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As these were not intended for publication, buteatMarx’s self-
clarification, no care was given to the construttod paragraphs.
Rather than leave such interminable paragraphstjitaey have
been broken up.

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations part of a huge manuscript
Marx wrote in researching and preparing what wduddomeA
Contribution to the Critique of Political Econonpyblished in
1859.

Marx's collection of personal notebooks, of whibls ttext was a
part, would finally be published for public perusalRussian in
Moscow, 1939-41. It was printed in German in 1958 a
theGrundrisse der Kritik der Politischen Okonomie or
the Grundrisse or Outline for short.

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations pp. 471 - 514 of
the Grundrisseand was published separately in Berlin, 1952, as a
pamphlet calledformen die der Kapitalistischen Produktion
vorhergehen
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I

The process which precedes
the formation of the capital
relation or of original
accumulation

One of the prerequisites of wage labor, and onéefhistoric
conditions for capital, is free labor and the exg®of free labor
against money, in order to reproduce money andteart it into
values, in order to be consumed by money, not asvakie for
enjoyment, but as use value for money. Anothergopgsite is the
separation of free labor from the objective cowdisi of its
realization — from the means and material of lalidnis means
above all that the workers must be separated fremand, which
functions as his natural laboratory. This meangitegolution both
of free petty landownership and of communal langeaperty,
based on the oriental commune.

In both these forms, the relationship of the workethe objective
conditions of his labor is one of ownership: tlaghe natural unity
of labor with its material prerequisites. Hences thorker has an
objective existence independent of his labor. Tindividual is
related to himself as a proprietor, as master@ttimditions of his
reality. The same relation holds between one iddiai and the
rest. Where thiprerequisitederives from the community, the
others are his co-owners, who are so many incamstof the
common property. Where it derives from the indiabdiamilies
which jointly constitute the community, they aredependent
owners co-existing with him, independent privateppietors. The
common property which formerly absorbed everythiagd
embraced them all, then subsists as a spagal
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publicus[common land] separate from the numerous private
owners.

In both cases, individuals behave not as laborers$ owners —
and as members of a community who also labor. Thpgse of
this labor is not thereation of valugalthough they may perform
surplus labor in order to exchange it for foreighdr — i.e., for
surplus products. Its purpose is the maintenant¢beeobwner and
his family as well as of the communal body as a lehdhe
establishment of the individual aswarker, stripped of all
gualities except this one, is itself a produchistory.

The first prerequisite of this earliest form of dea property
appears as a human community, such as emerges from
spontaneous evolutionndturwuchsig the family, the family
expanded into a tribe, or the tribe created byinker-marriage of
families or combination of tribes. We may takeat granted that
pastoralism, or more generally a migratory lifethis first form of
maintaining existence, the tribe not settling ifixeed place but
using up what it finds locally and then passing Blen are not
settled by nature (unless perhaps in such feniler@enments that
they could subsist on a single tree like the moek®herwise
they would roam, like the wild animals). Hence tingbal
community, the natural common body, appears notthes
consequence, but as the precondition of the jammgorary)
appropriation and use of the soil.

Once men finally settle down, the way in which tosmaller
degree this original community is modified, will med on
various external, climatic, geographical, physiedt,., conditions
as well as on their special natural make-up — thalval
character. The spontaneously evolved tribal comtyuar, if you
will, the herd — the common ties of blood, languagestom, etc.
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— is the first precondition of the appropriationtbé objective of
life, and of the activity which reproduces and givmaterial
expression to, or objectifievdrgegenstandlichendkit (activity

as herdsmen, hunters, agriculturalists, etc.). 8dr¢h is the great
laboratory, the arsenal which provides both the neeand the
materials of labor, and also the location, Whasisof the
community. Men’s relations to it is naive; they aed) themselves
as itscommunal proprietorsand as those of the community which
produces and reproduces itself by living labor.yOnl so far as
the individual is a member — in the literal andufigtive sense —
of such a community, does he regard himself as \@nep or
possessor. In reality, appropriation by means ef phocess of
labor takes place under these preconditions, wlaoh not
theproductof labor but appears as its natural
or divine preconditions.

Where the fundamental relationship is the sames fibim can
realize itself in a variety of ways. For instanes,is the case in
most Asiatic fundamental forms, it is quite combpiatiwith the
fact that thell-embracing unitywhich stands above all these
small common bodies may appear as the highsolerproprietor
the real communities only &ereditarypossessors. Since
theunity is the real owner, and the real precondition ohewn
ownership, it is perfectly possible for it to appes something
separate and superior to the numerous real, plaricu
communities. The individual is then in fact prop&ss, or
property — i.e., the relationship of the individual the natural
conditions of labor and reproduction, the inorgaméture which
he finds and makes his own, the objective bodyi®&hbjectivity
— appears to be mediated by means of a gfdrlagseihfrom the
total unity to the individual through the intermagdi of the
particular community. The despot here appearsas$ather of all
the numerous lesser communities, thus realizingdinemon unity
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of all. It therefore follows that the surplus pratiu(which,
incidentally, is legally determined in terms amfplge the real
appropriation through labor) belongs to this highasty. Oriental
despotism therefore appears to lead to a legahabsa property,
in most cases created through a combination of faature and
agriculture within the small community which thugcbmes
entirely self-sustaining and contains within itsglf conditions of
production and surplus production.

Part of its surplus labor belongs to the higher mamity, which
ultimately appears aspgerson This surplus labor is rendered both
as tribute and as common labor for the glory ofuhay, in part
that of the despot, in part that of the imagineldatrentity of the
god. In so far as this type of common propertycisially realized
in labor, it can appear in two ways. The small camities may
vegetate independently side by side, and withi ¢lae individual
labors independently with his family on the lanib#¢d to him.

(There will also be a certain amount of labor fog tommon store
— for insurance as it were — on the one hand; anthe other
for defraying the costs of the community as suah, ifor war,

religious worship, etc. The dominion of lords, i& most primitive

sense, arises only at this point, e.g., in the@imvand Rumanian
communities. Here lies the transition to serfdotn,)e

Secondly, the unity can involve a common orgamzabf labor
itself, which in turn can constitute a veritablestgm, as in
Mexico, and especially Peru, among the ancientsCaltd some
tribes of India. Furthermore, the communality withithe tribal
body may tend to appear either as a representafiots unity
through the head of the tribal kinship group, oraaslationship
between the heads of families. Hence, either a mespotic or a
more democratic form of the community. The communal
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conditions for real appropriation through labor¢lsas irrigation
systems (very important among the Asian people®an®s of
communication, etc., will then appear as the wdrkhe higher
unity — the despotic government which is poisedvalthe lesser
communities. Cities in the proper sense arise bysttle of these
villages only where the location is particularlyvdaable to
external trade, or where the head of the state lasdsatraps
exchange their revenue (the surplus product) agkber, which
they expend as labor-funds.

The second form (of property) has, like the figityen rise to
substantial variations, local, historical, etcisltthe product of a
more dynamic lewegteh historical life, of the fate and
modification of the original tribes. Tredmmunityis here also the
first precondition, but unlike our first case, & not here the
substance of which the individuals are mere act&en
[Akzidenzehor of which they form mere spontaneously natural
parts. The basis here is not the land, but theastglready created
seat (centre) of the rural population (landownefs)e cultivated
area appears as the territory of the city; notnabe other case,
the village as a mere appendage to the land. Howgreat the
obstacles the land may put in the way of those tilhband really
appropriate it, it is not difficult to establishrelationship with it as
the inorganic nature of the living individual, ais workshop, his
means of labor, the object of his labor and the naeaf
subsistence of the subject. The difficulties entergd by the
organized community can arise only from other comites
which have either already occupied the land orudstthe
community in its occupation of it. War is therefdhee great all-
embracing task, the great communal labor, andréqsired either
for the occupation of the objective conditions liging existence
or for the protection and perpetuation of such pation. The
community, consisting of kinship groups, is therefmn the first
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instance organized on military lines, as a warlikdjtary force,
and this is one of the conditions of its existeasea proprietor.
Concentration of settlement in the city is the fdaton of this
warlike organization. The nature of tribal struetdeads to the
differentiation of kinship groups into higher amuner, and this
social differentiation is developed further by tmaixing of
conquering and conquered tribes, etc. Common lands—state
property,ager publicus— is here separate from private property.
The property of the individual, unlike our firstseg is here not
direct communal property, where the individual @ an owner in
separation from the community, but rather its oeEup
Circumstances arise in which individual propertgsimot require
communal labor for its valorization (e.g., as itedoin the
irrigation systems of the Orient); the purely ptire character of
the tribe may be broken by the movement of histrynigration;
the tribe may remove from its original place oftlsetent and
occupyforeignsoil, thus entering substantially new conditiofis o
labor and developing the energies of the individuaiher. The
more such factors operate — and the more the commun
character of the tribe therefore appears, and apstar, rather as
a negative unity as against the outside world — e do
conditions arise which allow the individual to bew aprivate
proprietorof land — of a particular plot — whose special
cultivation belongs to him and his family.

The community — as a state — is, on the one hahd, t
relationship of these free and equal private petprs to each
other, their combination against the outside werdand at the
same time their safeguard. The community is basgti@fact that
its members consists of working owners of land, Isp@asant
cultivators; but in the same measure the indeparedehthe latter
consists in their mutual relation as members ofcthramunity, in
the safeguarding of theger publicudor common needs and
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common glory, etc. To be a member of the commumeityains the
precondition for the appropriation of land, buthis capacity as
member of the community the individual is a privateprietor.
His relation to his private property is both a tiela to the land
and to his existence as a member of the commuaitg, his
maintenance as a member of the community, and &istemance
of the community, and vice versa, etc.

Since the community, though it is here not merelyda
factoproduct of history but one of which men are conscious as
such, has therefotead an origin we have here the precondition
for propertyin land — i.e., for the relation of the workinghbgect

to the natural conditions of his labor as belongmdim. But this
“belonging” is mediated through his existence asesmber of the
state, through the existence of the state — hemwaigh gore-
conditionwhich is regarded as divine, etc.

