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Introduction

After Marx’s death, n rumaging through Marx’s manuscripts, Engels
came upon Marx’s precis @incient Society a book by progressive US
scholar Lewis Henry Morgan and published in Lond8@7. The precis was
written between 1880-81 and contained Marx’s num&reemarks on
Morgan as well as passages from other sources.

After reading the precis, Engels set out to writgacial treatise — which he
saw as fulfilling Marx’s will. Working on the boolkie used Marx’s precis,

and some of Morgan’s factual material and conchsi¢le also made use of
many and diverse data gleaned in his own studig¢beohistory of Greece,

Rome, Old Ireland, and the Ancient Germans.

It would, of course, becomEhe Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State- the first edition of which was published OctobE884 in
Hottingen-Zurich.

Engels wrotél'he Origin of the Family, Private Property and tB&atein just
two months — beginning toward the end of March 1884 completing it by
the end of May. It focuses on early human histofgllowing the
disintegration of the primitive community and thenexgence of a class
society based on private property. Engels looks tiné origin and essence of
the state, and concludes it is bound to wither awaying a classless society.

Engels: “Along with [the classes] the state wikkwitably fall. Society, which
will reorganise production on the basis of a frad aqual association of the
producers, will put the whole machinery of stateevehit will then belong:
into the museum of antiquity, by the side of thénsmg-wheel and the
bronze axe.”

In 1890, having gathered new material on the hystdrprimitive society,
Engels set about preparing a new edition of hiskbéte studied the latest
books on the subject — including those of Russiatohan Maxim
Kovalevsky. (The fourth edition, Stuttgart, 1892,aswv dedicated to
Kovalevsky.) As a result, he introduced a numbechanges in his original
text and also considerable insertions.

In 1894, Engels’s book appeared in Russian trdoslatt was the first of
Engels’s works published legally in Russia. Leniowd later describe it as
“one of the fundamental works of modern socialism.”
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Preface to the First
Edition, 1884

The following chapters are, in a sense, the exacusf a bequest.
No less a man than Karl Marx had made it one ofutigre tasks to
present the results of Morgan’s researches in iflet lof the

conclusions of his own — within certain limits, lagn say our —
materialistic examination of history, and thus take clear their full
significance. For Morgan in his own way had discedeafresh in
America the materialistic conception of historyatigered by Marx
forty years ago, and in his comparison of barbaasm civilization

it had led him, in the main points, to the samectisions as Marx.
And just as the professional economists in Germaenre for years
as busy in plagiarizing Capital as they were ptstsin attempting
to kill it by silence, so Morgan's Ancient Sociérgceived precisely
the same treatment from the spokesmen of “prelgstecience in

England. My work can only provide a slight subgétéor what my
departed friend no longer had the time to do. Buodve the critical
notes which he made to his extensive extracts fskorgan, and as
far as possible | reproduce them here.

According to the materialistic conception, the diaing factor in
history is, in the final instance, the productiardaeproduction of
the immediate essentials of life. This, again, fs ao twofold
character. On the one side, the production of thans of existence,
of articles of food and clothing, dwellings, andtloé tools necessary
for that production; on the other side, the promunctof human
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beings themselves, the propagation of the spediée social
organization under which the people of a partichiatorical epoch
and a particular country live is determined by bdiinds of
production: by the stage of development of laborttma one hand
and of the family on the other.

The lower the development of labor and the morédidithe amount
of its products, and consequently, the more limitksd the wealth of
the society, the more the social order is fountbeodominated by
kinship groups. However, within this structure otety based on
kinship groups the productivity of labor increasyndevelops, and
with it private property and exchange, differencéswealth, the
possibility of utilizing the labor power of othe@d hence the basis
of class antagonisms: new social elements, whicthéncourse of
generations strive to adapt the old social ordéhéonew conditions,
until at last their incompatibility brings aboutcamplete upheaval.
In the collision of the newly-developed social skes, the old society
founded on kinship groups is broken up; in its plappears a new
society, with its control centered in the state, shibordinate units of
which are no longer kinship associations, but lasdociations; a
society in which the system of the family is contplg dominated
by the system of property, and in which there nogely develop
those class antagonisms and class struggles thet h#herto
formed the content of allritten history.

It is Morgan’s great merit that he has discovered geconstructed
in its main lines this prehistoric basis of ourtéem history, and that
in the kinship groups of the North American Indidres has found
the key to the most important and hitherto ins@ubddles of
earliest Greek, Roman and German history. His b®aolot the work
of a day. For nearly forty years he wrestled with imaterial, until



Rows

Collection

he was completely master of it. But that also mdkes$ook one of
the few epoch-making works of our time.

In the following presentation, the reader will irengral easily
distinguish what comes from Morgan and what | hadded. In the
historical sections on Greece and Rome | have oofireed myself
to Morgan’s evidence, but have added what was abailto me.
The sections on the Celts and the Germans areim#in my work;

Morgan had to rely here almost entirely on secondaurces, and
for German conditions — apart from Tacitus — on terthless

and liberalistic falsifications of Mr. Freeman. Ttreatment of the
economic aspects, which in Morgan’'s book was gefiiicfor his

purpose but quite inadequate for mine, has beer dresh by
myself. And, finally, | am, of course, responsibier all the

conclusions drawn, in so far as Morgan is not esglyecited.

Footnotes

[1] Ancient Society, or Researches in the Lines of Hueogress from Savagery,
through Barbarism to Civilization, by Lewis H. Mang, London, Macmillan & Co.,
1877. The book was printed in America and is peciylidifficult to obtain in
London. The author died some years gfor the purposes of this edition, all
references to Ancient Society are from the Chatlelserr edition, Chicago. — Ed.]
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Preface to the Fourth
Edition, 1891

The earlier large editions of this work have beehas print now for
almost half a year, and for some time the publistaer been asking
me to prepare a new edition. Until now, more urgeotk kept me
from doing so. Since the appearance of the firgioedseven years
have elapsed, during which our knowledge of thenpisre forms of
the family has made important advances. There wasgefore,
plenty to do in the way of improvements and addgiaall the more
so as the proposed stereotyping of the presentwitixtnake any
further alterations impossible for some time.

| have accordingly submitted the whole text to eefid revision and
made a number of additions which, | hope, take atteunt of the
present state of knowledge. | also give in the sewf this preface a
short review of the development of the history loé family from
Bachofen to Morgan; | do so chiefly because theucimastically
inclined English anthropologists are still strivitigeir utmost to Kkill
by silence the revolution which Morgan’s discoverieve effected
in our conception of primitive history, while theppropriate his
results without the slightest compunction. Elsewheiso the
example of England is in some cases followed ardydosely.

My work has been translated into a number of odmeguages. First,
Italian: L'origine delta famiglia, delta propriepaivata e dello stato,
versions riveduta dall’autore, di Pasquale Martign&enevento,
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1885. Then, Rumanian: Origina famdei, proprietaggvate si a
statului, traducere de Joan Nadeide, in the Yassyiodical

Contemporanul, September, 1885, to May, 1886. Eurtbanish:

Familjens, Privatejendommens og Statens Oprindddsmsk, af

Forfattern gennemgaaet Udgave, besorget af Gersader, T
Kobenhavn, 1888. A French translation by Henri Réased on the
present German edition, is on the press.

Before the beginning of the ’sixties, one cannaaspof a history of
the family. In this field, the science of historyasvstill completely
under the influence of the five books of Moses. Pphgiarchal form
of the family, which was there described in grealetail than
anywhere else, was not only assumed without guestobe the
oldest form, but it was also identified — minus p@lygamy — with
the bourgeois family of today, so that the familpdhreally
experienced no historical development at all; astnitovas admitted
that in primitive times there might have been aiqueiof sexual
promiscuity. It is true that in addition to the negamous form of
the family, two other forms were known to exist elygamy in the
Orient and polyandry in India and Tibet; but thés®e forms could
not be arranged in any historical order and meaglyeared side by
side without any connection. That among some psopleancient
history, as well as among some savages still &tigtay, descent was
reckoned, not from the father, but from the motrarg that the
female line was therefore regarded as alone vtiat;among many
peoples of the present day in every continent mgeriis forbidden
within certain large groups which at that time hrad been closely
studied — these facts were indeed known and freshnces of them
were continually being collected. But nobody knetaivto do with
them, and even as late as E. B. Tylor's Researttteshe Early
History of Mankind, etc. (1865) they are listed rasre “curious

8
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customs”, side by side with the prohibition amormgne savages
against touching burning wood with an iron tool asmnilar
religious mumbo-jumbo.

The history of the family dates from 1861, from {gblication of
Bachofen’s Mutterrecht. [Mother-right, matriarchateEd.] In this
work the author advances the following propositions

(1) That originally man lived in a state of sexpabmiscuity, to describe
which Bachofen uses the mistaken term “hetaerism™;

(2) that such promiscuity excludes any certaintypaternity, and that
descent could therefore be reckoned only in theafertine, according to
mother-right, and that this was originally the cas@ngst all the peoples of
antiquity;

(3) that since women, as mothers, were the onlgmarof the younger
generation that were known with certainty, theydreelposition of such high
respect and honor that it became the foundatioBaichofen’'s conception,
of a regular rule of women (gynaecocracy);

(4) that the transition to monogamy, where the woilnelonged to one man
exclusively, involved a violation of a primitive ligious law (that is,
actually a violation of the traditional right ofetother men to this woman),
and that in order to expiate this violation or toghase indulgence for it the
woman had to surrender herself for a limited period

Bachofen finds the proofs of these assertions inunmerable
passages of ancient classical literature, whichcbkected with
immense industry. According to him, the developmédrdm
“hetaerism” to monogamy and from mother-right tethé&-right is
accomplished, particularly among the Greeks, astmsequence of
an advance in religious conceptions, introducingp ithe old
hierarchy of the gods, representative of the oldlook, new
divinities, representative of the new outlook, whash the former
more and more into the background. Thus, accordir@achofen, it
Is not the development of men’s actual conditiohdife, but the
religious reflection of these conditions insideitheeads, which has

9
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brought about the historical changes in the sqgogdition of the
sexes in relation to each other. In accordance whik view,
Bachofen interprets the Oresteia of Aschylus as dnamatic
representation of the conflict between declininghmo-right and the
new father-right that arose and triumphed in theieeage. For the
sake of her paramour, Agisthus, Clytemnestra giayshusband,
Agamemnon, on his return from the Trojan War; buggies, the
son of Agamemnon and herself, avenges his fathadsder by
slaying his mother. For this act he is pursued Hwy Furies, the
demonic guardians of mother-right, according tockhinatricide is
the gravest and most inexpiable crime. But Apallbp by the voice
of his oracle had summoned Orestes to this deedAdrena, who is
called upon to give judgment — the two deities wiene represent
the new patriarchal order — take Orestes under thtection;
Athena hears both sides. The whole matter of tepudie is briefly
summed up in the debate which now takes place leet@restes
and the Furies. Orestes contends that Clytemnkeataommitted a
double crime; she has slain her husband and theisiah also slain
his father. Why should the Furies pursue him, aotlher, seeing
that she is by far the more guilty? The answetrikisg: “She was
not kin by blood to the man she slew.”

The murder of a man not related by blood, everibé the husband
of the murderess, is expiable and does not cortberruries; their
office is solely to punish murder between bloodatiehs, and of
such murders the most grave and the most inexpiabt®rding to
mother-right, is matricide. Apollo now comes fordan Orestes’
defense; Athena calls upon the Areopagites — tieiian jurors —
to vote; the votes for Orestes’ condemnation andhi®acquittal are
equal; Athena, as president, gives her vote foist@seand acquits
him. Father-right has triumphed over mother-rigiie “gods of
young descent,” as the Furies themselves call thane triumphed

10
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over the Furies; the latter then finally allow thsmives to be
persuaded to take up a new office in the servick@hew order.

This new but undoubtedly correct interpretationtité Oresteia is
one of the best and finest passages in the whalk, It it proves
at the same time that Bachofen believes at leastmash as
Aschylus did in the Furies, Apollo, and Athena; farr bottom, he
believes that the overthrow of mother-right by &thght was a
miracle wrought during the Greek heroic age by éhdwinities.
That such a conception, which makes religion thesrleof world
history, must finally end in pure mysticism, isaielt is therefore a
tough and by no means always a grateful task tev glrough
Bachofen’s solid tome. But all that does not ledssnmportance as
a pioneer. He was the first to replace the vaguasgs about some
unknown primitive state of sexual promiscuity byogis of the
following facts: that abundant traces survive ind atlassical
literature of a state prior to monogamy among theeks and
Asiatics when not only did a man have sexual imerse with
several women, but a woman with several men, witledi@nding
against morality; that this custom did not disappeithout leaving
its traces in the limited surrender which was thegpwomen had to
pay for the right to monogamy; that therefore desceould
originally be reckoned only in the female line, fromother to
mother; that far into the period of monogamy, withcertain or at
least acknowledged paternity, the female line w&B alone
recognized; and that the original position of thetimers, as the only
certain parents of their children, secured for thand thus for their
whole sex, a higher social position than women hewer enjoyed
since. Bachofen did not put these statements ad\ckes this, for he
was hindered by his mysticism. But he proved thang in 1861
that was a real revolution.

11
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Bachofen’s massive volume was written in Germaa ldémguage of
the nation which at that time interested itselslésan any other in
the prehistory of the modern family. Consequenkg, remained
unknown. His first successor in the same field appe in 1865,
without ever having heard of Bachofen.

This successor was J. F. McLennan, the exact agpasi his
predecessor. Instead of a mystic of genius, we Hawvelry-as-dust
jurist; instead of the exuberant imagination ofcetp the plausible
arguments of a barrister defending his brief. Malanfinds among
many savage, barbarian, and even civilized peopiescient and
modern times a form of marriage in which the brideg, alone or
with his friends, must carry off the bride from hevations by a
show of force. This custom must be the survivamoearlier custom
when the men of one tribe did in fact carry offitheives by force
from other tribes. What was the origin of this “mage by capture”?
So long as men could find enough women in their ¢tube, there
was no reason whatever for it. We find, howeverlass frequently
that among undeveloped peoples there are certaupgr(which in
1865 were still often identified with the tribesethselves) within
which marriage is forbidden, so that the men atged to take their
wives, and women their husbands, from outside tbem whereas
among other peoples the custom is that the memefgooup must
take their wives only from within their own grougcLennan calls
the first peoples “exogamous” and the second “eadmys”; he
then promptly proceeds to construct a rigid oppmsitbetween
exogamous and endogamous “tribes.” And although dws
investigations into exogamy force the fact undexy hose that in
many, if not in most or even in all, cases, thipagtion exists only
in his own imagination, he nevertheless makes at liasis of his
whole theory. According to this theory, exogamauises can only
obtain their wives from other tribes; and sinces@vagery there is a
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permanent state of war between tribe and tribesetiveives could
only be obtained by capture. McLennan then god®s @sk: Whence
this custom of exogamy? The conception of consarityuiand

incest could not have anything to do with it, foese things only
came much later. But there was another common rustmong
savages—the custom of kiling female children imiatdy after

birth. This would cause a surplus of men in eaclvidual tribe, of

which the inevitable and immediate consequence davdnd that
several men possessed a wife in common: polyanding this

would have the further consequence that it woulckibewn who

was the mother of a child, but not who its fatheaswhence
relationship only in the female line, with exclusiof the male line —
mother-right. And a second consequence of the isgatwomen

within a tribe — a scarcity which polyandry mitigdt but did not
remove — was precisely this systematic, forcibléugtion of women
from other tribes.

As exogamy and polyandry are referable to one badame cause — a want
of balance between the sexes—we are forced todeghthe exogamous
races as having originally been polyandrous...r&foee we must hold it to
be beyond dispute that among exogamous racesrghesyistem of kinship
was that which recognized blood-ties through matioery.

(McLennan, Studies in Ancient History, 1886. Primitive Marriage, p. 124)

It is McLennan’s merit to have directed attentianthe general
occurrence and great importance of what he caligaxy. He did
not by any means discover the existence of exogargmups; still
less did he understand them. Besides the earlytessad notes of
many observers (these were McLennan’s sources)halrat
(Descriptive Ethnology, 1859) had given a detailadl accurate
description of this institution among the Indianddss, and had said
that it was very widespread and occurred in altgpaf the world — a
passage which McLennan himself cites. Morgan, id718n his
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letters on the IroquoisAfnerican Reviejvand in 1851 imhe League
of the Iroquois had already demonstrated the existence of
exogamous groups among this tribe and had giveracaurate
account of them; whereas McLennan, as we shall wea,ght
greater confusion here with his legalistic mind nthBachofen
wrought in the field of mother-right with his mysail fancies. It is
also a merit of McLennan that he recognized mag&di descent as
the earlier system, though he was here anticipayeBachofen, as
he later acknowledged. But McLennan is not cleathim either; he
always speaks of “kinship through females only,d ahis term,
which is correct for an earlier stage, he contityuapplies to later
stages of development when descent and inheritesece indeed
still traced exclusively through the female linet kwhen kinship on
the male side was also recognized and expressede Vbu have the
pedantic mind of the jurist, who fixes on a rigadjal term and goes
on applying it unchanged when changed conditionge haade it
applicable no longer.

Apparently McLennan’s theory, plausible though iasy did not
seem any too well established even to its authoray rate, he
himself is struck by the fact that “it is obsenalthat the form of
capture is now most distinctly marked and impresgust among
those races which have male kinship” (should besc¢det in the
male line”). (Ibid., p. 140) And again: “It is a mous fact that
nowhere now, that we are aware of, is infanticidgystem where
exogamy and the earliest form of kinship co-exiétgid., p. 146.)
Both these facts flatly contradict his method opleration, and he
can only meet them with new and still more compéidehypotheses.

Nevertheless, his theory found great applause amgpost in
England. McLennan was here generally regarded easotimder of
the history of the family and the leading authowty the subject.

14
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However many exceptions and variations might bendoun
individual cases, his opposition of exogamous andogamous
tribes continued to stand as the recognized foumdabf the
accepted view, and to act as blinders, obstrua@mgfree survey of
the field under investigation and so making anyisiee advance
impossible. Against McLennan’s exaggerated reputath England
— and the English fashion is copied elsewherebedbmes a duty to
set down the fact that be has done more harm vistttdmpletely
mistaken antithesis between exogamous and endogaftrihes”
than he has done good by his research.

Facts were now already coming to light in incregsiamber which
did not fit into his neat framework. McLennan knewly three
forms of marriage: polygyny, polyandry and monogaiyt once
attention had been directed to the question, mndemore proofs
were found that there existed among undevelopeglegedorms of
marriage in which a number of men possessed a nuofilveomen
in common, and LubbockThe Origin of Civilization 1870)
recognized this group marriage (“‘communal marriages a
historical fact.

Immediately afterwards, in 1871, Morgan came foovauth new
and in many ways decisive evidence. He had consihaaself that
the peculiar system of consanguinity in force amdmg lroquois
was common to all the aboriginal inhabitants of thated States
and therefore extended over a whole continentpagh it directly
contradicted the degrees of relationship arisingoduhe system of
marriage as actually practiced by these peopleghéteinduced the
Federal government to collect information about Hystems of
consanguinity among the other peoples of the wanidl to send out
for this purpose tables and lists of questions gmegph by himself. He
discovered from the replies: (1) that the systercarfsanguinity of
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the American Indians was also in force among nuogepeoples in
Asia and, in a somewhat modified form, in Africadahustralia; (2)

that its complete explanation was to be found iforan of group

marriage which was just dying out in Hawaii andestAustralasian
islands; and (3) that side by side with this forhmarriage a system
of consanguinity was in force in the same islantisckv could only

be explained through a still more primitive, nowtiest, form of

group marriage. He published the collected evidetampether with

the conclusions he drew from it, in his SystemsCohsanguinity
and Affinity, 1871, and thus carried the debatet@ran infinitely

wider field. By starting from the systems of corganity and

reconstructing from them the corresponding formsfawhily, he

opened a new line of research and extended oue raingsion into

the prehistory of man. If this method proved to beund,

McLennan'’s pretty theories would be completely dished.

McLennan defended his theory in a new edition ofimRwve
Marriage Gtudies in Ancient Historyl876). Whilst he himself
constructs a highly artificial history of the fasgnilout of pure
hypotheses, he demands from Lubbock and Morganmeely
proofs for every one of their statements, but paad indisputably
valid as if they were to be submitted in evidentea iScottish court
of law. And this is the man who, from Tacitus’ refpon the close
relationship between maternal uncle and sisterts among the
Germans Germania Chap. 20), from Caesar’s report that the
Britons in groups of ten or twelve possessed theies in common,
from all the other reports of classical authorcommunity of wives
among barbarians, calmly draws the conclusionath#hese peoples
lived in a state of polyandry! One might be listepto a prosecuting
counsel who can allow himself every liberty in arguhis own case,
but demands from defending counsel the most forlegilly valid
proof for his every word.
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He maintains that group marriage is pure imagimatend by so
doing falls far behind Bachofen. He declares thardadn’s systems
of consanguinity are mere codes of conventionaltgass, the
proof being that the Indians also address a strasrgge white man as
brother or father. One might as well say that thems “father,”
“mother,” “brother,” “sister” are mere meaningldesms of address
because Catholic priests and abbesses are addessS$kdher” and
“mother,” and because monks and nuns, and evemésens and
members of English trade unions and associationtheit full
sessions are addressed as “brother” and “sister.”al word,
McLennan’s defense was miserably feeble.

But on one point he had still not been assailede @pposition of
exogamous and endogamous “tribes” on which his esyistem
rested not only remained unshaken, but was evenersailly
acknowledged as the keystone of the whole histérth® family.
McLennan'’s attempt to explain this opposition migktinadequate
and in contradiction with his own facts. But theidesis itself, the
existence of two mutually exclusive types of seiffisient and
independent tribes, of which the one type tookrthdves from
within the tribe, while the other type absolutaetylfade it — that was
sacred gospel. Compare, for example, Giraud-Tesfongines de
la Famille (1874) and even Lubbock@rigin of Civilization (fourth
edition, 1882).

Here Morgan takes the field with his main wofcient
Society(1877), the work that underlies the present studhat
Morgan had only dimly guessed in 1871 is now dgwetbin full
consciousness. There is no antithesis between endogand
exogamy; up to the present, the existence of exogarfiribes” has
not been demonstrated anywhere. But at the timenwdreup
marriage still prevailed — and in all probability prevailed
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everywhere at some time — the tribe was subdividieda number of
groups related by blood on the mother’s side, gentéhin which it

was strictly forbidden to marry, so that the menmaafens, though
they could take their wives from within the tribedagenerally did
so, were compelled to take them from outside thens. Thus while
each gens was strictly exogamous, the tribe enyaad! the gentes
was no less endogamous. Which finally disposeth@fdst remains
of McLennan'’s artificial constructions.

But Morgan did not rest here. Through the genshef American
Indians, he was enabled to make his second greanee in his
field of research. In this gens, organized accgrdormother-right,
he discovered the primitive form out of which haeveloped the
later gens organized according to father-right,gies as we find it
among the ancient civilized peoples. The Greek Rothan gens,
the old riddle of all historians, now found its éxpation in the
Indian gens, and a new foundation was thus laidtHerwhole of
primitive history.

This rediscovery of the primitive matriarchal geas the earlier
stage of the patriarchal gens of civilized peophes the same
importance for anthropology as Darwin’s theory wblation has for
biology and Marx’s theory of surplus value for pckl economy. It
enabled Morgan to outline for the first time a digtof the family in

which for the present, so far as the material nearlable permits, at
least the classic stages of development in thein matlines are now
determined. That this opens a new epoch in thetntesa of

primitive history must be clear to everyone. Thetrraechal gens
has become the pivot on which the whole sciencesiusince its
discovery we know where to look and what to look fo our

research, and how to arrange the results. And,ecpestly, since
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Morgan’s book, progress in this field has been maida far more
rapid speed.

Anthropologists, even in England, now generally rapjate, or
rather appropriate, Morgan'’s discoveries. But haatle of them has
the honesty to admit that it is to Morgan that weedhis revolution
in our ideas. In England they try to kill his bobl¢ silence, and
dispose of its author with condescending praise Hr earlier
achievements; they niggle endlessly over detailsl aemain
obstinately silent about his really great discoe®riThe original
edition ofAncient Societys out of print; in America there is no sale
for such things; in England, it seems, the book sematically
suppressed, and the only edition of this epochngakuork still
circulating in the book trade is — the German tiaten.

Why this reserve? It is difficult not to see inatconspiracy of
silence; for politeness’ sake, our recognized amiblogists
generally pack their writings with quotations anithey tokens of
camaraderie. Is it, perhaps, because Morgan isnaeridan, and for
the English anthropologists it goes sorely agathst grain that,
despite their highly creditable industry in coliagt material, they
should be dependent for their general points ofwvie the

arrangement and grouping of this material, forrtidgas in fact, on
two foreigners of genius, Bachofen and Morgan? Tineyht put up
with the German — but the American? Every Englishnbarns

patriotic when he comes up against an American,dadrdis | saw
highly entertaining instances in the United Stat&oreover,

McLennan was, so to speak, the officially appointednder and
leader of the English school of anthropology. Itswalmost a
principle of anthropological etiquette to speak ho$ artificially

constructed historical series — child-murder, pgiyg marriage by
capture, matriarchal family — in tones only of pnadest respect.
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The slightest doubt in the existence of exogamaaseandogamous
“tribes” of absolute mutual exclusiveness was abergd rank
heresy. Morgan had committed a kind of sacrilegdigsolving all

these hallowed dogmas into thin air. Into the biawrgae had done it
in such a way that it only needed saying to cammediate

conviction; so that the McLennanites, who had Mhithebeen

helplessly reeling to and fro between exogamy arttbhgamy, could
only beat their brows and exclaim: “How could wedueh fools as
not to think of that for ourselves long ago?”

As if these crimes had not already left the offigehool with the
option only of coldly ignoring him, Morgan filleché measure to
overflowing by not merely criticizing civilizationthe society of
commodity production, the basic form of present-dagiety, in a
manner reminiscent of Fourier, but also by spealohg future

transformation of this society in words which K&tarx might have
used. He had therefore amply merited McLennan’'sigmaht

reproach that “the historical method is antipatiadtito Mr.

Morgan’s mind,” and its echo as late as 1884 from Rtrofessor
Giraud-Teulon of Geneva. In 1870rigines de la Famillg this

same gentleman was still groping helplessly in tha@ze of the
McLennanite exogamy, from which Morgan had to cand rescue
him!

Of the other advances which primitive anthropologwes to
Morgan, | do not need to speak here; they arecseifiily discussed
in the course of this study. The fourteen yearsctvinave elapsed
since the publication of his chief work have greathriched the
material available for the study of the history psfmitive human
societies. The anthropologists, travelers and pkimihistorians by
profession have now been joined by the comparatixists, who
have contributed either new material or new pooftview. As a
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result, some of Morgan’s minor hypotheses have lsfaken or
even disproved. But not one of the great leadirmgsdof his work
has been ousted by this new material. The ordechwie introduced
into primitive history still holds in its main lisetoday. It is, in fact,
winning recognition to the same degree in which déors

responsibility for the great advance is carefutpcealed™

Frederick Engels
London, June 16, 1891

Footnotes

[1] On the voyage back from New York in September8188net a

former member of Congress for the district of Ratée who had
known Lewis Morgan. Unfortunately, he could notl tele very

much about him. He said that Morgan had lived irchister as a
private individual, occupied only with his studié#is brother was a
colonel, and had held a post in the War DepartrmeMtashington;

it was through him that Morgan had managed to asterthe

Government in his researches and to get severdhiofworks

published at public expense. While he was a mermab€&ongress,
my informant had also on more than one occasiod hiseinfluence

on Morgan’s behalf.
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I. Stages of
Prehistoric Culture

MORGAN is the first man who, with expert knowledgkas
attempted to introduce a definite order into th&tdry of primitive
man; so long as no important additional materiakesachanges
necessary, his classification will undoubtedly rema force.

Of the three main epochs — savagery, barbarismcasization —

he is concerned, of course, only with the first vl the transition
to the third. He divides both savagery and barbaristo lower,

middle, and upper stages according to the progmesde in the
production of food; for, he says:

Upon their skill in this direction, the whole quest of human supremacy
on the earth depended. Mankind are the only bewtys may be said to
have gained an absolute control over the productibrfood.... It is
accordingly probable that the great epochs of hupragress have been
identified, more or less directly, with the enlamgt of the sources of
subsistence.

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 19. -Ed.]

The development of the family takes a parallel seubut here the
periods have not such striking marks of differeidra
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I. Savagery

(a.) LOWER  STAGE. Childhood of the human
race ;) Man still lived in his original habitat, in
tropical or subtropical forests, and was partialy least a tree-
dweller, for otherwise his survival among huge kea$ prey cannot
be explained. Fruit, nuts and roots served him ffuwd. The
development of articulate speech is the main reduhis period. Of
all the peoples known to history none was stithed primitive level.
Though this period may have lasted thousands akygs have no
direct evidence to prove its existence; but oneeetyplution of man
from the animal kingdom is admitted, such a trams#l stage must
necessarily be assuméd.

(b.) MIDDLE STAGE. Begins with the utilization ofsh for food
(including crabs, mussels, and other aquatic asipahd with the
use of fire. The two are complementary, since bskhomes edible
only by the use of fire. With this new source ounshment, men
now became independent of climate and localityneag savages,
they could, by following the rivers and coasts,espr over most of
the earth. Proof of these migrations is the distidn over every
continent of the crudely worked, unsharpened ftimbls of the
earlier Stone Age, known as “palaeoliths,” all avghof which date
from this period. New environments, ceaseless &erof his
inventive faculty, and the ability to produce flyg friction, led man
to discover new kinds of food: farinaceous rootsl @ambers, for
instance, were baked in hot ashes or in ground ovéith the
invention of the first weapons, club and spear, gaoould
sometimes be added to the fare. But the tribeshwiigcire in books
as living entirely, that is, exclusively, by hurgimever existed in
reality; the yield of the hunt was far too precasoAt this stage,
owing to the continual uncertainty of food suppliesnnibalism
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seems to have arisen, and was practiced from novarols for a
long time. The Australian aborigines and many & Bolynesians
are still in this middle stage of savagery toéay.

(c.) UPPER STAGE. Begins with the invention of thew and
arrow, whereby game became a regular source of fatl hunting
a normal form of work. Bow, string, and arrow attgaconstitute a
very complex instrument, whose invention impliesndp
accumulated experience and sharpened intelligesue, therefore
knowledge of many other inventions as well. We fimdfact, that
the peoples acquainted with the bow and arrow latyet with

pottery (from which Morgan dates the transitionbtarbarism) are
already making some beginnings towards settlenmerillages and
have gained some control over the production of nweaf

subsistence; we find wooden vessels and utensilgerfweaving
(without looms) with filaments of bark; plaited lass of bast or
osier; sharpened (neolithic) stone tools. With dmsovery of fire
and the stone ax, dug-out canoes now become contreams and
planks arc also sometimes used for building hougés.find all

these advances, for instance, among the Indiansioothwest
America, who are acquainted with the bow and arbovnot with

pottery. The bow and arrow was for savagery whatitbn sword
was for barbarism and fire-arms for civilization the decisive
weapon¢
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2. Barbarism

(a.) LOWER STAGE. Dates from the introduction ofttpoy. In
many cases it has been proved, and in all it ibalste, that the first
pots originated from the habit of covering basketa/ooden vessels
with clay to make them fireproof; in this way it svaoon discovered
that the clay mold answered the purpose withoutimmgr vessel.

Thus far we have been able to follow a general dihdevelopment
applicable to all peoples at a given period withdigtinction of
place. With the beginning of barbarism, however haee reached a
stage when the difference in the natural endowmehtthe two
hemispheres of the earth comes into play. The ctarstic feature
of the period of barbarism is the domestication &needing of
animals and the cultivation of plants. Now, thetBasHemisphere,
the so-called Old World, possessed nearly all thimals adaptable
to domestication, and all the varieties of cultieabereals except
one; the Western Hemisphere, America, had no masinat could
be domesticated except the llama, which, moreavas, only found
in one part of South America, and of all the cuable cereals only
one, though that was the best, namely, maize. Owindhese
differences in natural conditions, the populatidreach hemisphere
now goes on its own way, and different landmarkeidei the
particular stages in each of the two cases.

(b.) MIDDLE STAGE. Begins in the Eastern Hemisphevéh
domestication of animals; in the Western, with tudtivation, by
means of irrigation, of plants for food, and witketuse of adobe
(sun-dried) bricks and stone for building.

We will begin with the Western Hemisphere, as hbre stage was
never superseded before the European conquest.
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At the time when they were discovered, the Indiahghe lower
stage of barbarism (comprising all the tribes kyierast of the
Mississippi) were already practicing some hortigtdtof maize, and
possibly also of gourds, melons, and other gardemg from which
they obtained a very considerable part of theidfobhey lived in
wooden houses in villages protected by palisadks.tiibes in the
northwest, particularly those in the region of thelumbia River,
were still at the upper stage of savagery and actaohneither with
pottery nor with any form of horticulture. The salled Pueblo
Indians of New Mexico, however, and the Mexicangnital
Americans, and Peruvians at the time of their cestjwere at the
middle stage of barbarism. They lived in houseg likrtresses,
made of adobe brick or of stone, and cultivatedzemand other
plants, varying according to locality and climaia, artificially
irrigated plots of ground, which supplied their maource of food;
some animals even had also been domesticated turtkey and
other birds by the Mexicans, the llama by the Pians: They could
also work metals, but not iron; hence they wer#d ghable to
dispense with stone weapons and tools. The Spaoisfuest then
cut short any further independent development.

