolution.
Enclosed land was under control of the farmer, who was free to adopt better farming
practices. There was widespread agreement in contemporary accounts that profit
making opportunities were better with enclosed land. Following enclosure, crop
yields and livestock output increased while at the same time productivity increased
enough to create a surplus of labour. The increased labour supply is considered one
of the factors facilitating the Industrial Revolution.

9.2.4 Effects of the Agricultural Revolution
The increase in agricultural production and technological advancements during the
Agricultural Revolution contributed to unprecedented population growth and new
agricultural practices, triggering such phenomena as rural-to-urban migration,
development of a coherent and loosely regulated agricultural market, and emergence
of capitalist farmers.
The Agricultural Revolution in Britain proved to be a major turning point, allowing
population to far exceed earlier peaks and sustain the country’s rise to industrial preeminence. Although evidence-based advice on farming began to appear in England
in the mid-17th century, the overall agricultural productivity of Britain grew
significantly only later. It is estimated that total agricultural output grew 2.7-fold
between 1700 and 1870 and output per worker at a similar rate. The Agricultural
Revolution gave Britain at the time the most productive agriculture in Europe, with
19th-century yields as much as 80% higher than the Continental average. Even as
late as 1900, British yields were rivalled only by Denmark, the Netherlands, and
Belgium. But Britain’s lead eroded as European countries experienced their own
agricultural revolutions, raising grain yields on average by 60% in the century
preceding World War I. Interestingly, the Agricultural Revolution in Britain did not
result in overall productivity per hectare of agriculture that would rival productivity
in China, where intensive cultivation (including multiple annual cropping in many
areas) had been practiced for many centuries. Towards the end of the 19th century,
the substantial gains in British agricultural productivity were rapidly offset by
competition from cheaper imports, made possible by the exploitation of colonies and
advances in transportation, refrigeration, and other technologies.
The increase in the food supply contributed to the rapid growth of population in
England and Wales, from 5.5 million in 1700 to over 9 million by 1801, although
domestic production gave way increasingly to food imports in the 19th century as
population more than tripled to over 32 million. The rise in productivity accelerated
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the decline of the agricultural share of the labour force, adding to the urban
workforce on which industrialization depended. The Agricultural Revolution has
therefore been cited as a cause of the Industrial Revolution. As enclosure deprived
many of access to land or left farmers with plots too small and of poor quality,
increasing numbers of workers had no choice but migrate to the city. Prior to the
Industrial Revolution, however, rural flight occurred in mostly localized regions.
Pre-industrial societies did not experience large rural-urban migration flows,
primarily due to the inability of cities to support large populations. Lack of large
employment industries, high urban mortality, and low food supplies all served as
checks keeping pre-industrial cities much smaller than their modern counterparts.
While the improved agricultural productivity freed up workers to other sectors of the
economy, it took decades of the Industrial Revolution and industrial development to
trigger a truly mass rural-to-urban labour migration. As food supplies increased and
stabilized and industrialized centers moved into place, cities began to support larger
populations, sparking the beginning of rural flight on a massive scale. In England,
the proportion of the population living in cities jumped from 17% in 1801 to 72% in
1891.
The development and advancement of tools and machines decreased the demand for
rural labour. That together with increasingly restricted access to land forced many
rural workers to migrate to cities, eventually supplying the labour demand created by
the Industrial Revolution.
Markets were widespread by 1500. These were regulated and not free. The most
important development between the 16th century and the mid-19th century was the
development of private marketing. By the 19th century, marketing was nationwide
and the vast majority of agricultural production was for market rather than for the
farmer and his family. The 16th-century market radius was about 10 miles, which
could support a town of 10,000. High wagon transportation costs made it
uneconomical to ship commodities very far outside the market radius by road,
generally limiting shipment to less than 20 or 30 miles to market or to a navigable
waterway.
The next stage of development was trading between markets, requiring merchants,
credit and forward sales, and knowledge of markets and pricing as well as of supply
and demand in different markets. Eventually the market evolved into a national one
driven by London and other growing cities. By 1700, there was a national market for
wheat. Legislation regulating middlemen required registration, and addressed
weights and measures, fixing of prices, and collection of tolls by the government.
Market regulations were eased in 1663, when people were allowed some selfregulation to hold inventory, but it was forbidden to withhold commodities from the
market in an effort to increase prices. In the late 18th century, the idea of “selfregulation” was gaining acceptance. The lack of internal tariffs, customs barriers,
and feudal tolls made Britain “the largest coherent market in Europe.”
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Commerce was aided by the expansion of roads and inland waterways. Road
transport capacity grew from threefold to fourfold from 1500 to 1700. By the early
19th century it cost as much to transport a ton of freight 32 miles by wagon over an
unimproved road as it did to ship it 3,000 miles across the Atlantic.
With the development of regional markets and eventually a national market aided by
improved transportation infrastructures, farmers were no longer dependent on their
local markets and were less subject to having to sell at low prices into an
oversupplied local market and not being able to sell their surpluses to distant
localities that were experiencing shortages. They also became less subject to price
fixing regulations. Farming became a business rather than solely a means of
subsistence. Under free market capitalism, farmers had to remain competitive. To be
successful, they had to become effective managers who incorporated the latest
farming innovations in order to be low-cost producers.