[Translator’'s Note: Marx’s habit of occasionally iting auxiliary
verbs makes it impossible always to interpret higaning
unambiguously. An alternative meaning would be:

Since the community, though it is here not merelyda
factoproduct of history but one of which men are conscious as
such, has therefolead an origin(and is thus) here the
precondition fompropertyin land — i.e., for the relation of the
working subject to the natural conditions of hisdaas belonging
to him. But this “belonging” is, however, mediatd®y his
existence as a member of the state, through tteteexie of the
state — hence through pae-conditionwhich is regarded as
divine, etc. |

There is concentration in the city, with the larglits territory;
small-scale agriculture producing for immediate stonption;
manufacture as the domestic subsidiary, labor ofesviand
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daughters (spinning and weaving) or achieving iedédent
existence in a few craft occupations (fabric, efthe precondition
for the continued existence of the community is mi@ntenance
of equality among its free self-sustaining peasaatsd their
individual labor as the condition of the continwedistence of their
property. Their relation to the natural conditiaxidabor are those
of proprietors; but personal labor must continupusstablish
these conditions as real conditions and objectigmments of the
personality of the individual, of his personal labo

On the other hand, the tendency of this small wartiommunity
drives it beyond these limits, etc. (Rome, Gredesys, etc.) As
Niebuhr says:

“When the auguries had assured Numa of the divpmawval for his
election, the first preoccupation of the pious nmrohavas not the worship
of the gods, but a human one. He distributed thd @onquered in war
by Romulus and left to be occupied: he founded wWwrship of
Terminnus (the god of boundary-stones). All theiemiclaw-givers, and
above all Moses, founded the success of their geraents for virtue,
justice, and good moralsSittd upon landed property, or at least on
secure hereditary possession of land, for the ggeaiossible number of
citizens.” (Vol. 1, 245, 2nd edRoman History

The individual is placed in such condition of gampihis life as to
make not the acquiring of wealth his object, but-sestenance,
its own reproduction as a member of the communite

reproduction of himself as a proprietor of the panf ground and,
in that quality, as a member of the commune. [Tledos Note:

This sentence in English in original.]

The continuation of the commune is the reproductbrall its
members as self-sustaining peasants, whose sunplesbelongs
precisely to the commune, the labor of war, etc.néwhip of
one’s labor is mediated through the ownership efdbnditions of
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labor — the plot of land, which is itself guararteby the
existence of the community, which in turn is sateged by the
surplus labor of its members in the form of miltaervice, etc.
The member of the community reproduces himseltmaiugh co-
operation in wealth-producing labor, but in co-@tem in labor
for the (real or imaginary) communal interests almaé sustaining
the union against external and internal stresech aussen und
inner]. Property formally belongs to the Roman citizehge
private owner of land is such only by virtue ofrgeiRoman, but
any Roman is also a private landowner.

Another form of the property of working individualself-
sustaining members of the community, in the natcoaditions of
their labor, is th&ermanic Here, the member of the community
as such is not, as in the specifically orientahfpco-owner of the
communal property.

(Where property existsnly as communal property, the individual
member as such is only tpessessoof a particular part of it,
hereditary or not, for any fraction of property dr&js to no
member for himself, but only as the direct parthed community,
consequently as someone in direct unity with th@rooanity and
not as distinct from it. The individual is theredaonly a possessor.
What exists is onlgommunalproperty angrivate possession
Historic and local, etc., circumstances may mothfy character of
this possession in its relation to the communabperty in very
different ways, depending on whether labor is pentad in
isolation by the private possessor or is in turtexdeined by the
community, or by the unity standing above the pafar
community.)

Neither is the land [in the Germanic community] wed by the
community as in the Roman, Greek (in brief, thei@mcclassical)



Rows

Collection

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations Karl Marx Halaman 13

form as Roman land. Part of it [that is, in clagkiantiquity]
remains with the community as such, as distinctmfrdche
membersager publicusn its various forms; the remainder is
distributed, each plot of land being Roman by wrtf the fact
that it is the private property, the domain, of@in, the share of
the laboratory which is his; conversely, he is Roraaly in so far
as he possesses this sovereign right over pdredRoman soil.

[Translator Note: The ensuing passages are noten Gy Marx
from Niebuhr'sRoman History |, 418, 436, 614, 615, 317-19,
328-31, 333, 335. ]

In antiquity urban crafts and trade were held imw,lobut
agriculture in high, esteem; in the Middle Agesirtletatus was
reversed.

The right of use of common land by possession maity

belonged to the Patricians, who later granted thé&r clients; the
assignment of property out of thger publicudelonged
exclusively to the Plebeians; all assignments woifaf Plebeians
and compensation for a share in the common lancdéc
property in the strict sense, if we except the awaounding the
city wall, was originally in the hands only of P&ans (rural
communities subsequently absorbed).

Essence of the Roman Plebs as a totality of aguialists, as
described in theiguiritarian (citizen) property. The ancients
unanimously commended farming as the activity prdpefree
men, the school for soldiers. The ancient st&tkinmwhich also
means “tribe"] of the nation is preserved in itcitanges in the
towns, where foreign merchants and artisans setlé¢he natives
migrate there, attracted by the hope of gain. Wieer¢here is
slavery, the freedman seeks his subsistence inagishties, often
accumulating wealth; hence in antiquity such octiopa were
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generally in their hands and therefore unsuitalole ditizens;
hence the view that the admission of craftsmeruliocitizenship
was a hazardous procedure (the Greeks, as a raleded them
from it). “No Roman was permitted to lead the Idé a petty
trader or craftsman.” The ancients had no concepmifayild pride
and dignity, as in medieval urban history; and eveere the
military spirit declined as the gilds vanquishee fitaristocratic)
lineages, and was finally extinguished; as, consetiy also the
respect in which the city was held outside anérésdom.

The tribes $tammg of the ancient states were constituted in one
of two ways, either by kinship or by locality. Kimp tribes
historically precede locality tribes, and are almeserywhere
displaced by them. Their most extreme and rigidnfds the
institution of castes, separated from one anothighout the right
of inter-marriage, with quite different status; leaavith its
exclusive, unchangeable occupation. The localibe$ originally
corresponded to a division of the area into distriGaug and
villages; so that in Attica under Kleisthenes, amgn settled in a
village was registered as a Demotes |[villager]hatt tvillage, and
as a member of the Phyle [tribe] of the area toctvithat village
belonged. However, as a rule his descendants,dlegarof place
of domicile, remained in the same Phyle and thees@rame,
thereby giving to this division an appearance afesiral descent.
The Roman kin-groups [gentes] did not consist obbtrelatives;
Cicero notes, when mentioning the family name, elesfrom free
men. The members of the Roman gens had commoneshrin
[sacra], but this had already disappeared in Cisetay. The joint
inheritance from fellow-kinsmen who died intestate without
close relatives, was retained longest of all. Irstramcient times,
members of the gens had the obligation to assletf&insmen in
need of assistance to bear unusual burdens. (Th&r
universally among the Germans, and persisted léragaeng the
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Dithmarschen.) The gentes of a sort of gild. A mgeneral
organization than that of kin groups did not exmsthe ancient
world. Thus among the Gaels, the aristocratic Caatiplnd their
vassals constitute a clan.

Since the Patrician represents the community taylaeh degree,
he is thgpossessoof theager publicus and uses it through the
intermediary of his clients, etc. (also gradualhpmpriates it).

The Germanic community is not concentrated in titg; &

concentration — the city the centre of rural lifiee domicile of
the land workers, as also the centre of warfare hichvgives the
community as such an external existence, distiaeh fthat of its
individual members. Ancient classical history i thistory of

cities, but cities based on landownership and afjue; Asian

history is a kind of undifferentiated unity of tovamd country (the
large city, properly speaking, must be regardedeiyens a
princely camp, superimposed on the real economictsire); the
Middle Ages (Germanic period) starts with the coysitle as the
locus of history, whose further development thestpeds through
the opposition of town and country; modern (hisfory the

urbanization of the countryside, not, as amongaheients, the
ruralisation of the city.

Here begins a new notebook of Marx’s manuscrigitled:
%
Notebook V. January 22, 1858 Chapter on capital.
Continued.

Union in the city gives the community as such aomnemic
existence; the memresencef the town as such is different from
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a mere multiplicity of separate houses. Here thelaldoes not
consist of its separate parts. It is a form of palelent organism.
Among the Germans, where single heads of famik$esin the
forests, separated by long distances, even axi@nmnalview, the
community exists merely by virtue of every act afian of its
members, although their unigxisting in itselis embodied
[gesetdt in descent, language, common past and history, et
Thecommunitytherefore appears as associationnot as ainion,

as an agreemenEinigund, whose independent subjects are the
landowners, and not as a unity. In fact, thereftite,community
has no existence astate apolitical entityas among the ancients,
because it has no existence asty If the community is to enter
upon real existence, the free landowners must holssembly
whereas, e.g., in Romeekistsapart from such assemblies, in the
presence of theity itselfand the officials placed at its head, etc.

