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PREFACE

History, as a branch of knowledge, began in remote
antiquity; but it did not become a science in the true sense
of the word until comparatively recently, that is, during
the 1840s, when the objective nature of the laws govern-
ing the historical process was ascertained and the material
nature of the motive forces of history was understood. The
credit for discovering the materialist conception of his-
tory belongs to Marx and Engels, and it was not a sud-
den moment of illumination or chance find. It was
the result of a highly intensive, even explosive pro-
cess. Three years were to pass between the birth of the
new world outlook in 1843 and its first comprehensive
formulation in a joint work by Marx and Engels, The Ger-
man ldeology. Since then, the Marxist world outlook has
steadily developed further, achieving ever greater depth
and maturity.

The discovery of the materialist conception of history
was of truly epoch-making significance. “At best, pre-
Marxist ‘sociology’ and historiography,” wrote Lenin,
“brought forth an accumulation of raw facts collected at
random, and a description of individual aspects of the
historical process.”* Marx ‘“indicated the way to a scien-
tific study of history as a single process which, with all

* V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, pp. 56-57.
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its immense variety and contradictoriness, is governed by
definite laws”.*

During their lifetime, the teaching of Marx and Engels
underwent three major stages of formation and develop-
ment, separated from one another by such events of world
historical significance as the 1848-49 revolutions in Europe
and the Paris Commune of 1871. At the turn of the
century, with the onset of a qualitatively new period in
the development of capitalism, the imperialist period, and
the era of proletarian revolutions, a new stage began in
the development of Marxism-the Leninist stage. In our
times, too, Marxism-Leninism is a living teaching which
is developing steadily and which reflects the interests of
the working class and all working people the world over.

The development of Marxist teaching was closely con-
nected with the development of society, and this gave rise
to stimuli for the further elaboration of the theory. It was
not, after all, by chance that revolutionary events provide
the landmarks in the history of Marxism. Moreover, this
theory could not have been what it is had it not also pos-
sessed a definite capacity for independent development.
Its tempo, rhythm, nodal points and peaks correspond to,
but do not coincide with, the progress of social develop-
ment as a whole. This divergence becomes particularly
noticeable if we consider the history of Marxism in its
separate aspects.

In the first stage, up to 1848, when the new world out-
look was in process of formation, Marx and Engels were
primarily concerned with its philosophical aspect, espe-
cially with the materialist conception of history. Further-
more, at this stage they laid the foundation for elaborat-
ing two other aspects of the new world outlook: political
economy and scientific communism. The most important
achievements of this stage were reflected in The German
Ideology, written in 1845-46.

* V. 1, Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 57.
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During the next stage, from 1848 to 1871, political econ-
omy came to the forefront. The materialist conception
of history, which had been evolved in the previous stage,
served as the methodological basis for research into po-
litical economy. The first great discovery—the materialist
conception of history-became the prerequisite for Marx's
second great discovery, the secret of surplus value and the
specific laws of capitalism. The most important landmark
at this stage was the development of the category of so-
cial-economic formations, the classic description of which
is given in Marx’'s Preface to his work, A Contribution to
the Critique of Political Economy, written in January
1859.

During the third stage, after 1871, on the basis of the
theory of formations and the summing-up of the experi-
ence of the working-class movement and, in particular,
that of the Paris Commune, Marx first defined the basic
laws of the future communist formation in his Critique of
the Gotha Programme (1875). At this stage, Marx and
Engels were continuing their research into pre-capitalist
formations, and their elaboration of the materialist theory
of the primitive society was of vital importance to this
work. Engels made a number of important additions to
the theory of formations, clarifying the relationship be-
tween the basis and superstructure, and also the active
role of the superstructure in the development of society.

When the category of social-economic formations came
into being, the materialist conception of history reached
full maturity. On the one hand, the elaboration of this
category was the result of investigations into the era of
capitalism and, on the other hand, itself was a tool for
further research. The methodological significance of this
category manifested itself most clearly during work on
Capital. Here, as Lenin wrote, Marx “took one of the so-
cial-economic formations. .. and on the basis of a vast mass
of data... gave a most detailed analysis of the laws gov-
erning the functioning of this formation and its develop-
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ment”.* Disclosing the nature of Marx’s analysis, Lenin
further noted: “While explaining the structure and devel-
opment of the given formation of society exclusively
through production relations, he nevertheless everywhere
and incessantly scrutinised the superstructure correspond-
ing to these production relations... and clothed the skele-
ton in flesh and blood.... This book... showed the whole
capitalist social formation to the reader as a living thing-
with its everyday aspects, with the actual social manifest-
ation of the class antagonism inherent in production rela-
tions, with the bourgeois political superstructure that pro-
tects the rule of the capitalist class, with the bourgeois
ideas of liberty, equality and so forth, with the bourgeois
family relationships.”**

The category of social-economic formations made it
possible to elucidate the functional structure of society at
a certain stage. Society could be shown in development,
and so could the changes taking place inside it within the
limits of the given structure. It became possible to show,
for example, as Marx did, the difference between the
earlier stage of manufacture and that of large-scale in-
dustry in the development of capitalism; or, as was sub-
sequently done by Lenin, to elucidate the characteristic
features of the last, imperialist stage of capitalism. It
became also possible with the aid of this category to ex-
plain the variety of forms in which this or that formation
occurred under the specific conditions of each country.

Finally, this category furnished the key to an under-
standing of the qualitative stages of the historical process
as a whole and provided a basis for the truly scientific
periodisation of history.

The concept of social-economic formations is central to
the system of categories in historical materialism. It is
a kind of focal point for the laws of the historical process.

* V. L Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 1, p. 141,
** Ibid., pp. 141-42,
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Other concepts and categories of historical materialism
converge on and combine in it: mode of production, pro-
ductive forces and production relations, basis and super-
structure. The connection and interaction of the phenom-
ena represented by these categories reveal its content.

Each formation is based on a definite mode of produc-
tion—the specific combination of productive forces and
production relations which constitutes the economic foun-
dation of the formation. The determining role in this com-
bination is played by productive forces. The level of their
development reflects the degree of the given society’s con-
trol over nature and, at the same time, determines the
production relations which emerge on the basis of them
independently of people’s consciousness. The sum total of
these production relations is the skeleton of the social
organism. .

The dialectics of productive forces and production rela-
tions is the motive force behind social development. The
production relations taking shape at a certain historical
stage leave a certain amount of room for the further
growth of productive forces. But when these rise to a new
level and the existing production relations no longer cor-
respond to them, reconstruction begins, bringing in its train
the transformation of the entire social structure.

Production relations are extremely important, but they
are not the only kind of social relations. They are the
load-bearing structure, as it were, of the social edifice, the
foundation on which the superstructure is built. In the
system of categories of historical materialism, they are
considered to be the basis determining the political super-
structure and forms of social consciousness. Production
relations become manifest in the division of society into
classes, while property relations are the legal expression
of production relations. The nature and development of
the political superstructure—the state and its institutions,
and also the development of the forms of social conscious-
ness (ideology, law, morality, religion, science, philosophy
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and art)—are determined in the final analysis by the move-
ment of production relations. But this takes place only in
the final analysis. The superstructure as a whole and each
of the above-mentioned superstructural forms enter into
vigorous interaction with the basis. Cause and effect fre-
quently change places, although “unequal” forces are in-
teracting. Historical necessity asserts itself through a chain
of chance events.

The content of the category of social-economic forma-
tions can be summed up as follows: productive forces—
production relations—political superstructure-forms of
social consciousness. That is how the structure of society
presents itself to us; and, in the series just mentioned, each
link determines the next. Seen thus, the applicability of
this category for the analysis of the state of society at any
historical stage becomes still more obvious and its nature
is confirmed as a category which, on the one hand, dis-
closes the structure of society and, on the other, is the
criterion for the periodisation of the world historical
process.

This brief description of the concept of formations
enables us to find our bearings among the specific state-
ments made by Marx and Engels on this or that stage in
the development of society, especially in their earlier writ-
ings. We shall try below, by quoting from material in-
cluded in the present volume, to examine in greater detail
the developing views of Marx and Engels on the structure
of society and on the periodisation of history.

The collection begins with an excerpt from Marx's
work, Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy
of Law (1843), in which there are terms unusual for ad-
vanced Marxism: ‘‘the political state” and “the material
state”’ (present collection, p. 28.). Arriving at a conclusion
directly opposite to that drawn by Hegel, Marx saw that
the material state has engendered the political one, not
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the converse. Put in Marxist terms, this means that society
came before the state, in opposition to Hegel's idealist
view that society is determined by the state. In the series
productive forces—production relations—political super-
structure—forms of social consciousness Marx, for the time
being, only explains the connection between the first two
links (““the material state””) and the last two (“the political
state”). It is this connection that serves as a criterion for
the periodisation of history. In conformity with the type
of connection between society and the state, distinctions
are drawn between antiquity, the Middle Ages, and the
modern era. For the time being, Marx describes the future
society as a democracy.

The next excerpt deals with the historical inevitability
of the transition from feudal landed property to capitalist.
However, the abolition of feudal monopoly and the divi-
sion of the land among direct producers do not solve the
problem. As a result of competition, monopoly is inevi-
tably revived in a still more cruel, capitalist form. The only
solution, as Marx sees it, is to establish association. ““As-
sociation, applied to land, shares the economic advantage
of large-scale landed property, and first brings to realisa-
tion the original tendency inherent in [land} division, name-
ly, equality. In the same way association also re-estab-
lishes, now on. a rational basis, no longer mediated by
serfdom . .. the intimate ties of man with the earth, since
the earth ceases to be an object of huckstering, and
through free labour and free enjoyment becomes once
more a true personal property of man” (p. 33). And so, in
this extract, Marx examines not only the transition from
feudalism to capitalism, but also that from capitalism to
the future communist system, to “association”. True, the
argument adduced only refers to landed property. It is
“free labour” that Marx regards as the distinguishing
feature of the future ‘“‘association”. The meaning of this
becomes clearer if we remember that in the Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, from which this excerpt
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has been taken, Marx took another step forward in eluci-
dating the structure of society, coming to the conclusion
that it is entirely determined by production. Property is
nothing other than alienated labour. This last criterion is
made the basis for the periodisation of history. It is sub-
divided by Marx into the period before the emergence of
alienated labour and private property, the period when
these phenomena existed, and the period after their dis-
appearance. This periodisation has an obvious resemblance
to the later division of the history of society into pre-class,
class and classless.

The next stage in understanding the structure of society
and the periodisation of history was achieved during the
first comprehensive elaboration of the materialist concep-
tion of history in The German ldeology, 1845-46. This
time, Marx and Engels came very close to the concept of
formations. The structure of society is presented in The
German Ideology as follows: productive forces—forms of
intercourse—the political superstructure-forms of social
consciousness. Form of intercourse meant social relations,
and, above all, production relations.

That is how this structure of society is represented in
Marx’s letter, written in 1846, to the Russian critic Pavel
Annenkov. “What is society, whatever its form may be?
The product of men’s reciprocal action. Are men free to
choose this or that form of society? By no means. Assume
a particular level of development of men’s productive forces
and you will get a particular form of commerce and
consumption. Assume particular stages of development in
production, commerce and consumption and you will have
a corresponding social system, a corresponding organisa-
tion of the family, of social estates or of classes, in a word,
a corresponding civil society. Assume such a civil society
and you will get a political system appropriate to it, a
system which is only the official expression of civil so-
ciety. ... It is superfluous to add that men are not free to
choose their productive forces—which are the basis of all
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their history—for every productive force is an acquired
force, the product of former activity” (pp. 490-91).

The periodisation of history at that time was being
worked out by Marx and Engels on the basis of the forms
of property, taking this term to mean the economic foun-
dation of society. They distinguished between tribal, an-
cient, feudal and bourgeois forms of property: the consec-
utive replacement of these forms was ultimately to lead
to communism. This is the periodisation also meant in the
Manifesto of the Communist Party.

At the next stage in the development of the materialist
conception of history the category of formations was put
forward in the Preface to A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy in 1859. This was the first time that
Marx used the term “economic formation of society”.* A
modified form of the term, “social-economic formation”,
was applied by Lenin in his writings, and has since been
universally adopted. We see further that the term “econom-
ic formation of society”” is used in the Preface in a double
sense: at first it covers society throughout its existence,
and then it applies to a definite historical stage in the de-
velopment of society. It is in this second sense that the
term went into the theory of historical materialism. The
periodisation of history is presented as follows: Asiatic,
ancient, feudal and bourgeois mode of production. Apart
from these, primitive society and the future communist
formation are taken for granted. Here, then, the criterion
for the periodisation of history is furnished by the mode
of production which is the basis of the formation. The
stage of the Asiatic mode of production is introduced for
the first time, having been substantiated by Marx in the
1850s (pp. 71-76, 138-39, 85-88, 107, 111; 113-14).

The most substantial results of the further elaboration
of the theory of formations and the periodisation of his-
tory can be seen in a draft reply, written by Marx in Feb-

* Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 13, Berlin, 1969, S. 9.

2773
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ruary-March 1881, to a letter from the Russian revolution-
ary Vera Zasulich (pp. 294-97). In this new periodisation,
Marx enlarges the historical eras and introduces the con-
cept of inner formational periods. He singles out the ar-
chaic, or primitive social formation which developed
through a series of stages based on communities of various
kinds; the last phase of this formation was founded on
what is known as the agricultural community. Then follows
a second formation, comprising societies based on slavery
and servitude; to this formation belong all the societies based
on private property, and consequently so does capitalist
society. A third formation, or communist society, is un-
derstood.

Engels’ The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State was of considerable importance for the periodi-
sation of history. Engels placed primitive society outside
the bounds of the history of class societies. As a result of
this, he also introduced certain modifications into earlier
texts, especially the Manifesto of the Communist Party
(p. 50).

Finally, an important step in elucidating the functional
structure of society was the description of the active role
of the superstructure as given by Engels in a series of let-
ters in the 1890s. Here is an example: “The economic
situation is the basis, but the various elements of the su-
perstructure—political forms of the class struggle and its
results, such as constitutions established by the victorious
class after a successful battle, etc., juridical forms, and
especially the reflections of all these real struggles in the
brains of the participants ... also exercise their influence
upon the course of the historical struggles and in many
cases determine their form in particular” (p. 522).

Marx and Engels illustrated in detail these general
propositions of the theory of social-economic formations
as they examined each of the formations and described the
features distinguishing it from earlier and later formations.

There is, however, a certain uniformity in the approach
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adopted by Marx and Engels to the analysis of pre-capi-
talist formations. Since the immediate object of their re-
search in the economic writings was capitalism, the preced-
ing formations were frequently treated here in their total-
ity and, above all, general features were ascertained dis-
tinguishing them from the capitalist formation (natural
economy, the weak development of exchange, etc.). Only
after this did they note the difference between the various
pre-capitalist formations, concentrating mainly on the
mode of production. The very concept of pre-capitalist
formations evidently arose as a result of their being con-
trasted with capitalism in the course of research. The po-
sition is otherwise in the writings and letters dealing with
the problems of historical materialism, where social-
economic formations are seen as successive eras of his-
tory. Marx and Engels not only noted the qualitative dis-
tinctions between the successive stages in the development
of human society before capitalism, but singled out those
features which would be revived in the future commu-
nist society at a higher level. These notes refer to primitive
communism, the remnants of which were preserved in the
community and in subsequent stages of society’s develop-
ment.

In the historical works or the historical sections of the
economic writings, various forms are described which the
same formation assumed in different countries. These
comments refer, for the most part, to superstructural phe-
nomena. This variety of forms is most graphically illus-
trated by the feudal formation.

Finally, it should be noted that since Marx and Engels,
when studying pre-capitalist formations, began with the
feudal formation as directly preceding capitalism and
delved deeper and deeper into the past, going back to the
origins of human society, it is advisable to study their
comments in the same sequence.

When Marx and Engels began their revolutionary activ-
ity, elements of feudalism in Germany were still a rea-

2%
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lity. Bourgeois industry was opposed by private landown-
ership on the part of the nobility. This combination of
two economic systems, this clash of two epochs, was the
focal point of Marx's attention. Already in 1844, in the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, he had, on the
one hand, established the difference between the two sys-
tems and, on the other, had defined the historical connec-
tion between them and the inevitability of the victory of
capitalism in the sphere of landed property too. The feud-
al lord differs from the bourgeois in that he “does not
try to extract the utmost advantage from his land. Rather,
he consumes what is there and calmly leaves the worry
of producing to the serfs and the tenants”. Feudal exploi-
tation differs from capitalist in a certain patriarchality,
landed estates are personified and the proprietor is sur-
rounded with “a romantic glory”. When landed property
becomes an object of trade, this semblance vanishes, the
relationship between the private owner and the labourer
emerges in undisguised form as that between exploiter and
exploited (p. 31).

In 1845-46, Marx and Engels gave in The German
Ideology a detailed description of the feudal system, see-
ing it as a definite historical stage. Feudal property (and
property was taken to mean the sum total of economic
social relations) covered not only landed property, but
also the town with its craft industry, regulated by guilds.
However, the centre of gravity of the whole medieval
feudal system was the countryside. And the organisation
of town industry was determined, in essence, by the gen-
eral structure of feudalism, which was founded on “land-
ed property with serf labour chained to it”.* All the big
uprisings in the Middle Ages originated in the country.
These peasant uprisings, along with the struggle of the
guild journeymen in the towns, undermined the feudal
system. But these class conflicts did not lead to the de-

#* Marx and Engels, Collected Works, Vol. 5, p. 34.
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struction of feudalism, within whose framework society
continued to develop. At the same time, however, serious
changes were taking place in the structure of society: a
bourgeoisie was gradually emerging from the class of urban
citizens and a pre-proletariat was forming from fugitive-
serfs and other déclassé elements. The towns were acquir-
ing steadily growing importance and the monarchy relied
on them increasingly in the struggle with the old feudal
nobility. In the 15th century, on the threshold of the first
bourgeois movements, feudal society was very different
from what it had been on its emergence.

The German ldeology also contains many separate com-
ments on various aspects of the feudal superstructure: the
state, law, religion and so on. Observations are made on
the rise and early stages of feudalism and the transplant-
ing of already existing forms of the feudal system into
conquered countries (for instance, during the conquest of
England by the Normans), where feudal organisation be-
came more sophisticated.

The ideas about the feudal system expressed in general
form in The German Ideology were subsequently to be
developed and illustrated by Marx and Engels in other
writings. For example, the section of the Economic Man-
uscripts of 1857-1859 which is reproduced in full here, deals
with the forms preceding capitalist production and clearly
echoes the corresponding parts of The German Ideology.
But the analysis of feudalism is made from the viewpoint
of political economy this time, and so the serf, like the
slave, is studied here as “an inorganic condition of pro-
duction” (p. 103). A characterisation of the social posi-
tion of serfs and slaves is to be found in the Principles
of Communism.

The most refined and advanced definitions of feudalism
are to be found in Capital. The basis of the feudal society,
as Marx points out, consists of the relations of personal
dependence. “Personal dependence here characterises the
social relations of production just as much as it does the
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other spheres of life organised on the basis of that pro-
duction.” Labour here consequently figures in natural
form and the relations of people do not acquire the mysti-
fying forms, inherent in capitalism, of the relations of the
products of their labour, the relations of commodities.
Whatever external variety may distinguish the relations of
feudal society, in which “serfs and lords, vassals and suzer-
ains, laymen and clergy” are in opposition to one another,
these relations become manifest as “personal relations and
are not disguised under the shape of social relations be-
tween the products of labour’*.

Substantial additions are made in Capital to the de-
scription of the agrarian system of feudalism: big estates
exist alongside a multitude of peasant allotments, “feudal
production is characterised by division of the soil amongst
the greatest possible number of subfeudatories” (p. 148),
for these are the foundation of feudal states.

The difference between feudalism and other formations
based on natural economy consists, in particular, in the
fact that such economic factors as merchant and money-
lending capital (in Capital these factors are described in
detail) obtain more scope for development under feudal-
ism; they also penetrate into the sphere of production and
take it over, undermining the foundations of feudalism.
But the development of a truly capitalist system only be-
comes possible after the formation of a class of wage-
labourers deprived of the means of labour. The emergence
of this class has a dual nature: on the one hand, it meant
the release of the producers from feudal obligations and
guild compulsion; on the other hand, it meant the expro-
priation of the peasants from the land. Discussing the de-
struction of feudalism with England as the classic exam-
ple (p. 146), Marx lays bare, as it were, all the strata of
the feudal formation.

The history of feudalism, needless to say, is not exhaust-

* Marx, Capital, Vol. I, pp. 81, 82.
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ed by the example of England. To quote Marx, in dif-
ferent countries it “assumes different aspects, and runs
through its various phases in different orders of succes-
sion” (p. 146). Substantial additions to the description of
the feudal system are contained in Engels’ works on the
history of Germany and France and also in the correspon-
dence between Marx and Engels. The range of questions
touched on here is extremely wide and varied. The emer-
gence of feudalism in the Kingdom of the Franks, the
peasant uprising in Germany and medieval culture are
analysed on a specifically historical plane.

Certain comments made by Engels while engaged in this
research are of very considerable importance. For instance,
in a letter to Franz Mehring, a prominent member of
the German working-class movement and a distinguished
historian, Engels, indicating the “rare objective logic” dis-
cernible in the formation of the national state in France,
wrote: “In studying German history ... only a compari-
son with the corresponding French periods produces a
correct idea of proportions” (p. 538). Here we find the
same methodological approach which Marx used for the
history of capitalism, choosing as his yardstick for this
purpose the development of England, the model capitalist
country in the 19th century. Also of importance is the
new and broader approach to the history of serfdom; we
find Engels using it in the 1880s, when he came to the
conclusion that serfdom is not solely a “peculiarly medi-
eval-feudal form” (p. 517). It follows from this that only
the sum total of the features of the basis and the super-
structure produced that specific whole-the feudal social-
economic formation.

Alongside feudalism, Marx and Engels also gave con-
siderable attention to an analysis of the slave-owning
society and slavery itself as a form of the subjugation and
exploitation of producers. They traced the emergence of
slavery to remote antiquity, assuming that it began in the
primitive society. Slave labour became the basis of pro-




24 PREFACE

duction in Ancient Greece and Ancient Rome. This mode
of production and the social-economic formation based on
it were therefore called ancient by Marx. The term ‘‘slave-
owning formation” does not appear in Marxist science
until later.

In The German Ideology and the Economic Manuscripts
of 1857-1859, the starting point for the development of an-
cient society is seen as the city, arising as a result of the
unification of tribes; but the history of the emergence of
the ancient city-states themselves is not examined in these
works. This process was investigated considerably later
in The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the
State, after the characteristics of the primitive society had
been revealed. The ancient period was a special phenom-
enon; its basis was agriculture, and yet the city was
the centre for the military organisation of the people.

As in the Middle Ages, agriculture in antiquity was
the determining form of production. But another social
structure grew up on this basis, one that differs sharply
from the feudal. Slavery did not immediately become the
basis of production in the ancient countries. In Rome, for
example, the intensive development of slave-ownership
began as a result of the victory of big landed property
over small. As Marx assumed, it was this struggle that
underlay Rome’s internal history. Slave-ownership warped
the very foundations of Roman society. The proletariat of
Rome, although it existed, did not develop into an inde-
pendent class precisely owing to the establishment of
slavery.

In this way, Roman society, by virtue of its agrarian
basis, has points of resemblance to the medieval, but in
class structure it is reminiscent of capitalist society. The
essential difference from capitalism, however, is that in
Rome the struggle of the classes could not have decisive
results. The externally similar phenomena in the history of
the ancient and bourgeois states, as Marx showed, stemmed
from directly opposite causes. Thus, emigration and
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the foundation of the ancient colonies was caused by the
insufficient development of productive forces in the ancient
states. ““The whole system of those states was founded on
certain limits to the numbers of the population. ... Other-
wise they would have had to submit to the bodily drudg-
ery which transformed the free citizen into a slave”
(p. 67). Meanwhile, in the new era, overpopulation and
emigration proved to be caused not by the lack, but by
the growth of productive forces (p. 68).

Slavery existed in the ancient East as well as in ancient
Greece and Rome. There, however, it did not become the
basis of production and, as Engels supposed, did not go
beyond the limits of domestic slavery (p. 269). Once it
had arisen, this ancient form of exploitation was revived
in various epochs and in various countries, depending on
the state of their productive forces. Marx devoted many
pages to research into slavery in America. He came to the
conclusion that under the conditions of the capitalist mar-
ket, to which the plantation economy was geared, the
exploitation of slaves was more cruel than in ancient times,
for “the civilised horrors of over-work are grafted on
the barbaric horrors of slavery, serfdom, etc.”.”*

In the Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Polit-
ical Economy, the Asiatic mode of production is the first
one Marx names among the modes of production form-
ing the basis of social-economic formations. On a world-
historical scale, this mode of production preceded the an-
cient and was the basis of the ancient Oriental states.
Although the term “Asiatic mode of production” first ap-
peared in 1859, the social structure to which it relates had
already been discovered and described by Marx and En-
gels at the beginning of the 1850s. Its surviving forms,
in Marx’s opinion, were preserved in India and in certain
other Asian countries. Similar structures formerly existed
in other regions as well (p. 104).

* Marx, Capital, Vol, I, p. 226,
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In the Economic Manuscripts of 1857-1859, Marx
examined, on a theoretical level, the community which was
the foundation of the Asiatic mode of production (pp.85-
88). Later, in Capital, Anti-Diihring and certain other works,
Marx and Engels made substantial additions to the char-
acterisation of ancient Oriental society (pp. 141, 230-32).

It may be summed up as follows. The community which
was the foundation of this society differed from later
ancient and European forms in its greater antiquity and
in the particular stability of its internal ties. Thanks to
the combination of agriculture and domestic industry, this
type of community was very little dependent on external
ties and was what Marx called a ““localised microcosm”.
A despotic state arose over the totality of such communi-
ties directly exploiting them by means of its bureaucratic
apparatus. The state monopolised foreign trade and mili-
tary functions and, in some cases, according to the natu-
ral and historical conditions, undertook the organisation
of irrigation works. A brief description of the surviving
forms of Oriental despotism is also given by Lenin in his
On the Right of Nations to Self-Determination: *.. .this
kind of state system possesses great stability whenever
completely patriarchal and pre-capitalist features predom-
inate in the economic system and where commodity pro-
duction and class differentiation are scarcely developed’.*

The stability of this system in antiquity, according to
Marx and Engels, was due to the stability of its basis—
the community. Independent in the economic sense, it was
capable of surviving and was often preserved even after
the destruction of the state of which it had been a compo-
nent part. At the same time, as Marx and Engels noted,
by virtue of its internal structure this community barred
the way to further development and only where it had been
destroyed was progress in social development achieved.

* V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, p. 403.
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The Asiatic mode of production is at the present time an
object of close study and controversy in Marxist science.
Some historians dispute the existence of such a category,
classifying the ancient Asiatic societies as either slave-
owning or feudal. This point of view, however, fails to
explain many facts of ancient history. Furthermore, it
contradicts the theory of political economy in the form in
which it was formulated in Marx’'s Capital. A vast amount
of material accumulated over the last few decades will
have to be mastered before the concept of the Asiatic
mode of production can be elaborated further.

Marx and Engels worked intensively on the history of
the primitive society during the last period of their lives.
This can be explained by the fact that, until the second
half of the 1870s, the science of primitive man was in the
formative stage. Only Morgan’s discovery of the gens
system, a discovery appreciated very highly by Marx and
Engels, made further research into this field possible. The
present collection gives in full many chapters of Engels’
book The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the
State, in which the Marxist theory of the primitive society
is developed on the basis of Morgan’s data and Engels’
own research. Many of the ideas formulated by Marx and
Engels in earlier writings went into this theory. In the
main, these ideas applied to the primitive economy, as
embodied in the primitive community, whose structure
Marx and Engels were able to disclose in spite of enor-
mous subsequent accretions.

Having discovered the laws of world history, Marx and
Engels also laid the foundations for the further elaboration
of the history of the most important periods from the prim-
itive era to their own times. In our day, too, their theory
of social-economic formations provides a reliable basis for
the further study of the historical process.

Norire Ter-Akopyan
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From CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE
OF HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHY OF LAW

In the Middle Ages there were serfs, feudal estates,
merchant and trade guilds, corporations of scholars, etc.:
that is to say, in the Middle Ages property, trade, society,
man are political; the material content of the state is given
by its form; every private sphere has a political character
or is a political sphere; that is, politics is a characteristic
of the private spheres too. In the Middle Ages the political
constitution is the constitution of private property, but
only because the constitution of private property is a polit-
ical constitution. In the Middle Ages the life of the na-
tion and the life of the state are identical. Man is the actual
principle of the state~but unfree man. It is thus the democ-
racy of unfreedom-estrangement carried to completion.
The abstract reflected antithesis belongs only to the modern
world. The Middle Ages are the period of actual dualism;
modern times, one of abstract dualism.

“We have already noted the stage at which the division of con-
stitutions into democracy, aristocracy and monarchy has been made-
the standpoint, that is, of that unity which is still substantial, which
still remains within itself and has not yet come to its process of
infinite differentiation and inner deepening: at that stage, the
clement of the final self-determining resolution of the will does

not emerge explicitly into its own proper actuality as an imma-
nent organic factor in the state.”!

In the spontaneously evolved monarchy, democracy and
aristocracy there is as yet no political constitution as dis-
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tinct from the actual, material state or the other content
of the life of the nation. The political state does not yet
appear as the form of the material state. Either, as in
Greece, the res publica® is the real private affair of the
citizens, their real content, and the private individual is
a slave; the political state, qua political state, being the
true and only content of the life and will of the citizens;
or, as in an Asiatic despotism, the political state is noth-
ing but the personal caprice of a single individual; or the
political state, like the material state, is a slave. What dis-
tinguishes the modern state from these states characterised
by the substantial unity between people and state is
not, as Hegel would have it, that the various elements of
the constitution have been developed into particular
actuality, but that the constitution itself has been developed
into a particular actuality alongside the actual life of
the people-that the political state has become the consti-
tution of the rest of the state.

Written in the summer of 1843 Marx and Engels,
Collected Works, Vol. 3.
Moscow, 1975, pp. 32-33

————

* I e, state, republic; ctymologically, “public affairs”.—Ed.




KARL MARX

ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS
OF 1844

[FIRST MANUSCRIPT]
From RENT OF LAND

This huckstering with landed property, the transforma-
tion of landed property into a commodity, constitutes the
final overthrow of the old and the final establishment of
the money aristocracy.

(1) We will not join in the sentimental tears wept over
this by romanticism.2 Romanticism always confuses the
shamefulness of huckstering the land® with the perfectly
rational consequence, inevitable and desirable within the
realm of private property, of the huckstering of private
property in land. In the first place, feudal landed property
is already by its very nature huckstered land-the earth
which is estranged from man and hence confronts him in
the shape of a few great lords.

The domination of the land as an alien power over men
is already inherent in feudal landed property. The serf is
the adjunct of the land. Likewise, the lord of an entailed
estate, the first-born son, belongs to the land. It inherits
him. Indeed, the dominion of private property begins
with property in land-that is its basis. But in feudal land-
ed property the lord at least appears as the king of the
estate. Similarly, there still exists the semblance of a more
intimate connection between the proprietor and the land
than that of mere material wealth. The estate is individu-
alised with its lord: it has his rank, is baronial or ducal
with him, has his privileges, his jurisdiction, his political
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position, etc. It appears as the inorganic body of its lord.
Hence the proverb nulle terre sans maitre, which expres-
ses the fusion of nobility and landed property. Similariy,
the rule of landed property does not appear directly as the
rule of mere capital. For those belonging to it, the estate
is more like their fatherland. It is a constricted sort of
nationality.

[|XVIIL,2| In the same way, feudal landed property
gives its name to its lord, as does a kingdom to its king.
His family history, the history of his house, etc.—all this
individualises the estate for him and makes it literally his
house, personifies it. Similarly those working on the estate
have not the position of day-labourers; but they are in
part themselves his property, as are serfs; and in part they
are bound to him by ties of respect, allegiance, and duty.
His relation to them is therefore directly political, and
has likewise a human, intimate side. Customs, character,
etc., vary from one estate to another and seem to be one
with the land to which they belong; whereas later, it is
only his purse and not his character, his individuality,
which connects a man with an estate. Finally, the feudal
lord does not try to extract the utmost advantage from
his land. Rather, he consumes what is there and calmly
leaves the worry of producing to the serfs and the tenants.
Such is nobility’s relationship to landed property, which
casts a romantic glory on its lords.

It is necessary that this appearance be abolished-that
landed property, the root of private property, be dragged
completely into the movement of private property and
that it become a commodity; that the rule of the proprie-
tor appear as the undisguised rule of private property, of
capital, freed of all political tincture; that the relationship
between proprietor and worker be reduced to the econo-
mic relationship of exploiter and exploited; that all [...}*

* A word in the manuscript cannot be deciphered.—Ed.
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personal relationship between the proprietor and his prop-
erty cease, property becoming merely objective, mate-
rial wealth; that the marriage of convenience should take
the place of the marriage of honour with the land; and
that the land should likewise sink to the status of a com-
mercial value, like man. It is essential that that which is
the root of landed property-filthy self-interest—make its
appearance, too, in its cynical form. It is essential that the
immovable monopoly turn into the mobile and restless
monopoly, into competition; and that the idle enjoyment
of the products of other people’s blood and sweat turn into
a bustling commerce in the same commodity. Lastly, it is
essential that in this competition landed property, in the
form of capital, manifest its dominion over both the work-
ing class and the proprietors themselves who are either
being ruined or raised by the laws governing the move-
ment of capital. The medieval proverb nulle terre sans
seigneur is thereby replaced by that other proverb,
l'argent n'a pas de maitre, wherein is expressed the com-
plete domination of dead matter over man.

IIXIX,2|- (2) Concerning the argument of division or
non-division of landed property, the following is to be
observed.

The division of landed property negates the large-scale
monopoly of property in land-abolishes it; but only by
generalising this monopoly. It does not abolish the source
of monopoly, private property. It attacks the existing
form, but not the essence, of monopoly. The consequence
is that it falls victim to the laws of private property. For
the division of landed property corresponds to the move-
ment of competition in the sphere of industry. In addition
to the economic disadvantages of such a dividing-up of the
instruments of labour, and the dispersal of labour (to be
clearly distinguished from the division of labour: in sep-
arated labour the work is not shared out amongst many,
but each carries on the same work by himself, it is a mul-
tiplication of the same work), this division [of land], like




ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1844 33

that competition {in industry], necessarily turns again into
accumulation.

Therefore, where the division of landed property takes
place, there remains nothing for it but to return to monop-
oly in a still more malignant form, or to negate, to abolish
the division of landed property itself. To do that, how-
ever, is not to return to feudal ownership, but to abolish
private property in the soil altogether. The first abolition
of monopoly is always its generalisation, the broadening
of its existence. The abolition of monopoly, once it has
come to exist in its utmost breadth and inclusiveness, is
its total annihilation. Association, applied to land, shares
the economic advantage of large-scale landed property,
and first® brings to realisation the original tendency inher-
ent in [land] division, namely, equality. In the same way
association also re-establishes, now on a rational basis,
no longer mediated by serfdom, overlordship and the silly
mysticism of property, the intimate ties of man with the
earth, since the earth ceases to be an object of huckstering,
and through free labour and free enjoyment becomes once
more a true personal property of man. A great advantage
of the division of landed property is that the masses, which
can no longer resign themselves to servitude, perish
through property in a different way than in industry.

As for large landed property, its defenders have always,
sophistically, identified the economic advantages offered
by large-scale agriculture with large-scale landed property,
as if it were not precisely as a result of the abolition of
property that this advantage, for one thing, would receive
its ||XX,2| greatest possible extension, and, for another,
only then would be of social benefit. In the same way,
they have attacked the huckstering spirit of small landed
property, as if large landed property did not contain huck-
stering latent within it, even in its feudal form-not to

* In the manuscript the word “first” (erst) cannot be clearly
deciphered.-Ed.
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speak of the modern English form, which combines the
landlord’s feudalism with the tenant farmer’s huckstering
and industry.

Just as large landed property can return the reproach
of monopoly levelled against it by partitioned land, since
partitioned land is also based on the monopoly of private
property, so can partitioned landed property likewise
return to large landed property the reproach of partition,
since partition also prevails there, though in a rigid and
frozen form. Indeed, private property rests altogether on
partitioning. Moreover, just as division of the land leads
back to large landed property as a form of capital wealth,
so must feudal landed property necessarily lead to parti-
tioning or at least fall into the hands of the capitalists,
turn and twist as it may.

For large landed property, as in England, drives the
overwhelming majority of the population into the arms of
industry and reduces its own workers to utter wretched-
ness. Thus, it engenders and enlarges the power of its
enemy, capital, industry, by throwing poor people and an
entire activity of the country on to the other side. It makes
the majority of the people of the country industrial and
thus opponents of large landed property. Where industry
has attained to great power, as in England at the present
time, it progressively forces from large landed property
its monopoly against foreign countries* and throws it into
competition with landed property abroad. For under the
sway of industry landed property could keep its feudal §
grandeur secure only by means of monopolies against for-
eign countries, thereby protecting itself against the gener-
al laws of trade, which are incompatible with its feudal
character. Once thrown into competition, landed property
obeys the laws of competition, like every other commod-
ity subjected to competition. It begins thus to fluctuate,

* QOriginally it was “against the monopoly of foreign countries”,
then Marx crossed out “the monopoly of”.—Ed.
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to decrease and to increase, to fly from one hand to an-
other; and no law can keep it any longer in a few predes-
tined hands. [|XXI,2| The immediate consequence is the
splitting up of the land amongst many hands, and in any
case subjection to the power of industrial capitals.

Finally, large landed property which has been forcibly
preserved in this way and which has begotten by its side
a tremendous industry leads to crisis even more quickly
than the partitioning of land, in comparison with which
the power of industry remains constantly of second rank.

Large landed property, as we see in England, has already
cast off its feudal character and adopted an industrial
character insofar as it is aiming to make as much money
as possible. To the owner it yields the utmost possible
rent, to the tenant farmer the utmost possible profit on
his capital. The workers on the land, in consequence, have
already been reduced to the minimum, and the class of
tenant farmers already represents within landed property
the power of industry and capital. As a result of foreign
competition, rent in most cases can no longer form an
independent income. A large number of landowners are
forced to displace tenant farmers, some of whom in this
way [...)* sink into the proletariat. On the other hand,
many tenant farmers will take over landed property; for
the big proprietors, who with their comfortable incomes
have mostly given themselves over to extravagance and
for the most part are not competent to conduct large-scale
agriculture, often possess neither the capital nor the ability
for the exploitation of the land. Hence a section of this
class, too, is completely ruined. Eventually wages, which
have already been reduced to a minimum, must be reduced
yet further, to meet the new competition, This then neces-
sarily leads to revolution.

Landed property had to develop in each of these two
ways so as to experience in both its necessary downfall,

* Here one word in the manuscript cannot be deciphered.-Ed.
3.
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just as industry both in the form of monopoly and in
that of competition had to ruin itself so as to learn to
believe in man. |XXI||

Written in April-August, 1844 Marx and Engels,

Collected Works, Vol. 3,
Moscow, 1975, pp. 266-70




KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS
THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY

From CHAPTER ONE

FEUERBACH
OPPOSITION OF THE MATERIALIST AND IDEALIST
OUTLOOKS
[PRODUCTION AND INTERCOURSE.

DIVISION OF LABOUR AND FORMS OF PROPERTY—

TRIBAL, ANCIENT, FEUDAL]

|sh. 3] The relations of different nations among them-
selves depend upon the extent to which each has developed
its productive forces, the division of labour and internal
intercourse. This proposition is generally recognised. But
not only the relation of one nation to others, but also the
whole internal structure of the nation itself depends on
the stage of development reached by its production and its
| internal and external intercourse. How far the productive
| forces of a nation are developed is shown most manifestly
by the degree to which the division of labour has been
carried. Each new productive force, insofar as it is not
merely a quantitative extension of productive forces al-
ready known (for instance, the bringing into cultivation of
fresh land), causes a further development of the division
of labour.

The division of labour inside a nation leads at first to
the separation of industrial and commercial from agricul-
tural labour, and hence to the separation of town and
country and to the conflict of their interests. Its further
development leads to the separation of commercial from
industrial labour. At the same time through the division
of labour inside these various branches there develop
various divisions among the individuals co-operating in
definite kinds of labour. The relative position of these indi-
vidual groups is determined by the way work is organised
in agriculture, industry and commerce (patriarchalism,

il
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slavery, estates, classes). These same conditions are to be
seen (given a more developed intercourse) in the relations
of different nations to one another.

The various stages of development in the division of
labour are just so many different forms of property, i.e.,
the existing stage in the division of labour determines also
the relations of individuals to one another with reference
to the material, instrument and product of labour.

The first form of property is tribal property (Stamm-
eigentum].* It corresponds to the undeveloped stage of pro-
duction, at which a people lives by hunting and fishing, by
cattle-raising or, at most, by agriculture. In the latter case
it presupposes a great mass of uncultivated stretches of
land. The division of labour is at this stage still very
elementary and is confined to a further extension of the
natural division of labour existing in the family. The social
structure is, therefore, limited to an extension of the fam-
ily: patriarchal chieftains, below them the members of
the tribe, finally slaves. The slavery latent in the family
only develops gradually with the increase of population,
the growth of wants, and with the extension of external
intercourse, both of war and of barter.

The second form is the ancient communal and state
property, which proceeds especially from the union of
several tribes into a city by agreement or by conquest, and
which is still accompanied by slavery. Beside communal
property we already find movable, and later also immov-
able, private property developing, but as an abnormal
form subordinate to communal property. The citizens hold
power over their labouring slaves only in their communi-
ty and even on this account alone they are bound to the
form of communal property. It constitutes the communal
private property of the active citizens who, in relation to
their slaves, are compelled to remain in this spontaneously
derived form of association. For this reason the whole
structure of society based on this communal property, and
with it the power of the people, decays in the same mea-
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sure in which immovable private property evolves. The
division of labour is already more developed. We already
find the opposition of town and country; later the opposi-
tion between those states which represent town interests
and those which represent country interests, and inside
the towns themselves the opposition between industry and
maritime commerce. The class relations between citizens
and slaves are now completely developed.

With the development of private property, we find here
for the first time the same relations which we shall find
again, only on a more extensive scale, with modern pri-
vate property. On the one hand, the concentration of
private property, which began very early in Rome (as the
Licinian agrarian law® proves) and proceeded very rapidly
from the time of the civil wars and especially under the
emperors; on the other hand, coupled with this, the trans-
formation of the plebeian small peasantry into a proletar-
iat, which, however, owing to its intermediate position
between propertied citizens and slaves, never achieved an
independent development.

The third form is feudal or estate property. If antiquity
started out from the town and its small territory, the
Middle Ages started out from the country. This different
starting-point was determined by the sparseness of the
population at that time, which was scattered over a large
area and which received no large increases from the con-
querors. In contrast to Greece and Rome, feudal devel-
opment, therefore, begins over a much wider territory,
prepared by the Roman conquests and the spread of agri-
culture at first associated with them. The last centuries
of the declining Roman Empire and its conquest by the
barbarians destroyed a considerable part of the produc-
tive forces; agriculture had declined, industry had decayed
for want of a market, trade had died out or been violently
interrupted, the rural and urban population had decreased.
These conditions and the mode of organisation of the con-
quest determined by them, together with the influence of
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the Germanic military constitution, led to the develop-
ment of feudal property. Like tribal and communal prop-
erty, it is also based on a community; but the directly
producing class standing over against it is not, as in the
case of the ancient community, the slaves, but the enserfed
small peasantry. As soon as feudalism is fully devel-
oped, there also arises antagonism to the towns. The
hierarchical structure of landownership, and the armed
bodies of retainers associated with it, gave the nobility
power over the serfs. This feudal organisation was, just
as much as the ancient communal property, an associa-
tion against a subjected producing class; but the form of
association and the relation to the direct producers were
different because of the different conditions of produc-
tion.

This feudal structure of landownership had its counter-
part in the towns in the shape of corporative property,
the feudal organisation of trades. Here property consisted
Ish.4| chiefly in the labour of each individual. The neces-
sity for associating against the association of the robber-
nobility, the need for communal covered markets in an
age when the industrialist was at the same time a mer-
chant, the growing competition of the escaped serfs
swarming into the rising towns, the feudal structure of the
whole country: these combined to bring about the guilds.
The gradually accumulated small capital of individual
craftsmen and their stable numbers, as against the grow-
ing population, evolved the relation of journeyman and
apprentice, which brought into being in the towns a hi-
erarchy similar to that in the country.

Thus property during the feudal epoch primarily con-
sisted on the one hand of landed property with serf labour
chained to it, and on the other of the personal labour of
the individual who with his small capital commands the
labour of journeymen. The organisation of both was deter-
mined by the restricted conditions of production-the
scanty and primitive cultivation of the land, and the craft
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type of industry. There was little division of labour in
the heyday of feudalism. Each country bore in itself the
antithesis of town and country; the division into estates
was certainly strongly marked; but apart from the dif-
ferentiation of princes, nobility, clergy and peasants in
the country, and masters, journeymen, apprentices and
soon also the rabble of casual labourers in the towns, there
was no important division. In agriculture it was rendered
difficult by the strip-system, beside which the cottage in-
dustry of the peasants themselves emerged. In industry
there was no division of labour in the individual trades
and very little between them. The separation of industry
and commerce was found already in existence in older
towns; in the newer it only developed later, when the
towns entered into mutual relations.