9.3

SCIENTIFIC BACKGROUND OF THE INDUSTRIAL
REVOLUTION

The Scientific Revolution was a series of events that marked the emergence of
modern science during the early modern period, when developments in mathematics,
physics, astronomy, biology (including human anatomy) and chemistry transformed
the views of society about nature. The Scientific Revolution took place in Europe
towards the end of the Renaissance period and continued through the late 18th
century, influencing the intellectual social movement known as the Enlightenment. It
has long been a commonsensical notion that the rise of modern science and the
Industrial Revolution were closely connected. It is difficult to show any direct effect
of scientific discoveries upon the rise of the textile or even the metallurgical industry
in Great Britain, the home of the Industrial Revolution, but there certainly was a
similarity in attitude to be found in science and nascent industry. Close observation
and careful generalization leading to practical utilization were characteristic of both
industrialists and experimentalists alike in the 18th century. One point of direct
contact is known namely, James Watt’s interest in the efficiency of the
Newcomen steam engine, an interest that grew from his work as a scientificinstrument maker and that led to his development of the separate condenser that
made the steam engine an effective industrial power source. But, in general, the
Industrial Revolution proceeded without much direct scientific help. Yet the
potential influence of science was to prove of fundamental importance.
What science offered in the 18th century was the hope that careful observation and
experimentation might improve industrial production significantly. In some areas, it
did. The potter Josiah Wedgwood built his successful business on the basis of careful
study of clays and glazes and by the invention of instruments like the pyrometer with
which to gauge and control the processes he employed. It was not, however, until the
second half of the 19th century that science was able to provide truly significant help
to industry. It was then that the science of metallurgy permitted the tailoring of alloy
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steels to industrial specifications, that the science of chemistry permitted the creation
of new substances, like the aniline dyes, of fundamental industrial importance, and
that electricity and magnetism were harnessed in the electric dynamo and motor.
Until that period science probably profited more from industry than the other way
around. It was the steam engine that posed the problems that led, by way of a search
for a theory of steam power, to the creation of thermodynamics. Most importantly, as
industry required ever more complicated and intricate machinery, the machine
tool industry developed to provide it and, in the process, made possible the
construction of ever more delicate and refined instruments for science. As science
turned from the everyday world to the worlds of atoms and molecules, electric
currents and magnetic fields, microbes and viruses, and nebulae and galaxies,
instruments increasingly provided the sole contact with phenomena. A large
refracting telescope driven by intricate clockwork to observe nebulae was as much a
product of 19th-century heavy industry as were the steam locomotive and the
steamship.

