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12 PRE-CAPITALIST ECONOMIC FORMATIONS

(@The Formen seek to formulate the conzent of history in
its most general form. This content is progress. Neither
those who deny the existence of historical progress nor
those who (often basing themselves on the writings of
the immature Marx) see Marx’s thought merely as an
ethical demand for the liberation of man, will find any

tively definable, and at the same time pointing to what
is desirable. The strength of the Marxist belief in the
triumph of the free development of all men, depends
not on the strength of Marx’s hope for it, but on
the assumed correctness of the analysis that this is
indeed where historical development eventually leads
mankind.

The objective basis of Marx’s humanism, but of
course also, and simultaneously, of his theory of social
and economic evolution, is his analysis of man as a
social animal. Man—or rather men—perform Zabour,
i.e. they create and reproduce their existence in daily
practice, breathing, secking food, shelter, love, etc.
They do this by operating iz nature, taking from
nature (and eventually consciously changing nature)
for this purpose. This interaction between man and
nature is, and produces, social evolution. Taking from
nature, or determining the use of some bit of nature
(including one’s own body), can be, and indeed is in
common parlance, seen as appropriation, which is
therefore originally merely an aspect of labour. It is
expressed in the concept of property (which is not by
any means the same thing as the historically special
case of private property). In the beginning, says Marx,
“the relationship of the worker to the objective con-
ditions of his labour is one of ownership; this is the
natural unity of labour with its material (sachliche)
prerequisites’” (p. 67). Being a social animal man

d%gglg_ps_hm.h__m:opﬂranon and _a_soctal division of
labour (i.e. specialisation of functlm 1§ not

INTRODUCTION I3

made possible by, but increases the further pos-
sﬂ;i% ties of, producmg a surplus over and above what is
needed to maintain the individual and the community
of which he is a part. The existence of both the surplus
and the social division of labour makes possible
exchange. But initially both production and exchagge
have as their object merely use—i.e. ﬂanancc of
the producer and his community. These are the main
anatytical bricks out of which the theory is built,
and all are in fact expansions or corollaries of, the
original concept of man as a social animal of a special
kind.1
Progress of course is observable in the growing
emancipation of man from nature and his growing
control over nature. This emancipation—i.e. from the
situation as given when primitive men go about their
living, and from the original and spontaneous (or as
Marx says nzaturwiichsig—'as grown up in nature’)
relations which emerge from the process of the evolu-
tion of animals into human groups—affects not only
the forces but also the relations of production. And it
is with the latter aspect that the Formen deals. On the
one hand, the relations men enter into as a result of the
specialisation of labour—and notably exchange—are
progressively clarified and sophisticated, until the
invention of money and with it of commodity production
and exchange, provides a basis for procedures un-
imaginable before, including capital accumulation.
This process, while mentioned at the outset of the
present essay (p. 67), is not its major subject. On the
other, the double relation of labour-property is pro-
gressively broken up, as man moves further from the
naturwiichsig or spontaneously evolved primitive
relation with nature, It takes the form of a progressive

1 For Engels' explanation of the evolution of man from apes, and hence of the
difference hetween man and the other pnmnles, cf. his 1876 draft on “The part of
labour in the transformation of the ape into man" in the Dialectics of Natyre, Werke,

XX, 444-55
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phases of history. It only awaits the passage from what
Marx calls, in a lapidary phrase, the prehistoric stage
of human society—the age of class societies of which
capitalism is the last—to the age when man is in control
of his fate, the age of communism.

Marx’s vision is thus a marvellously unifying force.
His model of social and economic development is one
which (unlike Hegel's) can be applied to history to
produce fruitful and original results rather than
tautology ; but at the same time it can be presented as
the unfolding of the logical possibilities latent in a few
elementary and almost axiomatic statements about the
nature of man—a dialectical working out of the
contradictions of labour/property, and the division of
labour.! It is a model of facts, but, seen from a slightly
different angle, the same model provides us with
value-judgments. It is this multi-dimensionality of
Marx’s theory which causes all but the dim-witted or
prejudiced to respect and admire Marx as a thinker,
even when they do not agree with him. At the
same time, especially when Marx himself makes
no concessions to the requirements of an outside
reader, it undoubtedly adds to the difficulty of this
text.

One example of this complexity must be particularly
mentioned: it is Marx’s refusal to separate the different

academic disciplines. It is possible to do so in his stead. -

Thus the late J. Schumpeter, one of the more intelligent
critics of Marx, attempted to distinguish Marx the
sociologist from Marx the economist, and one could
easily separate out Marx the historian. But such
mechanical divisions are misleading, and entirely
contrary to Marx’s method. It was the bourgeois

1 Marx—unlike Hegel—is not taken in by the possibility—and indeed, at certain
stages of thought, the necessity—of an abstract and a priori presentation of his
theory. Cf. the section—brilliant, profound and exciting as almost everything Marx
wrote in this crucial period of his thought—on The Method of political economy, in
the (unpublished) Introduction to the Critigue of Political Economy (Werke, X111,
631-9), where he discusses the value of this procedure.
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academic economists who attempted to draw a sharp
line between static and dynamic analysis, hoping to
transform the one into the other by injecting some
‘dynamising’ element into the static system, just as it
is the academic economists who still work out a neat
model of ‘economic growth’, preferably expressible in
equations, and relegate all that does not fit into the
province of the ‘sociologists’. The academic socio-
logists make similar distinctions on a rather lower
level of scientific interest, the historians on an even
humbler one. But this is not Marx’s way. The social
relations of production (i.e. social organisation in its
broadest sense) and the material forces of production,
to whose level they correspond, cannot be divorced.
“The economic structure of society is formed by the
totality of these relations of production” (Preface,
Werke, X111, 8). Economic development cannot be
simplified down into ‘economic growth’, still less into
the variation of isolated factors such as productivity or
the rate of capital accumulation, in the way of the
modern vulgar economist who used to argue that
growth is produced when more than, say, § per cent
of the national income is invested.! It cannot be dis-
cussed except in terms of particular historic epochs and
particular social structures. The discussion of various
pre-capitalist modes of production in this essay is a
brilliant example of this, and incidentally illustrates
how entirely wrong it is to think of historical material-
ism as an economic (or for that matter a sociological)
interpretation of history.?

