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mits only of the immediate manumission of the individual
without any transitory stage (antiquity did not know any
abolition of slavery by a victorious rebellion), whereas the
serfs of the Middle Ages, step by step, achieved their eman-
cipation as a class—to what was this due if not their bar-
barism, thanks to which they had not yet arrived at com-
plete slavery, either in the form of the ancient labour slav-
ery or in that of the Oriental domestic slavery?

All that was vital and life-bringing in what the Germans
infused into the Roman world was barbarism. In fact, only
barbarians are capable of rejuvenating a world labouring
in the throes of a dying civilization. And the highest stage
of barbarism, to which and in which the Germans worked
their way up previous to the migration of peoples, was pre-
cisely the most favourable one for this process. This ex-
plains everything.

X
BARBARISM AND CIVILIZATION

We have traced the dissolution of the gentile order in
the three great separate examples: Greek, Roman, and Ger-
man. We shall investigate, in conclusion, the general eco-
nomic conditions that had already undermined the gentile
organization of society in the upper stage of barbarism and
completely abolished it with the advent of civilization. For
this, Marx’s Capital will be as necessary as Morgan’s book.

Growing out of the middle stage and developing further
in the upper stage of savagery, the gens reached its prime,
as far as our sources enable us to judge, in the lower stage
of barbarism. With this stage, then, we shall begin our
investigation.

At this stage, for which the American Indians must serve
as our example, we find the gentile system fully developed.
A tribe was divided up info several, in most cases two,
gentes; with the increase of the population, these original
gentes again divided into several daughter gentes, in rela-
tion to which the mother gens appeared as the phratry; the
tribe itself split up into several tribes, in each of which,
in most cases, we again find the old gentes. In some cases.
at least, a confederacy united the kindred tribes. This sim-
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drain of blooa caused by the Crusades barely two centuries
later could be horne without injury.

What was the mysterious charm with which the Germans
infused new vitality into dying Europe? Was it the innate
magic power of the German race, as our jingo historians
would have it? By no means. Of course, the Germans were
a highly g:fted Aryan tribe, especially at that time, in full
process of vigorous development. It was not their specific
national qualities that rejuvenated Europe, however, but
simply—their barbarism, their gentile constitution.

Their personal efﬁciency and bravery, their love of lib-
erty, .and their democratic instinct, which regarded all
public affairs as their own affairs, in short, all those qualities
which the Romans had lost and which were alone capable
of forming new states and of raising new nationalities out
of the muck of the Roman world-—what were they but the
characteristic features of barbarians in the upper stage,
fruits of their gentile constitution?

If they transformed the ancient form of monogamy,
moderated male rule in the family and gave a higher status
to women than the classic world had ever known, what
enabled them to do so if not their barbarism, their gentile
customs, their still living heritage of the time of mother
right?

If they were able in at lcast three of the most important
countries—Germany, Northern France and England;to
preserve and carry over to the feudal state a picce of the
genuine constitution in the form of the mark communities,
and thus give to the oppressed class, the peasants, even
under the hardest conditions of medieval serfdom, local
cohesion and the means of resistance which neither the
slaves of antiquity nor the modern proletarians found ready
at hand—to what did they owe this if not to their barbar-
ism, their exclusively barbarian mode of settling in gentes?

And lastly, if they were able to develop and universally
introduce the milder form of servitude which they had
been practising at home, and which more and more dis-
placed slavery also in the Roman Empire—a form which,
as Fourier first emphasized, gave to the oppressed the
means of gradual emancipation as a class (fournit qux cul-
tivateurs des moyens d'affranchissement collectif et pro-
gressif) and is therefore far superior to slavery, which per-
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ple organization was fully adequate for the social condi-
tions from which it sprang. It was nothing more than a
peculiar natural grouping, capable of smoothing out all
internal conflicts likely to arise in a society organized on
these lines. In the realm of the external, conflicts were
settled by war, which could end in the annihilation of a
tribe, but never in its subjugation. The grandeur and at the
same time the limitation of the gentile order was that it
found no place for rulers and ruled. In the realm of the
internal, there was as yet no distinction between rights and
duties; the question of whether participation in public
affairs, blood revenge or atonement for injuries was a right
or a duty never confronted the Indian; it would have ap-
peared as absurd to him as the question of whether eating,
sleeping or hunting was a right or a duty, Nor could any
tribe or gens split up into different classes. This leads us
to the investigation of the economic basis of those condi-
tions.

The population was very sparse. It was dense only in the
habitat of the tribe, surrounded by its wide hunting
grounds and beyond these the neutral protective forest
which separated it from other tribes. Division of labour
was a pure and simple outgrowth of nature; it existed only
between the two sexes. The men went to war, hunted,
fished, provided the raw material for food and the tools
necessary for these pursuits. The women cared for the
house, and prepared food and clothing; they cooked, weaved
and sewed. Each was master in his or her own field of
activity; the men in the forest, the women in the house.
Each owned the tools he or she made and used: the men,
the weapons and the hunting and fishing tackle, the women,
the household goods and utensils. The household was com-
munistic, comprising several, and often many, families.!
Whatever was produced and used in common was common
property: the house, the garden, the long boat. Here, and
only here, then, do we find the “carned property” which
Jjurists and economists have falsely attributed to civilized

1 Especially on the North-West coast of America; sce Bnancroft.
Among the Haidas of the Queen CharloMe Islands some houscholds
gather as many as seven hundred members under one roof. Among
the Nootkas, whole tribes lived under one rool. [Note by Engels))
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society, the last mendacious legal pretext on which modern
capitalist property rests.