True, theager publicusthe common land or peoples’ land, occurs
among the Germans also, as distinct from the ptppef
individuals. It consists of hunting grounds, comnumastures or
woodlands, etc., as that part of the land whichnoanbe
partitioned if it is to serve as a means of promuncin this specific
form. However, unlike the Roman case, diger publicusdoes not
appear as the particular economic being of the stgtthe side of
the private owners — who are, properly speakingyvaps
proprietors as such insofar as they have leseludedrom or
deprived of the use of tleger publicus like the Plebeians.
Theager publicusappears rather as a mere supplement to
individual property among the Germans, and figlasgproperty
only insofar as it is defended against hostileesilas the common
property of one tribe. The property of the indiatlldoes not
appear mediated through the community, but thetente of the
community and of communal property as mediatedutlfinc— i.e.,

as a mutual relation of — the independent subjects.
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At bottom, every individual household contains antire
economy, forming as it does an independent ceritpgaaluction
(manufacture merely the domestic subsidiary lalidhe women,
etc.). In classical antiquity, the city with itstaathed territory
formed the economic whole. In the Germanic wohe, individual
home, which itself appears merely as a point inldhd belonging
to it; there is no concentration of a multiplicty proprietors, but
the family as an independent unit. In the Asiatiorf (or at least
predominantly so), there is no property, but onhdividual
possession; the community is properly speakingehaeproprietor
— hence property only ammmunal propertin land. In antiquity
(Romans as the classic example, the thing in iteghtand most
clearly marked form), there is a contradictory fasfrstate landed
property and private landed property, so that #tied is mediated
through the former, or the former exists only irstilouble form.
The private landed proprietor is therefore simwdtarsly an urban
citizen. Economically, citizenship may be expressaite simply
as a form in which the agriculturalist lives in #@yc In the
Germanic form, the agriculturalist is not a citizen i.e., not an
inhabitant of cities — but its foundation is theolated,
independent family settlement, guaranteed by meahsits
association with other such settlements by memefsame tribe,
and their occasional assembly for purposes of vedigion, the
settlement of legal disputes, etc., which estab#stheir mutual
surety. Individual landed property does not her@eap as a
contradictory form of communal landed property, aermediated
by the community, but the other way round. The camity exists
only in the mutual relation of the individual lardoers as such.
Communal property as such appears only as a communa
accessory to the individual kin settlements and dlan
appropriations. The community is neither the suirstaof which
the individual appears merely as the accidentjsidrthe general,
whichexists and has beirgs such in men’s minds, and in the
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reality of the city and its urban requirements,tidet from the
separate economic being of its members. It is rabimethe one
hand, the common element in language, blood, wtugh is the
premise of the individual proprietor; but on théet hand, it has
real being only in itectual assemblfor communal purposes; and,
insofar as it has a separate economic existence,the
communally-used hunting-grounds, pastures, etds itsed thus
by every individual proprietor as such, and nohis capacity as
the representative of the state (as in Rome). feisuinely the
common property of the individual owners, and rfidhe union of
owners, possessing an existence of its own in itye distinct
from that of the individual members.

The crucial point here is this: in all these formdere landed
property and agriculture form the basis of the eoois order, and
consequently the economic object is the produatibnse values
— i.e., thereproduction of the individuah certain definite
relationships to his community, of which it forntetbasis — we
find the following elements:

1. Appropriation of the natural conditions of lapof theearthas
the original instrument of labor, both laboratondaepository of
its raw materials; however, appropriation not byams of labor,
but as the preliminary condition of labor. The indual simply
regards the objective conditions of labor as hisnows the
inorganic nature of this subjectivity, which reakzitself through
them. The chief objective condition of labor itsaffpears not as
theproductof labor, but occurs asature On the one hand, we
have the living individual, on the other the eadh,the objective
condition of his reproduction.

2. Theattitudeto the land, to the earth, as the property of the
working individual, means that a man appears from gtart as
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something more than the abstraction of the “workimdjvidual”,

but has ambjective mode of existente his ownership of the
earth, which isantecedento his activity and does not appear as its
mere consequence, and is as much a preconditiois attivity as
his skin, his senses, for whole skin and sensensrgae also
developed, reproduced, etc., in the process qof tifey are also
presupposed by it. What immediately mediates ttiigide is the
more or less naturally evolved, more or less hisaly evolved
and modified existence of the individual asmember of a
community— his primitive existence as part of a tribe, etc.

An isolated individual could no more possess priyperland than
he could speak. At most, he could live off it asoarce of supply,
like the animals. The relation to the soil as propalways arises
through the peaceful or violent occupation of tedl by the tribe
of the community in some more or less primitive aready
historically developed form. The individual herenazever appear
in the total isolation of the mere free laborer.the objective
conditions of his labor are presumed to belongito, Ine himself
iIs subjectively presumed to belong to a communitiicty
mediates his relationship to the objective condgicof labor.
Conversely, the real existence of the communiiyetermined by
the specific form of its ownership of the objectivenditions of
labor. The property mediated by its existence ao@munity may
appear asommunal propertywhich gives the individual only
possession and no private property in the soilelse it may
appear in the dual form of state and private prypevhich co-
exist side by side, but in such a way as to makefdhmer the
precondition of the latter, so that only the citize and must be a
private proprietor, while on the other hand hisgemy qua citizen
also has a separate existence. Lastly, commungegyo may
appear as a supplement to private property, whiclthis case
forms the basis; in this case, the community hasexistence
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except in theassemblof its members and in their association for
common purposes.

These different forms of relationship of commumaddal members
to the tribal land — to the earth upon which it reettled —

depend partly on the natural charactéaturanlagei of the tribe,

partly on the economic conditions in which the drilbeally

exercises its ownership of the land — i.e., appabes its fruits by
means of labor. And this in turn will depend on tlenate, the
physical properties of the soil, the physically dtioned mode of
its utilization, the relationships to hostile origi@oring tribes,
and such modification as are introduced by migrastidnistorical

events, etc. If the community as such is to comrtimuithe old way,
the reproduction of its members under the objectioaditions

already assumed as given, is necessary. Produitfieti, the

advance of population (which also falls under thead of

production), in time necessarily eliminates thesenddions,

destroying instead of reproducing them, etc., anthis occurs the
community decays and dies, together with the ptgpeiations

on which it was based.

The Asiatic form necessarily survives the longestl anost

stubbornly. This is due to the fundamental prireiph which it is

based — that is, that the individual does not bexamdependent
of the community; that the circle of productionself-sustaining,
unity of agriculture and craft manufacture, etcthé individual

changes his relation to the community, he modifiesd

undermines both the community and its economic [@&Em
conversely, the modification of this economic preeni—

produced by its own dialectic, pauperization, &tote especially
the influence of warfare and conquest. While, emgRome this is
an essential part of the economic condition of toeenmunity

itself, it breaks the real bond on which the comityurests.
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In all these forms, the basis of evolution is tgroductionof
relations between individuals and commumsgumed as given-
they may be more or less primitive, more or less mbsult of
history, but fixed into tradition — and definite, predetermined
objectiveexistence, both as regards the relation to thelitons
of labor and the relation between one man and tvs/arkers,
fellow-tribesmen, etc. Such evolution is therefdiem the
outsetlimited, but once the limits are transcended, decay and
disintegration ensue. Evolution of slavery, conaiin of landed
property, exchange, a monetary economy, conquestas among
the Romans. All these appeared nevertheless upptuna to be
compatible with the base, and merely innocent esxoes of it, or
else mere abuses arising from it. Considerable |dprents are
thus possible within a given sphere. Individuals/rappear to be
great. But free and full development of individual society is
inconceivable here, for such evolution stands intrealiction to
the original relationship.

Among the ancients, we discover no single enquaycawhich
form of landed property, etc., is the most prodigtivhich creates
maximum wealth. Wealth does not appear as the aim o
production, although Cato may well investigatertiest profitable
cultivation of fields, or Brutus may even lend myprad the most
favorable rate of interest. The enquiry is alwalgewt what kind
of property creates the best citizens. Wealth agrah in itself
appears only among a few trading peoples — monstgodif the
carrying trade — who live in the pores of the antieorld like
the Jews in medieval society. Wealth is, on the lwared, a thing,
realized in things, in material products as agaimast as a subject.
On the other hand, in its capacity as value, thesmere right to
command other people’s labor, not for the purpdsdooninion,
but of private enjoyment, etc. In all its forms,appears in the
form of objects, whether of things or of relatiopshby means of
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things, which lie outside of, and as it were acatdlly beside, the
individual.

Thus the ancient conception, in which man alwayseas (in
however narrowly national, religious, or politicaldefinition) as
the aim of production, seems very much more exalbed the
modern world, in which production is the aim of mamd wealth
the aim of production. In fact, however, when tharrow
bourgeois form has been peeled away, what is weéltiot the
universality of needs, capacities, enjoyments, ypcbode powers
etc., of individuals, produced in universal exchethgVhat, if not
the full development of human control over the &srof nature —
those of his own nature as well as those of seddlhature"?
What, if not the absolute elaboration of his creatlispositions,
without any preconditions other than antecedenttohczal
evolution which make the totality of this evolutier i.e., the
evolution of all human powers as such, unmeasurgd b
anypreviously establishegardstick — an end in itself? What is
this, if not a situation where man does not repcedin any
determined form, but produces his totality? Wheeedoes not
seek to remain something formed by the past, buattise absolute
movement of becoming? In bourgeois political ecopemand in
the epoch of production to which it corresponds his tomplete
elaboration of what lies within man, appears adadked alienation,
and the destruction of all fixed, one-sided purgasethe sacrifice
of the end in itself to a wholly external computsiddience in one
way the childlike world of the ancients appearbdosuperior; and
this is so, insofar as we seek for closed shapen fand
established limitation. The ancients provide a aarsatisfaction,
whereas the modern world leaves us unsatisfied,wbere it
appears to be satisfied, with itselfyidgar andmean[gemeir.
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What Mr. Proudhon calls thextra-economiorigin of property —
by which he means landed property — is the predenis
relationship of the individual to the objective dirons of labor,
and in the first instance to tmatural objective conditions of
labor. For, just as the working subject is a ndtindividual, a
natural being, so the first objective conditionhi labor appears
as nature, earth, as an inorganic body. He hiniselbt only the
organic body, but also inorganic nature as a subjéds condition

is not something he has produced, but somethirfgts to hand;
something existing in nature and which he presuggpoB8efore
proceeding in our analysis, a further point: poauéhon not only
could, but ought equally to be obliged, to acorey@tal andwage-
labor — as forms of property — @xtra-economiorigin. For the
fact that the worker finds the objective conditiohhis labor as
something separate from him, aapital, and the fact that the
capitalist finds thevorkempropertyless, as abstract laborers — the
exchange as it takes place between value and liabgr —
assumes historic processhowever much capital and wage-labor
themselves reproduce this relationship and elabadrat objective
scope, as well as in depth. And this historic pssc@as we have
seen, is the evolutionary history of both capitad asage-labor. In
other words, thextra-economic origiof property merely means
the historic origin of the bourgeois economy, oé tforms of
production to which the categories of political Bomy give
theoretical or ideal expression. But to claim tpat-bourgeois
history and each phase of it, has its @gonomyOkonomie—
not clear if Marx means “economies” or “economy“hda
aneconomic basef its movement, is at bottom merely to state the
tautology that human life has always rested on sé&md of
production —socialproduction — whose relations are precisely
what we call economic relations.
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The original conditions of production cannot iniya be
themselves produced — they are not the resulta@réne results
of production. (Instead of original conditions ofoguction we
might also say: for if this reproduction appearsooe hand as the
appropriation of the objects by the subjects, uadly appears on
the other as the molding, the subjection, of theab by and to a
subjective purpose; the transformation of the dbjéato results
and repositories of subjective activity.) What regs explanation
is not theunity of living and active human beings with the natural
in organic conditions of their metabolism with mn&tu and
therefore their appropriation of nature; nor isstthe result of a
historic process. What we must explain is $eparationof these
inorganic conditions of human existence from thistiva
existence, a separation which is only fully comgietin the
relationship between wage-labor and capital.