1 Marx was perfectly aware of the possibility of such simplifications and, though
he did not rate them as too important, their use, Hence his suggestion that a study of
the historic growth of productivity might be a way of giving some scientific signific-
ance to Adam Smith's apergus on stagnant and progressive economies. Introduction
to the Critigue of Political Economy, 1, 1 Werke, 618,

2 This is recognised by the abler critics of Marxism, Thus G. Lichtheim correctly
points out that the sociological theories of Max Weber—on religion and capitalism or
oriental society—are not alternatives to Marx, They are either anticipated by him, or
can readily be fitted into his framework. Marxism (1961) 38535 "Marx and the Asiatic
Mode of Production" (8¢, Antony's Papers, 14, 1963), 106,

—
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Yet even if we are firmly aware that Marx must not
be divided up into segments according to the academic
specialisations of our time, it may still be difficult to
grasp the unity of his thought, partly because the mere
effort at systematic and lucid exposition tends to lead
us to discuss its different aspects seriatim instead of
simultaneously, and partly because the task of scientific
research and verification must at some stage lead us to
do the same. This is one reason why some of Engels’
writings, which have clear exposition as their object,
give the impression—by the side of the present essay,
for instance—of somewhat over-simplifying or thin-
ning out the density of Marx thought. Some later
Marxist expositions, such as Stalin's Dialectical and
Historical Materialism, have gone much further in this
direction; probably too far, Conversely, the wish to
emphasise the dialectical unity and interdependence of
Marx, may produce merely vague generalisations
about dialectics or such observations as that the super-
structure is not mechanically or in the short run
determined by the base, but reacts back upon it and
may from time to time dominate it. Such statements
may be of pedagogic value, and serve as warnings
against over-simplified views of Marxism (and it is as
such that, e.g. Engels, made them in his well-known
letter to Bloch), but do not really advance us much

farther. There is, as Engels observed to Bloch,® one’

satisfactory way of avoiding these difficulties. It is
“to study this theory further from its original sources
and not at second-hand”. It is for this reason that the
present essay, in which the reader may follow Marx
while he is actually thinking, deserves such close and
admiring study.

Most readers will be interested in one major aspect
of it: Marx’s discussion of the epochs of historic
development, which forms the background to the brief

1to Joseph Bloch, 21.9.18g0,
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list given in the Preface to the Critigue of Political
Economy. This is in itself a complex subject, which
requires us to know something of the development of
Marx and Engels’ thinking on history and historical
evolution, and of the fortunes of their main historic
periodisations or divisions in subsequent Marxist
discussion,

The classical formulation of these epochs of human
progress occurs in the Preface to the Critigue of Political
Economy, of which the Grundrisse are a preliminary
draft. There Marx suggested that “in broad outlines
we can designate the Asiatic, the ancient, the feudal
and the modern bourgeois modes of production as so
many epochs in the progress of the economic formation
of society”’. The analysis which led him to this view,
and the theoretical model of economic evolution which
it implies, are not discussed in the Preface, though
various passages in the Critigue, and in Capital
(especially vol. IIT) form part of it or are difficult to
understand without it. The Formen, on the other hand,
deal almost wholly with this problem. They are
therefore essential reading for anyone who wishes
to understand Marx’s ways of thinking in general, or
his approach to the problem of historical evolution and
classification in particular.

This does not mean that we are obliged to accept
Marx’s list of historical epochs as given in the Preface,
or in the Formen. As we shall see, few parts of Marx's
thought have been more revised by his most devoted
followers than this list—not necessarily with equal
Justification—and neither Marx nor Engels rested
content with it for the remainder of their lives. The list,
and a good deal of the discussion in the Formen which
lies behind it, are the outcome not of theory but of
observation. The general theory of historical material-
ism requires only that there should be a succession of
modes of production, though not necessarily any
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particular modes, and perhaps not in any particular
predetermined order.! Looking at the actual historical
record, Marx thought that he could distinguish a
certain number of socio-economic formations and a
certain succession. But if he had been mistaken in his
observations, or if these had been based on partial and
therefore misleading information, the general theory
of historical materialism would remain unaffected.
Now it is generally agreed that Marx and Engels’
observations on pre-capitalist epochs rest on far less
thorough study than Marx’s description and analysis of
capitalism. Marx concentrated his energies on the
study of capitalism, and he dealt with the rest of history
in varying degrees of detail, but mainly in so far as it
bore on the origins and development of capitalism.
Both he and Engels were, so far as history goes, excep-
tionally well-read laymen, and both their genius and
their theory enabled them to make immeasurably
better use of their reading than any of their contem-
poraries. But they relied on such literature as was
available to them, and this was far scantier than it is at
present. It is therefore useful to survey briefly what
Marx and Engels knew of history and what they could
not yet know. This does not mean that their knowledge
was insufficient for the elaboration of their theories of
pre-capitalist societies. It may very well have been
perfectly adequate. It is an occupational kink of
scholars that the mere accumulation of volumes and
articles advances understanding. It may merely fill
libraries. Nevertheless, a knowledge of the factual basis
of Marx’s historical analysis is evidently desirable for
their understanding.

So far as the history of classical (Greco-Roman)
antiquity was concerned, Marx and Engels were almost
as well equipped as the modern student who relies on

1 There are obviously certain limits: it is improbable that a socio-economic forma-
tion which rests on, say, a level of technology which requires steam-engines, could
occur &efore one which does not,
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purely literary sources, though the great bulk of
archaeological work and the collection of inscriptions,
which have since revolutionised the study of classical
antiquity, were not available to them when the Formen
were written, and neither were the papyri. (Schliemann
did not begin his excavations at Troy until 1870 and
the first volume of Mommsen’s Corpus Inscriptionum
Latinarum did not appear until 1863.) As classically
educated men they had no difficulty in reading Latin
and Greek, and we know that they were familiar with
even quite recondite sources such as Jornandes,
Ammianus Marcellinus, Cassiodorus or Orosius.* On
the other hand neither a classical education nor the
material then available made a serious knowledge of
Egypt and the ancient Middle East possible. Marx and
Engels did not in fact deal with this region in this
period. Even casual references to it are relatively
scarce; though this does not mean that Marx and
Engels? overlooked its historical problems.

In the field of oriental history their situation was
rather different. There is no evidence that before 1848
either Marx or Engels thought or read much on this
subject. It is probable that they knew no more about
oriental history than is contained in Hegel's Lecrures on
the Philosophy of History (which is not illuminating) and
such other information as might be familiar to Germans
educated in that period. Exile in England, the political
developments of the 1850s and above all Marx’s
economic studies, rapidly transformed their knowledge.
Marx himself clearly derived some knowledge of India
from the classical economists whom he read or re-read
in the early 1850s (J. S. Mill's Principles, Adam Smith,
Richard Jones’s Imtroductory Lecture in 1851)3 He
began to publish articles on China (June 14 )and India

1 Mars und Engels zur Deutschen Geschichte (Berlin, 1953}, I, 88, 616, 49.
2 Cf, Engels to Marx, May 18, 1853, on the origin of Babylonia; Engels to Marx,

June 6, 1853,
3 Karl Marx, Chronsk Seines Lebens, 96, 103, 107, 110, 139.
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(June 25) for the New York Daily Tribune in 1853. It

is evident that in this year both he and Engels were.

deeply preoccupied with the historical problems of the
Orient, to the point where Engels attempted to learn
Persian.* In the early summer of 1853 their corres-
pondence refers to the Rev. C. Foster’s A4 Histworical
Geography of Arabia, Bernier’s Voyages, Sir William
Jones, the orientalist, and parliamentary papers on
India, and Stamford Raffles’ History of Faval It is
reasonable to suppose that Marx's views on Asiatic
society received their first mature formulation in these
months. They were, as will be evident, based on far
more than cursory study.