But man did not everywhere remain in this stage. In
Asia he found animals that could be domesticated and prop-
agated in captivity. The wild buffalo cow -had to be hunted
down; the domestic cow gave birth to a calf once a year,
and also provided milk. A number of the most advanced
tribes-—Aryans, Semites, perhaps also the Turanians—made
the domestication, and later the raising and tending of
cattle, their principal occupation. Pastoral tribes separated
themselves from the general mass of the barbarians: the first
great social division of labour. These pastoral tribes not
only produced more articles of food, but also a greater
variety than the rest of the barbarians. They not only had
milk, milk products and meat in greater abundance than
the others but also skins, wool, goat’s hair, and the spun
and woven fabrics which the increasing quantities of the
raw material brought into commoner use. This, for the first
time, made regular exchange possible. At the preceding
stages, exchange could only take place occasionally; excep-
tional ability in the making of weapons and toels may have
led to a transient division of labour. Thus, unquestionable
remains of workshops for stone implements of the neolithic
period have been found in many places. The artificers who
developed their ability in those workshops most probably
worked for the community, as the permanent handicrafts-
men of the Indian gentile communities still do. At any rate,
no other exchange than that within the tribe could arise
in that stage, and even that was an excepion. After the
crystallization of the pastoral tribes, however, we find
here all the conditions favourable for exchange between
members of different tribes, and for its further develop-
ment and consolidation as a regular institution. Originally,
tribe exchanged with tribe through their respective gentile
chiefs. When, however, the herds began to be converted
into separate property, exchange between individuals pre-
dominated more and more, until eventually it became the
sole form. The principal article which the pastoral tribes
offered their neighbours for exchange was cattle; cattle be-
came the commodity by which all other commodities were
appraised, and was everywhere readily taken in exchange
for other commodities—in short, cattle assumed the func-
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tion of money and served as money already at this stage.
Such was the necessity and rapidity with which the de-
mand for a money commodily developed at the very begin-
ning of commodity exchange,

Horticulture, probably unknown to the Asiatic barbar-
ians of the lower stage, arose among them, at the latest,
at the middle stage, as the forerunner of field agriculture.
The climate of the Turanian Highlands does not admit of
a pastoral life without a supply of fodder for the long and
severe winter. Hence, the cultivation of meadows and grain
was here indispensable. The same is true of the steppes
north of the Black Sea. Once grain was grown for cattle, it
soon became human food. The cultivated land still re-
mained tribal property and was assigned first io the gens,
which, later, in its turn distributed it to the household
communities for their use, and finally to individuals; these
may have had certain rights of possession, but no more.

_ Of the industria] achievements of this stage two are par-
ticularly important. The first is the weaving loom, the
second the smelting of metal ore and the working up of
metals. Copper, tin, and their alloy, bronze, were by far
the most importani; bronze furnished wuseful tools and
weapons, but could not displace stone implements. Only
iron could do that, but its production was as yvet unknown,
Gold and silver began to be used for ornament and decora-
tion, and must already have been of far higher value than
copper and bronze. :

The increase of production in all branches—-cattle breed-
ing, agriculture, domestic handicrafts—enabled human
labour power to produce more than was necessary for its
maintenance. At the same time, it increased the amount of
work that daily fell to the lot of every member of the
gens or household community or single family. The addi-
tion of more labour power became desirable. This was fur-
nished by war; caplives were made slaves. Under the given
genera] historical conditions, the first great social division
of labour, by increasing the productivity of labour, that
is, wealth, and enlarging thé fleld of production, necessarily
carried slavery in its wake. Out of the first great social
division of labour arose the first great division of society
into two classes: masters and slaves, exploiters and ex-
ploited.
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How and when the herds and flocks were converted from
the common property of the tribe or gens into the property
of the individual heads of families we do not know to this
day; but it must have occurred, in the main, at this stage.
The herds and the other new objects of wealth brought
about a revolution in the family. Gaining a livelihood had
always been the business of the man; he produced and
owned the means therefor. The herds were the new means
of gaining a livelihood, and their original domestication
and subsequent tending was his work. Hence, he owned
the cattle, and the commodities and slaves obtained in ex-
change for them, All the surplus now resulting from produc-
tion fell to the man; the woman shared in consuming it,
but she had no share in owning it. The “savage” warrior
and hunter had been content to accupy second place in the
house and give precedence to the woman. The “gentler”
shepherd, presuming upon his wealth, pushed forward to
first place and forced the woman into second place. And
she could not complain. Division of labour in the family
had regulated the distribution of property between man
and wife. This division of labour remained unchanged, and
yet it now put the former domestic relationship topsy-turvy
simply because the division of labour outside the family
had changed. The very cause that had formerly made the
woman supreme in the house, namely, her being confined
to domestic work, now assured supremacy in the house
for the man: the woman’s housework lost its significance
compared with the man’s work in obtaining a livelihood;
the latter was everything, the former an insignificant con-
tribution. Here we see already that the emancipation of
women and their equality with men are impossible and
must remain so as long as women are excluded from social-
ly productive work and restricted to housework, which is
private. The emancipation of women becomes possible only
when women are enabled to take part in production on a
large, social scale, and when domestic duties require their
attention only to a minor degree. And this has become pos-
sible only as a resuit of modern large-scale industry, which
not only permits of the participation of women in produc-
tion in large numbers, but actually calls for it and, more-
over, strives to convert private domestic work also into a
public industry. -
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His achievement of actual supremacy in the house threw
down the last barrier to the man’s autocracy. This autoe-
racy was confirmed and perpetualed by the overthrow of
mother right, the introduction of father right and .the
gradual transition from the pairing family to monogamy.
This made a breach in the old gentile order: the monoga-
mous family became a power and rose threateningly against
the gens. . '