In the Eastern Hemisphere the middle stage of barbdegan with
the domestication of animals providing milk and mebaut

horticulture seems to have remained unknown faio ithis

period™ It was, apparently, the domestication and breedng
animals and the formation of herds of consideraide that led to
the differentiation of the Aryans and Seniitdsom the mass of
barbarians. The European and Asiatic Aryans séllenthe same
names for cattle, but those for most of the culédaplants are
already different.
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In suitable localities, the keeping of herds lechtpastoral life: the
Semites lived upon the grassy plains of the Eupbkraand
Tigris Jand the Aryans upon those of India and of the
Oxus and Jaxartes, of the Don and the Dnieperut tmave been on
the borders of such pasture lands that animals west
domesticated. To later generations, consequehidypastoral tribes
appear to have come from regions which, so far flmemg the
cradle of mankind, were almost uninhabitable foeirthsavage
ancestors and even for man at the lower stagearfabism. But
having once accustomed themselves to pastorainlifine grassy
plains of the rivers, these barbarians of the neidoériod would
never have dreamed of returning willingly to thdive forests of
their ancestors. Even when they were forced furihéine north and
west, the Semites and Aryans could not move inedfdhest regions
of western Asia and of Europe until by cultivatiohgrain they had
made it possible to pasture and especially to withteir herds on
this less favorable land. It is more than probdhbt among these
tribes the cultivation of grain originated from tineed for cattle
fodder and only later became important as a hummaa $upply.

The plentiful supply of milk and meat and espegidiie beneficial
effect of these foods on the growth of the childeecount perhaps
for the superior development of the Aryan and Semgices. It is a
fact that the Pueblo Indians of New Mexico, who ie@uced to an
almost entirely vegetarian diet, have a smallembtitzan the Indians
at the lower stage of barbarism, who eat more medfish™ In any
case, cannibalism now gradually dies out, survivongy as a
religious act or as a means of working magic, whechere almost
the same thing.

(c.) UPPER STAGE. Begins with the smelting of irore, and
passes into civilization with the invention of adetic writing and
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its use for literary records

| This stage (as we have seen, only the Eastern
Hemisphere passed through it independently) i®righadvances in
production than all the preceding stages togetherit belong the
Greeks of the heroic age, the tribes of Italy diobefore the
foundation of Rome, the Germans of Tacitus and\Ntbesemen of
the Viking age®!

Above all, we now first meet the iron plowsharewdnaby cattle,
which made large-scale agriculture, the cultivatioh fields,
possible, and thus created a practically unresttiébod supply in
comparison with previous conditions. This led te ttlearance of
forest land for tillage and pasture, which in twas impossible on a
large scale without the iron ax and the iron sp&dgulation rapidly
increased in number, and in small areas becamedenisr to field
agriculture, conditions must have been very exoepti if they
allowed half a million people to be united under cantral
organization; probably such a thing never occurred.

We find the upper stage of barbarism at its higiheshe Homeric

poems, particularly in the lliad. Fully developesbn tools, the

bellows, the hand-mill, the potter's wheel, the mgkof oil and

wine, metal work developing almost into a fine dine wagon and
the war-chariot, ship-building with beams and pk&rtke beginnings
of architecture as art, walled cities with towensl dattlements, the
Homeric epic and a complete mythology — theselesrechief legacy
brought by the Greeks from barbarism into civiiaat When we

compare the descriptions which Caesar and evenusagive of the
Germans, who stood at the beginning of the cultstage from

which the Homeric Greeks were just preparing to entlie next
advance, we realize how rich was the developmergrodluction

within the upper stage of barbarism.
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The sketch which | have given here, following Moargaf the
development of mankind through savagery and bammato the
beginnings of civilization, is already rich enoughnew features;
what is more, they cannot be disputed, since theyewn directly
from the process of production. Yet my sketch wédlem flat and
feeble compared with the picture to be unrolledhat end of our
travels; only then will the transition from bartsam to civilization
stand out in full light and in all its striking casts. For the time
being, Morgan’s division may be summarized thus:

Savagery — the period in which man’s appropriation of prouin
their natural state predominates; the products whdn art are
chiefly instruments which assist this appropriation

Barbarism — the period during which man learns to breed duime
animals and to practice agriculture, and acquiresthods of
increasing the supply of natural products by huaivity.

Civilization — the period in which man learns a more advanced
application of work to the products of nature, gegiod of industry
proper and of art.
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Editorial Footnotes

The intent of these footnotes are both to helprtielern reader critically
assess this work in face of recent scientific ewi@eand to show how
effective Engels' dialectical method was that mahkis conclusions remain
true to this day. The following chapters do not éaaditorial footnotes
because they are not needed as much as they #nes iohapter (and this
editor is not as knowledgable on those other stal)edt should be noted
that Engels predominant focus on European culisrdse to his lack of data
on other cultures. These notes were written by MbdAunteer Brian Baggins
(July, 2000).

A In 1880, the evidence for this was astoundinglgrse, yet Engels’
conclusions (most importantly articulate, not madgdsut not ape speech)
remain correct to this day. Throughout the 20thtasf groundbreaking new
archeological finds opened up our understandingthid period. These
characteristics are descriptive of the first hurganus: Australopithecus (the
first fossil evidence was found in 1924 at Taund) Svho came into
existance 5-6 million years ago on the content foicA, and became extinct
in the Early Pleistocene period (1.6 million to 90D years ago). These
humans primarily were dependent on fruits, rootssc. ebut likely
supplemented this as scavengers. They did notdiwaves or dwellings of
their own choosing, but were primarily jungle dweedl, likely residing in
trees.

B Engels here describes the practices of homo execod again his
conclusions are lucid despite the lack of much evag in his 19th century.
Collection of their own food was predominant, thee wf fire is widely

accepted, they hunted animals to some extent, avgt importantly these
practices allowed for the migration of humanity.eOnillion years ago homo
erectus left Africa and settled in the Middle E@shich was later the cradle

30



Rows

Collection

of civilization, not surprising considering it wdke great crossroads of
human migration), splitting up with migrations froBouthern Europe to

throughout Southern Asia (the extent of the icesdagd not yet reseeded so
settlement of the northern regions was not yetiptes

Engels does however make two mistakes in his ceimis: cannibalism was
very likely nonexistent (its practice in human brstis questionable) and
Polynesians and Australians are not homo erectg)dmo sapiens.

C Characteristics descriptive of homo sapiens, medern human beings,
who first emerged 100,000 years ago, and who vkeyyl had their origins

in Africa (it is thought that the homo erectus baeaextinct throughout the
world, and homo sapiens emerged from the genusmiherectus that had
survived in Africa).

D The data of the 1880s has been proved partiadigcurate. While it is true
that the Mesopotamians domesticated animals artdsame time they
were also the first farmers in world history (iroand 10,000 B.C.E.). The
exact sequence is unknown.

E It is important to point out Engels’ coupling ofryans and Semites.
Information on Mesopotamia was limited to bibli¢ekt until the mid-19th
century — it was not until the 1850s onwords whechaology began to
explore and gain historical evidence in Mesopotaifis coupling therefore
is likely a combination of both biblical text (refang to the biblical peoples
Aryans and Semites instead of the region Mesopealaand contemporary
archeological work (the data of his conclusions).

Another facet of this combination was Engels latbrejudice. By the 19th-
century Aryans were thought to be a unigue humae end were cited as
scientific evidence of racial superiority (everelathis would evolve into the
theory that the Germans were the most “pure” Aryaikis popular theory
would not be disapproved by anthropologists uhtl 20th century. The fact
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that Engels couples them together evidences a odieyv lack of the
prevailent racism of the time.

F The theory that the larger brain is more inteligevas disproven by the
end of the 19th century. Intelligence can be gdlyecampared by brain size
relative to body size. Because the Pueblo Indiaesevemaller humans,
naturally their brains were smaller. The same ue tior Africans, who are
larger and so their brains are larger.

G This is mistaken. The Mesopotamian (3500-1000 B)CEgyptian (3000-

500 B.C.E.), Harrapan (2500-1000 B.C.E.), & Ching%@00 B.C.E. — 1800

C.E.) civilizations long preceded the Europeanghis stage: the Greeks
were the first in Europe at around 500 B.C.E.
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II. The Family

The Consanguine Family
The First Stage of the Family
The Punaluan Family

The Pairing Family

The Monogamous Family

MORGAN, who spent a great part of his life among ttoquois
Indians — settled to this day in New York Statend avas adopted
into one of their tribes (the Senecas), found ia among them a
system of consanguinity which was in contradictiortheir actual
family relationships. There prevailed among themfoam of
monogamy easily terminable on both sides, whichddorcalls the
“pairing family.” The issue of the married pair winerefore known
and recognized by everybody: there could be no dabbut whom
to call father, mother, son, daughter, brothetesiBut these names
were actually used quite differently. The Iroquoals not only his
own children his sons and daughters, but also Hieren of his
brothers; and they call him father. The children ho$ sisters,
however, he calls his nephews and nieces, and dakyhim their
uncle. The Iroquois woman, on the other hand, dadls sisters’
children, as well as her own, her sons and daughéed they call
her mother. But her brothers’ children she calls tephews and
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nieces, and she is known as their aunt. SimilaHg, children of
brothers call one another brother and sister, ardbghe children of
sisters. A woman's own children and the childreeaf brother, on
the other hand, call one another cousins. And tlaesenot mere
empty names, but expressions of actual conceptibnearness and
remoteness, of equality and difference in the degreof
consanguinity: these conceptions serve as the &iamdof a fully
elaborated system of consanguinity through whicreisg¢ hundred
different relationships of one individual can bepessed. What is
more, this system is not only in full force amonl§ American
Indians (no exception has been found up to theeptgsbut also
retains its validity almost unchanged among theighws of India,
the Dravidian tribes in the Deccan and the Gauagrin Hindustan.
To this day the Tamils of southern India and thajliois Seneca
Indians in New York State still express more thamw thundred
degrees of consanguinity in the same manner. Andngnihese
tribes of India, as among all the American Indiati®e actual
relationships arising out of the existing form loé ftamily contradict
the system of consanguinity.

How is this to be explained? In view of the deaspart played by
consanguinity in the social structure of all savae barbarian
peoples, the importance of a system so widespreawhot be
dismissed with phrases. When a system is generalghout
America and also exists in Asia among peoples ghite different
race, when numerous instances of it are found gidater or less
variation in every part of Africa and Australiagththat system has
to be historically explained, not talked out of s#&hce, as
McLennan, for example, tried to do. The names d¢fdg child,
brother, sister are no mere complimentary formsaadress; they
involve quite definite and very serious mutual ghtions which
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together make up an essential part of the sociastitation of the
peoples in question.

The explanation was found. In the Sandwich Islgfitisvaii) there
still existed in the first half of the nineteentlentury a form of
family in which the fathers and mothers, brothand aisters, sons
and daughters, uncles and aunts, nephews and migcesexactly
what is required by the American and old Indian teys of
consanguinity. But now comes a strange thing. Oagain, the
system of consanguinity in force in Hawaii did gotrespond to the
actual form of the Hawaiian family. For accordirmythe Hawaiian
system of consanguinity all children of brotherd agisters are
without exception brothers and sisters of one arothnd are
considered to be the common children not only efrtimother and
her sisters or of their father and his brotherd,dfwall the brothers
and sisters of both their parents without distorctiWhile, therefore,
the American system of consanguinity presupposasra primitive
form of the family which has disappeared in Ameribat still
actually exists in Hawaii, the Hawaiian system ofiganguinity, on
the other hand, points to a still earlier form bé tfamily which,
though we can nowhere prove it to be still in esase, nevertheless
must have existed; for otherwise the correspondygtem of
consanguinity could never have arisen.

The family [says Morgan] represents an active fpiec It is never
stationary, but advances from a lower to a higbemfas society advances
from a lower to a higher condition.... Systems ohganguinity, on the
contrary, are passive; recording the progress ngdthe family at long
intervals apart, and only changing radically whee tamily has radically
changed.

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 444. — Ed.]
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“And,” adds Marx, “the same is true of the politicguridical,

religious, and philosophical systems in generalfiil/the family
undergoes living changes, the system of consartguossifies;
while the system survives by force of custom, tmify outgrows
it. But just as Cuvier could deduce from the maimupone of an
animal skeleton found near Paris that it belonged tmarsupial
animal and that extinct marsupial animals oncedlitreere, so with
the same certainty we can deduce from the histosisavival of a
system of consanguinity that an extinct form of ifgronce existed
which corresponded to it.

The systems of consanguinity and the forms of émeilf we have
just mentioned differ from those of today in thetfthat every child
has more than one father and mother. In the Amersyestem of
consanguinity, to which the Hawaiian family corresgs, brother
and sister cannot be the father and mother ofaheeschild; but the
Hawaiian system of consanguinity, on the contrangsupposes a
family in which this was the rule. Here we find selves among
forms of family which directly contradict those Htto generally
assumed to be alone valid. The traditional viewogaezes only
monogamy, with, in addition, polygamy on the paftiralividual
men, and at the very most polyandry on the parindfvidual
women; being the view of moralizing philistinescdnceals the fact
that in practice these barriers raised by officatiety are quietly
and calmly ignored. The study of primitive histohpwever, reveals
conditions where the men live in polygamy and the&ives in
polyandry at the same time, and their common aériicare therefore
considered common to them all — and these conditiortheir turn
undergo a long series of changes before they yinahd in
monogamy. The trend of these changes is to narrore rind more
the circle of people comprised within the commondof marriage,
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which was originally very wide, until at last itdludes only the
single pair, the dominant form of marriage today.

Reconstructing thus the past history of the famMjorgan, in
agreement with most of his colleagues, arrives ptimitive stage
when unrestricted sexual freedom prevailed withia tribe, every
woman belonging equally to every man and every rtaaevery
woman. Since the eighteenth century there had tadkerof such a
primitive state, but only in general phrases. B&hoe- and this is
one of his great merits — was the first to takeekistence of such a
state seriously and to search for its traces itoheal and religious
survivals. Today we know that the traces he foumchal lead back
to a social stage of promiscuous sexual intercoungeto a much
later form — namely, group marriage. The primitaegcial stage of
promiscuity, if it ever existed, belongs to suchemote epoch that
we can hardly expect to prove its existence diyelayl discovering
its social fossils among backward savages. Baclwofeerit consists
in having brought this question to the forefrontdsaminationfi]

Lately it has become fashionable to deny the extetef this initial

stage in human sexual life. Humanity must be sp#red‘shame.”
It is pointed out that all direct proof of suchtage is lacking, and
particular appeal is made to the evidence fronrdise of the animal
world; for, even among animals, according to thenexous facts
collected by Letourneatlegolution du manage et de la faylis388),

complete promiscuity in sexual intercourse mark®wa stage of
development. But the only conclusion | can drawnrfrall these
facts, so far as man and his primitive conditiorfs lite are

concerned, is that they prove nothing whatever.t Mestebrates
mate together for a considerable period is sufiityeexplained by
physiological causes — in the case of birds, foangple, by the
female’s need of help during the brooding perioganeples of
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faithful monogamy among birds prove nothing aboainmfor the
simple reason that men are not descended from. s if strict
monogamy is the height of all virtue, then the patmst go to the
tapeworm, which has a complete set of male and léeersexual
organs in each of its 50-200 proglottides, or sesti and spends its
whole life copulating in all its sections with itseConfining
ourselves to mammals, however, we find all formsexfual life —
promiscuity, indications of group marriage, polygymonogamy.
Polyandry alone is lacking — it took human beingsathieve that.
Even our nearest relations, the quadrumana, exévaty possible
variation in the grouping of males and females; émade narrow it
down still more and consider only the four anthidpapes, all that
Letourneau has to say about them is that they ametimes
monogamous, sometimes polygamous, while Saussurded) by
Giraud-Teulon, maintains that they are monogamdise more
recent assertions of the monogamous habits of ntieapoid apes
which are cited by WestermarckTHe History of Human
Marriage,London 1891), are also very far from proving anythiln
short, our evidence is such that honest Letouraemits: “Among
mammals there is no strict relation between theakegf intellectual
development and the form of sexual life.” And Eg@irDes societes
animates 1877), says in so many words:

The herd is the highest social group which we daseove among animals.
It is composed, so it appears, of families, butrfithe start the family and
the herd are in conflict with one another and deyyéh inverse proportion.

As the above shows, we know practically nothingrdief about the
family and other social groupings of the anthropaides; the
evidence is flatly contradictory. Which is not te wondered at. The
evidence with regard to savage human tribes is radictory

enough, requiring very critical examination andtisg; and ape
societies are far more difficult to observe tharman. For the
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present, therefore, we must reject any conclusiamvid from such
completely unreliable reports.

The sentence quoted from Espinas, however, provaldsetter
starting point. Among the higher animals the herd #he family are
not complementary to one another, but antagoniEspinas shows
very well how the jealousy of the males during thating season
loosens the ties of every social herd or tempagrarkaks it up.

When the family bond is close and exclusive, hefdsm only in

exceptional cases. When on the other hand freeakartercourse or
polygamy prevails, the herd comes into being alnsmbntaneously....
Before a herd can be formed, family ties must besémed and the
individual must have become free again. This isré@son why organized
flocks are so rarely found among birds.... We findre or less organized
societies among mammals, however, precisely bedamisethe individual
is not merged in the family.... In its first growttherefore, the common
feeling of the herd has no greater enemy than timentwon feeling of the
family. We state it without hesitation: only by ablsing families which had
undergone a radical change could a social formemighan the family have
developed; at the same time, these families wezeelly enabled later to
constitute themselves afresh under infinitely nfaxerable circumstances.

[Espinas, op. cit., quoted by Giraud-Teulon, Origines du mariage et de la famille,
1884, pp. 518-20].

Here we see that animal societies are, after alsome value for
drawing conclusions about human societies; butvidae is only
negative. So far as our evidence goes, the higheelrates know
only two forms of family — polygyny or separate ptes; each form
allows only one adult male, only one husband. Emousy of the
male, which both consolidates and isolates the Iyansiets the
animal family in opposition to the herd. The jeapwf the males
prevents the herd, the higher social form, from iogminto

existence, or weakens its cohesion, or breaks dunmg the mating
period; at best, it attests its development. Thime is sufficient

39



Rows

Collection

proof that animal families and primitive human sbgi are
incompatible, and that when primitive men were vimgktheir way
up from the animal creation, they either had noiljamat all or a
form that does not occur among animals. In smathlvers, an
animal so defenseless as evolving man might steuglging even in
conditions of isolation, with no higher social gping than the
single male and female pair, such as Westermaailowing the
reports of hunters, attributes to the gorillas #trelchimpanzees. For
man's development beyond the level of the animéds, the
achievement of the greatest advance nature can, ssmwething
more was needed: the power of defense lackingetantifividual had
to be made good by the united strength and co-tiperaf the herd.
To explain the transition to humanity from condisosuch as those
in which the anthropoid apes live today would beegumpossible; it
looks much more as if these apes had strayed efflitie of
evolution and were gradually dying out or at lebesgenerating. That
alone is sufficient ground for rejecting all attempased on parallels
drawn between forms of family and those of prindatman. Mutual
toleration among the adult males, freedom fromojesy, was the
first condition for the formation of those largpermanent groups in
which alone animals could become men. And whafaat, do we
find to be the oldest and most primitive form ofmily whose
historical existence we can indisputably prove amich in one or
two parts of the world we can still study todayd@r marriage, the
form of family in which whole groups of men and vidng@roups of
women mutually possess one another, and which delittle room
for jealousy. And at a later stage of developmert fimd the
exceptional form of polyandry, which positively cdts every
jealous instinct and is therefore unknown amongnats. But as all
known forms of group marriage are accompanied loh geculiarly
complicated regulations that they necessarily ptantarlier and
simpler forms of sexual relations, and thereforthmlast resort to a
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period of promiscuous intercourse correspondinght transition
from the animal to the human, the references tmmahmarriages
only bring us back to the very point from which were to be led
away for good and all.

What, then, does promiscuous sexual intercoursiy resean? It
means the absence of prohibitions and restrictidrish are or have
been in force. We have already seen the barrigratdusy go down.
If there is one thing certain, it is that the fagliof jealousy develops
relatively late. The same is true of the conceptibimcest. Not only
were brother and sister originally man and wifexusg intercourse
between parents and children is still permitted mgnmany peoples
today. Bancroft The Native Races of the Pacific States of North
America 1875, Vol. |), testifies to it among the Kadia&s the
Behring Straits, the Kadiaks near Alaska, and timndh in the
interior of British North America; Letourneau cortgal reports of it
among the Chippewa Indians, the Cucus in Chile,Ghebs, the
Karens in Burma; to say nothing of the stories tmtdhe old Greeks
and Romans about the Parthians, Persians, Scyiliams, and so
on. Before incest was invented — for incest is raremtion, and a
very valuable one, too — sexual intercourse betwgmments and
children did not arouse any more repulsion tharuakemtercourse
between other persons of different generations tlaaidoccurs today
even in the most philistine countries without ergtany great
horror; even “old maids” of over sixty, if they areeh enough,
sometimes marry young men in their thirties. Buvd consider the
most primitive known forms of family apart from theonceptions
of incest — conceptions which are totally differérdm ours and
frequently in direct contradiction to them-then ttoem of sexual
intercourse can only be described as promiscuqu®riscuous in
so far as the restrictions later established byooouslid not yet exist.
But in everyday practice that by no means necdgsanplies
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general mixed mating. Temporary pairings of one main one

woman were not in any way excluded, just as incidmes of group
marriages today the majority of relationships afr¢his character.
And when Westermarck, the latest writer to deny dRistence of
such a primitive state, applies the term “marriage’ every

relationship in which the two sexes remain matetil thre birth of

the offspring, we must point out that this kindnoérriage can very
well occur under the conditions of promiscuousricaarse without
contradicting the principle of promiscuity — thesahce of any
restriction imposed by custom on sexual intercauvgestermarck,
however, takes the standpoint that promiscuity dlags a

suppression of individual inclinations,” and thiaérttefore “the most
genuine form of it is prostitution.” In my opinioany understanding
of primitive society is impossible to people wholyosee it as a
brothel. We will return to this point when discugsgroup marriage.

According to Morgan, from this primitive state ofomiscuous
intercourse there developed, probably very early:

1. The Consanguine Family, The
First Stage of the Family

Here the marriage groups are separated accordiggnerations: all
the grandfathers and grandmothers within the ligiitdhe family are
all husbands and wives of one another; so aretlésochildren, the
fathers and mothers; the latter’s children willnfoa third circle of
common husbands and wives; and their children, gneat-
grandchildren of the first group, will form a folrtin this form of
marriage, therefore, only ancestors and progeng, @arents and
children, are excluded from the rights and dutaswe should say)
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of marriage with one another. Brothers and sisteede and female
cousins of the first, second, and more remote dsgrare all
brothers and sisters of one another, and predsethat reason they
are all husbands and wives of one another. At gtégye the
relationship of brother and sister also includes asatter of course
the practice of sexual intercourse with one anothér its typical
form, such a family would consist of the descenslafta single
pair, the descendants of these descendants ingeaenation being
again brothers and sisters, and therefore huslkamisvives, of one
another?

The consanguine family is extinct. Even the mosnjpive peoples
known to history provide no demonstrable instanicé. dut that it

must have existed, we are compelled to admit: fier Hawaiian
system of consanguinity still prevalent today tlgloout the whole
of Polynesia expresses degrees of consanguinitghwtould only
arise in this form of family; and the whole subsegfudevelopment
of the family presupposes the existence of theamgsne family as
a necessary preparatory stage.

Footnotes

[1] Bachofen proves how little he understood his owealery, or rather his
guess, by using the term "hetaerism" to descrilzephimitive state. For the
Greeks, when they introduced the word, hetaeris@nini@atercourse of men,
unmarried or living in monogamy, with unmarried wem it always
presupposes a definite form of marriage outsideclkiis intercourse takes
place and includes at least the possibility of fiatson. The word was never
used in any other sense, and it is in this senaklthise it with Morgan.
Bachofen everywhere introduces into his extremmlydrtant discoveries the
most incredible mystifications through his notidmatt in their historical
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development the relations between men and womenhe#dorigin in men's
contemporary religious conceptions, not in thetuakconditions of life.

[2] In a letter written in the spring of 1882, Marxpeasses himself in the
strongest terms about the complete misrepresentafi@rimitive times in
Wager's text to the Nibelangen: &ldquo; Have suthgs been heard, that
brother embraced sister as a bride?&rdquo; To Wagnd his &ldquo;
lecherous gods&rdquo; who, quite in the modern regnspice their love
affairs with a little incest, Marx replies: &ldquém primitive times the sister
was the wife, and that was moral.&rdquo;

[3] NOTE in Fourth edition: A French friend of mine evis an admirer of
Wagner is not in agreement with this note. He olesethat already in the
Elder Edda, on which Wagner based his story, in @bgisdrekka, Loki
makes the reproach to Freya: In the sight of thésgbou didst embrace
thine own brother." Marriage between brother arstesj he argues, was
therefore forbidden already at that time. The Oéigikka is the expression
of a time when belief in the old myths had completaoken down; it is
purely a satire on the gods, in the style of Luclahoki as Mephisto makes
such a reproach to Freya, it tells rather againatjvér. Loki also says some
lines later to Niordhr: &ldquo; With thy sister didthou breed son.&rdquo;
(vidh systur thinni gaztu slikan mog) Niordhr isthmdeed, an Asa, but a
Vana, and says in the Ynglinga saga that marribgéseen brothers and
sisters are usual in Vanaland, which was not tlse @enong the Asas. This
would seem to show that the Vanas were more angg the Asas. At any
rate, Niordhr lives among the OEgisdrekka is ratng@roof that at the time
when the Norse sagas of the gods arose, marriagfesedn brothers and
sisters, at any rate among the gods, did not y@tesany horror. If one wants
to find excuses for Wagner, it would perhaps béebetd cite Goethe instead
of the Edda, for in his ballad of the God and tley&lere Goethe commits a
similar mistake in regard to the religious surreandé women, which he
makes far too similar to modern prostitution.
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II. The Family

The Punaluan Family

If the first advance in organization consisted e txclusion of
parents and children from sexual intercourse witke another, the
second was the exclusion of sister and brothera@munt of the
greater nearness in age, this second advance \iagely more
important, but also more difficult, than the firdt. was effected
gradually, beginning probably with the exclusioronfr sexual
intercourse of own brothers and sisters (childrén tbe same
mother) first in isolated cases and then by degases general rule
(even in this century exceptions were found in Hgwand ending
with the prohibition of marriage even between dellal brothers
and sisters, or, as we should say, between fiesprsl, and third
cousins. It affords, says Morgan, “a good illustnatof the operation
of the principle of natural selection.” There camrmo question that
the tribes among whom inbreeding was restrictedhiy advance
were bound to develop more quickly and more fulhart those
among whom marriage between brothers and sistenaimed the
rule and the law. How powerfully the influence bistadvance made
itself felt is seen in the institution which arcdieectly out of it and
went far beyond it -- the gens, which forms theidvas$ the social
order of most, if not all, barbarian peoples of #ath and from
which in Greece and Rome we step directly intolizafion.

After a few generations at most, every original ifgrwas bound to
split up. The practice of living together in a pitine communistic
household, which prevailed without exception &ltd in the middle
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stage of barbarism, set a limit, varying with tleaditions but fairly
definite in each locality, to the maximum size dfetfamily
community. As soon as the conception arose thatadentercourse
between children of the same mother was wrong,as Wwound to
exert its influence when the old households splitamd new ones
were founded (though these did not necessarilycaenwith the
family group). One or more lines of sisters wouddnf the nucleus
of the one household and their own brothers théensmf the other.
It must have been in some such manner as thighbgbrm which
Morgan calls the punaluan family originated outtté# consanguine
family. According to the Hawaiian custom, a numbgsisters, own
or collateral (first, second or more remote cousimgere the
common wives of their common husbands, from amotgny
however, their own brothers were excluded; thesbéuods now no
longer called themselves brothers, for they were langer
necessarily brothers, but punalua — that is, intn@mpanion, or
partner. Similarly, a line of own or collateral brers had a number
of women, not their sisters, as common wives, drebd wives
called one another punalua. This was the classio fuf a type of
family, in which later a number of variations waespible, but
whose essential feature was: mutually common ps&sesof
husbands and wives within a definite family circtegm which,
however, the brothers of the wives, first own arader also
collateral, and conversely also the sisters of lbhebands, were
excluded.

This form of the family provides with the most cdetp exactness
the degrees of consanguinity expressed in the Aareisystem. The
children of my mother’s sisters are still her cleld, just as the
children of my father’s brothers are also his afeild and they are all
my brothers and sisters. But the children of myhmaos brothers are
now her nephews and nieces, the children of myefattsisters are
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his nephews and nieces, and they are all my matke famale

cousins. For while the husbands of my mother'sssssare still her
husbands, and the wives of my father&rquo;s brattee still his

wives (in right, if not always in fact), the socibhn on sexual
intercourse between brothers and sisters has notdedi the

children of brothers and sisters, who had hithéden treated as
own brothers and sisters, into two classes: thosthe one class
remain brothers and sisters as before (collata@prding to our
system); those in the other class, the childremyimother’s brother
in the one case and of my father’s sister in tHeemgtcannot be
brothers and sisters any longer, they can no lohgee common
parents, neither father nor mother nor both, amdefiore now for
the first time the class of nephews and niecesgmald female
cousins becomes necessary, which in the earlieposition of the

family would have been senseless. The Americanesysbf

consanguinity, which appears purely nonsensicahng form of

family based on any variety of monogamy, finds, dote the

smallest details, its rational explanation andhdtural foundation in
the punaluan family. The punaluan family or a fosimilar to it

must have been at the very least as widespreatisasystem of
consanguinity.

Evidence of this form of family, whose existences lagtually been
proved in Hawaii, would probably have been receifrech all over
Polynesia if the pious missionaries, like the Ssglanmonks of
former days in America, had been able to see i sunchristian
conditions anything more than a sheer “abomindtién.

Caesar’s report of the Britons, who were at thaetin the middle
stage of barbarism, “every ten or twelve have wivesommon,
especially brothers with brothers and parents wiiifdren,” is best
explained as group marriage. Barbarian mothersaddhave ten or
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twelve sons of their own old enough to keep wiresammon, but
the American system of consanguinity, which coroesis to the
punaluan family, provides numerous brothers, baeralisa man’s
cousins, near and distant, are his brothers. Caesantion of
“parents with children” may be due to misunderstagan his part;
it is not, however, absolutely impossible unders tBystem that
father and son or mother and daughter should beded in the
same marriage group, though not father and daughterother and
son. This or a similar form of group marriage ajsovides the
simplest explanation of the accounts in Herodohd @her ancient
writers about community of wives among savages ladbarian
peoples. The same applies also to the reports tdaivand Kaye in
their book,The People of Indiaabout the Teehurs in Oudh (north of
the Ganges): “Both sexes have but a nominal tieamh other, and
they change connection without compunction; livitggether,
almost indiscriminately, in many large families.”

In the very great majority of cases the institutarthe gens seems
to have originated directly out of the punaluanifanit is true that
the Australian classificatory system also providesorigin for it: the
Australians have gentes, but not yet the punalaamly; instead,
they have a cruder form of group marriage. In atihfs of group
family it is uncertain who is the father of a chilaut it is certain
who its mother is. Though she calls all the childa# the whole
family her children and has a mother’'s duties talsathem, she
nevertheless knows her own children from the otheis therefore
clear that in so far as group marriage prevailsceet can only be
proved on the mother’s side and that therefore tirdyfemale line is
recognized. And this is in fact the case amongpabples in the
period of savagery or in the lower stage of basdparilt is the
second great merit of Bachofen that he was thé tiirsnake this
discovery. To denote this exclusive recognitiondegcent through
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the mother and the relations of inheritance whittime resulted
from it, he uses the term “mother-right,” which fire sake of
brevity | retain. The term is, however, ill-chossimce at this stage
of society there cannot yet be any talk of “rigintthe legal sense.

If we now take one of the two standard groups @& plunaluan
family, namely a line of own and collateral sistétisat is, own

sisters’ children in the first, second or third =g, together with
their children and their own collateral brotherstba mother’s side
(who, according to our assumption, are not thegblands), we have
the exact circle of persons whom we later find asnimers of a gens,
in the original form of that institution. They dtlave a common
ancestral mother, by virtue of their descent frohom the female
offspring in each generation are sisters. The mddbaf these
sisters, however, can no longer be their brothedstlaerefore cannot
be descended from the same ancestral mother; agerstg they do

not belong to the same consanguine group, the [Ees. The
children of these sisters, however, do belong i® ghoup, because
descent on the mother’s side alone counts, sinalite is certain.
As soon as the ban had been established on sexieataurse
between all brothers and sisters, including thetmeraote collateral
relatives on the mother’s side, this group trametx itself into a
gens — that is, it constituted itself a firm circieblood relations in
the female line, between whom marriage was pratdbitand

henceforward by other common institutions of a @loand religious
character it increasingly consolidated and diffeegad itself from

the other gentes of the same tribe. More of therlaVhen we see,
then, that the development of the gens follows,amby necessarily,
but also perfectly naturally from the punaluan fgmwe may

reasonably infer that at one time this form of figraimost certainly

existed among all peoples among whom the presehaentile
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institutions can be proved — that is, practically barbarians and
civilized peoples.