On the other hand Marx’s and Engels’ study of
West European feudalism appears to have proceeded
in a different manner, Marx was abreast of current
research on medieval agrarian history, which meant in
the main the works of Hanssen, Meitzen and Maurer,?
who are already referred to in Capizal, vol. 1, but in
fact there is little sign that at this period he was seri-
ously interested in the problems of the evolution of
medieval agriculture or serfdom. (The references are
in connection with the actual serfdom of Eastern
Europe and especially Rumania.) It was not until after
publication of Capital, vol. I (i.e. also after the sub-
stantial drafting of Capiral, vols. 11 and III) that this
problem evidently began to preoccupy the two friends,
notably from 1868, when Marx began seriously to

1 Engels to Marx, June 6, 1853,

2 Correspondence May 18-June 14. Among the other oriental sources referred to
in Marx's writings between March and December 1853 are G, Campbell, Modern
India (¥852), J. Child's Treatise on the East India Trade (1681), ]. von Hammer
Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches (1835), James Mill's History of India (1826),
Thomas Mun’s 4 Discourse on Trade, from England into the East Tndies (1621), [,
Pollexfen’s England and East India . . . (1697) and Saltykow, Lettres sur I'Inde
(1848). He also read and excerpted varions other works and parliamentary reports,

3 G. Hassen, Die dufhebung der Leibeigenschaft und die Umgestaltung der gutsherr-
lich-biuerlichen Perkdltnisse iberhaupt in den  Hermogthiimern Schlesoly und
Halsein (St. Petersburg, 1861); August Meitzen, Der Boden und die landwirtschaft-
licken Perhilinisse des preussischen Staates (Berlin, 1866); G. von Maurer, Einleitun
sur Geschickte der Mark, Hof, Dorf und Stadtverfassung und der Gffentlichen Gmaﬁ
(Munich, 1854); Geschichte der Fronhife, ete., 4 vols. (Erlangen, 1862-3).
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study Maurer, whose works he and Engels henceforth
regarded as the foundation of their knowledge in this
field! However, Marx’s own interest appears to have
lain in the light Maurer and others threw on the
original peasant community, rather than on serfdom,
though Engels seems from the start to have been
interested in this aspect also, and elaborated it on the
basis of Maurer in his account of The Mark (written
1882). Some of the very last letters exchanged between
the two in 1882 deal with the historical evolution of
serfdom.? It seems clear that Marx’s interest in the
subject grew towards the end of his life, when the
problems of Russia preoccupied him increasingly. The
sections of Capital, vol. III, which deal with the
transformations of rent show no sign of any detailed
study of the literature on Western feudal agriculture.

Marx's interest in the medieval origins of the bour-
geoisie and in feudal trade and finance was—as is
evident from Capital, vol. I1l—very much more in-
tensive. It is clear that he studied not merely general
works on the Western Middle Ages, but so far as they
were then available, the specialised literature about
medieval prices (Thorold Rogers), and medieval
banking and currency and medieval trade? Of course
the study of these subjects was in its infancy in the
period of Marx’s most intensive work in the 18 50s and
1860s, so that some of his sources both on agrarian
and commercial history must be regarded as long
obsolete.t

In general, Engels’ interest in the Western, and
especially the Germanic, Middle Ages, was much
livelier than Marx’s, He read a great deal, including

1 Marx to Engels, March 14, 1868; Engels to Marx, March 25, 1868; Marx to
Vera Zasulich, March 8, 1881; Engels to Bebel, September 23, 1882,

2 Engels to Marx, December 15, 1882; Marx to Engels, December 16, 1882,

3 Thorold Rogers is praised as “the first authentic history of prices” of the period
in Capital I (Torr edn, 692 n.) K. D. Huellmann, Stddtewvesen des Mittelalters
(Bonn, 1826-g) is extensively quoted in Capital I11.

4 Such as Huellmann, Vincard Histoire du Travail . . . en France (1845) or
Kindlinger, Geschichte der deutschen Hirigkeit (1818).
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primary sources and local monographs, drafted out-
lines of early German and Irish history, was keenly
aware of the importance not only of linguistic evidence
but of archaeology (especially the Scandinavian work
which Marx already noted as outstanding in the 1860s)
and was as keenly aware as any modern scholar of the
crucial importance of such economic documents of the
dark ages as the Polyptych of Abbot Irmino of St.
Germain. However, one cannot escape the impression
that, like Marx, his real interest lay in the ancient
peasant community more than in manorial development.

So far as primitive communal society is concerned,
Marx’s and Engels’ historic views were almost certainly
transformed by the study of two authors: Georg von
Maurer, who attempted to demonstrate the existence
of communal property as a stage in German history,
and above all Lewis Morgan, whose Ancient Society
(1877) provided the basis of their analysis of primitive
communalism. Engels’ The Mark (1882) is based on
the former, and his Origin of the Family, Private
Property and the State (1884) is heavily, and equally
frankly, indebted to the latter. Maurer’s work (which,
as we have seen, began to make its chief impact on the
two friends in 1868) they considered in a sense as a
liberation of scholarship from the romantic medievalism
which reacted against the French Revolution. (Their
own lack of sympathy with such romanticism may ex-
plain something of their own relative neglect of Western
feudal history.) To look back beyond the middle ages
to the primitive epochs of human history, as Maurer
did, appeared to be consonant with the socialist
tendency, even though the German scholars who did
so were not socialists.? Lewis Morgan, of course, grew
up in a utopian-socialist atmosphere, and clearly out-
lined the relation between the study of primitive society
and the future. It was therefore only natural that Marx,

1 Engels to Marx, March 235, 1868,
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who encountered his work soon after its publication
and immediately noted the similarity of its results with
his own, welcomed and used it; as usual acknowledg-
ing his debt with the scrupulous scientific honesty
which was so characteristic of him as a scholar. A third
source which Marx used abundantly in his later years
was the very full literature of Russian scholarship,

especially the work of M. M. Kovalevsky.

At the time the Formen were written, Marx’s and
Engels’ knowledge of primitive society was therefore
only sketchy. It was not based on any serious know-
ledge of tribal societies, for modern anthropology was
in its infancy, and in spite of Prescott’s work (which
Marx read in 1851 and evidently utilised in the
Formen) so was our knowledge of pre-Colombian
civilisation in the Americas. Until Morgan, most of
their views about it were based partly on classical
authors, partly on oriental material, but mainly on
material from early medieval Europe or the study of
communal survivals in Europe. Among these the
Slavonic and East European ones played an important
part, for the strength of such survivals in those parts
had long attracted the attention of scholars. The
division into four basic types—oriental (Indian),
Greco-Roman, Germanic and Slavonic (cf. p. 9§)—fits
in with the state of their knowledge in the 18 5os.

As for the history of capitalist development, Marx
was already a considerable expert by the end of the
1850s, on the basis not so much of the literature of
economic history, which then hardly existed, but of the
voluminous literature of economic theory, of which he
had a profound knowledge. In any case the nature of
his knowledge is sufficiently familiar. A glance at the
bibliographies attached to most editions of Capizal
will illustrate it. Admittedly by modern standards the
information available in the 1850s and 1860s was
extremely defective, but we should not for this reason
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and especially of immobile private property, this social
order decays, and so does the position of the “free
citizens”’, whose position vis-d-vis the slaves was based
on their collective status as primitive tribesmen.