The next step brings us to the upper stage of barbarism,
the period in which all civilized peoples passed through their
Heroic Age: it is the period of the iron sword, but also of
the iron ploughshare and axe. Iron became the servant of
man, the last and most important of all raw materials that
played a revolutionary role in history, the last—if we except.
the potato. Iron made possiblefield agriculture on a larger
scale and the clearing of extensive forest tracts: for culti-
vation; it gave the craftsman a tool of such hardness and
sharpness that no stone, no other known metal, could
withstand it. All this came about gradually; the first iron
produced was often softer than bronze. Thus, sione weapons
disappeared but slowly; stone axes were still used in battle
not only in the Hildebrand Song, but also at the battle of
Hastings, in 1066. But progress was now irresistible, less
interrupted and more rapid. The town, inclosing houses of
stone or brick within its turreted and crenellated stone
walls, became the central seat of the tribe or confederacy of
tribes. It marked rapid progress in the art of building; but
it was also a symptom of increased danger and need for
protection. Wealth increased rapidly, but it was the wealth
of single individuals. Weaving, metal working and the other
cralts that were becoming more and more specialized dis-
played increasing variety and artistic finish in their products;
agriculture now provided not only cereals, leguminous
plants and fruit, but also oil and wine, the preparation of
which had now been learned. Such diverse activities could
no longer bé conducted by any single individual; the second
great division of labour look place: handicrafts separated
from agriculture. The continued increase of production and
with it the increased produclivity of labour enhanced the
value of human labour power. Slavery, which had been a
nascent and sporadic factor in the preceding stage, now
became an essential part of the social system. The slaves
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ceased to be simply assistants, but they were now driven in
scores to work in the fields and workshops. The division of
production into two great branches, agriculture and handi-
crafts, gave rise to production for exchange, the production
of commodities; and with it came trade, not only in the
interior and on the tribal boundaries, but also overseas, All
this was still very undeveloped; the precious metals gained
preference as the universal money commodity, but it was
not yet minted and was exchanged merely by bare weight.

The distinction between rich and poor was added to that
between freemen and slaves—with the new division of
labour came a new division of society into classes. The
differences in the wealth of the various heads of families
caused the old communistic household communities to
break up wherever they had still been preserved; and this
put an end to the common cultivation of the soil for the
account of the community. The cultivated land was assigned
for use to the séveral families, first for a limited time and
later in perpetuity; the tramsition to complete private
ownership was accomplished gradually and simultaneously
with the transition from the pairing family to monogamy.
The individual family begah to be the economic unit of
society.

The increased density of the population necessitated
closer union internally and externally. Everywhere the
federation of kindred tribes became a necessity, and soon
after, their amalgamation; and thence the amalgamation of
the separate tribal territories into a single territory of the
people. The military commander of the people—rex,
basileus, thiudans—became an indispensable and permanent
official. The popular assembly was instituted wherever it
did not yet exist. The military commander, the council and
the popular assembly formed the organs of the military
democracy into which gentile society had developed. A
military democracy—because war and organization for war
were now regular functions of the life of the pecple. The
wealth of their neighbours excited the greed of the peoples
who began to regard the acquisition of wealth as one of
the main purposes in life. They were barbarians: plunder
appeared to them easier and even more honourable than
productive work. War, once waged simply to avenge aggres-
sion or as a rueans of enlarging territory that had become
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inadequate, was now waged for the sake of plunder alone,
and became a regular profession. It was not for nothing
that formidable walls were reared around the new fortified
. towns: their yawning moats were the graves of the gentile
constitution, and their turrets already reached up into
civilization. Internal affairs underwent a similiar change.
The robber wars increased the power of the supreme mili-
tary commander as well as of the subcommanders. The
customary election of successors from one family, especially
after the introduction of father right, was gradually trans-
formed into -hereditary succession, first tolerated, -then
claimed and finally usurped; the foundation of hereditary
royalty and hereditary nobility was laid. In this manner the
organs of the gentile constitution were gradually torn from
their roots in the people, in gens, phratry and tribe, and
the whole gentile order was transformed into its opposite:
from an organjzation of tribes for the free administration
of their own affairs it became an organization for plundering
and oppressing their neighbours; and correspondingly, its
organs were transformed from instruments of the will of
the people into independent organs for ruling and oppress-
ing their own people. This could not have happéned had
not the greed for wealth divided the members of the gentes
into rich and poor; had not “property differences in a gens
changed the community of interests into antagonism be-
tween members of a gens” (Marx); and had not the growth
of slavery already begun to brand working for a living as
slavish and more ignominious than engaging in-plunder.