The grouping of larger territories into feudal kingdoms
was a necessity for the landed nobility as for the towns.
The organisation of the ruling class, the nobility, had,
therefore, everywhere a monarch at its head.

[THE DIVISION OF MATERIAL AND MENTAL LABOUR.
SEPARATION OF TOWN AND COUNTRY.
THE GUILD-SYSTEM]

The most important division of material and mental
labour is the separation of town and country. The con-
tradiction between town and country begins with the tran-
sition from barbarism to civilisation, from tribe to state,
from locality to nation, and runs through the whole his-
tory of civilisation to the present day (the Anti-Corn Law
Leaguef).

The advent of the town implies, at the same time, the
necessity of administration, police, taxes, etc., in short, of
the municipality (des Gemeindewesens), and thus of poli-
tics in general. Here first became manifest the division of
the population into two great classes, which is directly
based on the division of labour and on the instruments of
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production. The town is in actual fact already the con-
centration of the population, of the instruments of pro-
duction, of capital, of pleasures, of needs, while the coun-
try demonstrates just the opposite fact, isolation and sep-
aration. The contradiction between town and country can
only exist within the framework of private property. It
is the most crass expression of the subjection of the indi-
vidual under the division of labour, under a definite activ-
ity forced upon him-a subjection which makes one man
into a restricted towwn-animal, another into a restricted
country-animal, and daily creates anew the conflict be-
tween their interests. Labour is here again the chief thing,
power over individuals, and as long as this power exists,
private property must exist. The abolition of the contra-
diction between town and country is one of the first con-
ditions |42] of communal life, a condition which again
depends on a mass of material premises and which can-
not be fulfilled by the mere will, as anyone can see at the
first glance. (These conditions have still to be set forth.)
The separation of town and country can also be under-
stood as the separatoin of capital and landed property, as
the beginning of the existence and development of capital
independent of landed property—the beginning of property
having its basis only in labour and exchange.

In the towns which, in the Middle Ages, did not derive
ready-made from an earlier period but were formed anew
by the serfs who had become free, the particular labour
of each man was his only property apart from the small
capital he brought with him, consisting almost solely of
the most necessary tools of his craft. The competition of
serfs constantly escaping into the town, the constant war
of the country against the towns and thus the necessity
of an organised municipal military force, the bond of com-
mon ownership in a particular kind of labour, the neces-
sity of common buildings for the sale of their wares at a
time when craftsmen were also traders, and the consequent
exclusion of the unauthorised from these buildings, the
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conflict among the interests of the various crafts, the ne-
cessity of protecting their laboriously acquired skill, and
the feudal organisation of the whole of the country: these
were the causes of the union of the workers of each craft
in guilds. In this context we do not have to go further
into the manifold modifications of the guild-system, which
arise through later historical developments. The flight of
the serfs into the towns went on without interruption
right through the Middle Ages. These serfs, persecuted by
their lords in the country, came separately into the towns,
where they found an organised community, against which
they were powerless and in which they had to subject
themselves to the station assigned to them by the demand
for their labour and the interest of their organised urban
competitors. These workers, entering separately, were
never able to attain to any power, since, if their labour
was of the guild type which had to be learned, the guild-
masters bent them to their will and organised them ac-
cording to their interest; or if their labour was not such
as had to be learned, and therefore not of the guild type,
they were day-labourers, never managed to organise, but
remained an unorganised rabble. The need for day-labour-
ers in the towns created the rabble.

These towns were true “unions”,? called forth by the
direct [43| need of providing for the protection of prop-
erty, and of multiplying the means of production and
defence of the separate members. The rabble of these
towns was devoid of any power, composed as it was of
individuals strange to one another who had entered sepa-
rately, and who stood unorganised over against an orga-
nised power, armed for war, and jealously watching over
them. The journeymen and apprentices were organised in
each craft as it best suited the interest of the masters. The
patriarchal relations existing between them and their
masters gave the latter a double power—on the one hand
because of the direct influence they exerted on the whole
life of the journeymen, and on the other because, for the
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journeymen who worked with the same master, it was
a real bond which held them together against the jour-
neymen of other masters and separated them from these.
And finally, the journeymen were bound to the existing
order even by their interest in becoming masters them-
selves. While, therefore, the rabble at least carried out re-
volts against the whole municipal order, revolts which re-
mained completely ineffective because of its powerlessness,
the journeymen never got further than small acts of insub-
ordination within separate guilds, such as belong to the
very nature of the guild-system. The great risings of the
Middle Ages all radiated from the country, but equally
remained totally ineffective because of the isolation and
consequent crudity of the peasants.~

Capital in these towns was a naturally evolved capital,
consisting of a house, the tools of the craft, and the natu-
ral, hereditary customers; and not being realisable, on
account of the backwardness of intercourse and the lack
of circulation, it had to be handed down from father to
son. Unlike modern capital, which can be assessed in
money and which may be indifferently invested in this
thing or that, this capital was directly connected with the
particular work of the owner, inseparable from it and to
this extent estate capital.—

In the towns, the division of labour between the |44|
individual guilds was as yet very little developed and, in
the guilds themselves, it did not exist at all between the
individual workers. Every workman had to be versed in
a whole round of tasks, had to be able to make every-
thing that was to be made with his tools. The limited
intercourse and the weak ties between the individual
towns, the lack of population and the narrow needs did
not allow of a more advanced division of labour, and
therefore every man who wished to become a master had
to be proficient in the whole of this craft. Medieval crafts-
men therefore had an interest in their special work and
in proficiency in it, which was capable of rising to a limited
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artistic sense. For this very reason, however, every me-
dieval craftsman was completely absorbed in his work,
to which he had a complacent servile relationship, and in
which he was involved to a far greater extent than the
modern worker, whose work is a matter of indifference to
him.—

[THE ROLE OF VIOLENCE (CONQUEST) IN HISTORY]

This whole conception of history appears to be contra-
dicted by the fact of conquest. Up till now violence, war,
pillage, murder and robbery, etc., have been accepted as
the driving force of history. Here we must limit ourselves
to the chief points and take, therefore, only the most
striking example—the destruction of an old civilisation by
a barbarous people and the resulting formation of an
entirely new organisation of society. (Rome and the bar-
barians; feudalism and Gaul; the Byzantine Empire and
the Turks.8)

|63] With the conquering barbarian people war itself
is still, as indicated above, a regular form of intercourse,
which is the more eagerly exploited as the increase in
population together with the traditional and, for it, the
only possible crude mode of production gives rise to the
need for new means of production. In Italy, on the other
hand, the concentration of landed property (caused not
only by buying-up and indebtedness but also by inheri-
tance, since loose living being rife and marriage rare, the
old families gradually died out and their possessions fell
into the hands of a few) and its conversion into grazing-
land (caused not only by the usual economic factors still
operative today but by the importation of plundered and
tribute corn and the resultant lack of demand for Italian
corn) brought about the almost total disappearance of the
free population; the slaves died out again and again, and
had constantly to be replaced by new ones. Slavery re-
mained the basis of the entire production process. The
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plebeians, midway between freemen and slaves, never
succeeded in becoming more than a proletarian rabble.
Rome indeed never became more than a city; its con-
nection with the provinces was almost exclusively politi-
cal and could, therefore, easily be broken again by polit-
ical events.

Nothing is more common than the notion that in his-
tory up till now it has only been a question of taking. The
barbarians take the Roman Empire, and this fact of tak-
ing is made to explain the transition from the old world
to the feudal system. In this taking by barbarians, how-
ever, the question is whether the nation which is con-
quered has evolved industrial productive forces, as is the
case with modern peoples, or whether its productive forces
are based for the most part merely on their concen-
tration and on the community. Taking is further deter-
mined by the object taken. A banker’s fortune, consisting
of paper, cannot be taken at all without the taker's sub-
mitting to the conditions of production and intercourse
of the country taken. Similarly the total industrial capital
of a modern industrial country. And finally, everywhere
there is very soon an end to taking, and when there is
nothing more to take, you have to set about producing.
From this necessity of producing, which very soon asserts
itself, it follows |64| that the form of community adopted
by the settling conquerors must correspond to the stage
of development of the productive forces they find in exis-
tence; or, if this is not the case from the start, it must
change according to the productive forces. This, too, ex-
plains the fact, which people profess to have noticed every-
where in the period following the migration of the peo-
ples, namely that the servant was master, and that the
conquerors very soon took over language, culture and
manners from the conquered.

The feudal system was by no means brought complete
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from Germany, but had its origin, as far as the conquer-
ors were concerned, in the martial organisation of the
army during the actual conquest, and this evolved only
after the conquest into the feudal system proper through
the action of the productive forces found in the conquered
countries. To what an extent this form was determined by
the productive forces is shown by the abortive attempts to
realise other forms derived from reminiscences of ancient
Rome (Charlemagne, etc.).

Written between November 1845 Marx and Engels,

and August 1846 Collected Works, Vol. 5,
Moscow, 1976, pp. 32-35,

64-66, 84-85




FREDERICK ENGELS
From PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNISM

Question 6: What working classes existed before the
industrial revolution?

Answer: Depending on the different stages of the devel-
opment of society, the working classes lived in different
conditions and stood in different relations to the posses-
sing and ruling classes. In ancient times the working
people were the slaves of their owners, just as they still

are in many backward countries and even in the southern
part of the United States. In the Middle Ages they were
the serfs of the landowning nobility, just as they still are
in Hungary, Poland, and Russia. In the Middle Ages and
up to the industrial revolution there were in the towns
also journeymen in the service of petty-bourgeois crafts-
men, and with the development of manufacture there
gradually emerged manufactory workers, who were al-
ready employed by the bigger capitalists.

Question 7: In what way does the proletarian differ
from the slave?

Answer: The slave is sold once and for all, the prole-
tarian has to sell himself by the day. and by the hour.
Being the property of one master, the individual slave has,
since it is in the interest of this master, a guaranteed sub-
sistence, however wretched it may be; the individual
proletarian, the property, so to speak, of the whole bour-
geois class, whose labour is only bought from him when
somebody needs it, has no guaranteed subsistence. This
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subsistence is guaranteed only to the proletarian class as
a whole. The slave stands outside competition, the prole-
tarian stands within it and feels all its fluctuations. The
slave is accounted a thing, not a member of civil society;
the proletarian is recognised as a person, as a member of
civil society. Thus, the slave may have a better subsistence
than the proletarian, but the proletarian belongs to a
higher stage of development of society and himself stands
at a higher stage than the slave. The slave frees himself
by abolishing, among all the private property relation-
ships, only the relationship of slavery and thereby only
then himself becomes a proletarian; the proletarian can
free himself only by abolishing private property in gen-
eral.

Question 8: In what way does the proletarian differ
from the serf?

Answer: The serf has the possession and use of an in-
strument of production, a piece of land, in return for
handing over a portion of the yield or for the performance
of work. The proletarian works with instruments of pro-
duction belonging to another person for the benefit of this
other person in return for receiving a portion of the yield.
The serf gives, to the proletarian is given. The serf has a
guaranteed subsistence, the proletarian has not. The serf
stands outside competition, the proletarian stands within
it. The serf frees himself either by running away to the
town and there becoming a handicraftsman or by giving
his landlord money instead of labour and products and
becoming a free tenant; or by driving out his feudal lord
and himself becoming a proprietor, in short, by entering
in one way or another into the possessing class and com-
petition. The proletarian frees himself by doing away with
competition, private property and all class distinctions.

Written at the end of Marx and Engels,
October-November 1847 Collected Works, Vol. 6,
Moscow, 1976, pp. 343-44
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KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

MANIFESTO OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY

From I. BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS

The history of all hitherto existing society” is the his-
tory of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and
serf, guild-master™ and journeyman, in a word, oppres-
sor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one
another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now
open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revo-

lutionary re-constitution of society at large, or in the com-
mon ruin of the contending classes.

* That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-history of society,
the social organisation existing previous to recorded history, was
all but unknown. Since then, Haxthausen discovered common
ownership of land in Russia, Maurer proved it to be the social
foundation from which all Teutonic races started in history, and
by and by village communities were found to be, or to have been
the primitive form of society everywhere from India to Ireland.
The inner organisation of this primitive Communistic society was
laid bare, in its typical form, fy Morgan’s crowning discovery of
the true nature of the gens and its relation to the tribe. With the
dissolution of these primeval communities society begins to be
differentiated into separate and finally antagonistic classes. I have
attempted to retrace this process of dissolution in Der Ursprung der
Familie, des Privateigenthums und des Staats, 2nd edition, Stutt-
gart, 1886. [Note by Engels to the English edition of 1888, and-
less the last sentence—to the German edition of 1890.)

#* Quild-master, that is, a full member of a guild, a master
within, not a head of a guild. [Note by Engels to the English
edition of 1888.)
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In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost every-
where a complicated arrangement of society into various
orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient
Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in
the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters,
journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these clas-
ses, again, subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from
the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class
antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new con-
ditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of
the old ones.

Written in December 1847- Marx and Engels,
January 1848 Collected Works, Vol. 6,
Moscow, 1976, pp. 482-85




FREDERICK ENGELS

From THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY

To begin with, let us briefly review the situation in
Germany at the beginning of the sixteenth century.

German industry had made considerable progress in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The local village
industry of the feudal type was superseded by the guild

system of industry in the towns, which produced for wider
circles, and even for remoter markets. The weaving of
coarse woollen fabrics and linens had become a perma-
nent and widespread branch of industry, and even finer
woollen and linen fabrics and silks were manufactured
in Augsburg. Along with the art of weaving especial
growth was witnessed in industries which were nurtured
by the ecclesiastic and secular luxury of the late medieval
epoch and verged on the fine arts: those of the gold- and
silver-smith, the sculptor and engraver, etcher and wood-
carver, armourer, engraver of medals, woodturner, etc. A
succession of more or less important discoveries, the most
prominent of which were the invention of gunpowder™®
and printing, had contributed substantially to the devel-
opment of the crafts. Commerce kept pace with industry.

* As has now been shown beyond doubt, gunpowder came to
the Arabs through India from China, and they brought it through
Spain to Europe along with fire-arms. [Note by Engels to the 1875
edition.]
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By its century-long monopoly of sea navigation the Han-
seatic League? ensured the elevation of all Northern Ger-
many from medieval barbarism. Even though since the
end of the fifteenth century the League had quickly begun
to succumb to the competition of the English and Dutch,
the great trade route from India to the north still lay
through Germany, Vasco da Gama’s discoveries notwith-
standing, and Augsburg still remained the great market of
Italian silks, Indian spices, and all Levantine products.
The towns of Upper Germany, particularly Augsburg and
Nuremberg, were centres of an opulence and luxury quite
remarkable for that time. The production of raw materials
had also considerably increased. The German miners of
the fifteenth century were the most skilful in the world
and the flowering of the towns had also elevated agri-
culture from its early medieval crudity. Not only had large
stretches of land been put to the plough but dye crops
and other imported plants were introduced, whose care-
ful cultivation had favourable influence on farming in
general.

Still, the progress of Germany’s national production had
not kept pace with the progress in other countries. Agri-
culture lagged far behind that of England and the Nether-
lands, and industry far behind that of Italy, Flanders and
England, while the English, and especially the Dutch, had
already begun ousting the Germans from the sea trade.
The population was still very sparse. Civilisation existed
only here and there, concentrated round the several cen-
tres of industry and commerce; but the interests of even
these centres were highly divergent, with hardly any point
of contact. The trade relations and export markets of the
South differed totally from those of the North; the East
and the West stood outside almost all traffic. Not a single
city was in a position to be the industrial and commercial
centre of the whole country, such, for instance, as London
had already become for England. All internal communica-
tions were almost exclusively confined to coastal and river
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navigation and to the few large trade routes from Augs-
burg and Nuremberg via Cologne to the Netherlands, and
via Erfurt to the North. Away from the rivers and trade
routes there was a number of smaller towns which lay
outside the major traffic and continued to vegetate undis-
turbed in the conditions of the late Middle Ages, needing
only few foreign goods and providing few products for
export. Of the rural population only the nobility came in
contact with wider circles and with new needs; in their
relations, the peasant masses never went beyond their im-
mediate locality and its horizons.

While in England and France the rise of commerce and
industry had the effect of intertwining the interests of the
entire country and thereby brought about political cen-
tralisation, Germany had not got any further than group-
ing interests by provinces, around merely local centres,
which led to political division, a division that was soon
made all the more final by Germany's exclusion from
world commerce. In step with the disintegration of the
purely feudal Empire, the bonds of imperial unity became
completely dissolved, the major vassals of the Empire
became almost independent sovereigns, and the cities of
the Empire, on the one hand, and the knights of the Em-
pire, on the other, began entering into alliances either
against each other or against the princes or the Emperor.
Uncertain of its own position, the imperial government
vacillated between the various elements comprising the
Empire, and thereby lost more and more authority; in
spite of all its intrigues and violence, the attempt at cen-
tralisation in the manner of Louis XI was only just able
to hold together the Austrian hereditary lands. Who finally
won and were bound to win in this confusion, in these
countless and interrelated conflicts, were the bearers of
centralisation amidst the disunity, the bearers of local and
provincial centralisation—the princes, at whose side the
Emperor himself became more and more of a prince like
the others.
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In these circumstances, the position of the classes in-
herited from the Middle Ages had changed considerably,
and new classes had emerged beside the old.

The princes came from the high nobility. They were
already almost independent of the Emperor and posses-
sed most of the sovereign rights. They made war and peace
on their own, maintained standing armies, convened
Diets, and levied taxes. They had brought a large part
of the lesser nobility and most of the towns under their
sway, and resorted continuously to all possible means of
incorporating in their dominion all the remaining impe-
rial towns and baronial estates. They were centralisers in
respect to these towns and estates, while acting as a de-
centralising force in respect to the imperial power. Inter-
nally, their government was already highly autocratic.
They convened the estates only when they could not do
without them. They imposed taxes and borrowed money
whenever it suited them; the right of the estates to ratify
taxes was seldom recognised and still more seldom prac-
tised. And even when practised, the prince usually had
the majority by virtue of the knights and prelates, the
two tax-exempted estates that participated in the benefits
enjoyed from taxes. The princes’ need for money grew
with their taste for luxury, the expansion of their courts,
the standing armies, and the mounting costs of govern-
ment. The taxes became ever more oppressive. The towns
were mostly protected from them by their privileges, and
the full impact of the tax burden fell upon the peasants,
the subjects of the princes, as well as upon the serfs,
bondsmen and tithe-paying peasants [Zinsbauern] of their
vassal knights. Where direct taxation proved insufficient,
indirect taxes were introduced. The most refined devices
of the art of finance were called into play to fill the
anaemic treasury. When nothing availed, when there was
nothing to pawn and no free imperial city was willing to
grant any more credit, the princes resorted to currency
Operations of the basest kind, coined depreciated money,
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and set high or low compulsory exchange rates at the con-
venience of their treasuries. Furthermore, trade in urban
and other privileges, later forcibly withdrawn only to be
resold at a high price, and the use of every attempt at
opposition as an excuse for all kinds of extortion and rob-
bery, etc., etc., were common and lucrative sources of
income for the princes of the day. Justice, too, was a per-
petual and not unimportant merchandise. In brief, the sub-
jects of that time, who, in addition, had to satisfy the private
avarice of the princely bailiffs and officials, had a full taste
of all the blessings of the “paternal” system of government.

The middle nobility of the medieval feudal hierarchy
had almost entirely disappeared; it had either risen to
acquire the independence of petty princes, or sunk into
the ranks of the lesser nobility. The lesser nobility, or
knighthood, was fast moving towards extinction. Much of
it was already totally impoverished and lived in the ser-
vice of the princes, holding military or civil offices; an-
other part of it was in the vassalage and under the sway
of the princes; and a small part was directly subject to
the Emperor. The development of military science, the
growing importance of the infantry, and the improvement
of fire-arms dwarfed the knighthood’s military merits as
heavy cavalry, and also put an end to the invincibility of
its castles. Like the Nuremberg artisans, the knights were
made redundant by the progress of industry. The knights’
need for money considerably hastened their ruin. The
luxury of their palaces, rivalry in the magnificence of tour-
naments and feasts, the price of armaments and horses—
all increased with the development of society, while the
sources of income of the knights and barons increased but
little, if at all. As time went on, feuds with their attendant
plunder and extortion, highway robbery and similar noble
occupations became too dangerous. The payments and ser-
vices of their subjects yielded the knights hardly more
than before. To satisfy their growing requirements, the
gracious knights had to resort to the same means as the
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princes. The peasantry was plundered by the nobility with
a dexterity that increased every year. The serfs were
sucked dry, and the bondsmen were burdened with ever
new payments and services on a great variety of pretexts
and on all possible occasions. Statute labour, tributes,
rents, land-sale taxes, death taxes,10 protection moneys,i1
etc., were raised at will, in spite of all the old agreements.
Justice was denied or sold for money, and when the knight
could not get at the peasants’ money in any other way, he
threw him into the tower without further ado and forced
him to pay a ransom.

The relations between the lesser nobility and the other
estates were also anything but friendly. The knights bound
by vassalage to the princes strove to become vassals of
the Empire, the imperial knights strove to retain their in-
dependence; thisled to incessant conflicts with the princes.
The knight regarded the arrogant clergy of those days
as an entirely superfluous estate, and envied them their
large possessions and the wealth held secure by their celi-
bacy and the church statutes. He was continually at log-
gerheads with the towns, he was always in debt to them,
he made his living by plundering their territory, robbing
their merchants, and by holding for ransom prisoners
captured in the feuds. And the knights’ struggle with all
these estates became the more violent the more the money
question became to them as well a question of life.

The clergy, that bearer of the medieval feudal ideology,
felt the influence of historic change just as acutely. Book-
printing and the claims of growing commerce robbed it
of its monopoly not only in reading and writing, but also
in higher education. The division of labour also made
inroads into the intellectual realm. The newly rising juri-
dical estate drove the clergy from a number of the most
influential offices. The clergy was also on its way to be-
coming largely superfluous, and demonstrated this by its
ever greater laziness and ignorance. But the more super-
fluous it became, the more it grew in numbers, due to the
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enormous riches that it still continuously augmented by
all possible means.

There were two entirely distinct classes among the
clergy. The clerical feudal hierarchy formed the aristocratic
class: the bishops and archbishops, abbots, priors, and other
prelates. These high church dignitaries were either imperial
princes or reigned as feudal lords under the sovereignty of
other princes over extensive lands with numerous serfs and
bondsmen. They exploited their dependants as ruthlessly as
the knights and princes, and went at it even more wantonly.
In addition to brute force they applied all the subterfuges of
religion; in addition to the fear of the rack they applied
the fear of ex-communication and denial of absolution;
they made use of all the intrigues of the confessional to
wring the last penny from their subjects or to augment
the portion of the church. Forgery of documents was for
these worthies a common and favourite means of swindl-
ing. But although they received tithes from their subjects
in addition to the usual feudal services and quitrents, these
incomes were not enough for them. They fabricated mira-
cle-working sacred images and relics, set up sanctifying
prayer-houses, and traded in indulgences in order to
squeeze more money out of the people, and for quite some
time with eminent success.

It was these prelates and their numerous gendarmerie
of monks, which grew constantly with the spread of polit-
ical and religious witch-hunts, on whom the priest-hatred
not only of the people, but also of the nobility, was
concentrated. Being directly subject to the Emperor, they
were a nuisance for the princes. The life of luxurious
pleasure led by the corpulent bishops and abbots, and
their army of monks excited the envy of the nobility,
and the more flagrantly it contradicted their preaching,
the more it inflamed the people, who had to bear its
cost.

The plebeian part of the clergy consisted of rural and
urban preachers. These stood outside the feudal church




THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY 59

hierarchy and had no part in its riches. Their work was
less controlled, and, important though it was for the
church, it was for the moment far less indispensable than
the police services of the barracked monks. They were,
therefore, the worse paid by far, and their prebends
were mostly very meagre. Of burgher or plebeian ori-
gin, they were close enough to the life of the masses to
retain their burgher and plebeian sympathies in spite
of their clerical status. For them participation in the
movements of the time was the rule, whereas for
monks it was an exception. They provided the movement
with theorists and ideologists, and many of them, repre-
sentatives of the plebeians and peasants, died on the
scaffold as a result. The people’s hatred of the clergy
turned against them only in isolated cases.

What the Emperor was to the princes and nobility, the
Pope was to the higher and lower clergy. Where the Em-
peror received the “general pfennig”i? or the imperial
taxes, the Pope received the universal church taxes, out
of which he paid for the luxury of the Roman court. And
in no country were these church taxes collected more
conscientiously and exactingly than in Germany-thanks
to the power and number of the clergy. Particularly the
annates,!3 collected on the bestowal of bishoprics. The
growing needs led to the invention of new means of rais-
ing revenues, such as trade in relics and indulgences,
jubilee collections, etc. Large sums of money flowed year-
ly from Germany to Rome in this way, and the conse-
quent increased oppression not only heightened the hatred
for the clergy, but also roused the national sentiments,
particularly of the nobility, the then most nationalistic
estate.

In the medieval towns three distinct groups developed
from the original citizenry with the growth of commerce
and the handicrafts.

The urban society was headed by the patriciate, the
so-called honourables. They were the richest families.
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They alone sat in the town council, and held all town
offices. Hence, they not only administered but also con-
sumed all the town revenues. Strong by virtue of their
wealth and time-honoured aristocratic status recognised
by Emperor and Empire, they exploited the town com-
munity and the peasants belonging to the town in every
possible way. They practised usury in grain and money,
seized monopolies of all kinds, gradually deprived the
community of all rights to communal use of town forests
and meadows and used them exclusively for their own
private benefit, exacted arbitrary road-, bridge- and gate-
tolls and other imposts, and trafficked in trade, guild, and
burgher privileges, and in justice. They treated the peas-
ants of the town precincts with no more consideration
than did the nobility and clergy. On the contrary, town
bailiffs and village officials, patricians all, added a cer-
tain bureaucratic punctiliousness to aristocratic rigidity
and avarice in collecting imposts. The town revenues thus
collected were administered in a most arbitrary fashion;
the accounts in the town books, a mere formality, were
neglected and confused in the extreme; embezzlement and
deficit were the order of the day. How easy it was at that
time for a comparatively small, privileged caste bound by
family ties and common interests, to enrich itself enor-
mously out of the town revenues, is easily seen from the
many embezzlements and swindles which 1848 brought
to light in so many town administrations.

The patricians took pains everywhere to let the rights
of the town community fall into disuse, particularly in
matters of finance. Only later, when their machinations
transcended all bounds, the communities came into mo-
tion again to at least gain control over the town adminis-
tration. In most towns they actually regained their rights,
but due to the eternal squabbles between the guilds, the
tenacity of the patricians, and the protection the latter
enjoyed from the Empire and the governments of the
allied towns, the patrician council members soon in effect
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regained their former undivided dominance, be it by
cunning or force. At the beginning of the sixteenth century
the communities in all the towns were again in the op-
position.

The town opposition to the patricians broke up into
two factions which took quite distinct stands in the
Peasant War.

The burgher opposition, forerunners of our presept-day
liberals, included the richer and middle burghers, and,
depending on local conditions, a more or less appreciable
section of the petty burghers. Their demands did not over-
step purely constitutional limits. They wanted control over
the town administration and a share in legislative power,
to be exercised either by an assembly of the community
itself or by its representatives (big council, community
committee); further restriction of the patrician nepotism
and the oligarchy of a few families which was coming to
the fore ever more distinctly within the patriciate itself.
At best, they also demanded several council seats for
burghers from their own midst. This party, joined here
and there by the dissatisfied and impoverished part of
the patriciate, had a large majority in all the ordinary
community assemblies and in the guilds. The adherents
of the council and the more radical part of the opposition
together formed only a small minority among the real
burghers.

We shall see how this “moderate”, “law-abiding”’, ‘‘well-
to-do” and “intelligent” opposition played exactly the
same role, with exactly the same effect, in the movement
of the sixteenth century, as its successor, the constitutional
party, played in the movement of 1848 and 1849.14

Beyond that, the burgher opposition declaimed zealously
against the clergy, whose idle luxury and loose morals
roused its bitter scorn. It urged measures against the scan-
dalous life of those worthy men. It demanded the abolition
of the clergy's special jurisdiction and tax exemption,
and particularly a reduction in the number of monks.




62 FREDERICK ENGELS

The plebeian opposition consisted of ruined burghers
and the mass of townsmen without civic rights—journey-
men, day labourers, and the numerous precursors of the
lumpenproletariat, who existed even in the lowest stages
of urban development. The lumpenproletariat is, gener-
ally speaking, a phenomenon that occurs in a more or less
developed form in all the so far known phases of society.
The number of people without a definite occupation and
permanent domicile increased greatly at that time due to
the decay of feudalism in a society in which every occupa-
tion, every sphere of life, was still fenced in by countless
privileges. In all the developed countries vagabonds had
never been so numerous as in the first half of the sixteenth
century. In war time some of these tramps joined the
armies, others begged their way across the countryside,
and still others eked out a meagre living in the towns as
day labourers or from whatever other occupation that was
not under guild jurisdiction. All three groups played a
part in the Peasant War—the first in the armies of princes
which overpowered the peasants, the second in the peas-
ant conspiracies and in peasant gangs where its demor-
alising influence was felt at all times, and the third in
the clashes of the urban parties. It will be recalled, how-
ever, that a great many, namely those living in the towns,
still had a substantial share of sound peasant nature and
had not as yet been possessed by the venality and deprav-
ity of the present “civilised” lumpenproletariat.

As we see, the plebeian opposition in the towns of that
day was a very mixed lot. It brought together the depraved
parts of the old feudal and guild society with the
undeveloped, budding proletarian elements of the germi-
nating modern bourgeois society. There were impover-
1shed guild burghers, on the one hand, who still clung to
the existing burgher system by virtue of their privileges,
and the dispossessed peasants and discharged vassals as
yet unable to become proletarians, on the other. Between
these two groups were the journeymen, who still stood
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outside official society and whose condition was as close
to that of the proletariat as this could be with the contem-
porary state ot industry and the guild privileges; but due
to these privileges they were, at the same time, almost all
prospective burgher artisans. The party affiliation of this
conglomeration was therefore highly uncertain, and varied
from locality to locality. Before the Peasant War the ple-
beian opposition took part in the political struggles not
as a party, but as a noisy marauding tagtail of the bur-
gher opposition, a mob that could be bought and sold
for a few barrels of wine. The peasant revolts turned it
into a party, and even then it remained almost every-
where dependent on the peasants in its demands and
actions—a striking proof of how much the town of that
time still depended on the countryside. In their indepen-
dent actions, the plebeians demanded extension of the
monopoly in urban handicrafts to the countryside, and
had no wish to see a curtailment of town revenues come
about through the abolition of feudal burdens within the
town precincts, etc.; in brief, they were reactionary in
their independent actions, and delivered themselves up to
their own petty-bourgeois elements—a typical prelude to
the tragicomedy staged in the past three years by the
modern petty bourgeoisie under the trade mark of de-
mocracy.

Only in Thuringia under the direct influence of Miin-
zer, and in a few other localities under that of his pupils,
was the plebeian faction of the towns carried away by the
general storm to such an extent that the embryonic pro-
letarian element in it gained the upper hand for a time
over all the other factions of the movement. This episode
grouped round the magnificent figure of Thomas Miinzer,
was the culmination point and also the briefest episode,
of the Peasant War. It stands to reason that the plebeian
factions were the quickest to collapse, that they had a
predominantly fantastic outlook, and that the expression
of their demands was necessarily extremely uncertain; in




64 FREDERICK ENGELS

the existing conditions they found the least firm ground to
stand on.

Beneath all these classes, save the last one, was the
exploited bulk of the nation, the peasants. It was on the
peasant that the whole arrangement of social strata re-
posed: princes, officials, nobles, clergymen, patricians and
burghers. No matter whose subject the peasant was-a
prince’s, an imperial baron’s, a bishop's, a monastery's or a
town’'s—he was treated by all as a thing, a beast of burden,
and worse. If a serf, he was entirely at the mercy of his
master. If a bondsman, the legal levies stipulated in the
agreement were enough to crush him; yet they were daily
increased. He had to work on his lord’s estate most of
his time; out of what he earned in his few free hours he
had to pay tithes, tributes, the quitrent, princely levies
{Bede), road (war) tolls, and local and imperial taxes. He
could neither marry nor die without paying something to
the lord. Besides his statute labour he had to gather litter,
pick strawberries and bilberries, collect snail-shells, drive
the game in the hunt, and chop wood, etc., for his gra-
cious lord. The right to fish and hunt belonged to the
master; the peasant had to look on quietly as his crop
was destroyed by wild game. The common pastures and
woods of the peasants were almost everywhere forcibly
appropriated by the lords. The lord did as he pleased
with the peasant’s own person, his wife and daughters,
just as he did with the peasant’s property. He had the
right of the first night. He threw the peasant into the
tower when he wished, and the rack awaited the peasant
there just as surely as the investigating attorney awaits
the arrested in our day. He killed the peasant or had him
beheaded when he pleased. There was none out of the
edifying chapters of the Carolina®® dealing with “ear
clipping”, ‘‘nose cutting”, “‘eye gouging”, ‘‘chopping of

oar (T,

fingers and hands”, “‘beheading”, “breaking on the wheel”,

“burning”’, “hot irons”, “quartering”, etc., that the gracious
lord and patron would not apply at will. Who would
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defend the peasant? It was the barons, clergymen, patri-
cians or jurists who sat in the courts, and they knew
perfectly well what they were being paid for. After all,
every official estate of the Empire lived by sucking the
peasants dry.

Though gnashing their teeth under the terrible burden,
the peasants were still difficult to rouse to revolt. They
were scattered over large areas, and this made collusion
between them extremely difficult. The old habit of sub-
mission inherited by generation from generation, lack of
practice in the use of arms in many regions, and the vary-
ing degree of exploitation depending on the personality
of the lord, all combined to keep the peasant quiet. For
this reason we find so many local peasant insurrections in
the Middle Ages but, prior to the Peasant War, not a
single general national peasant revolt, at least in Ger-
many. Moreover, the peasants were unable to make revo-
lution on their own as long as they were confronted by
the united and organised power of the princes, the nobil-
ity and the towns. Their only chance of winning lay in
an alliance with other estates. But how could they join
with other estates if they were exploited to the same de-
gree by all of them?

As we see, in the early sixteenth century the various
estates of the Empire—princes, nobles, prelates, patricians,
burghers, plebeians and peasants—formed an extremely
confusing mass with their varied and highly conflicting
needs. The estates stood in each other's way, and each
was continually in overt or covert conflict with all the
others. The division of the nation into two large camps,
as seen in France at the outbreak of the first Revolution!6
and as witnessed today on a higher level of development
in the most advanced countries, was thus a rank impossi-
bility. Anything like it could only come about if the low-
est stratum of the nation, the one exploited by all the
other estates, the peasants and plebeians, would rise up.
The entanglement of interests, views and aspirations of

5—7173
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that time will be easily understood from the confusion
brought about in the last two years by the present far
less complicated structure of the German nation, consist-
ing of the feudal nobility, the bourgeoisie, the petty bour-
geoisie, the peasants and the proletariat.

Written in the summer Marx and Engels,
of 1850 Collected Works, Vol. 10,
Moscow, 1978, pp. 400-10
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From FORCED EMIGRATION

In the ancient states, in Greece and Rome, compulsory
emigration assuming the shape of the periodical establish-
ment of colonies, formed a regular link in the structure of
society. The whole system of those states was founded on
certain limits to the numbers of the population, which
could not be surpassed without endangering the condition
of antique civilization itself. But why was it so? Because
the application of science to material production was ut-
terly unknown to them. To remain civilized they were
forced to remain few. Otherwise they would have had to
submit to the bodily drudgery which transformed the free
citizen into a slave. The want of productive power made
citizenship dependent on a certain proportion in numbers
not to be disturbed. Forced emigration was the only
remedy. '

It was the same pressure of population on the powers
of production, that drove the barbarians from the high
Plains of Asia to invade the Old World. The same cause
acted there, although under a different form. To remain
barbarians they were forced to remain few. They were
pastoral, hunting, war-waging tribes, whose manner of
production required a large space for every individual, as
is now the case with the Indian tribes in North America.
By augmenting in numbers they curtailed each other’s
5
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field of production. Thus the surplus population was forced
to undertake those great adventurous migratory move-
ments which laid the foundation of the peoples of ancient
and modern Europe.

Written on March 4, Marx and Engels,

1853 Collected Works, Vol. 11,
Moscow, 1978, pp. 530-31




KARL MARX

THE BRITISH RULE IN INDIA

London, June 10, 1853

Telegraphic dispatches from Vienna announce that the
pacific solution of the Turkish, Sardinian and Swiss ques-
tions, is regarded there as a certainty.

Last night the debate on India was continued in the
House of Commons in the usual dull manner. Mr. Blakett
charged the statements of Sir Charles Wood and Sir J. Hogg
with bearing the stamp of optimist falsehood. A lot of
Ministerial and Directorial advocates rebuked the charge
as well as they could, and the inevitable Mr. Hume
summed up by calling on Ministers to withdraw their
bill. Debate adjourned.

Hindostan is an Italy of Asiatic dimensions, the Hima-
layas for the Alps, the Plains of Bengal for the Plains of
Lombardy, the Deccan for the Apennines, and the Isle
of Ceylon for the Island of Sicily. The same rich variety
in the products of the soil, and the same dismemberment
in the political configuration. Just as Italy has, from time
to time, been compressed by the conqueror’'s sword into
different national masses, so do we find Hindostan, when
not under the pressure of the Mohammedan, or the Mo-
gul, or the Briton, dissolved into as many independent
and conflicting States as it numbered towns, or even
villages. Yet, in a social point of view, Hindostan is not
the Italy, but the Ireland of the East. And this strange
combination of Italy and of Ireland, of a world of vo-
luptuousness and of a world of woes, is anticipated in
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the ancient traditions of the religion of Hindostan. That
religion is at once a religion of sensualist exuberance,
and a religion of self-torturing asceticism; a religion of
the Lingam and of the Juggernaut!?; the religion of the
Monk, and of the Bayadere.

1 share not the opinion of those who believe in a gold-
en age of Hindostan, without recurring, however, like
Sir Charles Wood, for the confirmation of my view, to
the authority of Khuli-Khan. But take, for example, the
times of Aurung-Zebe; or the epoch, when the Mogull8
appeared in the North, and the Portuguese in the South;
or the age of Mohammedan invasion, and of the Hep-
tarchy in Southern Indial¥; or, if you will, go still more
back to antiquity, take the mythological chronology of
the Brahman himself, who places the commencement of
Indian misery in an epoch even more remote than the
Christian creation of the world.

There cannot, however, remain any doubt but that the
misery inflicted by the British on Hindostan is of an es-
sentially different and infinitely more intensive kind
than all Hindostan had to suffer before. I do not allude
to European despotism, planted upon Asiatic despotism,
by the British East India Company,? forming a more
monstrous combination than any of the divine monsters
startling us in the Temple of Salsette.?l This is no dis-
tinctive feature of British Colonial rule, but only an imita-
tion of the Dutch, and so much so that in order to char-
acterize the working of the British East India Com-
pany, it is sufficient to literally repeat what Sir Stam-
ford Raffles, the English Governor of Java, said of the
old Dutch East India Company.

“The Dutch Company, actuated solely by the spirit of gain, and
viewing their subjects, with less regard or consideration than a
West-India planter formerly viewed the gang upon his estate, be-
cause the latter had paid the purchase money of human property,
which the other had not, employed all the existing machinery of
despotism to squeeze from the people their utmost mite of contri-
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bution, the last dregs of their labor, and thus aggravated the evils
of a capricious and semi-barbarous government, by working it
with all the practised ingenuity of politicians, and all the monopo-
lizing selfishness of traders.”

All the civil wars, invasions, revolutions, conquests,
famines, strangely complex, rapid, and destructive as the
successive action in Hindostan may appear, did not go
deeper than its surface. England has broken down the en-
tire framework of Indian society, without any symptoms
of reconstitution yet appearing. This loss of his old world,
with no gain of a new one, imparts a particular kind of
melancholy to the present misery of the Hindoo, and
separates Hindostan, ruled by Britain, from all its ancient
traditions, and from the whole of its past history.

There have been in Asia, generally, from immemorial
times, but three departments of Government; that of Fi-
nance, or the plunder of the interior; that of War, or the
plunder of the exterior; and, finally, the department of
Public Works. Climate and territorial conditions, especi-
ally the vast tracts of desert, extending from the Sahara,
through Arabia, Persia, India, and Tartary,?? to the most
elevated Asiatic highlands, constituted artificial irrigation
by canals and water-works the basis of Oriental agricul-
ture. As in Egypt and India, inundations are used for
fertilizing the soil in Mesopotamia, Persia, etc.; advan-
tage is taken of a high level for feeding irrigative canals.
This prime necessity of an economical and common use of
water, which, in the Occident, drove private enterprise
to voluntary association, as in Flanders and Italy, necessi-
tated, in the Orient where civilization was too low and the
territorial extent too vast to call into life voluntary asso-
cCiation, the interference of the centralizing power of Gov-
ernment. Hence an economical function devolved upon all
Asiatic Governments, the function of providing public
works. This artificial fertilization of the soil, dependent
on a Central Government, and immediately decaying with
the neglect of irrigation and drainage, explains the other-
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wise strange fact that we now find whole territories barren
and desert that were once brilliantly cultivated, as Pal-
myra, Petra, the ruins in Yemen, and large provinces of
Egypt, Persia and Hindostan; it also explains how a single
war of devastation has been able to depopulate a country
for centuries, and to strip it of all its civilization.

Now, the British in East India accepted from their prede-
cessors the department of finance and of war, but they
have neglected entirely that of public works. Hence the
deterioration of an agriculture which is not capable of
being conducted on the British principle of free compe-
tition, of laissez-faire and laissez-aller.23 But in Asiatic em-
pires we are quite accustomed to see agriculture deterio-
rating under one government and reviving again under
some other government. There the harvests correspond to
good or bad government, as they change in Europe with
good or bad seasons. Thus the oppression and neglect of
agriculture, bad as it is, could not be looked upon as the
final blow dealt to Indian society by the British intruder,
had it not been attended by a circumstance of quite differ-
ent importance, a novelty in the annals of the whole
Asiatic world. However changing the political aspect of
India’s past must appear, its social condition has remained
unaltered since its remotest antiquity, until the first decen-
nium of the 19th century. The hand-loom and the spin-
ning-wheel, producing their regular myriads of spinners
and weavers, were the pivots of the structure of that so-
ciety. From immemorial times, Europe received the admi-
rable textures of Indian labor, sending in return for them
her precious metals, and furnishing thereby his material
to the goldsmith, that indispensable member of Indian
society, whose love of finery is so great that even the
lowest class, those who go about nearly naked, have com-
monly a pair of golden ear-rings and a gold ornament of
some kind hung round their necks. Rings on the fingers
and toes have also been common. Women as well as chil-
dren frequently wore massive bracelets and anklets of
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gold or silver, and statuettes of divinities in gold and sil-
ver were met with in the households. It was the British
intruder who broke up the Indian hand-loom and de-
stroyed the spinning-wheel. England began with driving
the Indian cottons from the European market; it then
introduced twist into Hindostan and in the end inundated
the very mother country of cotton with cottons. From 1818
to 1836 the export of twist from Great Britain to India
rose in the proportion of 1 to 5,200. In 1824 the export
of British muslins to India hardly amounted to 1,000,000
yards, while in 1837 it surpassed 64,000,000 of yards. But
at the same time the population of Dacca decreased from
150,000 inhabitants to 20,000. This decline of Indian towns
celebrated for their fabrics was by no means the worst
consequence. British steam and science uprooted, over the
whole surface of Hindostan, the union between agricul-
ture and manufacturing industry.

These two circumstances—the Hindoo, on the one hand,
leaving, like all Oriental peoples, to the central govern-
ment the care of the great public works, the prime condi-
tion of his agriculture and commerce, dispersed, on the
other hand, over the surface of the country, and agglomer-
ated in small centers by the domestic union of agricul-
tural and manufacturing pursuits—these two circumstan-
ces had brought about, since the remotest times, a social
system of particular features—the so-called village sys-
tem, which gave to each of these small unions their inde-
pendent organization and distinct life. The peculiar char-
acter of this system may be judged from the following
description, contained in an old official report of the
British House of Commons on Indian affairs:

A village, geographically considered, is a tract of country com-
prising some hundred or thousand acres of arable and waste lands;
politically viewed it resembles a corporation or township. Its proper
establishment of officers and servants consists of the following de-
scriptions: The Potail, or head inhabitant, who has generally the

Superintendence of the affairs of the village, settles the disputes of
the inhabitants, attends to the police, and performs the duty of
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collecting the revenue within his village, a duty which his per-
sonal influence and minute acquaintance with the situation and
concerns of the people render him the best qualified for this charge.
The Kurnum keeps the accounts of cultivation, and registers
everything connected with it. The Tallier and the Totie, the duty
of the former of which consists in gaining information of crimes
and offenses, and in escorting and protecting persons travelling from
one village to another; the province of the latter appearing to be
more immediately confined to the village, consisting, among other
duties, in guarding the crops and assisting in measuring them. The
boundary-man, who preserves the limits of the village, or gives
evidence respecting them in cases of dispute. The Superintendent
of tanks and watercourses distributes the water for the purposes of
agriculture. The Brahmin, who performs the village worship. The
schoolmaster, who is seen teaching the children in a village to
read and write in the sand. The calendar-Brahmin, or astrologer,
etc.