By now the social division of labour is already rather
elaborate. Not only does the division between town and
country exist, and even in time between states repre-
senting urban and rural interests, but within the city,
the division between industry and overseas trade; and
of course, that between free men and slaves. Roman
society was the ultimate development of this phase of
evolution.! Its basis was the city, and it never suc-
ceeded in going beyond its limitations.

The third historic form of property “‘feudal or rank
ownership”? follows chronologically though in fact
the German Ideolsgy suggests no logical connection
between them, but merely notes the succession and the
effect of the mixture of broken-down Roman and
conquering tribal (Germanic) institutions. Feudalism
appears to be in alternative evolution out of primitive
communalism, under conditions in which no cities

develop, because the density of population over a large ——

region is low. The size of the area seems to be of
decisive importance, for Marx and Engels suggest that

““feudal development starts on a much more exten-
sive territory, and one prepared by the Roman
conquests and the spread of agriculture connected
with these”.3

Under these circumstances the countryside and not
the city is the point of departure of social organisation.
Once again communal property—which in effect turns
into the collective property of the feudal lords as a
group, backed by the military organisation of the
1 P¥erke, 111, 22-3.
2 There is no adequate English translation of the adjective stdndiseh, for the

medieval word “estate’ now risks confusion,
3 Werke, 111, 24. For the entire argument, 24-5.
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Germanic tribal conquerors—is its basis. But the
exploited class in opposition to which the feudal
nobility organised its hierarchy, and rallied its armed
retainers, was not one of slaves but of serfs. At the
same time a parallel division existed in the towns.
There the basic form of property was the private labour
of individuals, but various factors—the needs of
defence, competition and the influence of the sur-
rounding feudal organisation of the countryside—
produced an analogous social organisation: the gilds
of master craftsmen or merchants, which in time con-
fronted the journeymen and apprentices. Bozk landed
property worked by serf labour and small-scale craft
work with apprentices and journeymen are at this stage
described as the “main form of property” under
feudalism (Haupteigentum). The division of labour was
relatively undeveloped, but expressed chiefly in the
sharp separation of various “‘ranks”—princes, nobles,
clergy and peasants in the countryside, masters,
journeymen, apprentices and eventually a plebs of
day-labourers in the cities. This territorially extensive
system required relatively large political units in the
interests both of the landed nobility and the cities: the
feudal monarchies, which therefore became universal.

The transition from feudalism. to capitalism, how-
ever, 1s a product of feudal evolution.! It begins in the —
cities, for the separation of town and country is the
fundamental and, from the birth of civilisation to the
nineteenth century, constant element in and expression
of the social division of labour. Within the cities, which
once again arose in the Middle Ages, a division of
labour between production and trade developed, where
it did not already survive from antiquity. This provided
the basis of long-distance trade, and a consequent
division of labour (specialisation of production) be-
tween different cities. The defence of the burghers

1 bid,, 0-61.
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against the feudalists and the interaction between the
cities produced a c/ass of burghers out of the burgher-
groups of individual towns. “The bourgeoisie itself
gradually develops as the conditions for its existence
arise, splits into different factions again after the
division of labour has taken place, and eventually
absorbs all existing possessing classes (while develop-
ing the majority of the property-less and a part of the
hitherto property-owning classes into a new class, the
proletariat), to the degree that all existing property is
transformed into commercial or industrial capital.”
Marx adds the note: “In the first instance it absorbs
those branches of labour which belong directly to the
state, subsequently all more or less ideological estates.”t

So long as trade has not become world-wide, and is
not based on large-scale industry, the technological
advances due to these developments remain insecure.
They may, being locally or regionally based, be lost in
consequence of barbarian invasions or wars, and local
advances need not be generalised. (We note in passing
that the German Ideology here touches on the important
problem of historical decay and regression.) The crucial
development in capitalism is therefore that of the world
market.

The first consequence of the division of labour be-
tween towns is the rise of manufactures independent
of the gilds, based (as in the pioneer centres of Italy
and Flanders) on foreign trade, or (as in England and
France) on the internal market. These rest also on a
growing density of the population—notably in the
countryside—and a growing concentration of capital
inside and outside the gilds. Among these manu-
facturing occupations, weaving (because it depended
on the use of machinery, however crude) proved the
most important. The growth of manufactures in turn
provided means of escape for feudal peasants, who had

1 Werke, 111, 53-4.
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hitherto fled into the cities, but had been increasingly
excluded from them by gild exclusiveness. The source
of this labour was partly the former feudal retainers
and armies, partly the population displaced by agri-
cultural improvements and the substitution of pasture
for tillage.

With the rise of manufactures nations begin to
compete as such, and mercantilism (with its trade wars,
tariffs and prohibitions) arises on a national scale.
Within the manufactures the relation of capitalist and
labourer develops. The vast expansion of trade as the
result of the discovery of the Americas and the conquest
of the sea-route to India, and the mass import of
overseas products, notably bullion, shook both the
position of feudal landed property and of the labouring
class. The consequent change in class relations,
conquest, colonisation “and above all the extension of
markets into a world market which now became
possible and indeed increasingly took place™ opened
anew phase 1n historical development.

We need not follow the argument further at this
point, beyond noting that the German Ideology records
two further periods of development before the triumph
of industry, up to the middle of the seventeenth century
and thenceforward to the end of the eighteenth, and
also suggests that the success of Britain in industrial
development was due to the concentration of trade and
manufacture in that country during the seventeenth
century, which gradually created “a relative world
market for the benefit of this country, and thereby a
demand for its manufacturing products, which could
no longer be satisfied by the hitherto existing forces of
industrial production”.?

This analysis is clearly the foundation of the
historical sections of the Communist Manifesto. Its
historical basis is slender—classical antiquity (mostly

1 ibid, 56-7. 2 jbid, 5.
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Roman) and Western and Central Europe. It recog-
nises only three forms of class society: the slave society
of antiquity, feudalism and bourgeois society. It seems
to suggest the first two as alternative routes out of
primitive communal society, linked only by the fact
that the second established itself on the ruins of the
first. No mechanism for the breakdown of the former
was outlined, though one is probably implicit in the
analysis. Bourgeois society in turn is seen to arise, as
it were, in the inferstices of feudal society, Its growth is
sketched entirely—at least to begin with—as that of
and within the cities, whose connection with agrarian
feudalism is chiefly that of drawing their original
population and its reinforcements from former serfs.
There is as yet no serious attempt to discover the
sources of the surplus population which is to provide
the labour force for towns and manufactures, the
remarks about this being too sketchy to bear much
analytical weight. It must be regarded as a very rough
and provisional hypothesis of historical development,
though some of the incidental observations it contains
are suggestive and some brilliant.

The stage of Marx’s thought represented by the
Formen is considerably more sophisticated and con-
sidered, and it is of course based on far greater and
more varied historical studies, this time not confined to
Europe. The chief innovation in the table of historical
periods is the “Asiatic” or “oriental”’ system, which is
incorporated into the famous Preface to the Critique of
Political Economy.