At the time Morgan wrote his book, our knowledge grbup
marriage was still very limited. A little informatn was available
about the group marriages of the Australians, wkeoeverganized in
classes, and Morgan had already, in 1871, publishedeports he
had received concerning the punaluan family in Hawéahe
punaluan family provided, on the one hand, the detap
explanation of the system of consanguinity in foammong the
American Indians, which had been the starting poirall Morgan’s
researches; on the other hand, the origin of th&ianehal gens
could be derived directly from the punaluan famifyrther, the
punaluan family represented a much higher stagdewélopment
than the Australian classificatory system. It iser#diore
comprehensible that Morgan should have regardedsit the
necessary stage of development before pairing aggrrand should
believe it to have been general in earlier timesc&then we have
become acquainted with a number of other formgofijg marriage,
and we now know that Morgan here went too far. Hewgein his
punaluan family he had had the good fortune tkestthe highest,
the classic form of group marriage, from which thensition to a
higher stage can be explained most simply.

For the most important additions to our knowledge gooup
marriage we are indebted to the English missionamyimer Fison,
who for years studied this form of the family iis itlassic home,
Australia. He found the lowest stage of developmemibng the
Australian aborigines of Mount Gambier in South #aiga. Here
the whole tribe is divided into two great exogamal&@sses or
moieties, Kroki and Kumite. Sexual intercourse witBach of these
moieties is strictly forbidden; on the other haedery man in the

50



Rows

Collection

one moiety is the husband by birth of every womarthie other
moiety and she is by birth his wife. Not the indwals, but the
entire groups are married, moiety with moiety. Aoloserve that
there is no exclusion on the ground of differenctage or particular
degrees of affinity, except such as is entailedhgydivision of the
tribe into two exogamous classes. A Kroki has e¥amnite woman
lawfully to wife; but, as his own daughter accoglim mother-right
is also a Kumite, being the daughter of a Kumitanan, she is by
birth the wife of every Kroki, including, therefqrieer father. At any
rate, there is no bar against this in the orgalmi@anhto moieties as
we know it. Either, then, this organization arosa dime when, in
spite of the obscure impulse towards the restnictd inbreeding,
sexual intercourse between parents and childrenstilasot felt to
be particularly horrible — in which case the moisyytem must have
originated directly out of a state of sexual pramit/; or else
intercourse between parents and children was airatidden by
custom when the moieties arose, and in that caseptisent
conditions point back to the consanguine family aralthe first step
beyond it. The latter is more probable. There aog¢, mo my
knowledge, any instances from Australia of sexuathabitation
between parents and children, and as a rule thex farm of
exogamy, the matriarchal gens, also tacitly presspp the
prohibition of this relationship as already in ferawvhen the gens
came into being.

The system of two moieties is found, not only atudoGambier in
South Australia, but also on the Darling River lfiert to the east and
in Queensland in the northeast; it is thereforeelyidlistributed. It
excludes marriages only between brothers and sjstetween the
children of brothers and between the children stess on the
mother's side, because these belong to the sanatymibie children
of sisters and brothers, however, may marry. Ahenristep towards
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the prevention of inbreeding was taken by the Karuil on the
Darling River in New South Wales; the two origimabieties are
split up into four, and again each of these fowatieas is married en
bloc to another. The first two sections are husbamtl wives of one
another by birth; according to whether the mothelohged to the
first or second section, the children go into thiedt or fourth; the
children of these last two sections, which are asoried to one
another, come again into the first and second @etiThus one
generation always belongs to the first and secewctians, the next
to the third and fourth, and the generation aftat to the first and
second again. Under this system, first cousingtiermother’s side)
cannot be man and wife, but second cousins cars péculiarly
complicated arrangement is made still more intechy having
matriarchal gentes grafted onto it (at any rater)atout we cannot
go into the details of this now. What is signifitas how the urge
towards the prevention of inbreeding asserts itsg#in and again,
feeling its way, however, quite instinctively, wailt clear
consciousness of its aim.

Group marriage which in these instances from Aliatrs still
marriage of sections, mass marriage of an entictioseof men,
often scattered over the whole continent, with goadly widely
distributed section of women — this group marriaggen close at
hand, does not look quite so terrible as the pimeés, whose minds
cannot get beyond brothels, imagine it to be. Gndbontrary, for
years its existence was not even suspected andndwasquite
recently been questioned again. All that the sipalfobserver sees
in group marriage is a loose form of monogamousriage, here
and there polygyny, and occasional infidelitiestakes years, as it
took Fison and Howlett, to discover beneath theagiage customs,
which in their actual practice should seem almashiliar to the
average European, their controlling law: the law wkich the
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Australian aborigine, wandering hundreds of milesrf his home
among people whose language he does not understewettheless
often finds in every camp and every tribe women wdige
themselves to him without resistance and withosemément; the
law by which the man with several wives gives opefar the night
to his guest. Where the European sees immoralylanlessness,
strict law rules in reality. The women belong te tmarriage group
of the stranger, and therefore they are his wiwebitih; that same
law of custom which gives the two to one anothebifts under
penalty of outlawry all intercourse outside the nagre groups that
belong together. Even when wives are capturedeagsiéntly occurs
in many places, the law of the exogamous classsesllicarefully
observed.

Marriage by capture, it may be remarked, alreadyvshsigns of the
transition to monogamous marriage, at least infée of pairing
marriage. When the young man has captured or agdiacgirl, with
the help of his friends, she is enjoyed by all lkeérh in turn, but
afterwards she is regarded as the wife of the yomam who
instigated her capture. If, on the other hand, dhptured woman
runs away from her husband and is caught by anatieer, she
becomes his wife and the first husband loses giggi Thus while
group marriage continues to exist as the generai,feide by side
with group marriage and within it exclusive relaships begin to
form, pairings for a longer or shorter period, afsulygyny; thus
group marriage is dying out here, too, and the gulgstion is which
will disappear first under European influence: granarriage or the
Australian aborigines who practice it. Marriage wen entire
sections, as it prevails in Australia, is in angea very low and
primitive form of group marriage, whereas the puaal family, so
far as we know, represents its highest stage oéldpment. The
former appears to be the form corresponding tostheal level of
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vagrant savages, while the latter already preswgspaoslatively

permanent settlements of communistic communitied &ads

immediately to the successive higher phase of dewednt. But we

shall certainly find more than one intermediatgysthetween these
two forms; here lies a newly discovered field afearch which is

still almost completely unexplored.

Footnotes

[1] There can no longer be any doubt that the trateshvBachofen
thought he had found of unrestricted sexual inte®®, or what he
calls “spontaneous generation in the slime,” gokb&x group
marriage. “If Bachofen considers these punaluan riages
‘lawless,” a man of that period would consider mafsthe present-
day marriages between near and remote cousinseofather’'s or
mother's side to be incestuous, as being marribgaéseen blood
brothers and sisters.” (Marx.)
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II. The Family
3. The Pairing Family

A certain amount of pairing, for a longer or shoperiod, already
occurred in group marriage or even earlier; the haha chief wife
among his many wives (one can hardly yet speakfa¥arite wife),
and for her he was the most important among hebdnds. This
fact has contributed considerably to the confusioh the
missionaries, who have regarded group marriage tSoe® as
promiscuous community of wives, sometimes as ufdatiddultery.
But these customary pairings were bound to growenstable as the
gens developed and the classes of “brothers” aistefs” between
whom marriage was impossible became more numerdbs.
impulse given by the gens to the prevention of rager between
blood relatives extended still further. Thus amdmg Iroquois and
most of the other Indians at the lower stage dbdéasm we find that
marriage is prohibited between all relatives enatest in their
system — which includes several hundred degredsnship. The
increasing complication of these prohibitions mgdeup marriages
more and more impossible; they were displaced ey ghiring
family. In this stage, one man lives with one woménut the
relationship is such that polygamy and occasiontdielity remain
the right of the men, even though for economicaragpolygamy is
rare, while from the woman the strictest fidelitg generally
demanded throughout the time she lives with the,raad adultery
on her part is cruelly punished. The marriage &a, dhowever, be
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easily dissolved by either partner; after sepamnatibe children still
belong, as before, to the mother alone.

In this ever extending exclusion of blood relativesn the bond of
marriage, natural selection continues its workMirgan’s words:

The influence of the new practice, which broughtelated persons into the
marriage relation, tended to create a more vigosiask physically and
mentally.... When two advancing tribes, with stramgntal and physical
characters, are brought together and blended im® people by the
accidents of barbarous life, the new skull and rbraould widen and
lengthen to the sum of the capabilities of both.

[Morgan, Op. cit., p. 468. — Ed.]

Tribes with gentile constitution were thus boundyton supremacy
over more backward tribes, or else to carry theanglby their
example.

Thus the history of the family in primitive time®rsists in the
progressive narrowing of the circle, originally emting the whole
tribe, within which the two sexes have a commonjugal relation.
The continuous exclusion, first of nearer, thennaire and more
remote relatives, and at last even of relativesmiayriage, ends by
making any kind of group marriage practically imgibte. Finally,
there remains only the single, still loosely linkeair, the molecule
with whose dissolution marriage itself ceases. Thigself shows
what a small part individual sex-love, in the madeense of the
word, played in the rise of monogamy. Yet strongeoof is
afforded by the practice of all peoples at thigstaf development.
Whereas in the earlier forms of the family men méaeked women,
but, on the contrary, had too many rather thanfé®g women had
now become scarce and highly sought after. Henee with the
pairing marriage that there begins the capture pmthase of
women — widespread symptoms, but no more than smtof the
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much deeper change that had occurred. These sympiomre
methods of procuring wives, the pedantic Scot, Muelam, has
transmogrified into special classes of families emthe names of
“marriage by capture” and “marriage by purchasen” general,
whether among the American Indians or other peofaethe same
stage), the conclusion of a marriage is the affaat of the two
parties concerned, who are often not consultedlabat of their
mothers. Two persons entirely unknown to each aherften thus
affianced; they only learn that the bargain hasitstaick when the
time for marrying approaches. Before the weddirg hhidegroom
gives presents to the bride's gentile relatives tftose on the
mother's side, therefore, not to the father andrdletions), which
are regarded as gift payments in return for the gire marriage is
still terminable at the desire of either partnent lhmong many
tribes, the Iroquois, for example, public opiniomashgradually
developed against such separations; when diffeseanse between
husband and wife, the gens relatives of both pestract as
mediators, and only if these efforts prove frudle®mes a separation
take place, the wife then keeping the children esxch partner being
free to marry again.

The pairing family, itself too weak and unstable nmake an
independent household necessary or even desirablap wise
destroys the communistic household inherited frarlier times.
Communistic housekeeping, however, means the sw@oenof
women in the house; just as the exclusive recagnivf the female
parent, owing to the impossibility of recognizingetmale parent
with certainty, means that the women — the mothesse held in
high respect. One of the most absurd notions taiesr from
eighteenth-century enlightenment is that in theirb@gg of society
woman was the slave of man. Among all savages kh@parians
of the lower and middle stages, and to a certaiangof the upper
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stage also, the position of women is not only fleé,honorable. As
to what it still is in the pairing marriage, let hear the evidence of
Ashur Wright, for many years missionary among thequiois
Senecas:

As to their family system, when occupying the oldnd-houses

[communistic households comprising several fanjiliésis probable that

some one clan [gens] predominated, the women takindiusbands,

however, from the other clans [gentes] .... Usyahlg female portion ruled
the house.... The stores were in common; but waleetduckless husband or
lover who was too shiftless to do his share ofggteviding. No matter how

many children, or whatever goods he might havéninhouse, he might at
any time be ordered to pick up his blanket and budgd after such orders
it would not be healthful for him to attempt to @i®y. The house would be
too hot for him; and ... he must retreat to his alan [gens]; or, as was
often done, go and start a new matrimonial alliamcesome other. The

women were the great power among the clans [gerassgjverywhere else.
They did not hesitate, when occasion requiredkftock off the horns,” as

it was technically called, from the head of a cheéfd send him back to the
ranks of the warriors.

[Quoted by Morgan, Op. cit., P. 464. — Ed.]

The communistic household, in which most or alltieé women
belong to one and the same gens, while the men &amevarious
gentes, is the material foundation of that suprgnwcthe women
which was general in primitive times, and whichisitBachofen’s
third great merit to have discovered. The repoftsravelers and
missionaries, | may add, to the effect that womemoreg savages
and barbarians are overburdened with work in no waytradict

what has been said. The division of labor betwéentivo sexes is
determined by quite other causes than by the pas@f woman in
society. Among peoples where the women have to iarkarder
than we think suitable, there is often much mor& respect for
women than among our Europeans. The lady of catibn,

surrounded by false homage and estranged fromeallirork, has an
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infinitely lower social position than the hard-worg woman of
barbarism, who was regarded among her people eal fady (lady,
frowa, Frau — mistress) and who was also a lagharacter.

Whether pairing marriage has completely supplagtedp marriage
in America today is a question to be decided bgealonvestigation
among the peoples still at the upper stage of sayaq the
northwest, and particularly in South America. Amahg latter, so
many instances of sexual license are related thataan hardly
assume the old group marriage to have been corpletercome
here. At any rate, all traces of it have not ysagdpeared. In at least
forty North American tribes the man who marriesstdest sister has
the right to take all her other sisters as his wige soon as they are
old enough — a relic of the time when a whole lafesisters had
husbands in common. And Bancroft reports of thaamsl of the
California peninsula (upper stage of savagery) i@y have certain
festivals when several “tribes” come together foe purpose of
promiscuous sexual intercourse. These “tribes” dearly gentes,
who preserve in these feasts a dim memory of the tivhen the
women of one gens had all the men of the othehais common
husbands, and conversely. The same custom stiNajse in
Australia. We find among some peoples that the rofden, the
chieftains and the magician-priests, exploit thencwnity of wives
and monopolize most of the women for themselvescatain
festivals and great assemblies of the people, hewelrey have to
restore the old community of women and allow thgiwres to enjoy
themselves with the young men. Westermatdistory of Human
Marriage, 1891, pp. 28, 29) quotes a whole series of itssof
such periodic Saturnalian feasts, when for a shiore the old
freedom of sexual intercourse is again restoredmgtes are given
among the Hos, the Santals, the Punjas and Katdrglia, among
some African peoples, and so forth. Curiously ehoWgestermarck
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draws the conclusion that these are survivals, afothe group
marriage, which he totally rejects, but of the mgtseason which
primitive man had in common with the other animals.

Here we come to Bachofen’s fourth great discoverythe
widespread transitional form between group marriagé pairing.
What Bachofen represents as a penance for thegtemsson of the
old divine laws — the penance by which the womarcimases the
right of chastity — is in fact only a mystical egpsion of the
penance by which the woman buys herself out obtieeommunity
of husbands and acquires the right to give heteetine man only.
This penance consists in a limited surrender: taleyBbnian women
had to give themselves once a year in the temphMyditta; other
peoples of Asia Minor sent their girls for yearsthe temple of
Anaitis, where they had to practice free love Wakorites of their
own choosing before they were allowed to marry.il@mcustoms in
religious disguise are common to almost all Asipgoples between
the Mediterranean and the Ganges. The sacrificatafement by
which the woman purchases her freedom becomesasiogy
lighter in course of time, as Bachofen already diote

Instead of being repeated annually, the offeringnede once only; the
hetaerism of the matrons is succeeded by the lwta@f the maidens;
hetaerism during marriage by hetaerism before engeri surrender to all
without choice by surrender to some.

(Mutterrecht, p. xix.)

Among other peoples the religious disguise is abdersome cases
— among the Thracians, Celts, and others, in dalsimes, many of
the original inhabitants of India, and to this gayong the Malayan
peoples, the South Sea Islanders and many Amelmchans — the
girls enjoy the greatest sexual freedom up to thee tof their

marriage. This is especially the case almost eveeysy in South
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America, as everyone who has gone any distancethtanterior
can testify. Thus AgassizA(Journey in Brazjl Boston and New
York, 1868, p. 266) tells this story of a rich faniof Indian
extraction: when he was introduced to the dauglierasked after
her father, presuming him to be her mother's husbamo was
fighting as an officer in the war against Paraguayt the mother
answered with a smile: "Nao tem pai, e filha dauioa" (She has no
father. She is a child of chance):

It is the way the Indian or half-breed women heligagis speak of their
illegitimate children . . . without an intonatiofi gadness or of blame.... So
far is this from being an unusual case, that... dpposite seems the
exception. Children are frequently quite ignorahtheir parentage. They
know about their mother, for all the care and resgulity falls upon her,
but they have no knowledge of their father; nordibeseem to occur to the
woman that she or her children have any claim upon

What seems strange here to civilized people is Iginipe rule
according to mother-right and in group marriage.

Among other peoples, again, the friends and redatiof the
bridegroom, or the wedding guests, claim theiritiaagal right to
the bride at the wedding itself, and the bridegrsanrn only comes
last; this was the custom in the Balearic Islandd among the
Augilers of Africa in ancient times; it is still gbrved among the
Bareas of Abyssinia. In other cases, an officiakpeage, the head
of the tribe or the gens, cacique, shaman, piesice or whatever
he may be called, represents the community anccisesrthe right
of the first night with the bride. Despite all negrantic
whitewashing, this jus prime noctis still
persists today as a relic of group marriage amoost f the natives
of the Alaska region (Bancroft, Native Races, I8, the Tahus of
North Mexico (Ibid., P. 584) and other peoples; ahdny rate in the
countries originally Celtic, where it was handedvdairectly from
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group marriage, it existed throughout the whole¢hef middle ages,
for example, in Aragon. While in Castile the pedsamere never
serfs, in Aragon there was serfdom of the most shialnkind right
up till the decree of Ferdinand the Catholic in &48his document
states:

We judge and declare that the aforementioned I¢sdgors, barons) ...
when the peasant takes himself a wife, shall neghleep with her on the
first night; nor shall they during the wedding-niglvhen the wife has laid
herself in her bed, step over it and the aforeroaertl wife as a sign of
lordship; nor shall the aforementioned lords usedhughter or the son of
the peasant, with payment or without payment, agaireir will.

(Quoted in the original Catalan by Sugenheim,
Serfdom, Petersburg, 1861, p. 35)

Bachofen is also perfectly right when he consiggemiaintains that
the transition from what he calls “Hetaerism” outSpfzeugung” to
monogamy was brought about primarily through themen. The
more the traditional sexual relations lost the veatiprimitive

character of forest life, owing to the developmemteconomic
conditions with consequent undermining of the admunism and
growing density of population, the more oppressind humiliating
must the women have felt them to be, and the grélaégr longing

for the right of chastity, of temporary or permanerarriage with
one man only, as a way of release. This advanckl ¢t in any
case have originated with the men, if only becaitidgas never
occurred to them, even to this day, to renouncepleasures of
actual group marriage. Only when the women haddirbabout the
transition to pairing marriage were the men abléntmduce strict
monogamy — though indeed only for women.

The first beginnings of the pairing family appeartbe dividing line
between savagery and barbarism; they are genedrallye found
already at the upper stage of savagery, but oatabianot until the
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lower stage of barbarism. The pairing family is tHerm
characteristic of barbarism, as group marriageharacteristic of
savagery and monogamy of civilization. To develbgurther, to
strict monogamy, other causes were required thasetlwe have
found active hitherto. In the single pair the growps already
reduced to its final unit, its two-atom moleculeieoman and one
woman. Natural selection, with its progressive esidns from the
marriage community, had accomplished its task;etlveais nothing
more for it to do in this direction. Unless newcisb forces came
into play, there was no reason why a new form afilfa should
arise from the single pair. But these new forcescdime into play.

We now leave America, the classic soil of the pgirfamily. No
sign allows us to conclude that a higher form ahifg developed
here, or that there was ever permanent monogamwhesmg in
America prior to its discovery and conquest. But o in the Old
World.

Here the domestication of animals and the breedingerds had
developed a hitherto unsuspected source of wealth @eated
entirely new social relations. Up to the lower stagf barbarism,
permanent wealth had consisted almost solely okd&oulothing,
crude ornaments and the tools for obtaining angasneg food —
boat, weapons, and domestic utensils of the simngied. Food had
to be won afresh day by day. Now, with their headshorses,
camels, asses, cattle, sheep, goats, and pigagdttaacing pastoral
peoples — the Semites on the Euphrates and thesTemnd the
Aryans in the Indian country of the Five Streaman(Bb), in the
Ganges region, and in the steppes then much maradabtly
watered of the Oxus and the Jaxartes — had acqoiiogeerty which
only needed supervision and the rudest care tmdepe itself in
steadily increasing quantities and to supply thetnatoundant food
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in the form of milk and meat. All former means abguring food
now receded into the background; hunting, formexlyecessity,
now became a luxury.

But to whom did this new wealth belong? Originatty the gens,
without a doubt. Private property in herds mustenalveady started
at an early period, however. It is difficult to safjether the author
of the so-called first book of Moses regarded thgigrch Abraham
as the owner of his herds in his own right as hehd family
community or by right of his position as actualddtary head of a
gens. What is certain is that we must not thinkiaf as a property
owner in the modern sense of the word. And it $® aertain that at
the threshold of authentic history we already fitite herds
everywhere separately owned by heads of familesya the artistic
products of barbarism — metal implements, luxurticles and,
finally, the human cattle — the slaves.

For now slavery had also been invented. To the dvanb of the
lower stage, a slave was valueless. Hence thertesatof defeated
enemies by the American Indians was quite diffefesrh that at a
higher stage. The men were killed or adopted athérs into the
tribe of the victors; the women were taken as wigetherwise
adopted with their surviving children. At this staguman labor-
power still does not produce any considerable ssrmgver and
above its maintenance costs. That was no longecake after the
introduction of cattle-breeding, metalworking, weey and, lastly,
agriculture. just as the wives whom it had formdrgen so easy to
obtain had now acquired an exchange value and beerght, so also
with the forces of labor, particularly since thadsehad definitely
become family possessions. The family did not mbitso rapidly
as the cattle. More people were needed to look #ftam; for this
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purpose use could be made of the enemies captored, who
could also be bred just as easily as the cattiasbb/es.

Once it had passed into the private possessioanoiiés and there
rapidly begun to augment, this wealth dealt a se\dow to the

society founded on pairing marriage and the mainar gens.
Pairing marriage had brought a new element intdahely. By the

side of the natural mother of the child it placesl matural and
attested father, with a better warrant of patermptgpbably, than that
of many a “father” today. According to the divisiofh labor within

the family at that time, it was the man’s part twaon food and the
instruments of labor necessary for the purpose.thdeefore also
owned the instruments of labor, and in the evenhwsband and
wife separating, he took them with him, just as séeined her
household goods. Therefore, according to the satisilom of the
time, the man was also the owner of the new soofceibsistence,
the cattle, and later of the new instruments obiakhe slaves. But
according to the custom of the same society, hislreim could not
inherit from him. For as regards inheritance, tlosijon was as
follows:

At first, according to mother-right — so long, tefare, as descent
was reckoned only in the female line — and accagyrtinthe original
custom of inheritance within the gens, the genmglatives inherited
from a deceased fellow member of their gens. Hop@rty had to
remain within the gens. His effects being insigfit, they
probably always passed in practice to his nearestilg relations —
that is, to his blood relations on the mother'®sithe children of
the dead man, however, did not belong to his geuasto that of
their mother; it was from her that they inheritedl first conjointly
with her other blood relations, later perhaps witints of priority;
they could not inherit from their father, becauseytdid not belong
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to his gens, within which his property had to remaiVhen the
owner of the herds died, therefore, his herds waadirst to his
brothers and sisters and to his sister’s childoeno the issue of his
mother’s sisters. But his own children were disnitbd.

Thus, on the one hand, in proportion as wealthes®ed, it made the
man’s position in the family more important thae thoman’s, and
on the other hand created an impulse to explog $tiengthened
position in order to overthrow, in favor of his Ikchen, the
traditional order of inheritance. This, however,swepossible so
long as descent was reckoned according to motbet-rMother-
right, therefore, had to be overthrown, and ovesthr it was. This
was by no means so difficult as it looks to us yod&or this
revolution — one of the most decisive ever expeednby humanity
— could take place without disturbing a single afethe living
members of a gens. All could remain as they wersimple decree
sufficed that in the future the offspring of thelenemembers should
remain within the gens, but that of the female $thtwe excluded by
being transferred to the gens of their father. Taekoning of
descent in the female line and the matriarchal ¢dwnheritance
were thereby overthrown, and the male line of detsend the
paternal law of inheritance were substituted fenth As to how and
when this revolution took place among civilized ples, we have no
knowledge. It falls entirely within prehistoric tes. But that it did
take place is more than sufficiently proved by dbendant traces of
mother-right which have been collected, particyldy Bachofen.
How easily it is accomplished can be seen in a &tsdries of
American Indian tribes, where it has only recetdalen place and is
still taking place under the influence, partly n€ieasing wealth and
a changed mode of life (transference from forespitairie), and
partly of the moral pressure of civilization andseionaries. Of eight
Missouri tribes, six observe the male line of dese@ad inheritance,
two still observe the female. Among the Shawneegnhé and
Delawares the custom has grown up of giving théddm a gentile
name of their father's gens in order to transfemthnto it, thus
enabling them to inherit from him.
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Man“s innate casuistry! To change things by chaggireir names! And to
find loopholes for violating tradition while maimténg tradition, when
direct interest supplied sufficient impulse. (Marx.

The result was hopeless confusion, which could dr@yremedied
and to a certain extent was remedied by the tiangiv father-right.
“In general, this seems to be the most naturalsitian.” (Marx.)
For the theories proffered by comparative jurispnue regarding
the manner in which this change was effected antbagcivilized
peoples of the Old World — though they are almase fhypotheses
see M. KovalevskyTableau des origines et de l'evolution de la
famille et de la proprieteStockholm, 1890.

The overthrow of mother-right was the world histatidefeat of the
female sex. The man took command in the home #igowoman

was degraded and reduced to servitude, she betanstave of his
lust and a mere instrument for the production ofdcén. This

degraded position of the woman, especially congpistamong the
Greeks of the heroic and still more of the cladsage, has gradually
been palliated and glozed over, and sometimesedoih a milder
form; in no sense has it been abolished.

The establishment of the exclusive supremacy ofiba shows its effects
first in the patriarchal family, which now emerges an intermediate form.
Its essential characteristic is not polygyny, ofickhmore later, but “the
organization of a number of persons, bond and frge,a family, under
paternal power, for the purpose of holding landasl for the care of flocks
and herds.... (In the Semitic form) the chiefsleast, lived in polygamy....
Those held to servitude, and those employed asasexvlived in the
marriage relation.”

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 474]

Its essential features are the incorporation ofamipersons, and
paternal power; hence the perfect type of this fofnflamily is the
Roman. The original meaning of the word “familyaifilia) is not
that compound of sentimentality and domestic swiféch forms the
ideal of the present-day philistine; among the Rasnia did not at
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first even refer to the married pair and their dtgh, but only to the
slaves. Famulus means domestic slave, and fanslithe total
number of slaves belonging to one man. As latbasitne of Gaius,
the familia, id est patrimonium (family, that i$et patrimony, the
inheritance) was bequeathed by will. The term waented by the
Romans to denote a new social organism, whose hded over
wife and children and a number of slaves, and weassted under
Roman paternal power with rights of life and deatkr them all.

This term, therefore, is no older than the irordcfamily system of the
Latin tribes, which came in after field agricultuend after legalized
servitude, as well as after the separation of Greekl Latins.

[Morgan, Op. cit., p. 478]
Marx adds:

The modern family contains in germ not only slavégrvitus), but also
serfdom, since from the beginning it is relatedagsicultural services. It
contains in miniature all the contradictions whiaeker extend throughout
society and its state.

Such a form of family shows the transition of therimg family to
monogamy. In order to make certain of the wife’'defity and
therefore of the paternity of the children, shedadivered over
unconditionally into the power of the husband; &f kills her, he is
only exercising his rights.

With the patriarchal family, we enter the field wfitten history a
field where comparative jurisprudence can give &ble help. And it
has in fact brought an important advance in oumkedge. We owe
to Maxim Kovalevsky Tableau etc. de la mine et de propriete
Stockholm, 1890, pp. 60-100), the proof that therigehal
household community, as we still find it today amdhe Serbs and
the Bulgars under the name of zadruga (which maydoghly
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translated "bond of friendship™) or bratstvo (beathood), and in a
modified form among the Oriental peoples, formee tansitional

stage between the matriarchal family deriving frgraup marriage
and the single family of the modern world. For thalized peoples

of the OId World, for the Aryans and Semites at eatg, this seems
to be established.

The Southern Slav zadruga provides the best instaficsuch a
family community still in actual existence. It conges several
generations of the descendants of one father, Hegetith their

wives, who all live together in one homestead,iaté their fields

in common, feed and clothe themselves from a comstock, and

possess in common the surplus from their labor. ddremunity is

under the supreme direction of the head of thedn@dismacin), who
acts as its representative outside, has the rigkélt minor objects,
and controls the funds, for which, as for the ragarganization of
business, he is responsible. He is elected, and not at all

necessary that he should be the oldest in the comyn@rhe women

and their work are under the control of the mistre$ the house
(domacica), who is generally the wife of the doma&he also has
an important and often a decisive voice in the ohoif husbands for
the girls. Supreme power rests, however, with #meilfy council, the

assembly of all the adult members of the househladinen as well

as men. To this assembly the master of the houskere account; it
takes all important decisions, exercises jurisdictiover the

members, decides on sales and purchases of anyrtanpe,

especially of land and so on.

It is only within the last ten years or so that lsugreat family
communities have been proved to be still in existan Russia; it is
now generally recognized that they are as firmlpted in the
customs of the Russian people as the obshchina ilages
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community. They appear in the oldest Russian cddewes, the
Pravda of Yaroslav, under the same name as in #heddan laws
(vervj), and references to them can also be traoneBolish and
Czech historical sources.

Among the Germans also, according to Heudlestiutionen des
deutschen Rechisthe economic unit was originally not the single
family in the modern sense, but the “house commuinivhich
consisted of several generations or several siiaghies, and often
enough included unfree persons as well. The Roraamlyf is now
also considered to have originated from this typ® consequently
the absolute power of the father of the house, thiedcomplete
absence of rights among the other members of théyfan relation
to him, have recently been strongly questioneds Rupposed that
similar family communities also existed among thedt€in Ireland,;
in France, under the name of parconneries, theyivad in
Nivernais until the French Revolution, and in therf€he Comte
they have not completely died out even today [18B84the district
of Louhans (Saone et Loire) large peasant housesbeaseen in
which live several generations of the same fantlig house has a
lofty common hall reaching to the roof, and surming it the
sleeping-rooms, to which stairs of six or eighpstgive access.

In India, the household community with common aaition of the
land is already mentioned by Nearchus in the tiln&lexander the
Great, and it still exists today in the same regiorthe Punjab and
the whole of northwest India. Kovalevsky was hirhsélle to prove
its existence in the Caucasus. In Algeria it swsivamong the
Kabyles. It is supposed to have occurred even ireriga, and the
calpullis which Zurita describes in old Mexico hdween identified
with it; on the other hand, Cunow has proved faalgarly (in the
journalAusland 1890, Nos. 42-44) that in Peru at the time of the
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conguest there was a form of constitution basednarks (called,
curiously enough, marca), with periodical allotmetarable land
and consequently with individual tillage. In anyseathe patriarchal
household community with common ownership and commo
cultivation of the land now assumes an entirelfedént significance
than hitherto. We can no longer doubt the imponent it played, as
a transitional form between the matriarchal famalyd the single
family, among civilized and other peoples of thel World. Later
we will return to the further conclusion drawn bgwalevsky that it
was also the transitional form out of which develdphe village, or
mark, community with individual tillage and the alhent, first
periodical and then permanent, of arable and pasind.

With regard to the family life within these commities, it must be

observed that at any rate in Russia the masteheohbuse has a
reputation for violently abusing his position to@srthe younger
women of the community, especially his daughtertim whom he

often converts into his harem; the Russian folkgsohave more
than a little to say about this.

Before we go on to monogamy, which developed rgprdth the
overthrow of mother-right, a few words about polggyand
polyandry. Both forms can only be exceptions, mis&d luxury
products, as it were, unless they occur side bg sidthe same
country, which is, of course, not the case. Asiem excluded from
polygyny cannot console themselves with the woneénolver from
polyandry, and as hitherto, regardless of socialitiutions, the
number of men and women has been fairly equak mhviously
impossible for either of these forms of marriagéecelevated to the
general form. Polygyny on the part of one individoan was, in
fact, obviously a product of slavery and confinedtfew people in
exceptional positions. In the Semitic patriarchahily it was only
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the patriarch himself, and a few of his sons attmmwho lived in
polygyny; the rest had to content themselves with wife. This still
holds throughout the whole of the Orient; polygysythe privilege
of the wealthy and of the nobility, the women betiagruited chiefly
through purchase as slaves; the mass of the pedome in

monogamy.