These officers and servants generally constitute the establishment
of a village; but in some parts of the country it is of less extent;
some of the duties and functions above described being united in
the same person; in others it exceeds the above-named number of
individuals. Under this simple form of municipal government, the
inhabitants of the country have lived from time immemorial. The
boundaries of the villages have been but seldom altered; and
though the villages themselves have been sometimes injured, and
even desolated by war, famine or disease, the same name, the
same limits, the same interests, and even the same families have
continued for ages. The inhabitants gave themselves no trouble
about the breaking up and divisions of kingdoms; while the vil-
lage remains entire, they care not to what power it is transferred,
or to what sovereign it devolves; its internal economy remains
unchanged. The potail is still the head inhabitant, and still acts as
the petty judge or magistrate, and collector or remtor of the vil-
lage.”%

These small stereotype forms of social organism have
been to the greater part dissolved, and are disappearing,
not so much through the brutal interference of the British
tax-gatherer and the British soldier, as to the working of
English steam and English Free Trade. Those family-com-
munities were based on domestic industry, in that pecu-
liar combination of hand-weaving, hand-spinning and
hand-tilling agriculture which gave them self-supporting
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power. English interference having placed the spinner in
Lancashire and the weaver in Bengal, or sweeping away
both Hindoo spinner and weaver, dissolved these small
semi-barbarian, semi-civilized communities, by blowing up
their economical basis, and thus produced the greatest,
and to speak the truth, the only social revolution ever
heard of in Asia.

Now, sickening as it must be to human feeling to wit-
ness those myriads of industrious patriarchal and inoffen-
sive social organizations disorganized and dissolved into
their units, thrown into a sea of woes, and their individual
members losing at the same time their ancient form of
civilization, and their hereditary means of subsistence, we
must not forget that these idyllic village-communities,
inoffensive though they may appear, had always been the
solid foundation of Oriental despotism, that they restrained
the human mind within the smallest possible compass,
making it the unresisting tool of superstition, enslav-
ing it beneath traditional rules, depriving it of all gran-
deur and historical energies. We must not forget the bar-
barian egotism which, concentrating on some miserable
patch of land, had quietly witnessed the ruin of empires,
the perpetration of unspeakable cruelties, the massacre of
the population of large towns, with no other considera-
tion bestowed upon them than on natural events, itself
the helpless prey of any aggressor who deigned to notice
it at all. We must not forget that this undignified, stagna-
tory, and vegetative life, that this passive sort of existence
evoked on the other part, in contradistinction, wild, aim-
less, unbounded forces of destruction and rendered mur-
der itself a religious rite in Hindostan. We must not for-
get that these little communities were contaminated by
distinctions of caste and by slavery, that they subjugated
man to external circumstances, that they transformed a
self-developing social state into never changing natural
destiny, and thus brought about a brutalizing worship of
nature, exhibiting its degradation in the fact that man, the
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sovereign of nature, fell down on his knees in adoration
of Kanuman, the monkey, and Sabbala, the cow.

England, it is true, in causing a social revolution in
Hindostan, was actuated only by the vilest interests, and
was stupid in her manner of enforcing them. But that is
not the question. The question is, can mankind fulfil its
destiny without a fundamental revolution in the social
state of Asia? If not, whatever may have been the crimes
of England she was the unconscious tool of history in
bringing about that revolution.

Then, whatever bitterness the spectacle of the crumbl-
ing of an ancient world may have for our personal feel-
ings, we have the right, in point of history, to exclaim with
Goethe:

”Sollte diese Qual uns qualen,
Da sie unsre Lust vermehrt,

Hat nicht myriaden Seelen
Timur’s Herrschaft aufgezehrt?'*

Written on June 10, Marx and Engels,
1853 Collected Works, Vol. 12,
Moscow, 1978, pp. 125-33

* Should this torture then torment us
Since it brings us greater pleasure?
Were not through the rule of Timur
Souls devoured without measure?
From Goethe’s An Suleika, Westostlicher Diwan,-Ed.
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From REVOLUTIONARY SPAIN

Insurrectionary risings are as old in Spain as that sway
of court favorites against which they are usually directed.
Thus in the middle of the fifteenth century the aristocracy
revolted against King Juan II and his favorite, Don Alva-
ro de Luna. In the fifteenth century still more serious com-
motions took place against King Henry IV and the head
of his camarilla, Don Juan de Pacheco, Marquis de Ville-
na. In the seventeenth century the people at Lisbon tore
to pieces Vasconcellos, the Sartorius of the Spanish Vice-
roy in Portugal, as they did at Catalonia with Santa Co-
loma, the favorite of Philip IV. At the end of the same
century, under the reign of Carlos II, the people of Mad-
rid rose against the Queen’s camarilla, composed of the
Countess de Berlepsch and the Counts Oropesa and Mel-
gar, who had imposed on all provisions entering the capi-
tal an oppressive duty, which they shared among them-
selves. The people marched to the royal palace, forced the
King to appear on the balcony, and himself to denounce
the Queen’s camarilla. They then marched to the palaces
of the Counts Oropesa and Melgar, plundered them, de-
stroyed them by fire, and tried to lay hold of their owners,
who, however, had the good luck to escape, at the cost of
perpetual exile. The event which occasioned the insurrec-
tionary rising in the fifteenth century was the treacherous
treaty which the favorite of Henry IV, the Marquis de
Villena, had concluded with the King of France, according
to which Catalonia was to be surrendered to Louis XI.
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Three centuries later, the treaty of Fontainebleau, con-
cluded on October 27, 1807, by which the favorite of
Carlos IV and the minion of his Queen,* Don Manuel
Godoy, the Prince of Peace, contracted with Bonaparte for
the partition of Portugal and the entrance of the French
armies into Spain, caused a popular insurrection at
Madrid against Godoy, the abdication of Carlos IV, the
assumption of the throne by Ferdinand VII, his son, the
entrance of the French army into Spain, and the following
war of independence. Thus the Spanish war of indepen-
dence commenced with a popular insurrection against the
camarilla, then personified in Don Manuel Godoy, just
as the civil war of the fifteenth century commenced with
the rising against the camarilla, then personified in the
Marquis de Villena. So, too, the revolution of 1854, com-
menced with the rising against the camarilla, personified
in the Count San Luis.

Notwithstanding these over-recurring insurrections,
there has been in Spain, up to the present century, no
serious revolution, except the war of the Holy League?
in the times of Carlos I, or Charles V, as the Germans call
him. The immediate pretext, as usual, was then furnished
by the clique who, under the auspices of Cardinal Adrian,
the Viceroy, himself a Fleming, exasperated the Castilians
by their rapacious insolence, by selling the public offices
to the highest bidder, and by open traffic in law-suits. The
opposition against the Flemish camarilla was only at the
surface of the movement. At its bottom was the defense
of the liberties of medieval Spain against the encroach-
ments of modern absolutism.

The material basis of the Spanish monarchy having been
laid by the union of Aragon, Castile and Granada, under
Ferdinand the Catholic, and Isabella I, Charles I attempted
to transform that still feudal monarchy into an absolute
one. Simultaneously he attacked the two pillars of Spanish

* Maria Luisa of Parma.—Ed.
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liberty, the Cortes and the Ayuntamientos®-the former a
modification of the ancient Gothic concilia, and the latter
transmitted almost without interruption from the Roman
times, the Ayuntamientos exhibiting the mixture of the
hereditary and elective character proper to the Roman
municipalities. As to municipal self-government, the towns
of Italy, of Provence, Northern Gaul, Great Britain, and
part of Germany, offer a fair similitude to the then state
of the Spanish towns; but neither the French States Gen-
eral, nor the British Parliaments of the Middle Ages, are
to be compared with the Spanish Cortes. There were cir-
cumstances in the formation of the Spanish kingdom pecu-
liarly favorable to the limitation of royal power. On the
one side, small parts of the Peninsula were recovered at a
time, and formed into separate kingdoms, during the long
struggles with the Arabs. Popular laws and customs were
engendered in these struggles. The successive conquests,
being principally effected by the nobles, rendered their
power excessive, while they diminished the royal power.
On the other hand, the inland towns and cities rose to
great consequence, from the necessity people found them-
selves under of residing together in places of strength, as
a security against the continual irruptions of the Moors;
while the peninsular formation of the country, and con-
stant intercourse with Provence and Italy, created first-rate
commercial and maritime cities on the coast. As early as
the fourteenth century, the cities formed the most power-
ful part in the Cortes, which were composed of their
representatives, with those of the clergy and the nobility.
It is also worthy of remark, that the slow recovery from
Moorish dominion through an obstinate struggle of almost
eight hundred years, gave the Peninsula, when wholly
emancipated, a character altogether different from that of
contemporaneous Europe, Spain finding itself, at the epoch
of European resurrection, with the manners of the Goths
and the Vandals in the North, and with those of the Arabs
in the South.
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Charles I having returned from Germany, where the
imperial dignity had been bestowed upon him, the Cortes
assembled at Valladolid, in order to receive his oath to
the ancient laws and to invest him with the crown.?
Charles, declining to appear, sent commissioners who, he
pretended, were to receive the oath of allegiance on the
part of the Cortes. The Cortes refused to admit these com-
missioners to their presence, notifying the monarch that,
if he did not appear and swear to the laws of the coun-
try, he should never be acknowledged as King of Spain.
Charles thereupon yielded; he appeared before the Cortes
and took the oath-as historians say, with a very bad grace.
The Cortes on this occasion told him: “You must know,
Senor, that the King is but the paid servant of the na-
tion.” Such was the beginning of the hostilities between
Charles I and the towns. In consequence of his intrigues,
numerous insurrections broke out in Castile, the Holy
League of Avila was formed, and the united towns con-
voked the assembly of the Cortes at Tordesillas, whence, on
October 20, 1520, a “protest against the abuses” was add-
ressed to the King, in return for which he deprived all the
deputies assembled at Tordesillas of their personal rights.
Thus civil war had become inevitable; the commoners ap-
pealed to arms; their soldiers under the command of Pa-
dilla seized the fortress of Torre Lobaton, but were ultima-
tely defeated by superior forces at the battle of Villalar on
April 23, 1521. The heads of the principal “conspirators”
rolled on the scaffold, and the ancient liberties of Spain
disappeared.

Several circumstances conspired in favor of the rising
power of absolutism. The want of union between the dif-
ferent provinces deprived their efforts of the necessary
strength; but it was, above all, the bitter antagonism
between the classes of the nobles and the citizens of the
towns which Charles employed for the degradation of both.
We have already mentioned that since the fourteenth cen-
tury the influence of the towns was prominent in the Cor-
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tes, and since Ferdinand the Catholic, the Holy Brother-
hood (Santa Hermandad)?® had proved a powerful instru-
ment in the hands of the towns against the Castilian
nobles, who accused them of encroachments on their an-
cient privileges and jurisdiction. The nobility, therefore,
were eager to assist Carlos I in his project of suppressing
the Holy League. Having crushed their armed resistance,
Carlos occupied himself with the reduction of the munici-
pal privileges of the towns, which, rapidly declining in
population, wealth and importance, soon lost their influence
in the Cortes. Carlos now turned round upon the nobles,
who had assisted him in putting down the liberties of the
towns, but who themselves retained a considerable polit-
ical importance. Mutiny in his army for want of pay
obliged him, in 1539, to assemble the Cortes, in order to
obtain a grant of money. Indignant at the misapplication
of former subsidies to operations foreign to the interests
of Spain, the Cortes refused all supplies. Carlos dismissed
them in a rage; and, the nobles having insisted on a privi-
lege of exemption from taxes, he declared that those who
claimed such a right could have no claim to appear in the
Cortes, and consequently excluded them from that assem-
bly. This was the death-blow of the Cortes, and their meet-
ings were henceforth reduced to the performance of a
mere court ceremony. The third element in the ancient
constitution of the Cortes, viz.: the clergy, enlisted since
Ferdinand the Catholic under the banner of the Inquisi-
tion, had long ceased to identify its interests with those
of feudal Spain. On the contrary, by the Inquisition, the
Church was transformed into the most formidable tool of
absolutism.

If after the reign of Carlos I the decline of Spain, both
in a political and social aspect, exhibited all those symp-
toms of inglorious and protracted putrefaction so repul-
sive in the worst times of the Turkish Empire, under the
Emperor at least the ancient liberties were buried in a
Mmagnificent tomb. This was the time when Vasco Nufes

6773
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de Balboa planted the banner of Castile upon the shores
of Darien, Cortés in Mexico, and Pizarro in Peru; when
Spanish influence reigned supreme in Europe, and the
Southern imagination of the Iberians was bewildered with
visions of Eldorados, chivalrous adventures, and univer-
sal monarchy. Then Spanish liberty disappeared under
the clash of arms, showers of gold, and the terrible illu-
minations of the auto-da-fe.

But how are we to account for the singular phenomenon
that, after almost three centuries of a Habsburg dynasty,
followed by a Bourbon dynasty—either of them quite suffi-
cient to crush a people-the municipal liberties of Spain
more or less survive? that in the very country where of
all the feudal states absolute monarchy first arose in its
most unmitigated form, centralization has never succeed-
ed in taking root? The answer is not difficult. It was in
the sixteenth century that were formed the great monar-
chies which established themselves everywhere on the
downfall of the conflicting feudal classes—the aristocracy
and the towns. But in the other great States of Europe
absolute monarchy presents itself as a civilizing center,
as the initiator of social unity. There it was the laboratory
in which the various elements of society were so mixed
and worked, as to allow the towns to change the local inde-
pendence and sovereignty of the Middle Ages for the
general rule of the middle classes, and the common sway
of civil society. In Spain, on the contrary, while the aris-
tocracy sunk into degradation without losing their worst
privilege, the towns lost their medieval power without
gaining modern importance.

Written in August- Marx and Engels,
November 1854 Collected Works, Vol. 13,
Moscow, 1979, pp. 391-96
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ECONOMIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1857-1859

From INTRODUCTION

Just as in general when examining any historical or
social science, so also in the case of the development of
economic categories is it always necessary to remember
that the subject, in this context contemporary bourgeois
society, is presupposed both in reality and in the mind, and
that therefore categories express forms of existence and
conditions of existence—and sometimes merely separate
aspects—of this particular society, the subject; thus the
category, even from the scientific standpoint, by no means
begins at the moment when it is discussed as such. This
has to be remembered because it provides important crite-
ria for the arrangement of the material. For example,
nothing seems more natural than to begin with rent, ie.,
with landed property, since it is associated with the earth,
the source of all production and all life, and with agricul-
ture, the first form of production in all societies that have
attained a measure of stability. But nothing would be
more erroneous. There is in every social formation a par-
ticular branch of production which determines the posi-
tion and importance of all the others, and the relations
obtaining in this branch accordingly determine the rela-
tions of all other branches as well. It is as though light of
a particular hue were cast upon everything, tingeing all
other colours and modifying their specific features; or as
if a special ether determined the specific gravity of every-
thing found in it. Let us take as an example pastoral

6*
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tribes. (Tribes living exclusively on hunting or fishing are
beyond the boundary line from which real development
begins.) A certain type of agricultural activity occurs
among them and this determines land ownership. It is
communal ownership and retains this form in a larger or
smaller measure, according to the degree to which these
people maintain their traditions, e.g., communal owner-
ship among the Slavs. Among settled agricultural people-
settled already to a large extent-where agriculture predo-
minates as in the societies of antiquity and the feudal
period, even manufacture, its structure and the forms of
property corresponding thereto, have, in some measure,
specifically agrarian features. Manufacture is either com-
pletely dependent on agriculture, as in the earlier Roman
period, or as in the Middle Ages, it copies in the town
and in its conditions the organisation of the countryside.
In the Middle Ages even capital-unless it was solely
money capital-consisted of the traditional tools, etc., and
retained a specifically agrarian character.

Karl Marx, A Contribution
to the Critique of Political
Economy, Moscow, 1970,
pp. 212-13

PRE-CAPITALIST ECONOMIC FORMATIONS

While one of the prerequisites of wage-labour and one
of the historical 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 enjoyment,
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.
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This means first of all the separation of the worker from
the land, which is his natural laboratory, and thus the
dissolution both of free small landed property and of com-
munal landed property that is based on the oriental com-
mune.

The worker treats the objective conditions of his labour
in both these forms as his property: this is the natural
unity of labour with its material prerequisites. Hence the
worker has an objective existence independent of his
labour. The individual regards himself as the proprietor,
as master of the conditions of his reality. The same rela-
tion exists between him and the other individuals. Where
this prerequisite derives from the community, he regards
the others as his co-owners, so many incarnations of the
common property. Where it derives from the individual
families which jointly constitute the community, he regards
them as independent owners coexisting with him, inde-
pendent private proprietors. The common property which
formerly absorbed everything and embraced them all, then
subsists as a distinct ager publicus separate from the
numerous private landowners.

In both cases individuals behave not as workers but as
owners—and members of a community who also work. The
purpose of this work is not the creation of value, although
they may perform surplus work in order to exchange it
for that of others, i.e., for surplus-products. Its purpose
is the maintenance of the individual owner and his family
as well as of the communal body as a whole. The concept
of the individual as a worker, stripped of all qualities
except this one, is itself a product of history.

In the beginning, the first form of landed property has
a naturally evolved community as its first prerequisite: the
family, the family expanded into a tribe,?® or created by
the inter-marriage of families, or a combination of tribes.
We may take it for granted that pastoralism, or more gener-
ally a migratory life, is the first form of [maintaining]
existence, the tribe not settling in a fixed place but using
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up what it finds locally and then passing on. Men are not
sedentary by nature (unless they happen to be in such a
fertile environment that they could subsist on a single tree
like monkeys; otherwise they would roam, like the wild
animals). Hence the tribal community, the natural com-
monalty, appears not as the consequence, but as the pre-
condition of the joint (temporary) appropriation and use
of the soil.

Once men finally settle down, the extent to which 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 spontaneously evolved tribal community,
or, if you will, the herd~the common ties of blood, lan-
guage, custom, etc.—is the first precondition of the appro-
priation of the objective conditions of life, and of their
reproducing and objectifying activity (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 rela-
tion to it is naive: they regard it as the property of the
community, the community which produces and reproduces
itself by living labour. Only in so far as the individual
is a member of this community, does he regard himself as
an owner or possessor.

The real appropriation in the process of labour takes
place under these preconditions, which are not the product
of labour but appear as its natural or divine precondi-
tions. 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 integrating
entity which stands above all these small communities may
appear as the superior or sole proprietor, and the real
communities therefore only as hereditary possessors. Since
the entity is the real owner, and the real precondition of
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common ownership, it can appear as something distinct
and superior to the numerous real, separate communities.
The individual is then in fact propertyless, or property—
ie., the attitude of the individual to the natural condi-
tions of labour and reproduction as belonging to him,
finding the objective body of his subjectivity in inorganic
nature—seems to be mediated for him by a grant made by
the total entity (represented by the despot as the father
of the numerous communities) to the individual through
the intermediary of the particular community. It is there-
fore self-evident that the surplus product (which, inciden-
tally, is legally determined as a result of the real appro-
priation through labour) belongs to this supreme entity.

Oriental despotism therefore with its apparent legal
absence of property is in fact, however, based on tribal
or communal property, in most cases created through a
combination of manufacture and agriculture within the
small community, which thus becomes entirely self-sus-
taining and contains within itself all conditions of repro-
duction and surplus-production. Part of its surplus labour
belongs to the higher community, which ultimately appears
as a person. This surplus-labour is rendered both as trib-
ute, etc., and as common labour for the glory of the whole
community, partly of the real despot, partly of the imag-
ined tribal entity, the god.

In so far as this type of communal property is actually
realised in labour, it can appear in two ways. Either the
small communities may vegetate independently side by
side, and within each the individual labours independently
with his family on the plot allotted to him,* or the unity

* [Marx has inserted the following passage in parenthesis at
this point:] (A certain amount of labour is required for the com-
mon store—for insurance as it were—on the one hand; and on the
other for defraying the costs of the community as such, i.e., for
war, religious worship, etc. The dominion of lords, in its most
Primitive sense, arises only at this point, e.g., in the Slavonic and
Rumanian communities, etc. Here lies the possibility of a transition
to corvée, etc.).
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can involve a common organisation of labour itself, which
can constitute a veritable system, as in Mexico, and espe-
cially Peru, among the ancient Celts, and some tribes of
India.

Furthermore, the communality within the tribal organi-
sation may tend to appear either in such a way that the
unity is represented in the head of the tribal family or as
a mutual relationship of the heads of families. According-
ly the community will have either a more despotic or a
more democratic form. The communal conditions for real
appropriation through labour, such as irrigation systems
(very important among the Asian peoples), means of com-
munication, etc., will then appear as the work of the super-
ior entity—the despotic government which is poised above
the small communities. Cities in the proper sense arise by
the side of these villages only where the location is par-
ticularly favourable to external trade, or where the head
of the state and his satraps exchange their revenue (the
surplus-product) against labour, where they expend it as
labour-funds.

The second form which, like the first, has given rise
to substantial variations, local, historical, etc., is the pro-
duct of a more dynamic historical life, of the fates and
modifications of the original tribes. The community is here
also the first precondition, but unlike our first case, it is
not here the substance of which the individuals are mere
adjuncts or of which they merely form spontaneously
evolved parts. The basis of this form is not the land, but
the city as an already created seat (centre) of the rural
population (landowners). The arable land appears as the
territory of the city; not [as in the other case] the village
as a mere appendage to the land.

There is no difficulty in treating the land itself—whatever
difficulties those who till it and really appropriate it may
encounter—as the inorganic nature of the living individual,
as his workshop, his means of labour, the object of his
labour and the means of subsistence of the subject. The
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difficulties encountered by the community can arise only
from other communities which have either already occu-
pied the land or disturb the community in its occupation
of it. War is therefore the great collective task, the great
communal labour, which is required either for the occu-
pation of the objective conditions of existence or for the
protection and perpetuation of such occupation. The com-
munity, consisting of families, is therefore in the first
instance organised on military lines, as a warlike, military
force, and this is 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 higher and lower
kinship groups, and this differentiation is developed fur-
ther as a result of the mixture with subjugated tribes, etc.

Communal property—as state property, ager publicus—
is here separate from private property. The property of
the individual is here not direct communal property, as
it is in the first case, where accordingly it is not the prop-
erty of the individual who is separated from the com-
munity, but property which he merely possesses.

The less communal labour (such as the irrigation sys-
tems of the Orient) is in fact required to make use of the
property of the individual; the more the purely sponta-
neous character of the tribe is broken by the movement
of history or migration; the more the tribe moves away
from its original place of settlement and occupies alien
land, thus entering substantially new conditions of labour
and the energies of the individual further developing—
hence the communal character seems, and must seem,
rather as a negative unity in relation to the outside
world-the more do conditions arise which cause the indi-
vidual to become a private proprietor of land—of a partic-
ular plot~whose separate cultivation devolves on him
and his family.

The community—as a state—is, on the one hand, the rela-
tionship of these free and equal private owners to each
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other, their association against the outside world-and at
the same time their safeguard. This 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 depends on their mutual
relation as members of the community, on the safeguard-
ing of the ager publicus 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 ca-
pacity as member of the community the individual is a
private owner. 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.
The community, though it is here already a product of
history not only de facto but perceived as such, and accord-
ingly something which must have come into being, is
here the prerequisite of property in land-i.e., of the rela-
tion of the working subject to the natural conditions of his
labour as belonging to him, this “belonging” however is
mediated through his existence as a member of the state,
through the existence of the state, thus through a prereqg-
uisite which is regarded as divine, etc.

There is concentration in the city, with the land as its
territory; small-scale agriculture producing for immediate
consumption; manufacture as domestic subsidiary work
of wives and daughters (spinning and weaving) or carried
on as an independent occupation only in a few crafts
(fabri, etc.).

The prerequisite of the continued existence of this com-
munity is the maintenance of equality among its free self-
sustaining peasants, and their individual labour as the
condition of the continued existence of their property. They
treat the natural conditions of their labour as their pro-
perty; but personal labour must still continuously set up
these conditions as real conditions and objective elements
of the personality of the individual, of his personal labour.
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On the other hand the tendency of this small warlike
community drives it beyond these limits, etc. (Rome,
Greece, Jews, etc.).

As Niebuhr says: “When the augurs had assured Numa of the
divine approval for his election, the first preoccupation of the pious
king was not the worship of the gods, but a human one. He distrib-
uted the land conquered in war by Romulus and left to be
occupied; he set up the cult of Terminus. All the ancient law-givers,
and above all Moses, founded the success of their instructions for
virtue, justice and good morals upon landed property, or at least
on secure hereditary possession of land, for the greatest possible
number of citizens” (Vol. I, p. 245, 2nd ed., Rémische Geschichte).

The individual is placed in such conditions of gaining
his life as to make not the acquiring of wealth his object,
but self-sustenance, his own reproduction as a member
of the community; the reproduction of himself as propri-
etor of the parcel of ground and, in that quality, as a mem-
ber of the commune.*

The continued existence of the commune is the repro-
duction of all its members as self-sustaining peasants,
whose surplus-time belongs precisely to the commune, the
labour of war, etc. Ownership of one’s own labour is
mediated through the ownership of the conditions of
labour—the plot of land, which is itself guaranteed by the
existence of the community, which in turn is safeguarded
by the surplus-labour of its members in the form of mili-
tary service, etc. The member of the community repro-
duces himself not by taking part in wealth-producting la-
bour, but by taking part in labour for the (imaginary or real)
communal interests aimed at sustaining the association
externally and internally. Property is quiritary,® belong-
ing to the Roman citizen, the private landowner is such
because he is a Roman, but as a Roman he is a private
landowner.

A third form of the property of working individuals—
self-sustaining members of the community—in the natural

* Marx wrote this sentence in English.—Ed.
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conditions of their labour, is the Germanic form. Here the
member of the community is neither co-owner of the
communal property, by virtue of being its member, as in
the specifically oriental form,* nor is the situation similar
to that in the Roman, Greek (in brief, the ancient classi-
cal) form where the land occupied by the community is
Roman land. A part of it, ager publicus in its various
forms, remains with the community as such, as distinct
from its members, the remainder is distributed, each plot
of land being Roman by virtue of the fact that it is the
private property, the domain, of a Roman, his share of the
laboratory; on the other hand, he is Roman only in so far
as he possesses this sovereign right over part of the Roman
soil.

{In antiquity urban crafts and commerce were held in low,
but agriculture in high, esteem; in the Middle Ages their status
was reversed. [Niebuhr, op. cit, p. 418.]} {The right of use of

common land by possession originally belonged to the patricians,
who then granted it to their clients; the assignment of property
out of the ager publicus belonged exclusively to the plebeians; all
assignments were made in favour of plebeians and compensation
for a share in the communal land. Landed property in the strict
sense, if we except the area near the city wall, was originally in
the hands only of the plebeians (rural communities incorporated
later). [Op. cit., pp. 435-36.]} Essence of the Roman plebs as a
totality of agriculturalists, as expressed in their quiritarian property.

* [Marx has inserted the following passage in parenthesis at
this point:] (Where property exists only as communal property, the
individual member as such is only the possessor of a particular
part of it, hereditary or not, for any fraction of the property does
not belong to any member for himself, but only belongs to him as
a direct member of the community, that is as someone who is a
direct part of the community and not distinct from it. The indi-
vidual is therefore only a possessor. Only communal property exists
and private possession. The character of this possession in relation
to the communal property can be historically and locally, etc.,
modified in very different ways, depending on whether labour is
performed in isolation by the private possessor or is in turn deter-
mined by the community, or by the entity standing above the
particular community.)
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The ancients unanimously regarded farming as the activity proper
to freemen, the school for soldiers. The ancient stock of the nation
is preserved in it; the nation changes in the cities, where foreign
merchants and artisans settle, just as the native ones move to the
places where returns seem promising. Wherever there is slavery,
the freedman seeks his subsistence in such activities, often accu-
mulating wealth: in antiquity such occupations were therefore
mostly in their hands and thus unsuitable for the citizen: hence
the view that it was questionable whether craftsmen should be
admitted to full citizenship (the early Greeks, as a rule, excluded
them from it). Oocdevi éEfjv ‘Poupciov obdte xannrov obte yeipo-
téxvnv Plov Exewv.*3! The ancients had no notion that there could
be a guild system worthy of respect, such as that existing in medie-
val urban history; and even there the military spirit declined as the
guilds got the better of the patrician families, and was finally extin-
guished; and consequently also the respect in which the city was
held outside and its freedom. [Op. cit.,, pp. 614-15.]} {The tribes of
the ancient states were set up in two ways, either according to kinship
or according to ferritory. Kinship tribes historically precede territo-
rial tribes, and are almost everywhere ousted by them. Their most
extreme and rigid form is the institution of castes, separated from
one another, without the right of inter-marriage, with quite different
status; each with its exclusive, unalterable occupation.

The territorial tribes originally corresponded to a division of
the territory into districts and villages; so that at the time it was
introduced—in Attica under Cleisthenes—anyone living in a village
was registered as a demotes of that village, and as a member of
the phyle’? of the area to which that village belonged. However,
as a rule his descendants, regardless of place of domicile, remained
in the same phyle and the same deme, thereby giving to this divi-
sion too an appearance of ancestral descent.

The Roman gentes did not consist of blood-relatives; in addi-
tion to the common name Cicero mentions descent from freemen as
a characteristic feature. The members of the Roman gens had com-
mon sacra, but this ceased later—already in Cicero’s time. Inheritance
from fellow-kinsmen who died without relatives and intestate was
retained longest of all. In the oldest period, members of the gens
had the obligation to assist fellow-kinsmen in distress to bear unu-
sual burdens. (This originally the case among the Germans every-
where, and persisted longest in the Dithmarschen.3) The gentes a

" No Roman was permitted to lead the life of a petty trader
or craftsman.—Ed.
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sort of guild. A more general organisation than that of kin groups
did not exist in the ancient world, Thus among the Gaels,% the
aristocratic Campbells and their vassals constitute a clan. [Op cit..
pp. 317-35.1}

Since the patrician represents the community to a higher
degree, he is the possessor of the ager publicus, and uses
it through the intermediary of his clients, etc. (he grad-
ually appropriates it as well).

The Germanic community is not concentrated in the
city; simply as a result of such a concentration—of the
city as the centre of rural life, the domicile of the agri-
cultural workers, and also the centre of warfare—the com-
munity as such acquires an external existence, distinct
from that of the individual. Ancient classical history is
the history of cities, but cities based on landownership
and agriculture; Asian history is a kind of neutral unity
of town and country (really large cities must be regarded
merely as princely camps, superimposed on the real eco-
nomic structure); the Middle Ages (Germanic period)
starts with the countryside as the seat of history, whose
further development then proceeds through the opposition
of town and country; modern [history] is the urbanisation
of the countryside, not, as among the ancients, the rurali-
sation of the city.

The concentration in the city provides the community
as such with an economic existence; the mere presence
of the town as such is different from a mere multitude of
separate houses. Here the whole does not simply consist
of its parts. It is a form of independent organism. Among
the Germans, where the various heads of families settle
in the forests, separated by long distances, even consid-
ered superficially the community exists merely because
its members periodically get together, although their in-
trinsic unity is embodied in descent, language, common
past and history, etc.

The community therefore appears as an association, not
as a union, as a unification, whose independent subjects




ECONOMIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1857-1859 Q5

are the landowners, and not as a unity. In fact, therefore,
the community does not exist as a state, a political entity,
as among the ancients, because it does not exist as a city.
If the community is to enter upon real existence, the free
landowners must hold an assembly, whereas, e.g., in Rome
it exists apart from such assemblies, in the actuality of the
city itself and the officials placed at its head, etc.

True, the ager publicus, the communal land or people’s
land, occurs among the Germans also, as distinct from
the property of individuals. It consists of hunting grounds,
pastures or woodlands, etc., that part of the land which
cannot be partitioned if it is to serve as a means of prod-
uction in this specific form. However, unlike the Roman
case, the ager publicus does not appear as the particular
economic being of the state, by the side of the private
owners—who are properly speaking private owners as
such in so far as they have been excluded from or deprived
of the use of the ager publicus, like the plebeians.

The ager publicus appears rather as a mere supplement
to individual property among the Germans, and figures as
property only in so far as it is defended against hostile
tribes as the common property of one tribe. The property
of the individual does not appear mediated through the
community, but the existence of the community and of
communal property appears as mediated, i.e.,, as a rela-
tion of the independent subjects to each other. The
entire economy is essentially contained in every individual
household, which forms an independent centre of produc-
tion (manufacture is simply the domestic subsidiary work
of the women, etc.).

In classical antiquity the city with its attached terri-
tory formed the economic whole; in the Germanic world,
it is the individual home, which itself appears merely as
a point in the land belonging to it; there is no concentra-
tion of a multiplicity of proprietors, but the family as an
independent unit. In the Asiatic form (at least in the pre-
dominant form) the individual has no property, but only
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possession; the community is properly speaking the real
proprietor-hence property only as communal property
in land.

In antiquity (Romans as the classic example, the thing
in its purest and most characteristic form), there is a
contradictory form of state ownership of land and pri-
vate ownership of land, so that the latter is mediated
through the former, or the former exists in this dual
form. The private landowner is therefore simultaneously
an urban citizen. Economically citizenship may be reduced
to the simple formula that the agriculturalist lives in a
city.

In the Germanic form the agriculturalist is not a citizen,
i.e., not an inhabitant of a city; but its foundation is the
isolated, independent family dwelling, guaranteed by
means of association with other such dwellings of the
same tribe, and their occasional meetings to support one
another when required for purposes of war, religion, the
settlement of legal disputes, etc. Individual landed prop-
erty does not here appear as a contradictory form of
communal landed property, nor as mediated by the com-
munity, but the other way round. The community exists
only in the mutual relation of the individual landowners
as such. Communal property as such appears only as a
communal accessory to the individual ancestral seats and
land appropriations.

The community is neither the substance, of which the
individual appears merely as the accident, nor is it the gen-
eral, which exists and has being as such both in men’s
minds and in the reality of the city and its urban require-
ments, as distinct from those of the individual, or exists
in the urban land which is distinct from the separate eco-
nomic sphere of the member of the community. But the
community is, on the one hand, the common element in
language, blood, etc., which is antecedent to the individual
owner; but on the other hand it has real being only in its
actual assembly for communal purposes; and, in so far
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as it has a separate economic existence in the communally
used hunting-grounds, pastures, etc., it is used by every
individual owner as such, and not in his capacity as the
representative of the state (as in Rome). It is genuinely
the common property of the individual owners, and not
of the association of these owners, an association which
has an existence of its own in the city, distinct from that
of the individual members.

The crucial point here is this: in all these forms, where
landed property and agriculture are the basis of the eco-
nomic order and where the economic object is therefore the
production of use-values, i.e., the reproduction of the indi-
vidual in certain definite relationships to his community,
in accordance with which he forms its basis, we find the
following elements:

1. Appropriation of the natural conditions of labour,
of the earth as the original instrument of labour, both
laboratory and repository of raw materials; however,
appropriation not by means of labour, but as a prerequi-
site of labour. The individual simply regards the objective
conditions of labour as his own, as the inorganic nature of
his subjectivity, which realises itself through them. The
chief objective condition of labour does not itself appear
as a product of labour, but exists as nature. There is on
the one hand the living individual, on the other the earth,
as the objective condition of his reproduction.

2. This attitude to the land, to the earth as the property
of the working individual, means that a man appears from
the start as something more than the abstraction of the
working individual, but has an objective mode of exist-
ence in his ownership of the earth, which is antecedent
to his activity and does not appear as its mere conse-
quence, and is as much a prerequisite of his activity as his
skin, his sense-organs, and though these are also repro-
duced and developed, etc., in the process of life, they are
on the other hand antecedent to the reproduction process.
This attitude to the land is immediately mediated by the

1—713
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natural, more or less historically developed and modified,
existence of the individual as a member of a community—
his spontaneously evolved existence as part of a tribe,
etc.

An isolated individual could no more own land than
he could speak. Though he could live off its resources,
like the animals. The relation to the soil as property is
always brought about through the occupation of the land,
peaceful or violent, by the tribe or the community in some
more or less primitive or already historically developed
form. The individual here can never appear in the isola-
tion of the mere free labourer. If the objective conditions
of his labour are presupposed to belong to him, he himself
is subjectively presupposed to be a member of a commun-
ity which mediates his relationship to the land. His rela-
tion to the objective conditions of his labour is mediated
by his being a member of the community; on the other
hand, the real existence of the community is determined
by the specific form of his ownership of the objective con-
ditions of labour. Whether the property mediated by his
life in the community appears as communal property,
where the individual merely possesses it and there is no
private ownership of land; or it appears in the dual form
of state and private property which coexist side by side,
in such a way however that the former is the precondition
of the latter, and hence only the citizen is and must be
a private owner but on the other hand his property qua
citizen has a separate existence at the same time, or lastly,
communal property appears merely as a supplement to
individual property, which in this case however forms the
basis, while the community as such has no existence ex-
cept in the assembly of its members and in their associa-
tion for common purposes—these different forms of rela-
tionship of communal or tribal members to the land of
the tribe, to the earth upon which it has settled, depend
partly on the natural characteristics of the tribe, partly on
the economic conditions in which the tribe actually exer-




ECONOMIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1857-1859 Q9

cises 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 physically
determined mode of its utilisation, the attitude to hostile
or neighbouring tribes, and the modifications introduced
by migrations, historical events, etc.

If the community as such is to continue in the old way,
the reproduction of its members is necessary under the
given objective conditions. Production itself, the advancing
population (which also falls under the head of produc-
tion), is bound to eliminate these conditions gradually,
destroying them instead of reproducing them, etc., and
this spells the ruin of the community, together with the
property relations on which it was based.

The Asiatic form necessarily survives most stubbornly
and for the longest time. This is due to its presupposition—
that the individual does not become independent of
the community; that there is a self-sustaining cycle of
production, unity of agriculture and the handicrafts,
etc.

If the individual changes his relations to the commu-
nity, he thereby changes and undermines both the commu-
nity and its economic presupposition; on the other hand,
changes in this economic presupposition brought about by
its own dialectic, impoverishment, etc. Especially the in-
fluence of warfare and conquest, which, e.g., in Rome is
an essential part of the economic conditions of the com-
munity itself, destroys the effective bond on which the
community rests.

In all these forms the basis of development is the repro-
duction of the presupposed relations between individual
and community—whether these relations have come about
more or less spontaneously, or in the course of history,
but have become traditional-and a definite, objective exis-
tence of the individual, which is predetermined for him
both as regards his attitude to the conditions of labour and
to his co-workers, fellow-tribesmen, etc. This development
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is therefore from the outset limited, but once the limits
are transcended, decay and disintegration ensue. Thus
among the Romans the evolution of slavery, concentration
of landed property, exchange, a monetary system, con-
quest, etc., although all these appeared up to a point to be
compatible with the basis, and merely innocent exten-
sions of it, or else mere abuses arising from it. Consid-
erable developments are thus possible within a particular
sphere. Individuals may appear to be great. But free
and full development of individual or society is inconceiv-
able here, for such development stands in contradiction
to the original relationship.

Among the ancients we find not a single enquiry about
which form of landed property, etc., is the most produc-
tive, creates maximum wealth. Wealth does not appear as
the aim of production, although Cato may well investigate
the most profitable cultivation of fields, or Brutus may
even lend money at the highest rate of interest. The enquiry
is always about what kind of property creates the best
citizens. Wealth as an end in itself appears only among the
few trading peoples—monopolists of the carrying trade-
who live in the pores of the ancient world like the Jews
in medieval society. Wealth is on the one hand a thing,
realised in things, in material products, over against which
stands man as subject; on the other hand, wealth regarded
as value is simply the right to command other people’s
labour, not for the purpose of domination, but of private
enjoyment, etc. In all its forms it appears in a material
shape, whether of objects or of relations by means of ob-
jects, which lie outside of, and as it were accidentally
beside, the individual.

Thus the ancient conception, in which man (however
narrowly defined in national, religious or political terms)
appears as the aim of production, seems greatly superior
to that of the modern world, in which production appears
as the aim of man and wealth as the aim of production.
In fact, however, when divested of the narrow bourgeois
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form, what is wealth, if not the universality of the indi-
viduals’ needs, capacities, enjoyments, productive powers,
etc., produced in the course of universal exchange? If not
the full development of human control over the forces of
nature-both those of what is known as nature and those
of his own nature? If not the full elaboration of all his
creative abilities, without any preconditions other than
antecedent historical evolution which makes the totality of
this development—~i.e., the development of all human facul-
ties as such, not measured by any previously established
yardstick—an end in itself? A situation where man does
not reproduce himself in any predetermined form, but
produces his totality? Where he does not seek to remain
something already formed, but is in the absolute move-
ment of becoming?

In bourgeois economics—and in the epoch of production
to which it corresponds—this complete elaboration of the
human essence appears as its complete emptying, the uni-
versal objectification as total estrangement, and the demo-
lition of all fixed, one-sided aims as the sacrifice of the
end in itself to a wholly external aim. Hence the childlike
world of the ancients appears on the one hand to be supe-
rior; and on the other hand it is so, wherever one looks
for self-contained structure, form and accepted limits. The
ancient world is satisfying from a narrow point of view,
whereas the modern world leaves us unsatisfied, or, where
it appears to be satisfied with itself, it is vulgar.

What M. Proudhon calls the extra-economic origin of
property—by which he means landed property’—is the
pre-bourgeois relationship of the individual to the objec-
tive conditions of labour, and in the first instance to the
natural objective conditions of labour. For, just as the
working subject is a natural individual, a natural being, so
the first objective condition of his labour appears as
nature, earth, as his inorganic body. He himself is not only
the organic body, but also this inorganic nature as a sub-
ject. This condition is not something he has produced, but
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something he finds to hand; it is antecedent to him and
has a natural existence apart from him.

Before proceeding in our analysis, a further point: the
worthy Proudhon not only could, but should have also
accused 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 sepa-
rate from him, as capital, and that the capitalist finds the
propertyless worker, as an abstract worker—the exchange
as it takes place between value and living labour—presup-
poses a historical process, however much capital and
wage-labour themselves reproduce this relationship and
elaborate its objective scope, as well as its depth. And this
historical process, as we have seen, is the evolutionary
history of capital and wage-labour.

In other words, the extra-economic origin of property
simply means the historical origin of the bourgeois econ-
omy, of the forms of production to which the categories of
political economy give theoretical or ideal expression. But
the statement that pre-bourgeois history, and each phase
of it, has its own economy and its movement an economic
basis, is at bottom merely the tautology that human life
has always rested on production, in some way or other
social production, whose relations are precisely what we
call economic relations.

The original conditions of production cannot initially
be themselves produced—they cannot be the results of
production. (This applies equally to the original condi-
tions of the reproduction of a growing number of human
beings brought about by the natural process of the two
sexes, for if this reproduction appears on one hand as the
appropriation of the objects by the subjects, it appears
on the other likewise as the forming, the subordination,
of the objects by and to a subjective purpose; the trans-
formation of the objects into results and repositories of
subjective activity.) It is not the unity of living and active
human beings with the natural, inorganic conditions of their
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metabolism with nature, and therefore their appropriation
of nature which requires explanation or is the result of a
historical process, but the separation of these inorganic
conditions of human existence from this active existence,
a separation which is only completely carried through in
the relation between wage-labour and capital.

There is no such separation under the conditions of
slavery and serfdom; what happens is that one part of
society is treated by another as a merely inorganic and
natural condition of its own reproduction. The slave stands
in no relation at all to the objective conditions of his
labour. It is rather labour itself, both in the form of the slave
as of the serf, which as an inorganic condition of produc-
tion is placed among the other natural creatures [Natur-
wesen) alongside the cattle or as an appendage of the land.

In other words: the original conditions of production
appear as natural prerequisites, natural conditions of ex-
istence of the producer, just as his living body, although
he reproduces and develops it, is not originally posited by
himself, but appears as his prerequisite; his own (phys-
ical) being is a natural prerequisite, which he has not
posited. These natural conditions of existence, which he
regards as an inorganic body belonging to himself, have
a dual character: they are (1) subjective and (2) objective.
The producer is a member of a family, a tribe, a clan,
etc.—which acquire historically differing shapes as the
result of mixture and conflict with others, and as such a
member he relates to a distinct part of nature (let us still
call it earth, land) as his own inorganic being, the condi-
tion of his production and reproduction. As a natural mem-
ber of the community he participates in the communal
property and possesses a separate part of it; just as being
a Roman citizen by birth, he has (at least) a nominal claim
to the ager publicus and a real claim to so and so many
juggera of land, etc.

His property, i.e., his relation to the natural prerequi-
sites of his production as belonging to him, as his own,
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is mediated by his natural membership of a community.
(The abstraction of a community whose members have
no'hing in common but perhaps language, etc., and barely
even that, is plainly the product of much later historical
circumstances.) It is, for instance, evident that the individ-
val is related to his language as his own only as the
natural member of a human community. Language as the
product of an individual is an absurdity. But the same ap-
plies to property.