Broadly speaking, there are now three or four
alternative routes out of the primitive communal
system, each representing a form of the social division
of labour already existing or implicit within it: the
oriental, the ancient, the Germanic (though Marx of
course does not confine it to any one people) and a
somewhat shadowy §/avonic form which is not further
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discussed, but has affinities with the oriental (pp. 88,
97). One important distinction between these is th;
historically crucial one of systems which resist an
those which favour historical evolution. The model of
1845-6 only barely touches on this prf)blem, though as
we have seen, Marx’s view of historical develomr_lent
was never simply unilinear, nor did he ever regard it as
a mere record of progress. Nevertheless, by 1857-8 the
discussion is considerably more advanced. .
Ignorance of the Formen has resulted in the dis-
cussion of the oriental system in the past being based
chiefly on Marx and Engels' earlier letters and on
Marx’s articles on India (both 1853)," where it is
characterised—in line with the views of the earliest
foreign observers—by “the absence of property in
land”. This was thought due to special conditions,
requiring exceptional centralisation, e.g. the needh_f;);
public works and irrigation schemes in areas whi
could not be otherwise effectively cultivated. However,
on further consideration, Marx evidently helci that the
fundamental characteristic of this system was “the sclf:
sustaining unity of manufacture and l::1gr1cu-1turcu
within the village commune, which thus “contains a
the conditions for reproduction and surplus production
within itself” (pp. 70, 83, 91), and which _thereforc
resisted disintegration and economic evolution more
stubbornly than any other system (p. 8 3). The {heo’—'
retical absence of property in “oriental dcsBotlsr.n
thus masks the “tribal or communal property” which
is its base (pp. 69-71). Such systems may be decentral-
ised or centralised, “more despotic or more demo-
cratic” in form, and variously organised. Where such

" small community-units exist as part of a larger unity,

they may devote part of their surplus product to pay
“the eosts of the (larger) community, i.e. for war,

1 Chiefly Marx to Engels, 2.6.53; Engels to Marx, 6.6.53; Marx to Engels,
146,53 and Ferke.
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history is a kind of undifferentiated unity of town and
country (the large city, properly speaking, must be
regarded merely as a princely camp superimposed
on the real economic structure); the Middle Ages
(lejg_pepiod)_stax:tg with the cbimt_ryside,as.the
location of history, whose further development then
proceeds by the opposition of town and c&ﬁﬂrftury;

modern_historyis the urbanisation of the country-

side, not, as among the ancients, the ruralisation of
the city” (pp. 77-8). e

However, while these different forms of the social
division of labour are clearly alternative forms of the
break-up of communal society, they are apparently
presented—in the Preface to the Critigue of Political
Economy, though not specifically in the Formen—as
successive historical stages. In the literal sense this is
plainly untrue, for not only did the Asiatic mode of
production co-exist with all the rest, but there is no
suggestion in the argument of the Formen, or anywhere
else, that the ancient mode evolved out of it. We ought
therefore to understand Marx not as referring to
chronological succession, or even to the evolution of one
system out of its predecessor (though this is obviously
the case with capitalism and feudalism), but to evolu-
tion in a more general sense. As we saw earlier, “Man
only becomes an individual (vereinzelt sich selbsiY by
reansof the historical process. He appears originally
as a generic being, a tribal being, a herd animal.” The
different forms of this gradual individualisation of
man, which means the break-up of the original unity,
correspond to the different stages of history. Each of
these represents, as it were, a step away from “the
original unity of a specific form of (tribal) community
and the property in nature connected with it, or the
relation to the objective conditions of production as
naturally existing (Nawmrdaseins)” (p. 94). They
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represent, in other words, steps in the evolution of
private property.

Marx distinguishes four analytical, though not
chronological, stages in this evolution. The first is
direct communal property, as in the oriental, and in a
modified form the slavonic system, neither of which,
it would seem, can as yet be regarded as fully formed
class societies. The second is communal property
continuing as the substratum of what is already a
“contradictory”’, i.e. class, system, as in the ancient and
the Germanic forms. The third stage arises, if we are
to follow Marx’s argument, not so much through
feudalism as through the rise of ¢rafts manufacture, in
which the independent craftsman (organised corpor-
atively in gilds) already represents a far more individual
form of the control over the means of production, and
indeed of consumption, which allow him to live while
he produces. It would seem that what Marx has in
mind here is a certain autonomy of the craft sector of
production, for he deliberately excludes the manu-
factures of the ancient orient, though without giving
reasons. The fourth stage is that in which the prole-
tarian arises; that is to say in which exploitation is no
longer conducted in the crude form of the appropria-
tion of men—as slaves or serfs—but in the appropria-
tion of “labour”. “For Capital the worker does not
constitute a condition_of production,.but only labour.
If thiscanbe performed by machinery, or even by
water or air, so much the better., And what capita
appropriates is not the labourer but his labour—and
not directly, but by means of exchange” (p. 99).

It would seem—though in view of the difficulty of
Marx’s thought and the elliptical quality of his notes
one cannot be sure—that this analysis fits into a
schema of the historical stages in the following way.
The oriental (and Slavonic) forms are historically
closest to man’s origins, since they comserve the
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history of India) remains Marxist™1, The restriction of
the “ancient” mode has posed no major political prob-
lems or (apparently) reflected political debates. It has
been due simply to the failure of scholars to discover a
slave-phase everywhere, and to find the rather simple
model of the slave-economy which had become
current (much simpler than Marx’s own) adequate
even for the classical societies of antiquity.? Official
Soviet science is no longer committed to a universal
stage of slave-society.?

“Feudalism” has expanded its scope partly to fill
the gap left by these changes—none of the societies
affected could be reclassified as capitalist or were
reclassified as primitive-communal or “archaic” (as we
remember that Marx and Engels inclined to do), and
partly at the expense of societies hitherto classified as
primitive communal, and of the earlier stages of capital-
ist development. For it is now clear that class differ-
entiation in some societies formerly loosely called
“tribal” (e.g. in many parts of Africa) had made
considerable progress. At the other end of the time-
scale the tendency to classify all societies as “feudal”
until a formal “bourgeois revolution” had taken place,
made some headway, notably in Britain.* But “feudal-
ism” has not grown merely as a residual category.
Since very early post-Marxist times there have been
attempts fo_see roto- lism

as the first g;ncra_l—:thoug.ino%y
occurring—form of class society growing o e

disintegration of primitive communalism.® (Such direct

1 D. D. Kosambi, dn Introduction to the Study of Indian History (Bombay, 1956),
TI-12.

2 Cf. Recherches Internationales, loc. cit. (1g57), for a selection of studies.

3 E. Zhukov, “The Periodization of World History", International Historical
Congress, Stackholm 1960 : Rapports 1, 74-88, esp. 77,

4 Cf, “State and Revolution in Tudor and Stuart England", Communist Rewiew,
July 1948. This view has, however, always had its critics, especially J. J. Kuczynski
(Geschichie d. Lage d. Arbeiter unter dem Kapitalismus, vol, 22, cap. 1+2).

8 Cf. Bogdanov, Skort Course of Economic Sciznce, 1897, revised 1919 (London,
1927), and, in a more sophisticated form, K, A, Wittfogel, Geschichte der biirger-
lichen Gesellschaft (Vienna, 1g924).