A similar exception is the polyandry of India anihdt, the origin of
which in group marriage requires closer examinatoa would
certainly prove interesting. It seems to be muchiereasy-going in
practice than the jealous harems of the Mohammeddreny rate,
among the Nairs in India, where three or four mameha wife in
common, each of them can have a second wife in @ymwith
another three or more men, and similarly a third arfourth and so
on. It is a wonder that McLennan did not discovethiese marriage
clubs, to several of which one could belong andctvthe himself
describes, a new class of club marriage! This mgericlub system,
however, is not real polyandry at all; on the cantr as Giraud-
Teulon has already pointed out, it is a specialith of group
marriage; the men live in polygyny, the women iypadry.
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II. The Family

4. The Monogamous Family

It develops out of the pairing family, as previgushown, in the
transitional period between the upper and middlagest of
barbarism; its decisive victory is one of the si¢imat civilization is
beginning. It is based on the supremacy of the nta@,express
purpose being to produce children of undisputecerpéy; such
paternity is demanded because these children tettacome into
their father's property as his natural heirs. Idistinguished from
pairing marriage by the much greater strength efrfarriage tie,
which can no longer be dissolved at either pargnersh. As a rule,
it is now only the man who can dissolve it, and gway his wife.
The right of conjugal infidelity also remains sesdito him, at any
rate by custom (the Code Napoleon explicitly acsortdto the
husband as long as he does not bring his concuitime¢he house),
and as social life develops he exercises his mgbte and more;
should the wife recall the old form of sexual lé@d attempt to
revive it, she is punished more severely than ever.

We meet this new form of the family in all its satye among the
Greeks. While the position of the goddesses irr thigithology, as
Marx points out, brings before us an earlier pevidakn the position
of women was freer and more respected, in the tege we find
the woman already being humiliated by the domimatb the man
and by competition from girl slaves. Note how Tedmimus in the
Odyssey silences his mothghe reference is to a passage where
Telemachus, son of Odysseus and Penelope, telimdtiser to get on with
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her weaving and leave the men to mind their owriness — Ed.Jn Homer
young women are booty and are handed over to #espie of the
conguerors, the handsomest being picked by the emdens in
order of rank; the entire lliad, it will be remembd, turns on the
guarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon over one of thelages. If a
hero is of any importance, Homer also mentionsctmive girl with
whom he shares his tent and his bed. These ginle also taken
back to Greece and brought under the same roohewife, as
Cassandra was brought by Agamemnon in Zschylus;sdims
begotten of them received a small share of thermatéenheritance
and had the full status of freemen. Teucer, fotamse, is a natural
son of Telamon by one of these slaves and hasgheto use his
father's name. The legitimate wife was expectegubup with all
this, but herself to remain strictly chaste andhfai. In the heroic
age a Greek woman is, indeed, more respected ihtie iperiod of
civilization, but to her husband she is after allhing but the mother
of his legitimate children and heirs, his chief sekeeper and the
supervisor of his female slaves, whom he can ares dake as
concubines if he so fancies. It is the existencglafery side by side
with monogamy, the presence of young, beautifutedabelonging
unreservedly to the man, that stamps monogamy fitoenvery
beginning with its specific character of monogaroy the woman
only, but not for the man. And that is the charatttstill has today.

Coming to the later Greeks, we must distinguistwben Dorians
and lonians. Among the former — Sparta is the dassample —
marriage relations are in some ways still more ackhan even in
Homer. The recognized form of marriage in Sparta @&gpairing
marriage, modified according to the Spartan congegptof the state,
in which there still survived vestiges of group nmege. Childless
marriages were dissolved; King Anaxandridas (abék@ B.C.),
whose first wife was childless, took a second araptktwo
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households; about the same time, King Ariston, wiaa two
unfruitful wives, took a third, but dismissed orfdlwe other two. On
the other hand, several brothers could have a wifeommon; a
friend who preferred his friend’s wife could shé&er with him; and
it was considered quite proper to place one’s waifthe disposal of a
sturdy “stallion,” as Bismarck would say, even & kvas not a
citizen. A passage in Plutarch, where a Spartan amonefers an
importunate wooer to her husband, seems to indieatsrding to
Schamann, even greater freedom. Real adulteryetsedidelity by
the woman without the husband’s knowledge, wasetbes unheard
of. On the other hand, domestic slavery was unkniw@8parta, at
least during its best period; the unfree helotsevgsgregated on the
estates and the Spartans were therefore less w@nptéake the
helots’ wives. Inevitably in these conditions womleeld a much
more honored position in Sparta than anywhere ipl§&reece. The
Spartan women and the elite of the Athenian hetama the only
Greek women of whom the ancients speak with respedtwhose
words they thought it worth while to record.

The position is quite different among the loniahsre Athens is
typical. Girls only learned spinning, weaving, asewing, and at
most a little reading and writing. They lived mase less behind
locked doors and had no company except other woriiée.

women’s apartments formed a separate part of thusdjoon the
upper floor or at the back, where men, especisilgngers, could not
easily enter, and to which the women retired whem wisited the
house. They never went out without being accompioyea female
slave; indoors they were kept under regular guamktophanes
speaks of Molossian dogs kept to frighten away taders, and, at
any rate in the Asiatic towns, eunuchs were empuldagekeep watch
over the women — making and exporting eunuchs wasdustry in

Chios as early as Herodotus’ time, and, accordmng@g/achsmuth, it
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was not only the barbarians who bought the sugphEuripides a

woman is called an oikourema, a thing (the worchesiter) for

looking after the house, and, apart from her bssinef bearing
children, that was all she was for the Athenianis-dhief female

domestic servant. The man had his athletics angub$ic business,
from which women were barred; in addition, he oftead female

slaves at his disposal and during the most floumgsdays of Athens
an extensive system of prostitution which the stdleast favored. It
was precisely through this system of prostitutioat the only Greek
women of personality were able to develop, and dquae that

intellectual and artistic culture by which they rstaout as high
above the general level of classical womanhood has Spartan
women by their qualities of character. But that@man had to be a
hetaira before she could be a woman is the worsiermnation of

the Athenian family.

This Athenian family became in time the accepteddehofor
domestic relations, not only among the lonians,tbwgn increasing
extent among all the Greeks of the mainland andnie$ also. But,
in spite of locks and guards, Greek women foundntgleof
opportunity for deceiving their husbands. The nweng would have
been ashamed to show any love for their wives, athtisemselves
by all sorts of love affairs with hetairai; but shilegradation of the
women was avenged on the men and degraded themmtithidoey
fell into the abominable practice of sodomy andrddgd alike their
gods and themselves with the myth of Ganymede.

This is the origin of monogamy as far as we caoetiitback among
the most civilized and highly developed people miicuity. It was
not in any way the fruit of individual sex-love, twviwhich it had
nothing whatever to do; marriages remained as bafarriages of
convenience. It was the first form of the familylte based, not on
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natural, but on economic conditions — on the victof private
property over primitive, natural communal properfthe Greeks
themselves put the matter quite frankly: the saldusive aims of
monogamous marriage were to make the man suprethe family,
and to propagate, as the future heirs to his wedadtiildren
indisputably his own. Otherwise, marriage was adbaoy a duty
which had to be performed, whether one liked ithot, to gods,
state, and one’s ancestors. In Athens the law edgcdom the man
not only marriage but also the performance of aimmum of so-
called conjugal duties.

Thus when monogamous marriage first makes its appea in
history, it is not as the reconciliation of man amoiman, still less as
the highest form of such a reconciliation. Quitee thontrary.
Monogamous marriage comes on the scene as thegatibju of the
one sex by the other; it announces a struggle leetwke sexes
unknown throughout the whole previous prehistoadg. In an old
unpublished manuscript, written by Marx and myselfL846, The
reference here is to tif@erman Ideologypublished after Engels’ death —
Ed.] | find the words: “The first division of labor that between man
and woman for the propagation of children.” Andapd can add:
The first class opposition that appears in histmincides with the
development of the antagonism between man and woman
monogamous marriage, and the first class oppressimtides with
that of the female sex by the male. Monogamous iag@rwas a
great historical step forward; nevertheless, togretith slavery and
private wealth, it opens the period that has lastetl today in
which every step forward is also relatively a dte@pkward, in which
prosperity and development for some is won throighmisery and
frustration of others. It is the cellular form olviized society, in
which the nature of the oppositions and contraghdifully active in
that society can be already studied.
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The old comparative freedom of sexual intercourgenb means
disappeared with the victory of pairing marriage even of
monogamous marriage:

The old conjugal system, now reduced to narrowmitdi by the gradual
disappearance of the punaluan groups, still engiafdhe advancing family,
which it was to follow to the verge of civilizatian It finally disappeared in
the new form of hetaerism, which still follows mamdk in civilization as a
dark shadow upon the family.

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 511 — Ed.]

By “hetaerism” Morgan understands the practicegexigtent with
monogamous marriage, of sexual intercourse betwaen and
unmarried women outside marriage, which, as we kritmwrishes
in the most varied forms throughout the whole kb civilization
and develops more and more into open prostitufitis hetaerism
derives quite directly from group marriage, frone theremonial
surrender by which women purchased the right ofstifya
Surrender for money was at first a religious dctook place in the
temple of the goddess of love, and the money allyirwent into
the temple treasury. The temple slaves of Anaiti8rimenia and of
Aphrodite in Corinth, like the sacred dancing-giaigsached to the
temples of India, the so-called bayaderes (the wsadcorruption of
the Portuguese word bailadeira, meaning female efgnwere the
first prostitutes. Originally the duty of every wam this surrender
was later performed by these priestesses alonepassentatives of
all other women. Among other peoples, hetaerisnvegifrom the
sexual freedom allowed to girls before marriaggaim therefore, a
relic of group marriage, but handed down in a déf¢ way. With
the rise of the inequality of property — alreadythat upper stage of
barbarism, therefore — wage-labor appears spotfdaide by side
with slave labor, and at the same time, as itsgseeg correlate, the
professional prostitution of free women side byesmdth the forced
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surrender of the slave. Thus the heritage whiclugmarriage has
bequeathed to civilization is double-edged, just eagrything

civilization brings forth is double-edged, doubtexgued, divided
against itself, contradictory: here monogamy, thestaerism, with
its most extreme form, prostitution. For hetaerimmas much a
social institution as any other; it continues the sexual freedom —
to the advantage of the men. Actually not merelgréded, but gaily
practiced, by the ruling classes particularly, 9t dondemned in
words. But in reality this condemnation never fadls the men
concerned, but only on the women; they are despieddutcast, in
order that the unconditional supremacy of men dtkherfemale sex
may be once more proclaimed as a fundamental |so©éty.

But a second contradiction thus develops within ogamous
marriage itself. At the side of the husband who eliighes his
existence with hetaerism stands the neglected Wifie. one cannot
have one side of this contradiction without theeotlany more than
a man has a whole apple in his hand after eatitigBw that seems
to have been the husbands’ notion, until their wiv@ught them
better. With monogamous marriage, two constantasotjipes,
unknown hitherto, make their appearance on theeseethe wife’s
attendant lover and the cuckold husband. The husblaad won the
victory over the wives, but the vanquished magnanisty provided
the crown. Together with monogamous marriage artdehism,
adultery became an unavoidable social institutiomenounced,
severely penalized, but impossible to suppressest, the certain
paternity of the children rested on moral convictas before, and to
solve the insoluble contradiction the Code NapaleArt- 312,
decreed: “L’enfant confu pendant le marriage a gmre le mari,”
the father of a child conceived during marriagthes husband. Such
is the final result of three thousand years of ngamoous marriage.
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Thus, wherever the monogamous family remains tuts thistorical
origin and clearly reveals the antagonism betwéenman and the
woman expressed in the man’s exclusive suprema®@ihibits in
miniature the same oppositions and contradicti@thase in which
society has been moving, without power to resolveowercome
them, ever since it split into classes at the begmof civilization. |
am speaking here, of course, only of those casemamfogamous
marriage where matrimonial life actually proceedsoading to the
original character of the whole institution, butevl the wife rebels
against the husband’s supremacy. Not all marriag®esout thus, as
nobody knows better than the German philistine, \wlie no more
assert his rule in the home than he can in the,saatd whose wife,
with every right, wears the trousers he is unwodhyBut, to make
up for it, he considers himself far above his Fhenompanion in
misfortune, to whom, oftener than to him, somethigch worse
happens.

However, monogamous marriage did not by any megpeaa
always and everywhere in the classically harsh firtaok among
the Greeks. Among the Romans, who, as future wanitjuerors,
had a larger, if a less fine, vision than the Gse@&komen were freer
and more respected. A Roman considered that higpofdife and
death over his wife sufficiently guaranteed her jegal fidelity.
Here, moreover, the wife equally with the husbandla dissolve
the marriage at will. But the greatest progresthandevelopment of
individual marriage certainly came with the entdytoe Germans
into history, and for the reason that the German -account of their
poverty, very probably — were still at a stage eheronogamy
seems not yet to have become perfectly distinctnfrpairing
marriage. We infer this from three facts mentiobgdrl acitus. First,
though marriage was held in great reverence — “thegtent
themselves with one wife, the women live hedgedndowvith
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chastity” — polygamy was the rule for the distirshed members
and the leaders of the tribe, a condition of thisgsilar to that
among the Americans, where pairing marriage was Hhle.
Secondly, the transition from mother-right to fathight could only
have been made a short time previously, for thehbroon the
mother’s side -the nearest gentile male relati@o@tng to mother-
right — was still considered almost closer of kivart the father,
corresponding again to the standpoint of the Ana@ri¢ndians,
among whom Marx, as he often said, found the keythe
understanding of our own primitive age. And, thirdvomen were
greatly respected among the Germans, and alscentfal in public
affairs, which is in direct contradiction to thepsemacy of men in
monogamy. In almost all these points the Germamseagith the
Spartans, among whom also, as we saw, pairing agarhad not yet
been completely overcome. Thus, here again anegntmew
influence came to power in the world with the Gemmalhe new
monogamy, which now developed from the mingling paefoples
amid the ruins of the Roman world, clothed the somcy of the
men in milder forms and gave women a position whichwardly at
any rate, was much more free and respected theauiever been in
classical antiquity. Only now were the conditioralized in which
through monogamy - within it, parallel to it, or@pposition to it, as
the case might be-the greatest moral advance wemweould be
achieved: modern individual sex-love, which hadhéito been
unknown to the entire world.

This advance, however, undoubtedly sprang fromfdlce that the
Germans still lived in pairing families and graftéx corresponding
position of women onto the monogamous system, isaddhat was
possible. It most decidedly did not spring from teégendary virtue
and wonderful moral purity of the German charactehjch was
nothing more than the freedom of the pairing farfigm the crying
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moral contradictions of monogamy. On the contraryhe course of
their migrations the Germans had morally much dmiatied,

particularly during their southeasterly wanderingsnong the
nomads of the Black Sea steppes, from whom thewimr not

only equestrian skill, but also gross, unnaturaksj as Ammianus
expressly states of the Taifalians and ProcopidkeHerulians.

But if monogamy was the only one of all the knovannis of the
family through which modern sex-love could develtat does not
mean that within monogamy modern sexual love d@eslo
exclusively or even chiefly as the love of husband wife for each
other. That was precluded by the very nature aftstrmonogamous
marriage under the rule of the man. Among all misadly active
classes - that is, among all ruling classes - mainy remained what
it had been since the pairing marriage, a mattecarfvenience
which was arranged by the parents. The first hsabrform of
sexual love as passion, a passion recognized asah#t all human
beings (at least if they belonged to the rulingssés), and as the
highest form of the sexual impulse-and that is wt@tstitutes its
specific character - this first form of individuakxual love, the
chivalrous love of the middle ages, was by no meangugal. Quite
the contrary. In its classic form among the Proeds)cit heads
straight for adultery, and the poets of love ced&dnt adultery. The
flower of Provencal love poetry are the Albas (alés songs of
dawn). They describe in glowing colors how the kities in bed
beside his love - the wife of another man - whildsale stands the
watchman who calls to him as soon as the first gifagawn (alba)
appears, so that he can get away unobserved; thegpscene then
forms the climax of the poem. The northern Frenot also the
worthy Germans adopted this kind of poetry togethth the
corresponding fashion of chivalrous love; old Waifr of
Eschenbach has left us three wonderfully beawtdnlgs of dawn on
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this same improper subject, which | like bettemtlns three long
heroic poems.

Nowadays there are two ways of concluding a bousge@rriage.
In Catholic countries the parents, as before, pweusuitable wife
for their young bourgeois son, and the consequenacé# course, the
fullest development of the contradiction inherentmonogamy: the
husband abandons himself to hetaerism and the twifadultery.
Probably the only reason why the Catholic Churablisbed divorce
was because it had convinced itself that thereisnore a cure for
adultery than there is for death. In Protestannhtraes, on the other
hand, the rule is that the son of a bourgeois famsilallowed to
choose a wife from his own class with more or kesedom; hence
there may be a certain element of love in the ragesi as, indeed, in
accordance with Protestant hypocrisy, is alwaysurassl, for
decency’s sake. Here the husband’s hetaerism isra steepy kind
of business, and adultery by the wife is less the. But since, in
every kind of marriage, people remain what theyeneefore, and
since the bourgeois of Protestant countries aralynpisilistines, all
that this Protestant monogamy achieves, takingatrerage of the
best cases, is a conjugal partnership of leadeedbar, known as
“‘domestic bliss”. The best mirror of these two noeth of marrying
is the novel - the French novel for the Catholiomer, the German
for the Protestant. In both, the hero “gets” thamthe German, the
young man gets the girl; in the French, the husligetd the horns.
Which of them is worse off is sometimes questioaalbhis is why
the French bourgeois is as much horrified by théndss of the
German novel as the German philistine is by therforality” of the
French. However, now that “Berlin is a world capitthe German
novel is beginning with a little less timidity tcse as part of its
regular stock-in-trade the hetaerism and adulteng Ifamiliar to
that town.
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In both cases, however, the marriage is conditiomgdhe class
position of the parties and is to that extent akvaymarriage of
convenience. In both cases this marriage of coewesi turns often
enough into crassest prostitution - sometimes ¢ Ipartners, but
far more commonly of the woman, who only differonfr the
ordinary courtesan in that she does not let outbogly on piece-
work as a wage-worker, but sells it once and foing slavery. And
of all marriages of convenience Fourier's wordsdhbie: “As in

grammar two negatives make an affirmative, so irtrimanial

morality two prostitutions pass for a virtué”

Sex-love in the relationship with a woman beconaes] can
only become, the real rule among the oppressedeadasvhich
means today among the proletariat - whether thiatioa is
officially sanctioned or not. But here all the faations of typical
monogamy are cleared away. Here there is no prgpfat the
preservation and inheritance of which monogamy andle
supremacy were established; hence there is notinedn make this
male supremacy effective. What is more, there aremeans of
making it so. Bourgeois law, which protects thipremacy, exists
only for the possessing class and their dealingjs thie proletarians.
The law costs money and, on account of the workereerty, it has
no validity for his relation to his wife. Here gaibther personal and
social conditions decide. And now that large-saadieistry has taken
the wife out of the home onto the labor market entd the factory,
and made her often the bread-winner of the famitypasis for any
kind of male supremacy is left in the proletariau$ehold — except,
perhaps, for something of the brutality towards wanthat has
spread since the introduction of monogamy. Thegbaolan family
is therefore no longer monogamous in the strickserven where
there is passionate love and firmest loyalty orisides, and maybe
all the blessings of religious and civil authoriiyere, therefore, the
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eternal attendants of monogamy, hetaerism andeagulplay only
an almost vanishing part. The wife has in fact megg the right to
dissolve the marriage, and if two people cannot aretwith one
another, they prefer to separate. In short, protgtamarriage is
monogamous in the etymological sense of the wartinbt at all in
its historical sense.

Our jurists, of course, find that progress in l&gien is leaving
women with no further ground of complaint. Moderivilzed
systems of law increasingly acknowledge, firstt foaa marriage to
be legal, it must be a contract freely entered doth partners,
and, secondly, that also in the married state patiners must stand
on a common footing of equal rights and dutiesbdth these
demands are consistently carried out, say thetgumgomen have all
they can ask.

This typically legalist method of argument is ekadche same as
that which the radical republican bourgeois usesptd the

proletarian in his place. The labor contract isbéo freely entered
into by both partners. But it is considered to hbgen freely entered
into as soon as the law makes both parties equalaper. The
power conferred on the one party by the differesfoelass position,
the pressure thereby brought to bear on the otady p- the real
economic position of both — that is not the lawssiness. Again, for
the duration of the labor contract both parties rehave equal
rights, in so far as one or the other does notesgty surrender
them. That economic relations compel the workesuilwender even
the last semblance of equal rights — here agaat,ishno concern of
the law.

In regard to marriage, the law, even the most ack@nis fully
satisfied as soon as the partners have formaltyrded that they are
entering into the marriage of their own free coms@mat goes on in
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real life behind the juridical scenes, how thisefreonsent comes
about — that is not the business of the law anduhst. And yet the

most elementary comparative jurisprudence shoutdvstine jurist

what this free consent really amounts to. In thentdes where an
obligatory share of the paternal inheritance isiget to the children
by law and they cannot therefore be disinheritad Germany, in

the countries with French law and elsewhere — thiédren are

obliged to obtain their parents’ consent to theasrmage. In the

countries with English law, where parental congerst marriage is
not legally required, the parents on their sideehull freedom in

the testamentary disposal of their property and diamherit their

children at their pleasure. It is obvious that,spite and precisely
because of this fact, freedom of marriage amongctasses with

something to inherit is in reality not a whit grerain England and
America than it is in France and Germany.

As regards the legal equality of husband and wifenarriage, the
position is no better. The legal inequality of theo partners,
bequeathed to us from earlier social conditiongoisthe cause but
the effect of the economic oppression of the womanthe old
communistic household, which comprised many couplas their
children, the task entrusted to the women of martatiie household
was as much a public and socially necessary ingduss the
procuring of food by the men. With the patriarcfahily, and still
more with the single monogamous family, a changeneca
Household management lost its public characterndt longer
concerned society. It became a private servicewife became the
head servant, excluded from all participation iiglboproduction.
Not until the coming of modern large-scale industas the road to
social production opened to her again — and thely @m the
proletarian wife. But it was opened in such a marthat, if she
carries out her duties in the private service of family, she

86



Rows

Collection

remains excluded from public production and unablearn; and if
she wants to take part in public production anch éadependently,
she cannot carry out family duties. And the wifpisition in the
factory is the position of women in all branchesuosiness, right up
to medicine and the law. The modern individual fgns founded
on the open or concealed domestic slavery of tlie, wnd modern
society is a mass composed of these individual liesnias its
molecules.

In the great majority of cases today, at leastha possessing
classes, the husband is obliged to earn a livindy support his
family, and that in itself gives him a position @afpremacy, without
any need for special legal titles and privilegesthita the family he
iIs the bourgeois and the wife represents the puodt In the
industrial world, the specific character of the m@mmic oppression
burdening the proletariat is visible in all its ghr@ess only when all
special legal privileges of the capitalist classendbeen abolished
and complete legal equality of both classes estaddi. The
democratic republic does not do away with the opioosof the two
classes; on the contrary, it provides the cledd fom which the fight
can be fought out. And in the same way, the pecaharacter of the
supremacy of the husband over the wife in the modemily, the
necessity of creating real social equality betwdsem, and the way
to do it, will only be seen in the clear light aiydwhen both possess
legally complete equality of rights. Then it wikplain that the first
condition for the liberation of the wife is to bgrthe whole female
sex back into public industry, and that this inntidemands the
abolition of the monogamous family as the econamit of society.

We thus have three principal forms of marriage Whiorrespond
broadly to the three principal stages of human ldgweent. For the
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period of savagery, group marriage; for barbarisairing marriage;
for civilization, monogamy, supplemented by adylteand
prostitution. Between pairing marriage and monogamgrvenes a
period in the upper stage of barbarism when mee fawale slaves
at their command and polygamy is practiced.

As our whole presentation has shown, the progrésshwmanifests
itself in these successive forms is connected thighpeculiarity that
women, but not men, are increasingly deprived of #exual
freedom of group marriage. In fact, for men grougrmage actually
still exists even to this day. What for the womsia icrime, entailing
grave legal and social consequences, is considesadrable in a
man or, at the worse, a slight moral blemish whehcheerfully
bears. But the more the hetaerism of the pastaagdd in our time
by capitalist commodity production and brought ironformity
with it, the more, that is to say, it is transfodni@ato undisguised
prostitution, the more demoralizing are its effect&nd it
demoralizes men far more than women. Among womeastifution
degrades only the unfortunate ones who becomeidtsng, and
even these by no means to the extent commonlyveelieBut it
degrades the character of the whole male worlerly lengagement,
particularly, is in nine cases out of ten a regypl@paratory school
for conjugal infidelity.

We are now approaching a social revolution in whiath economic
foundations of monogamy as they have existed hahevill

disappear just as surely as those of its complemgmostitution.
Monogamy arose from the concentration of consideralealth in
the hands of a single individuals — the man — aothfthe need to
bequeath this wealth to the children of that mash @mno other. For
this purpose, the monogamy of the woman was redjuiret that of
the man, so this monogamy of the woman did notrig way
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interfere with open or concealed polygamy on theg pathe man.

But by transforming by far the greater portion, aaty rate, of

permanent, heritable wealth — the means of prooluctiinto social

property, the coming social revolution will reduoea minimum all

this anxiety about bequeathing and inheriting. Hgvarisen from

economic causes, will monogamy then disappear \linese causes
disappear?

One might answer, not without reason: far from pissaaring, it will,

on the contrary, be realized completely. For witd transformation
of the means of production into social propertyehwill disappear
also wage-labor, the proletariat, and therefore rtbeessity for a
certain — statistically calculable — number of wonte surrender
themselves for money. Prostitution disappears; mamy, instead
of collapsing, at last becomes a reality — alsaren.

In any case, therefore, the position of men wilvbey much altered.
But the position of women, of all women, also umges significant
change. With the transfer of the means of prododio common
ownership, the single family ceases to be the ewonaunit of

society. Private housekeeping is transformed insm@al industry.
The care and education of the children becomes bdicpaffair;

society looks after all children alike, whetherytrere legitimate or
not. This removes all the anxiety about the “conseges,” which
today is the most essential social — moral as aglleconomic —
factor that prevents a girl from giving herself quately to the man
she loves. Will not that suffice to bring about tradual growth of
unconstrained sexual intercourse and with it a nolerant public
opinion in regard to a maiden’s honor and a womahame? And,
finally, have we not seen that in the modern wenlohogamy and
prostitution are indeed contradictions, but insaple contradictions,
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poles of the same state of society? Can prostituticsappear
without dragging monogamy with it into the abyss?

Here a new element comes into play, an elementhylicthe time
when monogamy was developing, existed at most inrmge
individual sex-love.

Before the Middle Ages we cannot speak of individsex-love.
That personal beauty, close intimacy, similarityastes and so forth
awakened in people of opposite sex the desireeianad intercourse,
that men and women were not totally indifferent areling the
partner with whom they entered into this most itienrelationship
— that goes without saying. But it is still a vdong way to our
sexual love. Throughout the whole of antiquity, nages were
arranged by the parents, and the partners calmtepéed their
choice. What little love there was between husband wife in
antiquity is not so much subjective inclinationadgective duty, not
the cause of the marriage, but its corollary. Leelationships in the
modern sense only occur in antiquity outside ddfigociety. The
shepherds of whose joys and sorrows in love Thaocrand
Moschus sing, the Daphnis and Chloe of Longus hislaves who
have no part in the state, the free citizen’s splddrlife. Except
among slaves, we find love affairs only as produofs the
disintegration of the old world and carried on witbmen who also
stand outside official society, with hetairai —tthg with foreigners
or freed slaves: in Athens from the eve of its meglin Rome under
the Caesars. If there were any real love affaiteéen free men and
free women, these occurred only in the course aoftag. And to
the classical love poet of antiquity, old Anacresexual love in our
sense mattered so little that it did not even mattdrim which sex
his beloved was.
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Our sexual love differs essentially from the simgdsxual desire, the
Eros, of the ancients. In the first place, it asssirthat the person
loved returns the love; to this extent the womaronsan equal

footing with the man, whereas in the Eros of antygshe was often
not even asked. Secondly, our sexual love has eedead intensity

and duration which makes both lovers feel that possession and
separation are a great, if not the greatest, chfama possess one
another, they risk high stakes, even life itseifthe ancient world
this happened only, if at all, in adultery. Anchdily, there arises a
new moral standard in the judgment of a sexuatiogiship. We do

not only ask, was it within or outside marriage? Biso, did it

spring from love and reciprocated love or not? @idirse, this new
standard has fared no better in feudal or bourgemistice than all

the other standards of morality — it is ignoredt Beither does it
fare any worse. It is recognized just as much ag #ne — in theory,
on paper. And for the present it cannot ask angthore.

At the point where antiquity broke off its advarioesexual love, the
Middle Ages took it up again: in adultery. We haateady
described the knightly love which gave rise to somgs of dawn.
From the love which strives to break up marriagéhwlove which
IS to be its foundation there is still a long roathich chivalry never
fully traversed. Even when we pass from the friusld.atins to the
virtuous Germans, we find in the Nibelungenliedttlathough in
her heart Kriemhild is as much in love with Siegdfias he is with
her, yet when Gunther announces that he has prdnhiee to a
knight he does not name, she simply replies: “Yauehno need to
ask me; as you bid me, so will | ever be; whom yord, give me as
husband, him will | gladly take in troth.” It neventers her head
that her love can be even considered. Gunther fasirunhild in
marriage, and Etzel for Kriemhild, though they hawever seen
them. Similarly, in Gutrun, Sigebant of Ireland sskor the
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Norwegian Ute, whom he has never seen, Hetel okltegen for
Hilde of Ireland, and, finally, Siegfried of Moorld, Hartmut of
Ormany and Herwig of Seeland for Gutrun, and herdru®’s
acceptance of Herwig is for the first time volugtafAs a rule, the
young prince’s bride is selected by his parenthaf are still living,
or, if not, by the prince himself, with the advickthe great feudal
lords, who have a weighty word to say in all theases. Nor can it
be otherwise. For the knight or baron, as for thece of the land
himself, marriage is a political act, an opporturid increase power
by new alliances; the interest of the house mustdmsive, not the
wishes of an individual. What chance then is tHerdove to have
the final word in the making of a marriage?

The same thing holds for the guild member in thelimal towns.
The very privileges protecting him, the guild cleastwith all their
clauses and rubrics, the intricate distinctionsllggseparating him
from other guilds, from the members of his own dwl from his
journeymen and apprentices, already made the cieri®w enough
within which he could look for a suitable wife. Amdho in the circle
was the most suitable was decided under this coatpli system
most certainly not by his individual preference lmyt the family
interests.

In the vast majority of cases, therefore, marrigeained, up to the
close of the middle ages, what it had been fromstag — a matter
which was not decided by the partners. In the begg) people
were already born married —married to an entireugrof the
opposite sex. In the later forms of group marriagmilar relations
probably existed, but with the group continuallynzacting. In the
pairing marriage it was customary for the motherssettle the
marriages of their children; here, too, the deeisiensiderations are
the new ties of kinship, which are to give the ygymair a stronger
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position in the gens and tribe. And when, with pineponderance of
private over communal property and the interesitsrbequeathal,
father-right and monogamy gained supremacy, theertignce of
marriages on economic considerations became camplee form

of marriage by purchase disappears, the actuatipeais steadily

extended until not only the woman but also the @mequires a price
— not according to his personal qualities, but etiog to his

property. That the mutual affection of the peopd@cerned should
be the one paramount reason for marriage, outweggéverything

else, was and always had been absolutely unheardtioé practice
of the ruling classes; that sort of thing only hexpgd in romance —
or among the oppressed classes, who did not count.

Such was the state of things encountered by capifaloduction

when it began to prepare itself, after the epochg@bgraphical
discoveries, to win world power by world trade amdnufacture.
One would suppose that this manner of marriagetlgxagited it,

and so it did. And yet — there are no limits to itomy of history —
capitalist production itself was to make the deedireach in it. By
changing all things into commodities, it dissohatlinherited and
traditional relationships, and, in place of timeabeed custom and
historic right, it set up purchase and sale, “freehtract. And the
English jurist, H. S. Maine, thought he had madé&emendous
discovery when he said that our whole progresomparison with
former epochs consisted in the fact that we hadquh&rom status
to contract," from inherited to freely contractezhditions — which,
in so far as it is correct, was already in The Camist

Manifesto| Chapter I].

But a contract requires people who can disposelyfree their
persons, actions, and possessions, and meet éextoatthe footing
of equal rights. To create these “free” and “equuabple was one of
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the main tasks of capitalist production. Even thoag the start it
was carried out only half-consciously, and undegligious disguise
at that, from the time of the Lutheran and Caltisformation the
principle was established that man is only fullgpensible for his
actions when he acts with complete freedom of wifig that it is a
moral duty to resist all coercion to an immoral. &t how did this
fit in with the hitherto existing practice in therangement of
marriages? Marriage, according to the bourgeoiseution, was a
contract, a legal transaction, and the most importne of all,
because it disposed of two human beings, body and, rfor life.
Formally, it is true, the contract at that time wastered into
voluntarily: without the assent of the persons ewned, nothing
could be done. But everyone knew only too well libis assent was
obtained and who were the real contracting pantigbe marriage.
But if real freedom of decision was required fdraher contracts,
then why not for this? Had not the two young pedpl&e coupled
also the right to dispose freely of themselvesthefir bodies and
organs? Had not chivalry brought sex-love into imshand was not
its proper bourgeois form, in contrast to chivargdulterous love,
the love of husband and wife? And if it was theydaf married
people to love each other, was it not equally thty @f lovers to
marry each other and nobody else? Did not thist rigtthe lovers
stand higher than the right of parents, relatiams, other traditional
marriage-brokers and matchmakers? If the rightreé,f personal
discrimination broke boldly into the Church andigen, how
should it halt before the intolerable claim of tiider generation to
dispose of the body, soul, property, happiness, uarfthppiness of
the younger generation?