Language itself is just as much the product of a com-
munity, as in another respect it is the existence of the
community; it is, so to speak, its self-evident existence.

{Communal production and communal ownership, as
found, e.g., in Peru, is evidently a secondary form intro-
duced and transmitted by conquering tribes, who had
themselves been familiar with communal ownership and
communal production in the older and simpler form, such
as occurs in India and among the Slavs. Similarly, the
form found, e.g., among the Celts in Wales seems to have
been transmitted to them, a secondary form, introduced by
more advanced conquerors. The completeness and sys-
tematic elaboration of these systems by a supreme authori-
ty demonstrate their later origins. Just as the system of
feudalism introduced into England was more perfect than
the feudalism which had naturally arisen in France.}

{Among migratory pastoral tribes-and all pastoral
peoples are originally migratory—the earth, like all other
conditions of nature, appears in its elementary bound-
lessness, e.g., in the Asian steppes and the Asian high
plateaux. It is grazed, etc., consumed by the herds, which
provide the pastoral peoples with their subsistence. They
treat it as their property, though they never establish this
ownership. This is the case with the hunting grounds
of the savage Indian tribes of America; the tribe considers
a certain region as its hunting territory and maintains it
by force against other tribes, or seeks to expel other tribes
from the territory they claim. Among the migratory
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pastoral tribes the community is in fact always united, a
travelling party, caravan, horde, and the forms of higher
and lower position develop out of the conditions of this
mode of life. What is appropriated and reproduced is
here only the herd and not the soil, whose temporary
use is always communal wherever the tribe chooses to
stay.

Let us pass on to the consideration of settled peoples.
The only barrier which the community can encounter in
its relations to the natural conditions of production—to the
land—as belonging to it, is some other community, which
has already laid claim to them as its inorganic body. War
is therefore one of the earliest tasks of every primitive
community of this kind, both for the defence of property
and for its acquisition.

(It will be sufficient here to speak of original property
in land, for among pastoral peoples property in naturally
existing products of the earth, e.g., sheep, is at the same
time property in the pastures they pass through. In gen-
eral, property in land includes property in its organic
products.)

{Where man himself is captured together with the land
as an organic accessory of it, he is captured as one of the
conditions of production, and thus slavery and serfdom
arise, which soon debase and modify the original forms
of all communities, and themselves become their founda-
tion. The simple structure is thereby unfavourably in-
fluenced.}

Thus originally property means no more than man’s
attitude to his natural conditions of production as belong-
ing to him, as his, as prerequisites of his own existence;
his attitude to them as natural prerequisites of himself,
which constitute, as it were, a prolongation of his body.
Strictly speaking he has no relation to his conditions of
production, but exists in two forms, subjectively as him-
self and objectively in these natural inorganic conditions
of his existence.
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These natural conditions of production have two forms:
(1) his existence as a member of a community, and there-
fore the existence of this community, which in its original
form is a tribal community, more or less modified; (2) his
relation to the land as to his own, in virtue of the com-
munity, communal landed property, at the same time
individual possession for the individual, or in such a man-
ner that the soil and its cultivation remain in common
and only its products are divided. (However, dwellings,
etc., even if no more than the waggons of the Scythians,
nevertheless appear to be always in the possession of
individuals.) Membership of a naturally evolved society,
a tribe, etc., is a natural condition of production for the
living individual. Such membership is, e.g., already a con-
dition of his language, etc. His own productive existence
is only possible under this condition. His subjective
existence as such is conditioned by it as much as it is
conditioned by the relationship to the earth as to his
laboratory.

(True, property is originally mobile, for in the first
instance man takes possession of the ready-made fruits
of the earth, including animals and especially those
capable of domestication. However, even this situation—
hunting, fishing, pastoralism, subsistence by collecting the
fruit of the trees, etc.—always presupposes the appropria-
tion of the earth, whether as a place of fixed settlement or
a territory for roaming, or a pasture for his animals, etc.)

Property therefore means belonging to a tribe (com-
munity) (to have one’s subjective-objective existence within
it), and the relationship of this community to the land,
to the earth as its inorganic body, mediates the relationship
of the individual to the land, to the external primary con-
dition of production—for the earth is at the same time raw
material, tool and fruit—as the preconditions belonging to
his individuality, its modes of existence. We reduce this
property to his attitude to his conditions of production.
Why not to those of consumption, since originally the in-
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dividual’s production is confined to the reproduction of
his own body through the appropriation of ready-made
objects prepared by nature for consumption? But even
where it is merely a matter of finding and discovering, it
soon requires effort, work—as in hunting, fishing, the care
of flocks~and the production (i.e., the development) of
certain capacities by the subject. Moreover, conditions in
which man need merely reach for what is already avail-
able, without any tools (i.e., without products of labour
already intended for production), without changing its
form (which already occurs under pastoralism), etc., are
very transitory, and can nowhere be regarded as normal;
and cannot even be regarded as the normal original con-
ditions. Incidentally, the original conditions of produc-
tion obviously include matter directly consumable without
labour, such as fruit, animals, etc., consequently, the fund
of consumption itself appears as a part of the original
fund of production.

The fundamental condition of property based on
tribalism (into which the community originally resolves)
is to be a member of the tribe. Consequently a tribe con-
quered and subjugated by another becomes propertyless
and is included among the inorganic conditions of the
conquering tribe’s reproduction, which that community
regards as its own. Slavery and serfdom are therefore
simply further developments of property based on tribal-
ism. They are bound to modify all its forms. They are
least able to do this in the Asiatic form. In the self-sustain-
ing unity of manufacture and agriculture on which this
form is based, conquest is not so essential a condition as
where landed property, agriculture, predominate exclusive-
ly. On the other hand, since the individual in this form
never becomes an owner but only a possessor, he is basi-
cally himself the property, the slave of the person who
embodies the unity of the community and slavery here
neither abolishes the conditions of labour, nor does it
modify the essential relationship.
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It is now furthermore evident that:

In so far as property is only a conscious attitude to
the conditions of production as to one’s own—an attitude
established by the community for the individual, and pro-
claimed and guaranteed as law-the existence of the pro-
ducer therefore appearing as an existence within the
objective conditions belonging to him, it is realised
only through production. Actual appropriation only takes
place in the course of active, practical association with
these conditions, not in the mental association; only thus
are they actually established as the conditions of his
subjective activity.

But this shows also clearly that these conditions change.
Only because tribes use a region for hunting does it
become a hunting-ground; only as a result of cultivation
does land become a prolongation of the body of the in-
dividual. After the city of Rome had been built and its
surrounding land cultivated by its citizens, the conditions
of the community were different from what they had been
before. The object of all these communities is their pre-
servation, i.e., the reproduction of the individuals who con-
stitute them, their reproduction as owners, i.e., in the same
objective mode of existence, which also forms the rela-
tionship of the members to each other, and therefore forms
the community itself. But this reproduction is at the same
time necessarily new production and the destruction of
the old form. For instance, where each individual is sup-
posed to possess so many acres of land, the mere increase
in population constitutes an obstacle. If this is to be over-
come, colonisation must be resorted to and this requires
wars of conquest. Hence slaves, etc., also, e.g., enlarge-
ment of the ager publicus, and hence [the rise of] the
patricians, who represent the community, etc.

Thus the preservation of the old community implies the
destruction of the conditions upon which it rests, and
turns into its opposite. If, for instance, it was thought
possible to increase output in a given territory by devel-
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oping the productive forces, etc. (a development which
is especially slow in agriculture, with its traditionalism),
this would imply new methods and combinations of labour,
using a large part of the day in agriculture, etc., and this
again would destroy the old economic conditions of the
community. The act of reproduction itself changes not
only the objective conditions—e.g., transforming village
into town, the wilderness into agricultural clearings, etc.—
but the producers themselves change, they evolve new
qualities, by producing they develop and transform them-
selves, acquire new powers and new conceptions, new
modes of intercourse, new needs, and new speech.

The more traditional the mode of production itself, i.e.,
the more the real process of appropriation remains the
same, the more unchanging will the ancient forms of prop-
erty be and therefore also the community as a whole.
(Note that the traditional mode persists for a long time
in agriculture and even longer in the oriental combina-
tion of agriculture and manufacture.)

Where a separation of the members of the community
as private owners from themselves as urban community
and owners of urban territory has already taken place
conditions occur already which make it possible for the in-
dividual to lose his property, i.e., the double relationship
which makes him both a full citizen, a member of the
community, and a proprietor. In the oriental form this
loss is hardly possible, except as a result of entirely ex-
ternal influences, for the individual member of the com-
munity never establishes so independent a relation to the
community as to enable him to lose his (objective, eco-
nomic) tie with it. He is firmly rooted in it. This is also the
result of the union of manufacture and agriculture, of town
(or village) and country.

Among the ancients manufacture already appears as
corruption (an occupation for freedmen, clients and
foreigners), etc. This development of productive work
(separated from its complete subordination to agriculture,
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where it is domestic work, the work of free persons, in-
tended only for agricultural and military purposes or for
the requirements of religion and the needs of the com-
munity, such as the construction of houses, roads or
temples) which is bound to occur as a result of intercourse
with foreigners, slaves, the desire to exchange surplus
products, etc., dissolves the mode of production upon
which the community rests, and with it the objectively
individual man—i.e., the individual determined as a Greek,
a Roman, etc. Exchange has the same effect, and so has
indebtedness, etc.

There is originally a unity between a specific form of
communal or tribal organisation and the corresponding
ownership of nature, or attitude to the objective condi-
tions of production as naturally existing, as the objective
being of the individual by means of the community. This
unity, which in one sense appears as the particular form
of property, has its living reality in a specific mode of
production itself, and this mode appears equally as the
behaviour of the individuals to one another and as their
specific active behaviour towards inorganic nature, their
specific mode of labour (which is always family labour
and often communal labour). The community itself ap-
pears as the first great force of production; particular
kinds of conditions of production (e.g., animal husbandry,
agriculture) give rise to particular modes of production
and particular forces of production both objective and
subjective, the latter appearing as qualities of the indi-
viduals.

In the last instance the community and the property
resting upon it can be reduced to a definite stage in the
development of the forces of production of the working
subjects—to which correspond definite relations of these
subjects to each other and to nature. Up to a certain point, =
reproduction. Thereafter, it turns into dissolution.

Property—and this applies to its Asiatic, Slavonic,
ancient classical and Germanic forms—therefore originally
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signifies that the working (producing) subject (or the
subject reproducing himself) treats the conditions of his
production or reproduction as his own. Hence, according
to the conditions of production, property will take dif-
ferent forms. The object of production itself is to repro-
duce the producer in and together with these objective
conditions of his existence. This behaviour as a proprietor
—which is not the result but the precondition of labour,
i.e., of production-presupposes a particular existence of
the individual as part of a tribal or communal entity
(whose property he is himself up to a certain point).

Slavery, serfdom, etc., where the worker himself ap-
pears as one of the natural conditions of production for
a third individual or community (this is not the case, e.g.,
with the general slavery of the Orient, which is so con-
sidered only from the European point of view) and where
property therefore is no longer the relationship of the in-
dividual who works himself to the objective conditions
of work, is always secondary, never primary, although it
is the necessary and logical result of property founded
upon the community and upon work in the community.

It is of course easy to imagine that a powerful, physi-
cally superior person first captures animals and then
captures men in order to make them catch animals for
him; in brief, that he uses man as a naturally occurring
condition for his reproduction like any other living natural
thing; and that his own labour merely amounts to the
exercise of authority. But such a view is banal, though it
may be correct from the point of view of a given tribal
or communal entity, for it takes the isolated man as its
starting-point.

Only in the process of history can man isolate himself.
He originally appears as a generic being, a tribal being, a
herd animal-though by no means as a &®ov  moALTIXOV*
in the political sense. Exchange itself is a major agent of

* Political animal.36-Ed.
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this isolation. It makes the herd superfluous and dissolves
it, once the situation is such that he as an isolated person
relates only to himself, but the means of establishing
himself as an isolated individual is to make himself uni-
versal and common. In this community the objective
existence of the individual as an owner, say a landowner,
is presupposed, and moreover under certain conditions
which chain him to the community, or rather constitute
a link in his chain. In bourgeois society, e.g., the worker
is entirely objectiveless, entirely subjective, but the thing
which confronts him has now become the true community
which he tries to swallow up and which swallows him.

All the forms (they are more or less naturally evolved,
but at the same time also the results of a historical pro-
cess) in which either the community presupposes that the
subjects form a definite objective unity with their condi-
tions of production, or in which a specific subjective
existence presupposes the communities themselves as con-
ditions of production, necessarily correspond only to a
development of the forces of production which is limited,
and limited in principle. The development of the forces
of production dissolves them, and their dissolution is
itself a development of the human forces of production.
Labour is initially undertaken on a certain basis—first
naturally evolved—then a historically evolved prerequisite.
However, this basis or prerequisite is then itself cancelled,
or it is posited as a disappearing prerequisite which has
become too narrow for the development of the advancing
human mass.

In so far as the landed property of classical antiquity
reappears in modern ownership of small plots, it belongs
to political economy and we shall deal with it in the sec-
tion on landed property.

(All this is to be analysed again more deeply and in
greater detail later.)

What we are concerned with here first of all is this:
the relationship of labour to capital or to the objective
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conditions of labour as capital, presupposes a historical
process which dissolves the different forms in which the
worker is an owner and the owner works. Hence first of
all:

(1) Dissolution of the relation to the earth—the land-as
a natural condition of production which man treats as his
own inorganic being, the laboratory of his forces and the
domain of his will. All forms in which this property is
found presuppose a community whose members, though
there may be formal distinctions between them, are owners
by virtue of being its members. Hence the original
form of this property is direct communal property (the
oriental form, modified among the Slavs; developed to the
point of contradiction in classical and Germanic property,
though still remaining the hidden, if antagonistic, founda-
tion).

(2) Dissolution of the relations in which man appears
as the owner of the tools. As the above form of landed
property presupposes a real community, so this ownership
of the tools by the worker presupposes a particular form
of development of manufacture—namely, the form of hand-
icraft production. The guild and corporative system, etc.,
is bound up with this. (The manufacturing activities of
the ancient Orient can be examined under heading (1)
above.) Here work itself is still partly an artistic expres-
sion, partly an end in itself, etc. Mastery. The capitalist
himself still a master craftsman. Special craft skill itself
ensures the ownership of the instrument, etc., etc. The
way the work is performed becomes to some extent
hereditary, together with the organisation of work and its
instrument. Medieval town life. Work is still his own; a
definite self-sufficient development of narrowly specialised
abilities, etc.

(3) Both imply that prior to production the producer
possesses the means of consumption necessary to live as
a producer—i.e., during production, before its completion.
As a landowner, he appears to be directly provided with

8713
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the necessary fund for consumption. As a master artisan
he has inherited, earned or saved this fund, and as a
youngster he is first an apprentice, who does not yet
appear as an independent worker in the strict sense, but
shares the master’s food in the patriarchal manner. As a
(genuine) journeyman there is a certain common utilisa-
tion of the fund of consumption owned by the master.
Though it is not the journeyman's property, the laws of
the guild and its traditions, etc., at least make him a co-
possessor, etc. (This point to be elaborated.)

(4) On the other hand likewise dissolution of the rela-
tions under which the workers themselves, the living units
of labour-power are still a direct part of the objective con-
ditions of production and are appropriated as such—and
are therefore slaves or serfs. Not the worker, but only
work is a condition of production for capital. If it can be
performed by machinery, or even by water or air, so much
the better. And what capital appropriates is not the work-
er, but his work-and not directly, but by means of ex-
change.

These, then, on the one hand, are historical prereg-
uisites required for the worker as a free worker, as
objectiveless, purely subjective capacity for working, to
be found confronting the objective conditions of produc-
tion as his non-property, as someone else’s property, as
value existing for itself, as capital. On the other hand, one
has to ask what conditions are necessary if he is to find
capital confronting him.

{The formula “capital’’, in which the relation of living
labour to raw material, instruments and the means of
subsistence required during the period of work is negative,
one of non-ownership, comprises in the first instance non-
ownership of land, i.e., the absence of a state in which the
working individual regards the land, the soil, as his own,
i.e., works, produces as owner of the land. In the most
favourable case he stands not only in the relation of
worker to the land, but also in the relation of owner of
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the land to himself in his capacity as a working subject.
Potentially the ownership of land includes ownership of
raw material and of the original instrument of labour, the
soil itself, as well as its spontaneous fruits. In the most
original form, this means that the individual regards the
soil as belonging to him, and finds in it raw material,
instrument, and means of subsistence not created by labour
but by the earth itself. Once this relationship is repro-
duced, secondary instruments and fruits of the earth pro-
duced by labour appear included in the primitive forms
of landownership. It is this historical situation which as
the more complete ownership relation is in the first in-
stance negated in the worker’s relation to the conditions
of labour as capital. This is historical situation No. 1
which is negated in this relationship, or assumed to have
been dissolved by history.

Secondly however there is a situation where the work-
er is the owner of the instrument, i.e., the relation of the
worker to the instrument is one of ownership, where he
works as the owner of the instrument (which also presup-
poses that the instrument is subsumed under his individ-
ual work, i.e., it presupposes a particular limited phase
of development of the productive forces of labour). Where
this form of the worker as owner or of the working owner
exists already as an independent form alongside and apart
from landed property, that is the artisan and urban devel-
opment of labour is not, as in the first case, an accident
of landed property and subsumed under it; where there-
fore raw material and means of subsistence are the prop-
erty of the artisan only as a result of his craft, of his
ownership of the instrument, a second historical stage
exists in addition to and separate from the first, which in
turn must appear considerably modified by the mere fact
that this second type of ownership or of working owner
has assumed an independent existence.

Since the instrument itself is already the product of
labour, i.e., the element which constitutes property is
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already produced by labour, the community can no longer
appear, as it can in the first case, in its primitive form.
The community on which this form of property is based
already appears as something produced, evolved, secon-
dary, a community produced by the worker himself. It is
clear that where ownership of the instrument is the rela-
tion of the worker to the conditions of production as his
property, in actual labour the instrument appears merely
as a means of individual labour, and the art of really
mastering the instrument, of using it as a means of labour,
appears as a special skill of the labourer, which makes
him the owner of his tools. In short, the essential char-
acter of the guild and corporative system, of artisan labour
which makes the producer an owner, can be analysed in
terms of the relation to the instrument of production-the
tool as property—as opposed to the relation to the earth,
to the land (to the raw material as such) as one’s own.
The fact that his relation to this single element of the con-
ditions of production makes the working subject an owner,
makes him a working owner, defines historical situation
No. 2, which by its very nature can exist only as con-
tradiction of situation No. 1, or, if you like at the same
time as complement of a modified situation No. 1-it is
likewise negated in the first formula of capital.

The third possible form is that in which the worker
relates as owner only to the means of subsistence, which
he considers the natural condition of the working subject,
but does not treat either the land or the instrument,
and hence not even labour as his own. This is essentially
the formula of slavery and serfdom, which is also negat-
ed, assumed to have been historically dissolved, in the
relation of the worker to the conditions of production as
capital.

The primitive forms of property necessarily dissolve
into regarding the different objective elements condition-
ing production as one’s own; they are the economic basis
of different forms of community, and in turn presuppose
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specific forms of community. These forms are significantly
modified by the transformation of labour itself into one
of the objective conditions of production (as in slavery
and serfdom), as a result of which the simple affirmative
character of all forms of property embraced in No. 1 is
lost and modified. All of these include slavery as a pos-
sibility, and therefore as their own abolition. So far as
No. 2 is concerned, in which the particular kind of work—
i.e., mastery in it and consequently ownership of the in-
strument of labour—equals ownership of the conditions of
production, this admittedly excludes slavery and serfdom.
However, it may lead to an analogous negative develop-
ment in the form of the caste system.}

{The third form, ownership in the means of subsistence,
cannot contain any relationship of the working individual
to the conditions of production, and therefore of existence,
unless it is dissolved into slavery and serfdom. It can only
be the relation of the member of the primitive community
founded upon ownership of land who happens to have
lost his landed property without as yet having advanced
to the second type of property, as in the case of the Roman
plebs at the time of panem et circenses.37}

{The relation of retainers to their lords, or that of
personal service, is essentially different. For personal
service forms at bottom merely the mode of existence of
the landowner himself, who no longer works, but whose
property includes the workers themselves as serfs, etc.,
among the conditions of production. The relation of dom-
ination is here essentially a relation of appropriation.
Appropriation cannot actually establish such a relation to
animals, the soil, etc., even though the animal serves its
master. The relation of domination presupposes the ap-
propriation of another’s will. Beings without will, like
animals, may indeed render services, but this does not
turn their owner into a lord and master. However, one can
see here that the relations of domination and servitude
also enter into this formula of the appropriation of the
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instruments of production; and they constitute a neces-
sary ferment of the development and decay of all primi-
tive relations of property and production and at the same
time they express their limitations. To be sure, they are
also reproduced in capital, though in an indirect (mediat-
ed) form, and hence they also constitute a ferment of its
dissolution, and are the emblems of its limitations.}

{“The right to sell oneself and one’s dependents in times of
distress, was unfortunately general; it prevailed in the North,
among the Greeks and in Asia. The right of the creditor to take
the defaulting debtor into servitude, and to redeem the debt as
far as possible either by his labour or by the sale of his person,
was almost equally widespread.” (Niebuhr, Rémische Geschichte,
Part I, p. 600.)}

{In another passage, Niebuhr says that the Greek
writers of the Augustan period found it difficult to ex-
plain and misunderstood the relationship between patri-

cians and plebeians and confused this relationship with
that between patrons and clients, because they

“were writing at a time when rich and poor constituted the only
real classes of citizens; when the man in need, no matter how
noble his origins, required a patron, and the millionaire, even
though only a freedman, was sought after as a patron. They could
find scarcely a trace of inherited relations of attachment.” (Ibid.,
p. 620}

{“Artisans were to be found in both classes” (metoikos and
freedmen together with their descendants) “and plebeians who
abandoned agriculture were restricted to the limited civic rights
which these had. Nor did they lack the honour of legally recognised
corporations, and these were so highly respected that Numa was
regarded as their founder. There were nine guilds; pipers, gold-
smiths, carpenters, dyers, harness-makers, tanners, coppersmiths
and potters, the ninth guild embracing the rest of the crafts....
Some of them were independent citizens with limited rights, or
enjoyed isopolity (if such a right existed) and had not acquired a
patron; or descendants of bondsmen whose bond had lapsed with
the extinction of their patrons’ families: these undoubtedly re-
mained as remote from the quarrels of the patricians and the mu-
nicipality as the Florentine guilds remained outside the feuds of
the Guelph and Ghibelline3® families. It is possible that the popu-
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lation in servitude were still as a whole at the disposal of the
patricians.” (Ibid., p. 623.)}

On the one hand we presuppose historical processes
which transform a mass of individuals of a nation, etc.,
if not perhaps immediately into really free workers, then
at any rate into potential free workers, whose only prop-
erty is their labour-power and the possibility of exchang-
ing it for existing values. Such individuals confront all
objective conditions of production as alien property, as
their non-property, but at the same time as something
which can be exchanged as values and therefore to a cer-
tain degree appropriated by living labour. Such historical
processes of dissolution are the following: the dissolution
of the servile relationship which binds the worker to the
land, and to the lord of the land, but in fact presupposes
that he owns means of subsistence-this is in fact the sepa-
ration of the worker from the land; the dissolution of
relations of landed property which had made the worker
a yeoman, a free, working, petty landowner or tenant
(colonus), a free peasant®; the dissolution of guild rela-
tions, which presuppose his ownership of the instrument
of production and labour itself, as a distinct form of craft
skill, not merely as the source of property but as property
itself; also the dissolution of the relation of clientship?
in its different types, in which non-proprietors appear as
co-consumers of the surplus-produce in the retinue of
their lord, and in return wear his livery, take part in his
feuds, perform-real or imaginary—personal services, etc.

Closer analysis will show that what is dissolved in all
these processes of dissolution are relations of production
in which use-value predominates, production for imme-
diate use; exchange-value and its production presuppose
the predominance of the other form. Thus in all the above
circumstances deliveries in kind and services in kind

* We take for granted the dissolution of the even more ancient
forms of communal property and real community. [Note by Marx.}
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predominate over money payments and money contribu-
tions. But this is only by the way. Closer examination
will also reveal that all the dissolved relations were ren-
dered possible only by a certain degree of development of
the material (and therefore also of the mental) productive
forces.

What concerns us at this point is the following. The
process of dissolution which turns a mass of individuals
in a nation, etc., into potential free wage-workers—indi-
viduals obliged merely by their lack of property to work
and to sell their labour—does not however presuppose the
disappearance of the previous sources of income or (in
part) of the previous conditions of property of these in-
dividuals. On the contrary, it assumes that only their use
has been altered, that their mode of existence has been
transformed, that they have passed into other people’s
hands as a free fund, or perhaps that they have partly
remained in the same hands. But this much is evident. The
process which separated a mass of individuals from their
previous—in one way or another—positive relations to the
objective conditions of labour, the process which negated
these relations and thereby transformed these individuals
into free labourers, is the same process which has liberated
these objective conditions of labour (i.e., land, raw ma-
terial, means of subsistence, instruments of labour, money
or all of these) potentially from their previous ties to the
individuals who are now separated from them. These con-
ditions of labour are still present, but present in a dif-
ferent form, as a free fund, in which all the old political,
etc., relations are obliterated, and now they confront those
detached, propertyless individuals merely in the form of
values, firmly established values.

The same process which confronts the masses as free
workers to the objective conditions of labour, has also
counterposed these conditions as capital to the free work-
ers. The historical process denoted the separation of
hitherto combined elements; its result is therefore not the
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disappearance of one of these elements, but a situation
in which each of them appears negatively related to the
other: the (potentially) free worker on one hand, (poten-
tial) capital on the other. The separation of the objective
conditions from the classes which are now transformed
into free workers, must equally appear at the opposite
pole as these very conditions becoming independent.

Let us consider the relationship of capital and wage-
labour not as something which is already a determining
factor, which dominates production as a whole,* but as
something which is still in the process of historical forma-
tion, that is the original transformation of money into
capital, the process of exchange between capital existing
only potentially on one hand, and the free worker existing
potentially on the other. Then the simple observation
naturally suggests itself, with which the economists make
great play, that raw materials, tools and food enough to
enable the worker to live during the period of production
must, before production is completed, be in the possession
of the side which appears as capital.

Moreover, this appears in such a way that accumula-
tion—an accumulation prior to work and not arising from
it-must have taken place on the part of the capitalist,
which enables him to set the worker to work and to
maintain him in activity, as living labour power.** This act

* For in this case capital, presupposed as the condition of
wage-labour, is the product of wage-labour, and is presupposed
by wage-labour as its condition, created by wage-labour itself as
1ts own prerequisite. [Note by Marx.]

“* Once capital and wage-labour have been established as their
own prerequisites, i.e., as the basic prerequisite for production, the
position at first appears thus: the capitalist must possess not only
a fund of raw material and means of production sufficient for the
worker to reproduce himself, to produce the necessary means of
subsistence, to perform the necessary labour; but also a fund of
raw material and means of production enabling the worker to
perform his surplus-labour, i.e., to create the capitalist's profit.
Further analysis shows that the worker is constantly creating a
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of capital, which is independent of and not posited by
labour, is then transferred from the history of its origin
into the present, and transformed into a factor of its reality
and effectiveness, of its self-creation. Finally, the eternal
right of capital to the fruit of other men’s labour is derived
from this, or rather its mode of acquisition is derived from
the simple and “just” laws of the exchange of equivalents.

Wealth in the form of money can only be converted
into the objective conditions of labour because and if
these have been separated from labour itself. We have
seen that money can in part be accumulated simply by the
exchange of equivalents; however, this is so insignificant
a source that it is not worth mentioning historically-if one
assumes, that is, that the money is obtained by the ex-
change of one’s own labour. It is rather mobile wealth,
money accumulated through usury-especially usury on
landed property—and through mercantile profits, that is
turned into capital in the strict sense, into industrial capital.
We will have occasion to deal with both forms below-—
that is, in so far as they themselves appear not as forms
of capital but as earlier forms of wealth, as prerequisites
for capital.

As we have seen the concept—and the origin—of capital
implies that its starting-point is money, and therefore
wealth existing in the form of money. It equally implies
that, derived from circulation, capital appears as a prod-
uct of circulation. Accordingly capital formation does not
arise from landed property (or at most it might arise from
the tenant farmer in so far as he is also a trader in farm

double fund for the capitalist, or in the form of capital. One part
of this fund constantly acts as the conditions of his own existence,
the other part, as the conditions of existence of capital. As we have
seen, surplus-capital-and surplus-capital regarded in its prehistoric
relation to labour—consists entirely of real, contemporary capital,
and every particle of it without exception is appropriated by
capital as materialised labour of other people, appropriated without
cxchange, without supplying an equivalent for it. {Note by Marx.}
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products), nor from the guild (though this also provides
a possibility) but from mercantile and usurious wealth.
But this wealth only encounters the conditions which
permit it to purchase free labour, when the latter has been
separated from the objective conditions of its existence as
a result of a historical process. Only then does it become
possible to buy also these conditions themselves. Under
the guild system, for instance, mere money (unless it is
guild money and belongs to a master craftsman) cannot
purchase looms in order to put men to work on them;
there are regulations determining how many looms a man
may employ, etc. In short, the instrument is still so inti-
mately merged with living labour, appearing as the domain
of living labour, that it does not truly circulate.

What enables monetary wealth to turn into capital is,
on the one hand, that it finds free workers, and on the
other, that it finds means of subsistence, materials, etc.—
which would otherwise be in one form or another the
property of the now objectiveless masses—likewise free
and available for sale.

However, in this preparatory or first period of capital
the other condition of labour—a certain degree of skill, the
existence of the instrument as a means of labour, etc.—is
found ready to hand by capital, partly as the result of the
urban guild system, partly of domestic industry, or such
industry as exists as an accessory to agriculture. The
historical process is not the result of capital, but its pre-
requisite. This process enables the capitalist to insert
himself as a middleman (historically) between landed
property, or between any kind of property, and labour.
The sentimental illusions about capitalist and worker
forming an association, etc., do not exist in history, nor
is there a trace of such illusions in the development of the
concept of capital. Sporadically, manufacture may develop
locally in a framework still belonging to quite a different
period, as in the Italian cities side by side with the guilds.
But if capital is to be the generally dominant form of an
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epoch, its conditions must be developed not merely local-
ly, but on a large scale. (This is compatible with the pos-
sibility that during the dissolution of the guilds individual
master craftsmen may turn into industrial capitalists;
however, it happens rarely and this corresponds to the
nature of this phenomenon. On the whole the guild sys-
tem—both master and journeyman-dies out, where the
capitalist and the labourer emerge.)

However, it is evident, and borne out by closer analysis
of the historical epoch which we are now discussing, that
the age of dissolution of the earlier modes of production
and relations of the worker to the objective conditions of
labour is simultaneously an age in which monetary wealth
on the one hand has already developed to a certain extent,
and on the other hand is rapidly growing and expanding,
owing to the same circumstances which accelerate that
dissolution. It is itself also an agent of that dissolution,
just as that dissolution is the condition of its transforma-
tion into capital. But the mere presence of monetary
wealth, even if it gains a sort of supremacy, is by no means
sufficient for the transformation into capital to take place.
Otherwise ancient Rome, Byzantium, etc., would have
concluded their history with free labour and capital, or
rather, would have entered upon a new history. There too
the dissolution of the old relations of property was tied
to the development of monetary wealth—of commerce, etc.
However, in fact the result of this dissolution was not in-
dustry, but the domination of the countryside over the city.

The original formation of capital does not proceed, as
is often supposed, by capital accumulating means of sub-
sistence, tools, raw materials or, in short, the objective
conditions of labour detached from the soil and already
fused with human labour.* Not in such a way that capital
creates the objective conditions of labour.

* It is obvious at first sight what an absurd circle it would
be if on the one hand the workers that capital must employ in
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Its original formation occurs simply because the histor-
ical process of the dissolution of an old mode of produc-
tion enables value existing in the form of monetary wealth
to buy the objective conditions of labour on one hand, to
exchange money for the living labour of the now free
workers on the other.

All these elements are already present, their separation
is a historical process, a process of dissolution, and it is
this process which enables money to turn into capital. In
so far as money itself plays a part here, it is only inas-
much as it is itself an extremely powerful agent of decom-
position which intervenes in the process, and thus con-
tributes to the creation of the plucked, objectiveless, free
workers, but certainly not by creating the objective con-
ditions of their existence, but rather by accelerating the
separation of the workers from them, i.e., by accelerating
their loss of property.

For instance, when the big English landowners dismissed
their retainers, who together with them had consumed
the surplus-produce of their land; when in addition their
tenants drove out the small cottagers, etc., the result was
first that masses of living labour-power were thrown on
to the labour-market. They were free in two respects, free
from the old relations of clientship, villeinage and service,
but also free from all goods and chattels, from every
objective and material form of existence, free from all

order to exist as capital had first to be created and called into
existence by the accumulation of capital, if they had to wait for
its ““Let there be workers”; while on the other hand capital would
be incapable of accumulating without the labour of others, or at
most could only accumulate its own labour, ie., capital could
only exist in the form of non-capital and non-money, for prior to
the existence of capital, labour can only realise itself in such forms
as handicraft work, petty agriculture, etc.; in short, only in forms
which permit little or no accumulation, in forms capable of yielding
only a small surplus-produce, and consuming the greater part of
that. We shall have to examine the concept of accumulation more
closely later. [Note by Marx.)
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property, having to depend on the sale of their labour
power or on beggary, vagabondage or robbery as their
only source of income. Historical records show that they
first tried beggary, vagabondage and robbery, but were
driven off this road on to the narrow path which led to
the labour market by means of gallows, pillory and whip.
(Hence the governments, for instance of Henry VII, VIII,
etc.,’0 also appear as conditions of the historical process
of dissolution and as creators of the conditions for the
existence of capital.)

On the other hand, the means of subsistence, etc., for-
merly consumed by the lords and their retainers were now
available for purchase by money, and money wished to
purchase them in order through their instrumentality to
purchase labour. Money had neither created nor accumu-
lated these means of subsistence. They were already pres-
ent, and were consumed and reproduced, before they
were consumed and reproduced through the intervention
of money. The only change was that these means of sub-
sistence were now thrown on to the exchange market.
They had now been detached from their immediate con-
nection with the mouths of the retainers, etc., and trans-
formed from use-values into exchange-values, thus falling
into the sphere and under the sovereignty of monetary
wealth.

The same applies to the instruments of labour. Spinning
wheel and loom were neither invented nor manufactured
by monetary wealth. But once spinners and weavers had
been separated from their land, they and their wheels and
looms came under the sway of monetary wealth, etc. The
action characteristic of capital is nothing but the assem-
bling of the masses of hands and instruments which are
already there. It brings them together under its sway.
This is its real accumulation; the accumulation of workers
and their instruments at definite points. We shall have to
go into this more deeply when we come to the so-called
accumulation of capital.
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Admittedly, monetary wealth in the form of merchants’
wealth had helped to accelerate and dissolve the old rela-
tions of production, and had, e.g., enabled the landowner
—this has already been well described by Adam Smith%!l-
to exchange his corn, cattle, etc., for imported use-values,
instead of squandering his own production with his retain-
ers and displaying his wealth in the mass of retainers
who consume it with him. Monetary wealth had given
greater significance to the exchange-value of his revenue.
This was also true of his tenants, who were already semi-
capitalists, though still in a rather disguised manner.

The evolution of exchange-value, which is favoured by
the existence of money in the form of a merchant class,
dissolves a mode of production whose main object is
immediate use-value, and the forms of property which
correspond to such production-the relations of labour to
its objective conditions—thus giving an impetus to the
creation of a labour-market (not to be confused with a
slave-market). However, even this effect of money has
as its prerequisite urban craft activity, which rests not on
capital and wage-labour, but on the organisation of labour
in guilds, etc. Urban labour itself had created means of
production for which the guilds became as great an em-
barrassment as were the old relations of landownership
for an improved agriculture, which was in turn partly the
consequence of the greater sale of agricultural products
to the cities, etc. There were other circumstances which,
e.g., in the sixteenth century, increased both the amount
of commodities and of currency in circulation, created new
needs and consequently increased the exchange-value of
domestic products, etc., raising prices, etc. All this was
conducive to the dissolution of the old relations of pro-
duction, accelerated the separation of the worker or the
non-worker who was fit for work from the objective con-
ditions of his reproduction, and thus advanced the trans-
formation of money into capital.

Nothing can therefore be more foolish than to think
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that the original formation of capital proceeded in such a
way that capital accumulated and created the objective
conditions of production—means of subsistence, raw ma-
terials, instruments—and then offered them to the workers
who were denuded of them. On the contrary, monetary
wealth partly helped to denude the labour-power of able-
bodied individuals of these conditions, and partly this
process of separation proceeded without the intervention
of monetary wealth. When the original formation of capital
had reached a certain level, monetary wealth could insert
itself as an intermediary between the objective conditions
of life thus liberated and the equally liberated workers,
who were however also rid of everything, and buy the
latter with the former. As to the formation of monetary
wealth itself, before its transformation into capital: this
belongs to the prehistory of the bourgeois economy. Usury,
commerce, the cities and the fisc which arises with them,
play the chief parts in it. Also hoarding by tenant farmers,
peasants, etc., though to a smaller extent.

Already here it is evident that the development of
exchange and exchange-value, which is everywhere me-
diated by commerce or whose mediation can be called
commerce (just as circulation acquires an independent
existence in commerce, so does money in the merchants)
brings about both the dissolution of labour’s relations of
ownership to its conditions of existence and also of labour
as something which is itself part of the objective condi-
tions of production. All these are relations which express
both a predominance of use-value and of production
directed towards immediate consumption, and also the
existence of a real community which is still a direct pre-
requisite of production.

Production based on exchange-value and a community
based on the exchange of these exchange-values—although,
as we saw in the last chapter on money, they appear to
posit property as deriving solely from labour, and to posit
private property in the product of one’s own labour as
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a condition—and also labour as the general condition of
wealth—presuppose and produce the separation of labour
from its objective conditions. The exchange of equivalents
takes place on and is merely the surface layer of a pro-
duction that rests on the appropriation of other people’s
labour without exchange, but under the guise of exchange.
This system of exchange has capital as its basis and if it
is considered in isolation from capital, as it appears on
the surface, as an independent system, then this is mere
illusion, though a necessary illusion,

It is therefore no longer surprising to find that the system
of exchange-values—the exchange of equivalents measured
in labour—turns into the appropriation of other people’s
labour without exchange, the total separation of labour
and property, or rather that it reveals this appropriation
as its concealed background. For the rule of exchange-
value and of production producing exchange-values pre-
supposes the labour power of other people as an ex-
change-value. In other words, it presupposes the separation
of living labour-power from its objective conditions; a rela-
tionship to these—or to its own objectivity—as someone
else’s property; in a word, a relation to them as capital.
The golden age of labour emancipating itself occurred
only in those periods when feudalism was in decline, but
still engaged in internecine conflict, as in England in the
fourteenth century and the first half of the fifteenth. If
labour is once again to be related to its objective condi-
tions as to its property, another system must replace that
of private exchange, for as we have seen the latter ex-
changes materialised labour against labour-power, and is
therefore the appropriation of living labour without
exchange.

Historically, money is often transformed into capital in
quite simple and obvious ways, for example, the merchant
sets to work a number of spinners and weavers, who for-
merly engaged in weaving and spinning as subsidiary
rural occupations, and thus turns their subsidiary occupa-

9-778




130 KARL MARX

tion into their principal source of income, after which he
has them under his control and sway as wage-workers.
The next step is to remove them from their homes and to
assemble them for their work in one building. In this
simple process it is evident that the merchant has prepared
neither raw material nor instruments nor means of
subsistence for the weaver or the spinner. All he has done
is gradually to confine them to one kind of work, which
makes them dependent on sale, on the buyer, on the
merchant, and thus eventually they produce solely for and
through him. Originally he bought their labour by buying
their product. As soon as they confine themselves to the
production of this exchange-value, and are therefore obliged
directly to produce exchange-values, and to exchange
their labour entirely for money in order to go on living,
they come under his domination. Finally, even the illu-
sion of selling him their products disappears. He purcha-
ses their labour and first deprives them of their ownership
of the product, soon also the instrument, unless he leaves
them the illusion of ownership in order to diminish his
costs of production,

The original historical forms in which capital appears
at first sporadically or locally, side by side with the old
modes of production, but gradually bursting them asunder
everywhere, make up manufacture in the proper sense of
the word (not yet the factory). Manufacture arises where
there is mass production for export, for the foreign market
—hence on the basis of large-scale maritime and overland
trade, in the centres of such trade, as in the Italian cities,
Constantinople, the Flemish, Dutch cities, some Spanish
ones such as Barcelona, etc. Initially, manufacture does
not develop in what is known as the urban crafts, but in
the rural subsidiary occupations, spinning and weaving,
the sort of work which least requires craft skill, artisan
training. Apart from those great emporia, in which it finds
the basis of an export market, and where production is,
as it were, spontaneously directed towards exchange-
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value—i.e., manufactures directly connected with shipping,
including shipbuilding itself, etc.—manufacture first estab-
lishes itself not in the cities but in the countryside, in vil-
lages, etc., where there are no guilds. The rural subsidiary
occupations contain the broad basis of manufacture,
whereas a high degree of progress in production is re-
quired in order to carry on the urban crafts as factory
industries. Likewise such branches of production as glass-
works, metal factories, sawmills, etc., which from the start
require a greater concentration of workers, utilise more
natural power, demand mass production and a concentra-
tion of the means of production, etc. Similarly paper mills,
etc. The other aspect of this process is the appearance of
the tenant farmer and the transformation of the agricul-
tural population into free day-labourers. Though the
countryside was one of the first places where this change
began, it was the last where its final consequences and its
purest forms asserted themselves.

The ancients, who never advanced beyond specifically
urban craft skill and application, were therefore never
able to achieve large-scale industry. For its first prereq-
uisite is the involvement of the entire country in the
production, not of use-values, but of exchange-values.
Glassworks, paper mills, ironworks, etc., cannot be run
on guild principles. They require mass production, sales
to a general market, monetary wealth on the part of the
entrepreneur. Not that he creates the subjective or objec-
tive conditions; but under the old relations of property and
production these conditions cannot be brought together.

The dissolution of the relations of serfdom and the rise
of manufacture then gradually transform all branches of
production into branches operated by capital. However,
the towns themselves contain an element for the forma-
tion of genuine wage-labour—namely, day-labourers out-
side the guild system, unskilled workers, etc.

We thus see that the transformation of money into
capital presupposes a historical process which separates

g*
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the objective conditions of labour, and makes them inde-
pendent of the worker. However, once capital and its pro-
cess have come into being, they conquer all production
and everywhere accentuate and enforce the separation be-
tween labour and property, labour and the objective con-
ditions of labour. Further analysis will show that capital
destroys artisan labour, small working landowners, etc.,
and it also destroys itself in those forms in which it is not
in opposition to labour—i.e., petty capital and intermediate
or hybrid types between the old modes of production (or
as renewed on the basis of capital) and the classic, ade-
quate mode of production of capital itself.

The only accumulation which is a prerequisite for the
rise of capital is that of monetary wealth, which, when
considered in isolation, is entirely unproductive, as it
emerges only from circulation and belongs only to cir-
culation. Capital rapidly creates an internal market for
itself by destroying all rural subsidiary occupations, i.e.,
by spinning and weaving for all, providing clothing for
all, etc.; in short by turning the commodities formerly
produced as immediate use-values into exchange-values.
This process is the automatic result of the separation of
the workers from the land and from property (even though
in the form of serf property) in the conditions of produc-
tion.

Though urban crafts are based substantially on exchange
and the creation of exchange-values, the direct and
main object of this kind of production is the subsistence
of the artisan, of the master-craftsman, and consequently
use-value and not enrichment, not exchange-value as ex-
change-value. Production is therefore everywhere subor-
dinate to a presupposed consumption, supply is subordi-
nate to demand, and its expansion is slow.

The production of capitalists and wage-workers is there-
fore a major product of the process by which capital turns
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itselt to account. Ordinary political economy, which con-
centrates only on the objects produced, forgets this en-
tirely. Since in this process objectified labour is simul-
taneously the non-objectification of the worker, as the
objectification of a subjectivity opposed to the worker, as
the property of someone else’s will, capital is necessarily
also a capitalist, accordingly the idea of some socialists
that we need capital but not capitalists is completely false.
The concept of capital implies that the objective condi-
tions of labour—and these are the products of labour-
acquire a personality vis-a-vis labour, or what amounts
to the same thing, that they appear as the property of a
personality other than the worker’s. The capitalist is com-
prised in the concept of capital.

However, this error is certainly no greater than that of,
e.g., all philologists who speak of capital in classical anti-
quity, and of Roman or Greek capitalists. This is merely
another way of saying that in Rome and Greece labour
was free, an assertion which these gentlemen would hardly
make. That the plantation-owners in America are now not
only called capitalists, but that they are capitalists, is due
to the fact that they exist as anomalies within a world
market based upon free labour.

If it is simply a matter of the word capital which does
not actually occur among the ancients*-then the still
nomadic hordes with their herds on the steppes of Cen-
tral Asia would be the biggest capitalists, for the original
meaning of the word capital is cattle. Hence the contract
of métairie [crop-sharing] which is frequently concluded
in the South of France, because of capital shortage, is still
sometimes called bail de bestes @ Chaptel.** If one wanted
to go in for bad Latin, then our capitalists or Capitales

* Although the Greeks used the word dpyeie for what the
Romans called the principalis summa rei creditae [the principal of
a loan).%? {Note by Marx.)