INTRODUCTION 63

transition from primitive communalism to feudalism
is of course provided for by Marx and Engels.) Out of
this proto-feudalism, it is suggested, the various other
formations developed, including the developed feudal-
ism of the European (and Japanese) type. On the other
hand a reversion to feudalism from formations which,
while potentially less progressive, are in actual fact more
highly developed—as from the Roman Empire to the
tribal Teutonic kingdoms—has always been allowed
for. Owen Lattimore goes so far as “‘to suggest that
we think, experimentally, in terms of evolutionary and
relapse (or devolutionary) feudalism™, and also asks us
to bear in mind the possibility of the temporary
feudalisation of tribal societies interacting with more
developed ones.!

The net result of all these various tendencies has
been to bring into currency a vast category of “feudal-
ism"’ which spans the continents and the millennia, and
ranges from, say, the emirates of Northern Nigeria to
France in 1788, from the tendencies visible in Aztec
society on the eve of the Spanish conquest to Tsarist
Russia in the nineteenth century. It is indeed likely
that all these can be brought under one such general
classification, and that this has analytical value. At the
same time it is clear that without a good deal of sub-
classification and the analysis of sub-types and in-
dividual historical phases, the general concept risks
becoming much too unwieldy. Various such sub-classi-
fications have been attempted, e.g. “‘semi-feudal”, but
so far the Marxist clarification of feudalism has not
made adequate progress.

The combination of the two tendencies-neted nere
has produced one_or _two incidental difficulties. Thus
the desire to classify every society or period firmly i
one or another of the accepted pigeon-holes_has pro-
duced demarcation disputes, as is natural when we

1 0. Lattimore, “Feudalism in History”', Past and Present, 12, 1957.
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insist on fitti ic ones, Thus
there has been much discussion in China about the date
of the transition from slavery to feudalism, since “the
struggle was of a very protracted nature covering
several centuries. . . . Different social and economic
modes of life had temporarily coexisted on the vast
territory of China.”* In the West a similar difficulty
has led to discussions about the character of the
centuries from the fourteenth to the eighteenth.? These
discussions have at least the merit of raising problems
of the mixture and coexistence of different “forms” of
social relations of production, though otherwise their
interest is not as great as that of some other Marxist
discussions.?

However, recently, and partly under the stimulus of
the Formen, Marxist discussion has shown a welcome
tendency to revive, and to question several of the views
which have come to be accepted over the past few
decades. This revival appears to have begun independ-
ently, in a number of countries, both socialist and non-
socialist. A recent survey lists contributions from
France, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary,
Britain, India, Japan and Egypt4 These deal partly
with general problems of historical periodisation, such
as are discussed in the debate in Marxism Today, 1962,
partly with the problems of specific pre-capitalist socio-
economic formations, partly with the vexed and now re-
opened question of the ““Asiatic mode”.8 It is too early to
do more than record the resumption of such discussions.

1 E. Zhukov, loz. cit., 78.

2 The Transition from Feudalim to Capitalism, loc. cit. et

3 Cf. Zur Periodisicrung des Feudalismus und Kapitalismus in der Geschichtlichen
Entwicklung der U.8.8.R., Berlin, 1952,

& gsiaticus, Il modo di produmione Asiatico (Rinascita, Rome, October 3, 1963, 14).

& Recherches Internationales 17 (May-June 1963), which deals with feudalism,
contains some relevant polemical contributions. For ancient society, cf. the debates
between Welskopf (Diz Produktionswerhdltnitse im Alten Orient und in her grfe:b.rrc)":-
ramischen Antike, Berlin, 1957) and Guenther and Schrot (Ztschr f. Geschichtswss-
senschaft, 1957, and Wissench. Ztschr. d. Karl-Marx-Univ., Leipzig, 1963), for

oriental society, F. Tékei, Sur le mode de production asiatique, Paris, Centre d'Etudes
et de Recherches Marxistes, 1964, cyclostyled.
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We may conclude that the present state of Marxist
discussion in this field is unsatisfactory, Much of this
is due to the historic developments in the inter-
national Marxist movement in the generation before
the middle 19g0s, which had an unquestionably
negative effect on the level of Marxist discussion in this
as in many other fields. Marx’s original approach to
the problem of historical evolution has been in some
respects simplified and changed, and such reminders
of the profound and complex nature of his methods as
the publication of the Formen, have not been used to
correct these tendencies. Marx’s original list of socio-
economic formations has been altered, but no satis-
factory substitute has yet been provided. Some of the
gaps in Marx’s and Engels’ brilliant, but incomplete
and tentative, discussion have been discovered and
filled, but some of the most fruitful parts of their
analysis have also been allowed to sink from sight.

This is all the more regrettable, because the past
thirty years or so have been in many respects a period
of great success for the Marxist approach to history.
Indeed, one of the most convincing pieces of evidence
for the superiority of the Marxist method is that even
in a period when creative Marxism was only too often
allowed to ossify, historical materialism nevertheless
inspired a great deal of valuable historical work, and
influenced non-Marxist historians more than ever
before. All the more reason why today the much-
needed clarification at the Marxist view of historical
evolution, and especially the main stages of develop-
ment, should be undertaken. A careful study of the
Formen—which does not mean the automatic accept-
ance of all Marx’s conclusions—can only help in this
task, and is indeed an indispensable part of it.

E. J. Hosspawm




Pre- Capitalist Economic Formations

[

*One of the prerequisites of wage labour and one of the
historic conditions for capital is free labour and the
exchange of free labour against money, in order to
reproduce money and to convert it into values, in order
to be consumed by money, not as use value for enjoy-
ment, but as use value for money. Another prerequisite
is the separation of free labour from the objective
conditions of its realisation—from the means and
material of labour. This means above all that the
worker must be separated from the land, which func-
tions as his natural laboratory. This means the dis-
solution both of free petty landownership and of
communal landed property, based on the oriental
commune,

In both these forms the relationship of the worker to
the objective conditions of his labour is one of owner-
ship: this is the natural unity of labour with its material
prerequisites. Hence the worker has an objectivel
existence independent of his labour. The individual is
related to himself as a proprietor, as master of the
conditions of his reality, The same relation holds j
between one individual and the rest. Where this
prerequisite derives from the community, the others are
his co-owners, who are so many incarnations of the
common property. Where it derives from the individual
families which jointly constitute the community, they
are independent owners coexisting with him, indepen-
dent private proprietors. The common property which
formerly absorbed everything and embraced them all,
then subsists as a special ager publicus (common land)
separat¢ from the numerous private owners.
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* In both cases individuals behave not as labourers
but as owners—and as members of a community who
also labour. The purpose of this labour is not the
creation of value, although they may perform surplus
labour in order to exchange it for foreign labour, i.e.
for surplus products. Its purpose is the maintenance of
the owner and his family as well as of the communal
body as a whole. The establishment of the individual
as a worker, stripped of all qualities except this one, is
itself a product of Aistory.

* The first prerequisite of this earliest form of
landed property appears as a human community, suchas
emerges from spontaneous evolution (raturwiichsig):
the family, the family expanded into a tribe, or the
tribe created by the inter-marriage of families or
combination of tribes. We may take it for granted that
pastoralism, or more generally a migratory life, is the
first form of maintaining existence, the tribe not
settling in a fixed place but using up what it finds
locally and then passing on. Men are not settled by
nature (unless perhaps in such fertile environments that
they could subsist on a single tree like the monkeys;
otherwise they would roam, like the wild animals).
Hence the tribal community, the natural common body,
appears not as the consequence, but as the precondition
of the joint (temporary) appropriation and use of the
soil.