These questions inevitably arose at a time which lwasening all
the old ties of society and undermining all tramhfl conceptions.
The world had suddenly grown almost ten times higgestead of
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one quadrant of a hemisphere, the whole globedéyrb the gaze of
the West Europeans, who hastened to take the stlven quadrants
into their possession. And with the old narrow leasr of their

homeland fell also the thousand-year-old barridrthe prescribed
medieval way of thought. To the outward and theardeye of man
opened an infinitely wider horizon. What did a yguman care
about the approval of respectability, or honoraipléd privileges

handed down for generations, when the wealth ailbdckoned to
him, the gold and the silver mines of Mexico andoBi? For the

bourgeoisie, it was the time of knight-errantryeythtoo, had their
romance and their raptures of love, but on a baisg®oting and,

in the last analysis, with bourgeois aims.

So it came about that the rising bourgeoisie, aafigin Protestant
countries, where existing conditions had been rsegérely shaken,
increasingly recognized freedom of contract alsoniarriage, and
carried it into effect in the manner described. hae remained
class marriage, but within the class the partnezsewconceded a
certain degree of freedom of choice. And on papeethical theory
and in poetic description, nothing was more immiytastablished
than that every marriage is immoral which doesrest on mutual
sexual love and really free agreement of husbaddnafe. In short,
the love marriage was proclaimed as a human ragid,indeed not
only as adroit de 'lhomme one of the rights of man, but also, for
once in a way, agroit de la fer?", one of the rights of woman.

This human right, however, differed in one resgeah all other so-
called human rights. While the latter, in practiemain restricted to
the ruling class (the bourgeoisie), and are dyeotl indirectly
curtailed for the oppressed class (the proletanatjhe case of the
former the irony of history plays another of it&cks. The ruling
class remains dominated by the familiar economiluemces and
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therefore only in exceptional cases does it proindeances of really
freely contracted marriages, while among the oma@€lass, as we
have seen, these marriages are the rule.

Full freedom of marriage can therefore only be galheestablished
when the abolition of capitalist production and tbe property
relations created by it has removed all the accoryipg economic
considerations which still exert such a powerfuluence on the
choice of a marriage partner. For then there isther motive left
except mutual inclination.

And as sexual love is by its nature exclusive halgh at present
this exclusiveness is fully realized only in thenaan — the marriage
based on sexual love is by its nature individuatriage. We have
seen how right Bachofen was in regarding the advdrmmn group

marriage to individual marriage as primarily duahe women. Only
the step from pairing marriage to monogamy canuielpwn to the

credit of the men, and historically the essencéhisf was to make
the position of the women worse and the infidditef the men
easier. If now the economic considerations als@pfiear which
made women put up with the habitual infidelity béir husbands —
concern for their own means of existence and stdre for their

children’s future — then, according to all previoerperience, the
equality of woman thereby achieved will tend iniely more to

make men really monogamous than to make women padigas.

But what will quite certainly disappear from monogaare all the
features stamped upon it through its origin in prop relations;
these are, in the first place, supremacy of the,raad, secondly,
indissolubility. The supremacy of the man in mageas the simple
consequence of his economic supremacy, and witlalloétion of
the latter will disappear of itself. The indissaliti of marriage is
partly a consequence of the economic situationhichvmonogamy
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arose, partly tradition from the period when thareection between
this economic situation and monogamy was not yét tunderstood

and was carried to extremes under a religious fofoday it is

already broken through at a thousand points. If ahé marriage
based on love is moral, then also only the marriagehich love

continues. But the intense emotion of individuad-kee varies very
much in duration from one individual to anothempesally among

men, and if affection definitely comes to an ends@upplanted by a
new passionate love, separation is a benefit fur partners as well
as for society — only people will then be sparedgiig to wade

through the useless mire of a divorce case.

What we can now conjecture about the way in whiekual
relations will be ordered after the impending olextv of capitalist
production is mainly of a negative character, leditfor the most
part to what will disappear. But what will there ew? That will be
answered when a new generation has grown up: aagmsmeof men
who never in their lives have known what it is tayba woman’s
surrender with money or any other social instrum&npower; a
generation of women who have never known what itoiggive
themselves to a man from any other consideratioas teal love, or
to refuse to give themselves to their lover fromr fef the economic
consequences. When these people are in the wbdg, will care
precious little what anybody today thinks they auighdo; they will
make their own practice and their correspondinglipudpinion
about the practice of each individual — and thditlva the end of it.

Let us, however, return to Morgan, from whom we énavoved a
considerable distance. The historical investigat@inthe social
institutions developed during the period of cialimn goes beyond
the limits of his book. How monogamy fares durifgstepoch,
therefore, only occupies him very briefly. He, tgees in the further
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development of the monogamous family a step forwamdapproach
to complete equality of the sexes, though he dagsregard this
goal as attained. But, he says:

When the fact is accepted that the family has gaseugh four successive
forms, and is now in a fifth, the question at oacises whether this form
can be permanent in the future. The only answercdua be given is that it
must advance as society advances, and changeiety stranges, even as it
has done in the past. It is the creature of theabegstem, and will reflect
its culture. As the monogamian family has improvgeatly since the
commencement of civilization, and very sensiblyrindern times, it is at
least supposable that it is capable of still furthreprovement until the
equality of the sexes is attained. Should the mamign family in the
distant future fail to answer the requirementsamiiety ... it is impossible to
predict the nature of its successor.
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I11.
The Iroquois Gens

We now come to another discovery made by Morganchwls at
least as important as the reconstruction of thalyamits primitive
form from the systems of consanguinity. The prdwaft tthe kinship
organizations designated by animal names in a wibAmerican
Indians are essentially identical with the genethefGreeks and the
gentes of the Romans; that the American is ther@igorm and the
Greek and Roman forms are later and derivativet i@ whole
social organization of the primitive Greeks and Rosiinto gens,
phratry, and tribe finds its faithful parallel ihat of the American
Indians; that the gens is an institution commoalkdarbarians until
their entry into civilization and even afterwardso (far as our
sources go up to the present) — this proof hasere#p at one stroke
the most difficult questions in the most ancieniqus of Greek and
Roman history, providing us at the same time withuasuspected
wealth of information about the fundamental featud social
constitution in primitive times — before the intradion of the state.
Simple as the matter seems once it is understoodydh only made
his discovery quite recently. In his previous wogyblished in
1871,111 he had not yet penetrated this secret, at whdsgequent
revelation the English anthropologists, usually sf-confident,
became for a time as quiet as mice.

The Latin word gens, which Morgan uses as a gememal for such
kinship organizations, comes, like its Greek eglenta genos, from
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the common Aryan root gan (in German, where, falthgvthe
law [2] Aryan g is regularly replaced by k, kan), whichamg to
beget. Gens,, Genos, Sanscrit janas, Gothic kalb\{fing the same
law as above), Old Norse and Anglo-Saxon kyn, Bhdtin, Middle
High German kunne., all signify lineage, descemnsin Latin and
genos in Greek are, however, used specificallyetmte the form of
kinship organization which prides itself on its aoon descent (in
this case from a common ancestral father) and usithdogether by
social and religious institutions into a distinonamunity, though to
all our historians its origin and character havthdrio remained
obscure.

We have already seen, in connection with the pamafamily
¢Wwhat is the composition of a gens in its original
form. It consists of all the persons who in punaluaarriage,
according to the conceptions necessarily prevailinder it, form
the recognized descendants of one particular aatesbther, the
founder of the gens. In this form of family, asgratty is uncertain,
only the female line counts. Since brothers may matry their
sisters but only women of different descent, thidobn begotten by
them with these alien women cannot, according tdheveright,
belong to the father's gens. Therefore only thepoifig of the
daughters in each generation remain within theliimerganization;
the offspring of the sons go into the gentes oirthethers. What
becomes of this consanguine group when it has itotest itself a
separate group, distinct from similar groups wittha tribe?

As the classic form of this original gens, Morgakes the gens
among the lroquois, and especially in the Seneba.tm this tribe

there are eight gentes, named after animals: (1f, \&) Bear, (3)

Turtle, (4) Beaver, (5) Deer, (6) Snipe, (7) Her¢®) Hawk. In

every gens the following customs are observed:

100



Rows

Collection

1. The gens elects its sachem (head of the gepgane) and its
chief (leader in war). The sachem had to be ch&®en among the
members of the gens, and his office was hereditattyin the gens,
in the sense that it had to be filled immediatedyolien as a vacancy
occurred; the military leader could be chosen fanrtside the gens,
and for a time the office might even be vacant.olh svas never
chosen to succeed his father as sachem, since mogie prevailed
among the Iroquois and the son consequently betbtma different
gens; but the office might and often did pass tbr@aher of the
previous sachem or to his sister's son. All votethe elections, both
men and women. The election, however, still reqlirthe
confirmation of the seven remaining gentes, ang tmn was the
new sachem ceremonially invested with his officetihy common
council of the whole Iroquois confederacy. The gigance of this
will appear later. The authority of the sachem witthe gens was
paternal, and purely moral in character; he had nmemans of
coercion. By virtue of his office he was also a rhemof the tribal
council of the Senecas and also of the federal @bwf all the
Iroquois. The war-chief could only give orders onilitary
expeditions.

2. The gens deposes the sachem and war-chief lafTm$ also is
done by men and women jointly. After a sachem aefdhad been
deposed, they became simple braves, private perkmshe other
members. The tribal council also had the powerejpode sachems,
even against the will of the gens.

3. No member is permitted to marry within the genflis is the
fundamental law of the gens, the bond which haldegether. It is
the negative expression of the very positive bloaldtionship, by
virtue of which the individuals it comprises becomgens. By his
discovery of this simple fact Morgan has revealedtiie first time
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the nature of the gens. How little the gens wasetstdod before is
obvious from the earlier reports about savages @rbarians, in
which the various bodies out of which the gentitgamization is

composed are ignorantly and indiscriminately reférto as tribe,
clan, thum, and so forth, and then sometimes datgnas bodies
within which marriage is prohibited. Thus was ceelathe hopeless
confusion which gave Mr. McLennan his chance to eappas

Napoleon, establishing order by his decree: Abdsi are divided
into those within which marriage is prohibited (gamous) and
those within which it is permitted (endogamous)vidg now made

the muddle complete, he could give himself up ® pinofoundest
inquiries as to which of his two absurd classes wWas older

exogamy or endogamy. All this nonsense promptlpstd of itself

with the discovery of the gens and of its basiscamsanguinity,

involving the exclusion of its members from internge with one

another. It goes without saying that at the stagehich we find the

Iroquois the prohibition of marriage within the gemas stringently
observed.

4. The property of deceased persons passed tdlteeraembers of
the gens; it had to remain in the gens. As an bagbad only things
of little value to leave, the inheritance was stabg his nearest
gentile relations; in the case of a man, by his dwothers and
sisters and maternal uncle; in the case of a wolmater children
and own sisters, but not by her brothers. For th&son man and
wife could not inherit from one another, nor chadrfrom their
father.

5. The members of the gens owed each other hedpegtion, and
especially assistance in avenging injury by stresigéhe individual
looked for his security to the protection of theageand could rely
upon receiving it; to wrong him was to wrong hisoMhgens. From
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the bonds of blood uniting the gens sprang thegabtn of blood

revenge, which the Iroquois unconditionally recagdi If any

person from outside the gens killed a gentile metnthe obligation
of blood revenge rested on the entire gens of khie san. First,
mediation was tried; the gens of the slayer sabumncil, and made
proposals of settlement to the council of the gehghe slain,

usually offering expressions of regret and presehtsonsiderable
value. If these were accepted, the matter was sispof. In the
contrary case, the wronged gens appointed one oe BMeNngers,
whose duty it was to pursue and Kill the slayer.thifs was

accomplished, the gens of the slayer had no grafintbmplaint;

accounts were even and closed.

6. The gens has special names or classes of narhies, may not
be used by any other gens in the whole tribe, abttte name of the
individual indicates the gens to which he belomygyentile name
confers of itself gentile rights.

7. The gens can adopt strangers and thereby abemt tnto the
whole tribe. Thus among the Senecas the prisorievarowho were
not killed became through adoption into a gens nembf the tribe,
receiving full gentile and tribal rights. The adopt took place on
the proposal of individual members of the gens; mhan adopted, he
accepted the stranger as brother or sister; if mam as son or
daughter. The adoption had to be confirmed by cengh
acceptance into the tribe. Frequently a gens wiieh exceptionally
reduced in numbers was replenished by mass addptionanother
gens, with its consent. Among the Iroquois the mergy of adoption
into the gens was performed at a public councithef tribe, and
therefore was actually a religious rite.

8. Special religious ceremonies can hardly be foanibng the
Indian gentes; the religious rites of the Indiares however, more or
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less connected with the gens. At the six yearligiais festivals of
the Iroquois the sachems and war-chiefs of thewmfft gentes were
included ex officio among the “Keepers of the Faiind had
priestly functions.

9. The gens has a common burial place. Among tipibis of New
York State, who are hedged in on all sides by whéeple, this has
disappeared, but it existed formerly. It existdl ssmong other
Indians - for example, among the Tuscaroras, whalkasely related
to the Iroquois; although they are Christians, egems has a
separate row in the cemetery; the mother is thexdforied in the
same row as her children, but not the father. Andrag the Iroquois
also the whole gens of the deceased attends tled,larepares the
grave, the funeral addresses, etc.

10. The gens has a council: the democratic asseofilaly male and
female adult gentiles, all with equal votes. Thaumcil elected
sachems, war-chiefs and also the other "Keepetkeofaith," and
deposed them; it took decisions regarding blooémge or payment
of atonement for murdered gentiles; it adoptedngiees into the
gens. In short, it was the sovereign power in gresgSuch were the
rights and privileges of a typical Indian gens.

All the members of an Iroquois gens were persorfedlg, and they
were bound to defend each other's freedom; thee vegual in
privileges and in personal rights, the sachem dmef< claiming no
superiority; and they were a brotherhood boundttageby the ties
of kin. Liberty, equality, and fraternity, thougrewver formulated,
were cardinal principles of the gens. These facts material,
because the gens was the unit of a social and goegrtal system,
the foundation upon which Indian society was orgedii... It serves
to explain that sense of independence and persdility
universally an attribute of Indian character.
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The Indians of the whole of North America at thendi of its
discovery were organized in gentes under mothét-righe gentes
had disappeared only in some tribes, as among tietBs; in
others, as among the Ojibwas and the Omahas, they evganized
according to father-right.

Among very many Indian tribes with more than fivesix gentes,
we find every three, four, or more gentes unitead ispecial group,
which Morgan, rendering the Indian name faithfutly its Greek
equivalent, calls a "phratry" (brotherhood). Thhe Senecas have
two phratries: the first comprises gentes 1 tché,decond gentes 5
to 8. Closer investigation shows that these plastrgenerally
represent the original gentes into which the tfibgt split up; for
since marriage was prohibited within the gens,eheaid to be at
least two gentes in any tribe to enable it to exideépendently.

In the measure in which the tribe increased, e&cts glivided again
into two or more gentes, each of which now appears separate
gens, while the original gens, which includes fadl aughter gentes,
continues as the phratry. Among the Senecas antatiees Indians,

the gentes within one phratry are brother gentesn® another,
while those in the other phratry are their cousntgs-terms which
in the American system of consanguinity have, ashesxe seen, a
very real and expressive meaning. Originally noeBarwas allowed
to marry within his phratry, but this restrictioras long since
become obsolete and is now confined to the gensomding to

Senecan tradition, the Bear and the Deer were wlwe driginal

gentes, from which the others branched off. Aftais tnew

institution had once taken firm root, it was moelifias required; if
the gentes in one phratry died out, entire gentesevgometimes
transferred into it from other phratries to make ttumbers even.
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Hence we find gentes of the same name grouped fferatt
phratries in different tribes.

Among the Iroquois, the functions of the phratrg gartly social,
partly religious.

(1) In the ball game one phratry plays againstlarotEach phratry
puts forward its best players, while the other mersp grouped
according to phratries, look on and bet against am&her on the
victory of their players.

(2) In the tribal council the sachems and the waefs of each
phratry sit together, the two groups facing onetlaep each speaker
addresses the representatives of each phratrgegsasate body.

(3) If a murder had been committed in the tribej #re slayer and
the slain belonged to different phratries, the negl gens often

appealed to its brother gentes; these held a doafritie phratry and

appealed in a body to the other phratry that v alsould assemble
its council to effect a settlement. Here the plgra¢lappears as the
original gens, and with greater prospect of suctless the weaker
single gens, its offspring.

(4) At the death of prominent persons the oppgitatry saw to the
interment and the burial ceremonies, while the tphraf the dead
person attended as mourners. If a sachem dieapihesite phratry
reported to the federal council of the Iroquoist ttkee office was
vacant.

(5) The council of the phratry also played a parthe election of a
sachem. That the election would be confirmed bybtlugher gentes
was more or less taken for granted, but the geitdse opposite
phratry might raise an objection. In this case tloencil of the
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opposite phratry was assembled; if it maintaines dbjection, the
election was void.

(6) The Iroquois formerly had special religious tey®s, called

medicine lodges by the white men. Among the Senetase

mysteries were celebrated by two religious brotbeds, into which

new members were admitted by formal initiationyéheas one such
brotherhood in each of the two phratries.

(7) If, as is almost certain, the four lineagesupgytng the four

guarters of Tlascala at the time of the conquesevi@ur phratries,
we here have proof that the phratries were alsdamyil units, like

the phratries among the Greeks and similar kinghganizations
among the Germans; these four lineages went iritte [z separate
groups, each with its own uniform and flag, and amds own

leader.

As several gentes make up a phratry, so in theiclésrm several
phratries make up a tribe; in some cases, wheestritave been
much weakened, the intermediate form, the phrargbsent. What
distinguishes an Indian tribe in America?

1. Its own territory and name. In addition to its actual place of
settlement, every tribe further possessed conditierarritory for
hunting and lashing. Beyond that lay a broad stfimeutral land
reaching to the territory of the neighboring tribewas smaller
between tribes related in language, larger betwebres not so
related. It is the same as the boundary foreshefGermans, the
waste made by Caesar's Suevi around their teryitioeyisarnholt (in
Danish, jarnved, limes Danicus) between Danes ashn@ns, the
Sachsenwald (Saxon wood) and branibor (Slav, "ptioig wood")
between Germans and Slavs, from which Brandenbakgst its
name. The territory delimited by these uncertaiorigiaries was the
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common land of the tribe, recognized as such bghiaring tribes
and defended by the tribe itself against attachsmbst cases the
uncertainty of the boundaries only became a practisadvantage
when there had been a great increase in populafioe.names of
the tribes seem generally to have arisen by chaaiter than to
have been deliberately chosen; in the course ot timoften
happened that a tribe was called by another namengnthe
neighboring tribes than that which it used itsgi§t as the Germans
were first called Germans by the Celts.

2. A distinct dialect peculiar to the tribe alone. Tribe and dialect
are substantially coextensive; the formation thlrosggmentation of
new tribes and dialects was still proceeding in Aozeuntil quite

recently, and most probably has not entirely stdppeen today.
When two weakened tribes have merged into onegxiceptional

case occurs of two closely related dialects bepaken in the same
tribe. The average strength of American tribes m&lem 2,000

members; the Cherokees, however, number about @6,0@®

greatest number of Indians in the United Stateslspg the same
dialect.

3. The right to install into office the Sachems and war-chiefs
elected by the Gentes and the right to depose them, even against
the will of their gens. As these sachems and wagtslare members
of the council of the tribe, these rights of thedrin regard to them
explain themselves. Where a confederacy of trilaeskdeen formed,
with all the tribes represented in a federal cduticese rights were
transferred to the latter.

4. The possession of common religious conceptions (Mythology)
and ceremonies. “After the fashion of barbarians the American
Indians were a religious peoples] Their mythology has not yet
been studied at all critically. They already emleddiheir religious
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ideas-spirits of every kind-in human form; but tloever stage of
barbarism, which they had reached, still knows nlast
representations, so-called idols. Their religioa isult of nature and
of elemental forces, in process of developmentdiytpeism. The
various tribes had their regular festivals, withfimite rites,
especially dances and games. Dancing particulaaly an essential
part of all religious ceremonies; each tribe hétdown celebration
separately.

5. A tribal council for the common affairs of the tribe. It was
composed of all the sachems and war-chiefs of iffierent gentes,
who were genuinely representative because theyl dmitleposed at
any time. It held its deliberations in public, ssunded by the other
members of the tribe, who had the right to joinelyein the
discussion and to make their views heard. The mecigested with
the council. As a rule, everyone was given a hganho asked for
it; the women could also have their views expressed speaker of
their own choice. Among the Iroquois the final demn had to be
unanimous, as was also the case in regard to magigiahs of the
German mark communities. The tribal council waspoesible
especially for the handling of relations with otlebes; it received
and sent embassies, declared war and made peas. broke out,
it was generally carried on by volunteers. In pipte; every tribe
was considered to be in a state of war with evengrotribe with
which it had not expressly concluded a treaty odgee Military
expeditions against such enemies were generallanogd by
prominent individual warriors; they held a war-dapnand whoever
joined in the dance announced thereby his participain the
expedition. The column was at once formed, andestaoff. The
defense of the tribal territory when attacked w#&s agenerally
carried out by volunteers. The departure and ratfisuch columns
were always an occasion of public festivities. Tdmmsent of the
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tribal council was not required for such expedisipand was neither
asked nor given. They find their exact counterpathe private war
expeditions of the German retinues described bytdgoonly with
the difference that among the Germans the retimas® already
acquired a more permanent character, forming a fione already
organized in peacetime to which the other volusteee attached in
event of war. These war parties are seldom lahgerrtost important
expeditions of the Indians, even to great distameese undertaken
with insignificant forces. If several such partigsted for operations
on a large scale, each was under the orders onlg ofvn leader.
Unity in the plan of campaign was secured wellldsy a council of
these leaders. It is the same manner of warfaveeafind described
by Ammianus Marcellinus among the Alemanni on thppé&r Rhine
in the fourth century.

6. Among some tribes we find a head chief, whose powers,
however, are very slight. He is one of the sachems, and in situations
demanding swift action he has to take provisionehsures, until the
council can assemble and make a definite decidth®.function
represents the first feeble attempt at the creatifoan official with
executive power, though generally nothing more caig; as we
shall see, the executive official developed in n@astes, if not in all,
out of the chief military commander.

The great majority of the American Indians did adivance to any
higher form of association than the tribe. Living small tribes,
separated from one another by wide tracts betweein frontiers,
weakened by incessant wars, they occupied an inentsrstory
with few people. Here and there alliances betwesdated tribes
came into being in the emergency of the momentoanokie up when
the emergency had passed. But in certain distrn&iss which were
originally related and had then been dispersedefbtogether again
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in permanent federations, thus taking the firsp stewards the
formation of nations. In the United States we fittte most
developed form of such a federation among the aEyiEMIgrating
from their homes west of the Mississippi, whereythm@obably
formed a branch of the great Dakota family, thetyles after long
wanderings in what is now the State of New Yorkeyhwere
divided into five tribes: Senecas, Cayugas, Onoasa@neidas and
Mohawks. They subsisted on fish, game, and theyatedf a crude
horticulture, and lived in villages, which were geally protected by
a stockade. Never more than twenty thousand stritrey, had a
number of gentes common to all the five tribeskspdosely related
dialects of the same language, and occupied antanis stretch of
territory which was divided up among the five tgbé\s they had
newly conquered this territory, these tribes weraturally
accustomed to stand together against the Inhabitaay had driven
out. From this developed, at the beginning of thieenth century at
latest, a regular “everlasting league,” a swornfedaracy, which in
the consciousness of its new strength immediatslyurmaed an
aggressive character, and at the height of its poaleout 1675,
conquered wide stretches of the surrounding counaiher
expelling the inhabitants or making them pay trbuthe Iroquois
confederacy represents the most advanced socianiaggion
achieved by any Indians still at the lower stage bafbarism
(excluding, therefore, the Mexicans, New Mexicand Beruvians).

The main provisions of the confederacy were ag\t

1. Perpetual federation of the five consanguingohbes on the basis
of complete equality and independence in all irdematters of the
tribe. This bond of kin represented the real baSthe confederacy.
Of the five tribes, three were known as fatheresiland were brother
tribes to one another; the other two were knowsas tribes, and
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were likewise brother tribes to one another. Thyemstes, the oldest,
still had their living representatives in all fitabes, and another
three in three tribes; the members of each of tigesges were all
brothers of one another throughout all the fivedas. Their common
language, in which there were only variations dletit, was the
expression and the proof of their common descent.

2. The organ of the confederacy was federal couatilfifty
sachems, all equal in rank and authority; the d@tssof this council
were final in all matters relating to the confeagra

3. The fifty sachems were distributed among theesiand gentes at
the foundation of the confederacy to hold the ndfices specially
created for federal purposes. They were electedhbyrespective
gentes whenever a vacancy occurred and could besdeépy the
gentes at any time; but the right of investing theitlh their office
belonged to the federal council.

4. These federal sachems were also sachems in rispective
tribes, and had a seat and a vote in the tribal@bu

5. All decisions of the federal council had to Ib@mimous.

6. Voting was by tribes, so that for a decisioméovalid every tribe
and all members of the council in every tribe hadsignify their
agreement.

7. Each of the five tribal councils could convehe federal council,
but it could not convene itself.

8. The meetings of the council were held in thespnee of the
assembled people; every Iroquois could speak; tunail alone
decided.
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9. The confederacy had no official head or chiefceive officer.

10. On the other hand, the council had two pridaiz-chiefs, with
equal powers and equal authority (the two "kingsSthe Spartans,
the two consuls in Rome).

That was the whole public constitution under whtble Iroquois
lived for over four hundred years and are stiling today. | have
described it fully, following Morgan, because hewe have the
opportunity of studying the organization of a stchich still has
no state. The state presupposes a special publerpseparated
from the body of the people, and Maurer, who wittruee instinct
recognizes that the constitution of the German marla purely
social institution, differing essentially from ttstate, though later
providing a great part of its basis, consequemestigates in all his
writings the gradual growth of the public power ofitand side by
side with, the primitive constitutions of marksllages, homesteads,
and towns. Among the North American Indians we bew an
originally homogeneous tribe gradually spreads owerhuge
continent; how through division tribes become naicentire groups
of tribes; how the languages change until they oy become
unintelligible to other tribes, but also lose aliegery trace of their
original identity; how at the same time within ttidbes each gens
splits up into several gentes, how the old mothentgs are
preserved as phratries, while the names of thedesblgentes
nevertheless remain the same in widely distanesrihat have long
been separated-the Wolf and the Bear are stilllgamtmes among
a majority of all Indian tribes. And the constitutidescribed above
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applies in the main to them all, except that mahyhem never
advanced as far as the confederacy of relatedstribe

But once the gens is given as the social unit, ilse see how the
whole constitution of gentes, phratries, and trides almost
necessarily bound to develop from this unit, beeaube
development is natural. Gens, phratry, and trilee afr groups of
different degrees of consanguinity, each self-aaethand ordering
its own affairs, but each supplementing the otlderd the affairs
which fall within their sphere comprise all the pobaffairs of
barbarians of the lower stage. When we find a peapth the gens
as their social unit, we may therefore also loakaio organization of
the tribe similar to that here described; and wieme are adequate
sources, as in the case of the Greeks and the Ropmwanshall not
only find it, but we shall also be able to convinmarselves that
where the sources fail us, comparison with the Acaer social
constitution helps us over the most difficult dauand riddles.

And a wonderful constitution it is, this gentilensitution, in all its
childlike simplicity! No soldiers, no gendarmespmlice, no nobles,
kings, regents, prefects, or judges, no prisonsamsuits - and
everything takes its orderly course. All quarreisl adisputes are
settled by the whole of the community affected,tivy gens or the
tribe, or by the gentes among themselves; onlynasxéreme and
exceptional measure is blood revenge threatenedeandcapital
punishment is nothing but blood revenge in a @eii form, with all
the advantages and drawbacks of civilization. Altjio there were
many more matters to be settled in common thanytodahe
household is maintained by a number of familiesammon, and is
communistic, the land belongs to the tribe, onlg #mall gardens
are allotted provisionally to the households -thete is no need for
even a trace of our complicated administrative egipa with all its
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ramifications. The decisions are taken by thoseceored, and in
most cases everything has been already settlechdoycustom of
centuries. There cannot be any poor or needy -ctiramunal
household and the gens know their responsibilib@gards the old,
the sick, and those disabled in war. All are ecuad free - the
women included. There is no place yet for slaves, as a rule, for
the subjugation of other tribes. When, about tharyE651, the
Iroquois had conquered the Eries and the “Neutratidd,” they
offered to accept them into the confederacy on legums; it was
only after the defeated tribes had refused that Were driven from
their territory. And what men and women such aetgcbreeds is
proved by the admiration inspired in all white pleowho have
come into contact with unspoiled Indians, by thespeal dignity,
uprightness, strength of character, and couragigeske barbarians.

We have seen examples of this courage quite rgaanéifrica. The
Zulus a few years ago and the Nubians a few mamgbs— both of
them tribes in which gentile institutions have get died out — did
what no European army can do. Armed only with lareed spears,
without firearms, under a hail of bullets from theeech-loaders of
the English infantry - acknowledged the best inwloeld at fighting
in close order — they advanced right up to the baigand more
than once threw the lines into disorder and evekéthem, in spite
of the enormous inequality of weapons and in spitéhe fact that
they have no military service and know nothing aill.dTheir
powers of endurance and performance are shownéygdmplaint
of the English that a Kaffir travels farther andtéx in twenty-four
hours than a horse. His smallest muscle standsasdtand firm like
whipcord, says an English painter.

That is what men and society were before the dimisnto classes.
And when we compare their position with that of dwerwhelming
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majority of civilized men today, an enormous gudfparates the
present-day proletarian and small peasant fronfrdee member of
the old gentile society.

That is the one side. But we must not forget th& brganization
was doomed. It did not go beyond the tribe. Thefaueracy of
tribes already marks the beginning of its collapse will soon be
apparent, and was already apparent in the attesthgtsbjugation by
the Iroquois. Outside the tribe was outside the Milerever there
was not an explicit treaty of peace, tribe was at with tribe, and
wars were waged with the cruelty which distingussiman from
other animals, and which was only mitigated latgrsblf-interest.
The gentile constitution in its best days, as w& g&an America,
presupposed an extremely undeveloped state of ghioduand
therefore an extremely sparse population over a&wacka. Man'’s
attitude to nature was therefore one of almost detasubjection to
a strange incomprehensible power, as is refleate@lis childish
religious conceptions. Man was bounded by his tribeth in
relation to strangers from outside the tribe anditoself; the tribe,
the gens, and their institutions were sacred andlable, a higher
power established by nature, to which the individsabjected
himself unconditionally in feeling, thought, andtian. However
Impressive the people of this epoch appear tchey, dare completely
undifferentiated from one another; as Marx saysgy tlare still
attached to the navel string of the primitive comityu [s] The
power of this primitive community had to be brokemd it was
broken. But it was broken by influences which frdme very start
appear as a degradation, a fall from the simpleahgreatness of the
old gentile society. The lowest interests — baseedy brutal
appetites, sordid avarice, selfish robbery of tbenmon wealth —
inaugurate the new, civilized, class society. Ibysthe vilest means
— theft, violence, fraud, treason — that the oldssless gentile
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society is undermined and overthrown. And the neuiety itself,
during all the two and a half thousand years ofeitsstence, has
never been anything else but the development o$rtinadl minority
at the expense of the great exploited and oppresagatity; today it
Is so more than ever before.

Footnotes

[1] Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Humgamily,
Smithsonian Publications, 1871.-Ed.

[2] Engels refers here to Grimm's law of the shiftofgconsonants
in the Indo-European languages.-Ed.

[3] Morgan,Ancient Societypp. 85-86.-Ed.
[4] Ibid., p. 117 -Ed.

[5] “Those ancient social organisms of production asscompared
with bourgeois society, extremely simple and tramspt. But they
are founded either on the immature development ain m
individually, who has not yet severed the umbilicatd that unified
him with his fellow men in a primitive tribal commity, or upon
direct relations of domination and subjection.’kall Marx Capital
Vol. I, p. 51, New York.) Ed.
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IV. The Greek Gens

From prehistoric times Greeks and Pelasgians alge] other
peoples of kindred stock, had been organized insdrae organic
series as the Americans: gens, phratry, tribe,esteracy of tribes.
The phratry might be absent, as among the Dorians] the

confederacy of tribes was not necessarily fully aleped

everywhere as yet; but in every case the gens masirit. At the
time of their entry into history, the Greeks aretba threshold of
civilization; between them and the American tribe§,whom we

spoke above, lie almost two entire great perioddevelopment, by
which the Greeks of the heroic age are ahead ofrtiwgiois. The
gens of the Greeks is therefore no longer the arapens of the
Iroquois; the impress of group marriage is begigrim be a good
deal blurred. Mother-right has given way to fathght; increasing
private wealth has thus made its first breach ie tentile

constitution. A second breach followed naturalgnfrthe first. After

the introduction of father-right the property ofieh heiress would
have passed to her husband and thus into anothms ge her
marriage, but the foundation of all gentile law wasv violated and
in such a case the girl was not only permitteddydered to marry
within the gens, in order that her property shdawddretained for the
gens.