** Lease of cattle as capital.—Ed.
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Homines [headmen) could be described as those “qui
debent censum de capite”.”

Difficulties arise in the conceptual analysis of capital
which one does not encounter in that of money. Capital is
essentially a capitalist; but at the same time it is also an
element of his existence and distinct from the capitalist,
or production in general is capital. Thus we shall later
find that in the term capital much is subsumed that does
not apparently belong to the concept. E.g., capital is
loaned. It is accumulated, etc. In all these expressions it
appears to be a mere object, and entirely to coincide with
the matter of which it consists. However, further analysis
will clarify this and other problems.

(In passing, the following amusing observation: The
good Adam Miiller, who takes all figurative phrases in
a mystical sense, has also heard about living capital in
ordinary life, as opposed to dead capital, and dresses up
the notion theosophically.’® King Athelstan could have
taught him a thing or two about this: Reddam de meo
proprio decimas Deo tam in Vivente Capitali (living
cattle) guam in mortuis fructibus terrae (dead fruits of
the soil).**

Money always retains the same form in the same sub-
stratum, and is therefore more readily conceived as a mere
object. But the same thing, commodity, money, etc., can
represent capital or revenue, etc. Thus even the economists
recognise that money is nothing tangible, but that the same
thing can be subsumed now under the heading capital,
now under some other and quite contrary term, and ac-
cordingly that it is or is not capital. It is evidently a rela-
tion and can only be a relation of production.

# 0 % %

* Who pay a head tax.—Ed.
** 1 shall give a tenth of my property to God, both in living
cattle and in the dead fruits of the soil.—Ed.
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{ One more observation to be added to the foregoing:

The exchange of equivalents, which seems to take for
granted ownership of the products of one’s own work-and
therefore to treat as identical appropriation through work,
the actual economic process of taking possession, and
ownership of objectified work; what appeared earlier as a
real process is recognised here as a legal relation, in other
words as a general condition of production, and accordingly
recognised by law and established as an expression of the
general will-turns into its opposite, and through an inevi-
table dialectical process manifests itself as absolute separa-
tion of labour and property, and appropriation of other
people’s labour without exchange, without equivalent. Pro-
duction based on exchange-value, on the surface of which
this free and equal exchange of equivalents takes place,
is basically exchange of materialised labour as exchange-
value for living labour as use-value, or as one can also
express it, the relation of labour to its objective condi-
tions—and therefore to the objectivity created by itself-as
other people’s property: alienation of labour. On the other
hand, exchange-value presupposes measurement by labour-
time, and accordingly living labour—not its value-is the
measure of value. It is a delusion to imagine that produc-
tion and therefore society was in all modes of production
based on the exchange of mere labour for labour. In the
various forms in which the conditions of production are
the property of labour, the reproduction of the worker
depends by no means on mere labour, for his property is
not the result but the prerequisite of his labour. It is
evident with regard to landed property, and should also be
evident with regard to the guild system that the particu-
lar kind of property which labour constitutes is not based
on mere labour or exchange of labour, but on the objec-
tive connection of the worker with a community and con-
ditions which he finds already in existence and from which
he starts as his basis. These are also products of work, of
the work of world history, of the work of the community
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—of its historical development, a development which does
not have as its starting point the work of individuals nor
the exchange of their work. Consequently, mere labour is
not the prerequisite of the creation of value. A situation in
which labour is merely exchanged for labour—whether in
the form of direct living labour, or in the form of its prod-
uct—presupposes the detachment of labour from its orig-
inal coalescence with its objective conditions, consequent-
ly it appears as mere labour on the one hand, and on the
other it is confronted by its products which as materialised
labour obtain an entirely independent existence as value.
The exchange of labour for labour—apparently the condi-
tion of the worker’s property—is based on the propertyless-
ness of the worker. }

(We shall examine later the fact that, within the rela-
tionship of capital to wage-labour, the extreme form of
estrangement of labour, of productive activity, from its
own conditions and its own products, is an essential tran-
sitional phase, and that consequently it already contains
in itself the resolution of all limited prerequisites of pro-
duction, though only in an inverted form, upside down, as
it were, and that moreover it creates and sets up the un-
conditional prerequisites of production, and hence the
complete material conditions for the total, universal de-
velopment of the productive forces of the individual.)

Translated from the
German




KARL MARX

A CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE
OF POLITICAL ECONOMY

From PREFACE

The first work which I undertook for a solution of the
doubts which assailed me was a critical review of the
Hegelian philosophy of right, a work the introduction to
which appeared in 1844 in the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahr-
biicher,%* published in Paris. My investigation led to the
result that legal relations as well as forms of state are to
be grasped neither from themselves nor from the so-called
general development of the human mind, but rather have
their roots in the material conditions of life, the sum total
of which Hegel, following the example of the Englishmen
and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century, combines under
the name of “civil society”, that, however, the anatomy of
civil society is to be sought in political economy. The in-
vestigation of the latter, which I began in Paris, I continued
in Brussels, whither I had emigrated in consequence of an
expulsion order of M. Guizot. The general result at which
T arrived and which, once won, served as a guiding thread
for my studies, can be briefly formulated as follows: In
the social production of their life, men enter into definite
relations that are indispensable and independent of their
will, relations of production which correspond to a definite
stage of development of their material productive forces.
The sum total of these relations of production constitutes
the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on
which rises a legal and political superstructure and to
which correspond definite forms of social consciousness.
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The mode of production of material life conditions the so-
cial, political and intellectual life process in general. It is
not the consciousness of men that determines their being,
but, on the contrary, their social being that determines
their consciousness. At a certain stage of their develop-
ment, the material productive forces of society come in
conflict with the existing relations of production, or~what
is but a legal expression for the same thing—with the prop-
erty relations within which they have been at work
hitherto. From forms of development of the productive
forces these relations turn into their fetters. Then begins
an epoch of social revolution. With the change of the
economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is
more or less rapidly transformed. In considering such
transformations a distinction should always be made
between the material transformation of the economic
conditions of production, which can be determined with
the precision of natural science, and the legal, political,
religious, aesthetic or philosophic—in short, ideological
forms in which men become conscious of this conflict
and fight it out. Just as our opinion of an individual
is not based on what he thinks of himself, so can we
not judge of such a period of transformation by its own
consciousness; on the contrary, this consciousness must
be explained rather from the contradictions of material
life, from the existing conflict between the social pro-
ductive forces and the relations of production. No
social order ever perishes before all the productive forces
for which there is room in it have developed; and
new, higher relations of production never appear before
the material conditions of their existence have matured in
the womb of the old society itself. Therefore mankind
always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve; since,
looking at the matter more closely, it will always be found
that the task itself arises only when the material condi-
tions for its solution already exist or are at least in the pro-
cess of formation, In broad outlines Asiatic, ancient, feu-
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dal, and modern bourgeois modes of production can be
designated as progressive epochs in the economic forma-
tion of society. The bourgeois relations of production are
the last antagonistic form of the social process of produc-
tion—antagonistic not in the sense of individual antagon-
ism, but of one arising from the social conditions of life
of the individuals; at the same time the productive forces
developing in the womb of bourgeois society create the
material conditions for the solution of that antagonism.
This social formation brings, therefore, the prehistory of
human society to a close.

Written in August 1858- Marx and Engels,
January 1859 Selected Works, Vol. 1,
Moscow, 1973, pp. 503-04




EARL MARX
CAPITAL
Volume I

From CHAPTER I
COMMODITIES

Let us now transport ourselves from Robinson’s island
bathed in light to the European middle ages shrouded in
darkness. Here, instead of the independent man, we find
everyone dependent, serfs and lords, vassals and suzerains,
laymen and clergy. Personal dependence here characterises
the social relations of production just as much as it does
the other spheres of life organised on the basis of that
production. But for the very reason that personal de-
pendence forms the ground-work of society, there is no
necessity for labour and its products to assume a fantastic
form different from their reality. They take the shape, in
the transactions of society, of services in kind and pay-
ments in kind. Here the particular and natural form of
labour, and not, as in a society based on production of
commodities, its general abstract form is the immediate
social form of labour. Compulsory labour is just as prop-
erly measured by time, as commodity-producing labour;
but every serf knows that what he expends in the service
of his lord, is a definite quantity of his own personal
labour-power. The tithe to be rendered to the priest is
more matter of fact than his blessing. No matter, then,
what we may think of the parts played by the different
classes of people themselves in this society, the social rela-
tions between individuals in the performance of their
labour, appear at all events as their own mutual personal
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relations, and are not disguised under the shape of social
relations between the products of labour. ...

And for a society based upon the production of commod-
ities, in which the producers in general enter into social
relations with one another by treating their products as
commodities and values, whereby they reduce their indi-
vidual private labour to the standard of homogeneous
human labour—for such a society Christianity with its
cultus of abstract man, more especially in its bourgeois
developments, Protestantism, Deism,%® &c., is the most
fitting form of religion. In the ancient Asiatic and other
ancient modes of production, we find that the conversion
of products into commodities, and therefore the conver-
sion of men into producers of commodities, holds a sub-
ordinate place, which, however, increases in importance
as the primitive communities approach nearer and nearer
to their dissolution. Trading nations, properly so called,
exist in the ancient world only in its interstices, like the
gods of Epicurus in the Intermundia,® or like Jews in the
pores of Polish society. Those ancient social organisms of
production are, as compared with bourgeois society, ex-
tremely simple and transparent. But they are founded
either on the immature development of man individually,
who has not yet severed the umbilical cord that unites him
with his fellowmen in a primitive tribal community, or
upon direct relations of subjection. They can arise and
exist only when the development of the productive power
of labour has not risen beyond a low stage, and when,
therefore, the social relations within the sphere of material
life, between man and man, and between man and Nature,
are correspondingly narrow. ...

From CHAPTER X
THE WORKING-DAY

Capital has not invented surplus-labour. Wherever a
part of society possesses the monopoly of the means of
production, the labourer, free or not free, must add to the
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working-time necessary for his own maintenance an extra
working-time in order to produce the means of subsistence
for the owners of the means of production,” whether this
proprietor be the Athenian yolog yayaboc,' Etruscan
theocrat, civis Romanus, Norman baron, American slave-
owner, Wallachian Boyard, modern landlord or capitalist.**
It is, however, clear that in any given economic formation
of society, where not the exchange-value but the use-value
of the product predominates, surplus-labour will be limited
by a given set of wants which may be greater or less, and
that here no boundless thirst for surplus-labour arises
from the nature of the production itself. Hence in antig-
uity over-work becomes horrible only when the object
is to obtain exchange-value in its specific independent
money-form; in the production of gold and silver. Com-
pulsory working to death is here the recognised form of
over-work. Only read Diodorus Siculus.*** Still these are
exceptions in antiquity. But as soon as people, whose
production still moves within the lower forms of slave-
labour, corvée-labour, &c., are drawn into the whirlpool
of an international market dominated by the capitalistic
mode of production, the sale of their products for export

* “Those who labour...in reality feed both the pensioners...
[called the rich] and themselves.” (Edmund Burke, 1. c, p. 2)
(Note by Marx.)

** Niebuhr in his “Roman History” says very naively: “It is
evident that works like the Etruscan, which in their ruins astound
us, pre-suppose in little (1) states lords and vassals.” Sismondi says
far more to the purpose that “Brussels lace” pre-supposes wage-
lords and wage-slaves. [Note by Marx.)

##* “One cannot see these unfortunates (in the gold mines between
Egypt, Ethiopia, and Arabia) who cannot even have their bodies
clean, or their nakedness clothed, without pitying their miserable
lot. There is no indulgence, no forbearance for the sick, the feeble,
the aged, for woman’s weakness. All must, forced by blows, work
on until death puts an end to their sufferings and their distress.”
(“Diod. Sic. Bibl. Hist.,” lib. 2, c. 13.) [Note by Marx.)
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becoming their principal interest, the civilised horrors of
over-work are grafted on the barbaric horrors of slavery,
serfdom, &c.

CHAPTER XXVI
THE SECRET OF PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION

We have seen how money is changed into capital; how
through capital surplus-value is made, and from surplus-
value more capital. But the accumulation of capital pre-
supposes surplus-value; surplus-value pre-supposes capi-
talistic production; capitalistic production pre-supposes the
pre-existence of considerable masses of capital and of
labour-power in the hands of producers of commodities.
The whole movement, therefore, seems to turn in a vicious
circle, out of which we can only get by supposing a prim-
itive accumulation (previous accumulation of Adam
Smith) preceding capitalistic accumulation; an accumula-
tion not the result of the capitalist mode of production,
but its starting-point.

This primitive accumulation plays in Political Economy
about the same part as original sin in theology. Adam bit
the apple, and thereupon sin fell on the human race. Its
origin is supposed to be explained when it is told as an
anecdote of the past. In times long gone by there were two
sorts of people; one, the diligent, intelligent, and, above
all, frugal élite; the other, lazy rascals, spending their
substance, and more, in riotous living. The legend of theo-
logical original sin tells us certainly how man came to
be condemned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow;
but the history of economic original sin reveals to us that
there are people to whom this is by no means essential.
Never mind! Thus it came to pass that the former sort ac-
cumulated wealth, and the latter sort had at last nothing
to sell except their own skins. And from this original sin
dates the poverty of the great majority that, despite all its
labour, has up to now nothing to sell but itself, and the
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wealth of the few that increases constantly although they
have long ceased to work. Such insipid childishness is
every day preached to us in the defence of property.
M. Thiers, e.g., had the assurance to repeat it with all the
solemnity of a statesman, to the French people, once so
spirituel. But as soon as the question of property crops up,
it becomes a sacred duty to proclaim the intellectual food
of the infant as the one thing fit for all ages and for all
stages of development. In actual history it is notorious
that conquest, enslavement, robbery, murder, briefly force,
play the great part. In the tender annals of Political Econ-
omy, the idyllic reigns from time immemorial. Right and
““labour” were from all time the sole means of enrichment,
the present year of course always excepted. As a matter
of fact, the methods of primitive accumulation are any-
thing but idyllic.

In themselves money and commodities are no more
capital than are the means of production and of subsis-
tence. They want transforming into capital. But this trans-
formation itself can only take place under certain circum-
stances that centre in this, viz., that two very different
kinds of commodity-possessors must come face to face and
into contact; on the one hand, the owners of money, means
of production, means of subsistence, who are eager to
increase the sum of values they possess, by buying other
people’s labour-power; on the other hand, free labourers,
the sellers of their own labour-power, and therefore the
sellers of labour. Free labourers, in the double sense that
neither they themselves form part and parcel of the means
of production, as in the case of slaves, bondsmen, &c.,
nor do the means of production belong to them, as in the
case of peasant-proprietors; they are, therefore, free from,
unencumbered by, any means of production of their own.
With this polarisation of the market for commodities, the
fundamental conditions of capitalist production are given.
The capitalist system pre-supposes the complete separa-
tion of the labourers from all property in the means by
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which they can realise their labour. As soon as capitalist
production is once on its own legs, it not only maintains
this separation, but reproduces it on a continually extend-
ing scale. The process, therefore, that clears the way for
the capitalist system, can be none other than the process
which takes away from the labourer the possession of his
means of production; a process that transforms, on the
one hand, the social means of subsistence and of produc-
tion into capital, on the other, the immediate producers
into wage-labourers. The so-called primitive accumulation,
therefore, is nothing else than the historical process of
divorcing the producer from the means of production. It
appears as primitive, because it forms the pre-historic
stage of capital and of the mode of production corre-
sponding with it.

The economic structure of capitalistic society has grown
out of the economic structure of feudal society. The
dissolution of the latter set free the elements of the
former.

The immediate producer, the labourer, could only dis-
pose of his own person after he had ceased to be attached
to the soil and ceased to be the slave, serf, or bondman
of another. To become a free seller of labour-power, who
carries his commodity wherever he finds a market, he must
further have escaped from the regime of the guilds, their
rules for apprentices and journeymen, and the impedi-
ments of their labour regulations. Hence, the historical
movement which -changes the producers into wage-work-
ers, appears, on the one hand, as their emancipation from
serfdom and from the fetters of the guilds, and this side
alone exists for our bourgeois historians. But, on the other
hand, these new freedmen became sellers of themselves
only after they had been robbed of all their own means
of production, and of all the guarantees of existence afford-
ed by the old feudal arrangements. And the history of
this, their expropriation, is written in the annals of man-
kind in letters of blood and fire.

10—773
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The industrial capitalists, these new potentates, had on
their part not only to displace the guild masters of handi-
crafts, but also the feudal lords, the possessors of the sour-
ces of wealth. In this respect their conquest of social
power appears as the fruit of a victorious struggle both
against feudal lordship and its revolting prerogatives, and
against the guilds and the fetters they laid on the free
development of production and the free exploitation of
man by man. The chevaliers d’industrie, however, only
succeeded in supplanting the chevaliers of the sword by
making use of events of which they themselves were
wholly innocent. They have risen by means as vile as those
by which the Roman freedman once on a time made him-
self the master of his patronus.

The starting-point of the development that gave rise to
the wage-labourer as well as to the capitalist, was the
servitude of the labourer. The advance consisted in a
change of form of this servitude, in the transformation of
feudal exploitation into capitalist exploitation. To under-
stand its march, we need not go back very far. Although
we come across the first beginnings of capitalist produc-
tion as early as the 14th or 15th century, sporadically, in
certain towns of the Mediterranean, the capitalistic era
dates from the 16th century. Wherever it appears, the
abolition of serfdom has been long effected, and the
highest development of the middle ages, the existence of
sovereign towns, has been long on the wane.

In the history of primitive accumulation, all revolutions
are epoch-making that act as levers for the capitalist class
in course of formation; but, above all, those moments when
great masses of men are suddenly and forcibly torn from
their means of subsistence, and hurled as free and ‘“‘unat-
tached” proletarians on the labour-market. The expropria-
tion of the agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the
soil, is the basis of the whole process. The history of this
expropriation, in different countries, assumes different
aspects, and runs through its various phases in different
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orders of succession, and at different periods. In England
alone, which we take as our example, has it the classic
form.”*

From CHAPTER XXVI1

EXPROPRIATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL POPULATION
FROM THE LAND

In England, serfdom had practically disappeared in the
last part of the 14th century. The immense majority of the
population®™ consisted then, and to a still larger extent, in
the 15th century, of free peasant proprietors, whatever
was the feudal title under which their right of property
was hidden. In the larger seignorial domains, the old

* In Italy, where capitalistic production developed earliest, the
dissolution of serfdom also took place earlier than elsewhere. The
serf was emancipated in that country before he had acquired any
prescriptive right to the soil. His emancipation at once transformed
him into a free proletarian, who, moreover, found his master
ready waiting for him in the towns, for the most part handed
down as legacies from the Roman time. When the revolution of
the world-market, about the end of the 15th century,” annihilated
Northern Italy’s commercial supremacy, a movement in the reverse
direction set in, The labours of the towns were driven en masse
into the country, and gave an impulse, never before seen, to the
petite culture, carried on in the form of gardening. [Note by Marx.]

** “The petty proprietors who cultivated their own fields with
their own hands, and enjoyed a modest competence ... then formed
a much more important part of the nation than at present. If we
may trust the best statistical writers of that age, not less than
160,000 proprietors who, with their families, must have made up
more than a seventh of the whole population, derived their sub-
sistence from little freehold estates. The average income of these
small landlords ... was estimated at between 260 and 870 a year.
It was computed that the number of persons who tilled their own
land was greater than the number of those who farmed the land
of others.” Macaulay: “History of England,” 10th ed., 1854, I
Pp. 333, 334. Even in the last third of the 1Zth century, %/5 of the
English people were agricultural. (1. c., p. 413.) I quote Macaulay,
because as systematic falsifier of history he minimises as much
as possible facts of this kind. [Note by Marx.)

10e




0 YT T 2

148

KARL MARX

bailiff, himself a serf, was displaced by the free farmer,
The wage-labourers of agriculture consisted partly of peas-
ants, who utilised their leisure time by working on the
large estates, partly of an independent special class of
wage-labourers, relatively and absolutely few in numbers.
The latter also were practically at the same time peasant
farmers, since, besides their wages, they had allotted to
them arable land to the extent of 4 or more acres, togeth-
er with their cottages. Besides they, with the rest of the
peasants, enjoyed the usufruct of the common land, which
gave pasture to their cattle, furnished them with timber,
fire-wood, turf, &c.* In all countries of Europe, feudal
production is characterised by division of the soil amongst
the greatest possible number of subfeudatories. The might
of the feudal lord, like that of the sovereign, depended
not on the length of his rent-roll, but on the number of
his subjects, and the latter depended on the number of
peasant proprietors.”* Although, therefore, the English
land, after the Norman conquest, was distributed in gigantic
baronies, one of which often included some 900 of the old
Anglo-Saxon lordships, it was bestrewn with small peasant
properties, only here and there interspersed with great
seignorial domains. Such conditions, together with the pros-
perity of the towns so characteristic of the 15th century,
allowed of that wealth of the people which Chancellor For-

* We must never forget that even the serf was not only the
owner, if but a tribute-paying owner, of the piece of land attached
to his house, but also a co-possessor of the common land. “Le
paysan (in Silesia, under Frederick II) est serf.” Nevertheless, these
serfs possess common lands. “On n’a pas pu encore engager les
Silésiens au partage des communes, tandis que dans la Nouvelle
Marche, il n'y a guére de village ol ce partage ne soit exécuté
avec le plus grand succés.” (Mirabeau: “De la Monarchie Prus-
sienne.” Londres, 1788, t. ii. pp. 125, 126.) [Note by Marx.}

** Japan, with its purely feudal organisation of landed property
and its developed petite culture, gives a much truer picture of the
European middle ages than all our history books, dictated as these are,
for the most part, by bourgeois prejudices. It is very convenient
to be “liberal” at the expense of the middle ages. [Note by Marx.)
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tescue so eloquently paints in his “Laudes legum Angliz";
but it excluded the possibility of capitalistic wealth.
The prelude of the revolution that laid the foundation
of the capitalist mode of production, was played in the
last third of the 15th, and the first decade of the 16th
century. A mass of free proletarians was hurled on the
labour-market by the breaking-up of the bands of feudal
retainers, who, as Sir James Steuart well says, “every-
where uselessly filled house and castle”.s8 Although the
royal power, itself a product of bourgeois development,
in its strife after absolute sovereignty forcibly hastened
on the dissolution of these bands of retainers, it was by no
means the sole cause of it. In insolent conflict with king
and parliament, the great feudal lords created an incom-
parably larger proletariat by the forcible driving of the
peasantry from the land, to which the latter had the same
feudal right as the lord himself, and by the usurpation of
the common lands. The rapid rise of the Flemish wool
manufactures, and the corresponding rise in the price of
wool in England, gave the direct impulse to these evic-
tions. The old nobility had been devoured by the great
feudal wars. The new nobility was the child of its time,
for which money was the power of all powers. Transfor-
mation of arable land into sheep-walks was, therefore, its
cry. Harrison, in his “Description of England, prefixed to
Holinshed’s Chronicles,” describes how the expropriation
of small peasants is ruining the country. “What care our
great encroachers?” The dwellings of the peasants and the
cottages of the labourers were razed to the ground or
doomed to decay. “If,” says Harrison, “the old records of
euerie manour be sought ... it will soon appear that in
some manour seventeene, eighteene, or twentie houses are
shrunk ... that England was neuer less furnished with
people than at the present.... Of cities and townes either
utterly decaied or more than a quarter or half diminished,
though some one be a little increased here or there; of
townes pulled downe for sheepe-walks, and no more but
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the lordships now standing in them. ... I could saie some-
what.” The complaints of these old chroniclers are al-
ways exaggerated, but they reflect faithfully the impres-
sion made on contemporaries by the revolution in the
conditions of production. A comparison of the writings of
Chancellor Fortescue and Thomas More reveals the gulf
between the 15th and 16th century. As Thornton rightly
has it, the English working-class was precipitated without
any transition from its golden into its iron age.
Legislation was terrified at this revolution. It did not
yet stand on that height of civilisation where the “wealth
of the nation” (i.e., the formation of capital, and the reck-
less exploitation and impoverishing of the mass of the
people) figure as the ultima Thule of all state-craft. In his
history of Henry VII., Bacon says: “Inclosures at that
time (1489) began to be more frequent, whereby arable
land (which could not be manured without people and fa-
milies) was turned into pasture, which was easily rid by
a few herdsmen; and tenancies for years, lives, and at
will (whereupon much of the yeomanry lived) were turned
into demesnes. This bred a decay of people, and (by con-
sequence) a decay of towns, churches, tithes, and the
like.... In remedying of this inconvenience the king's
wisdom was admirable, and the parliament’s at that time
...they took a course to take away depopulating inclo-
sures, and depopulating pasturage.” An Act of Henry VIL.,
1489, cap. 19, forbad the destruction of all “houses of
husbandry’” to which at least 20 acres of land belonged.
By an Act, 25 Henry VIII., the same law was renewed. It
recites, among other things, that many farms and large
flocks of cattle, especially of sheep, are concentrated in
the hands of a few men, whereby the rent of land has
much risen and tillage has fallen off, churches and houses
have been pulled down, and marvellous numbers of people
have been deprived of the means wherewith to maintain
themselves and their families. The Act, therefore, ordains
the rebuilding of the decayed farm-steads, and fixes a
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proportion between corn land and pasture land, &c. An
Act of 1533 recites that some owners possess 24,000 sheep,
and limits the number to be owned to 2,000.* The cry of
the people and the legislation directed, for 150 years after
Henry VII, against the expropriation of the small farmers
and peasants, were alike fruitless. The secret of their inef-
ficiency Bacon, without knowing it, reveals to us. “The
device of King Henry VII,” says Bacon, in his “Essays,
Civil and Moral,” Essay 29, “was profound and admirable,
in making farms and houses of husbandry of a standard;
that is, maintained with such a proportion of land unto
them as may breed a subject to live in convenient plenty,
and no servile condition, and to keep the plough in the
hands of the owners and not mere hirelings.”** What
the capitalist system demanded was, on the other hand, a
degraded and almost servile condition of the mass of the

* In his “Utopia”, Thomas More says, that in England “your
shepe that were wont to be so meke and tame, and so smal eaters,
now, as I heare saye, become so great devourers and so wylde
that they eate up, and swallow downe, the very men themselfes.”
“Utopia”, transl. by Robinson, ed. Arber, Lond., 1869, p. 41.
[Note by Marx.)

** Bacon shows the connexion between a free, well-to-do peas-
antry and good infantry. ““This did wonderfully concern the might
and mannerhood of the kingdom to have farms as it were of a
standard sufficient to maintain an able body out of penury, and
did in effect amortise a great part of the lands of the kingdom
unto the hold and occupation of the yeomanry or middle people,
of a condition between gentlemen, and cottagers and peasants....
For it hath been held by the general opinion of men of best judg-
ment in the wars ... that the principal strength of an army con-
sisteth in the infantry or foot. And to make good infantry it
requireth men bred, not in a servile or indigent fashion, but in
some free and plentiful manner. Therefore, if a state run most to
noblemen and gentlemen, and that the husbandmen and plough-
men be but as their workfolk and labourers, or else mere cottagers
(which are but hous'd beggars), you may have a good cavalry,
but never good stable bands of foot.... And this is to be seen in
France, and Italy, and some other parts abroad, where in effect
all is noblesse or peasantry ... insomuch that they are inforced
to employ mercenary bands of Switzers and the like, for their




152 KARL MARX

people, the transformation of them into mercenaries, and
of their means of labour into capital. During this transfor-
mation period, legislation also strove to retain the 4 acres
of land by the cottage of the agricultural wage-labour,
and forbad him to take lodgers into his cottage. In the
reign of James I., 1627, Roger Crocker of Front Mill, was
condemned for having built a cottage on the manor of
Front Mill without 4 acres of land attached to the same in
perpetuity. As late as Charles I's reign, 1638, a royal com-
mission was appointed to enforce the carrying out of the
old laws, especially that referring to the 4 acres of land.
Even in Cromwell’s time, the building of a house within
4 miles of London was forbidden unless it was endowed
with 4 acres of land. As late as the first half of the 18th
century complaint is made if the cottage of the agricultur-
al labourer has not an adjunct of one or two acres of
land. Nowadays he is lucky if it is furnished with a little
garden, or if he may rent, far away from his cottage, a
few roods. “Landlords and farmers,” says Dr. Hunter,
“work here hand in hand. A few acres to the cottage would
make the labourers too independent.””*

The process of forcible expropriation of the people re-
ceived in the 16th century a new and frightful impulse
from the Reformation, and from the consequent colossal
spoliation of the church property. The Catholic church was,
at the time of the Reformation, feudal proprietor of a
great part of the English land. The suppression of the
monasteries, &c., hurled their inmates into the proletariat.
The estates of the church were to a large extent given away
to rapacious royal favourites, or sold at a nominal
price to speculating farmers and citizens, who drove out,

battalions of foot; whereby also it comes to pass that those nations
have much people and few soldiers.” (“The Reign of Henry VIL”
Verbatim reprint from Kennet's England. Ed. 1719. Lond., 1870,
p. 308.) [Note by Marx.)

* Dr. Hunter, 1. c., p. 134. “The quantity of land assigned (in
the old laws) would now be judged too great for labourers, and
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en masse, the hereditary sub-tenants and threw their hold-
ings into one. The legally guaranteed property of the poor-
er folk in a part of the church’s tithes was tacitly confis-
cated.* ‘““Pauper ubique jacet,”4 cried Queen FElizabeth,
after a journey through England. In the 43rd year of her
reign the nation was obliged to recognise pauperism offi-
cially by the introduction of a poor-rate. ““The authors of
this law seem to have been ashamed to state the grounds
of it, for [contrary to traditional usage) it has no pream-
ble whatever.”** By the 16th of Charles I., ch. 4, it was
declared perpetual, and in fact only in 1834 did it take a
new and harsher form.*** These immediate results of the

rather as likely to convert them into small farmers.” (George
Roberts: “The Social History of the People of the Southern
Counties of England in Past Centuries.” Lond., 1856, pp. 184-185.)
[Note by Marx.)

* The right of the poor to share in the tithe, is established by
the tenour of ancient statutes.” (Tuckett, 1. ¢, Vol. II, pp. 804-805.)
[Note by Marx.)

** William Cobbett: “A History of the Protestant Reformation,”
§ 471, [Note by Marx.)

#** The *“spirit” of Protestantism may be seen from the follow-
ing, among other things. In the south of England certain landed
proprietors and well-to-do farmers put their heads together and
propounded ten questions as to the right interpretation of the poor-
law of Elizabeth. These they laid before a celebrated jurist of that
time, Sergeant Snigge (later a judge under James 1.) for his opinion.
“Question 9-Some of the more wealthy farmers in the parish have
devised a skilful mode by which all the trouble of executing this
Act (the 43rd of Elizabeth) might be avoided. They have proposed
that we shall erect a prison in the parish, and then give notice
to the neighbourhood, that if any persons are disposed to farm
the poor of this parish, they do give in sealed proposals, on a
certain day, of the lowest price at which they will take them off
our hands; and that they will be authorised to refuse to any one
unless he be shut up in the aforesaid prison. The proposers of
this plan conceive that there will be found in the adjoining coun-
ties, persons, who, being unwilling to labour and not possessing
substance or credit to take a farm or ship, so as to live without
labour, may be induced to make a very advantageous offer to the
barish. If any of the poor perish under the contractor's care, the
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Reformation were not its most lasting ones. The property
of the church formed the religious bulwark of the tradi-
tional conditions of landed property. With its fall these
were no longer tenable.”

Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I,
Moscow, 1974, pp. 81-82,
83-84, 226, 667-76

sin will lie at his door, as the parish will have done its duty by
them. We are, however, apprehensive that the present Act (43rd
of Elizabeth) will not warrant a prudential measure of this kind;
but you are to learn that the rest of the freeholders of the county,
and of the adjoining county of B, will very readily join in in-
structing their members to propose an Act to enable the parish
to contract with a person to lock up and work the poor; and to
declare that if any person shall refuse to be so locked up and
worked, he shall be entitled to no relief. This, it is hoped, will
prevent persons in distress from wanting relief, and be the means
of keeping down parishers.” (R. Blakey: “The History of Political
Literature from the Earliest Times.” Lond., 1855, Vol. II., pp. 84-85.)
In Scotland, the abolition of serfdom took place some centuries
later than in England. Even in 1698, Fletcher of Saltoun, declared
in the Scotch parliament, “The number of beggars in Scotland is
reckoned at not less than 200,000. The only remedy that I, a
republican on principle, can suggest, is to restore the old state of
serfdom, to make slaves of all those who are unable to provide
for their own subsistence.” Eden, l.c., Book I, ch. 1, pp. 60-61,
says, “The decrease of villenage seems necessarily to have been
the era of the origin of the poor. Manufactures and commerce are
the two parents of our national poor.” Eden, like our Scotch repub-
lican on principle, errs only in this: not the abolition of villenage,
but the abolition of the property of the agricultural labourer in
the soil made him a proletarian, and eventually a pauper. In France,
where the expropriation was effected in another way, the
ordonnance of Moulins, 1566, and the Edict of 1656, correspond
to the English poor-laws. [Note by Marx.}

* professor Rogers, although formerly Professor of Political
Economy in the University of Oxford, the hotbed of Protestant
orthodoxy, in his preface to the ““History of Agriculture” lays stress
on the fact of the pauperisation of the mass of the people by the
Reformation. [Note by Marx.)
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CAPITAL
Volume III

From CHAPTER XX
HISTORICAL FACTS ABOUT MERCHANT'S CAPITAL

Hitherto we have considered merchant’s capital merely
from the standpoint, and within the limits, of the capital-
ist mode of production. However, not commerce alone, but
also merchant’s capital, is older that the capitalist mode
of production, is, in fact, historically the oldest free state
of existence of capital.

Since we have already seen that money-dealing and the
capital advanced for it require nothing more for their de-
velopment than the existence of wholesale commerce, and
further of commercial capital, it is only the latter which
we must occupy ourselves with here.

Since merchant’s capital is penned in the sphere of cir-
culation, and since its function consists exclusively of pro-
moting the exchange of commodities, it requires no other
conditions for its existence-aside from the undeveloped
forms arising from direct barter—outside those necessary
for the simple circulation of commodities and money. Or
rather, the latter is the condition of its existence. No mat-
ter what the basis on which products are produced, which
are thrown into circulation as commodities—whether the
basis of the primitive community, of slave production, of
small peasant and petty bourgeois, or the capitalist basis,
the character of products as commodities is not altered, and
as commodities they must pass through the process of
exchange and its attendant changes of form. The extremes
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between which merchant’s capital acts as mediator exist
for it as given, just as they are given for money and for
its movements. The only necessary thing is that these
extremes should be on hand as commodities, regardless
of whether production is wholly a production of commodi-
ties, or whether only the surplus of the independent pro-
ducers’ immediate needs, satisfied by their own produc-
tion, is thrown on the market. Merchant's capital
promotes only the movements of these extremes, of
these commodities, which are preconditions of its own
existence.

The extent to which products enter trade and go through
the merchants’ hands depends on the mode of production,
and reaches its maximum in the ultimate development of
capitalist production, where the product is produced solely
as a commodity, and not as a direct means of subsistence.
On the other hand, on the basis of every mode of produc-
tion, trade facilitates the production of surplus-products
destined for exchange, in order to increase the enjoyments,
or the wealth, of the producers (here meant are the owners
of the products). Hence, commerce imparts to production
a character directed more and more towards exchange-
value.

The metamorphosis of commodities, their movement,
consists 1) materially, of the exchange of different com-
modities for one another, and 2) formally, of the conver-
sion of commodities into money by sale, and of money into
commodities by purchase. And the function of merchant's
capital resolves itself into these very acts of buying and
selling commodities. Tt therefore merely promotes the ex-
change of commodities; yet this exchange is not to be
conceived at the outset as a bare exchange of commodities
between direct producers. Under slavery, feudalism and
vassalage (so far as primitive communities are concerned)
it is the slave-owner, the feudal lord, the tribute-collect-
ing state, who are the owners, hence sellers, of the prod-
ucts. The merchant buys and sells for many. Purchases
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and sales are concentrated in his hands and consequently
are no longer bound to the direct requirements of the buyer
(as merchant).

But whatever the social organisation of the spheres of
production whose commodity exchange the merchant pro-
motes, his wealth exists always in the form of money, and
his money always serves as capital. Its form is always
M-C-M’. Money, the independent form of exchange-val-
ue, is the point of departure, and increasing the exchange-
value an end in itself. Commodity exchange as such and
the operations effecting it—separated from production and
performed by non-producers—are just a means of increas-
ing wealth not as mere wealth, but as wealth in its most
universal social form, as exchange-value. The compelling
motive and determining purpose are the conversion of M
into M+A M. The transactions M-C and C-M’, which
promote M—-M’, appear merely as stages of transition in
this conversion of M into M+A M. This M-C-M’, the
characteristic movement of merchant’s capital, distin-
guishes it from C—-M-C, trade in commodities directly be-
tween producers, which has for its ultimate end the ex-
change of use-values.

The less developed the production, the more wealth in
money is concentrated in the hands of merchants or ap-
pears in the specific form of merchants’ wealth.

Within the capitalist mode of production—i.e., as soon
as capital has established its sway over production and
imparted to it a wholly changed and specific form-mer-
chant’s capital appears merely as a capital with a specific
function. In all previous modes of production, and all the
more, wherever production ministers to the immediate
wants of the producer, merchant’s capital appears to per-
form the function par excellence of capital.

There is, therefore, not the least difficulty in under-
standing why merchant’s capital appears as the historical
form of capital long before capital established its own
domination over production. Its existence and development
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to a certain level are in themselves historical premises for
the development of capitalist production 1) as premises
for the concentration of money wealth, and 2) because
the capitalist mode of production presupposes produc-
tion for trade, selling on a large scale, and not to the indi-
vidual customer, hence also a merchant who does not buy
to satisfy his personal wants but concentrates the pur-
chases of many buyers in his one purchase. On the other
hand, all development of merchant’s capital tends to give
production more and more the character of production
for exchange-value and to turn products more and more
into commodities. Yet its development, as we shall present-
ly see, is incapable by itself of promoting and explain-
ing the transition from one mode of production to another.

CHAPTER XXXVI
PRE-CAPITALIST RELATIONSHIPS

Interest-bearing capital, or, as we may call it in its an-
tiquated form, usurer’s capital, belongs together with its
twin brother, merchant’s capital, to the antediluvian forms
of capital, which long precede the capitalist mode of pro-
duction and are to be found in the most diverse economic
formations of society.

The existence of usurer’s capital merely requires that
at least a portion of products should be transformed
into commodities, and that money should have devel-
oped in its various functions along with trade in com-
modities.

The development of usurer’s capital is bound up with the
development of merchant’s capital and especially that of
money-dealing capital. In ancient Rome, beginning with
the last years of the Republic, when manufacturing stood
far below its average level of development in the ancient
world, merchant’s capital, money-dealing capital, and usu-
rer's capital developed to their highest point within the
ancient form.
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We have seen that hoarding necessarily appears along
with money 5 But the professional hoarder does
not become important until he is transformed into a
usurer.

The merchant borrows money in order to make a prof-
it with it, in order to use it as capital, that is, to expend
it. Hence in earlier forms of society the money-lender
stands in the same relation to him as to the modern capi-
talist. This specific relation was also experienced by the
Catholic universities. “The universities of Alcala, Sala-
manca, Ingolstadt, Freiburg in Breisgau, Mayence, Co-
logne, Tréves, one after another recognised the legality of
interest for commercial loans. The first five of these appro-
bations were deposited in the archives of the Consulate of
the city of Lyons and published in the appendix to the
Traité de l'usure et des intéréts, by Bruyset-Ponthus,
Lyons.” (M. Augier, Le Crédit public, etc., Paris, 1842,
p. 206.) In all the forms in which slave economy (not the
patriarchal kind, but that of later Grecian and Roman
times) serves as a means of amassing wealth, where money
therefore is a means of appropriating the labour of others
through the purchase of slaves, land, etc., money can be
expanded as capital, i.e., bear interest, for the very reason
that it can be so invested.

The characteristic forms, however, in which usurer’s
capital exists in periods antedating capitalist production
are of two kinds. I purposely say characteristic forms. The
same forms repeat themselves on the basis of capitalist
production, but as mere subordinate forms. They are then
no longer the forms which determine the character of inter-
est-bearing capital. These two forms are: first, usury by
lending money to extravagant members of the upper classes,
particularly landowners; secondly, usury by lending money
to small producers who possess their own conditions of
labour—this includes the artisan, but mainly the peasant,
since particularly under pre-capitalist conditions, in so
far as they permit of small independent individual pro-
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ducers, the peasant class necessarily constitutes the over-
whelming majority of them.

Both the ruin of rich landowners through usury and
the impoverishment of the small producers lead to the
formation and concentration of large amounts of money-
capital. But to what extent this process does away with
the old mode of production, as happened in modern
Europe, and whether it puts the capitalist mode of pro-
duction in its stead, depends entirely upon the stage of
historical development and the attendant circumstances.

Usurer’s capital as the characteristic form of interest-
bearing capital corresponds to the predominance of small-
scale production of the self-employed peasant and small
master craftsman. When the labourer is confronted by
the conditions of labour and by the product of labour in
the shape of capital, as under the developed capitalist
mode of production, he has no occasion to borrow any
money as a producer. When he does any money borrow-
ing, he does so, for instance, at the pawnshop to secure
personal necessities. But wherever the labourer is the
owner, whether actual or nominal, of his conditions of
labour and his product, he stands as a producer in rela-
tion to the money-lender’s capital, which confronts him
as usurer’s capital. Newman expresses the matter insipid-
ly when he says the banker is respected, while the usurer
is hated and despised, because the banker lends to the
rich, whereas the usurer lends to the poor. (F. W. Newman,
Lectures on Political Economy, London, 1851, p. 44.) He
overlooks the fact that a difference between two modes
of social production and their corresponding social orders
lies at the heart of the matter and that the situation cannot
be explained by the distinction between rich and poor.
Moreover, the usury which sucks dry the small producer
goes hand in hand with the usury which sucks dry the |
rich owner of a large estate. As soon as the usury of the
Roman patricians had completely ruined the Roman ple-
beians, the small peasants, this form of exploitation came
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to an end and a pure slave economy replaced the small-
pecasant economy.

In the form of interest, the entire surplus above the
barest means of subsistence (the amount that later be-
comes wages of the producers) can be consumed by usury
(this later assumes the form of profit and ground-rent),
and hence it is highly absurd to compare the level of this
interest, which assimilates all the surplus-value excepting
the share claimed by the state, with the level of the mod-
ern interest rate, where interest constitutes at least
normally only a part of the surplus-value. Such a com-
parison overlooks that the wage-worker produces and
gives to the capitalist who employs him, profit, interest
and ground-rent, i.e., the entire surplus-value. Carey
makes this absurd comparison in order to show how ad-
vantageous the development of capital, and the fall in the
interest rate that accompanies it, are for the labourer.
Furthermore, while the usurer, not content with squeezing
the surplus-labour out of his victim, gradually acquires
possession even of his very conditions of labour, land,
house, etc., and is continually engaged in thus expropriat-
ing him, it is again forgotten that, on the other hand, this
complete expropriation of the labourer from his conditions
of labour is not a result which the capitalist mode of pro-
duction seeks to achieve, but rather the established con-
dition for its point of departure. The wage-slave, just like
the real slave, cannot become a creditor’s slave due to his
position—at least in his capacity as producer; the wage-
slave, it is true, can become a creditor’s slave in his capac-
ity as consumer. Usurer's capital in the form whereby it
indeed appropriates all of the surplus-labour of the direct
producers, without altering the mode of production;
whereby the ownership or possession by the producers of
the conditions of labour—-and small-scale production cor-
responding to this—is its essential prerequisite; whereby,
in other words, capital does not directly subordinate labour
to itself, and does not, therefore, confront it as industrial
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capital-this usurer’s capital impoverishes the mode of
production, paralyses the productive forces instead of
developing them, and at the same time perpetuates the
miserable conditions in which the social productivity of
labour is not developed at the expense of labour itself, as
in the capitalist mode of production.

Usury thus exerts, on the one hand, an undermining
and destructive influence on ancient and feudal wealth and
ancient and feudal property. On the other hand, it un-
dermines and ruins small-peasant and small-burgher
production, in short, all forms in which the producer still
appears as the owner of his means of production. Under
the developed capitalist mode of production, the labourer
is not the owner of the means of production, i.e., the field
which he cultivates, the raw materials which he processes,
etc. But under this system separation of the producer from
the means of production reflects an actual revolution in
the mode of production itself. The isolated labourers are
brought together in large workshops for the purpose of
carrying out separate but interconnected activities; the
tool becomes a machine. The mode of production itself
no longer permits the dispersion of the instruments of
production associated with small property; nor does it
permit the isolation of the labourer himself. Under the
capitalist mode of production usury can no longer sepa-
rate the producer from his means of production, for they
have already been separated.