Once men finally settle down, the way in which to a
smaller degree this original community is modified,
will depend on various external, climatic, geographical,
physical, etc., conditions as well as on their special
natural make-up—their tribal character. The spon-
tancously evolved tribal community, or, if you will, the
herd—the common ties of blood, language, custom,
etc.—is the first precondition of the appropriation of
the objective conditions of life, and of the activity
which reproduces and gives material expression to, or
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objectifies (vergegenstindlichenden) it (activity as herds-
men, hunters, agriculturalists, etc.). The earth is the
great laboratory, the arsenal which provides both the
means and the materials of labour, and also the location,
the basis of the community. Men's relation to it is
naive: they regard themselves as its communal pro-
prietors, and as those of the community which produces
and reproduces itself by living labour. Only in so far
as the individual is a member—in the literal and
figurative sense—of such a community, does he regard
himself as an owner or possessor. In reality appro-
priation by means of the process of labour takes place
under these preconditions, which are not the product of
labour but appear as its natural or divine preconditions.
Where the fundamental relationship is the same, this
form can realise itself in a variety of ways. For instance,
as is the case in most Asiatic fundamental forms it is
quite compatible with the fact that the all-embracing
unity which stands above all these small common bodies
may appear as the higher or sole proprietor, the real
communities only as Aereditary possessors. Since the
unity is the real owner, and the real precondition of
common ownership, it is perfectly possible for it to
appear as something separate and superior to the
numerous real, particular communities. The individual
is then in fact propertyless, or property—i.e. the rela-7
tionship of the individual to the marural conditions
of labour and reproduction, the inorganic nature
which he finds and makes his own, the objective body
of his subjectivity—appears to be mediated by means of
a grant (Ablassen) from the total unity to the individual
through the intermediary of the particular community.J
The despot here appears as the father of all the numer-
ous lesser communities, thus realising the common unity
of all. It therefore follows that the surplus product
(which, incidentally, is legally determined in terms of
[infolge] the real appropriation through labour) belongs
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military lines, as a warlike, military force, and t}.lis 1s
one of the conditions of its existence as a proprietor.
Concentration of settlement in the city is the foundation
of this warlike organisation. The nature of tribal
structure leads to the differentiation of kinship groups
into higher and lower, and this social differentiation is
developed further by the mixing of conquering and
conquered tribes, etc. Common land—as state pro-
perty, ager publicus—is here separate from private
property. The property of the individual, unlike our
first case, is here not direct communal property, where
the individual is not an owner in separation from the
community, but rather its occupier. Circumstances
arise in which individual property does not require
communal labour for its valorisation (e.g. as it does in
the irrigation systems of the Orient); the purely
primitive character of the tribe may be broken by the
movement of history or migration; the tribe may
remove from its original place of settlement and
occupy foreign soil, thus entering substantially new
conditions of labour and developing the energies of the
individual further. The more such factors operate—
and the more the communal character of the tribe
therefore appears, and must appear, rather as a negative
unity as against the outside world—the more do con-
ditions arise which allow the individual to become a
private proprietor of land—of a particular plot—whose

special cultivation belongs to him and his family.
The community—as a state—is, on the one hand,
the relationship of these free and equal private pro-
rietors to each other, their combination against the
outside world—and at the same time their safeguard.
The community is based on the fact that its members
consist of working owners of land, small peasant
cultivators; but in the same measure the independence
of the latter consists in their mutual relation as members
of the community, in the safeguarding of the ager
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publicus (common land) for common needs and common
glory, etc. To be a member of the community remains
the precondition for the appropriation of land, but in
his capacity as member of the community the in-
dividual is a private proprietor. His relation to his'
private property is both a relation to the land and to
his existence as a member of the community, and his
maintenance as a member is the maintenance of the
community, and vice versa, etc. Since the community, |
though it is here not merely a de facto product of history,
but one of which men are conscious as such, has there-
fore had an origin, we have here the precondition for
property in land—i.e. for the relation of the working
subject to the natural conditions of his labour as
belonging to him. But this “belonging” is mediated
through his existence as a member of the state, through
the existence of the state—hence through a pre-
condition which is regarded as divine, etc.' There is
concentration in the city, with the land as its territory;
small-scale agriculture producing for immediate con-
sumption; manufacture as the domestic subsidiary,
labour of wives and daughters (spinning and weaving)
or achieving independent existence in a few craft
occupations (fabri, etc.). The precondition for the
continued existence of the community is the mainten-
ance of equality among its free self-sustaining peasants,
and their individual labour as the condition of the
continued existence of their property. Their relation to
the natural conditionsof labour are those of proprietors;
but personal labour must continuously establish these
conditions as real conditions and objective elements of
the personality of the individual, of his personal labour.
On the other hand the tendency of this small warlike
community drives it beyond these limits, etc. (Rome,
1 An alternative translation would be: “Since the community . . . origin (and is
thus) here the precondition ... , this belonging is, however, medisted by . . ."

Marx’s habit of occasionally omitting auxiliary verbs makes it impossible always to
interpret his meaning unambiguously.
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here can never appear in the total isolation of the mere
free labourer. If the objective conditions of his labour
are presumed to belong to him, he himself is sub-
jectively presumed to belong to a community which
mediates his relationship to the objective conditions of
labour. Conversely, the real existence of the community
is determined by the specific form of its ownership of
the objective conditions of labour. The property
mediated by its existence in a community, may appear
as communal property, which gives the individual only
possession and no private property in the soil; or else
it may appear in the dual form of state and private
property which coexist side by side, but in such a way
as to make the former the precondition of the latter, so
that only the citizen is and must be a private proprietor,
while on the other hand his property gua citizen also
has a separate existence. Lastly, communal property
may appear merely as a supplement to private property,
which in this case forms the basis; in this case the
community has no existence except in the assembly of
its members and in their association for common
purposes.,

These different forms of relationship of communal
tribal members to the tribal land—to the earth upon
which it has settled—depend partly on the natural
character (Naturanlagen) of the tribe, partly on the
economic conditions in which the tribe really exercises
its ownership of the land, i.e. appropriates its fruits by
means of labour. And this in turn will depend on the
climate, the physical properties of the soil, the physic-
ally conditioned mode of its utilisation, the relation-
ships to hostile or neighbouring tribes, and such
modifications as are introduced by migrations, his-
torical events, etc. If the community as such is to
continue in the old way, the reproduction of its
members under the objective conditions already
assumed as given, is necessary. Production itself, the
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advance of population (which also falls under the head
of production), in time necessarily eliminates these
conditions, destroying instead of reproducing them,
etc., and as this occurs the community decays and dies,
together with the property relations on which it was
based.