In the relationship of slavery and serfdom therengs such
separation; what happens is that one part of so@etreated by
another as the memorganic and naturatondition of its own
reproduction. The slave stands in no sort of mtatio the
objective conditions of his labor. It is ratHabor itself, both in
the form of the slave as of the serf, which is pthamong the
other living things [Naturwesehas inorganic conditioaf
production, alongside the cattle or as an appendagee soil. In
other words: the original conditions of producti@ppear as
natural prerequisitegatural conditions of existence of the
producer just as his living body, however reproduced and
developed by him, is not originally established Hiynself, but
appears as hgrerequisite his own (physical) being is a natural
prerequisite, not established by himself. Thestiral conditions
of existenceto which he is related as to an inorganic bo@yeha
dual character: they are (1) subjective and (2edabje. The
producer occurs as part of a family, tribe, a gnogf his people,
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etc. — which acquires historically differing shaessthe result of
mixture and conflict with others. It is as suchoaenunal part that
he has his relation to a determined (piece of)reaflet us still call
it earth, land, soil), as his own inorganic beitigg conditions of
his production and reproduction. As the naturalt pafr the
community he participates in the communal proparty takes a
separate share in his own possession; just so,RasTan citizen
by birth, he has (at least) ideally a claim todlger publicusand a
real claim to so and so majuggerafunits] of land, etc.
His property— i.e., his relation to the natural prerequisiédis
own production akis own— is mediated by his natural
membership of a community. (The abstraction of ermoinity
whose members have nothing in common but langugtge,and
barely even that, is plainly the product of muctedahistorical
circumstances.) It is, for instance, evident theg individual is
related to his language Bs ownonly as the natural member of a
human community. Language as the product of awvimhail is an
absurdity. But so also is property.

Language itself is just as much the product of mrmoanity, as in
another respect it is the existence of the commuititis, as it
were, the communal being speaking for itself. Comahu
production and communal ownership, as found, égReru, is
evidently asecondaryform introduced and transmitted by
conquering tribes, who amongst themselvss fich selb$thad
been familiar with common ownership and communabpction
in the older and simpler forms, such as occursdiial and among
the Slavs. Similarly, the form found, e.g., amohg Celts in
Wales appears to have been introduced there by adwanced
conquerors, and thus to becondary The completeness and
systematic elaboration of these systems underditieetion of] a
supreme authority demonstrate their later origihsst so the
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feudalism introduced into England was formally mommplete
than the feudalism which had naturally grown ug-oance.

Among nomadic pastoral tribes — and all pastoralppe are
originally migratory — the earth, like all other ratitions of
nature, appears in its elementary boundlessnegs,rethe Asian
steppes and the Asian high plateaus. It is gragted, consumed
by the herds, which provide the nomadic peoples witeir
subsistence. They regard it as their property, ghauever fixing
that property. This is the case with the huntingugds of the wild
Indian tribes of America: the tribe considers aaiarregion as its
hunting territory and maintains it by force agaioster tribes, or
seeks to expel other tribes from the territory tieaim. Among
the nomadic pastoral tribes the community is it éways united,
a travelling party, caravan, horde, and the forrh$iigher and
lower rank develop out of the conditions of thisdewf life. What
is appropriatec&ndreproduceds here only the herd and not the
soil, which is always used in temporary commonaldihyerever the
tribe breaks its wanderings.

Let us pass on to the consideration of settled lpsodhe only
barrier which the community can encounter in itatren to the
natural conditions of productias its own— to the land — is
someother communitywhich has already laid claim to them as its
inorganic body. Was is, therefore, one of the esrliasks of every
primitive community of this kind, both for the defse of property
and for its acquisition. (It will be sufficient tepeak of original
property in land, for among pastoral peoples priyper such
natural products of the earth as, e.g., sheept iseasame time
property in the pastures they pass through. Inrmgéngroperty in
land includes property in its organic products.)afMhman himself
is captured as an organic accessory of the landagether with
it, he is captured as one of the conditions of potidn, and this is
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the origin of slavery and serfdom, which soon debasd modify
the original forms of all communities, and themsshbecome
their foundation. As a result, the simple structizaletermined
negatively.

Thus originallypropertymeans no more than man’s attitude to his
natural conditions of production as belonging tamhias
theprerequisites of his own existenchis attitude to them
asnatural prerequisite®f himself, which constitutes, as it were, a
prolongation of his body. In fact, he stands inratation to his
conditions of production, but has a double existestbjectively
as himself and objectively in these natural inorgaonditions of
his being. The forms of these natural conditionspadduction
have a double character: (1) his existence asopatcommunity,
which in its original form is a tribal community,are or less
modified; (2) his relation to thiand ashis own[als dem seiniggn

in virtue of the community, communal landed propewut the
same timendividual possessiofor the individual, or in such a
manner that the soil and its cultivation remaincommon and
only its products are divided. (Howevdwellingsetc., even if no
more than the wagons of the Scythians, neverthelggsar to be
always in the possession of individuals.) Membersluof
anaturally evolved sociepya tribe, etc., is a natural condition of
production for the living individual. Such membagshs, e.g.,
already a condition of his language, etc. His owndpctive
existence is only possible under this conditions KHubjective
existence as such is conditioned by it as much iasconditioned
by the relationship to the earth as to his laboyat@rue, property

is originallymobile for in the first instance man takes possession
of the ready-made fruits of the earth, includingnaais and
especially those capable of domestication. Howeeggn this
situation — hunting, fishing, pastoralism, subsiste by
collecting the fruit of the trees, etc. — alwaysswames the
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appropriation of the earth, whether as a placexedf settlement
or a territory for roaming, a pasture for his arlspatc.)

Propertytherefore meanselonging to a tribdcommunity) (to
have one’s subjective/objective existence withinahd by means
of the relationship of this community to the lamtd,the external
primary condition of production — for the earthas the same
time raw material, tool, and fruit — as the preatinds belonging
to his individuality, as its mode of existence. Weduce
this property to the relationship to the conditions @bghuction
Why not to those of consumption, since originalhe tact of
producing by the individual is confined to the meguction of his
own body through the appropriation of ready-madgeab
prepared by nature for consumption? But even wherse have
merely to bdoundanddiscovered effort, labor — as in hunting,
fishing, the care of flocks — and the productione.(i the
development) of certain capacities by the subject soon
required. Moreover, conditions in which man needelyereach
for what is already available, without any toolse.(i without
products of labor already designed for productiat), are very
transitory, and can nowhere be regarded as nomoalpven as
normal in the most primitive state. In addition,e tloriginal
conditions of production automatically include reattdirectly
consumable without labor, such as fruit, animaldc.;e
consequently, the fund of consumption itself appear a part of
theoriginal fund of production

The fundamental condition of property based omatigin (which
is originally formed out of the community) is to bemember of
the tribe. Consequently, a tribe conquered andugalgd by
another becomgwmopertylessand part of thénorganic
conditionsof the conquering tribe’s reproduction, which that
community regards as its own. Slavery and serfdmertteerefore
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simply further developments of property based dralism. They
necessarily modify all its forms. This they areskeable to do in
the Asiatic form. In the self-sustaining unity afdaagriculture on
which this form is based, conquest is not so egdemtcondition
as wherdanded propertyagriculture, predominate exclusively.
On the other hand, since the individual in thigrfarever becomes
an owner but only a possessor, he is at bottom diinthe
property, the slave of that which embodies the yumif the
community. Here slavery neither puts an end tocthrditions of
labor, nor does it modify the essential relatiopshi

It is, therefore, now evident that:

Insofar as property is merely a conscious attitiodéne conditions
of production as tone’s own— an attitude established by the
community for the individual, proclaimed and gudesd as law;
insofar as the existence of the producer therefmmears as an
existence within the objective conditiobslonging to himit is
realized only through production. Actual appropoattakes place
not through the relationship to these conditionseggressed in
thought, but through the active, real relationstopghem; in the
process of positing them as the conditions of mauikjective
activity.

But this also clearly means these conditions chang&Vhat
makes a region of the earth into a hunting groismtleing hunted
over by tribes; what turns the soil into a prolaima of the body
of the individual is agriculture. Once tbity of Roméhad been
built and its surrounding land cultivated by itgizgns, the
conditions of the community were different from whhey had
been before. The object of all these communitiegréservation
— 1.e., the production of the individuals which stitute them as
proprietors, i.e., in the same objective mode a$terce, which
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also forms the relationship of the members to eaitier, and
therefore forms the community itself. But this meguction is at
the same time necessarily new production and tise&rudzion of
the old form.

For instance, where each individual is supposegdssess so
many acres of land, the mere increase in populaoristitutes an
obstacle. If this is to be overcome, colonizatioll develop and
this necessitates wars of conquest. This leadsvtery, etc., also,
e.g., the enlargement of thger publicusand hence to the rise of
the Patricians, who represent the community, eticusT the
reservation of the ancient community implies thstdetion of
the conditions upon which it rests, and turns ingoopposite.
Suppose, for instance, that productivity couldroeased without
increase in territory, by means of a developmenthefforces of
production (which in agriculture, a most traditibnacupation, are
the slowest of all). This would imply new methodsda
combinations of labor, the high proportion of ttay avhich would
then have to be devoted to agriculture, etc., amu# @gain the old
economic conditions of the community would ceaseperate.
The act of reproduction itself changes not only tigective
conditions — e.g., transforming village into towhe wilderness
into agricultural clearings, etc. — but the prodsaehange with it,
by the emergence of new qualities, by transformiagd
developing themselves in production, forming newvexs and
new conceptions, new modes of intercourse, news)esdl new
speech.