Usury centralises money wealth where the means of
production are dispersed. It does not alter the mode of
production, but attaches itself firmly to it like a parasite
and makes it wretched. It sucks out its blood, enervates
it and compels reproduction to proceed under ever more
pitiable conditions. Hence the popular hatred against
usurers, which was most pronounced in the ancient world
where ownership of means of production by the producer
himself was at the same time the basis for political status,
the independence of the citizen.
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To the extent that slavery prevails, or in so far as the
surplus-product is consumed by the feudal lord and his
retinue, while either the slave-owner or the feudal lord
fall into the clutches of the usurer, the mode of produc-
tion still remains the same; it only becomes harder on
the labourer. The indebted slave-holder or feudal lord
becomes more oppressive because he is himself more
oppressed. Or he finally makes way for the usurer, who
becomes a landed proprietor or a slave-holder himself,
like the knights®® in ancient Rome. The place of the old
exploiter, whose exploitation was more or less patriarchal
because it was largely a means of political power, is
taken by a hard, money-mad parvenu. But the mode of
production itself is not altered thereby.

Usury has a revolutionary effect in all pre-capitalist
modes of production only in so far as it destroys and
dissolves those forms of property on whose solid foun-
dation and continual reproduction in the same form the
political organisation is based. Under Asian forms, usury
can continue a long time, without producing anything
more than economic decay and political corruption. Only
where and when the other prerequisites of capitalist pro-
duction are present does usury become one of the means
assisting in establishment of the new mode of production
by ruining the feudal lord and small-scale producer, on
the one hand, and centralising the conditions of labour
into capital, on the other.

In the Middle Ages no country had a general rate of
interest. The Church forbade, from the outset, all lending
at interest. Laws and courts offered little protection for
loans. Interest was so much the higher in individual cases.
The limited circulation of money, the need to make most
payments in cash, compelled people to borrow money,
and all the more so when the exchange business was still
undeveloped. There were large divergences both in in-
terest rates and the conceptions of usury. In the time of
Charlemagne it was considered usurious to charge 100%.

1n*
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In Lindau on Lake Constance, some local burghers took
216%/5% in 1348. In Zurich, the City Council decreed
that 431/3% should be the legal interest rate. In Italy 40%
had to be paid sometimes, although the usual rate from
the 12th to the 14th century did not exceed 20%. Verona
ordered that 121/,% be the legal rate. Emperor Friedrich II
fixed the rate at 10%, but only for Jews. He did not deign
to speak for Christians. In the German Rhine provinces,
10% was the rule as early as the 13th century. (Hiillmann,
Geschichte des Stadtewesens, 11, S. 55-51.)

Usurer's capital employs the method of exploitation
characteristic of capital yet without the latter’s mode of
production. This condition also repeats itself within bour-
geois economy, in backward branches of industry or in
those branches which resist the transition to the modern
mode of production. For instance, if we wish to compare
the English interest rate with the Indian, we should not
take the interest rate of the Bank of England, but rather,
e.g., that charged by lenders of small machinery to small
producers in domestic industry.

Usury, in contradistinction to consuming wealth, is
historically important, inasmuch as it is in itself a process
generating capital. Usurer’'s capital and merchant’s wealth
promote the formation of moneyed wealth independent of
landed property. The less products assume the character
of commodities, and the less intensively and extensively
exchange-value has taken hold of production, the more
does money appear as actual wealth as such, as wealth
in general-in contrast to its limited representation in use-
values. This is the basis of hoarding. Aside from money
as world-money and as hoard, it is, in particular, the form
of means of payment whereby it appears as the absolute
form of commodities. And it is especially its function as
a means of payment which develops interest and thereby
money-capital. What squandering and corrupting wealth
desires is money as such, money as a means of buying
everything (also as a means of paying debts). The small *
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producer needs money above all for making payments.
(The transformation of services and taxes in kind to land-
lords and the state into money-rent and money-taxes
plays a great role here.) In either case, money is needed
as such. On the other hand, it is in usury that hoarding
first becomes reality and that the hoarder fulfils his dream.
What is sought from the owner of a hoard is not capital,
but money as such; but by means of interest he trans-
forms this hoard of money into capital, that is, into a
means of appropriating surplus-labour in part or in its
entirety, and similarly securing a hold on a part of the
means of production themselves, even though they may
nominally remain the property of others. Usury lives in
the pores of production, as it were, just as the gods of
Epicurus lived in the space between worlds. Money is so
much harder to obtain, the less the commodity-form con-
stitutes the general form of products. Hence the usurer
knows no other barrier but the capacity of those who need
money to pay or to resist. In small-peasant and small-
burgher production money serves as a means of purchase,
mainly, whenever the means of production of the labourer
(who is still predominantly their owner under these modes
of production) are lost to him either by accident or through
extraordinary upheavals, or at least are not replaced in
the normal course of reproduction. Means of subsistence
and raw materials constitute an essential part of these
requirements of production. If these become more expen-
sive, it may make it impossible to replace them out of
the returns for the product, just as ordinary crop failures
may prevent the peasant from replacing his seed in kind.
The same wars through which the Roman patricians ruined
the plebeians by compelling them to serve as soldiers and
which prevented them from reproducing their conditions
of labour, and therefore made paupers of them (and
pauperisation, the crippling or loss of the prerequisites
of reproduction is here the predominant form)-these same
wars filled the store-rooms and coffers of the patricians
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with looted copper, the money of that time. Instead of
directly giving plebeians the necessary commodities, i.e.,
grain, horses, and cattle, they loaned them this copper
for which they had no use themselves, and took advantage
of this situation to exact enormous usurious interest, there-
by turning the plebeians into their debtor slaves. During
the reign of Charlemagne, the Frankish peasants were
likewise ruined by wars, so that they faced no choice but
to become serfs instead of debtors. In the Roman Empire,
as is known, extreme hunger frequently resulted in the
sale of children and also in free men selling themselves
as slaves to the rich. So much for general turning-points.
In individual cases the maintenance or loss of the means
of production on the part of small producers depends on
a thousand contingencies, and every one of these contin-
gencies or losses signifies impoverishment and becomes a
crevice into which a parasitic usurer may creep. The mere
death of his cow may render the small peasant incapable
of renewing his reproduction on its former scale. He then
falls into the clutches of the usurer, and once in the usu-
rer's power he can never extricate himself.

The really important and characteristic domain of the
usurer, however, is the function of money as a means of
payment. Every payment of money, ground-rent, tribute,
tax, etc., which becomes due on a certain date, carries with
it the need to secure money for such a purpose. Hence
from the days of ancient Rome to those of modern times,
wholesale usury relies upon tax-collectors, fermiers géné-
raux, receveurs généraux. Then, there develops with com-
merce and the generalisation of commodity-production the
separation, in time, of purchase and payment. The money
has to be paid on a definite date. How this can lead to
circumstances in which the money-capitalist and usurer,
even nowadays, merge into one is shown by modern
money crises. This same usury, however, becomes one of
the principal means of further developing the necessity
for money as a means of payment-by driving the pro-
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ducer ever more deeply into debt and destroying his usual
means of payment, since the burden of interest alone
makes his normal reproduction impossible. At this point,
usury sprouts up out of money as a means of payment
and extends this function of money as its very own
domain.

The credit system develops as a reaction against usury.
But this should not be misunderstood, nor by any means
interpreted in the manner of the ancient writers, the
church fathers, Luther or the early socialists. It signifies
no more and no less than the subordination of interest-
bearing capital to the conditions and requirements of the
capitalist mode of production.

On the whole, interest-bearing capital under the modern
credit system is adapted to the conditions of the capitalist
mode of production. Usury as such does not only con-
tinue to exist, but is even freed, among nations with a
developed capitalist production, from the fetters imposed
upon it by all previous legislation. Interest-bearing capital
retains the form of usurer’s capital in relation to persons
or classes, or in circumstances where borrowing does not,
nor can, take place in the sense corresponding to the
capitalist mode of production; where borrowing takes
place as a result of individual need, as at the pawnshop;
where money is borrowed by wealthy spendthrifts for the
purpose of squandering; or where the producer is a non-
capitalist producer, such as a small farmer or craftsman,
who is thus still, as the immediate producer, the owner
of his own means of production; finally where the cap-
italist producer himself operates on such a small scale
that he resembles those self-employed producers.

What distinguishes interest-bearing capital-in so far as
it is an essential element of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction—-from usurer’'s capital is by no means the nature
or character of this capital itself. It is merely the altered
conditions under which it operates, and consequently also
the totally transformed character of the borrower who
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confronts the money-lender. Even when a man without
fortune receives credit in his capacity of industrialist or
merchant, it occurs with the expectation that he will func-
tion as capitalist and appropriate unpaid labour with the
borrowed capital. He receives credit in his capacity of
potential capitalist. The circumstance that a man without
fortune but possessing energy, solidity, ability and busi-
ness acumen may become a capitalist in this manner—
and the commercial value of each individual is pretty
accurately estimated under the capitalist mode of produc-
tion-is greatly admired by apologists of the capitalist
system. Although this circumstance continually brings an
unwelcome number of new soldiers of fortune into the
field and into competition with the already existing indi-
vidual capitalists, it also reinforces the supremacy of
capital itself, expands its base and enables it to recruit
ever new forces for itself out of the substratum of society.
In a similar way, the circumstance that the Catholic
Church in the Middle Ages formed its hierarchy out of
the best brains in the land, regardless of their estate, birth
or fortune, was one of the principal means of consolidat-
ing ecclesiastical rule and suppressing the laity. The more
a ruling class is able to assimilate the foremost minds of
a ruled class, the more stable and dangerous becomes its
rule.

The initiators of the modern credit system take as their
point of departure not an anathema against interest-bear-
ing capital in general, but on the contrary, its explicit
recognition.

We are not referring here to such reactions against usury
which attempted to protect the poor against it, like the
Monts-de-piété (1350 in Sarlins in Franche-Comté, later
in Perugia and Savona in Italy, 1400 and 1479).52 These
are noteworthy mainly because they reveal the irony of
history, which turns pious wishes into their very opposite
during the process of realisation. According to a moderate
estimate, the English working-class pays 100% to the
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pawnshops, the modern successors of Monts-de-piété.*
We are also not referring to the credit fantasies of such
men as Dr. Hugh Chamberleyne or John Briscoe, who at-
tempted during the last decade of the 17th century to
emancipate the English aristocracy from usury by means
of a farmers’ bank using paper money based on real

estate.**

The credit associations established in the 12th and 14th
centuries in Venice and Genoa arose from the need for
marine commerce and the wholesale trade associated with
it to emancipate themselves from the domination of out-
moded usury and the monopolisation of the money busi-
ness. While the actual banks founded in those city-
republics assumed simultaneously the shape of public
credit institutions from which the state received loans on
future tax revenues, it should not be forgotten that the
merchants founding those associations were themselves
prominent citizens of those states and as much interested
in emancipating their government as they were in eman-

* It is by frequent fluctuations within the month, and by
pawning one article to relieve another, where a small sum is
obtained, that the premium for money becomes so excessive. There
are about 240 licensed pawnbrokers in the metropolis, and nearly
1,450 in the country. The capital employed is supposed somewhat
to exceed a million pounds sterling; and this capital is turned
round thrice in the course of a year, and yields each time about
331/, per cent on an average; according to which calculation, the
inferior orders of society in England pay about one million a year
for the use of a temporary loan, exclusive of what they lose by
goods being forfeited.” (J. D. Tuckett, A History of the Past and
Present State of the Labouring Population, London, 1846, I, p. 114)
[Note by Marx.)

** Even in the titles of their works they state as their principal
purpose “the general good of the landed men, the great increase
of the value of land,” the exemption of “the nobility, gentry, etc.,
from taxes, enlarging their yearly estates, etc.” Only the usurers
would stand to lose, those worst enemies of the nation who had
done more injury to the nobility and yeomanry than an army of
invasion from France could have done. [Note by Marx.]
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cipating themselves from the exactions of usurers,* and
at the same time in getting tighter and more secure control
over the state. Hence, when the Bank of England was to
be established, the Tories also protested: “Banks are repub-
lican institutions. Flourishing banks existed in Venice,
Genoa, Amsterdam, and Hamburg. But whoever heard of
a Bank of France or Spain?”

The Bank of Amsterdam, in 1609, was not epoch-making
in the development of the modern credit system any more
than that of Hamburg in 1619. It was purely a bank for
deposits. The cheques issued by the bank were indeed
merely receipts for the deposited coined and uncoined
precious metal, and circulated only with the endorsement
of the acceptors. But in Holland commercial credit and
dealing in money developed hand in hand with commerce
and manufacture, and interest-bearing capital was subor-
dinated to industrial and commercial capital by the course
of development itself. This could already be seen in the
low interest rate. Holland, however, was considered in
the 17th century the model of economic development,
as England is now. The monopoly of old-style usury,
based on poverty, collapsed in that country of its own
weight.

During the entire 18th century there is the cry, with

* “The rich goldsmith (the precursor of the banker), for
example, made Charles II of England pay twenty and thirty per
cent for accommodation. A business so profitable, induced the
goldsmith ‘more and more to become lender to the King, to antic-
ipate all the revenue, to take every grant of Parliament into pawn
as soon as it was given; also to outvie each other in buying and
taking to pawn bills, orders, and tallies, so that, in effect, all the
revenue passed through their hands’.” (John Francis, History of
the Bank of England, London, 1848, I, p. 31.) “The erection of a
bank had been suggested several times before that. It was at last
a necessity” (l.c., p. 38). “The bank was a necessity for the govern-
ment itself, sucked dry by usurers, in order to obtain money at a
reasonable rate, on the security of parliamentary grants” (l. c.,
pp. 59, 60). [Note by Marx.)
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Holland referred to as an example, for a compulsory re-
duction of the rate of interest (and legislation acts accord-
ingly), in order to subordinate interest-bearing capital to
commercial and industrial capital, instead of the reverse.
The main spokesman for this movement is Sir Josiah
Child, the father of ordinary English private banking. He
declaims against the monopoly of usurers in much the
same way as the wholesale clothing manufacturers, Moses
& Son, do when leading the fight against the monopoly
of “private tailors”. This same Josiah Child is simulta-
neously the father of English stock-jobbing. Thus, this
autocrat of the East India Company defends its monopoly
in the name of free trade. Versus Thomas Manley (Interest
of Money Mistaken)’ he says: “As the champion of the
timid and trembling band of usurers he erects his main
batteries at that point which I have declared to be the
weakest ... he denies point-blank that the low rate of
interest is the cause of wealth and vows that it is merely
its effect.” (Traités sur le Commerce, etc., 1669, trad.
Amsterdam et Berlin, 1754.) “If it is commerce that en-
riches a country, and if a lowering of interest increases
commerce, then a lowering of interest or a restriction of
usury is doubtless a fruitful primary cause of the wealth
of a nation. It is not at all absurd to say that the same
thing may be simultaneously a cause under certain circum-
stances, and an effect under others” (l.c., p. 155). “The
egg is the cause of the hen, and the hen is the cause
of the egg. The lowering of interest may cause an increase
of wealth, and the increase of wealth may cause a still
greater reduction of interest” (l.c., p. 156). “I am the
defender of industry and my opponent defends laziness
and sloth” (p. 179).

This violent battle against usury, this demand for the
subordination of interest-bearing capital to industrial
capital, is but the herald of the organic creations that
establish these prerequisites of capitalist production in the
modern banking system, which on the one hand robs
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usurer’s capital of its monopoly by concentrating all idle
money reserves and throwing them on the money-market,
and on the other hand limits the monopoly of the precious
metal itself by creating credit-money.

The same opposition to usury, the demand for the
emancipation of commerce, industry and the state from
usury, which are observed here in the case of Child, will
be found in all writings on banking in England during the
last third of the 17th and the early 18th centuries. We also
find colossal illusions about the miraculous effects of
credit, abolition of the monopoly of precious metal, its
displacement by paper, etc. The Scotsman William Pater-
son, founder of the Bank of England and the Bank of
Scotland, is by all odds Law the First.5

Against the Bank of England “all goldsmiths and pawn-
brokers set up a how! of rage.” (Macaulay, History of
England, IV, p. 499.) “During the first ten years the Bank
had to struggle with great difficulties; great foreign
feuds; its notes were only accepted far below their nom-
inal value ... the goldsmiths (in whose hands the trade
in precious metals served as a basis of a primitive bank-
ing business) were jealous of the Bank, because their
business was diminished, their discounts were lowered,
their transactions with the government had passed to their
opponents.” (J. Francis, 1. c., p. 73.)

Even before the establishment of the Bank of England
a plan was proposed in 1683 for a National Bank of
Credit, which had for its purpose, among others, “that
tradesmen, when they have a considerable quantity of
goods, may, by the help of this bank, deposit their goods,
by raising a credit on their own dead stock, employ their
servants, and increasc their trade, till they get a good
market instead of selling them at a loss” {J. Francis, L. c.,
pp. 39-40].5 After many endeavours this Bank of Credit
was established in Devonshire House on Bishopsgate
Street. It made loans to industrialists and merchants on
the security of deposited goods to the amount of three-
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quarters of their value, in the form of bills of exchange.
In order to make these bills of exchange capable of cir-
culating, a number of people in each branch of business
were organised into a society, from which every possessor
of such bills would be able to obtain goods with the same
facility as if he were to offer them cash payment. This
bank’s business did not flourish. Its machinery was toc
complicated, and the risk too great in case of a commod-
ity depreciation.

If we go by the actual content of those records which
accompany and theoretically promote the formation of the
modern credit system in England, we shall not find any-
thing in them but-as one of its conditions—-the demand
for a subordination of interest-bearing capital and of
loanable means of production in general to the capitalist
mode of production. On the other hand, if we simply cling
to the phraseology, we shall be frequently surprised by
the agreement—including the mode of expression—with the
illusions of the followers of Saint-Simon about banking
and credit.

Just as in the writings of the physiocrats the cultivateur
does not stand for the actual tiller of the soil, but for the
big farmer, so the travailleur with Saint-Simon, and con-
tinuing on through his disciples, does not stand for the
labourer, but for the industrial and commercial capitalist.
“Un travailleur a besoin d'aides, de seconds, d’ouvriers;
il les cherche intelligents, habiles, dévoués; il les met a
I'ceuvre, et leurs travaux sont productifs” ([Enfantin}*
Religion saint-simonienne. Economie politique et Politi-
que, Paris, 1831, p. 104).

In fact, one should bear in mind that only in his last
work, Le Nouveau Christianisme, Saint-Simon speaks
directly for the working-class and declares their emanci-

* A travailleur (worker) needs helpers, supporters, labourers;
he looks for such as are intelligent, able, devoted; he puts them
to work, and their labour is productive.” (Religion saint-simo-
nienne. Economie politique et Politique, Paris, 1831, p. 104.)
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pation to be the goal of his efforts. All his former writings
are, indeed, mere encomiums of modern bourgeois society
in contrast to the feudal order, or of industrialists and
bankers in contrast to marshals and juristic law-man-
ufacturers of the Napoleonic era. What a difference com-
pared with the contemporaneous writings of Owen!* For
the followers of Saint-Simon, the industrial capitalist like-
wise remains the travailleur par excellence, as the above-
quoted passage indicates. After reading their writings
critically, one will not be surprised that their credit and
bank fantasies materialised in the crédit mobilier, found-
ed by an ex-follower of Saint-Simon, Emile Pereire. This
form, incidentally, could become dominant only in a coun-
try like France, where neither the credit system nor large-
scale industry had reached the modern level of develop-
ment. This was not at all possible in England and America.
The embryo of crédit mobilier is already contained in the
following passages from Doctirine de Saint-Simon. Expo-
sition. Premiére année, 1828-29, 3™¢ éd., Paris, 1831. It is
understandable that bankers can lend money more cheaply
than the capitalists and private usurers. These bankers are,

#* Marx would surely have modified this passage considerably,
had he reworked his manuscript. It was inspired by the role of
the ex-followers of Saint-Simon under France’s Second Empire,
where, just at the time that Marx wrote the above, the world-
redeeming credit fantasies of this school, through the irony of
history, were being realised in the form of a tremendous swindle
on a scale never seen before. Later Marx spoke only with admira-
tion of the genius and encyclopaedic mind of Saint-Simon. When
in his earlier works the latter ignores the antithesis between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat which was just then coming into
existence in France, when he includes among the travailleurs that
part of the bourgeoisie which was active in production, this corre-
sponds to Fourier's conception of attempting to reconcile capital
and labour and is explained by the economic and political situa-
tion of France in those days. The fact that Owen was more far-
sighted in this respect is due to his different environment, for
he lived in a period of industrial revolution and of acutely sharp-
ening class antagonisms. [Note by Engels.)
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therefore, ““able to supply tools to the industrialists far
more cheaply, that is, at lower interest, than the real es-
tate owners and capitalists, who may be more easily mis-
taken in their choice of borrowers” (p. 202). But the
authors themselves add in a footnote: “The advantage
that would accrue from the mediation of bankers between
the idle rich and the travailleurs is often counterbalanced,
or even cancelled, by the opportunities offered in our
disorganised society to egoism, which may manifest itself
in various forms of fraud and charlatanism. The bankers
often worm their way between the travailleurs and idle
rich for the purpose of exploiting both to the detriment
of society.” Travailleur here means capitaliste industriel.
Incidentally, it is wrong to regard the means at the com-
mand of the modern banking system merely as the means
of idle people. In the first place, it is the portion of capital
which industrialists and merchants temporarily hold in the
form of idle money, as a money reserve or as capital to
be invested. Hence it is idle capital, but not capital of the
idle. In the second place, it is the portion of all revenue
and savings in general which is to be temporarily or per-
manently accumulated. Both are essential to the nature of
the banking system.

But it should always be borne in mind that, in the first
place, money—in the form of precious metal-remains the
foundation from which the credit system, by its very
nature, can never detach itself. Secondly, that the credit
system presupposes the monopoly of social means of pro-
duction by private persons (in the form of capital and
landed property), that it is itself, on the one hand, an
immanent form of the capitalist mode of production, and
on the other, a driving force in its development to its
highest and ultimate form.

The banking system, so far as its formal organisation
and centralisation is concerned, is the most artificial and
most developed product turned out by the capitalist mode
of production, a fact already expressed in 1697 in Some
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Thoughts of the Interests of England. This accounts for
the immense power of an institution such as the Bank of
England over commerce and industry, although their
actual movements remain completely beyond its province
and it is passive toward them. The banking system pos-
sesses indeed the form of universal book-keeping and
distribution of means of production on a social scale, but
solely the form. We have seen that the average profit of
the individual capitalist, or of every individual capital, is
determined not by the surplus-labour appropriated at first
hand by each capital, but by the quantity of total surplus-
labour appropriated by the total capital, from which each
individual capital receives its dividend only proportional
to its aliquot part of the total capital. This social character
of capital is first promoted and wholly realised through
the full development of the credit and banking system.
On the other hand this goes farther. It places all the
available and even potential capital of society that is not
already actively employed at the disposal of the industrial
and commercial capitalists so that neither the lenders nor
users of this capital are its real owners or producers. It
thus does away with the private character of capital and
thus contains in itself, but only in itself, the abolition of
capital itself. By means of the banking system the distri-
bution of capital as a special business, a social function,
is taken out of the hands of the private capitalists and
usurers. But at the same time, banking and credit thus
become the most potent means of driving capitalist pro-
duction beyond its own limits, and one of the most effec-
tive vehicles of crises and swindle.

The banking system shows, furthermore, by substituting
various forms of circulating credit in place of money, that
money is in reality nothing but a particular expression of
the social character of labour and its products, which,
however, as antithetical to the basis of private produc-
tion, must always appear in the last analysis as a thing,
a special commodity, alongside other commodities.
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Finally, there is no doubt that the credit system will
serve as a powerful lever during the transition from the
capitalist mode of production to the mode of production
of associated labour; but only as one element in connec-
tion with other great organic revolutions of the mode of
production itself. On the other hand, the illusions con-
cerning the miraculous power of the credit and banking
system, in the socialist sense, arise from a complete lack
of familiarity with the capitalist mode of production and
the credit system as one of its forms. As soon as the
means of production cease being transformed into capital
(which also includes the abolition of private property in
land), credit as such no longer has any meaning. This,
incidentally, was even understood by the followers of
Saint-Simon. On the other hand, as long as the capitalist
mode of production continues to exist, interest-bearing
capital, as one of its forms, also continues to exist and
constitutes in fact the basis of its credit system. Only that
sensational writer, Proudhon, who wanted to perpetuate
commodity-production and abolish money, was capable of
dreaming up the monstrous crédit gratuit, the ostensible
realisation of the pious wish of the petty-bourgeois estate.

In Religion saint-simonienne, Economie politique et Po-
litique, we read on page 45: “Credit serves the purpose,
in a society in which some own the instruments of in-
dustry without the ability or will to employ them, and
where other industrious people have no instruments of
labour, of transferring these instruments in the easiest
manner possible from the hands of the former, their
! owners, to the hands of the others who know how to use
| them. Note that this definition regards credit as a result
of the way in which property is constituted.” Therefore,
credit disappears with this constitution of property. We
read, furthermore, on page 98, that the present banks
“consider it their business to follow the movement initi-
ated by transactions taking place outside of their domain,
but not themselves to provide an impulse to this move-
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ment; in other words, the banks perform the role of
capitalists in relation to the travailleurs, whom they loan
money.” The notion that the banks themselves should take
over the management and distinguish themselves “through
the number and usefulness of their managed establish-
ments and of promoted works” (p. 101) contains the cré-
dit mobilier in embryo. In the same way, Charles Pec-
queur demands that the banks (which the followers of
Saint-Simon call a Systéme général des banques) ‘‘should
rule production.” Pecqueur is essentially a follower of
Saint-Simon, but much more radical. He wants “the credit
institution ... to control the entire movement of national
production.”—"Try to create a national credit institution,
which shall advance the wherewithal to needy people of
talent and merit, without, however, forcibly tying these
borrowers together through close solidarity in production
and consumption, but on the contrary enabling them to
determine their own exchange and production. In this
way, you will only accomplish what the private banks
already accomplish now, that is, anarchy, disproportion
between production and consumption, the sudden ruin of
one person, and the sudden enrichment of another; so
that your institution will never get any farther than pro-
ducing a certain amount of benefits for one person, cor-
responding to an equivalent amount of misfortune to be
endured by another ... and you will have only provided
the wage-labourers assisted by you with the means to
compete with one another just as their capitalist masters
now do.” (Ch. Pecqueur, Théorie Nouvelle d Economie
Sociale et Politique, Paris, 1842, p. 434.)

We have seen that merchant’'s capital and interest-
bearing capital are the oldest forms of capital. But it is
in the nature of things that interest-bearing capital assu-
mes in popular conception the form of capital par excel-
lence. In merchant’s capital there takes place the work of
middleman, no matter whether considered as cheating,
labour, or anything else. But in the case of interest-bear-
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ing capital the self-reproducing character of capital, the
self-expanding value, the production of surplus-value,
appears purely as an occult property. This accounts for
the fact that even some political economists, particularly
in countries where industrial capital is not yet fully devel-
oped, as in France, cling to interest-bearing capital as the
fundamental form of capital and regard ground-rent, for
example, merely as a modified form of it, since the loan-
form also predominates here. In this way, the internal
organisation of the capitalist mode of production is com-
pletely misunderstood, and the fact is entirely overlooked
that land, like capital, is loaned only to capitalists. Of
course, means of production in kind, such as machines
and business offices, can also be loaned instead of money.
But they then represent a definite sum of money, and the
fact that in addition to interest a part is paid for wear
and tear is due to their use-value, i.e., the specific natural
form of these elements of capital. The decisive factor here
is again whether they are loaned to direct producers, which
would presuppose the non-existence of the capitalist mode
of production—at least in the sphere in which this occurs—
or whether they are loaned to industrial capitalists, which
is precisely the assumption based upon the capitalist mode
of production. It is still more irrelevant and meaningless
to drag the lending of houses, etc., for individual use into
this discussion. That the working-class is also swindled
in this form, and to an enormous extent, is self-evident;
but this is also done by the retail dealer, who sells means
of subsistence to the worker. This is secondary exploita-
tion, which runs parallel to the primary exploitation
taking place in the production process itself. The distinc-
tion between selling and loaning is quite immaterial in
this case and merely formal, and, as already indicated,*
cannot appear as essential to anyone, unless he be wholly
unfamiliar with the actual nature of the problem.

* Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 111, pp. 345-50.—-Ed.
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Usury, like commerce, exploits a given mode of produc-
tion. It does not create it, but is related to it outwardly,
Usury tries to maintain it directly, so as to exploit it evet
anew; it is conservative and makes this mode of produc-
tion only more pitiable. The less elements of production
enter into the production process as commodities, and
emerge from it as commodities, the more does their orig-
ination from money appear as a separate act. The more
insignificant the role played by circulation in the social
reproduction, the more usury flourishes.

That money wealth develops as a special kind of wealth,
means in respect to usurer’s capital that it possesses all
its claims in the form of money claims. It develops that
much more in a given country, the more the main body
of production is limited to natural services, etc., that is,
to use-values.

Usury is a powerful lever in developing the precondi-
tions for industrial capital in so far as it plays the follow-
ing double role, first, building up, in general, an inde-
pendent money wealth alongside that of the merchant,
and, secondly, appropriating the conditions of labour, that
is, ruining the owners of the old conditions of labour.

INTEREST IN THE MIDDLE AGES

“In the Middle Ages the population was purely agri-
cultural. Under such a government as was the feudal
system there can be but little traffic, and hence but little
profit. Hence the laws against usury were justified in the
Middle Ages. Besides, in an agricultural country a person
seldom wants to borrow money except he be reduced to
poverty or distress. ... In the reign of Henry VIII, interest
was limited to 10 per cent. James I reduced it to 8 per
cent. ...Charles II reduced it to 6 per cent; in the reign
of Queen Anne, it was reduced to 5 per cent.... In those
times, the lenders ... had, in fact, though not a legal, yet
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an actual monopoly, and hence it was necessary that they,
like other monopolists, should be placed under restraint.
In our times, it is the rate of profit which regulates the
rate of interest. In those times, it was the rate of interest
which regulated the rate of profit. If the money-lender
charged a high rate of interest to the merchant, the mer-
chant must have charged a higher rate of profit on his
goods. Hence, a large sum of money would be taken from
the pockets of the purchasers to be put into the pockets
of the money-lenders.” (Gilbart, History and Principles of
Banking, pp. 163, 164, 165.)

“I have been told that 10 gulden are now taken annual-
ly at every Leipzig Fair, that is, 30 on each hundred8;
some add the Neuenburg Fair, thus making 40 per hun-
dred; whether that is so, I don't know, For shame! What
will be the infernal outcome of this?... Whoever now has
100 florins at Leipzig, takes 40 annually, which is the same
as devouring one peasant or burgher each year. If one has
1,000 florins, he takes 400 annually, which means devour-
ing a knight or a rich nobleman per year. If one has
10,000 florins, he takes 4,000 per year, which means
devouring a rich count each year. If one has 100,000
florins, as the big merchants must possess, he takes
40,000 annually, which means devouring one affluent
prince each year. If one has 1,000,000 florins, he takes
400,000 annually, which means devouring one mighty
king every year. And he does not risk either his person
or his wares, does not work, sits near his fire-place and
roasts apples; so might a lowly robber sit at home and
devour a whoie world in ten years.” (Quoted from Biicher
vom Kaufhandel und Wucher vom Jahre 1524, Luther's
Werke, Wittenberg, 1589, Teil 6, S. 312.)

“Fifteen years ago I took pen in hand against usury,
when it had spread so alarmingly that I could scarcely
hope for any improvement. Since then it has become so
arrogant that it deigns not to be classed as vice, sin, or
shame, but achieves praise as pure virtue and honour, as
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though it were performing a great favour and Christian
service for the people. What will help deliver us now that
shame has turned into honour and vice into virtue?”
(Martin Luther, An die Pfarherrn wider den Wucher zu
predigen, Wittenberg, 1540.)

“Jews, Lombards, usurers and extortioners were our
first bankers, our primitive traffickers in money, their
character little short of infamous.... They were joined
by London goldsmiths. As a body ... our primitive bank-
ers ... were a very bad set, they were gripping usurers,
iron-hearted extortioners.” (D. Hardcastle, Banks and
Bankers, 2nd ed., London, 1843, pp. 19, 20.)

“The example shown by Venice (in establishing a bank)
was thus quickly imitated; all sea-coast towns, and in
general all towns which had earned fame through their
independence and commerce, founded their first banks.
The return voyage of their ships, which often was of long
duration, inevitably led to the custom of lending on credit.
This was further intensified by the discovery of America
and the ensuing trade with that continent.” (This is the
main point.) The chartering of ships made large loans
necessary—a procedure already obtaining in ancient
Athens and Greece. In 1308, the Hanse town of Bruges
possessed an insurance company. (M. Augier, L. c., pp. 202,
203.)

To what extent the granting of loans to landowners, and
thus to the pleasure-seeking wealthy in general, still pre-
vailed in the last third of the 17th century, even in En-
gland, before the development of modern credit, may be
seen, among others, in the works of Sir Dudley North.
He was not only one of the first English merchants, but
also one of the most prominent theoretical economists of:
his time: “The moneys employed at interest in this nation,
are not near the tenth part, disposed to trading people,
wherewith to manage their trades; but are for the most
part lent for the supplying of luxury, and to support the
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expense of persons, who though great owners of lands,
yet spend faster than their lands bring in; and being
loath to sell, choose rather to mortgage their estates.”
(Discourses upon Trade, London, 1691, pp. 6-7.)

Poland in the 18th century: “Warsaw carried on a large
bustling business in bills of exchange which, however, had
as its principal basis and aim the usury of its bankers.
In order to secure money, which they could lend to spend-
thrift gentry at 8% and more, they sought and obtained
abroad open exchange credit, that is, credit that had no
commodity trade as its basis, but which the foreign drawee
continued to accept as long as the returns from these
manipulations did not fail to come in. However, they paid
heavily for this through bankruptcies of men like Tapper
and other highly respected Warsaw bankers.” (J. G. Bisch,
Theoretisch-praktische Darstellung der Handlung, elc.,
3rd ed., Hamburg, 1808, Vol. II, pp. 232, 233.)

ADVANTAGES DERIVED BY THE CHURCH
FROM THE PROHIBITION OF INTEREST

“Taking interest had been interdicted by the Church.
But selling property for the purpose of finding succour
in distress had not been forbidden. It had not even been
prohibited to transfer property to the money-lender as
security for a certain term, until a debtor repaid his loan,
leaving the money-lender free to enjoy the usufruct of
the property as a reward for his abstinence from his
money. . .. The Church itself, and its associated communes
and pia corpora, derived much profit from this prac-
tice, particularly during the crusades. This brought a very
large portion of national wealth into possession of the
so-called ‘dead hand,’ all the more so because the Jews
were barred from engaging in such usury, the possession
of such fixed liens not being concealable. ... Without the
ban on interest churches and cloisters would never have
become so affluent” (L.c., p. 55).
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From CHAPTER XXXVII
INTRODUCTION

Landed property is based on the monopoly by certain
persons over definite portions of the globe, as exclusive
spheres of their private will to the exclusion of all others.*

* Nothing could be more comical than Hegel’s development of
private landed property. According to this, man as an individual
must endow his will with reality as the soul of external nature,
and must therefore take possession of this nature and make it his
private property. If this were the destiny of the “individual’” of
man as an individual, it would follow that every human being
must be a landowner, in order to become a real individual. Free
private ownership of land, a very recent product, is, according to
Hegel, not a definite social relation, but a relation of man as an
individual to “nature,” an absolute right of man to appropriate
all things (Hegel, Philosophie des Rechis, Berlin, 1840, S. 79). This
much, at least, is evident: the individual cannot maintain himself
as a landowner by his mere “will” against the will of another
individual, who likewise wants to become a real individual by
virtue of the same strip of land. It definitely requires something
other than goodwill. Furthermore, it is absolutely impossible to
determine where the “individual” draws the line for realising his
will-whether this will requires for its realisation a whole country,
or whether it requires a whole group of countries by whose ap-
propriation “the supremacy of my will over the thing can be
manifested.” Here Hegel comes to a complete impasse. “The ap-
propriation is of a very particular kind; I do not take possession
of more than I touch with my body; but it is clear, on the other
hand, that external things are more extensive than I can grasp.
By thus having possession of such a thing, some other is thereby
connected to it. I carry out the act of appropriation by means
of my hand, but its scope can be extended” (p. 90). But this
other thing is again linked with still another, and so the boundary
within which my will, as the soul, can pour into the soil, dis-
appears. “When I possess something, my mind at once passes
over to the idea that not only this property in my immediate
possession, but what is associated with it is also mine. Here
positive right must decide, for nothing more can be deduced
from the concept” (p. 91). This is an extraordinarily naive admis-
sion “of the concept” and proves that this concept which makes
the blunder at the very outset of regarding as absolute a very
definite legal view of landed property—belonging to bourgeois
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With this in mind, the problem is to ascertain the eco-
nomic value, that is, the realisation of this monopoly on
the basis of capitalist production. With the legal power
of these persons to use or misuse certain portions of the
globe, nothing is decided. The use of this power depends
wholly upon economic conditions, which are independent
of their will. The legal view itself only means that the
landowner can do with the land what every owner of
commodities can do with his commodities. And this view,
this legal view of free private ownership of land, arises
in the ancient world only with the dissolution of the
organic order of society, and in the modern world only
with the development of capitalist production. In has been
imported by Europeans to Asia only here and there. In
the section dealing with primitive accumulation (Buch I,
Kap. XXIV*), we saw that this mode of production pre-
supposes, on the one hand, the separation of the direct
producers from their position as mere accessories to the
land (in the form of vassals, serfs, slaves, etc.), and, on
the other hand, the expropriation of the mass of the people
from the land. To this extent the monopoly of landed
property is a historical premise, and continues to remain
the basis of the capitalist mode of production, just as in
all previous modes of production which are based on the
exploitation of the masses in one form or another. But
the form of landed property with which the incipient
capitalist mode of production is confronted does not suit
it. It first creates for itself the form required by subordi-
nating agriculture to capital. It thus transforms feudal
landed property, clan property, small-peasant property in
mark communes—no matter how divergent their juristic

society—understands “nothing” of the actual nature of this landed
property. This contains at the same time the admission that
“positive right” can, and must, alter its determinations as the
requirements of social, i.e, economic, development change.
[Note by Marx.]

* English edition: Part VIIL.-Ed,
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forms may be-into the economic form corresponding to
the requirements of this mode of production. One of the
major results of the capitalist mode of production is that,
on the one hand, it transforms agriculture from a mere
empirical and mechanical self-perpetuating process em-
ployed by the least developed part of society into the con-
scious scientific application of agronomy, in so far as this
is at all feasible under conditions of private property;*
that it divorces landed property from the relations of dom-
inion and servitude, on the one hand, and, on the other,

* Very conservative agricultural chemists, such as Johnston,
admit that a really rational agriculture is confronted everywhere
with insurmountable barriers stemming from private property. So
do writers who are ex professo advocates of the monopoly of
private property in the world, for instance, Charles Comte in his
two-volume work, which has as its special aim the defence of
private property. “A nation,” he says, “cannot attain to the degree
of prosperity and power compatible with its nature, unless every
portion of the soil nourishing it is assigned to that purpose which
agrees best with the general interest. In order to give to its
wealth a strong development, one sole and above all highly enlight-
ened will should, if possible, take it upon itself to assign each
piece of its domain its task and make every piece contribute to
the prosperity of all others. But the existence of such a will ...
would be incompatible with the division of the land into private
plots ... and with the authority guaranteed each owner to dis-
pose of his property in an almost absolute manner.” [“Traité de la
propriété”, Tome 1, Paris, 1834, p. 228-Ed.]-Johnston, Comte, and
others, only have in mind the necessity of tilling the land of a
certain country as a whole, when they speak of a contradiction
between property and a rational system of agronomy. But the -
dependence of the cultivation of particular agricultural products
upon the fluctuations of market-prices, and the continual changes
in this cultivation with these price fluctuations-the whole spirit
of capitalist production, which is directed toward the immediate
gain of money-are in contradiction to agriculture, which has to
minister to the entire range of permanent necessities of life re-
quired by the chain of successive generations. A striking illustra-
tion of this is furnished by the forests, which are only rarely
managed in a way more or less corresponding to the interests
of society as a whole, i.e., when they are not private property.
but subject to the control of the state. [Note by Marx.)
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totally separates land as an instrument of production from
landed property and landowner—for whom the land mere-
ly represents a certain money assessment which he col-
lects by virtue of his monopoly from the industrial capital-
ist, the capitalist farmer; it dissolves the connection be-
tween landownership and the land so thoroughly that the
landowner may spend his whole life in Constantinople,
while his estates lie in Scotland. Landed property thus
receives its purely economic form by discarding all its
former political and social embellishments and associa-
tions, in brief all those traditional accessories, which are
denounced, as we shall see later, as useless and absurd
superfluities by the industrial capitalists themselves, as
well as their theoretical spokesmen, in the heat of their
struggle with landed property. The rationalising of agri-
culture, on the one hand, which makes it for the first time
capable of operating on a social scale, and the reduction
ad absurdum of property in land, on the other, are the
great achievements of the capitalist mode of production.
Like all of its other historical advances, it also attained
these by first completely impoverishing the direct pro-
ducers. ...

There are three main errors to be avoided in studying
ground-rent, and which obscure its analysis.

1) Confusing the various forms of rent pertaining to
different stages of development of the social production
process.

Whatever the specific form of rent may be, all types
have this in common: the appropriation of rent is that
economic form in which landed property is realised, and
ground-rent, in turn, presupposes the existence of landed
property, the ownership of certain portions of our planet
by certain individuals. The owner may be an individual
representing the community, as in Asia, Egypt, etc.; or
this landed property may be merely incidental to the
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ownership of the immediate producers themselves by some
individual as under slavery or serfdom; or it may be a
purely private ownership of Nature by non-producers, a
mere title to land; or, finally, it may be a relationship to
the land which, as in the case of colonists and small
peasants owning land, seems to be directly included—in
the isolated and not socially developed labour—in the
appropriation and production of the products of particu-
lar plots of land by the direct producers.

CHAPTER XLVII

GENESIS OF CAPITALIST GROUND-RENT
I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

We must clarify in our minds wherein lies the real
difficulty in analysing ground-rent from the viewpoint of
modern economics, as the theoretical expression of the capi-
talist mode of production. Even many of the more modern
writers have not as yet grasped this, as evidenced by each
renewed attempt to “newly” explain ground-rent. The
novelty almost invariably consists in a relapse into long
out-of-date views. The difficulty is not to explain the sur-
plus-product produced by agricultural capital and its cor-
responding surplus-value in general. This question is
solved in the analysis of the surplus-value produced by
all productive capital, in whatever sphere it may be in-
vested. The difficulty consists rather in showing the source
of the excess of surplus-value paid the landlord by capital
invested in land in the form of rent, after equalisation of
the surplus-value to the average profit among the various
capitals, after the various capitals have shared in the total
surplus-value produced by the social capital in all spheres
of production in proportion to their relative size: in other
words, the source subsequent to this equalisation and the
apparently already completed distribution of all surplus-
value which, in general, is to be distributed. Quite apart
from the practical motives, which prodded modern econ-
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omists as spokesmen of industrial capital against landed
property to investigate this question—motives which we
shall point out more clearly in the chapter on history of
ground-rent—the question was of paramount interest to
them as theorists. To admit that the appearance of rent
for capital invested in agriculture is due to some particu-
lar effect produced by the sphere of investment itself, due
to singular qualities of the earth’s crust itself, is tanta-
mount to giving up the conception of value as such, thus
tantamount to abandoning all attempts at a scientific un-
derstanding of this field. Even the simple observation that
rent is paid out of the price of agricultural produce-which
takes place even where rent is paid in kind if the farmer
is to recover his price of production-showed the absur-
dity of attempting to explain the excess of this price over
the ordinary price of production; in other words, to ex-
plain the relative dearness of agricultural products on the
basis of the excess of natural productivity of agricultural
production over the productivity of other lines of produc-
tion. For the reverse is true: the more productive labour
is, the cheaper is every aliquot part of its product, because
so much greater is the mass of use-values incorporating
the same quantity of labour, i.e., the same value.

The whole difficulty in analysing rent, therefore,
consists in explaining the excess of agricultural profit over
the average profit, not the surplus-value, but the excess
of surplus-value characteristic of this sphere of produc-
tion; in other words, not the “net product”, but the excess
of this net product over the net product of other branches
of industry. The average profit itself is a product formed
under very definite historical production relations by the
movement of social processes, a product which, as we
have seen, requires very complex adjustment. To be able
to speak at all of a surplus over the average profit, this
average profit itself must already be established as a
standard and as a regulator of production in general as
is the case under capitalist production. For this reason
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there can be no talk of rent in the modern sense, a rent
consisting of a surplus over the average profit, i.e., over
and above the proportional share of each individual
capital in the surplus-value produced by the total social
capital, in social formations where it is not capital which
performs the function of enforcing all surplus-labour and
appropriating directly all surplus-value. And where there-
fore capital has not yet completely, or only sporadically,
brought social labour under its control. It reflects naiveté,
e.g., of a person like Passy (see below), when he speaks
of rent in primitive society as a surplus over profit*~a
historically defined social form of surplus-value, but which,
according to Passy, might almost as well exist without any
society.