* * *

This brings us to the threshold of civilization. This stage
is inaugurated by further progress in division of labour. In
the lowest stage men produced only for their own direci
needs; exchange was confined to sporadic cases when a
surplus was accidentally oblained. In the middle stage of
barbarism we find that the pastoral peoples had in their
cattle a form of property which, with sufficiently large |
herds and flocks, regularly provided a surplus over and
above their needs; and we also find a division of labour
bétween the pastoral peoples and backward tribes without
herds, so that there were two different stages of production
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side by side, which created the conditions for regular
exchange. The upper stage of barbarism introduced a
further division of labour, between agriculture and handi-
crafts, resulting in the production of a continually increas-
ing portion of commodities especially for exchange, so that
exchange between individual producers reached the point
where it became a vital necessity for society. Civilization
strengthened and increased all the established divisions of
labour, particularly by intensifying the contrast between
town and country ({either the town exercising economic
supremacy over the country, as in antiquity, or the country
over the town, as in the Middle Ages), and added a
third division of labour, peculiar to itself and of
decisive importance: it created a class that iook no
part in production, but cngaged exclusively in
exchanging products—the merchants. All previous inchoa-
tive formations of classes were exclusively connected with
production; they divided those engaged in production into
managers and performers, or into producers on a large
scale and producers on a small scale. Here a class appears
for the first time which, without taking any part in pro-
duction, captures the management of production as a whole
and economically subjugates the producers to its rule; a
class that makes iisclf the indispensable intermediary be-
tween any two producers and cxploits them bhoth.
On the pretext of saving the producers the trouble and risk
of exchange, of finding distant markets for their products,
and of thus becoming the most useful class in society, a
class of parasites arises, genuine social sycophants, who,
as a reward for very insignilicant real services, skim the
cream off production at home angd abroad, rapidly amass
enormous wealth and corresponding social influence, and
for this very reason are destined to reap ever new honours
and gain increasing control over production during the
period of civilization, uniil they at last create a produect
of their own—periodic commerciaj crises.

At the stage of development we are discussing, the young
merchant class had no inkling as yet of the big things that
were in store for it. Bub it took shape and made ilself
indispensable, and that was sufficient. With it, however,
melal money, minted coins, came into use, and with this a
new means by which the non-producer could rule the pro-
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ducer and his products. The commodity of commodities,
which conceals within itself all other commodities, was
discovered; the chdrm that can transform itself at will into
anything desirable and desired. Whoever possessed it ruled
the world of production; and who had it above all others?
The merchant. In his hands the cult of money was safe. He
took care to make it plain that all commodities, and hence"
all commodity producers, must grovel in the dust before
money. He proved in practice that all other forms of wealth
were mere semblances compared with this incarnation of
wealth as such. Never again has the power of money re-
vealed itself with such primitive crudity and violence as it
did in this period of its youth. After the sale of commodities
for money came the lending of money, entailing interest and
usury. And no legislation of any later period throws the
debtor so pitilessly and helplessly at the feet of the usurious
creditor as that of ancient Athens and Rome—and both
arose spontanecusly, as common law, without other than
economic compulsion.

Besides wealth in commodities and slaves, besides money
wealth, wealth in the form of land came into being. The
titles of individuals to parcels of land originally assigned
to them by the gens or tribe were now so well established
that these parcels became their hereditary property. The
thing they had been striving for most just before that time
was liberation from the claim of the gentile community to
their parcels of land, a claim which had become a fetter
for them. They were freed from this fetter—but soon after
also from their new landed property. The full, free owner-
ship of land implied not only possibility of unrestricted and
uncurtailed possession, but also possibility of alienating it.
As long as the land belonged to the gens thére was no such
possibility. But when the new landowner shook off the
chains of the paramount title of the gens and tribe, he also
tore the bond that had so long tied him inseverably to the
soil. What that meant was made plain to him by the money
invented simnultaneously with the advent of private proper-
ty in land. Land could now become a commodity which
could be sold and pledged. Hardly had the private owner-
ship of land been introduced when mortgage was discovered
(see Athens). Just as hetaerism and prostitution clung to
the heels of monogamy, so from now on mortgage clung to



the ownership of land. You clamoured for free, full, alien-
able ownership of land. Well, here you have it—tu las
voulu, Georges Dandin!!

Commercial expansion, money, usury, landed properly
and mortgage were thus accompamed by the rapid concen-
tration and centralization of wealth in the hands of a small
class, on the one hand, and by the increasing impoverish-
ment of the masses and a growing mass of paupers, on the
other. The new aristocracy of wealth, in so far as it did not
from the outset coincide with the old tribal nobility, forced
the latter permanently inte the background (in Athens, in
Rome, among the Germans). And this division of free men
into classes according to their wealth was accompanied,
. especially in Greece, by ‘an enormous increase in the num-
ber of slaves,? whose forced labour formed the basis on
which the superstructure of all society was reared.