The more traditional the mode of production itse#,, the more
thereal proces®f appropriation remains the same, the more
unchanging will the ancient forms of property bel @aherefore
also the community as a whole. (Note that the tiathl mode
persists for a long time in agriculture and evengkr in the
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oriental combination of agriculture and manufaciu&here the
members of the community have already acquired ratpa
existence as private proprietors from their collecexistence as
an urban community and owners of the urban teyitoonditions
already arise which allow the individual ltsehis property —
i.e., the double relationship which makes him batbitizen with
equal status, a member of the community, aptbprietor. In the
central form thidossis hardly possible, except as a result of
entirely external influences, for the individual mmeer of the
community never establishes so independent a opladi it as to
enable him to lose his (objective, economic) tighwit. He is
firmly rooted. This is also an aspect of the unadrmanufacture
and agriculture, of town (in this instance theagk) and country.
Among the ancients, manufacture already appearsm@aption
(fit business for freedmen, clients, and foreighestc. Productive
labor is freed from its pure subordination to agjtiore, where it is
the domestic labor of free persons, destined arrlyhfe purpose of
farming, and war or religious observance and conahtasks
such as the construction of houses, roads, or &smprhis
development, which necessarily arises from intens®uwith
foreigners, from slaves, the desire to exchangsuhgus product,
etc., dissolves the mode of production upon whithdommunity
rests, and with it thebjectively individual mar— i.e., the
individual determined as a Greek, a Roman, etch&xge has the
same effect, and so has indebtedness, etc.

We have an original unity between a specific fofnc@mmunity
or tribal unit and the property in nature conneatgth it, or the
relation to the objective conditions of productias naturally
existing, as the objective being of the individbgl means of the
community. Now this unity, which in one sense appess the
particular form of property, has its living reality a specifianode
of productionitself, and this mode appears equally as the
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relationship of the individuals to one another asdheir specific
daily behavior towards inorganic nature, their #ipeenode of
labor (which is always family labor and often commallabor).
The community itself appears as the first greatdaf production;
special kinds of conditions of production (e.g.in@al husbandry,
agriculture) lead to the evolution of a special mad production
and special forces of production, both objective ambjective, the
latter appearing as qualities of the individuals.

In the last instance, the community and the prgpedting upon it
can be reduced to a specific stage in the developaid¢he forces
of production of the laboring subjects — to whicbrrespond
specific relations of these subjects with eachrodinel with nature.
Up to a certain point, reproduction. Thereafter,tutns into
dissolution.

Property— and this applies to its Asiatic, Slavonic antien
classical and Germanic forms — therefore originallgnifies a
relation of the working (producing) subject (or abgct
reproducing himself) to the conditions of his protion or
reproduction as his own. Hence, according to theditions of
production, property will take different forms. Thebject of
production itself is to reproduce the producernd gogether with
these objective conditions of his existence. Thehdvior as a
proprietor — which is not the result but the pretiton of labor,
l.e., of production — assumes a specific existendethe
individual as part of a tribal or communal entityhose property
he is himself up to a certain point). Slavery, denfi, etc., where
the laborer himself appears among the natural @ondi of
production for a third individual or community — darwhere
property therefore is no longer the relationship tfe
independently laboring individual to the objectigenditions of
labor — is always secondary, never primary, altiottgis the
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necessary and logical result of property foundeddnughe

community and upon labor in the community. (Thisratter of

slavery doesot apply to the general slavery of the orient, whgch
so considerednly from the European point of view.)

It is of course easy to imagine a powerful, physicauperior
person, who first captures animals and them captwen in order
to make them catch animals for him; in brief, orf@wses man as
a naturally occurring condition for his reproduatiiike any other
living natural thing; his own labor being exhaustadhe act of
domination. But such a view is stupid, though ityniee correct
from the point of view of a given tribal or commueatity; for it
takes thesolatedman as its starting-point. But man is only
individualized through the process of history. Hegioally
appears as generic being, a tribal being, a herd animal
though by no means as a “political animal” in tlwditizal sense.
Exchange itself is a major agent of this individzegion. It makes
the herd animal superfluous and dissolves it. Qheesituation is
such, that man as an isolated person has relatiynt@ himself,
the means of establishing himself as an isolatédiolual have
become what gives him his general communal chargstsn
Sich-Allgemein-und-Gemeinmachein such a community, the
objective existence of the individual as a propriet— say a
landed proprietor — is presupposed, though he moprietor
under certain conditions which chain him to the oamity, or
rather constitute a link in his chain. In bourgesogiety, e.g., the
worker exists purely subjectively, without objebtjt the thing
which confrontshim  has now become tlieie common
entitywhich he seeks to devour and which devours him.

All the forms in which the community imputes to thebjects a
specific objective unity with the conditions of thproduction, or
in which a specific subjective existence imputes dommunity
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itself as condition of production, necessarily espond only to a
development of the forces of production which mited both in
fact and in principle. (These forms are of courseranor less
naturally evolved, but at the same time also tkalte of a historic
process.) The evolution of the forces of productimsolves them,
and their dissolution is itself an evolution of theman forces of
production. Labor is initially undertaken on a eartbasis — first
primitive — then historical.Bs wird erst gearbeitet von gewisser
Grundlage aus — erst naturwuchsig — dann histogsch
Voraussetzung The sentence is elliptic and open to various
possible interpretations.] Later, however, this idbasor
presupposition is itself cancelled, or tends taapiear, having
become too narrow for the development of the prgive human
horde.

Insofar as the landed property of classical antyjqreappears in
modern allotment property, it belongs to politieabnomy and we
shall deal with it in the section on landed propert

(All this is to be analyzed again more deeply angreater detalil
later.)

What we are concerned with here is this: the mtatip of labor
to capital or to the objective conditions of labas capital,
presupposes a historical process which dissolves different
forms, in which the laborer is an owner and the emtabors. This
means first and foremost:

(1) adissolutionof the relation to the earth — to land or soil s- a
a natural condition of production which man treass his own
inorganic being, the laboratory of his forces amel domain of his
will. All forms in which this property is found, ssme
acommunal entitywhose members, whatever the formal
distinctions between them, gweoprietorsby virtue of being its



Rows

Collection

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations Karl Marx Halaman 35

members. Hence, the original form of this propeidylirect
communal propertytheoriental form modified among the Slavs;
developed to the point of contradictions in clasisantiquity and
Germanic property, though still the hidden, if @waistic,
foundation).

(2) Dissolution of the relationsm which man appears as
theproprietor of the instrumentAs the above form of landed
property assumesraal communityso this ownership of the tool
by the laborer assumes a particular form of develp of
manufacture — namely, in the form ledindicraft labor Gild and
corporative institutions are bound up with this. héT
manufacturing activities of the ancient orient mag included
under our heading (1) above.) here, labor itseltis half the
expression of artistic creation, half its own resyagtc. Hier die
Arbeit selbst noch halb kunstlerisch, halb Selbstky The
institution of the “master craftsman”. The capgahimself still a
master craftsman. Special craft skill itself ensuhe ownership of
the instrument, etc., etc. In a sense, the modeabafr becomes
hereditary together with the organization of laband its
instrument. Medieval town life. Labor still belongs a man; a
certain self-sufficient development of specializgeinseitigé
capacities, etc. (3) Included in both is the fhetttman possesses
means of consumption prior to production, necessayrder to
enable him to keep alive as producer — i.e., in ¢barse of
production beforeits completion. As a landowner, he appears to
be directly provided with the necessary fund fonsiamption. As
a master artisan, he had inherited, earned or ghiseflind, and as
a youngster, he is still @apprentice he does not yet appear as an
independent worker in the strict sense, but sh#nedmaster’s
food in the patriarchal manner. As a (genuine)neyman, there
IS a certain common utilization of the fund of comgption which
IS in the master's possession. Though this is noe t
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journeyman’property, the laws and customs, etc., of the gild at
least make him into a co-possessor. (This poibetelaborated.)

(4) On the other handijssolutionboth of the relations under
which thelaborers themselvesheliving units of labor poweare
still adirect part of the objective conditions of prodoatand are
appropriated as such — and are therefore slaveseids. For
capital, the worker does not constitute a conditbmproduction,
but only labor. If this can be performed by machmer even by
water or air, so much the better. And what ca@fgropriates is
not the laborer, but his labor — and not diredtlyt by means of
exchange.

These, then, on the one hand, are historic presiesiwithout
which the laborer cannot occur as free laborerplgsctiveless,
purely subjective capacity for laboring, confrogtithe objective
conditions of production as hmn-property assomeone else’s
property, asvalueexisting for itself, as capital. On the other hand,
we must now ask what conditions are necessary ifishéo
confrontcapital.
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I1
Exchange of labour for labour
rests on the worker’s
propertylessness

The formula “capital”, in which living labor stands the relation
of non-property to raw material, instrument and theans of
subsistence required during the period of prodactimplies in
the first instanc@on-property in land— i.e., the absence of a
state in which the working individual regards thad, the soil, as
his own and labor as its proprietor. In the mosbfable case, he
stands both in relation of landowner to himselhis capacity as a
laboring subject. Potentially, the ownership ofdancludes both
property in raw materials, and in the original rastent of labor,
the soil, as well as in its spontaneous fruitsthie most original
form, this means that the individual regards thi& a® belonging
to him, and finds in it raw material, instrumenhdameans of
subsistence not created by labor but by earthf.it€atce this
relationship is reproduced, then secondary instrisnand fruits
of the earth produced by labor immediately appeduded in the
primitive form of landownership. It is this historsituation which
is in the first instance negated by the more cotapfgoperty-
relationship involved in the relation of the workerthe conditions
of labor as capital. This is historic situation Nowhich is negated
in the new relationship, or assumed to have bessollied by
history.

A second historical step is impliednoperty in the instrument

I.e., in the relation of the laborer to the instants as to his own,
in which he labors as the owner of the instrumeiti¢ch assumes
that the instrument is subsumed in his individahlok, i.e., which
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assumes a special and limited phase of developratrthe
productive force of labor). We are consideringtaation in which
the laborer not only owns the instrument, but inclthis form of
thelaborer as proprietoor of thelaboring proprietoris already
distinct and separate frolanded propertyand not, as in the first
case, an accident of landed property and subsumddr ut: in
other words, the artisan and urban developmenalwérl Hence,
also, we here find raw material and means of
subsistencenediatedas the property of the artisan, mediated
through his craft, through his property in the instent. This
second historic step now exists distinct and seé@dram the first,
which in turn will appear considerably modified the mere fact
thatthis second type of property ofworking proprietorhas
established its independent existence.