9.3.1 Roots of the Scientific Revolution
The scientific revolution, which emphasized systematic experimentation as the most
valid research method, resulted in developments in mathematics, physics, astronomy,
biology, and chemistry. These developments transformed the views of society about
nature.
The scientific revolution was the emergence of modern science during the early
modern period, when developments in mathematics, physics, astronomy, biology
(including human anatomy), and chemistry transformed societal views about nature.
The scientific revolution began in Europe toward the end of the Renaissance period,
and continued through the late 18th century, influencing the intellectual social
movement known as the Enlightenment. While its dates are disputed, the publication
in 1543 of Nicolaus Copernicus ‘s De revolutionibus orbium coelestium (On the
Revolutions of the Heavenly Spheres) is often cited as marking the beginning of the
scientific revolution.
The scientific revolution was built upon the foundation of ancient Greek learning and
science in the Middle Ages, as it had been elaborated and further developed by
Roman/Byzantine science and medieval Islamic science. The Aristotelian tradition
was still an important intellectual framework in the 17th century, although by that
time natural philosophers had moved away from much of it. Key scientific ideas
dating back to classical antiquity had changed drastically over the years, and in many
cases been discredited. The ideas that remained (for example, Aristotle’s cosmology,
which placed the Earth at the center of a spherical hierarchic cosmos, or the
Ptolemaic model of planetary motion) were transformed fundamentally during the
scientific revolution.
The change to the medieval idea of science occurred for four reasons:
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1. Seventeenth century scientists and philosophers were able to collaborate with
members of the mathematical and astronomical communities to effect advances
in all fields.
2. Scientists realized the inadequacy of medieval experimental methods for their
work and so felt the need to devise new methods (some of which we use today).
3. Academics had access to a legacy of European, Greek, and Middle Eastern
scientific philosophy that they could use as a starting point (either by disproving
or building on the theorems).
4. Institutions (for example, the British Royal Society) helped validate science as a
field by providing an outlet for the publication of scientists’ work.
The scientific revolution laid the foundations for the Age of Enlightenment, which
centered on reason as the primary source of authority and legitimacy, and
emphasized the importance of the scientific method. By the 18th century, when the
Enlightenment flourished, scientific authority began to displace religious authority,
and disciplines until then seen as legitimately scientific (e.g., alchemy and astrology)
lost scientific credibility.