According to Grote's History of Greece, the Athenigens, in
particular, was held together by the following ngions and
customs:

118



Rows

Collection

1. Common religious rites, and the exclusive pelyd of priesthood
in honor of a particular god, the supposed andefdther of the
gens, who in this attribute was designated by aiapsurname.

2. A common burial place (cf. Demosthenes' Euba)ide
3. Mutual right of inheritance.

4. Mutual obligations of help, protection, and s&sice in case of
violence.

5. Mutual right and obligation to marry within tlgeens in certain
cases, especially for orphan girls and heiresses.

6. Possession, at least in some cases, of comnopernty, with a
special archon (head man or president) and treasure

Next, several gentes were united in the phratry, lbss closely;
though here also we find mutual rights and oblayatiof a similar
kind, particularly the common celebration of cartaieligious
ceremonies and the right to avenge the death bfaqr. Similarly,
all the phratries of a tribe held regularly reaugrreligious festivals
in common, at which a leader of the tribe (phyldleas), elected
from the nobility (Eupatridai), officiated.

Thus far Grote. And Marx adds:

“In the Greek gens, the savage (e.g. Iroquois) shthmough unmistakably.” He
becomes still more unmistakable when we investifiataer.

For the Greek gens has also the following charsties:

7. Descent in the male line.
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8. Prohibition of marriage within the gens exceptthe case of
heiresses. This exception, and its formulationrasrdinance, prove
the old rule to be valid. This is further substatgd by the
universally accepted principle that at her marridge woman
renounced the religious rites of her gens and weat to those of
her husband, being also inscribed in his phrathys Tustom and a
famous passage in Diccarchus both show that marwagside the
gens was the rule, and Becker in Charicles direaigumes that
nobody might marry within his own gens.

9. The right of adoption into the gens. This wasereised through
adoption into the family, but required public forities and was
exceptional.

10. The right to elect chieftains and to deposenthé/e know that
every gens had its archon; but it is nowhere stiitatithe office was
hereditary in certain families. Until the end of ribarism the
probability is always against strict heredity, whids quite
incompatible with conditions in which rich and pdwd completely
equal rights within the gens.

Not only Grote, but also Niebuhr, Mommsen and Ak tother
historians of classical antiquity, have come taefgover the gens.
Though they correctly noted many of its charactiegsthey always
took it to be a group of families, thus making nipossible for
themselves to understand the nature and origitefgens. Under
the gentile constitution, the family was never agamizational unit,
and could not be so, for man and wife necessasglgriged to two
different gentes. The whole gens was incorporatethirw the

phratry, and the whole phratry within the tribe;t khe family

belonged half to the gens of the man and half éghans of the
woman. In public law the state also does not reizegthe family;

up to this day, the family only exists for privddev. And yet all our
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histories have hitherto started from the absurdirapsion, which,
since the eighteenth century in particular, hasotmec inviolable,
that the monogamous single family, which is hardlger than
civilization, is the core around which society asthte have
gradually crystallized.

Mr. Grote will also please note [Marx throws injaththough the Greeks
derive their gentes from mythology, the gentesatdler than the mythology
whichthey themselvezreated with all its gods and demigods.

Morgan prefers to quote Grote because he is ngtamlimpressive
but also a trustworthy withess. Grote goes on tp that every
Athenian gens had a name derived from its suppaseéstor; that it
was the general custom before Solon, and even &filem, in the
absence of a will, for the property of a deceassdgn to pass to the
members of his gens (gennetai), and that in the ohs murder it
was the light and the duty, first of the relatieéthe murdered man,
then of the members of his gens, and lastly of ghisatry, to
prosecute the criminal before the tribunals: “Aat we hear of the
most ancient Athenian laws is based upon the geahld phratric
divisions.” (Grote.)

The descent of the gentes from common ancestorgdesed the
“pedantic philistines,” as Marx calls them, a létooain-racking. As

they of course declare the common ancestors taitemyths, they
are at an utter loss to explain how the gens atgoh out of a

number of separate and originally quite unrelatadilies; yet they

have to perform this feat in order to explain hdx@ gentes exist at
all. So they argue in circles, with floods of wardsver getting any
further than the statement: the ancestral treefarg tale, but the

gens is a reality. And finally Grote declares (iptdations by

Marx):
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We hear of this genealogy but rarely, because anlg brought before the
public in certain cases pre-eminent and venerdhle.the humbler gentes
had their common rites [this is strange, Mr. Grptednd common
superhuman ancestor and genealogy, as well asdhe celebrated [this is
most strange, Mr. Grote, amohgmblegentes!]: the scheme and ideal
basis [my good sir, nadeal, but carnal, germanidkeishlich] was the
same in all. [Quoted by Morgan, op. cit., p. 23Bd-]

Marx summarizes Morgan's reply to this as follows:

“The system of consanguinity corresponding to thigimal form of
the gens and the Greeks, like other mortals, owssgssed such a
gens - preserved the knowledge of the mutual oglatbetween all
members of a gens to each other. They learned fiisthem
decisively important, fact by practice from earhjldhood. This fell
into desuetude with the rise of the monogamian lfariine gentile
name created a pedigree beside which that of theidual family
was insignificant. This name was now to presene fidct of the
common descent of those who bore it; but the lireaigthe gens
went so far that its members could no longer prdwe actual
relationship existing between them, except in atéichnumber of
cases through recent common ancestors. The nasgikviias the
evidence of a common descent, and conclusive pmafept in
cases of adoptin. The actual denial of all kindiepveen gentiles a
la Grote and Neibuhr, which transforms teh gens iatpurely
fictitious, fanciful creation of the brain, is, ¢ime other hand, worthy
of ‘ideal’ scientists, that is, of cloistered boakms. Because
concatention of the generations, especially with icipience of
monogamy, is removed into the distance, and thigyred the past
seems reflected in mythological fantasy, the gottl Rhilistines
concluded, and still conclude, that the fanciedegéogy created real
gentes!”
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As among the Americans, tipératrywas a mother gens, split up
into several daughter gentes, and uniting therendftacing them all
to a common ancestor. Thus, according to Grote,

“all the contemporary members of the phratry of &takus had a common
god for their ancestor at the sixteenth degree.”

Hence, all the gentes of this phratry were litgrddfother gentes.
The phratry still occurs in Homer as a military tuimi that famous
passage where Nestos advises Agamemnon: Draw ypepby

tribes and by phratries so that phratry may supploratry, and tribe
tribe. The phratry has further the right and théydf prosecuting
for blood-guilt incurred against a phrator; henceearlier times it
also had the obligation of blood revenge. Furtitehad common
shrines and festivals; in fact the elaboration e twhole Greek
mythology out of the traditional old Aryan natuneic was

essentially conditioned by the phratries and gerdged took place
within them. The phratry also had a chief (the pfaechos) and,
according to de Coulanges, assemblies. It coulds gaading

resolutions, and act as a judicial and administeaiody. Even the
later state, while it ignored the gens, left cerfaublic offices in the
hands of the phratry.

Several related phratries form a tribe. In Attiteere were four
tribes, each consisting of three phratries, eaatatph numbering
thirty gentes. Such a rounded symmetry of groupssypposes
conscious, purposeful interference with the nalyraleveloped
order. As to how, when, and why this occurred,.eRrhistory is
silent; the historical memory of the Greeks onlyntvback to the
heroic age.

As the Greeks were crowded together in a relatigatall territory,
differences of dialect were less developed thahenwide American
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forests; yet in Greece also it was only tribeshef sgame main dialect
that united in a larger organization, and evencattsmall as it was,
had a dialect of its own, which later, throughgeneral use as the
language of prose, became the dominant dialect.

In the Homeric poems we find most of the Greekesiltalready
united into small nations, within which, howeveenges, phratries,
and tribes retained their full independence. Thiegady lived in
towns fortified with walls; the population incredseith the increase
of the herds, the extension of agriculture and hileginnings of
handicraft. The differences in wealth thus becameenpronounced,
and with them the aristocratic element within thd primitive
democracy. The various small nations waged incésgars for the
possession of the best land and doubtless alsbofaty; the use of
prisoners of war as slaves was already a recogmsaétution.

The constitution of these tribes and small natwas as follows:

(1) The permanent authority was the council (bqujapbably
composed originally of all the chiefs of the gentater, when their
number became too large, of a selection, whosecehmiovided an
opportunity of extending and strengthening thetecistic element.
Dionysius actually speaks of the council in the omerage as
composed of nobles (kratistoi). The ultimate decisn important
matters rested with the council. Thus in Aschyhss ¢ouncil of
Thebes makes what is in the circumstances thedatzkion to give
Eteocles an honorable burial, but to throw out twpse of
Polynices to be devoured by dogs. When the stateestablished,
this council was merged into the senate.

(2) The assembly of the people (agora). We saw grtima Iroquois
how the people, men and women, stood round thecdowhen it
was holding its meetings, intervening in an orderlgnner in its
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deliberations and thus influencing its decisionsiohg the Homeric
Greeks, this Umstand (standing round), to use driGarman legal
expression, had already developed into a regulsenalsly of the
people, as was also the case among the Germamsnitiye times.

It was convened by the council to decide importardstions; every
man bad the right to speak. The decision was gbyea show of
hands (AEschylus, The Suppliants) or by acclamafltre decision
of the assembly was supreme and final, for, sayBorBann,

in Griechische Altertumer

“if the matter was one requiring the co-operatidrth® people for its execution,
Homer does not indicate any means by which the Ipecpuld be forced to co-
operate against their will.”

For at this time, when every adult male memberheftribe was a
warrior, there was as yet no public power sepdrata the people
which could have been used against the peopleitfrendemocracy
was still in its full strength, and it is in relati to that fact that the
power and the position both of the council andhef basileus must
first be judged.

(3) The leader of the army (basileus). Marx makes fbllowing
comment:

European scholars, born lackeys most of them, make
thebasileusnto a monarch in the modern sense. Morgan, the
Yankee republican, protests. Very ironically, butyt, he says of the
oily-tongued Gladstone and his Juventus Mundi:

“Mr. Gladstone, who presents to his readers thei@nechiefs of the heroic
age as kings and princes, with the superaddedtigsabf gentlemen, is
forced to admit that ‘on the whole we seem to htneecustom or law of
primogeniture sufficiently, but not oversharply idefd.”

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 255 - Ed.]
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Mr. Gladstone will probably agree that such an gmbus law of
primogeniture may be “sufficiently, but not overghlga defined” as
being just as good as none at all.

In what sense the offices of sachem and chieftarevhereditary
among the Iroquois and other Indians, we have dyresen. All

offices were elective, generally within a gens, dadthat extent
hereditary to the gens. In the course of time,grezfce when filling
vacancies was given to the nearest gentile reldtiother or sister's
son - unless there were reasons for passing him dve fact that
among the Greeks, under father-right, the office bafsileus
generally passed to the son, or one of the sorg,ppaves that the
probabilities were in favor of the sons succeedmghe office by

popular election; it is no proof at all of legalréditary succession
without popular election. All that we have here tise first

beginnings among the Iroquois and Greeks of distinble families

within the gentes and, in the case of the Gredlesfitst beginnings
also of a future hereditary leadership or monardihe probability

IS, therefore, that among the Greeks the basiledsdither to be
elected by the people or at least confirmed in dfitce by the

recognized organs of the people, the council oraagas was the
case with the Roman “king” (rex).

In the lliad, Agamemnon, the ruler of men, does aygpear as the
supreme king of the Greeks, but as supreme commaihdefederal
army before a besieged town. It is to this suprgmaccommand
that Odysseus, after disputes had broken out antloemgGreeks,
refers in a famous passage: “Evil is the rule ohyndet one be
commander,” etc. (The favorite line about the seeps a later
addition.)

Odysseus is here not giving a lecture on a forrgavernment, but
demanding obedience to the supreme commander inSivare they
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are appearing before Troy only as an army, thegadiags in the
agora secure to the Greeks all necessary demodtdosn Achilles
speaks of presents — that is, the division of thetyo— he always
leaves the division, not to Agamemnon or any obfesileus, but to
the “sons of the Achacans,” that is, the peoplechSepithets as
“descended from Zeus,” “nourished by Zeus,” prowhimg, for

every gens is descended from a god, that of traeteaf the tribe
being already descended from a “superior” godhis tase Zeus.
Even those without personal freedom, such as thmebmerd

Eumaecus and others, are “divine” (dioi and theiaid that too in
the Odyssey, which is much later than the lliadd again in the
Odyssey the name Heros is given to the herald dwdsiwell as to
the blind bard Demodocus. Since, in short, couswtil assembly of
the people function together with the basileus, wWuwed basileia,
which Greek writers employ to denote the so-callddmeric

kingship (chief command in the army being the ppat

characteristic of the office), only means — miltadtemocracy.
(Marx.)

In addition to his military functions, the basilealso held those of
priest and judge, the latter not clearly definéa, former exercised
in his capacity as supreme representative of the ar confederacy
of tribes. There is never any mention of civil adigirative powers;
he seems, however, to be a member of the counalffexo. It is
there fore quite correct etymologically to translagsileus as king,
since king (kuning) is derived from kuni, kunnedaneans head of
a gens. But the old Greek basileus does not camnesim any way to
the present meaning of the word “king.” Thucydiéepressly refers
to the old basileia as patrike, i.e. derived froentgs, and says it had
strictly defined, and therefore limited, functiodmd Aristotle says
that the basileia of the heroic age was a leadesler free men and
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that the basileus was military leader, judge armyth lriest; he thus
had no governmental power in the later sefise.

Thus in the Greek constitution of the heroic age see the old
gentile order as still a living force. But we alsge the beginnings of
its disintegration: father-right, with transmissioh the property to
the children, by which accumulation of wealth witlthe family was
favored and the family itself became a power asnagdhe gens;
reaction of the inequality of wealth on the consiin by the
formation of the first rudiments of hereditary ndiiand monarchy;
slavery, at first only of prisoners of war, butealdy preparing the
way for the enslavement of fellow-members of thigetiand even of
the gens; the old wars between tribe and tribeadirelegenerating
into systematic pillage by land and sea for theuattion of cattle,
slaves and treasure, and becoming a regular sadreesalth; in
short, riches praised and respected as the higjoest and the old
gentile order misused to justify the violent seewf riches. Only
one thing was wanting: an institution which notyoskcured the
newly acquired riches of individuals against themownistic
traditions of the gentile order, which not only sfired the private
property formerly so little valued, and declareis thanctification to
be the highest purpose of all human society; buhstitution which
set the seal of general social recognition on eaml method of
acquiring property and thus amassing wealth at iwoally
increasing speed; an institution which perpetuatest, only this
growing cleavage of society into classes, but #teright of the
possessing class to exploit the non-possessingihendule of the
former over the latter.

And this institution came. The state was invented.
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Footnotes

[1] Like the Greek basileus, so also the Aztec mylitdrief has been
made out to be a modern prince. The reports oSganiards, which
were at first misinterpretations and exaggerati@mg] later actual
lies, were submitted for the first time to histaticcriticism by

Morgan. He proves that the Mexicans were at thedlaidtage of
barbarism, though more advanced than the New Mexiaeblo

Indians, and that their constitution, so far asaih be recognized in
the distorted reports, corresponded to this stageonfederacy of
three tribes, which had subjugated a number ofrothiees and

exacted tribute from them, and which was governgd dederal

council and a federal military leader, out of whaoine Spaniards
made an “emperor.”
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V. The Rise of the
Athenian State

How the state developed, how the organs of theilgerdnstitution
were partly transformed in this development, papthghed aside by
the introduction of new organs, and at last sugledeentirely by
real state authorities, while the true “people ims” organized for
its self-defense in its gentes, phratries, ane@#ilwas replaced by an
armed “public force” in the service of these statdghorities and
therefore at their command for use also againstptwple — this
process, at least in its first stages, can beviatb nowhere better
than in ancient Athens. The changes in form hawn lwaitlined by
Morgan, but their economic content and cause nangely be added
by myself.

In the Heroic age the four tribes of the Athenianase still settled in
Attica in separate territories; even the twelveapties composing
them seem still to have had distinct seats in telvie towns of
Cecrops. The constitution was that of the hero& agsembly of the
people, council of the people, basileus. As famasten history
takes us back, we find the land already dividedand privately
owned, which is in accordance with the relativelgvanced
commodity production and the corresponding tradeammodities
developed towards the end of the upper stage dfabam. In
addition to grain, wine and oil were produced; tacantinually
increasing extent, the sea trade in the Aegearceyatsired from the
Phoenicians, and most of it passed into Atheniard$ialrhrough the
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sale and purchase of land, and the progressiveidiviof labor
between agriculture and handicraft, trade, and pahigp it was
inevitable that the members of the different genmwatries, and
tribes very soon became intermixed, and that in¢odistricts of the
phratry and tribe moved inhabitants, who, althoufgilow

countrymen, did not belong to these bodies and weeeefore
strangers in their own place of domicile. For whiemes were quiet,
each tribe and each phratry administered its owairafwithout
sending to Athens to consult the council of the pbeocor the
basileus. But anyone not a member of the phratririoe was, of
course, excluded from taking any part in this adstiation, even
though living in the district.

The smooth functioning of the organs of the gerddastitution was
thus thrown so much out of gear that even in thieib@age remedies
had to be found. The constitution ascribed to Thesevas
introduced. The principal change which it made wasset up a
central authority in Athens — that is, part of th#airs hitherto
administered by the tribes independently were dedlacommon
affairs and entrusted to the common council sittimgAthens. In
taking this step, the Athenians went further thay @ative people of
America had ever done: instead of neighboring ¢ril@ming a
simple confederacy, they fused together into omglsi nation.
Hence arose a common Athenian civil law, which dtabove the
legal customs of the tribes and gentes.

The Athenian citizen, as such, acquired definights and new
protection in law even on territory which was nleatt of his tribe.
The first step had been taken towards underminimg dgentile
constitution; for this was the first step to théetaadmission of
citizens who did not belong to any tribe in alliédt, but were, and
remained, completely outside the Athenian genblestitution. By a
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second measure ascribed to Theseus, the entiréepesgardless of
gens, phratry or tribe, was divided into three s#&s eupatridai, or
nobles, geomoroi, or farmers, and demiourgoi, tisams, and the
right to hold office was vested exclusively in thebility. Apart
from the tenure of offices by the nobility, thisvidion remained
inoperative, as it did not create any other legsiirtttions between
the classes. It is, however, important becausevieals the new
social elements which had been developing unobdenteshows
that the customary appointment of members of geftanilies to the
offices of the gens had already grown into an atnupgontested
right of these families to office; it shows thaese families, already
powerful through their wealth, were beginning tanfogroupings
outside their gentes as a separate, privileged,céasl that the state
now taking form sanctioned this presumption. Itvehdurther that
the division of labor between peasants and artisassnow firmly
enough established in its social importance to lehgé the old
grouping of gentes and tribes. And, finally, it gioms the
irreconcilable opposition between gentile societd éhe state; the
first attempt at forming a state consists in bregkip the gentes by
dividing their members into those with privilegesdathose with
none, and by further separating the latter into pnaductive classes
and thus setting them one against the other.

The further political history of Athens up to theé of Solon is only
imperfectly known. The office of basileus fell intisuse; the
positions at the head of the state were occupiedrblyons elected
from the nobility. The power of the nobility contiously increased,
until about the year 600 B.C. it became insuppdetabnd the

principal means for suppressing the common liberye — money
and usury. The nobility had their chief seat in @andund Athens,
whose maritime trade, with occasional piracy stilfown in,

enriched them and concentrated in their hands #adtlvexisting in
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the form of money. From here the growing money eoon
penetrated like corrosive acid into the old traaiéll life of the rural
communities founded on natural economy. The genblestitution
is absolutely irreconcilable with money economye tluin of the
Attic small farmers coincided with the looseningtbé old gentile
bonds which embraced and protected them. The d&btbond and
the lien on property (for already the Athenians hagkented the
mortgage also) respected neither gens nor phratnje the old
gentile constitution, for its part, knew neithermeg nor advances of
money nor debts in money. Hence the money ruldefristocracy
now in full flood of expansion also created a nawtomary law to
secure the creditor against the debtor and to isanitte exploitation
of the small peasant by the possessor of moneyth&llfields of
Attica were thick with mortgage columns bearingcn®ions stating
that the land on which they stood was mortgagesutth and such
for so and so much. The fields not so marked hadh® most part
already been sold on account of unpaid mortgagesterest, and
had passed into the ownership of the noble ustirempeasant could
count himself lucky if he was allowed to remain thie land as a
tenant and live on one-sixth of the produce of laisor, while he
paid five-sixths to his new master as rent. And tins not all. If the
sale of the land did not cover the debt, or if thebt had been
contracted without any security, the debtor, ineortb meet his
creditor's claims, had to sell his children intavelry abroad.
Children sold by their father — such was the firsit of father-right
and monogamy! And if the blood-sucker was still satisfied, he
could sell the debtor himself as a slave. Thuspleasant dawn of
civilization began for the Athenian people.

Formerly, when the conditions of the people sbiiresponded to the
gentile constitution, such an upheaval was impdsssitow it had
happened — nobody knew how. Let us go back for mmemb to our
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Iroquois, amongst whom the situation now confrantithe

Athenians, without their own doing, so to speakd arertainly

against their will, was inconceivable. Their modepoducing the

necessities of life, unvarying from year to yeanld never generate
such conflicts as were apparently forced on theeAt#ims from

without; it could never create an opposition othriand poor, of
exploiters and exploited. The Iroquois were stiédry far from

controlling nature, but within the limits imposed them by natural
forces they did control their own production. Apdrom bad

harvests in their small gardens, the exhaustidhestocks of fish in
their lakes and rivers or of the game in their wggdtey knew what
results they could expect, making their living &&yt did. The

certain result was a livelihood, plentiful or sggnbut one result
there could never be — social upheavals that no lagk ever

intended, sundering of the gentile bonds, divisibrgens and tribe
into two opposing and warring classes. Productias lwnited in the

extreme, but — the producers controlled their pcodiihat was the
immense advantage of barbarian production, which last with the

coming of civilization; to reconquer it, but on thmasis of the
gigantic control of nature now achieved by man ahdhe free

association now made possible, will be the taskthd next

generations.

Not so among the Greeks. The rise of private ptgperherds and
articles of luxury led to exchange between indiaidy to the

transformation of products into commodities. Andehke the seeds
of the whole subsequent upheaval. When the produnerlonger
directly consumed their product themselves, butitlgtass out of
their hands in the act of exchange, they lost obmf it. They no

longer knew what became of it; the possibility wiere that one
day it would be used against the producer to ekp@od oppress
him. For this reason no society can permanentlginghe mastery

134



Rows

Collection

of its own production and the control over the abeiffects of its
process of production unless it abolishes exchabgéveen
individuals.

But the Athenians were soon to learn how rapidéyghoduct asserts
its mastery over the producer when once exchangeveba

individuals has begun and products have been transfl into

commodities. With the coming of commodity produatio
individuals began to cultivate the soil on theirroaccount, which
soon led to individual ownership of land. Moneyldoled, the

general commodity with which all others 101 werelangeable.
But when men invented money, they did not think tihey were

again creating a new social power, the one germaler before

which the whole of society must bow. And it wassthew power,

suddenly sprung to life without knowledge or will its creators,

which now, in all the brutality of its youth, gatee Athenians the
first taste of its might.

What was to be done? The old gentile constitutiad hot only
shown itself powerless before the triumphal marchhoney; it was
absolutely incapable of finding any place withia ftamework for
such things as money, creditors, debtors, andbieraollection of
debts. But the new social power was there; pioushes, and
yearning for the return of the good old days waubd drive money
and usury out of the world. Further, a number afonibreaches had
also been made in the gentile constitution. All ro¥dtica, and
especially in Athens itself, the members of thdedént gentes and
phratries became still more indiscriminately mixedth every
generation, although even now an Athenian was altbyved to sell
land outside his gens, not the house in which\elliThe division
of labor between the different branches of proaunctt agriculture,
handicrafts (in which there were again innumerahlbdivisions),
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trade, shipping, and so forth — had been carriethdu with every

advance of industry and commerce; the populatios neav divided

according to occupation into fairly permanent gmugach with its
new common interests; and since the gens and ttarypmade no
provision for dealing with them, new offices hadbt® created. The
number of slaves had increased considerably, aed at/that time
must have far exceeded the number of free Athenitwesgentile

constitution originally knew nothing of slavery atieerefore had no
means of keeping these masses of bondsmen in &iidally, trade

had brought to Athens a number of foreigners whtleskethere on

account of the greater facilities of making monthey also could
claim no rights or protection under the old consitiin; and, though
they were received with traditional tolerance, theymained a
disturbing and alien body among the people.

In short, the end of the gentile constitution wagraaching. Society
was outgrowing it more every day; even the worsisethat had

grown up under its eyes were beyond its power &zklor remove.
But in the meantime the state had quietly beenldpirgy. The new
groups formed by the division of labor, first beemetown and
country, then between the different branches ofntdabor, had
created new organs to look after their interedifsgial posts of all

kinds had been set up. And above everything elseytihung state
needed a power of its own, which in the case of gbafaring
Athenians could at first only be a naval power, toe purpose of
carrying on small wars and protecting its merchemps. At some
unknown date before Solon, the naukrariai were wgget small

territorial districts, twelve to each tribe; eaclaukratia had to
provide, equip and man a warship and also con&ibwb horsemen.
This institution was a twofold attack on the gentlonstitution. In
the first place, it created a public force whichswaw no longer
simply identical with the whole body of the armegbple; secondly,
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for the first time it divided the people for publmirposes, not by
groups of kinship, but by common place of residen@e shall see
the significance of this.

The gentile constitution being incapable of brimgihelp to the
exploited people, there remained only the growitages And the
state brought them its help in the form of the ¢itutson of Solon,
thereby strengthening itself again at the expenkethe old
constitution. Solon — the manner in which his refowhich belongs
to the year 594 B.C., was carried through doesootern us here —
opened the series of so-called political revolugjoand he did so
with an attack on property. All revolutions hitheerhave been
revolutions to protect one kind of property agaiasother kind of
property. They cannot protect the one without vinfathe other. In
the great French Revolution feudal property wasifszed to save
bourgeois property; in that of Solon, the propeityhe creditors had
to suffer for the benefit of the property of thebttes. The debts
were simply declared void. We do not know the exiatails, but in
his poems Solon boasts of having removed the ngetgalumns
from the fields and brought back all the people \hd fled or been
sold abroad on account of debt. This was only ptesddy open
violation of property. And, in fact, from the firgd the last, all so-
called political revolutions have been made to gubproperty — of
one kind; and they have been carried out by coatiisg, also called
stealing, property — of another kind. The plairthris that for two
and a half thousand years it has been possibleeseve private
property only by violating property.

But now the need was to protect the free Athensayasnst the return
of such slavery. The first step was the introductimf general
measures — for example, the prohibition of debtiremts pledging
the person of the debtor. Further, in order to @lat least some
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check on the nobles’ ravening hunger for the lahthe peasants, a
maximum limit was fixed for the amount of land thaiuld be
owned by one individual. Then changes were madethia
constitution, of which the most important for us #ne following:

The council was raised to four hundred members, amered for
each tribe; here, therefore, the tribe was stiléas basis. But that
was the one and only feature of the new state porating anything
from the old constitution. For all other purposeso8 divided the
citizens into four classes according to their prope land and the
amount of its yield: five hundred, three hundred ame hundred
fifty medimni of grain (one medimnus equals abolit61bushels)
were the minimum yields for the first three classt®se who
owned less land or none at all were placed in thetli class. All
offices could be filled only from the three uppéasses, and the
highest offices only from the first. The fourth s$aonly had the
right to speak and vote in the assembly of the lgedqut it was in
this assembly that all officers were elected, hbhey had to render
their account, here all laws were made; and hesefdlrth class
formed the majority. The privileges of the arisamyr were partially
renewed in the form of privileges of wealth, bus fheople retained
the decisive power. Further, the four classes fdrthe basis of a
new military organization. The first two classesopded the
cavalry; the third had to serve as heavy infantng; fourth served
either as light infantry without armor or in thedt, for which they
probably received wages.

A completely new element is thus introduced inte donstitution:
private ownership. According to the size of theaiopgerty in land,
the rights and duties of the citizens of the stagenow assessed, and
in the same degree to which the classes based apenty gain
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influence, the old groups of blood relationshipeldg the gentile
constitution had suffered a new defeat.

However, the assessment of political rights onaperty basis was
not an institution indispensable to the existenicthe state. In spite
of the great part it has played in the constitwdlamstory of states,
very many states, and precisely those most higahkeldped, have
not required it. In Athens also its role was omynporary; from the
time of Aristides all offices were open to everijzan.

During the next eighty years Athenian society gedigushaped the
course along which it developed in the followingteies. Usury on
the security of mortgaged land, which had been earhpn the
period before Solon, had been curbed, as had hanbrdinate
concentration of property in land. Commerce and diaafts,
including artistic handicrafts, which were beingcrimasingly
developed on a large scale by the use of slave,ldlzame the
main occupations. Athenians were growing more baidiged.
Instead of exploiting their fellow citizens in tléd brutal way, they
exploited chiefly the slaves and the non-Atheniamstamers.
Movable property, wealth in the form of money, t#ves and ships,
continually increased, but it was no longer a mewans to the
acquisition of landed property, as in the old sldays: it had
become an end in itself. On the one hand the oldepmf the
aristocracy now had to contend with successful adimpn from the
new class of rich industrialists and merchants;, lout the other
hand, the ground was also cut away from beneattagheemains of
the old gentile constitution. The gentes, phratraasl tribes, whose
members were now scattered over all Attica and otginly
intermixed, had thus become useless as politicdielsp numbers of
Athenian citizens did not belong to any gens at tiey were
immigrants, who had indeed acquired rights of erghip, but had
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not been adopted into any of the old kinship orgaions; in
addition, there was the steadily increasing numbgrforeign
immigrants who only had rights of protection.

Meanwhile, the fights went on between parties;rthbility tried to
win back their former privileges and for a momeagained the
upper hand, until the revolution of Cleisthenes)(80C.) overthrew
them finally, but with them also the last remnaatsthe gentile
constitution.

In his new constitution, Cleisthenes ignored therfold tribes
founded on gentes and phratries. In their placeeagn a
completely new organization on the basis of divisid the citizens
merely according to their place of residence, sashhad been
already attempted in the naukrariai. Only domicias now
decisive, not membership of a kinship group. Netlople, but the
territory was now divided: the inhabitants becammexe political
appendage of the territory.

The whole of Attica was divided into one hundredmeoaunal

districts, called “demes,” each of which was self«grning. The
citizens resident in each deme (demotes) elected firesident
(demarch) and treasurer, as well as thirty judgéis prisdiction in

minor disputes. They were also given their own tengnd patron
divinity or hero, whose priests they elected. Soepower in the
deme was vested in the assembly of the demotellofgan rightly

observes, here is the prototype of the self-gongrrimerican

township. The modern state, in its highest develmends in the
same unit with which the rising state in Athensdreg

Ten of these units (demes) formed a tribe, whidwéver, is now
known as a local tribe to distinguish it from tHd tribe of kinship.
The local tribe was not only a self-governing pcéit body, but also
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a military body; it elected its phylarch, or tribahief, who

commanded the cavalry, the taxiarch commandingnfaatry, and

the strategos, who was in command over all theekraised in the
tribal area. It further provided five warships witheir crews and
commanders, and received as patron deity an Adtig, lafter whom
it was named. Lastly, it elected fifty councilors the Athenian
council.

At the summit was the Athenian state, governed H® ¢ouncil
composed of the five hundred councilors electedheyten tribes,
and in the last instance by the assembly of thelpeat which every
Athenian citizen had the right to attend and toeyarchons and
other officials managed the various departmentadrhinistration
and justice. In Athens there was no supreme offwith executive
power.

Through this new constitution and the admissiogiwd rights of a

very large number of protected persons, partly ignamts, partly
freed slaves, the organs of the gentile constituttere forced out of
public affairs; they sank to the level of privatssaciations and
religious bodies. But the moral influence of the glentile period
and its traditional ways of thought were still haddiown for a long
time to come, and only died out gradually. We fewidence of this
in another state institution.

We saw that an essential characteristic of the s$ahe existence of
a public force differentiated from the mass of freople. At this
time, Athens still had only a people’s army andleetf provided
directly by the people; army and fleet gave pravectagainst
external enemies and kept in check the slaves, alfeady formed
the great majority of the population. In relatianthe citizens, the
public power at first existed only in the form dfet police force,
which is as old as the state itself; for which ceathe naive French
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of the eighteenth century did not speak of civdizgeoples, but of
policed peoples (nations policees). The Athenides tinstituted a
police force simultaneously with their state, aitedle gendarmerie
of bowmen, foot and mounted Landjagér as
they call them in South Germany and Switzerland.t Bus
gendarmerie consisted of slaves. The free Athemamsidered
police duty so degrading that he would rather bestéed by an
armed slave than himself have any hand in suchiacsddp work.
That was still the old gentile spirit. The statailcdonot exist without
police, but the state was still young and couldyatinspire enough
moral respect to make honorable an occupation whickhe older
members of the gens, necessarily appeared infamous.