Since the instrument itself is already the prodafclabor — i.e.,
the element which constitutes property is alreashaldished by
labor — the community can here no longer appeait,@ in the
first case, in its primitive form. The community avhich this
form of property is based already appears as somgetinoduced,
secondary, something which has come into beingoyranwunity
produced by the laborer himself. It is clear th&ieve ownership
of the instrument is the relationship to the cdodg of labor as
property, in actual labor the instrument appeargeipeasa
meansof individual labor, and the art of really appraping the
instrument, to employ it as a means of labor, afgpas a special
skill of the laborer, which makes him the ownerhid tools. In
short, the essential character of gild or corpeeasystems (artisan
labor as its subject and the constituent elemerdavafership) is
analyzable in terms of a relation to the instrumanproduction:
the tool as property. This differs from the relagdo the earth, tot
he land as one’s own, which is rather that of #ng material as
property. In this historic state No.2 propertyhsig constituted by
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the laboring subject’'s relation to this single edern of the
conditions of production, which makes him into &ddng

proprietor; and this state may exist only as calttaon of state
No.1, or, if you like, as supplementary to a malfistate No.1.
The first formula of capital negates this hist@iate also.

There is a thirghossible fornwhich is to act as proprietor neither
of the land nor of the instrument (i.e., nor ofdaltself), but only
of the means of subsistence, which are then fosnthe natural
condition of the laboring subject. This is at boitthe formula of
slavery and serfdom, which is also negated, ormasduto have
been historically dissolved, in the relation of twerker to the
conditions of production as capital.

The primitive forms of property necessarily dissolinto the
relation of property to the different objective rmlents
conditioning production; they are the economic $asdidifferent
forms of community, and in turn presuppose formsarhmunity.
These forms are significantly modified once laliself is placed
among thebjective conditions of productidas in slavery and
serfdom), as a result of which the simple affirmatcharacter of
all forms of property embraced in No.1 is lost amodified. All of
these include potential slavery, and thereforer tbein abolition.
So far as No.2 is concerned, in which the partickiad of labor
— l.e., its craft mastery and consequently propdrty the
instrument of labor — equals property in the cadodg of
production, this admittedly excludes slavery andfdesn.
However, it may lead to an analogous negative dgveént in the
form of a caste system.

The third form, of property in the means of sulesise, cannot
contain any relationship of thaboringindividual to the
conditions of production, and therefore of existgnanless it is
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dissolved into slavery and serfdom. It can onlythee relation of
the member of the primitive community founded uganded
property, who happens to have lost his ownershilamd without
as yet having advanced to property No.2, as incte®e of the
Roman plebs at the time of “bread and circusesit[ik, of a
propertyless mass living on a public dole]. Theatieh of
retainers to their lords, or that of personal smryis essentially
different. For it (personal service) forms at bottanerely the
mode of existence of the landowner, who no longkols himself,
but whose property includes the laborers themsedgeserfs, etc.,
among the conditions of production. What we havee hes an
essential relation of appropriation is tedationship of
domination Appropriation can create no such relation to ahim
the soil, etc., even though the animal serves i&staen. The
appropriation of anotherwwill is presupposed in the relationship
of domination. Beings without will, like animals, an indeed
render services, but their owner is not therebg and master
However, what we see here is, how ttlkations of domination
and servitudalso enter into this formula of the appropriatmi
the instruments of production; and they constitateecessary
ferment of the development and decay of all prieitielations of
property and production. At the same time, theyresp their
limitations. To be sure, they are also reproducechpital, though
in an indirect (mediated) form, and hence they aisostitute a
ferment in its dissolution, and are the emblemissdfmitations.

“The right to sell oneself and one’s dependencetinmes of
distress, was unfortunately general; it prevailethbn the North,
among the Greeks and in Asia. The right of theitwetb take the
defaulting debtor into servitude, and to redeemdélet either by
his labor or by the sale of his person, was almegtally
widespread.” (Neibuhr, I, 600)
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[In another passage, Niebuhr explains the diffieslt and
misunderstandings of Greek writers of the Augugtiariod over
the relationship between Patricians and Plebiand #reir
confusion of this relationship with that betweentr®as and
Clients, as being due to the fact that

“they were writing at a time when rich and poor stiated the only real
classes of citizens; where the man in need, noemaibw noble his
origins, required a Patron and the millionaire, rethough only a
freedman, was sough after as a Patron. They coudds€arcely a trace of
inherited relations of attachment”. (1.620)]

“Artisans were to be found in both classes (rediddiens and freedmen
together with their descendants), and plebians alfamdoned agriculture
passed into the limited citizen status enjoyedhgsé. Nor did they lack
the honor of legally recognized gilds, and theseeve® highly respected
that Numa was supposed to have been their fouridmre were nine
such gilds; pipers, goldsmiths, carpenters, dyeamess-makers, tanners,
saddlers, coppersmiths, and potters, the ninthocatipn embracing the
rest of the crafts.... Those among them were inadgd& citizens, or who
enjoyed a status equivalent to citizenship, inddpah of any patron
(supposing such status was recognized); or thosewene descendants
of dependent men whose bond had lapsed with thactégn of their
patrons’ families: these undoubtedly remained amote from the
quarrels of ancient citizens and the commoder [Gemeindeas the
Florentine gilds remained outside the feuds of Guelf and Ghibelline
families. It is probable that the population inserde were still as a
whole at the disposal of the patricians.” (1,623)

On the one hand, we presuppose historical processesh
transform a mass of individuals of a nation, if nmérhaps
immediately into genuine free laborers, then at aate into
potential free laborers, whose property is théofapower and the
possibility of exchanging it for the existing vatue Such
individuals confront all objective conditions ofgpluction aslien
property, as their owmon-property but at the same time as
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something which can be exchangedvalsiesand therefore to
some extent appropriated by living labor.

Such historic processes of dissolution are theohg:

the dissolution of the servile relationship whicnds the
laborer to the soil, and to the lord of the souf m fact assumes
his property in the means of subsistence (whichuasoin truth
to his reparation from the soil);

the dissolution of relations of property which ctiioge a
laborer as yeoman, or free, working, petty landaoworetenant
(colonug, or free peasanhpte by Marx We take for granted the
dissolution of the even more ancient forms of comahyroperty
and real community];

the dissolution of gild relations which presuppobe
laborer’s property in the instrument of productanmd labor itself,
as a certain form of craft skillhfhndwerksmassig bestimmte
Geschicklichkejt not merely as the source of property but as
property itself;

also the dissolution of the relation of clientship its
different types, in whiclmon-proprietorsappear as co-consumers
of the surplus produce in the retinue of their Joadd in return
wear his livery, take part in his feuds, performalrer imaginary
acts of personal service, etc.

Closer analysis will show that what is dissolved alh these
processes of dissolution are relations of produacittowhich use-
value predominates; production for immediate usechBnge-
value and its production presuppose the predom@ahthe other
form. Thus in all the above circumstances, delasiin kind and
labor servicesNaturaldienstépredominate over money payments
and services remunerated by money. But this is imigiental [or
this could be translated as “But this observat®iy the way"].
Again, closer examination will also reveal that thé dissolved
relations were rendered possible only by a certiegree of
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development of the material (and therefore alsdhef mental)
productive forces.

What concerns us at this point is the following.eTprocess of
dissolution which turns a mass of individuals inadion, etc., into
potential free wage-laborers — individuals obligedrely by their
lack of property to labor and to sell their labor —
doesnot presuppose thdisappearancef the previous sources of
income or (in part) of the previous conditions obgerty of these
individuals. On the contrary, it assumes ibally their use has
been altered, that their mode of existence has beesformed,
that they have passed into other people’s handdras fund or
perhaps that they have partly remainethensame hand8ut this
much is evident. The process which has in one wagnother
separated a mass of individuals from its previotfgnaative
relations to th@bjective conditions of labpwhich negated these
relations and thereby transformed these individuals free
laborers is also the same process which has liberated
theseobjective conditions of labgyotentially fromtheir previous
tiesto the individuals which are now separated froenth(These
conditions of labor comprise land, raw material, ame of
subsistence, instruments of labor, money or alhe§e.) They are
still present but present in a different form, a$ree fund one in
which all the old political, etc., relations arditdrated, and which
now confront those separated, propertyless indalglmerely in
the form ofvalues of values maintaining themselves and each
other |n sich festhaltenden WerjerThe same process which
counterposes the masses of free laborers tooljeetive
conditions of labar has also counterposed these conditions to
them aapital The historic process was one of the separation of
hitherto combined elements; its results is theeefoot the
disappearance of one of these elements, but disitua which
each of them appears negatively related to the rotte
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(potentially) free laborer on one hand, (potentwpital on the
other. The separation of the objective conditiciasnfthe classes
which are now transformed into free laborers, neggstally appear
at the opposite pole as the establishment of intipee by these
very conditions.

Let us consider the relationship of capital and evépor not as
something which has already reached decisive irapoet, and
encroaches on production as a whole (Marx noteirFdrnis case
capital, presupposed as the condition of wage-|labdhe product
of labor, and established as condition by labaelfitcreated by
labor as its own presupposition), but as somethihigh is still in
the process of historical formation. We considee triginal
transformation of money into capital, the proce$sexchange
between capital existing only potentially on onadeand the free
laborers existing potentially on the other. We tffied ourselves
naturally making the simple observation, with whidhe
economists make great play — namely, that the siutiéch
appears as capital must possess raw materials, taotl food
enough to enable the worker to live before productis
completed. Moreover, it would appear that accunmat— an
accumulation prior to labor and not arising frolhda — must
have taken place on the part of the capitalistctvlenables him to
set the laborer to work and to maintain him in\amtj as living
labor power.

(Marx note: Once capital and wage labor have bstabbshed as
their own prerequisites, i.e., as a base presugposeroduction,
the following state of affairs appears to existthe first instance,
it seems that the capitalist must possess not arfiynd of raw
materials and means of subsistence sufficient Her laborer to
reproduce himself, to produce the necessary mdasigsistence,
to realizenecessary labgrbut also a fund of raw material and
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instruments of production, by means of which thmofar realizes
his surplus labor, i.e., the capitalist’s profiurther analysis will
reveal that the laborer is constantly creating abti fund for the
capitalist, or in the form of capital. One partlois fund constantly
fulfils the conditions of his own existence, thehat part, the
conditions of existence of capital. As we have searplus capital
— and surplus capital in its relation to its prébig relation to
labor — includes thappropriationof all real, present capitaland
of each element of such capital, which is appraogdiauniformly
asalien labortransformed into an object and appropriated by
capital, without exchange, without the transfeaonfequivalent for

it.)