The Asiatic form necessarily survives longest and
most stubbornly. This is due to the fundamental
principle on which it is based, that is, that the in-
dividual does not become independent of the com-
munity; that the circle of production is self-sustaining,
unity of agriculture and craft manufacture, etc. If the
individual changes his relation to the community, he
modifies and undermines both the community and its
economic premise; conversely, the modification of this
economic premise—produced by its own dialectic,
pauperisation, etc. Note especially the influence of
warfare and conquest. While, e.g., in Rome this is an
essential part of the economic conditions of the
community itself, it breaks the real bond on which the
community rests,

In all these forms the basis of evolution is the
reproduction of relations between individual and com-
munity assumed as given—they may be more or less
primitive, more or less the result of history, but fixed
into tradition—and a definite, predetermined objective
existence, both as regards the relation to the conditions
of labour and the relation between one man and his
co-workers, fellow-tribesmen, etc. Such evolution is
therefore from the outset /Zimited, but once the limits
are transcended, decay and disintegration ensue.
Evolution of slavery, concentration of landed property,
exchange, a monetary economy, conquest, etc., as
among the Romans. All these appeared nevertheless up
to a point to be compatible with the base, and merely
innocent extensions of it, or else mere abuses arising
from it. Considerable developments are thus possible
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obliged, to accuse capital and wage-labour—as forms
of property—of extra-economic origin. For the fact that
the worker finds the objective conditions of his labour
as something separate from him, as capital, and the fact
that the capitalist finds the workers propertyless, as
abstract labourers—the exchange as it takes place
between value and living labour—assumes a Aiszoric
process, however much capital and wage-labour them-
selves reproduce this relationship and elaborate it in
objective scope, as well as in depth. And this historic
process, as we have seen, is the evolutionary history of
both capital and wage-labour. In other words, the
‘ extra-economic origin of property merely means the

| historic origin of the bourgeois economy, of the forms
|\

of production to which the categories of political
| economy give theoretical or ideal expression. But to

| claim that pre-bourgeois history and each phase of it,

| ‘ has its own economy! and an economic base of its move-

ment, is at bottom merely to state the tautology that

human life has always rested on some kind of pro-

| duction—syocial production—whose relations are pre-
‘ cisely what we call economic relations.

* The original conditions of production cannot initially

' | be themselves produced—they are not the results of

production. (Instead of original conditions of pro-

i duction we might also say: for if this reproduction

appears on one hand as the appropriation of the objects

| by the subjects, it equally appears on the other as the

moulding, the subjection, of the objects by and to a

“subjective purpose; the transformation of the objects
into results and repositories of subjective activity.)
What requires explanation is not the uity of living and
active human beings with the natural, inorganic
conditions of their metabolism with nature, and there-
fore their appropriation of nature; nor is this the result

1 Marx uses the word Okonomie in this paragraph. It is not clear whether this
should mean “‘economics” or “economy”’.
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of a historic process. What we must explain is the
separation of these inorganic conditions of human
existence from this active existence, a separation which
is only fully completed in the relationship between
wage-labour and capital.

In the relationship of slavery and serfdom there is
no such separation; what happens is that one part of
society is treated by another as the mere inorganic and
natural condition of its own reproduction. The slave
stands in no sort of relation to the objective conditions
of his labour. It is rather /abour itself, both in the form
of the slave as of the serf, which is placed among the
other living things (Naturwesen) as inorganic condition
of production, alongside the cattle or as an appendage
of the soil. In other words: the original conditions of
production appear as natural prerequisites, natural
conditions of existence of the producer, just as his living
body, however reproduced and developed by him, is
not originally established by himself, but appears as his
prerequisite; his own (physical) being is a natural
prerequisite, not established by himself. These natural
conditions of existence, to which he is related as to an
inorganic body, have a dual character: they are (1)
subjective and (2) objective. The producer occurs as
part of a family, a tribe, a grouping of his people, etc.—
which acquires historically differing shapes as the
result of mixture and conflict with others. It is as such
a communal part that he has his relation to a deter-
mined (piece of) nature (let us still call it earth, land,
soil), as his own inorganic being, the condition of his
production and reproduction. As the natural part of
the community he participates in the communal
property and takes a separate share into his own
possession; just so, as a Roman citizen by birth, he has
(at least) ideally a claim to the ager publicus and a real
claim to so and so many juggera (units) of land, etc.
His property, i.e. his relation to the natural prerequisites
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right critical instinct and above all, the sense of pro-
portion, I was extremely struck by the fact that Maurer,
though often referring to Africa, Mexico, etc., for
purposes of illustration, knows absolutely nothing
about the Celts, and therefore ascribes the development
of landed property in France entirely to the German
conquerors. “‘As though”—as Herr Bruno would say
—"“as though"” we did not possess a Celtic (Welsh)
book of laws from the eleventh century which is
entirely communist, and “as though” the French had
not excavated original communities of the Celtic form
here and there, and precisely in recent years. “As
though” ! But the explanation is quite simple. Old
Maurer studied only German and ancient Roman
conditions, and beyond these only oriental (Greco-

Tharkish) ones.

MARX TO ENGELS, MARCH 25,1868

With regard to Maurer. His books are exceptionally
important. Not only primitive times but the whole
later development of the free imperial cities, of the
immunity of landowners, of public authority and of the
struggle between free peasantry and serfdom is given
an entirely new form.

Human history is like palacontology. Owing to a
certain judicial blindness even the best intelligences
absolutely fail to see the things which lie in front of
their noses. Later, when the moment has arrived, we
are surprised to find traces everywhere of what we failed
to see. The first reaction against the French Revolution
and the period of Enlightenment bound up with it
was naturally to see everything as medieval and
romantic, even people like Grimm are not free from
this. The second reaction is to look beyond the
Middle Ages into the primitive age of each nation,
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and that corresponds to the socialist tendency, although
these learned men have no idea that the two have
any connection. They are therefore surprised to find
what is newest in what is oldest—even equalita-
rians, to a degree which would have made Proudhon
shudder.

To show how much we are all implicated in this
judicial blindness: right in my own neighbourhood, on
the Hunsriicken, the old Germanic system survived up
till the ast few years. 1 now remember my father talking
to me about it from a lawyer’s point of view. Another
proof: Just as the geologists, even the best, like Cuvier,
have expounded certain facts in a completely distorted
way, so philologists of the force of a Grimm mistrans-
Jated the simplest Latin sentences because they were
under the influence of Méser etc., (who, [ remember,
was enchanted that “liberty”” never existed among the
Germans but that *“Luft macht eigen” [the air makes
the serf]') and others. E.g. the well-known passage in
Tacitus: “arva per anmos mutant et superest ager,”
which means, “they exchange the fields, arve” (by lot,
hence also sortes [lot] in all the later law codes of the
barbarians) “and the common land remains over”
(ager as public land contrasted with arva)—is trans-
lated by Grimm, etc.: “they cultivate fresh fields every
year and still there is always (uncultivated) land
over !”

So too the passage: “Colunt discreti ac diversi”
[their tillage is separate and scattered] is supposed to
prove that from time immemorial the Germans carried
on cultivation on individual farms like Westphalian
junkers. But the same passage continues: “‘Ficos locant
non in nostrum morem connexis et cohaerantibus
aedificiis: suum quisque locum spatio circumdar” [they
do not lay out their villages with buildings connected

1 A medieval German saying meaning that merely because he lived and breathed
the air on a certain spot 2 man was enslaved—a serf or bondsman tied to the soil.
Ed. Eng. ed.
