9.3.2 The role and interrelationship between Science and Technology
and its impact on technical education.
Just as advances in technology significantly influenced the Industrial Revolution the
development of scientific ideas in turn influenced technology and made major
contributions to the first and second industrial revolutions. Indeed until the advent of
the scientific era, technological advances were almost exclusively based on craft and
trade skills and experience, personified by the apprentice model where the skills
were handed on very much on a personal and individualistic level. The secrets of the
craft or trade were jealously guarded and often shrouded in mystery. Chapter 3 will
describe more fully the apprenticeship model before and after the Industrial
Revolution.
One of the more intriguing aspects in writing this history is the identification of a
number of perplexing and paradoxical issues, none more so than the interaction
between science and technology and the role and teaching of these disciplines in the
emerging education systems. This paradox has been highlighted by a number of
influential writers e.g. Levine (2). The belief which sadly continues today is that
science is seen as being a more superior body of knowledge than technology as well
as the subsequent application of scientific knowledge and ideas. This perception of
precedence comprised two directly related aspects, firstly that science always
precedes technology because the application could only happen after the scientific
discovery was made and secondly the view that science education was superior to
technical education. Although the first assertion is valid in most cases it is not
universally true. The application of existing technology can itself bring about the
need for further and new scientific research and discovery. As existing technologies
and machines are operated in different working situations the demands and
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limitations of the machinery and the underlying technologies often precipitate the
need for more original scientific research. Therefore the belief that science is always
ahead of technology and therefore is superior is a false one as it is clearly a two way
iterative process i.e. science ≪=≫ technology. A classic example of how technology
precedes and interacts with science can be seen in the development of the steam
engine. As the use of the engine was diversified and applied in different situations
fundamental design and operating limitations were identified that required further
basic scientific research and this in turn challenged and questioned the existing
scientific theories and hypothesises. In this case of the steam engine the discipline of
thermodynamics was greatly enhanced and refined. A good example at present is the
use of bio-fuels in cars that traditionally use petrol or diesel as the array of O rings
and gaskets cannot operate in the new operating environment created by the biofuels. Therefore a whole new area of material science has had to be established in
order to deal with the challenges of the existing technology. Other examples show
that science and technology possess a synergistic relationship to one another and
clearly feed off each other and that no one discipline is superior to the other.
However it was the aspect of this false belief that has been so damaging to the
development of technical and applied education namely that scientific education
should take precedence over technical education. This assertion most certainly had a
negative and retarding impact on the image and development of technical education
during the 19th century – one can also see these elements in play even today as the
history will show later. The acceptance of this belief by politicians and decision
makers meant that education policy at the time required the instruction of science to
take precedence over the instruction of technical, applied and practical subjects. For
example Alexander Williamson (3) an influential figure in education and a professor
of chemistry at King’s College reflected this belief in his evidence to the Devonshire
Commission when he objected to the creation of technical schools rather than
scientific institutions saying “this does not give due priority to pure science”. This
highly questionable belief and attitude was even held and articulated by some of the
greatest advocates of technical education including Lyon Playfair and Thomas
Huxley (4) who both voiced similar views as Williamson. The debate continues even
today as evidenced in early 2009 when an enlightened government minister stressed
the need to commit a greater proportion of the research funding for science to
enhance the economic and technological base of the country. The vast majority of
the scientific community, mostly university based, expressed their total disagreement
with this suggestion arguing it subverted academic freedom and independence.
What cannot be denied is that the period from 1750 to 1850+ particularly during the
Victorian period witnessed an exciting and productive time of intense
research/innovation in practically every field of scientific exploration namely
biological, chemical, mathematical, physical and technological. The Victorian period
was particularly productive in adopting, expanding and transforming technologies in
such areas as electricity, industrial control engineering, lighting, photography,
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railways, steamships, telegraphy and telephony. Many of these individuals behind
these great achievements never received formal education by attending university or
secondary schools instead they were self-taught and/or possessed amazing creative
abilities. This was the period of the first Industrial Revolution driven by steam. The
second Industrial Revolution from the mid-18th century was driven by the chemical,
communications and electrical technologies which Britain did not fully capitalise on
– Germany and America did.
Check Your Progress
1. Write a note on the Enclosure Act.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
2. Give an account on roots of the Scientific Revolution.
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………

9.4

LET US SUM UP

Before the Industrial Revolution, agriculture workers laboured six days a week, from
sun rise to sunset, just to keep their crops growing. Certain seasons were more
demanding than others, specifically the ploughing and harvest seasons. Because of
the intensity and necessity of agricultural labour, it was the largest employment
source in Europe. Men, women and children worked side by side to feed the country.
Though there were many contributing aspects to the Agricultural Revolution, the
innovations and inventions were one of the largest factors that helped bring about the
Industrial Revolutions.
The Industrial Revolution had one further important effect on the development of
modern science. The prospect of applying science to the problems of industry served
to stimulate public support for science. The first great scientific school of the modern
world, the École Polytechnique in Paris, was founded in 1794 to put the results of
science in the service of France. The founding of scores more technical schools in
the 19th and 20th centuries encouraged the widespread diffusion of scientific
knowledge and provided further opportunity for scientific advance. Governments, in
varying degrees and at different rates, began supporting science even more directly,
by making financial grants to scientists, by founding research institutes, and by
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bestowing honours and official posts on great scientists. By the end of the 19th
century the natural philosopher following his private interests had given way to the
professional scientist with a public role.

9.5

KEY WORDS

Alchemy : the medieval forerunner of chemistry, concerned with the transmutation
of matter, in particular with attempts to convert base metals into gold or
find a universal elixir.
Rehabilitation : the action of restoring someone to health or normal life through
training and therapy after imprisonment, addiction, or illness.

9.6

ANSWERS TO CHECK YOUR PROGRESS EXERCISES

Check Your Progress
1. See Sub-Section 9.2.3
2. See Sub-Section 9.3.1
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