This action of capital, which is independent antesiablished by
labor, is then transferred from this history of asgin into the

present, and transformed into a factor of its tgaland

effectiveness, of its self-creatioibdlbstformatioh Finally, the

eternal right of capital to the fruit of other menabor is derived
from this state of affairs, or rather what happisnshat the mode
of acquisition of capital is derived from the sim@ind “just” laws
of the exchange of equivalents.

Wealth occurring in the form of money can only lealized
against the objective conditions of labor, becars®if these have
been separated from labor itself. We have seemtbaky can in
part be accumulated by the sheer exchange of dqnoisa
however, this is so insignificant a source thaisitnot worth
mention historically — assuming, that is, that wemose this
money to have been earned by the exchange of omeidabor. It
is rather money accumulated by usury — especiadlyryu on
landed property — and mobile (monetary) wealth audated
through mercantile profits, that turns into capitalthe strictest
sense, into industrial capital. We will have ocoasio deal with
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both forms below — that is, insofar as they thenesshppear not
as forms of capital but as prior forms of wealthichhare the
prerequisites for capital.

As we have seen, the concept — the origin — of tahpi
impliesmoneyas its starting point, and therefore it implies a
derivation from circulation; capital appears as pghmductof
circulation. Capital formation does not thereforseafrom landed
property (though it might arise from the agricudtiutenant insofar
as he is also a trader in farm products), nor ftbengild (though
this provides a possibility) but from mercantiledansurious
wealth. But the merchant and usurer only encouhteconditions
which permit the purchase of free labor, once fab®r has been
detached from the objective conditions of its etise as a result
of a historical process. At this point, it also tees possible to
buy theseconditionsthemselves. Under gild conditions, for
instance, mere money (unless it is the money a gibsters)
cannot purchase looms in order to put men to warkhem; there
are regulations determining how many looms a may enaploy,
etc. In short, the instrument of labor is still istimately merged
with living labor, appearing as the domain of liyitabor, that is
does not truly circulate. What enable monetary thet run into
capital is, on the one hand, that it finds freeolals, and on the
other hand, it finds means of subsistence, maserett., which
would otherwise be in one form or another pnepertyof the now
objectiveless masses, and are &lseand available for sale.

However, the other condition of labor — a certaiaficskill, the
existence of the instrument as a means of labar, et is
foundready to handy capital in this preparatory or first period of
capital. This is partly the result of the urbardglystem, partly of
domestic industry, or such industry as exists aa@essory to
agriculture. The historic process is not the restitapital, but its
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prerequisite. By means of this process, the cagtitden inserts
himself as a (historical) middleman between landexperty and
labor. History ignores the sentimental illusionsatbcapitalist and
laborer forming an association, etc.; nor is therigace of such
illusions in the development of the concept of tapi
Sporadicallymanufacturenay develop locally in a framework
belonging to quite a different period, as in tradidin citiesside by
sidewith the gilds. But if capital is to be the gerigralominant
form of an epoch, its conditions must be developet merely
locally, but on a large scale. (This is compatibigh the
possibility that during the dissolution of the gilthdividual gild-
masters may turn into industrial capitalists; hogrevn the nature
of the phenomenon, this happens rarely. All inthi entire gild
system — both master and journeyman — dies outrevkiee
capitalist and laborer emerge.)

However, it is evident, and borne out by closerlyais of the
historic epoch which we are now discussing, thaatie of
dissolutionof the earlier modes of production and relatiohthe
worker to the objective conditions of labor,simultaneously an
agein whichmonetary wealthas already developed to a certain
extent, and also one in which it is rapidly growenyd expanding,
by means of the circumstances which acceleratedibsolution.
Just as it is itself an agent of that dissolutemthat dissolution is
the condition of its transformation into capitalutBthemere
existence of monetary wealtleven its conquest of a sort of
supremacy, is not sufficient for thagssolution to result in capital
If it were, then ancient Rome, Byzantium, etc., idodave
concluded their history with free labor and capitat rather,
would have entered upon a new history. There thsotlition of
the old relations of property was also tied to deselopment of
monetary wealth — of commerce, etc. However, int fae result
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of this dissolution was not industry, but the doation of
countryside over city.

Theoriginal formations of capitatioes not, as is often supposed,
proceed by thaccumulatiorof food, tools, raw materials or in
short, of theobjectiveconditions of labor detached from the soll
and already fused with human labor.

[Marx note: Nothing is more obviously and supedilyi circular
than the reasoning which argues (a) thawbekerswho must be
employed by capital if capital is to exist as suamjst first
becreatedand called into life byts accumulation (waiting, as it
were, on its “Let there be labor”); while (b) capitcould not
accumulate without alien labor, except perhapswa labor. I.e.,
that capital might itself exist in the form wbn-capitalandnon-
money for prior to the existence of capital, labor aarly realize
its value in the form of handicraft work, of petygriculture, etc.;
in short, of forms, all of which permit little @0 accumulation
allow for only a small surplus produce, aswhsumehe greater
part of that. We shall have to return to the cohcep
“accumulation” later.]

Not by means of capital creating the objective d@imas of labor.
Its original formationoccurs simply because the historic process
of the dissolution of an old mode of productionpwak value,
existing in the form oMmonetary wealtho buythe objective
conditions of labor on one hand, to exchangditeg labor o the
now free workers for money, on the other. All thesements are
already in existence. What separates them out Es®rical
process, a process of dissolution, and ithiswhich enables
money to turn inteapital Insofar as money itself plays a part
here, it is only to the extent that it is itself extremely powerful
agent of dissolution which intervenes in the precemd hence



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations Karl Marx Halaman 49

contributes to the creation of tpkicked objectivelessiree
laborers It is certainly not byreatingthe objective conditions of
such laborers’ existence, but rather by accelaydhrir separation
from them — i.e., by accelerating their loss ofgany.

For instance, when the great English landownenmnidged their
retainers, who had consumed a share of their suypmoduce of
their land; when their farmers drove out the smattagers, etc.,
then a doubly free mass of living labor power wa®wn on to
thelabor market free from the old relation of clientship,
villeinage, or service, but also free from all ge@dt chattels, from
every real and objective form of existenfreg from all property
Such a mass would be reduced either to the sale labor power
or to beggary, vagabondage, or robbery as its solyrce of
income. History records the fact that it first tridbeggary,
vagabondage, and crime, but was herded off thid moato the
narrow path which led to the labor market by meahsthe
gallows, pillory, and whip. (Hence tlgpvernmentsf Henry VII,
VIII, etc., also appear as conditions of the histgrocess of
dissolution and as creators of the conditions lfier éxistence of
capital.) Conversely, the means of subsistenceddyntonsumed
by the lords and their retainers, were now avadldbl purchase
by money, and money wished to purchase them inrdhdeugh
their instrumentality to purchase labor. Money hagher created
nor accumulated these means of subsistence. They alady
present, consumed, and reproduced, before they emreumed
and reproduced through the intervention of monelge Dnly
change was that these means of production weremown on to
theexchange-marketThey had now been detached from their
immediate connection with the mouths of the retainetc., and
transformed from use-values into exchange-valuass ffalling
under the government and sovereignty of monetargltveThe
same applies to the instruments of labor. Monetaglth neither
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invented nor manufactured spinning wheel and loBuot. once
spinners and weavers had been separated fromdhdirthey and
their wheels and looms came under the sway of monetealth,
etc.

Capital unites the masses of hands and instrumehish are
already there. This and only this is what charaizes it. It brings
them together under its sway

This is itsreal accumulation the accumulation of laborers plus
their instruments at given points. We shall havegdointo this
more deeply when we come to the so-called accuroolaif
capital.

Admittedly, monetary wealth in the form of merch&intealth had
helped to accelerate and dissolve the old relatwdn@oduction,
and had, e.g., enabled the landowner to excharsgeohn, cattle,
etc., for imported use-values, instead of squandehis own
production with his retainers, whose number, indeeds to a
large extent taken as the measure of his wealthis (foint has
already been neatly made by A. Smith.) Monetary lthehad
given greater significance to the exchange-valuéisfretinue.
This was also true of his tenants, who were alreadyni-
capitalists, though in a rather disguised mannke @volution of
exchange-value is favored by the existencenoieyin the form
of a social order of merchants. It dissolves a petidn whose
object is primarily immediate use-value, and then® of property
which correspond to such production — the relatioh&abor to
its objective conditions — thus giving an impetosthe creation
of alabor market(not to be confused with a slave market).
However, even this effect of money is possible oiflywe
presuppose the existenceunban craft activity which restsoton
capital and wage-labor, but on the organizatiotabbr in gilds,
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etc. Urban labor itself had created the means oflymtion, for
which the gilds became as great an embarrassmevdrasthe old
relations of landed property in an improved agtimg, which was
in turn partly the consequence of the greater shlagricultural
products to the cities, etc.