Let us now see what became of the gentile constitution
as a result of this social revolution. It stood powerless in
face of the new elements that had grown up without its
aid. It was dependent on the condition that the members
of a gens, or, say, of a tribe, should live together in the
same lerritory, be its sole inhabitants. This had long ceased
to be the case. Genles and tribes were everywhere com-
mingled; everywhere slaves, dependents and foreigners lived
among the citizens. The sedentary state, which had been
acquired only towards the end of the middle stage of bar-
barism, was time and again interrupted by the mobility
and changes of abode upon which commerce, changes of
occupation and the transfer of land were conditioned. The
members of the gentile organization could no longer meet
for the purpose of attending to their common aﬂ‘au‘s only
matters of minor importance, such as religious ceremonies,
were still observed, indifferently. Beside the wants and
interests which the gentile organs were appointed and fitted
1o take care of, new wanls and inleresis had arisen from
the revolution in the conditions of earning one’s living and

I- You wanted it, Georges Dandinl—Ed.

2 For the number of slaves in Athens, see above, p. 95. In Corinth,
at the cily's zenilh, il was 460,000, and in Aegina 470,000; in both, ten
times the number of free hurghers [Note by Enqels}

Engels gives the page of lhe fourth German editian. See p. 117 of
this volume —Ed.
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the resulting change in social structure. These new wants
and interests were not only alien to the old gentile order,
but thwarted it in every way. The interest of the groups of
craftsmen created by division of labour, and the special
neceds of the town as opposcd to the country, required new
organs; but each of these groups was composed of people
from different gentes, phratries and tribes; they even in-
cluded aliens. Hence, the new organs necessarily had to take
form outside the gentile constitution, parallel with it, and
that meant against il. And again, in every gentile organi-
zalion the conflict of interests made ilself felt and reached
its apex by combining rich and poor, usurers and debtors, in
the same gens and tribe. Then there was the mass of new
inhabitants, strangers to the gentile associations, which, as
in Rome, could become a power in the land, and was too
numerous to be gradually absorbed by the consanguine
gentes and tribes. The gentile associations confronted these
masses as cxclusive, privileged bodies; what had originally
been a naturally-grown democracy was transformed into
a hateful aristocracy. Lastly, the gentile constitution had
grown out of a society that knew no internal antagonisms,
and was adapted only for such a society. It had no coercive
power except public opinion. But now a society had come
into being that by the force of all its economic conditions
of existence had to split up into freemen and slaves, into
exploiting rich and exploited poor; a society that was not
only incapable of reconciling these antagonisms, but had
to drive them mere and more to a head. Such a society
could only exist either in a state of continuous, open strug-
gle of these classes against one another or under the rule
of a third power which, while ostensibly standing above
the classes struggling with each other, suppressed their
open conilict and permitted a class struggle at most in the
economic field, in a so-called legal form. The gentile con-
stitution had outlived its usefulness. It was burst asunder
by the division of labour and by its result, the division of
society into classes. Its place was taken by the state.

€« +* *

Above we discussed separalely each of the three main
forms in which the state was built up on the ruins of the
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gentile constifution. Athens represented the purest, most
classical form. Here the state sprang directly and mainly
out of lhe class antagonisms that developed within gentile
society. In Rome gentile society became an exclusive
aristocracy amidst a numerous plebs, standing outside of it,
having no rights but only duties. The victory of the plebs
burst the old gentile constitution asunder and erected on
its ruins the state, in which both the gentile aristocracy and
the plebs were soon wholly absorbed. Finally, among the
German vanquishers of the Roman Empire, the state sprang
up as a direct result of the conquest of large foreign
territories, which the gentile constitution had no means of
ruling. As this conquest did not necessitate either a serious
struggle with the old population or a more advanced divi-
sion of labour, and as conquered and conquerors were al-
most at the same stage of economic development and thus
the economic basis of society remained the same as before,
therefore, the gentile constitution could continue for many
centuries in a changed, territorial form, in the shape of a
mark constitution, and even rejuvenate itself for a time in
enfeebled form in the noble and patrician families of later
years, and even in peasant families, as in Dithmarschen.!

The state is, therefore, by no means a power forced on
society from without; just as little is it “the reality of the
ethica] idea,” “the image and reality of reason,” as Hegel
maintains. Rather, it is a product of society at a certain
stage of development; it is the admission that this society
has become entangled in an insoluble contradiction with
itself, that it has split into irreconcilable antagonisms which
it is powerless lo dispel. But in order that these antagon-
isms, classes with conflicting economic interests, might not
consume theémselves and sociely in fruitless struggle, it
becomes necessary to have a power seemingly standing
above society that would alleviate the conflict, and keep it
within the bounds of “order”; and this power, arisen out
of society, but placing itself above it, and alienating itself
more and more from jt, is the state.

1 The first historian who had st least an approximate idea of the
nature of the gens was Niebuhr, thanks to his knowledge of the Dith-
marschen families—to which, however, he also owes the errors he
mechanically copied from there. (Note by Engels.)
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_As distinet from the old genlile order, the state, first,
divides its subjecls according to territory. As we ‘have seen,
the: old. ‘gentile ‘associations, built upon and held together
by ties of blood, bécame inadequate, largely because they
presupposed that the members were bound to .a given
territory, a bond -which.had long ceased to exist, The terri-
lory remained; but the péople had beécome mobile. Hence,
division according, to territory was taken' as the point of
departure, and citizens were allowed. to-exercise their public .
rights and duties: wherever they settled, irrespective of gens
and tribe. This organization;of citizens according 1o locality
is a feature common to .all states. That is why it seems
natural to us; but we have seen what long ‘and arduoiis
struggles ‘were needed before it could replace, in Athens
and Rome, the old organization according to gentes:

The second distinguishing feature i§ the ¢stablishment of’

a public power which no longer directly coincides with the.
population -orgafiizing-itself as an-armed force. This special,.
public power is necéssary, because ‘a self-acting armed.
organization of the population hias be¢ome impossible since
the. split into classes. The. slaves also belonged to the popu-
lation; the 90,000 citizens -of Athens formed only a privi-
leged class as against the 365,000 slaves. The people’s army
of the Athenian democracy was an aristocratic public pow-
er against the slaves, whom it kept in check; however, a
gendarmerie also became. necessary to keep the citizens in
check; as ‘we related above. This public Ppower exists in
every state; it consists :not merely of; armed. men ‘but -also
of material adjuncts, prisons and institutions of coercion
of all kinds, of which gentile society knew nothing.
It may be very insighificant, almost -infinitesimal, in
societies where class antagonisms.are still undeyeloped and
in out-of-the-way places, as was the case at ceftain times
and in certain regions in the United States. of America, It
[the public. power) grows 'stronger, iowever, in proportion
as class antagonisms within the state become more acute,
and 4§ adjacent states become larger and more populous.
We have only to look at our present:day Europe, where
class struggle and rivalry in conquest, have funed up the
public power to such a- pitch that it' threatens to swallow
the whole of society-and.even the state.

In,order.to-maintain this'public ‘power, contributions:from
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the citizens become necessary—tares. These were abso-
lutely unknown in gentile society; but we know enough
about them today. As civilization advances, these taxes
become inadequate; the state makes drafts on the future,
contracts loans, public debts. Old Europe can tell a tale
aboul these, too.

In possession of the public power and of the right to levy
taxes, the officials, as organs of society, now stand above.
society. The free, voluntary respect that was accorded to
the organs of the gentile constitution does not satisfy them,
even if they could gain it; being the vehicles of a power
that is becoming alien to society, respect for them must be
enforced by means of exceptional laws by virtue of which
they enjoy special sanctity and inviolability. The shabbiest
police servant in the civilized state has more “authority”
than all the organs of gentile society put together; but the
most powerful prince and the greatest statesman, or gener-
al, of civilization may well envy the humblest gentile
chief for the unstrained and indisputed respect that is paid
to him. The one stands in the midst of society, the other
is forced to attempt to represent something outside and
above it.

Because the state arose from the need to hold class antag-
onisms in check, but because it arose, at the same time,
in the midst of the conflict of these classes, it is, as a rule,
the state of the most powerful, economically dominant class,
which, through the medium of the state, becomes also the
politically dominant class, and thus acquires new means
of holding down and exploiting the oppressed c¢lass, Thus,
the state of antiquity was above all the state of the slave
owners for the purpose of holding down the slaves, as the
feudal state was the organ of the nobility for holding down
the peasant serfs and bondsmen, and the modern represent-
ative state is an instrument of exploitation of wage labour
by capital. By way of exception, however, perieds oceur in
which the warring classes balance each other so nearly that
the state power, as ostensible mediator, acquires, for the
moment, a certain degree of independence of both. Such
was the absolute monarchy of the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries, which held the balance between the nobility
and the class of burghers; such was the Bonapartism of the
First, and still more of the Second French Empire, which



played off the proletariat against the bourgeoisie and. the
bourgeoisie against the proletariat: The latest performance
of -this kind, in which ruler and ruled appear equally
ridiculous, is the New German Empire of the Bismarck
nation:. h'iare capitalists: and workers are balanced. againsi
each other and equally: cheated for the benefit of the im-
poverished. Prussian, cabbage Junkers.

In most of the historical states, the rights of citizens are,
bes:des,,apportloned accordlng ‘to their-wealth, thus. dlrectly
expressing the fact that the state is' an organization of -the
possessing class for its protectmn agamst the non-posses-
§ing ¢lass. It was so already in the Athenian and Roman
classification according to property. It-was soxin the medie-
val feudal state, in ‘which the alignment of “political power
was in conform1ty with ‘the .amount ‘of larid owned. It is
seen in the electoral qualificaiions of the modern represen-
tative states. Yet this political recogmtwn of property
distinctions 1s by no means essential. On the contrary, it
marks a low stage of state development The- highest form
of the state, ithe democratic republic, which under our
modern condmons of soclety is ;more and more becommg
an inevitable - necess1ty, and-'is the form of -state in which
.alone the last decisive struggle: .between proletariat: and
bourgedisie can be fought out—the democratic republic
officially knows nothmg any more of property distinctions.
In it wealth exercises its power indirectly; but all ‘the more
surely. On the one hand, in the form of the: direct corrup-
tion of officials, of whlch America: provides the classical.
example; on the other hand, in the form of an alliance
between govemment and Stock Exchange, which - be-
comes the easier to achieve:the more the-public:debt.i increas-
es and the more joirt;stock companies concentrate in their
hands not only transport but also production itself, using
the Stock Exchange as their centre. The latest French re-,
Jpublic as well as the United States is a stmkmg example
of this; and good .old. Switzerland has-contributed its share
in this fleld. But that.a.democratic republic is not essential
for this fraternal alliance between government and Stock
Exchange ‘is proved by England and ‘also by the new Ger-
man Empire, where one cannot tell who was elevated more
by universal suffrege, Bisimarck or Bleichrder. And. lastly,
the possessing class rules directly through the medium of
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universal suffrage. As long ‘as the oppressed class, in our
case, therefore, the proletariat, is not yet ripe to emanci-
pate itself, it will in its majority regard the existing order
of society as the only one possible and, politically, will
form the tail of the capitalist class, its extreme Left wing.
To the extent, however, that this class matures for its self-
emancipation, it constitutes itself as its own party and
elects its own representatives, and not those of the capital-
ists. Thus, universal suffrage is the gauge of the maturity
of the working class. It cannot and never will be anything
more in the present-day state; but that is sufficient. On the
day the thermometer of universal suffrage registers boiling
point among the workers, both they and the capitalists will
know what to do.