Now complete in its main features, the state watepty adapted to
the new social conditions of the Athenians, as®a by the rapid
growth of wealth, commerce, and industry. The clggsosition on

which the social and political institutions rest®ds no longer that
of nobility and common people, but of slaves aneefmen, of
protected persons and citizens. At the time of rtigpieatest
prosperity, the entire free-citizen population dhéns, women and
children included, numbered about ninety thousdmeskides them
there were three hundred and sixty-five thousamdesl of both
sexes and forty-five thousand protected personsliensa and

freedmen. There were therefore at least eightesresland more
than two protected persons to every adult maleeriti The reason
for the large number of slaves was that many omtheorked

together in manufactories, in large rooms, underseers. But with
the development of commerce and industry wealthacasmulated
and concentrated in a few hands, and the massedirdle citizens
were impoverished. Their only alternatives weredmpete against
slave labor with their own labor as handicraftsmamich was

considered base and vulgar and also offered vy prospect of
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success, or to become social scrap. Necessarily, the

circumstances, they did the latter, and, as theypdd the majority,
they thereby brought about the downfall of the veh&thenian state.
The downfall of Athens was not caused by democrasy,the
European lickspittle historians assert to flatteit princes, but by
slavery, which banned the labor of free citizens.

The rise of the state among the Athenians is dacpéatly typical
example of the formation of a state; first, thegass takes place in a
pure form, without any interference through usevigient force,
either from without or from within (the usurpatiby Pisistratus left
no trace of its short duration); second, it showseay highly
developed form of state, the democratic repubtisjrag directly out
of gentile society; and lastly we are sufficiendlgquainted with all
the essential details.
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V1. The Gens and the
State in Rome

According to the legendary account of the foundatd Rome, the
first settlement was established by a number ohlgegnteg1) (one

hundred, says the legend), who were united inkeejtrihese were
soon joined by a Sabellian tribe, also said to hauenbered a
hundred gentes, and lastly by a third tribe of mieéements, again
said to have been composed of a hundred gentesviidle account
reveals at the first glance that very little wasl gtrimitive here

except the gens, and that even it was in some cadgsn offshoot
from a mother gens still existing in its originabrhe. The tribes
clearly bear the mark of their artificial compositji even though
they are generally composed out of related elemamdsafter the
pattern of the old tribe, which was not made betwgrit is, however,
not an impossibility that the core of each of theeeé tribes was a
genuine old tribe. The intermediate group, the pyyraonsisted of
ten gentes and was called a curia; there wereftdrerthirty curiae.

The Roman gens is recognized to be the same tstitas the
Greek gens; and since the Greek gens is a furdaiaoment of the
social unit whose original form is found among tAenerican
Indians, this, of course, holds true of the Romansgalso. Here
therefore we can be more brief.

The Roman gens, at least in the earliest times ahd® had the
following constitution:
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1. Mutual right of inheritance among gentile menshéhe property
remained within the gens. Since father-right alygavailed in the
Roman gens as in the Greek, descendants in thdefdima were
excluded. According to the Law of the Twelve Tablé® oldest
written Roman law known to us, the children, asuratheirs, had
the first title to the estate; in default of chédr then the agnates
(descendants in the male line); in default of agmathe gentiles. In
all cases the property remained within the gense M& see gentile
custom gradually being penetrated by the new I|ggaVisions
springing from increased wealth and monogamy: ttgiral equal
right of inheritance of all members of the gendinst restricted in
practice to the agnates-probably very early, asadly mentioned --
finally, to the children and their issue in the enlhe; in the Twelve
Tables this appears, of course, in the reverse.orde

2. Possession of a common burial place. On themigration to
Rome from Regqilli, the patrician gens of the Claudceived a piece
of land for their own use and also a common buyplate in the
town. Even in the time of Augustus, the head ofugamwho had
fallen in the battle of the Teutoburg Forest, wasught to Rome
and interred in the gentilitius tumulusi the ge@siiqctilia) therefore
still had its own burial mound.

3. Common religious rites. These, the sacra ggeatilare well
known.

4. Obligation not to marry within the gens. Thigses never to have
become written law in Rome, but the custom perdis@ef all the
countless Roman married couples whose names haem be
preserved, there is not one where husband andhaife the same
gentile name. The law of inheritance also provesdhservance of
this rule. The woman loses her agnatic rights orriage and leaves
her gens; neither she nor her children can inffienit her father or
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his brothers, because otherwise the inheritancddnlmel lost to the
father’s gens. There is no sense in this rule srdeswoman may not
marry a member of her own gens.

5. Common land. In primitive times the gens hadagisvowned
common land, ever since the tribal land began tdib@ed up.
Among the Latin tribes, we find the land partlytite possession of
the tribe, partly of the gens, and partly of theideholds, which at
that time can hardly have been single families. Rlosis said to
have made the first allotments of land to individuabout two and
one-half acres (two jugera) to a person. But laterstill find land
owned by the gentes, to say nothing of the statd, leound which
the whole internal history of the republic centers.

6. Obligation of mutual protection and help amongmbers of the
gens. Only vestiges remain in written history; frdm very start the
Roman state made its superior power so manifestthiearight of
protection against injury passed into its hands.elWVRAppius
Claudius was arrested, the whole of his gens, #vese who were
his personal enemies, put on mourning. At the tohé¢he second
Punic war the gentes joined together to ransom thembers who
had been taken prisoner; the senate prohibited tt@mmdoing so.

7. Right to bear the gentile name. Persisted tid time of the
emperors; freedmen were allowed to use the geméitee of their
former master, but without gentile rights.

8. Right to adopt strangers into the gens. This d@se through
adoption into a family (as among the Indians), Wwhtarried with it
acceptance into the gens.

9. The right to elect the chief and to depose himnowhere
mentioned. But since in the earliest days of Rofhefces were
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filled by election or nomination, from the electedig downwards,
and since the priests of the curiae were also ezleby the curiae
themselves, we may assume the same procedureefgréisidents
(Incises) of the gentes however firmly establishez election from
one and the same family within the gens may haeady become.

Such were the rights of a Roman gens. Apart from dhready
completed transition to father-right, they are plegfect counterpart
of the rights and duties in an Iroquois gens; lagr@n “the Iroquois
shows through unmistakably” (p. 90).

The confusion that still exists today, even among teading
historians, on the subject of the Roman gens, neaylustrated by
one example. In his paper on Roman family namebkerperiod of
the Republic and of AugustuRgmische ForschungeBerlin, 1864,
Vol. I, pp. 8-11) Mommsen writes:

The gentile name belongs to all the male membetiseofens, excluding, of
course, the slaves, but including adopted and gedepersons; it belongs
also to the women.... The tribe [as Mommsen hexestates gens] is... a
communal entity, derived from common lineage (realpposed or even
pretended) and united by communal festivities, dlurites and laws of

inheritance; to it all personally free individuakd therefore all women
also, may and must belong. But it is difficult tetermine what gentile

name was borne by married women. So long as theawanay only marry

a member of her own gens, this problem does naeamand there is
evidence that for a long period it was more difidor women to marry

outside than inside the gens; for instance, sodsitthe sixth century [B.C.]
the right of gentis enuptio (marriage outside tleng) was a personal
privilege, conceded as a reward.... But when suelriages outside the
tribe took place, the wife, in earliest times, milreby have gone over to
her husband's tribe. Nothing is more certain tlat the woman, in the old
religious marriage, enters completely into the leayad sacramental bonds
of her husband's community and leaves her own.y6wer knows that the
married woman forfeits the right of inheritance dmhuest in relation to
members of her own gens but shares rights of itamee with her husband
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and children and the members of their gens. Arghé& is adopted by her
husband and taken into his family, how can she ireaart from his gens?

Mommsen therefore maintains that the Roman womero wh
belonged to a gens had originally been permittedntory only
within the gens, that the gens had therefore beelogamous, not
exogamous. This view, which is in contradictionatbthe evidence
from other peoples, rests chiefly, if not exclugryeon one much
disputed passage from Livy (Book XXXIX, Ch. 19),cacding to
which the senate in the year 568 after the foundatif the city, or
186 B.C., decreed: “Uti Feceniae Hispalae datio idetio gentis
enuptio tutoris optio item esset, quasi ei vir destnts dedisset;
utique ei ingenuo nubere liceret, neu quid ei umealuxisset ob id
fraudi ignominiave essee” — that Fecenia Hispaddl $stave the right
to dispose of her property, to decrease it, to ynantside the gens,
and to choose for herself a guardian, exactly dseif (deceased)
husband had conferred this right on her by testgntleat she may
marry a freeman, and that the man who takes h&iféoshall not be
considered to have committed a wrongful or shameftithereby.

Without a doubt, Fecenia, a freedwoman, is heretgdathe right to
marry outside the gens. And equally without a dathiet husband
possessed the right, according to this passagbedoeath to his
wife by will the right to marry outside the gengeafhis death. But
outside which gens?

If the woman had to marry within her gens, as Mommassumes,
she remained within this gens also after her mgeri8ut in the first
place the endogamous character of the gens whinfrésasserted is
precisely what has to be proved. And, secondlyhef wife had to
marry within the gens, then, of course, so hadriba, for otherwise
he could not get a wife. So we reach the positia the man could
bequeath to his wife by will a right which he hirdfiseand for
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himself, did not possess; we arrive at a legal @iy Mommsen
also feels this, and hence makes the assumptioor. aFlawful
marriage outside the gens, it was probably necgdsahave the
consent, not only of the chief, but of all membefrshe gens.” That
is a very bold assumption in the first place, asdcondly, it
contradicts the clear wording of the passage. Emate grants her
this right in the place of her husband; it grargs éxpressly neither
more nor less than her husband could have gramedht what it
grants her is an absolute right, conditional uporother restriction.
Thus it is provided that if she makes use of thghty her new
husband also shall not suffer any disability. Terate even directs
the present and future consuls and praetors totesat that no
injurious consequences to her follow. Mommsen’sugdion
therefore seems to be completely inadmissible.

Or assume that the woman married a man from anges, but
herself remained in the gens into which she haad leen. Then,
according to the above passage, the man would lredv¢he right to
allow his wife to marry outside her own gens. Tisahe would have
had the right to make dispositions in the affaira gens to which he
did not even belong. The thing is so patently atbsbat we need
waste no more words on it.

Hence there only remains the assumption that infiregrmarriage
the woman married a man from another gens, andelilier
immediately entered the gens of her husband, wMdmmsen
himself actually admits to have been the practiberwthe woman
married outside her gens. Then everything at orem®rnes clear.
Severed from her old gens by her marriage and &tdpto the
gentile group of her husband, the woman occupiegeeuliar
position in her new gens. She is, indeed, a memb#re gens, but
not related by blood. By the mere manner of heepiance as a
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gentile member, she is entirely excluded from trahibition against
marrying within the gens, for she has just marned it; further, she
is accepted as one of the married members of ths, g&d on her
husband’s death inherits from his property, thepprty of a gentile
member. What is more natural than that this prgpsrould remain
within the gens and that she should therefore ligaibto marry a
member of her husband’s gens and nobody else?fAamdexception
is to be made, who is so competent to give her nbeessary
authorization as the man who has bequeathed septbperty, her
first husband? At the moment when he bequeatherta part of his
property and at the same time allows her to transfi@to another
gens through marriage or in consequence of marrihgeproperty
still belongs to him and he is therefore literaligposing of his own
property. As regards the woman herself and hertioalao her
husband's gens, it was he who brought her intgéins by a free act
of will - the marriage; hence it also seems nattlrat he should be
the proper person to authorize her to leave thissd®/ a second
marriage. In a word, the matter appears simplenatukal as soon as
we abandon the extraordinary conception of the gasimus Roman
gens and regard it, with Morgan, as originally exogus.

There still remains one last assumption which hs® dound
adherents, and probably the most numerous. On ieis, the
passage only means that “freed servants (libedy)dcnot without
special permission e gente enubere (marry out ef gans) or
perform any of the acts, which, involving loss afhts (capitis
deminutio minima), would have resulted in the ltbeleaving the
gens.” (LangeRomische AltertumerBerlin 1856, I, 195, where
Huschke is cited in connection with our passageftavy.) If this
supposition is correct, the passage then provdsngpat all about
the position of free Roman women, and there careven less
guestion of any obligation resting on them to mavithin the gens.
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The expressioenuptio genti®nly occurs in this one passage and
nowhere else in the whole of Latin literature; therd enubere, to
marry outside, only occurs three times, also iryLand then not in
reference to the gens. The fantastic notion tham&owomen were
only allowed to marry within their gens owes itsstence solely to
this one passage. But it cannot possibly be maietkiFor either the
passage refers to special restrictions for freedsgnm which case
it proves nothing about free women (ingenue,);t@pplies also to
free women; and then it proves, on the contrargt the woman
married as a rule outside her gens, but on heriagarentered into
the gens of her husband; which contradicts Momnasehsupports
Morgan.

Almost three centuries after the foundation of Rpite gentile
groups were still so strong that a patrician géihat of the Fabi,
was able to undertake an independent campaign tigtpermission
of the senate, against the neighboring town of;\hree hundred
and six Fabii are said to have set out and to men killed to a
man, in an ambush; according to the story, only looye who had
remained behind survived to propagate the gens.

As we have said, ten gentes formed a phratry, whitiong the
Romans was called a curia and had more importabslicpluinctions

than the Greek phratry. Every curia had its owngi@als rites,

shrines and priests; the latter, as a body, forored of the Roman
priestly colleges. Ten curiae formed a tribe, wipcbbably, like the
rest of the Latin tribes, originally had an electgesident-military
leader and high priest. The three tribes togetbenéd the Roman
people, the Populus Romanus.

Thus no one could belong to the Roman people urlleswias a
member of a gens and through it of a curia andba.tiThe first
constitution of the Roman people was as followsliewaffairs were
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managed in the first instance by the senate, whash\iebuhr first
rightly saw, was composed of the presidents ofttliee hundred
gentes; it was because they were the elders ofdins that they
were called fathers, patres, and their body, thatse(council of the
elders, from senex, old). Here again the custoral@tting always
from the same family in the gens brought into bethg first
hereditary nobility; these families called themsslV‘patricians,”
and claimed for themselves exclusive right of emtitp the senate
and tenure of all other offices. The acquiescelffitkeopeople in this
claim, in course of time, and its transformatiotoian actual right,
appear in legend as the story that Romulus comfdtre patriciate
and its privileges on the first senators and tldeiscendants. The
senate, like the Athenian boule, made final deosiin many
matters and held preparatory discussions on thdseyreater
importance, particularly new laws. With regardhede, the decision
rested with the assembly of the people, calledcimitia curiata
(assembly of the curiae). The people assembledhitegegrouped in
curiae, each curia probably grouped in gentes; edictime thirty
curiae, had one vote in the final decision. Therusy of the curiae
accepted or rejected all laws, elected all higHécials, including
the rex (so-called king), declared war (the sendtewever,
concluded peace), and, as supreme court, decidetheoappeal of
the parties concerned, all cases involving deaitegee on a Roman
citizen. Lastly, besides the senate and the asgeailthe people,
there was the rex, who corresponded exactly toGreek basileus
and was not at all the almost absolute king whiatrmvhsen made
him out to bé?He also was military leader, high priest, and
president of certain courts. He had no civil autigovhatever, nor
any power over the life, liberty, or property ofizeéns, except such
as derived from his disciplinary powers as militdeader or his
executive powers as president of a court. The effitrex was not
hereditary; on the contrary, he was first electgdhe assembly of
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the curiae, probably on the nomination of his peedsor, and then
at a second meeting solemnly installed in offickatThe could also
be deposed is shown by the fate of Tarquinius Swser

Like the Greeks of the heroic age, the Romansenatie of the so-
called kings lived in a military democracy founded gentes,
phratries, and tribes and developed out of thenenEf the curiae
and tribes were to a certain extent artificial greuhey were formed
after the genuine, primitive models of the society of which they
had arisen and by which they were still surroundadall sides.

Even if the primitive patrician nobility had alrgadained ground,
even if the reges were endeavoring gradually terektheir power,
it does not change the original, fundamental charaof the

constitution, and that alone matters.

Meanwhile, Rome and the Roman territory, which Hagken
enlarged by conquest, increased in population, lypatirough
immigration, partly through the addition of inhalits of the
subjugated, chiefly Latin, districts. All these neitizens of the state
(we leave aside the question of the clients) stoot$ide the old
gentes, curiae, and tribes, and therefore formedpad of the
populus Romanus, the real Roman people. They wersopally
free, could own property in land, and had to paxesaand do
military service. But they could not hold any offimor take part in
the assembly of the curiae, nor share in the adlatnof conquered
state lands. They formed the class that was exdlérden all public
rights, the plebs. Owing to their continually ingseng numbers,
their military training and their possession of arrthey became a
powerful threat to the old populus, which now rlgidbarred any
addition to its own ranks from outside. Furthemded property
seems to have been fairly equally divided betweepulus and
plebs, while the commercial and industrial weatiough not as yet
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much developed, was probably for the most parhénhands of the
plebs.

The great obscurity which envelops the completedgehdary
primitive history of Rome - an obscurity considdyatieepened by
the rationalistically pragmatical interpretationsdaaccounts given
of the subject by later authors with legalistic dgn- makes it
impossible to say anything definite about the tingeurse, or
occasion of the revolution which made an end of dltk gentile
constitution. All that is certain is that its cauag in the struggles
between plebs and populus.

The new constitution, which was attributed to tkve $ervius Tullius
and followed the Greek model, particularly thatSaflon, created a
new assembly of the people, in which populus aetygibin without
distinction were included or excluded accordingvwibether they
performed military service or not. The whole matgpplation liable
to bear arms was divided on a property basis indalasses. The
lower limit in each of the five classes was: (10000 asses; (2)
75,000 asses; (3) 50,000 asses; (4) 25,000 a$9es1,000 asses;
according to Dureau de la Malle, the equivalentatbout 14,000;
10,500; 7,000; 3,600; and 1,570 marks respectividie. sixth class,
the proletarians, consisted of those with less gngpthan the lower
class and those exempt from military service ameédaln the new
popular assembly of the centuries (comitia centayighe citizens
appeared in military formation, arranged by comeanin their
centuries of a hundred men, each century havingvotee Now the
first class put eighty centuries in the field, second twenty-two,
the third twenty, the fourth twenty-two, the fifthirty, and the sixth
also on century for the sake of appearances. liti@addthere was
the cavalry, drawn from the wealthiest men, withhéeen centuries;
total, 193; ninety-seven votes were thus requiocecfclear majority.
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But the cavalry and the first class alone had togrehinety-eight
votes, an therefore the majority; if they were agrehey did not ask
the others; they made their decision, and it stood.

This new assembly of the centuries now took ovepditical rights

of the former assembly of the curiae, with the exiom of a few

nominal privileges. The curiae and the gentes oclwithey were
composed were thus degraded, as in Athens, to prerate and
religious associations and continued to vegetatsuak for a long
period while the assembly of the curiae soon becaompletely

dormant. In order that the three old tribes of kipsshould also be
excluded from the state, four local tribes werditoted, each of
which inhabited one quarter of the city and poss#ss number of
political rights.

Thus in Rome also, even before the abolition of $oecalled
monarchy, the old order of society based on pefsoes of blood
was destroyed and in its place was set up a newcamglete state
constitution based on territorial division and er#nce of wealth.
Here the public power consisted of the body ofzeits liable to
military service, in opposition not only to the &g, but also to
those excluded from service in the army and froraspssion of
arms, the so-called proletarians.

The banishment of the last rex, Tarquinius Superam® usurped
real monarchic power, and the replacement of tlieeobf rex by
two military leaders (consuls) with equal powers @mong the
Iroquois) was simply a further development of tiésv constitution.
Within this new constitution, the whole history tfie Roman
Republic runs its course, with all the strugglesnMeen patricians
and plebeians for admission to office and sharthénstate lands,
and the final merging of the patrician nobilitythre new class of the
great land and money owners, who, gradually swatigwp all the
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land of the peasants ruined by military servicepleyed slave labor
to cultivate the enormous estates thus formed, mdpted Italy and
so threw open the door, not only to the emperaus,also to their
successors, the German barbarians.

Footnotes

[1] As gentes is here the Latin word used by the Remdnis
printed in italics to distinguish it from the geakterm "gens" used
throughout the book - Ed.

[2] The Latin rex is the same as the Celtic-lrish r{gibal chief)
and the Gothic reiks; that reiks signified headhef gens or tribe, as
did also originally the German word Furst (meanffigst" — cf.
English first and Danish forste), is shown by thetfthat already in
the fourth century the Goths had a special wordHerlater "king,"
the military leader of the whole people: thiudars. Ulfilas’
translation of the Bible, Artaxerxes and Herodraeeer called reiks,
but thiudans, and the empire of the Emperor Tilsersunot called
reiki, but thiudinassus. In the name of the Gothiodans or, as we
inaccurately translate, "king," Thiudareik (Theadbr i.e. Dietrich),
both titles coalesce.
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VII. The Gens among
Celts and Germans

Space does not allow us to consider the gentilgtutisns still

existing in greater or lesser degree of purity agnitve most various
savage and barbarian peoples, nor the traces s thetitutions in
the ancient history of the civilized peoples of #sThe institutions
or their traces are found everywhere. A few examphdll be

enough. Before the gens had been recognized, theutna took the
greatest pains to misunderstand it, McLennan himpebved its
existence, and in the main accurately describedantong the
Kalmucks, Circassians, Samoyeds and three Indiaplgs the
Warali, Magars and Munniporees. Recently it hasbdiscovered
and described by M. Kovalevsky among the Pshavevsis,
Svanets and other Caucasian tribes. Here we Wiyl give some
short notes on the occurrence of the gens among &&l Germans.

The oldest Celtic laws which have been preservenvsine gens
still fully alive: in Ireland, after being forciblyoroken up by the
English, it still lives today in the consciousne$the people, as an
instinct at any rate; in Scotland it was still mllfstrength in the
middle of the eighteenth century, and here agasudtcumbed only
to the weapons, laws, and courts of the English.

The old Welsh laws, which were recorded in writisgveral
centuries before the English conquest, at thetlatethe eleventh
century, still show common tillage of the soil byhale villages,

157



Rows

Collection

even if only as an exceptional relic of a once ganeustom; each
family had five acres for its own cultivation; aepe of land was
cultivated collectively as well and the yield skdarén view of the

analogy of Ireland and Scotland, it cannot be dedilthat these
village communities represent gentes or subdivgsimingentes, even
though further examination of the Welsh laws, whicltannot

undertake for lack of time (my notes date from 1)8&hould not

provide direct proof. But what is directly proveyg the Welsh

sources and by the lIrish is that among the Celtthéneleventh
century pairing marriage had not by any means logrlaced by
monogamy.

In Wales a marriage only became indissoluble, éherait only
ceased to be terminable by notification, after seyears had
elapsed. If the time was short of seven years iy thmee nights,
husband and wife could separate. They then shargdtheeir
property between them; the woman divided and the che@se. The
furniture was divided according to fixed and veoyrorous rules. If
it was the man who dissolved the marriage, he loadite the
woman back her dowry and some other things; ifaswhe woman,
she received less. Of the children the man tookawna the woman
one, the middle child. If after the separationwenan took another
husband and the first husband came to fetch hér dogeain, she had
to follow him even if she had already one foot er hew marriage
bed. If, on the other hand, the man and woman kad bgether for
seven years, they were husband and wife, even wiitoy previous
formal marriage. Chastity of girls before marriagas not at all
strictly observed, nor was it demanded; the prowmssiin this respect
are of an extremely frivolous character and natllah keeping with
bourgeois morality. If a woman committed adultettye husband
had the right to beat her (this was one of theetlmerasions when he
was allowed to do so; otherwise he was punishag)nbt then to
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demand any other satisfaction, since “for the difense there shall
be either atonement or vengeance, but not bothe’ Jiounds on
which the wife could demand divorce without losiagy of her

claims in the subsequent settlement were very cengmsive; if the
husband had bad breath, it was enough. The monghwhd to be
paid to the chief of the tribe or king to buy oft liight of the first

night (gobr merch, whence the medieval name, méch&ench

Marquette), plays a large part in the code of lalvee women had
the right to vote in the assemblies of the pedplben we add that
the evidence shows similar conditions in Irelarthttthere, also,
temporary marriages were quite usual and thateaséiparation very
favorable and exactly defined conditions were asbtw the woman,
including even compensation for her domestic sessicdhat in

Ireland there was a “first wife” as well as otheves, and that in the
division of an inheritance no distinction was madéween children
born in wedlock or outside it -- we then have auie of pairing

marriage in comparison with which the form of mage observed in
North America appears strict. This is not surpgsin the eleventh
century among a people who even so late as Cadsae svere still

living in group marriage.

The existence of the Irish gens (sept; the tribs gadled clann, clan)
Is confirmed and described not only by the old lexpales, but also
by the English jurists of the seventeenth centuny were sent over
to transform the clan lands into domains of thelishgcrown. Until
then, the land had been the common property otldreor gens, in
so far as the chieftains had not already convettedo their private
domains. When a member of the gens died and a holdse
consequently came to an end, the gentile chief Ehglish jurists
called himcaput cognationijs made a new division of the whole
territory among the remaining households. This nmuste been
done, broadly speaking, according to the ruleomd in Germany.
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Forty or fifty years ago village fields were verymerous, and even
today a few of these rundales, as they are catteg, still be found.
The peasants of a rundale, now individual tenantshe soil that
had been the common property of the gens till is weized by the
English conquerors, pay rent for their respectiiexe of land, but
put all their shares in arable and meadowland kegetvhich they
then divide according to position and quality idewanne, as they
are called on the Moselle, each receiving a shamach Gewann;
moorland and pasture-land are used in common. fiitylyyears ago
new divisions were still made from time to time,nm&dimes
annually. The field-map of such a village looks akalike that of a
German Gehdferschaft [peasant community] on theelosr in the
Mittelwald. The gens also lives on in the “faction3he Irish
peasants often divide themselves into parties bapparently on
perfectly absurd or meaningless distinctions; @ Emglish they are
guite incomprehensible and seem to have no othgopa than the
favorite ceremony of two factions hammering onetla@o They are
artificial revivals, modern substitutes for the pissed gentes,
manifesting in their own peculiar manner the péesise of the
inherited gentile instinct. In some districts thembers of the gens
still live pretty much together on the old territpm the ’thirties the
great majority of the inhabitants of County Monaglsll had only
four family names, that is, they were descendenh flaur gentes or
clans ™

In Scotland the decay of the gentile organizatiates from the
suppression of the rising of 1745. The precise tfancof the

Scottish clan in this organization still awaits estigation; but that
the clan is a gentile body is beyond doubt. In AfaBcott's novels
the Highland clan lives before our eyes. It is ssprgan:

.. an excellent type of the gens in organizatiowl @n spirit, and an
extraordinary illustration of the power of the gknlife over its members....
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We find in their feuds and blood revenge, in thetalization by gentes, in

their use of lands in common, in the fidelity oé ttlansman to his chief and
of the members of the clan to each other, the umbpersistent features of
gentile society.... Descent was in the male lihe, ¢hildren of the males

remaining members of the clan, while the childrérito female members

belonged to the clans of their respective fathers."

[Morgan, op. cit., pp. 368-369. -- Ed.]

But that formerly mother-right prevailed in Scotiais proved by the
fact that, according to Bede, in the royal family the Picts

succession was in the female line. Among the Sestsamong the
Welsh, a relic even of the punaluan family persisteo the Middle

Ages in the form of the right of the first nighthigh the head of the
clan or the king, as last representative of thensrcommunity of

husbands, had the right to exercise with everyebndless it was
compounded for money.

That the Germans were organized in gentes untiltithe of the
migrations is beyond all doubt. They can have omzlithe territory
between the Danube, Rhine, Vistula, and the nartseas only a
few centuries before our era; the Cimbri and Tesitoere then still

in full migration, and the Suevi did not find anyermanent
habitation until Caesar's time. Caesar expressiiestof them that
they had settled in gentes and kindreds (gentibgaationtbusque),
and in the mouth of a Roman of the Julian gens the
word gentibushas a definite meaning which cannot be argued away
The same was true of all the Germans; they sedtodtiave settled

by gentes even in the provinces they conquered frmrRomans.
The code of laws of the Alemanni confirms thatpleeple settled by
kindreds @enealogiag in the conquered territory south of the
Danube; genealogia is used in exactly the same esass
Markgenossenschaft or Dorfgenossensdhaftk or  village
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community — Ed.Jater. Kovalevsky has recently put forward theawie
that these genealogia- are the large household coities among
which the land was divided, and from which theagkk community
only developed later. This would then probably agaply to the
fara, with which expression the Burgundians and ltbembards —
that is, a Gothic and a Herminonian or High Gerntabhe —
designated nearly, if not exactly, the same thiadhe genealogiae
in the Alemannian code of laws. Whether it is neall gens or a
household community must be settled by furtheraese

The records of language leave us in doubt whetthénea Germans
had a common expression for gens, and what thategsipn was.
Etymologically, the Gothic kuni, Middle High Germakunne,

corresponds to the Greek genos and the Latin gedss used in the
same sense. The fact that the term for woman cénoesthe same
root — Greek gyne, Slav zena, Gothic gvino, Oldgedtona, kuna —
points back to the time of mother-right. Among tt@mbards and
Burgundians we find, as already mentioned, the t@&ra, which

Grimm derives from an imaginary root fisan, to kedeshould

prefer to go back to the more obvious derivati@amfifaran (fahren),
to travel or wander; fara would then denote a eacif the

migrating people which remained permanently toge#imel almost
as a matter of course would be composed of rekativethe several
centuries of migration, first to the east and therthe west, the
expression came to be transferred to the kinstopmitself. There
are, further, the Gothic sibia, Anglo-Saxon sibd ®ligh German
sippia, sima, kindred. Old Norse only has the plaifar, relatives;

the singular only occurs as the name of a godd&tsl astly, still

another expression occurs in the Hildebrandslidteres Hildebrand
asks Hadubrand: “Who is thy father among the methefpeople...
or of what kin art thou?“ (eddo huélihhes cnuoslessis). In as far
as there was a common German name for the gemnasiprobably

162



Rows

Collection

the Gothic huni that was used; this is renderethgiote, not only by
its identity with the corresponding expression ime trelated

languages, but also by the fact that from it isivéel the word

kuning, Konig (king), which originally denotes thead of a gens or
of a tribe. Sibia, kindred, does not seem to aalldonsideration; at
any rate, sifiar in Old Norse denotes not only Hlgelations, but
also relations by marriage; thus it includes theniners of at least
two gentes, and hence sif itself cannot have bkertdrm for the

gens.

As among the Mexicans and Greeks, so also amongénmans,

the order of battle, both the cavalry squadrons #red wedge

formations of the infantry, was drawn up by genfiescitus’ use of

the vague expression “by families and kindredstoidbe explained

through the fact that in his time the gens in Rdraé long ceased to
be a living body.

A further passage in Tacitus is decisive. It stdted the maternal
uncle looks upon his nephew as his own son, andsibrae even
regard the bond of blood between the maternal vartdethe nephew
as more sacred and close than that between fatidesan, so that
when hostages are demanded the sister's son iglests a better
security than the natural son of the man whom desired to bind.
Here we have living evidence, described as pasartul
characteristic of the Germans, of the matriarclaagd therefore
primitive, gens? If a member of such a gens gave his own son as a
pledge of his oath and the son then paid the penéliieath for his
father's breach of faith, the father had to andaethat to himself.
But if it was a sister's son who was sacrifice@éntthe most sacred
law of the gens was violated. The member of thesggho was
nearest of kin to the boy or youth, and more thlhrothers was
bound to protect him, was guilty of his death; eithe should not
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have pledged him or he should have kept the agmteieen if we
had no other trace of gentile organization amomrgGermans, this
one passage would suffice.

Still more decisive, because it comes about eightired years later,
Is a passage from the Old Norse poem of the twiliglthe gods and
the end of the world, the Voluspa. In this "viswithe seeress," into
which Christian elements are also interwoven, asgBand Bugge
have now proved, the description of the period oifversal
degeneration and corruption leading up to the goedhstrophe
contains the following passage:

Broedhr munu berjask ok at bonum verdask,
munu systrungar sifjum spilla.

“Brothers will make war upon one another and becoome
another's murderers, the children of sisters willredk
kinship.” Systrungameans the son of the mother’s sister, and that
these sisters’ sons should betray the blood-borddesm them is
regarded by the poet as an even greater crimethiadmf fratricide.
The force of the climax is in the word systrunganjch emphasizes
the kinship on the mother“s side; if the word haei syskina-born,
brothers' or sisters' children, or syskinasynimtiers' or sisters'
sons, the second line would not have been a climdke first, but
would merely have weakened the effect. Hence ewdhd time of
the Vikings, when the Voluspa was composed, the ongnof
mother-right had not yet been obliterated in Saaaa.