For the older economists, who in general merely begin
analysing the capitalist mode of production, still unde-
veloped in their day, the analysis of rent offers either no
difficulty at all, or only a difficulty of a completely
different kind. Petty, Cantillon, and in general those
writers who are closer to feudal times, assume ground-
rent to be the normal form of surplus-value in general,**
whereas profit to them is still amorphously combined with
wages, or at best appears to be a portion of surplus-value
extorted by the capitalist from the landlord. These writers
thus take as their point of departure a situation where,
in the first place, the agricultural population still consti-
tutes the overwhelming majority of the nation, and, se-
condly, the landlord still appears as the person appro-
priating at first hand the surplus-labour of the direct
producers by virtue of his monopoly of landed property,
where landed property, therefore, still appears as the

* Passy, Rente du sol. In: Dictionnaire de l'économie politique,
Tome 1I, Paris, 1854, p. 511.—Ed.

*#* [Petty] A Treatise of Taxes and Contributions, London, 1667,
pp. 23-24; [Richard Cantillon) Essai sur la nature du commerce
en général, Amsterdam, 1756.—Ed.
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main condition of production. For these writers the ques-
tion could not yet be posed, which, inversely, seeks to
investigate from the viewpoint of capitalist production
how landed property manages to wrest back again from
capital a portion of the surplus-value produced by it (that
is, filched by it from the direct producers) and already
appropriated directly.

The physiocrats®d are troubled by difficulties of another
nature. As the actually first systematic spokesmen of
capital, they attempt to analyse the nature of surplus-
value in general. For them, this analysis coincides with
the analysis of rent, the only form of surplus-value which
they recognise. Therefore, they consider rent-yielding, or
agricultural, capital to be the only capital producing
surplus-value, and the agricultural labour set in motion by
it, the only labour producing surplus-value, which from
a capitalist viewpoint is quite properly considered the
only productive labour. They are quite right in considering
the creation of surplus-value as decisive. Apart from other
merits to be set forth in Book IV,%0 they deserve credit
primarily for going back from merchant’s capital, which
functions solely in the sphere of circulation, to productive
capital, in opposition to the mercantile system, which,
with its crude realism, constitutes the actual vulgar econ-
omy of that period, pushing into the background in
favour of its own practical interests the beginnings of
scientific analysis made by Petty and his successors. In
this critique of the mercantile system, incidentally, only
its conceptions of capital and surplus-value are dealt
with. It has already been indicated previously that the
monetary system correctly proclaims production for the
world-market and the transformation of the output into
commodities, and thus into money, as the prerequisite and
condition of capitalist production.! In this system's further
development into the mercantile system, it is no longer
the transformation of commodity-value into money, but
the creation of surplus-value which is decisive-but from
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the meaningless viewpoint of the circulation sphere and,
at the same time, in such manner that this surplus-value
is represented as surplus money, as the balance of trade
surplus. At the same time, however, the characteristic
feature of the interested merchants and manufacturers of
that period, which is in keeping with the stage of cap-
italist development represented by them, is that the trans-
formation of feudal agricultural societies into industrial
ones and the corresponding industrial struggle of nations
on the world-market depends on an accelerated develop-
ment of capital, which is not to be arrived at along the
so-called natural path, but rather by means of coercive
measures. It makes a tremendous difference whether na-
tional capital is gradually and slowly transformed into
industrial capital, or whether this development is acceler-
ated by means of a tax which they impose through pro-
tective duties mainly upon landowners, middle and small
peasants, and handicraftsmen, by way of accelerated ex-
propriation of the independent direct producers, and
through the violently accelerated accumulation and con-
centration of capital, in short by means of the accelerated
establishment of conditions of capitalist production. It
simultaneously makes an enormous difference in the cap-
italist and industrial exploitation of the natural national
productive power. Hence the national character of the
mercantile system is not merely a phrase on the lips of
its spokesmen. Under the pretext of concern solely for the
wealth of the nation and the resources of the state, they,
in fact, pronounce the interests of the capitalist class and
the amassing of riches in general to be the ultimate aim
of the state, and thus proclaim bourgeois society in place
of the old divine state. But at the same time they are
consciously aware that the development of the interests
of capital and of the capitalist class, of capitalist produc-
tion, forms the foundation of national power and national
ascendancy in modern society.

The physiocrats, furthermore, are correct in stating that
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in fact all production of surplus-value, and thus all de-
velopment of capital, has for its natural basis the produc-
tiveness of agricultural labour. If man were not capable
of producing in one working-day more means of sub-
sistence, which signifies in the strictest sense more agri-
cultural products than every labourer needs for his own
reproduction, if the daily expenditure of his entire labour-
power sufficed merely to produce the means of subsistence
indispensable for his own individual requirements, then
one could not speak at all either of surplus-product or
surplus-value. An agricultural labour productivity exceed-
ing the individual requirements of the labourer is the
basis of all societies, and is above all the basis of capital-
ist production, which disengages a constantly increasing
portion of society from the production of basic foodstuffs
and transforms them into “free heads,” as Steuart™ has it,
making them available for exploitation in other spheres.

But what can be said of more recent writers on econom-
ics, such as Daire, Passy, etc., who parrot the most prim-
itive conceptions concerning the natural conditions of
surplus-labour and thereby surplus-value in general, in
the twilight of classical economy, indeed on its very
death-bed, and who imagine that they are thus propound-
ing something new and striking on ground-rent™ long
after this ground-rent has been investigated as a special
form and become a specific portion of surplus-value? It
is particularly characteristic of vulgar economy that it
echoes what was new, original, profound and justified
during a specific outgrown stage of development, in a
period when it has turned platitudinous, stale, and false.
It thus confesses its complete ignorance of the problems

* J. Steuart, An Inquiry into the Principles of Political Econ-
omy, Vol. I, Dublin, 1770, p. 396.—Ed.

** Daire, Introduction. In: Physiocrats, 1. Teil, Paris, 1846;
Passy, Rente du sol. In: Dictionnaire de l'économie politique,
Tome II, Paris, 1854, p. 511.~Ed.
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which concerned classical economy. It confounds them
with questions that could only have been posed on a
lower level of development of bourgeois society. The
same holds true of its incessant and self-complacent ru-
mination of the physiocratic phrases concerning free
trade. These phrases have long since lost all theoretical
interest, no matter how much they may engage the
practical attention of this or that state.

In natural economy proper, when no part of the agri-
cultural product, or but a very insignificant portion, enters
into the process of circulation, and then only a relatively
small portion of that part of the product which repre-
sents the landlord’s revenue, as, e.g., in many Roman lati-
fundia, or upon the villas of Charlemagne, or more or
less during the entire Middle Ages (see Vincard, Histoire
du travail), the product and surplus-product of the large
estates consists by no means purely of products of agri-
cultural labour. It encompasses equally well the products
of industrial labour. Domestic handicrafts and manufactur-
ing labour, as secondary occupations of agriculture, which
forms the basis, are the prerequisite of that mode of pro-
duction upon which natural economy rests—in European
antiquity and the Middle Ages as well as in the present-
day Indian community, in which the traditional organisa-
tion has not yet been destroyed. The capitalist mode of
production completely abolishes this relationship; a pro-
cess which may be studied on a large scale particularly
in England during the last third of the 18th century.
Thinkers like Herrenschwand, who had grown up in more
or less semi-feudal societies, still consider, e.g., as late
as the close of the 18th century, this separation of manu-
facture from agriculture as a foolhardy social adventure,
as an unthinkably risky mode of existence. And even in
the agricultural economies of antiquity showing the great-
est analogy to capitalist agriculture, namely Carthage
and Rome, the similarity to a plantation economy is
greater than to a form corresponding to the really cap-
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italist mode of exploitation.* A formal analogy, which,
simultaneously, however, turns out to be completely illu-
sory in all essential points to a person familiar with the
capitalist mode of production, who does not, like Herr
Mommsen,* discover a capitalist mode of production in
every monetary economy, is not to be found at all in con-
tinental Italy during antiquity, but at best only in Sicily,
since this island served Rome as an agricultural tributary
so that its agriculture was aimed chiefly at export. Farmers
in the modern sense existed there.

An erroneous conception of the nature of rent is based
upon the fact that rent in kind, partly as tithes to the
church and partly as a curiosity perpetuated by long-
established contracts, has been dragged over into modern
times from the natural economy of the Middle Ages, com-
pletely in contradiction to the conditions of the capitalist
mode of production. It thereby creates the impression that
rent does not arise from the price of the agricultural
product, but from its mass, thus not from social condi-
tions, but from the earth. We have previously shown that
although surplus-value is manifested in a surplus-product
the converse does not hold that a surplus-product, repre-
senting a mere increase in the mass of product, consti-

* Adam Smith emphasises how, in his time (and this applies
also to the plantations in tropical and subtropical countries in
our own day), rent and profit were not yet divorced from one
another (Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the
Wealth of Nations, Aberdeen, London, 1848, p. 44.-Ed.], for the
landlord was simultaneously a capitalist, just as Cato, for instance,
was on his estates. But this separation is precisely the prerequisite
for the capitalist mode of production, to whose conception the
basis of slavery moreover stands in direct contradiction. ([Note
by Marx.]

** Herr Mommsen, in his “Roman History”, by no means uses
the term capitalist in the sense employed by modern economics
and modern society, but rather in the manner of popular concep-
tion, such as still continues to thrive, though not in England or
America, but nevertheless on the European continent, as an ancient
tradition reflecting bygone conditions. [Note by Marx.}

13*
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tutes surplus-value. It may represent a minus quantity in
value. Otherwise the cotton industry of 1860, compared
with that of 1840, would show an enormous surplus-value,
whereas on the contrary the price of the yarn has fallen.
Rent may increase enormously as a result of a succession
of crop failures, because the price of grain rises, although
this surplus-value appears as an absolutely decreasing
mass of dearer wheat. Conversely, the rent may fall in
consequence of a succession of bountiful years, because
the price falls, although the reduced rent appears as a
greater mass of cheaper wheat. As regards rent in kind,
it should be noted now that, in the first place, it is a mere
tradition carried over from an obsolete mode of produc-
tion and managing to prolong its existence as a survival.
Its contradiction to the capitalist mode of production is
shown by its disappearance of itself from private contracts,
and its being forcibly shaken off as an anachronism,
wherever legislation was able to intervene as in the case
of church tithes in England.6? Secondly, however, where
rent in kind persisted on the basis of capitalist produc-
tion, it was no more, and could be no more, than an ex-
pression of money-rent in medieval garb. Wheat, for
instance, is quoted at 40 shillings per quarter. One por-
tion of this wheat must replace the wages contained therein,
and must be sold to become available for renewed ex-
penditure. Another portion must be sold to pay its pro-
portionate share of taxes. Seed and even a portion of
fertiliser enter as commodities into the process of repro-
duction, wherever the capitalist mode of production and
with it division of social labour are developed, i.e., they
must be purchased for replacement purposes; and there-
fore another portion of this quarter must be sold to
obtain money for this. In so far as they need not be
bought as actual commodities, but are taken out of the
product itself in kind, in order to enter into its reproduc-
tion anew as conditions of production—as occurs not only
in agriculture, but in many other lines of production pro-
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ducing constant capital-they figure in the books as money
of account and are deducted as elements of the cost-price.
The wear and tear of machinery, and of fixed capital in
general, must be made good in money. And finally comes
profit, which is calculated on this sum, expressed as costs
either in actual money or in money of account. This profit
is represented by a definite portion of the gross product,
which is determined by its price. And the excess portion
which then remains forms rent. If the rent in kind stipu-
lated by contract is greater than this remainder determined
by the price, then it does not constitute rent, but a deduc-
tion from profit. Owing to this possibility alone, rent in
kind is an obsolete form, in so far as it does not reflect
the price of the product, but may be greater or smaller
than the real rent, and thus may comprise not only a
deduction from profit, but also from those elements re-
quired for capital replacement. In fact, this rent in kind,
so far as it is rent not merely in name but also in essence,
is exclusively determined by the excess of the price of
the product over its price of production. Only it presup-
poses that this variable is a constant magnitude. But it is
such a comforting reflection that the product in kind
should suffice, first, to maintain the labourer, secondly,
to leave the capitalist tenant farmer more food than he
needs, and finally, that the remainder should constitute
the natural rent. Quite like a manufacturer producing
200,000 yards of cotton goods. These yards of goods not
only suffice to clothe his labourers; to clothe his wife,
all his offspring and himself abundantly; but also leave
over enough cotton for sale, in addition to paying an
enormous rent in terms of cotton goods. It is all so simple!
Deduct the price of production from 200,000 yards of
cotton goods, and a surplus of cotton goods must remain
for rent. But it is indeed a naive conception to deduct
the price of productoin of, say, £10,000 from 200,000
vards of cotton goods, without knowing the selling price,
to deduct money from cotton goods, to deduct an exchange-
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value from a use-value as such, and thus to determine
the surplus of yards of cotton goods over pounds sterling.
Tt is worse than squaring the circle, which is at least based
upon the conception that there is a limit at which straight
lines and curves imperceptibly flow together. But such is
the prescription of M, Passy. Deduct money from cotton
goods, before the cotton goods have been converted into
money, either in one’s mind or in reality! What remains
is the rent, which, however, is to be grasped naturaliter
(see, for instance, Karl Arnd*) and not by deviltries of
sophistry. The entire restoration of rent in kind is finally
reduced to this foolishness, the deduction of the price of
production from so many and so many bushels of wheat,
and the substraction of a sum of money from a cubic
measure.

II. LABOUR RENT

If we consider ground-rent in its simplest form, that of
labour rent, where the direct producer, using instruments
of labour (plough, cattle, etc.) which actually or legally
belong to him, cultivates soil actually owned by him
during part of the week, and works during the remaining
days upon the estate of the feudal lord without any com-
pensation from the feudal lord, the situation here is still
quite clear, for in this case rent and surplus-value are iden-
tical. Rent, not profit, is the form here through which
unpaid surplus-labour expresses itself. To what extent the
labourer (a self-sustaining serf) can secure in this case a
surplus above his indispensable necessities of life, i.e.,
a surplus above that which we would call wages under
the capitalist mode of production, depends, other circum-
stances remaining unchanged, upon the proportion in which
his labour-time is divided into labour-time for himself

* K. Arnd, Die naturgemdsse Volkswirtschaft, gegeniiber dem
Monopoliengeiste und dem Communismus, Hanau, 1845, S. 461-
62.-Ed.
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and enforced labour-time for his feudal lord. This surplus
above the indispensable requirements of life, the germ of
what appears as profit under the capitalist mode of pro-
duction, is therefore wholly determined by the amount of
ground-rent, which in this case is not only directly unpaid
surplus-labour, but also appears as such. It is unpaid
surplus-labour for the “owner” of the means of produc-
tion, which here coincide with the land, and so far as they
differ from it, are mere accessories to it. That the product
of the serf must here suffice to reproduce his conditions
of labour, in addition to this subsistence, is a circumstance
which remains the same under all modes of production.
For it is not the result of their specific form, but a natural
requisite of all continuous and reproductive labour in gen-
eral, of any continuing production, which is always si-
multaneously reproduction, i.e., including reproduction of
its own operating conditions. It is furthermore evident that
in all forms in which the direct labourer remains the
“possessor’’ of the means of production and labour condi-
tions necessary for the production of his own means of
subsistence, the property relationship must simultaneously
appear as a direct relation of lordship and servitude, so
that the direct producer is not free; a lack of freedom
which may be reduced from serfdom with enforced labour
to a mere tributary relationship. The direct producer, ac-
cording to our assumption is to be found here in posses-
sion of his own means of production, the necessary
material labour conditions required for the realisation of
his labour and the production of his means of subsistence.
He conducts his agricultural activity and the rural home
industries connected with it independently. This indepen-
dence is not undermined by the circumstance that the small
peasants may form among themselves a more or less
natural production community, as they do in India, since
it is here merely a question of independence from the
nominal lord of the manor. Under such conditions the
surplus-labour for the nominal owner of the land can only
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be extorted from them by other than economic pressure,
whatever the form assumed may be.” This differs from
slave or plantation economy in that the slave works under
alien conditions of production and not independently. Thus,
conditions of personal dependence are requisite, a lack of
personal freedom, no matter to what extent, and being
tied to the soil as its accessory, bondage in the true sense
of the word. Should the direct producers not be confronted
by a private landowner, but rather, as in Asia, under direct
subordination to a state which stands over them as their
landlord and simultaneously as sovereign, then rent and
taxes coincide, or rather, there exists no tax which differs
from this form of ground-rent. Under such circumstances,
there need exist no stronger political or economic pressure
than that common to all subjection to that state. The state
is then the supreme lord. Sovereignty here consists in the
ownership of land concentrated on a national scale. But,
on the other hand, no private ownership of land exists,
although there is both private and common possession and
use of land.

The specific economic form, in which unpaid surplus-
labour is pumped out of direct producers, determines the
relationship of rulers and ruled, as it grows directly out
of production itself and, in turn, reacts upon it as a de-
termining element. Upon this, however, is founded the
entire formation of the economic community which grows
up out of the production relations themselves, thereby
simultaneously its specific political form. It is always the
direct relationship of the owners of the conditions of pro-
duction to the direct producers—a relation always naturally
corresponding to a definite stage in the development of

* Following the conquest of a country, the immediate aim of
a conqueror was also to convert its people to his own use. Cf. Lin-
guet [Théorie des loix civiles, ou Principes fondamentaux de la
société, Tomes I-II, Londres, 1767.-Ed.]. See also Moser [Osnabrii-
kische Geschichte, 1, Theil, Berlin und Stettin, S, 178.-Ed.). (Note
by Marx.)
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the methods of labour and thereby its social productivity—
which reveals the innermost secret, the hidden basis of the
entire social structure, and with it the political form of
the relation of sovereignty and dependence, in short, the
corresponding specific form of the state. This does not
prevent the same economic basis—the same from the stand-
point of its main conditions—due to innumerable different
empirical circumstances, natural environment, racial rela-
tions, external historical influences, etc., from showing
infinite variations and gradations in appearance, which
can be ascertained only by analysis of the empirically
given circumstances.

So much is evident with respect to labour rent, the
simplest and most primitive form of rent: Rent is here
the primeval form of surplus-value and coincides with it.
But this identity of surplus-value with unpaid labour of
others need not be analysed here, because it still exists
in its visible, palpable form, since the labour of the direct
producer for himself is still separated in space and time
from his labour for the landlord, and the latter appears
directly in the brutal form of enforced labour for a third
person. In the same way the “attribute” possessed by the
soil to produce rent is here reduced to a tangibly open
secret, for the disposition to furnish rent here also includes
human labour-power bound to the soil, and the property
relation which compels the owner of labour-power to drive
it on and activate it beyond such measure as is required
to satisfy his own indispensable needs. Rent consists direct-
ly in the appropriation of this surplus expenditure of la-
bour-power by the landlord; for the direct producer pays
him no additional rent. Here, where surplus-value and
rent are not only identical but where surplus-value has
the tangible form of surplus-labour, the natural conditions
or limits of rent, being those of surplus-laboyr in general,
are plainly clear. The direct producer must 1) possess
enough labour-power, and 2) the natural conditions of his
labour, above all the soil cultivated by him, must be
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productive enough, in a word, the natural productivity of
his labour must be big enough to give him the possibility
of retaining some surplus-labour over and above that re-
quired for the satisfaction of his own indispensable needs.
It is not this possibility which creates the rent, but rather
compulsion which turns this possibility into reality. But
the possibility itself is conditioned by subjective and objec-
tive natural circumstances. And here too lies nothing at all
mysterious. Should labour-power be minute, and the na-
tural conditions of labour scanty, then the surplus-labour
is small, but in such a case so are the wants of the pro-
ducers on the one hand and the relative number of ex-
ploiters of surplus-labour on the other, and finally so is
the surplus-product, whereby this barely productive sur-
plus-labour is realised for those few exploiting landowners.

Finally, labour rent in itself implies that, all other cir-
cumstances remaining equal, it will depend wholly upon
the relative amount of surplus-labour, or enforced labour,
to what extent the direct producer shall be enabled to
improve his own condition, to acquire wealth, to produce
an excess over and above his indispensable means of sub-
sistence, or, if we wish to anticipate the capitalist mode of
expression, whether he shall be able to produce a profit
for himself, and how much of a profit, i.e., an excess over
his wages which have been produced by himself. Rent
here is the normal, all-absorbing, so to say legitimate form
of surplus-labour, and far from being excess over profit,
which means in this case being above any other excess
over wages, it is rather that the amount of such profit,
and even its very existence, depends, other circumstances
being equal, upon the amount of rent, i.e., the enforced
surplus-labour to be surrendered to the landowners.

Since the direct producer is not the owner, but only a
possessor, and since all his surplus-labour de jure actual-
ly belongs to the landlord, some historians have expressed
astonishment that it should be at all possible for those
subject to enforced labour, or serfs, to acquire any inde-
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pendent property, or relatively speaking, wealth, under
such circumstances. However, it is evident that tradition
must play a dominant role in the primitive and undevel-
oped circumstances on which these social production rela-
tions and the corresponding mode of production are based.
It is furthermore clear that here as always it is in the
interest of the ruling section of society to sanction the
existing order as law and to legally establish its limits
given through usage and tradition. Apart from all else,
this, by the way, comes about of itself as soon as the
constant reproduction of the basis of the existing order
and its fundamental relations assumes a regulated and
orderly form in the course of time. And such regulation
and order are themselves indispensable elements of any
mode of production, if it is to assume social stability and
independence from mere chance and arbitrariness. These
are precisely the form of its social stability and therefore
its relative freedom from mere arbitrariness and mere
chance. Under backward conditions of the production
process as well as the corresponding social relations, it
achieves this form by mere repetition of their very repro-
duction. If this has continued on for some time, it en-
trenches itself as custom and tradition and is finally sanc-
tioned as an explicit law. However, since the form of this
surplus-labour, enforced labour, is based upon the imper-
fect development of all social productive powers and the
crudeness of the methods of labour itself, it will naturally
absorb a relatively much smaller portion of the direct pro-
ducer’s total labour than under developed modes of pro-
duction, particularly the capitalist mode of production.
Take it, for instance, that the enforced labour for the
landlord originally amounted to two days per week. These
two days of enforced labour per week are thereby fixed,
are a constant magnitude, legally regulated by prescrip-
tive or written law. But the productivity of the remaining
days of the week, which are at the disposal of the direct
producer himself, is a variable magnitude, which must
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develop in the course of his experience, just as the new
wants he acquires, and just as the expansion of the market
for his product and the increasing assurance with which
he disposes of this portion of his labour-power will spur
him on to a greater exertion of his labour-power, whereby
it should not be forgotten that the employment of his
labour-power is by no means confined to agriculture, but
includes rural home industry. The possibility is here pre-
sented for definite economic development taking place
depending, of course, upon favourable circumstances,
inborn racial characteristics, etc.

III. RENT IN KIND

The transformation of labour rent into rent in kind
changes nothing from the economic standpoint in the
nature of ground-rent. The latter consists, in the forms
considered here, in that rent is the sole prevailing and

normal form of surplus-value, or surplus-labour. This is
further expressed in the fact that it is the only surplus-
labour, or the only surplus-product, which the direct
producer, who is in possession of the labour conditions
needed for his own reproduction, must give up to the
owner of the land, which in this situation is the all-em-
bracing condition of labour. And, furthermore, that land
is the only condition of labour which confronts the direct
producer as alien property, independent of him, and per-
sonified by the landlord. To whatever extent rent in kind
is the prevailing and dominant form of ground-rent, it is
furthermore always more or less accompanied by survivals
of the earlier form, i.e., of rent paid directly in labour,
corvée-labour, no matter whether the landlord be a private
person or the state. Rent in kind presupposes a higher
stage of civilisation for the direct producer, i.e., a higher
level of development of his labour and of society in gen-
eral. And it is distinct from the preceding form in that
surplus-labour needs no longer be performed in its natural
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form, thus no longer under the direct supervision and
compulsion of the landlord or his representatives; the
direct producer is driven rather by force of circumstances
than by direct coercion, through legal enactment rather
than the whip, to perform it on his own responsibility.
Surplus-production, in the sense of production beyond the
indispensable needs of the direct producer, and within
the field of production actually belonging to him, upon the
land exploited by himself instead of, as earlier, upon the
nearby lord's estate beyond his own land, has already
become a self-understood rule here. In this relation the
direct producer more or less disposes of his entire labour-
time, although, as previously, a part of this labour-time,
at first practically the entire surplus portion of it, belongs
to the landlord without compensation; except that the
landlord no longer directly receives this surplus-labour in
its natural form, but rather in the products’ natural form
in which it is realised. The burdensome, and according
to the way in which enforced labour is regulated, more
or less disturbing interruption by work for the landlord
(see Buch I, Kap. VIII, 2)* (“Manufacturer and Boyard”)
stops wherever rent in kind appears in pure form, or at
least it is reduced to a few short intervals during the year,
when a continuation of some corvée-labour side by side
with rent in kind takes place. The labour of the producer
for himself and his labour for the landlord are no longer
palpably separated by time and space. This rent in kind,
in its pure form, while it may drag fragments along into
more highly developed modes of production and produc-
tion relations still presupposes for its existence a natural
economy, i.e., that the conditions of the economy are
either wholly or for the overwhelming part produced by
the economy itself, directly replaced and reproduced out
of its gross product. It furthermore presupposes the com-
bination of rural home industry with agriculture. The sur-

* English edition: Ch. X, 2.-Ed.
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plus-product, which forms the rent, is the product of this
combined agricultural and industrial family labour, no
matter whether rent in kind contains more or less of the
industrial product, as is often the case in the Middle Ages,
or whether it is paid only in the form of actual products
of the land. In this form of rent it is by no means neces-
sary for rent in kind, which represents the surplus-labour,
to fully exhaust the entire surplus-labour of the rural
family. Compared with labour rent, the producer rather
has more room for action to gain time for surplus-labour
whose product shall belong to himself, as well as the
product of his labour which satisfies his indispensable
needs. Similarly, this form will give rise to greater differ-
ences in the economic position of the individual direct
producers. At least the possibility for such a differentia-
tion exists, and the possibility for the direct producer to
have in turn acquired the means to exploit other labourers
directly. This, however, does not concern us here, since
we are dealing with rent in kind in its pure form; just
as in general we cannot enter into the endless variety of
combinations wherein the various forms of rent may be
united, adulterated and amalgamated. The form of rent in
kind, by being bound to a definite type of product and
production itself and through its indispensable combina-
tion of agriculture and domestic industry, through its
almost complete self-sufficiency whereby the peasant fam-
ily supports itself through its independence from the
market and the movement of production and history of
that section of society lying outside of its sphere, in short
owing to the character of natural economy in general,
this form is quite adapted to furnishing the basis for sta-
tionary social conditions as we see, e.g., in Asia. Here,
as in the earlier form of labour rent, ground-rent is the
normal form of surplus-value, and thus of surplus-labour,
i.e., of the entire excess labour which the direct producer
must perform gratis, hence actually under compulsion al- &
though this compulsion no longer confronts him in the
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old brutal form—for the benefit of the owner of his essen-
tial condition of labour, the land. The profit, if by erro-
neously anticipating we may thus call that portion of the
direct producer’s labour excess over his necessary labour,
which he retains for himself, has so little to do with deter-
mining rent in kind, that this profit, on the contrary,
grows up behind the back of rent and finds its natural
limit in the size of rent in kind. The latter may assume
dimensions which seriously imperil reproduction of the
conditions of labour, the means of production themselves,
rendering the expansion of production more or less impos-
sible and reducing the direct producers to the physical
minimum of means of subsistence. This is particularly the
case, when this form is met with and exploited by a con-
quering commercial nation, e.g., the English in India.

IV. MONEY-RENT

By money-rent—as distinct from industrial and commer-
cial ground-rent based upon the capitalist mode of pro-
duction, which is but an excess over average profit—-we
here mean the ground-rent which arises from a mere
change in form of rent in kind, just as the latter in turn
is but a modification of labour rent. The direct producer
here turns over instead of the product, its price to the
landlord (who may be either the state or a private indi-
vidual). An excess of products in their natural form no
longer suffices; it must be converted from its natural form
into money-form. Although the direct producer still con-
tinues to produce at least the greater part of his means of
subsistence himself, a certain portion of this product must
now be converted into commodities, must be produced as
commodities. The character of the entire mode of produc-
tion is thus more or less changed. It loses its independ-
ence, its detachment from social connection. The ratio of
cost of production, which now comprises greater or lesser
expenditures of money, becomes decisive; at any rate, the
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excess of that portion of gross product to be converted
into money over that portion which must serve, on the
one hand, as means of reproduction again, and, on the
other, as means of direct subsistence, assumes a determin-
ing role. However, the basis of this type of rent, although
approaching its dissolution, remains the same as that of
rent in kind, which constitutes its point of departure. The
direct producer as before is still possessor of the land,
either through inheritance or some other traditional right,
and must perform for his lord, as owner of his most essen-
tial condition of production, excess corvée-labour, that is,
unpaid labour for which no equivalent is returned, in the
form of a surplus-product transformed into money. Owner-
ship of the conditions of labour as distinct from land, such
as agricultural implements and other goods and chattels,
is transformed into the property of the direct producer
even under the earlier forms of rent, first in fact, and
then also legally, and even more so is this the precondi-
tion for the form of money-rent. The transformation of
rent in kind into money-rent, taking place first sporadical-
ly and then on a more or less national scale, presupposes
a considerable development of commerce, of urban in-
dustry, of commodity-production in general, and thereby of
money circulation. It furthermore assumes a market-price
for products, and that they be sold at prices roughly
approximating their values, which need not at all be the
case under earlier forms. In Eastern Europe we may still
partly observe this transformation taking place under our
very eyes. How unfeasible it can be without a certain devel-
opment of social labour productivity is proved by various
unsuccessful attempts to carry it through under the Roman
Empire, and by relapses into rent in kind after seeking
to convert at least the state tax portion of this rent into
money-rent. The same transitional difficulties are evidenced,
e.g., in pre-revolutionary France, when money-rent was
combined with and adulterated by, survivals of its earlier
forms.
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Money-rent, as a transmuted form of rent in kind, and
in antithesis to it, is, nevertheless, the final form, and si-
multaneously the form of dissolution of the type of
ground-rent which we have heretofore considered, namely
ground-rent as the normal form of surplus-value and of
the unpaid surplus-labour to be performed for the owner
of the conditions of production. In its pure form, this
rent, like labour rent and rent in kind, represents no
excess over profit. It absorbs the profit, as it is understood.
In so far as profit arises beside it practically as a separate
portion of excess labour, money-rent like rent in its ear-
lier forms still constitutes the normal limit of such em-
bryonic profit, which can only develop in relation to the
possibilities of exploitation, be it of one’s own excess la-
bour or that of another, which remains after the perfor-
mance of the surplus-labour represented by money-rent.
Should any profit actually arise along with this rent, then
this profit does not constitute the limit of rent, but rather
conversely, the rent is the limit of the profit. However,
as already indicated, money-rent is simultaneously the
form of dissolution of the ground-rent considered thus
far, coinciding prima facie with surplus-value and surplus-
labour, i.e., ground-rent as the normal and dominant form
of surplus-value.

In its further development money-rent must lead-aside
from all intermediate forms, e.g., the small peasant tenant
farmer—either to the transformation of land into peasants’
freehold, or to the form corresponding to the capitalist
mode of production, that is, to rent paid by the capitalist
tenant farmer.

With money-rent prevailing, the traditional and custom-
ary legal relationship between landlord and subjects who
possess and cultivate a part of the land, is necessarily
turned into a pure money relationship fixed contractually
in accordance with the rules of positive law. The possessor
engaged in cultivation thus becomes virtually a mere
tenant. This transformation serves on the one hand, pro-

14—773
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vided other general production relations permit, to expro-
priate more and more the old peasant possessors and to
substitute capitalist tenants in their stead. On the other
hand, it leads to the former possessor buying himself free
from his rent obligation and to his transformation into
an independent peasant with complete ownership of the
land he tills. The transformation of rent in kind into money-
rent is furthermore not only inevitably accompanied, but
even anticipated, by the formation of a class of property-
less day-labourers, who hire themselves out for money.
During their genesis, when this new class appears but
sporadically, the custom necessarily develops among the
more prosperous peasants subject to rent payments of ex-
ploiting agricultural wage-labourers for their own account,
much as in feudal times, when the more well-to-do peasant
serfs themselves also held serfs. In this way, they grad-
ually acquire the possibility of accumulating a certain
amount of wealth and themselves becoming transformed
into future capitalists. The old self-employed possessors of
land themselves thus give rise to a nursery school for
capitalist tenants, whose development is conditioned by the
general development of capitalist production beyond the
bounds of the countryside. This class shoots up very rapid-
ly when particularly favourable circumstances come to its
aid, as in England in the 16th century, where the then
progressive depreciation of money enriched them under
the customary long leases at the expense of the landlords.

Furthermore: as soon as rent assumes the form of
money-rent, and thereby the relationship between rent-
paying peasant and landlord becomes a relationship fixed
by contract—a development which is only possible general-
ly when the world-market, commerce and manufacture
have reached a certain relatively high level-the leasing of
land to capitalists inevitably also makes its appearance.
The latter hitherto stood beyond the rural limits and now
carry over to the countryside and agriculture the capital
acquired in the cities and with it the capitalist mode of
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operation developed-i.e., creating a product as a mere
commodity and solely as a means of appropriating surplus-
value. This form can become the general rule only in
those countries which dominate the world-market in the
period of transition from the feudal to the capitalist mode
of production. When the capitalist tenant farmer steps in
between landlord and actual tiller of the soil, all relations
which arose out of the old rural mode of production are
torn asunder. The farmer becomes the actual commander
of these agricultural labourers and the actual exploiter of
their surplus-labour, whereas the landlord maintains a
direct relationship, and indeed simply a money and con-
tractual relationship, solely with this capitalist tenant.
Thus, the nature of rent is also transformed, not merely
in fact and by chance, as occurred in part even under ear-
lier forms, but normally, in its recognised and prevailing
form. From the normal form of surplus-value and surplus-
labour, it descends to a mere excess of this surplus-labour
over that portion of it appropriated by the exploiting cap-
italist in the form of profit; just as the total surplus-la-
bour, profit and excess over profit, is extracted directly
by him, collected in the form of the total surplus-product,
and turned into cash. It is only the excess portion of this
surplus-value which is extracted by him from the agri-
cultural labourer by direct exploitation, by means of his
capital, which he turns over to the landlord as rent. How
much or how little he turns over to the latter depends, on
the average, upon the limits set by the average profit
which is realised by capital in the non-agricultural spheres
of production, and by the prices of non-agricultural pro-
duction regulated by this average profit. From a normal
form of surplus-value and surplus-labour, rent has now
become transformed into an excess over that portion of
the surplus-labour claimed in advance by capital as its
legitimate and normal share, and characteristic of this
particular sphere of production, the agricultural sphere of
production, Profit, instead of rent, has now become the

14*
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normal form of surplus-value and rent still exists solely
as a form, not of surplus-value in general, but of one of
its offshoots, surplus-profit, which assumes an independent
form under particular circumstances. It is not necessary
to elaborate the manner in which a gradual transforma-
tion in the mode of production itself corresponds to this
transformation. This already follows from the fact that it
is normal for the capitalist tenant farmer to produce agri-
cultural products as commodities, and that, while formerly
only the excess over his means of subsistence was con-
verted into commodities, now but a relatively insignificant
part of these commodities is directly used by him as
means of subsistence. It is no longer the land, but rather
capital, which has now brought even agricultural labour
under its direct sway and productiveness.

The average profit and the price of production regulated
thereby are formed outside of relations in the countryside
and within the sphere of urban trade and manufacture.
The profit of the rent-paying peasant does not enter into
it as an equalising factor, for his relation to the landlord
is not a capitalist one. In so far as he makes profit, i.e,
realises an excess above his necessary means of subsistence,
either by his own labour or through exploiting other peo-
ple’s labour, it is done behind the back of the normal
relationship, and other circumstances being equal, the size
of this profit does not determine rent, but on the contrary,
it is determined by the rent as its limit. The high rate of
profit in the Middle Ages is not entirely due to the low
composition of capital, in which the variable component
invested in wages predominates. It is due to swindling on
the land, the appropriation of a portion of the landlord’s
rent and of the income of his vassals. If the countryside
exploits the town politically in the Middle Ages, wherever
feudalism has not been broken down by exceptional urban
development—as in Italy, the town, on the other hand,
exploits the land economically everywhere and without ex-
ception, through its monopoly prices, its system of taxa-
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tion, its guild organisation, its direct commercial fraudu-
lence and its usury.

One might imagine that the mere appearance of the
capitalist farmer in agricultural production would prove
that the price of agricultural products, which from time
immemorial have paid rent in one form or another, must
be higher, at least at the time of this appearance, than
the prices of production of manufacture whether it be be-
cause the price of such agricultural products has reached
a monopoly price level, or has risen as high as the value
of the agricultural products, and their value actually is
above the price of production regulated by the average
profit. For were this not so, the capitalist farmer could
not at all realise, at the existing prices of agricultural
produce, first the average profit out of the price of these
products, and then pay out of the same price an excess
above this profit in the form of rent. One might conclude
from this that the general rate of profit, which guides the
capitalist farmer in his contract with the landlord, has
been formed without including rent, and, therefore, as
soon as it assumes a regulating role in agricultural produc-
tion, it finds this excess at hand and pays it to the land-
lord. It is in this traditional manner that, for instance,
Herr Rodbertus explains the matter.* But:

First. This appearance of capital as an independent and
leading force in agriculture does not take place all at once
and generally, but gradually and in particular lines of
production. It encompasses at first, not agriculture proper,
but such branches of production as cattle-breeding, espe-
cially sheep-raising, whose principal product, wool, offers
at the early stages a constant excess of market-price over
price of production during the rise of industry, and this

* J. Rodbertus, Sociale Briefe an von Kirchmann, Dritter Brief:
Widerlegung der Ricardo’schen Lehre wvon der Grundrente und
Begriindung einer neuen Rententheorie. See also K. Marx, Theorien
uber den Mehrwert. 2. Teil, 1957, pp. 3-106, 142-54.-Ed.
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does not level out until later. Thus in England during the
16th century.

Secondly. Since this capitalist production appears at
first but sporadically, the assumption cannot be disputed
that it first extends only to such land categories as are
able, through their particular fertility, or their exceptional-
ly favourable location, to generally pay a differential
rent.

Thirdly. Let us even assume that at the time this mode
of production appeared—and this indeed presupposes an in-
creasing preponderance of urban demand-the prices of
agricultural products were higher than the price of pro-
duction, as was doubtless the case in England during the
last third of the 17th century. Nevertheless, as soon as
this mode of production has somewhat extricated itself
from the mere subordination of agriculture to capital, and
as soon as agricultural improvement and the reduction of
production costs, which necessarily accompany its develop-
ment, have taken place, the balance will be restored by
a reaction, a fall in the price of agricultural produce,
as happened in England in the first half of the 18th
century.

Rent, thus, as an excess over the average profit cannot
be explained in this traditional way. Whatever may be
the existing historical circumstances at the time rent first
appears, once it has struck root it cannot exist except
under the modern conditions earlier described.

Finally, it should be noted in the transformation of rent
in kind into money-rent that along with it capitalised rent,
or the price of land, and thus its alienability and aliena-
tion become essential factors, and that thereby not only
can the former peasant subject to payment of rent be trans-
formed into an independent peasant proprietor, but also
urban and other moneyed people can buy real estate in
order to lease it either to peasants or capitalists and thus
enjoy rent as a form of interest on their capital so invested;
that, therefore, this circumstance likewise facilitates the
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transformation of the former mode of exploitation, the
relation between owner and actual cultivator of the land,
and of rent itself.

V. METAYAGE AND PEASANT PROPRIETORSHIP
OF LAND PARCELS

We have now arrived at the end of our elaboration of
ground-rent.

In all these forms of ground-rent, whether labour-rent,
rent in kind, or money-rent (as merely a changed form
of rent in kind), the one paying rent is always supposed
to be the actual cultivator and possessor of the land,
whose unpaid surplus-labour passes directly into the hands
of the landlord. Even in the last form, money-rent in so
far as it is “pure,” i.e., merely a changed form of rent
in kind-this is not only possible, but actually takes place.

As a transitory form from the original form of rent
to capitalist rent, we may consider the metayer system, or
share-cropping, under which the manager (farmer) fur-
nishes labour (his own or another’s), and also a portion of
working capital, and the landlord furnishes, aside from
land, another portion of working capital (e.g., cattle), and
the product is divided between tenant and landlord in
definite proportions which vary from country to country.
On the one hand, the farmer here lacks sufficient capital
required for complete capitalist management. On the other
hand, the share here appropriated by the landlord does
not bear the pure form of rent. It may actually include
interest on the capital advanced by him and an excess
rent. It may also absorb practically the entire surplus-
labour of the farmer, or leave him a greater or smaller
portion of this surplus-labour. But, essentially, rent no
longer appears here as the normal form of surplus-value
in general. On the one hand, the sharecropper, whether
he employs his own or another’s labour, is to lay claim
to a portion of the product not in his capacity as labourer,
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but as possessor of part of the instruments of labour, as
his own capitalist. On the other hand, the landlord claims
his share not exclusively on the basis of his landowner-
ship, but also as lender of capital.*

A survival of the old communal ownership of land,
which had endured after the transition to independent
peasant farming, e.g., in Poland and Rumania, served there
as a subterfuge for effecting a transition to the lower forms
of ground-rent. A portion of the land belongs to the indi-
vidual peasant and is tilled independently by him. Another
portion is tilled in common and creates a surplus-product,
which serves partly to cover community expenses, partly
as a reserve in cases of crop failure, etc. These last two
parts of the surplus-product, and ultimately the entire
surplus-product including the land upon which it has
been grown, are more and more usurped by state officials
and private individuals, and thus the originally free
peasant proprietors, whose obligation to till this land in
common is maintained, are transformed into vassals
subject either to corvée-labour or rent in kind; while the
usurpers of common land are transformed into owners,
not only of the usurped common lands, but even the very
lands of the peasants themselves.

We need not further investigate slave economy proper
(which likewise passes through a metamorphosis from the
patriarchal system mainly for home use to the plantation
system for the world-market) nor the management of
estates under which the landlords themselves are indepen-
dent cultivators, possessing all instruments of production,
and exploiting the labour of free or unfree bondsmen, who
are paid either in kind or money. Landlord and owner of
the instruments of production, and thus the direct ex-

* Cf. Buret [Cours d’économie politique, Bruxelles, 1842.—Ed.],
Tocqueville [L'ancien régime et la révolution, Paris, 1856.—Ed.],
Sismondi [Nouveaux principes d’économie politique.—Seconde édi-
tion, Tome I, Paris, 1827.—Ed.). [Note by Marx.]
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ploiter of labourers included among these elements of
production, are in this case one and the same person. Rent
and profit likewise coincide then, there occurring no sepa-
ration of the different forms of surplus-value. The entire
surplus-labour of the labourers, which is manifested here
in the surplus-product, is extracted from them directly by
the owner of all instruments of production, to which
belong the land and, under the original form of slavery,
the immediate producers themselves. Where the capitalist
outlook prevails, as on American plantations, this entire
surplus-value is regarded as profit; where neither the cap-
italist mode of production itself exists, nor the correspond-
ing outlook has been transferred from capitalist countries,
it appears as rent. At any rate, this form presents no dif-
ficulties. The income of the landlord, whatever it may be
called, the available surplus-product appropriated by him,
is here the normal and prevailing form, whereby the entire
unpaid surplus-labour is directly appropriated, and landed
property forms the basis of such appropriation.

Further, proprietorship of land parcels. The peasant
here is simultaneously the free owner of his land, which
appears as his principal instrument of production, the
indispensable field of employment for his labour and his
capital. No lease money is paid under this form. Rent,
therefore, does not appear as a separate form of surplus-
value, although in countries in which otherwise the cap-
italist mode of production is developed, it appears as a
surplus-profit compared with other lines of production; but
as surplus-profit which, like all proceeds of his labour in
general, accrues to the peasant.