Other circumstances assisted the dissolution oblitheelations of
production, accelerated the separation of the &bor the non-
laborer capable of work, from the objective comuhis of his
reproduction, and thus advanced the transformationoney into
capital. Such were, e.g., the factors which in ii&¢h century
increased the mass of commodities in circulatibre mass of
currency in circulation, creating new needs andsequently
raising the exchange value of native productsjngiprices, etc.
Nothing can therefore be more foolish than to coece
theoriginal formationof capital as if it meant the accumulation
and creation of thebjective conditions of producties- food, raw
materials, instruments — which were then offered to
thedispossessadorkers. What happened was rather that
monetary wealth partly helped to detach the lalmwey of the
individuals capable of work from these conditiofike rest of this
process of separation proceeded without the intéine of
monetary wealth. Once the original formation of itaphad
reached a certain level, monetary wealth couldringgelf as an
intermediary between the objective conditions dg,linow
“liberated” and the equally liberated, but now alsdettered and
footloose living labor powers, buying the one with the ath&s to
theformation of monetary wealiktself, before its transformation
into capital: this belongs to the prehistory of theurgeois
economy. Usury, trade, the cities and governmerante which
arise with them, play the chief parts in it. Alsoardingby tenant
farmers, peasants, etc., though to a smaller extent
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Trade is everywhere the intermediary for exchangkie; or
alternatively, the transfer of exchange value cardbscribed as
trade — for just as circulation acquires an indeleen existence
in commerce, so does money in the social stratumthef
merchants. We may see that the development of egehand
exchange-value brings about both the dissolution ladfor’s
relations of property in its conditions of existerand also of labor
as something which is itself part of the objectoanditions of
production. All these are relations which expressthba
predominance of use-value and of production dicedt®vards
immediate consumption, and also the predominance oéal
community which is still present as an immediater@quisite of
production. Production based on exchange-valueaazmwmmunity
based on the exchange of these exchange-valuesalzordas the
general condition of wealth, all presuppose anddgce the
separation of labor from its objective conditioifiough, as we
saw in the last chapter on money, production fatharge and
community based on exchange may appear to poSitefxoas
deriving solely fronlabor, and private property in the production
of one’s labor as a precondition, this appearasakeceptive. The
exchange of equivalents occurs (but it is merdig) qurface layer
of a production which rests on the appropriatiomtbier people’s
laborwithout exchangebut under thguise of exchangeThis
system of exchange heaapital as its basis. If we consider it in
isolation from capital, as it appears on the s@&fa@s
anindependensystem, this is mern#usion, though anecessary
illusion. It is therefore no longer surprising to find thia¢ system
of exchange-values — the exchange of equivalentssumed in
labor — turns into thappropriation of other people’s labor
without exchangethe total separation of labor and property, or
rather that it reveals this appropriation as itsnosaled
background. For the rule of exchange-values, andraduction
producing exchange-valuggesupposealien labor power as
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itself an exchange-value. l.e., it presupposes stygaration of
living labor power from its objective conditions;r@ationship to
these — or to its own objectivity — as someone’slpsoperty; in
a word, a relation to them aapital.

The golden age of labor emancipating itself ocauoely in those
periods when feudalism was in decay, but still gega in
internecine conflict — as in England in the 14tld d&ne first-half
of the 15th centuries. If labor is once again torblated to its
objective conditions as to its property, anothestasymn must
replace that of private exchange, for as we haen gwivate
exchange assumes the exchange of labor transfantwedbjects
against labor-power, and thereby the appropriatioliving labor
without exchange.

Historically, money is often transformed into capiin quite
simple and obvious ways. Thus, the merchant setevdxk a
number of spinners and weavers, who formerly erdjagehese
activities as subsidiary occupations to their adtucal work, and
turns a subsidiary occupation into a principal cafégr which he
has them under his control and sway as wage-lahofére next
step is to remove them from their homes and tonalskeethem in a
single house if labor. In this simple processsievident that the
merchant has prepared neither raw materials norumgnts nor
means of subsistence for the weaver or the spirklehe has
done is gradually to confine them to one sort &bta in which
they are dependent on theyer, themerchant and thus eventually
find themselves producing soldlyr andby means ofiim.
Originally, he has bought their labor merely by thechase of
their product. As soon as they confine themselvesthe
production of this exchange-value, and are theeefusliged to
produce immediatexchange-valugsand to exchange their labor
entirely for money in order to go on living, thegnse under his
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domination. Finally, even the illusion sélling him their products,
disappears. He purchases their labor and takes é&vsaytheir

property in the product, soon also their ownership the

instrument, unless he allows them ilhgsions of ownershifn

order to diminish his costs of production.

The original historical forms in which capital ajpg at first
sporadically otocally, side by sidaith the old modes of
production, but gradually bursting them asunder, kena
up manufacturan the proper sense of the word (not yet the
factory). This arises, where there is mass-prododbr export —
hence on the basis of large-scale maritime andaneitrade, and
in the centres of such trade, as in the ItaliaesitConstantinople,
the Flemish, Dutch cities, some Spanish ones sadBaacelona,
etc. Manufacture does not initially capture thecatbed urban
crafts, but the rural subsidiary occupations, spip@and weaving,
the sort of work which least requires craft skéichnical training.
Apart from those great emporia, in which it findse tbasis of
anexportmarket, and where production is, as it weyeits
spontaneous natuyedirected towards exchange-value — i.e.,
manufactures directly connected with shipping, udeig
shipbuilding itself, etc. The rural subsidiary opations contain
the broad basis of manufactures, whereas a highiedegf
progress in production is required in order to ywamn the urban
crafts as factory industries. Such branches of yotoh as
glassworks, metal factories, sawmills, etc., whidm the start
demand a greater concentration of labor-power,jzetiimore
natural power, and demand both mass-production and
concentration of the means of production, etc.se¢halso lend
themselves to manufacture. Similarly, paper nmdlts,

The other aspect of this process is the appearahtee tenant
farmer and the transformation of the agriculturapyation into
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free day-laborers. Though the last place wheretthissformation
triumphs in its purest and most logical forms,hs tountryside,
some of its earliest developments occur there. eléime ancients,
who never advanced beyond specifically urban ckdft and
application, were never able to achieve large-Soalestry. For its
first prerequisite is the involvement of the entimuntryside in the
production, not of use-values, but of exchangeealGlassworks,
papermills, ironworks, etc., cannot be conducted gid
principles. They require mass-production, salesatogeneral
market,monetary wealtlon the part of the entrepreneur. Not that
he creates the subjective or objective conditibas;under the old
relations of property and production these condgi@annot be
brought together. (After this, the dissolution bEktrelations of
serfdom and the rise of manufacture gradually foans all
branches of production into branches operated bpitaig
However, the towns themselves contain an element tlie
formation of genuine wage-labor — namely, day-la®routside
the gild system, unskilled laborers, etc.

We thus see that the transformation of money in&pital
presupposes a historic process which separatesolifextive
conditions of labor, and makes them independeandfsets them
against the laborers. However, once capital angridgess have
come into being, they conquer all production aneérgwhere
bring about and accentuate the separation betwaleor land
property, labor and the objective conditions ofolallSubsequent
development will show in what ways capital destrastssan labor,
small working landownership, etc., and also itselthose forms
in which it doesiotappear in contradiction to labguetty capital
and intermediate or hybrid types between the dasmilequate
mode of production of capital itself, and the oldodas of
production (in their original form), or as renewed the basis of
capital.
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The only accumulation which is a prerequisite foe trise of

capital, is that omonetary wealthwhich, when considered in
isolation, is entirely unproductive, emerges omiynf circulation

and belongs only to circulation. Capital rapidieates itself an
internal market by destroying all rural subsidiargfts — i.e., by

spinning and weaving for all, providing clothingr fall, etc.; in

short, by turning the commodities formerly produesdmmediate
use-values into exchange-values. This process edsatliomatic

result of the separation of the laborers from thieand from their

property (though even only serf property) in thendibons of

production.

Though urban crafts are based substantially onasgd and the
creation of exchange-values, the main object ofdpcbon is

notenrichmentr exchange-value as exchange-vaJuesbut

thesubsistence of man as an artisan, as a mastersonafy and

consequently use-value. Production is thereforeryexesre

subordinate to a presupposed consumption, suppgnwand, and
its expansion is slow.

The production of capitalists and wage-laborerstherefore a
major product of the process by which capital tuitself into
values Ordinary political economy, which concentratedyoon
the objects produced, forgets this entirely. Inadmuas this
process establishes reified labor as what is sematiusly th@on-
reificationof the laborer, as the reification of a subjetyivi
opposed to the laborer, as fhrepertyof someone else’s will,
capital is necessarily alsocapitalist The idea of some socialists,
that we need capital but not capitalists, is comgblefalse. The
concept of capital implies that the objective cdinds of labor —
and these are its own product — acquipeesonalityas against
labor, or what amounts to the same thing, that dreyestablished
as the property of a personality other than thekers. The
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concept of capital implies the capitalist. Howeviris error is
certainly no greater than that of, e.g., all ploitpsts who speak of
the existence afapitalin classical antiquity, and of Roman or
Greek capitalists. This is merely another way ofirga that in
Rome and Greece labor wase an assertion which these
gentlemen would hardly make. If we now talk of pédion-
owners in America as capitalists, if thaye capitalists, this is due
to the fact that they exist as anomolies within arlev market
based upon free labor. Were the term capital t@aicable to
classical antiquity — though the word does not aléfuoccur
among the ancients (but among the Greeks the artithisis
used for what the Roman’s called fténcipalis summa
reicreditae the principal of a loan) — then the nomadic herde
with their flocks on the steppes of Central Asiauldobe the
greatest capitalists, for the original meaningha word capital is
cattle. Hence the contract wietairie(crop-sharing) which is
frequent in the South of France, because of caglii@itage, is still
sometimes calledbail de bestes a cheptdlcontract of leasing
cattle). If we permit ourselves a little bad Latithen our
capitalists oiCapitales Hominegheadmen) would be thosgui
debent censum de cagifgvho pay a head tax).

Difficulties which do not arise in the conceptuabdysis of money
do arise in that of capital. Capital is essentialbapitalist but at
the same time production in generatapital, as an element in the
existence of the capitalist quite distinct from hifhus we shall
later find that in the terroapital much is subsumed that does not
apparently belong to the concept. E.g., capitaloaned. It is
accumulated, etc. In all these relations it appéarbe a mere
object, and entirely to coincide with the matter which it
consists. However, further analysis will clarifyighand other
problems. (In passing, the following amusing obagon: The
good Adam Mueller, who takes all figurative phragea mystical



Rows

Collection

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations Karl Marx Halaman 58

sense, had also heard ablihg capitalin ordinary life, as
opposed taleadcapital, and dresses up the notibeosophically
King Atheistan could have taught him a thing or @wut this:

“Reddam de meo propio decimas Deo tam in Viventatalap
guam in mortuis fructuis terrake

(I shall give a tithe of my property to God, bothliving cattle and
in the dead fruits of the soil.)

Money always retains the same form in the sametiibsn, and
is therefore more readily conceived as an objeat tBe same
thing, commodity, money, etc., can represent chpitaevenue,
etc. Thus even the economists recognize that maneything
tangible, but that the same thing can be subsuroedumder the
heading capital, now under some other and quitdéragnterm,
and accordingly that is oris notapital. It is evidentha relation
and can only be a relation of production