The state, then, has not existed from all eternity. There
have been societies that did without it, that had no idea of
the state and state power. At a certain stage of economic
development, which was necessarily bound up with the
split of society into classes, the state became a necessity
owing to this split. We are now rapidly approaching a stage
in the development of production at which the existence
of these classes not only will have ceased to be a necessity,
but will become z positive hindrance to production. They
will fall as inevitably as they arose at an earlier stage.
Along with them the state will inevitably fall. Society, which
will reorganize production on the basis of a free and equal .
association of the producers, will put the whole machinery.
of state where it will then belong: into the museum of
antiquities, by the side of the spinning-wheel and the
bronze axe.

* » »

Thus, from the foregoing, civilization is that stage of
development of society at which division of labour, the
resulting exchange between individuals, and commodity
production, which combines the two, reach their complete
unfoldment and revolutionize the whole hitherto existing
society.

Production at all former stages of society was essentially
collective, and, likewise, consumption took place by the
direct distribution of the products within larger or smaller
communistic ecommunities. This production in common was
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carried on within the narrowest limits, but concomitantly
the producers were masters of their process of production
and of their product. They knew what became of the prod-
uct: they consumed it, it did not leave their hands; and
as long as production was carried on on this basis, it could
not grow beyond the control of the producers, and it could
not raise any strange, phantom powers against them, as
is the case regularly and inevitably under civilization.

But, slowly, division of labour crept into this process of
production. It undermined the collective nature of produc-
tion and appropriation, it made appropriation by individuals
the largely prevailing rule, and thus gave rise to exchange
between individuals—how, we examined above. Gradually,
the production of commodities became the dominant
form.

With the production of commodities, production no
longer for one’s own consumption but for exchange, the
products necessarily pass from hand to hand. The producer
parts with his product in the course of exchange; he no
longer knows what becomes of it. As soon as money, and
with it the merchant, steps in as a middleman between the
producers, the process of exchange becomes still more
complicated, the ultimate fate of the product still more
uncertain. The merchants are numerous and none of them
knows what the other is doing. Commoditlies now pass
not only from hand to hand, but also from market to mar-
ket. The producers have lost control of the aggregate pro-
duction of the conditions of their own life, and the mer-
chants have not acquired it. Products and production
become the playthings of chance. .

But chance is only one pole of an interrelation, the other
pole of which is called necessity. In nature, where chance
also seems to reign, we have long ago demonstrated in each
particular field the inherent necessity and regularity that
asserts itself in this chance. What is true of nature holds
good also for. society. The more a social activity, as a
series of social processes, becomes too powerful for con-
scious human control, grows beyond human reach, the
more it seems to have been left to pure chance, the more
do its peculiar and innate laws assert themselves in this
chance, as if by natural necessity. Such laws also control
the fortuities of the production and exchange of commod-
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ities; these laws confront the individual producer and
exchanger as strange and, in the beginning, even as un-
known powers, the nature of which must first be labo-
riously investigated and ascertained. These economic laws
of commodity production are modified at the different
stages of development of this form of production; on the
whole, however, the entire period of civilization has been
dominated by these laws. To this day, the product is master
of the producer; to this day, the total production of society
is regulated, not by a collectively thought-out plan, but by
blind laws, which operate with elemental force, in the last
resort in the storms of periodic commercial crises. :

We saw above how human labour power became able,
at a rather early stage of development of production, to
produce considerably more than was needed for the pro-
ducer’s maintenance, and how this stage, in the main, coin-
cided with that of the first appearance of the division of
labour and of exchange between individuals, Now, it was
not long before the great “truth” was discovered that man,
too, may be a commodity; that human power may be ex-
changed and utilized by converting man into a slave. Men
had barely started to engage in exchange when they them-
selves were exchanged. The active became a passive,
whether man wanted it or not. ]

With slavery, which reached its fullest development in
civilization, came the first great split of society into
an exploiting and an exploited class. This split has con-
tinued during the whole period of civilization. Slavery was
the first form of exploitation, peculiar to the world of
antiquity; it was followed by serfdom in the Middle
Ages, and by wage labour in modern times. These
are the three great forms of servitude, characteristic of the
three great epochs of civilization; open, and, latterly, dis-
guised slavery, are its steady companions.