This form of landed property presupposes, as in the ear-
lier older forms, that the rural population greatly pre-
dominates numerically over the town population, so that,
even if the capitalist mode of production otherwise pre-
vails, it is but relatively little developed, and thus also
in the other lines of production the concentration of cap-
ital is restricted to narrow limits and a fragmentation of
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capital predominates. In the nature of things, the greater
portion of agricultural produce must be consumed as direct
means of subsistence by the producers themselves, the
peasants, and only the excess above that will find its way
as commodities into urban commerce. No matter how the
average market-price of agricultural products may here be
regulated, differential rent, an excess portion of commo-
dity-prices from superior or more favourably located land,
must evidently exist here much as under the capitalist
mode of production. This differential rent exists, even
where this form appears under social conditions, under
which no general market-price has as yet been developed;
it appears then in the excess surplus-product. Only then
it flows into the pockets of the peasant, whose labour is
realised under more favourable natural conditions. The
assumption here is generally to be made that no absolute
rent exists, i.e., that the worst soil does not pay any rent-
precisely under this form where the price of land enters
as a factor in the peasant’s actual cost of production wheth-
er because in the course of this form’s further develop-
ment either the price of land has been computed at a
certain money-value, in dividing up an inheritance, or,
during the constant change in ownership of an entire estate,
or of its component parts, the land has been bought by
the cultivator himself, largely by raising money on mort-
gage; and, therefore, where the price of land, represent-
ing nothing more than capitalised rent, is a factor assumed
in advance, and where rent thus seems to exist independ-
ently of any differentiation in fertility and location of the
land. For, absolute rent presupposes either realised excess
in product value above its price of production, or a mo-
nopoly price exceeding the value of the product. But since
agriculture here is carried on largely as cultivation for
direct subsistence, and the land exists as an indispensable
field of employment for the labour and capital of the
majority of the population, the regulating market-price of
the product will reach its value only under extraordinary
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circumstances. But this value will, generally, be higher
than its price of production owing to the preponderant ele-
ment of living labour, although this excess of value over
price of production will in turn be limited by the low
composition even of non-agricultural capital in countries
with an economy composed predominantly of land parcels.
For the peasant owning a parcel, the limit of exploitation
is not set by the average profit of capital, in so far as he
is a small capitalist; nor, on the other hand, by the neces-
| sity of rent, in so far as he is a landowner. The absolute
limit for him as a small capitalist is no more than the
wages he pays to himself, after deducting his actual costs.
So long as the price of the product covers these wages,
he will cultivate his land, and often at wages down to a
physical minimum. As for his capacity as land proprietor,
the barrier of ownership is eliminated for him, since it
can make itself felt only vis-a-vis a capital (including la-
bour) separated from landownership, by erecting an ob-
stacle to the investment of capital. It is true, to be sure,
that interest on the price of land~which generally has to
| be paid to still another individual, the mortgage creditor—
is a barrier. But this interest can be paid precisely out of
that portion of surplus-labour which would constitute profit
under capitalist conditions. The rent anticipated in the
price of land and in the interest paid for it can therefore
be nothing but a portion of the peasant’s capitalised sur-
plus-labour over and above the labour indispensable for
his subsistence, without this surplus-labour being realised
in a part of the commodity-value equal to the entire aver-
age profit, and still less in an excess above the surplus-
labour realised in the average profit, i.e., in a surplus-
profit. The rent may be a deduction from the average profit,
or even the only portion of it which is realised. For the
peasant parcel holder to cultivate his land, or to buy land
for cultivation, it is therefore not necessary, as under the
normal capitalist mode of production, that the market-
price of the agricultural products rise high enough to
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afford him the average profit, and still less a fixed excess
above this average profit in the form of rent. It is not
necessary, therefore, that the market-price rise, either up
to the value or the price of production of his product. This
is one of the reasons why grain prices are lower in coun-
tries with predominant small peasant land proprietorship
than in countries with a capitalist mode of production.
One portion of the surplus-labour of the peasants, who
work under the least favourable conditions, is bestowed
gratis upon society and does not at all enter into the reg-
ulation of price of production or into the creation of value
in general. This lower price is consequently a result of
the producers’ poverty and by no means of their labour
productivity.

This form of free self-managing peasant proprietorship
of land parcels as the prevailing, normal form constitutes,
on the one hand, the economic foundation of society during
the best periods of classical antiquity, and on the other
hand, it is found among modern nations as one of the
forms arising from the dissolution of feudal landowner-
ship. Thus, the yeomanry in England, the peasantry in
Sweden, the French and West German peasants. We do
not include colonies here, since the independent peasant
there develops under different conditions.

The free ownership of the self-managing peasant is evi-
dently the most normal form of landed property for small-
scale operation, i.e., for a mode of production, in which
possession of the land is a prerequisite for the labourer’s
ownership of the product of his own labour, and in which
the cultivator, be he free owner or vassal, always must
produce his own means of subsistence independently, as
an isolated labourer with his family. Ownership of the
land is as necessary for full development of this mode
of production as ownership of tools is for free develop-
ment of handicraft production. Here is the basis for the
development of personal independence. It is a necessary
transitional stage for the development of agriculture itself.
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The causes which bring about its downfall show its limita-
tions. These are: Destruction of rural domestic industry,
which forms its normal supplement as a result of the de-
velopment of large-scale industry; a gradual impoverish-
ment and exhaustion of the soil subjected to this cultiva-
tion; usurpation by big landowners of the common lands,
which constitute the second supplement of the manage-
ment of land parcels everywhere and which alone enable
it to raise cattle; competition, either of the plantation
system or large-scale capitalist agriculture. Improvements
in agriculture, which on the one hand cause a fall in agri-
cultural prices and, on the other, require greater outlays
and more extensive material conditions of production, also
contribute towards this, as in England during the first
half of the 18th century.

Proprietorship of land parcels by its very nature ex-
cludes the development of social productive forces of
labour, social forms of labour, social concentration of
capital, large-scale cattle-raising, and the progressive ap-
plication of science.

Usury and a taxation system must impoverish it every-
where. The expenditure of capital in the price of the land
withdraws this capital from cultivation. An infinite frag-
mentation of means of production, and isolation of the
producers themselves. Monstrous waste of human cnergy.
Progressive deterioration of conditions of production and
increased prices of means of production—an inevitable law
cf proprietorship of parcels. Calamity of seasonal abun-
dance for this mode of production.*

One of the specific evils of small-scale agriculture where
it is combined with free landownership arises from the
cultivator’s investing capital in the purchase of land. (The

* See the speech from the throne of the King of France in
Tooke. [Newmarch, A History of Prices, and of the State of the
Circulation, during the nine years 1848-56, Vol. VI, London, 1857,
pp. 29-30.-Ed.) [Note by Marx.)
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same applies also to the transitory form, in which the
big landowner invests capital, first, to buy land, and
second, to manage it as his own tenant farmer.) Owing
to the changeable nature which the land here assumes as
a mere commodity, the changes of ownership increase,*
so that the land, from the peasant’s viewpoint, enters
anew as an investment of capital with each successive
generation and division of estates, i.e., it becomes land
purchased by him. The price of land here forms a weighty
element of the individual unproductive costs of produc-
tion or cost-price of the product for the individual
producer.

The price of land is nothing but capitalised and there-
fore anticipated rent. If capitalist methods are employed
by agriculture, so that the landlord receives only rent, and
the farmer pays nothing for land except this annual rent,
then it is evident that the capital invested by the land-
owner himself in purchasing the land constitutes indeed

an interest-bearing investment of capital for him, but has
absolutely nothing to do with capital invested in agriculture
itself. It forms neither a part of the fixed, nor of the cir-
culating, capital employed here,** it merely secures for

* See Mounier [De I'agriculture en France, Paris, 1846.~Ed.] and
Rubichon [Du mécanisme de la société en France et en Angleterre,
Paris, 1837.-Ed.]. [Note by Marx.}]

** Dr. H, Maron (Extensiv oder Intensiv?) (no further informa-
tion given about this pamphlet] starts from the false assumption
of the adversaries he opposes. He assumes that capital invested
in the purchase of land is “investment capital,” and then engages
in a controversy about the respective definitions of investment
capital and working capital, that is, fixed and circulating capital.
His wholly amateurish conceptions of capital in general, which
may be excused incidentally in one who is not an economist in
view of the state of German political economy, conceal from him
that this capital is neither investment nor working capital, any
more than the capital which someone invests at the Stock Ex-
change in purchasing stocks or government securities, and which,
for him, represents a personal investment of capital, is “invested”
in any branch of production. [Note by Marx.)
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the buyer a claim to receive annual rent, but has absolute-
ly nothing to do with the production of the rent itself.
The buyer of land just pays his capital out to the one who
sells the land, and the seller in return relinquishes his
ownership of the land. Thus this capital no longer exists
as the capital of the purchaser; he no longer has it; there-
fore it does not belong to the capital which he can invest
in any way in the land itself. Whether he bought the land
dear or cheap, or whether he received it for nothing, alters
nothing in the capital invested by the farmer in his estab-
lishment, and changes nothing in the rent, but merely
alters the question whether it appears to him as interest
or not, or as higher or lower interest respectively.

Take, for instance, the slave economy. The price paid
for a slave is nothing but the anticipated and capitalised
surplus-value or profit to be wrung out of the slave. But
the capital paid for the purchase of a slave does not be-
long to the capital by means of which profit, surplus-
labour, is extracted from him. On the contrary. It is
capital which the slave-holder has parted with, it is a
deduction from the capital which he has available for
actual production. It has ceased to exist for him, just
as capital invested in purchasing land has ceased to exist
for agriculture. The best proof of this is that it does not
reappear for the slave-holder or the landowner except
when he, in turn, sells his slaves or land. But then the
same situation prevails for the buyer. The fact that he has
bought the slave does not enable him to exploit the slave
without further ado. He is only able to do so when he
invests some additional capital in the slave economy itself.

The same capital does not exist twice, once in the
hands of the seller, and a second time in the hands of
the buyer of the land. It passes from the hands of the
buyer to those of the seller, and there the matter ends.
The buyer now no longer has capital, but in its stead a
piece of land. The circumstance that the rent produced
by a real investment of capital in this land is calculated
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by the new landowner as interest on capital which he has
not invested in the land, but given away to acquire the
land, does not in the least alter the economic nature of
the land factor, any more than the circumstance that some-
one has paid £1,000 for 3% consols has anything to do
with the capital out of whose revenue the interest on
the national debt is paid.

In fact, the money expended in purchasing land, like
that in purchasing government bonds, is merely capital
in itself, just as any value sum is capital in itself, poten-
tial capital, on the basis of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion. What is paid for land, like that for government
bonds or any other purchased commodity, is a sum of
money. This is capital in itself, because it can be con-
verted into capital. It depends upon the use put to it
by the seller whether the money obtained by him is really
transformed into capital or not. For the buyer, it can
never again function as such, no more than any other
money which he has definitely paid out. It figures in his
accounts as interest-bearing capital, because he considers
the income, received as rent from the land or as interest
on state indebtedness, as interest on the money which
the purchase of the claim to this revenue has cost him.
He can only realise it as capital through resale. But then
another, the new buyer, enters the same relationship
maintained by the former, and the money thus expended
cannot be transformed into actual capital for the expender
through any change of hands.

In the case of small landed property the illusion is
fostered still more that land itself possesses value and
thus enters as capital into the price of production of the
product, much as machines or raw materials. But we have
seen that rent, and therefore capitalised rent, the price
of land, can enter as a determining factor into the price
of agricultural products in only two cases. First, when
as a consequence of the composition of agricultural cap-
ital-a capital which has nothing to do with the capital
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invested in purchasing land—the value of the products of
the soil is higher than their price of production, and
market conditions enable the landlord to realise this
difference. Second, when there is a monopoly price. And
both are least of all the case under the management of
land parcels and small landownership because precisely
here production to a large extent satisfies the producers’
own wants and is carried on independently of regulation
by the average rate of profit. Even where cultivation of
land parcels is conducted upon leased land, the lease
money comprises, far more so than under any other
conditions, a portion of the profit and even a deduction
from wages; this money is then only a nominal rent, not
rent as an independent category as opposed to wages
and profit.

The expenditure of money-capital for the purchase of
land, then, is not an investment of agricultural capital.
It is a decrease pro tanto in the capital which small
peasants can employ in their own sphere of production.
It reduces pro tanto the size of their means of produc-
tion and thereby narrows the economic basis of reproduc-
tion. It subjects the small peasant to the money-lender,
since credit proper occurs but rarely in this sphere in
general. It is a hindrance to agriculture, even where such
purchase takes place in the case of large estates. It con-
tradicts in fact the capitalist mode of production, which
is on the whole indifferent to whether the landowner is
in debt, no matter whether he has inherited or purchased
his estate. The nature of management of the leased estate
itself is not altered whether the landowner pockets the
rent himself or whether he must pay it out to the holder
of his mortgage.

We have seen that, in the case of a given ground-rent,
the price of land is regulated by the interest rate. If the
rate is low, then the price of land is high, and vice versa.
Normally, then, a high price of land and a low interest
rate should go hand in hand, so that if the peasant paid

15—773
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a high price for the land in consequence of a low inter-
est rate, the same low rate of interest should also secure
his working capital for him on easy credit terms. But in
reality, things turn out differently when peasant pro-
prietorship of land parcels is the prevailing form. In
the first place, the general laws of credit are not adapted
to the farmer, since these laws presuppose a capitalist
as the producer. Secondly, where proprietorship of land
parcels predominates-we are not referring to colonies
here—-and the small peasant constitutes the backbone of
the nation, the formation of capital, i.e., social reproduc-
tion, is relatively weak, and still weaker is the forma-
tion of loanable money-capital, in the sense previously
elaborated. This presupposes the concentration and exist-
ence of a class of idle rich capitalists (Massie).* Thirdly,
here where the ownership of the land is a necessary condi-
tion for the existence of most producers, and an indis-
pensable field of investment for their capital, the price
of land is raised independently of the interest rate, and
often in inverse ratio to it, through the preponderance
of the demand for landed property over its supply. Land
sold in parcels brings a far higher price in such a case
than when sold in large tracts, because here the number
of small buyers is large and that of large buyers is small
(Bandes Noires, %3 Rubichon; Newman**), For all these
reasons, the price of land rises here with a relatively
high rate of interest. The relatively low interest, which
the peasant derives here from the outlay of capital for
the purchase of land (Mounier), corresponds here, on the
other side, to the high usurious interest rate which he
himself has to pay to his mortgage creditors. The Irish
system bears out the same thing, only in another form.

* [Massie] An Essay on the Governing Causes of the Natural
Rate of Interest, London, 1750, pp. 23-24.—Ed.

** Newman, Lectures on Political Economy, London, 1851,
pp. 180-81.-Ed.
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The price of land, this element foreign to production
in itself, may therefore rise here to such a point that it
makes production impossible (Dombasle).

The fact that the price of land plays such a role, that
purchase and sale, the circulation of land as a commo-
dity, develops to this degree, is practically a result of
the development of the capitalist mode of production in
so far as a commodity is here the general form of all
products and all instruments of production. On the other
hand, this development takes place only where the cap-
italist mode of production has a limited development and
does not unfold all of its peculiarities, because this rests
precisely upon the fact that agriculture is no longer, or
not yet, subject to the capitalist mode of production, but
rather to one handed down from extinct forms of society.
The disadvantages of the capitalist mode of production,
with its dependence of the producer upon the money-
price of his product, coincide here therefore with the
disadvantages occasioned by the imperfect development
of the capitalist mode of production. The peasant turns
merchant and industrialist without the conditions enabling
him to produce his products as commodities.

The conflict between the price of land as an element
in the producers’ cost-price and no element in the price
of production (even though the rent enters as a deter-
mining factor into the price of the agricultural product,
the capitalised rent, which is advanced for 20 years or
more, by no means enters as a determinant) is but one
of the forms manifesting the general contradiction be-
tween private landownership and a rational agriculture,
the normal social utilisation of the soil. But on the other
hand, private landownership, and thereby expropriation
of the direct producers from the land-private landowner-
ship by the one, which implies lack of ownership by
others—is the basis of the capitalist mode of production.

Here, in small-scale agriculture, the price of land,
a form and result of private landownership, appears as

15*
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a barrier to production itself. In large-scale agriculture,
and large estates operating on a capitalist basis, owner-
ship likewise acts as a barrier, because it limits the
tenant farmer in his productive investment of capital,
which in the final analysis benefits not him, but the land-
lord. In both forms, exploitation and squandering of the
vitality of the soil (apart from making exploitation de-
pendent upon the accidental and unequal circumstances
of individual producers rather than the attained level of
social development) takes the place of conscious rational
cultivation of the soil as eternal communal property, an
inalienable condition for the existence and reproduction
of a chain of successive generations of the human race.
In the case of small property, this results from the lack
of means and knowledge of applying the social labour pro-
ductivity. In the case of large property, it results from
the exploitation of such means for the most rapid enrich-
ment of farmer and proprietor. In the case of both through
dependence on the market-price.

All critique of small landed property resolves itself
in the final analysis into a criticism of private ownership
as a barrier and hindrance to agriculture. And similarly
all counter-criticism of large landed property. In either
case, of course, we leave aside all secondary political
considerations. This barrier and hindrance, which are
erected by all private landed property vis-a-vis agricul-
tural production and the rational cultivation, maintenance
and improvement of the soil itself, develop on both sides
merely in different forms, and in wrangling over the
specific forms of this evil its ultimate cause is forgotten.

Small landed property presupposes that the overwhelm-
ing majority of the population is rural, and that not
social, but isolated labour predominates; and that, there-
fore, under such conditions wealth and development of
reproduction, both of its material and spiritual prerequi-
sites, are out of the question, and thereby also the prereg-
uisites for rational cultivation. On the other hand, large
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landed property reduces the agricultural population to a
constantly falling minimum, and confronts it with a con-
stantly growing industrial population crowded together
in large cities. It thereby creates conditions which cause
an irreparable break in the coherence of social inter-
change prescribed by the natural laws of life. As a result,
the vitality of the soil is squandered, and this prodigality
is carried by commerce far beyond the borders of a
particular state (Liebig).”

While small landed property creates a class of barba-
rians standing halfway outside of society, a class com-
bining all the crudeness of primitive forms of society
with the anguish and misery of civilised countries, large
landed property undermines labour-power in the last
region, where its prime energy seeks refuge and stores
up its strength as a reserve fund for the regeneration of
the vital force of nations—on the land itself. Large-scale
industry and large-scale mechanised agriculture work
together. If originally distinguished by the fact that the
former lays waste and destroys principally labour-power,
hence the natural force of human beings, whereas the
latter more directly exhausts the natural vitality of the
soil, they join hands in the further course of development
in that the industrial system in the country-side also
enervates the labourers, and industry and commerce on
their part supply agriculture with the means for exhaust-
ing the soil.

Karl Marx, Capital, Vol.
III, Moscow, 1971, pp. 325-
27, 593-613, 615-18, 633-
34, 782-813

* Liebig, Die Chemie in ihrer Anwendung auf Agricultur und
Physiologie, Braunschweig, 1862.—Ed.
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THEORIES OF SURPLUS-VALUE

Part 1

From ADDENDA

i(f) THE LABOUR OF HANDICRAFTSMEN AND PEASANTS
IN CAPITALIST SOCIETY]

What then is the position of independent handicrafts-
men or peasants who employ no labourers and therefore
do not produce as capitalists? Either, as always in the
case of peasants <. but for example not in the case of a
gardener whom I get to come to my house™>, they are
producers of commodities, and 1 buy the commodity from

them—in which case for example it makes no difference
that the handicraftsman produces it to order while the
peasant produces his supply according to his means. In
this capacity they confront me as sellers of commodities,
not as sellers of labour, and this relation therefore has
nothing to do with the exchange of capital for labour;
therefore also it has nothing to do with the distinction
between productive and unproductive labour, which de-
pends entirely on whether the labour is exchanged for
money as money or for money as capital. They therefore
belong neither to the category of productive nor of un-
productive labourers, although they are producers of com-
modities. But their production does not fall under the
capitalist mode of production.

1t is possible that these producers, working with their
own means of production, not only reproduce their labour-
power but create surplus-value, while their position
enables them to appropriate for themselves their own
surplus-labour or a part of it (since a part of it is taken
away from them in the form of taxes, etc.). And here we
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come up against a peculiarity that is characteristic of a
society in which one definite mode of production predo-
minates, even though not all productive relations have
been subordinated to it. In feudal society, for example
(as we can best observe in England because the system
of feudalism was introduced here from Normandy ready
made and its form was impressed on what was in many
respects a different social foundation), relations which
were far removed from the nature of feudalism were
given a feudal form; for example, simple money rela-
tions in which there was no trace of mutual personal
service as between lord and vassal. It is for instance a
fiction that the small peasant held his land in fief.

Karl Marx, Theories of
Surplus-Value, Part 1,
Moscow, 1975, pp. 407-08
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THEORIES OF SURPLUS-VALUE
Part III

From CHAPTER XXIV
RICHARD JONES

Jones traces rent throughout all its changes, from its
crudest form, performance of labour services, to modern
farmer’s rent. He finds that everywhere a specific form
of rent, i.e., of landed property, corresponds to a definite
form of labour and of the conditions of labour. Thus,
labour rents or serf rents, the change from labour rent
to produce rent, metayer rents, ryotb® rents, etc., are
examined in turn, a development the details of which
do not concern us here. In all previous forms, it is the
landed proprietor, not the capitalist, who directly appro-
priates the surplus Iabour of other people. Rent (as the
Physiocrats conceive it by reminiscence [of feudal condi-
tions])) appears historically (and still on the largest scale
among the Asiatic peoples) as the general form of surplus
labour, of labour performed without payment in return.
The appropriation of this surplus labour is here not me-
diated by exchange, as is the case in capitalist society,
but its basis is the forcible domination of one section of
society over the other. (There is, accordingly, direct slav-
ery, serfdom or political dependence.) . ..

The reconversion of revenue into capital. If capital (i.e.,
the separation of the conditions of production from the
labourer) is the source of profit (i.e., of the fact that sur-
plus labour appears as the revenue of capital and not of
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labour) then profit becomes the source of capital, of new
capital formation, i.e., of the fact that the additional condi-
tions of production confront the worker as capital, as a
means for maintaining him as a worker and of appro-
priating his surplus labour anew. The original unity be-
tween the worker and the conditions of production (ab-
stracting from slavery, where the labourer himself be-
longs to the objective conditions of production) has two
main forms: the Asiatic communal system (primitive com-
munism) and small-scale agriculture based on the family
(and linked with domestic industry) in one form or another.
Both are embryonic forms and both are equally unfitted
to develop labour as social labour and the productive
power of social labour. Hence the necessity for the separa-
tion, for the rupture, for the antithesis of labour and prop-
erty (by which property in the conditions of production
is to be understood). The most extreme form of this
rupture, and the one in which the productive forces of
social labour are also most powerfully developed, is
capital. The original unity can be re-established only on
the material foundation which capital creates and by
means of the revolutions which, in the process cf this
creation, the working class and the whole society undergo.

Karl Marx, Theories of
Surplus-Value, Part IiI,
Moscow, 1975, pp. 400,
422-23




FREDERICK ENGELS

ANTI-DUHRING

From MORALITY AND LAW. EQUALITY

The idea that all men, as men, have something in
common, and that to that extent they are equal, is of
course primeval. But the modern demand for equality
is something entirely different from that; this consists
rather in deducing from that common quality of being
human, from that equality of men as men, a claim to
equal political and social status for all human beings, or

at least for all citizens of a state or all members of a
society. Before that original conception of relative equal-
ity could lead to the conclusion that men should have
equal rights in the state and in society, before that
conclusion could even appear to be something natural
and self-evident, thousands of years had to pass and did
pass. In the most ancient, primitive communities, equal-
ity of rights could apply at most to members of the
community; women, slaves and foreigners were excluded
from this equality as a matter of course. Among the
Greeks and Romans the inequalities of men were of
much greater importance than their equality in any
respect. It would necessarily have seemed insanity to the
ancients that Greeks and barbarians, freemen and slaves,
citizens and peregrines, Roman citizens and Roman sub-
jects (to use a comprehensive term) should have a claim
to equal political status. Under the Roman Empire all
these distinctions gradually disappeared, except the dis-
tinction between freemen and slaves, and in this way
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there arose, for the freemen at least, that equality as
between private individuals on the basis of which Roman
law developed-the completest elaboration of law based
on private property which we know. But so long as the
antithesis between freemen and slaves existed, there could
be no talk of drawing legal conclusions from general
equality of mankind; we saw this even recently, in the
slave-owning states of the North American Union.

Christianity knew only one point in which all men were
equal: that all were equally born in original sin—which
corresponded perfectly to its character as the religion of
the slaves and the oppressed. Apart from this it recog-
nised, at most, the equality of the elect, which however
was only stressed at the very beginning. The traces of
common ownership which are also found in the early
stages of the new religion can be ascribed to solidarity
among the proscribed rather than to real equalitarian
ideas. Within a very short time the establishment of the
distinction between priests and laymen put an end even
to this incipient Christian equality.

The overrunning of Western Europe by the Germans
abolished for centuries all ideas of equality, through the
gradual building up of such a complicated social and po-
litical hierarchy as had never existed before. But at the
same time the invasion drew Western and Central Europe
into the course of historical development, created for the
first time a compact cultural area, and within this area
also for the first time a system of predominantly national
states exerting mutual influence on each other and mu-
tually holding each other in check. Thereby it prepared the
ground on which alone the question of the equal status of
men, of the rights of man, could at a later period be raised.

The feudal Middle Ages also developed in its womb
the class which was destined, in the course of its further
development, to become the standard-bearer of the
modern demand for equality: the bourgeoisie. Originally
itself a feudal estate, the bourgeoisie developed the pre-
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dominantly handicraft industry and the exchange of
products within feudal society to a relatively high level,
when at the end of the fifteenth century the great mari-
time discoveries opened to it a new career of wider scope.
Trade beyond the confines of Europe, which had previous-
ly been carried on only between Italy and the Levant, was
now extended to America and India, and soon surpassed
in importance both the mutual exchange between the
various European countries and the internal trade within
each individual country. American gold and silver flooded
Europe and forced its way like a disintegrating element
into every fissure, rent and pore of feudal society. Handi-
craft industry could no longer satisfy the rising demand;
in the leading industries of the most advanced countries
it was replaced by manufacture.

But this mighty revolution in the conditions of the eco-
nomic life of society was, however, not followed by any
immediate corresponding change in its political struc-
ture. The political order remained feudal, while society
became more and more bourgeois. Trade on a large scale,
that is to say, particularly international and, even more
so, world trade, requires free owners of commodities who
are unrestricted in their movements and as such enjoy
equal rights; who may exchange their commodities on the
basis of laws that are equal for them all, at least in each
particular place. The transition from handicraft to manu-
facture presupposes the existence of a number of free
workers—free on the one hand from the fetters of the
guild and on the other from the means whereby they
could themselves utilise their labour-power—workers who
can contract with the manufacturer for the hire of their
labour-power, and hence, as parties to the contract, have
rights equal to his. And finally the equality and equal
status of all human labour, because and in so far as it is
human labour,8 found its unconscious but clearest ex-
pression in the law of value of modern bourgeois polit-
ical economy, according to which the value of a com~
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modity is measured by the socially necessary labour em-
bodied in it.*

However, where economic relations required freedom
and equality of rights, the political system opposed them
at every step with guild restrictions and special privileges.
Local privileges, differential duties, exceptional laws of
all kinds affected in trade not only foreigners and people
living in the colonies, but often enough also whole cate-
gories of the nationals of the country concerned; every-
where and ever anew the privileges of the guilds barred
the development of manufacture. Nowhere was the road
clear and the chances equal for the bourgeois competi-
tors—and yet that this be so was the prime and ever more
pressing demand.

The demand for liberation from feudal fetters and the
establishment of equality of rights by the abolition of
feudal inequalities was bound soon to assume wider
dimensions, once the economic advance of society had
placed it on the order of the day. If it was raised in the
interests of industry and trade, it was also necessary to
demand the same equality of rights for the great mass of
the peasantry who, in every degree of bondage, from
total serfdom onwards, were compelled to give the greater
part of their labour-time to their gracious feudal lord
without compensation and in addition to render innumer-
able other dues to him and to the state. On the other hand,
it was inevitable that a demand should also be made for
the abolition of the feudal privileges, of the freedom
from taxation of the nobility, of the political privileges
of the separate estates. And as people were no longer
living in a world empire such as the Roman Empire had
been, but in a system of independent states dealing with
each other on an equal footing and at approximately the

* This derivation of the modern ideas of equality from the
€conomic conditions of bourgeois society was first demonstrated
by Marx in Capital. (Note by Engels.)
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same level of bourgeois development, it was a matter of

course that the demand for equality should assume a gen-

1

.
E

4

eral character reaching out beyond the individual state,
that freedom and equality should be proclaimed human

rights. And it is significant of the specifically bourgeois
character of these human rights that the American consti-
tution, the first to recognise the rights of man, in the
same breath confirms the slavery of the coloured races
existing in America: class privileges are proscribed, race
privileges sanctioned.

From THE FORCE THEORY (CONCLUSION)

As men originally made their exit from the animal
world~in the narrower sense of the term-so they made
their entry into history: still half animal, brutal, still
helpless in face of the forces of nature, still ignorant of
their own strength; and consequently as poor as the

animals and hardly more productive than they. There‘

prevailed a certain equality in the conditions of exist-
ence, and for the heads of families also a kind of equal-
ity of social position—at least an absence of social classes
—which continued among the primitive agricultural com-
munities of the civilised peoples of a later period. In
each such community there were from the beginning
certain common interests the safeguarding of which had
to be handed over to individuals, true, under the control
of the community as a whole: adjudication of disputes;

repression of abuse of authority by individuals; control

of water supplies, especially in hot countries; and finally,
when conditions were still absolutely primitive, religious
functions. Such offices are found in aboriginal communi-
ties of every period—in the oldest German marks and
even today in India. They are naturally endowed with 31
certain measure of authority and are the beginnings of
state power. The productive forces gradually increase; thei
increasing density of the population creates at one point|
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common interests, at another conflicting interests, be-
tween the separate communities, whose grouping into
larger units brings about in turn a new division of la-
bour, the setting up of organs to safeguard common inter-
ests and combat conflicting interests. These organs
which, if only because they represent the common inte-
rests of the whole group, hold a special position in rela-
tion to each individual community—in certain circumstan-
ces even one of opposition-soon make themselves still
more independent, partly through heredity of functions,
which comes about almost as a matter of course in a
world where everything occurs spontaneously, and partly
because they become increasingly indispensable owing
to the growing number of conflicts with other groups.
It is not necessary for us to examine here how this
independence of social functions in relation to society
increased with time until it developed into domination
over society; how he who was originally the servant,
where conditions were favourable, changed gradually into
the lord; how this lord, depending on the conditions,
emerged as an Oriental despot or satrap, the dynast of
a Greek tribe, chieftain of a Celtic clan, and so on; to
what extent he subsequently had recourse to force in the
course of this transformation; and how finally the indivi-
dual rulers united into a ruling class. Here we are only
concerned with establishing the fact that the exercise of
a social function was everywhere the basis of political
supremacy; and further that political supremacy existed
for any length of time only when it discharged its social
functions. However great the number of despotisms which
rose and fell in Persia and India, each was fully aware
that above all it was the entrepreneur responsible for the
collective maintenance of irrigation throughout the river
valleys, without which no agriculture was possible there.
It was reserved for the enlightened English to lose sight
of this in India; they let the irrigation canals and sluices
fall into decay, and are now at last discovering, through
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the regularly recurring famines, that they have neglected
the one activity which might have made their rule in
India at least as legitimate as that of their predecessors.

But alongside this process of formation of classes
another was also taking place. The natural division of
labour within the family cultivating the soil made possible,
at a certain level of well-being, the incorporation of one
or more strangers as additional labour forces. This was
especially the case in countries where the old common
ownership of the land had already disintegrated or at
least the former joint cultivation had given place to the
separate cultivation of parcels of land by the respective
families. Production had developed so far that the labour-
power of a man could now produce more than was neces-
sary for its mere maintenance; the means of maintaining
additional labour forces existed; likewise the means of
employing them; labour-power acquired a value. But the
community itself and the association to which it belonged
yielded no available, superfluous labour forces. On the
other hand, such forces were provided by war, and war
was as old as the simultaneous existence alongside each
other of several groups of communities. Up to that time
one had not known what to do with prisoners of war, and
had therefore simply killed them; at an even earlier pe-
riod, eaten them. But at the ““economic” stage which had
now been attained the prisoners acquired a value; one
therefore let them live and made use of their labour. Thus
force, instead of controlling the economic situation, was
on the contrary pressed into the service of the economic
situation. Slavery had been invented. It soon became the
dominant form of production among all peoples who were
developing beyond the old community, but in the end
was also one of the chief causes of their decay. It was
slavery that first made possible the division of labour be-
tween agriculture and industry on a larger scale, and
thereby also Hellenism, the flowering of the ancient
world. Without slavery, no Greek state, no Greek art and
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science; without slavery, no Roman Empire. But without
the basis laid by Grecian culture, and the Roman Empire,
also no modern Europe. We should never forget that our
whole economic, political and intellectual development
presupposes a state of things in which slavery was as
necessary as it was universally recognised. In this sense
we are entitled to say: without the slavery of antiquity
no modern socialism.

It is very easy to inveigh against slavery and similar
things in general terms, and to give vent to high moral
indignation at such infamies. Unfortunately all that this
conveys is only what everyone knows, namely, that these
institutions of antiquity are no longer in accord with our
present conditions and our sentiments, which these condi-
tions determine. But it does not tell us one word as to
how these institutions arose, why they existed, and what
role they played in history. And when we examine these
questions, we are compelled to say—-however contradic-
tory and heretical it may sound-that the introduction of
slavery under the conditions prevailing at that time was
a great step forward. For it is a fact that man sprang
from the beasts, and had consequently to use barbaric
and almost bestial means to extricate himself from bar-
barism. Where the ancient communities have continued
to exist, they have for thousands of years formed the
basis of the cruelest form of state, Oriental despotism,
from India to Russia. It was only where these communi-
ties dissolved that the peoples made progress of them-
selves, and their next economic advance consisted in the
increase and development of production by means of
slave labour. It is clear that so long as human labour was
still so little productive that it provided but a small
surplus over and above the necessary means of subsis-
tence, any increase of the productive forces, extension of
trade, development of the state and of law, or foundation
of art and science, was possible only by means of a
greater division of labour. And the necessary basis for

16—7738
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this was the great division of labour between the masses
discharging simple manual labour and the few privileged
persons directing labour, conducting trade and public
affairs, and, at a later stage, occupying themselves with
art and science. The simplest and most natural form of
this division of labour was in fact slavery. In the histor-
ical conditions of the ancient world, and particularly of
Greece, the advance to a society based on class antago-
nisms could be accomplished only in the form of slavery.
This was an advance even for the slaves; the prisoners of
war, from whom the mass of the slaves was recruited, now
at least saved their lives, instead of being killed as they
had been before, or even roasted, as at a still earlier period.

We may add at this point that all historical antago-
nisms between exploiting and exploited, ruling and op-
pressed classes to this very day find their explanation in
this same relatively undeveloped productivity of human
labour. So long as the really working population were so
much occupied with their necessary labour that they had
no time left for looking after the common affairs of so-
ciety—the direction of labour, affairs of state, legal mat-
ters, art, science, etc.—so long was it necessary that there
should constantly exist a special class, freed from actual !
labour, to manage these affairs; and this class never
failed, for its own advantage, to impose a greater and
greater burden of labour on the working masses. Only the
immense increase of the productive forces attained by
modern industry has made it possible to distribute labour
among all members of society without exception, and
thereby to limit the labour-time of each individual member
to such an extent that all have enough free time left to
take part in the general-both theoretical and practical—
affairs of society. It is only now, therefore, that every
ruling and exploiting class has become superfluous and
indeed a hindrance to social development, and it is only
now, too, that it will be inexorably abolished, however
much it may be in possession of “direct force”.
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THEORETICAL

The materialist conception of history starts from the
proposition that the production [of the means to support
human life}]* and, next to production, the exchange of
things produced, is the basis of all social structure; that
in every society that has appeared in history, the manner
in which wealth is distributed and society divided into
classes or orders is dependent upon what is produced,
how it is produced, and how the products are exchanged.
From this point of view the final causes of all social
changes and political revolutions are to be sought, not in
men’s brains, not in man’s better insight into eternal
truth and justice, but in changes in the modes of produc-
tion and exchange. They are to be sought, not in the
philosophy, but in the economics of each particular epoch.
The growing perception that existing social institutions
are unreasonable and unjust, that reason has become un-
reason, and right wrong,%7 is only proof that in the modes
of production and exchange changes have silently taken
place with which the social order, adapted to earlier eco-
nomic conditions, is no longer in keeping. From this it
also follows that the means of getting rid of the incon-
gruities that have been brought to light must also be
present, in a more or less developed conditions, within
the changed modes of production themselves. These means
are not to be invented, spun out of the head, but discov-
ered with the aid of the head in the existing material facts
of production.**

* The passages in square brackets are additions made subse-
quently by Engels to the text of three chapters from Anti-Dihring
reworked for his Socialism: Utopian and Scientific.~Ed.

** In Socialism: Utopian and Scientific this passage reads as
follows: “These means are not to be invented by deduction from

fundamental principles, but are to be discovered in the stubborn
facts of the existing system of production.”-—Ed.

16%
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What is, then, the position of modern socialism in this
connection?

The present structure of society—this is now pretty ge-
nerally conceded-is the creation of the ruling class of
today, of the bourgeoisie. The mode of production pecu-
liar to the bourgeoisie, known, since Marx, as the capital-
ist mode of production, was incompatible with the local
privileges and the privileges of estate as well as with the
reciprocal personal ties of the feudal system.* The bour-
geoisie broke up the feudal system and built upon its
ruins the capitalist order of society, the kingdom of free
competition, of personal liberty, of the equality, before
the law, of all commodity owners, of all the rest of the
capitalist blessings. Thenceforward the capitalist mode of
production could develop in freedom. Since steam, ma-
chinery, and the making of machines by machinery trans-
formed the older manufacture into modern industry, the
productive forces evolved under the guidance of the bour-
geoisie developed with a rapidity and in a degree unheard
of before. But just as the older manufacture, in its time,
and handicraft, becoming more developed under its
influence, had come into collision with the feudal tram-
mels of the guilds, so now modern industry, in its more
complete development, comes into collision with the
bounds within which the capitalistic mode of production
holds it confined. The new productive forces have already
outgrown the capitalistic mode of using them. And this
conflict between productive forces and modes of produc-
tion is not a conflict engendered in the mind of man, like
that between original sin and divine justice. It exists, in

* In Socialism: Utopian and Scientific this passage reads as
follows: “The mode of production peculiar to the bourgeoisie,
known, since Marx, as the capitalist mode of production, was
incompatible with the feudal system, with the privileges it con-
ferred upon individuals, entire social ranks and local corpora-
tions, as well as with the hereditary ties of subordination which
constituted the framework of its social organisation.”—Ed.
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fact, objectively, outside us, independently of the will and
actions even of the men that have brought it on. Modern
socialism is nothing but the reflex, in thought, of this
conflict in fact; its ideal reflection in the minds, first, of
the class directly suffering under it, the working class.

Now, in what does this conflict consist?

Before capitalistic production, i.e., in the Middle Ages,
the system of petty industry obtained generally, based
upon the private property of the labourers in their means
of production; {in the country,] the agriculture of the
small peasant, freeman or serf; in the towns, the handi-
crafts [organised in guilds). The instruments of labour—
land, agricultural implements, the workshop, the tool-
were the instruments of labour of single individuals,
adapted for the use of one worker, and, therefore, of nec-
essity, small, dwarfish, circumscribed. But, for this very
reason they belonged, as a rule, to the producer himself.
To concentrate these scattered, limited means of produc-
tion, to enlarge them, to turn them into the powerful
levers of production of the present day-this was precise-
ly the historic role of capitalist production and of its
upholder, the bourgeoisie. In the fourth section of Capital
Marx has explained in detail, how since the fifteenth cen-
tury this has been historically worked out through the
three phases of simple cooperation, manufacture and
modern industry. But the bourgeoisie, as is also shown
there, could not transform these puny means of produc-
tion into mighty productive forces without transforming
them, at the same time, from means of production of the
individual into social means of production only workable
by a collectivity of men. The spinning-wheel, the hand-
loom, the blacksmith’s hammer, were replaced by the
spinning-machine, the power-loom, the steam-hammer;
the individual workshop by the factory implying the co-
operation of hundreds and thousands of workmen. In like
manner, production itself changed from a series of indi-
vidual into a series of social acts, and the products from
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individual to social products. The yarn, the cloth, the
metal articles that now came out of the factory were the
joint product of many workers, through whose hands they
had successively to pass before they were ready. No one
person could say of them: “I made that; this is my
product.”

But where, in a given society, the fundamental form
of production is that spontaneous division of labour
{which creeps in gradually and not upon any preconceived
plan]), there the products take on the form of commodi-
ties whose mutual exchange, buying and selling, enable
the individual producers to satisfy their manifold wants.
And this was the case in the Middle Ages. The peasant,
e.g., sold to the artisan agricultural products and bought
from him the products of handicraft. Into this society of
individual producers, of commodity producers, the new
mode of production thrust itself. In the midst of the old
division of labour, grown up spontaneously and upon no
definite plan, which had governed the whole of society,
now arose division of labour upon a definite plan, as
organised in the factory; side by side with individual
production appeared social production. The products of
both were sold in the same market, and, therefore, at
prices at least approximately equal. But organisation upon
a definite plan was stronger than spontaneous division of
labour. The factories working with the combined social
forces of a collectivity of individuals produced their com-
modities far more cheaply than the individual small pro-
ducers. Individual production succumbed in one depart-
ment after another. Socialised production revolutionised
all the old methods of production. But its revolutionary
character was, at the same time, so little recognised that
it was, on the contrary, introduced as a means of increas-
ing and developing the production of commodities. When
it arose, it found ready-made, and made liberal use of,
certain machinery for the production and exchange of
commodities: merchants’ capital, handicraft, wage-labour.
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Socialised production thus introducing itself as a new
form of the production of commodities, it was a matter
of course that under it the old forms of appropriation
remained in full swing, and were applied to its products
as well.

In the mediaeval stage of evolution of the production of
commodities, the question as to the owner of the product
of labour could not arise. The individual producer, as a
rule, had, from raw material belonging to himself, and
generally his own handiwork, produced it with his own
tools, by the labour of his own hands or of his family.
There was no need for him to appropriate the new
product. It belonged wholly to him, as a matter of course.
His property in the product was, therefore, based upon his
own labour. Even where external help was used, this was,
as a rule, of little importance, and very generally was
compensated by something other than wages. The appren-
tices and journeymen of the guilds worked less for board
and wages than for education, in order that they might
become master craftsmen themselves.

Then came the concentration of the means of produc-
tion [and of the producers] in large workshops and manu-
factories, their transformation into actual socialised means
of production [and socialised producers]. But the socialised
[producers and] means of production and their products
were still treated, after this change, just as they had been
before, i.e., as the means of production and the products
of individuals. Hitherto, the owner of the instruments of
labour had himself appropriated the product, because, as
a rule, it was his own product and the assistance of others

" was the exception. Now the owner of the instruments of

labour always appropriated to himself the product, al-
though it was no longer his product but exclusively the
product of the labour of others. Thus, the products now
produced socially were not appropriated by those who
had actually set in motion the means of production and
actually produced the commodities, but by the capitalists.




948  FREDERICK ENGELS

The means of production, and production itself, had
become in essence socialised. But they were subjected to
a form of appropriation which presupposes the private
production of individuals, under which, therefore, every-
one owns his own product and brings it to market. The
mode of production is subjected to this form of appro-
priation, although it abolishes the conditions upon which
the latter rests.”

This contradiction, which gives to the new mode of pro-
duction its capitalistic character, contains the germ of the
whole of the social antagonisms of today. The greater the
mastery obtained by the new mode of production over all
decisive fields of production and in all economically deci-
sive countries,* the more it reduced individual production
to an insignificant residuum, the more clearly was brought
out the incompatibility of socialised production with ca-
pitalistic appropriation.

The first capitalists found, as we have said, [alongside
other forms of labour,] wage-labour ready-made for them

[on the market]. But it was exceptional, complementary,
accessory, transitory wage-labour. The agricultural labou-
rer, though, upon occasion, he hired himself out by the
day, had a few acres of his own land on which he could
at all events live at a pinch. The guilds were so organised
that the journeyman of today became the master of tomor-

* It is hardly necessary in this connection to point out that,
even if the form of appropriation remains the same, the character
of the appropriation is just as much revolutionised as production
is by the changes described above. It is, of course, a very differ-
ent matter whether I appropriate to myself my own product or
that of another. Note in passing that wage-labour, which con-
tains the whole capitalistic mode of production in embryo, is very
ancient; in a sporadic, scattered form it existed for centuries
alongside slave-labour. But the embryo could duly develop into
the capitalistic mode of production only when the necessary histor-
ical preconditions had been furnished. [Note by Engels.)

** Socialism: Utopian and Scientific reads: “in all manufactur-
ing countries.”~Ed.
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row. But all this changed, as soon as the means of pro-
duction became socialised and concentrated in the hands
of capitalists. The means of production, as well as the
product, of the individual producer became more and more
worthless; there was nothing left for him but to turn wage-
worker under the capitalist. Wage-labour, aforetime the
exception and accessory, now became the rule and basis
of all production; aforetime complementary, it now be-
came the sole remaining function of the worker. The wage-
worker for a time became a wage-worker for life. The
number of these permanent wage-workers was further
enormously increased by the breaking-up of the feudal
system that occurred at the same time, by the disbanding of
the retainers of the feudal lords, the eviction of the peasants
from their homesteads, etc. The separation was made
complete between the means of production concentrated
in the hands of the capitalists, on the one side, and the
producers, possessing nothing but their labour-power, on
the other. The contradiction between socialised production
and capitalistic appropriation manifested itself as the
antagonism of proletariat and bourgeoisie.

We have seen that the capitalistic mode of production
thrust its way into a society of commodity-producers, of
individual producers, whose social bond was the exchange
of their products. But every society based upon the pro-
duction of commodities has this peculiarity: that the pro-
ducers have lost control over their own social interrela-
tions. Each man produces for himself with such means of
production as he may happen to have, and for such ex-
change as he may require to satisfy his remaining wants.
No one knows how much of his particular article is com-
ing on the market, nor how much of it will be wanted. No
one knows whether his individual product will meet an
actual demand, whether he will be able to make good his
costs of production or even to sell his commodity at all.
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