The stage of commodity production, with which civiliza-
tion began, is marked economically by the introduction of
1) metal money and, thus, of money capital, interest and
usury; 2) the merchants acting as middlemen between pro-
ducers; 3) private ownership of land and mortgage; 4) slave
labour as the prevailing form of production. The form of
the family corresponding to civilization and under it be-
coming the definitely prevailing form is monogamy, the
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supremacy of the man over the woman, and the individual
family as the economic unit of society. The cohesive force
of civilized society is the state, which in all typical periods
is exclusively the state of the ruling class, and in all cases
remains essentially a machine for keeping down the op-
pressed, exploited élass. Other marks of civilization are:
on the one hand, fixation of the contrast between town
and country as the basis of the entire division of social
labour; on the other hand, the introduction of wills, by
which the property holder is able to dispose of his property
even after his death. This institution, which was a direct
blow at the old gentile constitution, was unknown in
Athens until the time of Solon; in Rome it was introduced
very early, but we do not know when.! Among the Germans
it was introduced by the priest in order that the good honest
German might without hindrance bequeath his property to
the Church.

With this constitution as its foundation civilization has
accomplished things with which the old gentile society was
totally unable to cope. But it accomplished them by play-
ing on the most sordid instincts and passions of man, and
by developing them at the expense of all his other faculties.
Naked greed has been the moving spirit of civilization from
the first day of its existence to the present time; wealth,
more wealth and wealth again; wealth, not of society, but
of this shabby individual was its sole and determining aim.
If, in the pursuit of this aim, the increasing development
of science and repeated periods of the fullest blooming of
art fell into its lap, it was only because without them the

! Lassalle’s Das System der erworbenen Rechte [System of Acquired
Rights} turns, in its second part, mainly on the proposition that the
Roman testament is as old as Rome itself, that in Roman history there
was nhever “a time when testaments did not exist”; that the testament
arose rather in pre-Roman times out of the cult of the dead. As a con-
firmed Hegelian of the old school, Lassalle derived the provisions of
the Roman law not from the social condition of the Romans, but from
the “speculative conception” of the will, and thus arrived at this
totally unhistoric assertion. This is not to be wondered at in a book
that from the same speculative conception draws the conclusion that
the transfer of property was purely a secondary matter in Roman in-
heritance. Lassalle not only believes in the illusions of Roman jurists,

especially of the earlier period, but he even excels them. [Note by
Engels.}
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" ample present-day achievements in the accumulation of
wealth would have been impossible.

Since the exploitation of one class by another is the basis
of civilization, its whole .development moves .in a con-
tinuous contradiction. Every advance in production is at
the same time a retrogression in the condition of the op-
pressed class, that is of the great majority. What is a
boon for the one is necessarily a bane for the other; each
new emancipation of one class always means a new op-
pression of another class. The most striking proof of this
is furnished by the introduction of machinery, the effects
of which are well known today. And while among barbar-
ians, as we have seen, hardly any. distinction could be
made between rights and duties, civilization makes the
difference and antithesis between -these two plain even
to the dullest mind by assigning to one class pretty nearly
all the rights, and to the other class pretty nearly all the
duties.

But this is not as it ought to be. What is good for the
ruling class should be good for the whole of the society
with which the ruling class identifies itself. Therefore, the
more civilization advances, the more it is compelled to
cover the ills it necessarily creates with the cloak of love,
to embellish them, or to deny their existence; in short,
to introduce conventional hypocrisy—unknown both in
previous forms of society and even in the earliest stages of
civilization—that culminates in the declaration: The ex-
ploiting class exploits the oppressed class solely and ex-
clusively in the.interest of the exploited class itself; and if
the latter fails to appreciate this, and even becomes rebel-
lious, it thereby shows the basest ingratitude to its bene-
factors, the exploiters. 1
. And now, in conclusion, Morgan's verdict on c1v1hzat10n
“Since the advent of civilization, the outgrowth of property

2] had intended at the outset-to place the brilliant critique of
civilization scattered through the works of Fourier by the side of
Morgan’s and my own. Unfortunately, I cannot spare the time. I only
wish to remark that Fourier already considered monogamy and prop-
erty in land as the main characteristics of civilization, and that he
described it as a war of the rich against the poor. We also find already
in his work the deep appreciation of the fact that in all imperfect
societies, those torn by conflicting interests, the individual families
(les familles incohérentes) are the economic units. [Note by Engels.}
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has been so immense, its forms so diversified, its uses so
expanding and its management so intelligent in the interests
of its owners that it has become, on the part of the people,
an unmanageable power. The human mind stands bewil-
dered in the presence of ils own creation. The time will
come, nevertheless, when human intelligence will rise to
the mastery over property, and define the relations of the
state to the property it protects, as well as the obligations
and the limits of the rights of its owners. The interests of
society are paramount to individual interests, and the two
must be brought into just and harmonious relation. A mere
properly career is not the final destiny of mankind, if prog-
ress is to be the law of the future as it has been of the
past. The time which has passed away since civilization
began is but a fragment of the past duration of man’s exist-
ence; and but a fragment of-the ages yet to come. The
dissolution of society bids fair to become the termination
of a career of which property is the end and aim, because
such a career contains the elements of self-destruction.
Democracy in government, brotherhood in society, equality
in rights and privileges, and universal education, fore-
shadow the next higher plane of society to which experience,
intelligence ahd knowledge are steadily tending. It will be
a revival, in a higher form, of the liberty, equality and
fraternity of the ancient gentes.” (Morgan, Ancient Sociefy,
p. 552.)

Written by Engels in March-June
1884

Originally published as a separate
publication in Zurich, in 1884