In the time of Tacitus, however, mother-right h&ready given way
to father-right, at least among the Germans witlosehcustoms he
was more familiar. The children inherited from tlagher; if there
were no children, the brothers, and the uncleserfdather's and the
mother's side. The fact that the mother’'s brothas wallowed to
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inherit is connected with the survivals of mothight already
mentioned, and again proves how new father-rightvgds among
the Germans at that time. Traces of mother-rightadgso found until
late in the Middle Ages. Apparently even at thateipeople still did
not have any great trust in fatherhood, espedialthe case of serfs.
When, therefore, a feudal lord demanded from a ttherreturn of a
fugitive serf, it was required — for example, ingsburg, Basle and
Kaiserslautern — that the accused person's statgera should be
sworn to by six of his nearest blood relations, #rat they should
all be relations on the mother’s side. (Mau&tgdteverfassundg, p.
381.)

Another relic of mother-right, which was still onip process of
dying out, was the respect of the Germans for ¢hgafe sex, which
to the Romans was almost incomprehensible. Yourg gi noble
family were considered the most binding hostagetraaties with
the Germans. The thought that their wives and daughmight be
taken captive and carried into slavery was terriblethem and more
than anything else fired their courage in battkeytsaw in a woman
something holy and prophetic, and listened to keica even in the
most important matters. Veleda, the priestess @fBtucterians on
the River Lippe, was the very soul of the wholeaan rising in
which Civilis, at the head of the Germans and Belgehook the
foundations of Roman rule in Gaul. In the home,legnan seems
to have held undisputed sway, though, together thi¢hold people
and the children, she also had to do all the wuaihile the man
hunted, drank, or idled about. That, at least,hatWacitus says; but
as he does not say who tilled the fields, and defindeclares that
the serfs only paid tribute, but did not have toder labor dues, the
bulk of the adult men must have had to do whaleliwtork the
cultivation of the land required. The form of mage, as already
said, was a pairing marriage which was graduallpr@gching
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monogamy. It was not yet strict monogamy, as patygavas

permitted for the leading members of the tribe.gbneral, strict
chastity was required of the girls (in contrasttie Celts), and
Tacitus also speaks with special warmth of the eshwss of the
marriage tie among the Germans. Adultery by the amom the only
ground for divorce mentioned by him. But there muany gaps here
in his report, and it is also only too apparent thais holding up a
mirror of virtue before the dissipated Romans. @neg is certain:

if the Germans were such paragons of virtue irr tfogests, it only

required slight contact with the outside world tong them down to
the level of the average man in the rest of Eurdfmidst the

Roman world, the last trace of moral austerity plisared far more
rapidly even than the German language. For proa§ €nough to
read Gregory of Tours. That in the German primduegsts there
could be no such voluptuous abandonment to altehirements of
sensuality as in Rome is obvious; the superioritthe Germans to
the Roman world in this respect also is sufficigmfteat, and there
is no need to endow them with an ideal continencthings of the
flesh, such as has never yet been practiced bytae aation.

Also derived from the gentile organization is thiigation to inherit
the enmities as well as the friendships of theefatir the relatives;
likewise theWergeld the fine for idling or injuring, in place of
blood revenge. The Wergeld, which only a generabgo was
regarded as a specifically German institution, has been shown
to be general among hundreds of peoples as a nidder of the
blood revenge originating out of the gentile orgation. We find it,
for example, among the American Indians, who alsgard
hospitality as an obligation. Tacitus’ descriptioh hospitality as
practiced among the Germans (Germania, Ch. XXl)dentical
almost to the details with that given by Morgarhisf Indians.
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The endless, burning controversy as to whetherGkeemans of
Tacitus’ time had already definitely divided thadeor not, and how
the relevant passages are to be interpreted, ntmmdseto the past.
No more words need be wasted in this dispute, sinbas been
established that among almost all peoples theveidtdl land was
tilled collectively by the gens, and later by commstic household
communities such as were still found by Caesar griba Suevi,

and that after this stage the land was allottemhdovidual families

with periodical repartitions, which are shown tovéasurvived as a
local custom in Germany down to our day. If in &me hundred and
fifty years between Caesar and Tacitus the Gerrhadschanged
from the collective cultivation of the land exprgsattributed by

Caesar to the Suevi (they had no divided or prifiatds whatever,

he says) to individual cultivation with annual regen of the land,

that is surely progress enough. The transition fibat stage to
complete private property in land during such arsiperiod and

without any outside interference is a sheer imfilggi What | read

in Tacitus is simply what he says in his own dryrd# they change
(or divide afresh) the cultivated land every yeand there is enough
common land left over. It is the stage of agriatand property
relations in regard to the land which exactly cgpands to the
gentile constitution of the Germans at that time.

| leave the preceding paragraph unchanged asatl stothe former
editions. Meanwhile the question has taken anotham. Since
Kovalevsky has shown (cf. pages 51-52) that therigvabal
household community was a very common, if not usiae
intermediate form between the matriarchal commimfsimily and
the modern isolated family, it is no longer a qioestof whether
property in land is communal or private, which itz point at issue
between Maurer and Waitz, but a question of thenfaf the
communal property. There is no doubt at all thag Buevi in
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Caesar's time not only owned the land in common, dso
cultivated it in common for the common benefit. Whes the
economic unit was the gens or the household contgnwori a
communistic kinship group intermediate between th@; or
whether all three groups occurred according toctivaditions of the
soil — these questions will be in dispute for agldime to come.
Kovalevsky maintains, however, that the conditiaescribed by
Tacitus presuppose the existence, not of the markvilkage
community, but of the household community and tina village
community only develops out of the latter muchrases a result of
the increase in population.

According to this view, the settlements of the Gams)in the
territory of which they were already in possesabthe time of the
Romans, and also in the territory which they latak from the
Romans, were not composed of villages but of langasehold
communities, which included several generationdtivatied an
amount of land proportionate to the number of tihmeembers, and
had common use with their neighbors of the surrmgdaste. The
passage in Tacitus about changing the cultivatad {&ould then
have to be taken in an agronomic sense: the contyncuiiivated a
different piece of land every year, and allowed fdned cultivated
the previous year to lie fallow or run completely waste; the
population being scanty, there was always enougtenaft over to
make any disputes about land unnecessary. Onlfidncourse of
centuries, when the number of members in the haldeh
communities had increased so much that a commaroagpwas no
longer possible under the existing conditions afdpiction did the
communities dissolve. The arable and meadow lankdighwhad
hitherto been common were divided in the mannerili@mnto us,
first temporarily and then permanently, among thgle households

168



Rows

Collection

which were now coming into being, while forest, tpas land, and
water remained common.

In the case of Russia this development seems t@ h@oved
historical fact. With regard to Germany, and, seleoily, the other
Germanic countries, it cannot be denied that inymvaays this view
provides a better explanation of the sources aneharer solution to
difficulties than that held hitherto, which takes$et village
community back to the time of Tacitus. On the whalee oldest
documents, such as the Codex Laureshamensis, caxpb&ned
much better in terms of the household community tfethe village
community. On the other hand, this view raises dédficulties and
new questions, which have still to be solved. Tloay only be
settled by new investigations; but | cannot derat th the case also
of Germany, Scandinavia and England there is vezgitgorobability
in favor of the intermediate form of the househmddnmunity.

While in Caesar’s time the Germans had only justrtaup or were
still looking for settled abodes, in Tacitus’ tirtteey already had a
full century of settled life behind them; corresdomgly, the
progress in the production of the necessitiesfefii unmistakable.
They live in log-houses; their clothing is still yemuch that of
primitive people of the forests: coarse woolen nesntskins; for
women and notable people underclothing of lineneiiiood is
milk, meat, wild fruits, and, as Pliny adds, oathparidge (still the
Celtic national food in Ireland and Scotland). Th&ealth consists
in cattle and horses, but of inferior breed; theexare small, poor in
build and without horns; the horses are ponied) watry little speed.
Money was used rarely and in small amounts; it eedusively
Roman. They did not work gold or silver, nor digyhvalue it. Iron
was rare, and, at least, among the tribes on theeR&nd the
Danube, seems to have been almost entirely impontgidmined.
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Runic writing (imitated from the Greek or Latintits) was a purely
secret form of writing, used only for religious nagHuman
sacrifices were still offered. In short, we here agpeople which had
just raised itself from the middle to the uppegstaf barbarism. But
whereas the tribes living immediately on the Rorfrantiers were
hindered in the development of an independent naaidl textile
industry by the facility with which Roman productould be
imported, such industry undoubtedly did develothm northeast, on
the Baltic. The fragments of weapons found in thehl&wig
marshes — long iron sword, coat of mail, silvemiet] and so forth,
together with Roman coins of the end of the seammtury — and
the German metal objects distributed by the migreti show quite a
pronounced character of their own, even when treywe from an
originally Roman model. Emigration into the civéid Roman world
put an end to this native industry everywhere ekaepEngland.
With what uniformity this industry arose and dewysd, can be
seen, for example, in the bronze brooches; thasedfan Burgundy,
Rumania and on the Sea of Azov might have comebtite same
workshop as those found in England and Sweden,asadust as
certainly of Germanic origin.

The constitution also corresponds to the upperestdgoarbarism.
According to Tacitus, there was generally a courdfil chiefs
(principeg, which decided minor matters, but prepared more
important questions for decision by the assemblyhef people; at
the lower stage of barbarism, so far as we havevlatge of it, as
among the Americans, this assembly of the peoplecemprises
only the members of the gens, not yet of the trdseof the
confederacy of tribes. The chiefprificipeg are still sharply
distinguished from the military leadersluces just as they are
among the Iroquois; they already subsist partiatlygifts of cattle,
corn, etc., from the members of the tribe; as inefioa, they are
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generally elected from the same family. The tramsito father-right
favored, as in Greece and Rome, the gradual tranafmn of
election into hereditary succession, and hencerifee of a noble
family in each gens. This old so-called tribal nidypdisappeared for
the most part during the migrations or soon afted&aThe military
leaders were chosen without regard to their desselgly according
to their ability. They had little power and hadrédy on the force of
example. Tacitus expressly states that the actusdiptinary
authority in the army lay with the priests. Thelqgawer was in the
hands of the assembly of the people. The king erctief of the
tribe presides; the people decide: “No” by murmuPges” by
acclamation and clash of weapons. The assemblyegpéople is at
the same time an assembly of justice; here contplare brought
forward and decided and sentences of death passednly capital
crimes being cowardice, treason against the peapié,unnatural
lust. Also in the gentes and other subdivisionghef tribe all the
members sit in judgment under the presidency ofcthef, who, as
in all the early German courts, can only have giiithe proceedings
and put questions; the actual verdict was alway&rgiamong
Germans everywhere by the whole community.

Confederacies of tribes had grown up since the @frt@aesar; some
of them already had kings; the supreme military m@mder was
already aiming at the position of tyrant, as amtmg Greeks and
Romans, and sometimes secured it. But these fdetumsurpers
were not by any means absolute rulers; they weneeber, already
beginning to break the fetters of the gentile ctutstn. Whereas
freed slaves usually occupied a subordinate positsince they
could not belong to any gens, as favorites of tee kings they
often won rank, riches and honors. The same thagpéned after
the conquest of the Roman Empire by these militeagers, who
now became kings of great countries. Among the ksaslaves and
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freedmen of the king played a leading part firsthat court and then
in the state; the new nobility was to a great extascended from
them.

One institution particularly favored the rise ohgship: the retinues.
We have already seen among the American Indians kg by

side with the gentile constitution, private asstieres were formed
to carry on wars independently. Among the Germ#rese private
associations had already become permanent. A miligader who
had made himself a name gathered around him adfayaling men

eager for booty, whom he pledged to personal lgyaiving the

same pledge to them. The leader provided their kgape them
gifts, and organized them on a hierarchic basispdyguard and a
standing troop for smaller expeditions and a ragcoaps of officers
for operations on a larger scale. Weak as thesauest must have
been, and as we in fact find them to be later —ef@ample, under
Odoacer in Italy — they were nevertheless the lmaggs of the

decay of the old freedom of the people and shoWwenhselves to be
such during and after the migrations. For in thstfplace they
favored the rise of monarchic power. In the seqaade, as Tacitus
already notes, they could only be kept togethercdaytinual wars
and plundering expeditions. Plunder became an eniself. If the

leader of the retinue found nothing to do in thgghleorhood, he set
out with his men to other peoples where there was and the
prospect of booty. The German mercenaries who fouglgreat

numbers under the Roman standard even against @ermeare

partly mobilized through these retinues. They alyegepresent the
first form of the system of Landsknechte, the shame curse of the
Germans. When the Roman Empire had been conqudrese

retinues of the kings formed the second main staftky the unfree
and the Roman courtiers, from which the later riybivas drawn.
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In general, then, the constitution of those Gerindores which had
combined into peoples was the same as had deveklpedg the
Greeks of the Heroic Age and the Romans of theafleettime of

the kings: assembly of the people, council of thiefs of the gentes,
military leader, who is already striving for reabnarchic power. It
was the highest form of constitution which the gendrder could

achieve; it was the model constitution of the upptage of
barbarism. If society passed beyond the limits wittvhich this

constitution was adequate, that meant the endeofjéimtile order; it
was broken up and the state took its place.

Footnotes

[1] During a few days spent in Ireland, | realizeceslr to what an
extent the country people still live in the condoeps of the gentile
period. The landed proprietor, whose tenant thendaris, is still
regarded by the latter as a kind of chief of thenclvhose duty it is
to manage the land in the interests of all, while farmer pays
tribute in the form of rent, but has a claim upam fior assistance in
times of necessity. Similarly, everyone who is vaéflis considered
under an obligation to assist his poorer neighldren they fall on
hard times. Such help is not charity; it is wha goorer member of
the clan is entitled to receive from the wealthmeember or the
chief. One can understand the complaints of thitiqgedleconomists
and jurists about the impossibility of making thish peasant grasp
the idea of modern bourgeois property; the Irishrsiamply cannot
get it into his head that there can be properth wights but no
duties. But one can also understand that whennheshwith these
naive gentile conceptions suddenly find themseireme of the big
English or American towns among a population witdmpletely
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different ideas of morality and justice, they easibecome
completely confused about both morality and justeel lose all
their bearings, with the result that masses of thketome
demoralized. (Note to the Fourth Edition.)

[2] The peculiar closeness of the bond between matentde and
nephew, which derives from the time of mother-right is found
among many peoples, is only recognized by the Greektheir

mythology of the heroic age. According to Diodoru¥, 34,

Meleager slays the sons of Thestius, the brothérkiso mother
Althma. She regards this deed as such an inexpauie that she
curses the murderer, her own son, and prays fatdath. “The gods
heard her wishes,” the story says, “and put an tenifleleager’'s
life.” Also according to Diodorus (IV, 44), the Awgauts land in
Thrace under Heracles and there find that Phiretuhe instigation
of his new wife, is shamefully ill-treating the tvgons born to him
by his former wife, the Boread Cleopatra, whom ks put away.
But among the Argonauts there are also Boreadsthdn® of
Cleopatra, therefore maternal uncles of the maéicekhoys. They at
once take up their nephews’ cause, free them, girttidir guards.
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VIII. The Formation
of the State among
Geermans

According to Tacitus, the Germans were a very nooeipeople.
Caesar gives us an approximate idea of the stresfgtie separate
German peoples; he places the number of the Usipeiad the
Tencterans who appeared on the left bank of thedrai 180,000,
women and children included. That is about 100,@600ne
people already considerably more than, for instance, ttital
number of the Iroquois in their prime, when, no entlhan 20,000
strong, they were the terror of the whole countont the Great
Lakes to the Ohio and the Potomac. On the mapeifrwto group
the better known peoples settled near the Rhinerdicy to the
evidence of the reports, a single people occupiesspace of a
Prussian government district that is, about 10 @fiare kilometers
or 182 geographical square milgsbout 4,000 square miles —
Ed.] Now, the Germania Magna of the Romans, which redets far
as the Vistula, had an area of 500,000 square kiers in round
figures. Reckoning the average number of each peaipll00,000,
the total population of Germania Magna would worlt aat
5,000,000 - a considerable figure for a barbariayu of peoples,
but, compared with our conditions ten persons te Hguare
kilometer, or about 550 to the geographical squaite - extremely
low. But that by no means exhausts the numbereofrmans then
living. We know that all along the Carpathians atwvn to the
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south of the Danube there were German peoples midsderom
Gothic tribes, such as the Bastarnians, Peuciraadsothers, who
were so humerous that Pliny classes them togeghthreafifth main
tribe of the Germans. As early as 180 B.C. they emdheir
appearance as mercenaries in the service of theddaan King
Perseus, and in the first years of Augustus, ativancing, they
almost reached Adrianople. If we estimate thesengt 1,000,000,
the probable total number of the Germans at thenb&wy of our era
must have been at least 6,000,000.

After permanent settlements had been founded iMm&ay, the

population must have grown with increasing rapidibe advances
in industry we mentioned are in themselves prooftlos. The

objects found in the Schleswig marshes date frarthird century,
according to the Roman coins discovered with thatnthis time,

therefore, there was already a developed metaltextde industry

on the Baltic, brisk traffic with the Roman Empiaad a certain
degree of luxury among the more wealthy — all sighdenser
population. But also at this time begins the gdnatick by the
Germans along the whole line of the Rhine, the Romall and the
Danube, from the North Sea to the Black Sea — dpemof of the

continual growth and outward thrust of the popolatiFor three
centuries the fight went on, during which the wholain body of
the Gothic peoples (with the exception of the Scemdan Goths
and the Burgundians) thrust south-east, forminddfteving on the
long front of attack, while in the center the Highermans
(Hermionians) pushed forward down the upper Danahd, on the
right wing the Ischovonians, now called Franks,amdbed along the
Rhine; the Ingoevonians carried out the conque&rvéin. By the

end of the fifth century an exhausted and bleedoghan Empire
lay helpless before the invading Germans.
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In earlier chapters we were standing at the cratilencient Greek
and Roman civilization. Now we stand at its grdveme had driven
the leveling plane of its world rule over all theuatries of the
Mediterranean basin, and that for centuries. Exeepen Greek
offered resistance, all natural languages had fmread to yield to a
debased Latin; there were no more national difie@enno more
Gauls, Iberians, Ligurians, Noricans; all had beeoRomans.
Roman administration and Roman law had everywheokeln up
the old kinship groups, and with them the last igesof local and
national independence. The half-baked culture oh&provided no
substitute; it expressed no nationality, only taeklof nationality.
The elements of new nations were present everywtieeeLatin
dialects of the various provinces were becomingreasingly
differentiated; the natural boundaries which onegl Imade Italy,
Gaul, Spain, Africa independent territories, wetikk there and still
made themselves felt. But the strength was noketherfuse these
elements into new nations; there was no longega anywhere of
capacity for development, or power of resistancesay nothing of
creative energy. The enormous mass of humanityhen whole
enormous territory was held together by one borlig: dhe Roman
state; and the Roman state had become in the cotitsme their
worst enemy and oppressor. The provinces had dateitii Rome;
Rome itself had become a provincial town like tbst — privileged,
but no longer the ruler, no longer the hub of traldvempire, not
even the seat of the emperors or sub-emperors,netolived in
Constantinople, Treves, Milan. The Roman stateldemmdme a huge,
complicated machine, exclusively for bleeding itsbjects, Taxes,
state imposts and tributes of every kind pressedntiass of the
people always deeper into poverty; the pressureimtessified until
the exactions of governors, tax-collectors, and iesnmade it
unbearable. That was what the Roman state hadvachisith its
world rule. It gave as the justification of its stance that it
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maintained order within the empire and protecteagainst the
barbarians without. But its order was worse thanwiorst disorder,
and the citizens whom it claimed to protect agathst barbarians
longed for the barbarians to deliver them.

Social conditions were no less desperate. Alreadlie last years of
the republic the policy of Roman rule had beenlestly to exploit
the provinces; the empire, far from abolishing #xploitation, had
organized it. The more the empire declined, thédngose the taxes
and levies, the more shamelessly the officials edband extorted.
The Romans had always been too occupied in rulingranations to
become proficient in trade and industry; it wasyom$ usurers that
they beat all who came before or after. What comeméad already
existed and still survived was now ruined by o#icextortion; it
struggled on only in the eastern, Greek part oetigire, which lies
outside the present study. General impoverishmdetline of
commerce, handicrafts and art; fall in the popatatidecay of the
towns; relapse of agriculture to a lower level-sweas the final
result of Roman world rule.

Agriculture, always the decisive branch of prodmetinroughout the
ancient world, was now more so than ever. In Itdlg enormous
estates (latifundia) which, since the end of theubdic, occupied
almost the whole country, had been exploited in diferent ways.
They had been used either as pastures, the papuléieing
displaced by sheep and cattle, which could be tkrime a few
slaves, or as country estates (villae), where laogée horticulture
was carried on with masses of slaves, partly asxary for the
owner, partly for sale in the town markets. Theaggrazing farms
had kept going and had probably even extended;dbatry estates
and their gardens had been ruined through the ieEhment of
their owners and the decay of the towns. The sysiktatifundia
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run by slave labor no longer paid; but at that tmoeother form of
large-scale agriculture was possible. Small pradochad again
become the only profitable form. One country estdter another
was cut up into small lots, which were handed ®itrer to tenants,
who paid a fixed sum and had hereditary rightsiocopartiarii_,

stewards rather than tenants, who received a sixtbven only a
ninth of the year's product in return for theirdabFor the most part,
however, these small lots of land were given owdioni, who paid
for them a definite yearly amount, were tied to $lod and could be
sold together with their lot. True, they were nilatves, but neither
were they free; they could not marry free persomsd their

marriages with one another were not regarded asnhrdriages, but,
like those of slaves, as mere concubinage (contiura). They

were the forerunners of the medieval serfs.

The slavery of classical times had outlived itséthether employed
on the land in large-scale agriculture or in maotufige in the towns,
it no longer yielded any satisfactory return — tinarket for its
products was no longer there. But the small-sagiie@ture and the
small handicraft production to which the enormorsdpction of the
empire in its prosperous days was now shrunk hadoom for
numbers of slaves. Only for the domestic and luxslayes of the
wealthy was there still a place in society. Bututjo it was dying
out, slavery was still common enough to make addpctive labor
appear to be work for slaves, unworthy of free Reosna and
everybody was a free Roman now. Hence, on the ade, s
increasing manumissions of the superfluous slaves were now a
burden; on the other hand, a growth in some partse numbers of
the coloni, and in other parts of the declassednfien (like the
“poor whites” in the ex-slave states of AmericahriStianity is
completely innocent of the gradual dying out ofiant slavery; it
was itself actively involved in the system for aergs under the
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Roman Empire, and never interfered later with skasding by
Christians: not with the Germans in the north, ahwhe Venetians
in the Mediterranean, or with the later trade irghbes? Slavery no
longer paid; it was for that reason it died outt Budying it left

behind its poisoned sting — the stigma attachingh#o productive
labor of freemen. This was the blind alley from @¥hithe Roman
world had no way out: slavery was economically isgble, the
labor of freemen was morally ostracized. The onddcbe the basic
form of social production no longer; the other, ryet. Nothing

could help here except a complete revolution.

Things were no better in the provinces. We havet magerial about
Gaul. Here there was still a free small peasanraddition to
coloni;. In order to be secured against oppresdgnofficials,
judges, and usurers, these peasants often plaeetsé¢tves under
the protection, the patronage, of a powerful persod it was not
only individuals who did so, but whole communitiss, that in the
fourth century the emperors frequently prohibited practice. But
what help was this protection to those who soutthiTheir patron
made it a condition that they should transfer tm ltihe rights of
ownership in their pieces of land, in return foriethhe guaranteed
them the use of the land for their lifetime — @krivhich the Holy
Church took note of and in the ninth and tenth wees lustily
imitated, to the increase of God’s glory and itsnolands. At this
time, it is true, about the year 475, Bishop Salugmof Marseilles
still inveighs indignantly against such theft. Helates that
oppression by Roman officials and great landlordd hecome so
heavy that many “Romans” fled into districts alrgamtcupied by
the barbarians, and that the Roman citizens settlede feared
nothing so much as a return to Roman rule. Thatmarowing to
their poverty often sold their children into slayeat this time is
proved by a decree prohibiting the practice.
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In return for liberating the Romans from their ostate, the German
barbarians took from them two-thirds of all thedaemd divided it
among themselves. The division was made accordiribet gentile
constitution. The conquerors being relatively fewnumber, large
tracts of land were left undivided, as the propedsytly of the whole
people, partly of the individual tribes and gent¥&thin each gens
the arable and meadow land was distributed bynl@gjual portions
among the individual households. We do not know thdre
reallotments of the land were repeatedly carriedadthis time, but
in any event they were soon discontinued in the &omrovinces
and the individual lots became alienable privatapprty,allodium
Woods and pastures remained undivided for commas tlse
provisions regulating their common use, and the maamn which
the divided land was to be cultivated, were setttegccordance
with ancient custom and by the decision of the whmmmunity.
The longer the gens remained settled in its village the more the
Germans and the Romans gradually merged, the rherédnd of
union lost its character of kinship and becamdtteral. The gens
was lost in the mark community, in which, howeveaces of its
origin in the kinship of its members are often eglowtill visible.
Thus, at least in those countries where the manknuanity
maintained itself - northern France, England, Gerymaand
Scandinavia - the gentile constitution changed negyatibly into a
local constitution and thus became capable of pa@tion into the
state. But it nevertheless retained that primitdeenocratic character
which distinguishes the whole gentile constitutiand thus even in
its later enforced degeneration and up to the measint times it kept
something of the gentile constitution alive, to daveapon in the
hands of the oppressed.

This weakening of the bond of blood in the genkieéd from the
degeneration of the organs of kinship also in tifgetand in the
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entire people as a result of their conquests. Akmav, rule over
subjugated peoples is incompatible with the gentibastitution.

Here we can see this on a large scale. The Germaplgs, how
masters of the Roman provinces, had to organizet Wiey had
conguered. But they could neither absorb the magsomans into
the gentile bodies nor govern them through theskelsoAt the head
of the Roman local governing bodies, many of whdohtinued for
the time being to function, had to be placed a tsulbs for the

Roman state, and this substitute could only behmmastate. The
organs of the gentile constitution had to be tramséd into state
organs, and that very idly, for the situation wagemt. But the
immediate representative of the conquering people tveir military
leader. To secure the conquered territory agaitetkafrom within

and without, it was necessary to strengthen hisgpolwhe moment
had come to transform the military leadership ikioship: the

transformation was made.

Let us take the country of the Franks. Here théowimus Salian
people had come into complete possession, notadrilye extensive
Roman state domains, but also of the very largestiraf land which
had not been distributed among the larger and smdistrict and
mark communities, in particular all the larger &irareas. On his
transformation from a plain military chief into theal sovereign of a
country, the first thing which the king of the Fkandid was to
transform this property of the people into crownds, to steal it
from the people and to give it, outright or in fiégb his retainers.
This retinue, which originally consisted of his g@mal following of
warriors and of the other lesser military leadesss presently
increased not only by Romans — Romanized Gauls, s&vho
education, knowledge of writing, familiarity withhé spoken
Romance language of the country and the writtemllahguage, as
well as with the country's laws, soon made themspehsable to
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him, but also by slaves, serfs and freedmen, whaposed his court
and from whom he chose his favorites. All theseeirax their
portions of the people's land, at first generafiythe form of gifts,
later of benefices, usually conferred, to beginhwibr the king's
lifetime. Thus, at the expense of the people thmdiation of a new
nobility was laid.

And that was not all. The wide extent of the kingdoould not be
governed with the means provided by the old gemtilastitution;

the council of chiefs, even if it had not long snmecome obsolete,
would have been unable to meet, and it was sogiladesd by the
permanent retinue of the king; the old assemblyth# people

continued to exist in name, but it also increasingtcame a mere
assembly of military leaders subordinate to thegkand of the new
rising nobility. By the incessant civil wars andr&@af conquest (the
latter were particularly frequent under Charlemagttee free land-
owning peasants, the mass of the Frankish peo@ees veduced to
the same state of exhaustion and penury as the iRpemsants in
the last years of the Republic. Though they hadyimaily

constituted the whole army and still remained asKbone after the
conquest of France, by the beginning of the nimsttitwary they were
so impoverished that hardly one man in five coubdtg the wars.
The army of free peasants raised directly by timg kvas replaced
by an army composed of the serving-men of the nebles,

including bondsmen, descendants of men who inezaitnes had
known no master save the king and still earliemraster at all, not
even a king. The internal wars under Charlemagnhe&sessors, the
weakness of the authority of the crown, and theresponding

excesses of the nobles (including the counts uistt by

Charlemagne, who were now striving to make theificef

hereditary), had already brought ruin on the Freimkieasantry, and
the ruin was finally completed by the invasionstioé Norsemen.
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Fifty years after the death of Charlemagne, the itgraf the Franks
lay as defenseless at the feet of the NorsemdmeaRdman Empire,
four hundred years earlier, had lain at the fe¢hefFranks.

Not only was there the same impotence against eseritom
without, but there was almost the same social omlerather
disorder within. The free Frankish peasants wera plight similar
to their predecessors, the Roman coloni. Plundexed,ruined by
wars, they had been forced to put themselves uhdegorotection of
the new nobles or of the Church, the crown being weak to
protect them. But they had to pay dearly for itkd.ithe Gallic
peasants earlier, they had to transfer their rightgroperty in land
to their protecting lord and received the land b&dm him in
tenancies of various and changing forms, but alveafg in return
for services and dues. Once in this position ofedédence, they
gradually lost their personal freedom also; aftdeva generations
most of them were already serfs. How rapid wasdibappearance
of the free peasantry is shown by Irminon’s recarfithe monastic
possessions of the Abbey of Saint Germain des Rtéthat time
near, now in, Paris. On the huge holdings of ttbdy, which were
scattered in the surrounding country, there livedCharlemagne’s
time 2,788 households, whose members were almostouwti
exception Franks with German names. They includé8®coloni,
35 lites[semi-free peasants — EA220 slaves, and only eight freehold
tenants! The godless practice, as Salvianus haedca| by which
the protecting lord had the peasant’s land trarefleto himself as
his own property, and only gave it back to the paaifor use during
life, was now commonly employed by the Church agjaithe
peasants. The forced services now imposed witheasing
frequency had had their prototype as much in thend&oangariae,
compulsory labor for the state, as in the servipesvided by
members of the German marks for bridge and roadngaad other
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common purposes. To all appearances, therefoes, fafir hundred
years, the mass of the people were back again wihene had
started.

But that only proved two things: first, that thecsd stratification
and the distribution of property in the declininggrRan Empire
completely correspond to the level of agricultueald industrial
production at that time, and had therefore beewnitmge; secondly,
that this level of production had neither risen fadlen significantly
during the following four centuries and had therefavith equal
necessity again produced the same distributionrabgrty and the
same classes in the population. In the last cagwf the Roman
Empire the town had lost its former supremacy aékrercountry, and
in the first centuries of German rule it had nogai@ed it. This
implies a low level of development both in agrioudt and industry.
This general situation necessarily produces bigqhgulandowners
and a dependent small peasantry. How impossiblead to graft
onto such a society either the Roman system dditattia worked by
slave-labor or the newer large-scale agricultureked by forced
services is proved by Charlemagne's experiments thig famous
imperial country estates (villae). These experimewtre gigantic in
scope, but they left scarcely a trace. They werdimoed only by
the monasteries, and only for them were they fulitBut the
monasteries were abnormal social bodies, foundeckbbacy; they
could produce exceptional results, but for thatyveeason
necessarily continued to be exceptional themselves.

And yet progress was made during these four hunggads. Though
at the end we find almost the same main classas thg beginning,
the human beings who formed these classes weereattf Ancient
slavery had gone, and so had the pauper freemerdegmsed work
as only fit for slaves. Between the Roman colonnd the new
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bondsman had stood the free Frankish peasant. Tiseless
memories and aimless strife” of decadent Romaru@ilvere dead
and buried. The social classes of the ninth certiad/been formed,
not in the rottenness of a decaying civilizatiout in the birth-pangs
of a new civilization. Compared with their Romargecessors, the
new breed, whether masters or servants, was a lbifeedn. The
relation of powerful landowners and subject peasaviliich had
meant for the ancient world the final ruin, fromieththere was no
escape, was for them the starting-point of a neveldpment. And,
further, however unproductive these four centuaigsear, one great
product they did leave: the modern nationalitieg, new forms and
structures through which west European humanity wasnake
coming history. The Germans had, in fact, givenoparnew life,
and therefore the break-up of the states in then@eic period
ended, not in subjugation by the Norsemen and 8asadut in the
further development of the system of benefices @mdection into
feudalism, and in such an enormous increase opdipelation that
scarcely two centuries later the severe bloodrigttif the Crusades
was borne without injury.

But what was the mysterious magic by which the Gersrbreathed
new life into a dying Europe? Was it some miracalpower innate
in the Germanic race, such as our chauvinist h&ter romance
about? Not a bit of it. The Germans, especiallthat time, were a
highly gifted Aryan tribe, and in the full vigor afevelopment. It
was not, however, their specific national qualitdsch rejuvenated
Europe, but simply — their barbarism, their gentbastitution.

Their individual ability and courage, their sendefreedom, their
democratic instinct which in everything of publioncern felt itself
concerned; in a word, all the qualities which harb lost to the
Romans and were alone capable of forming new statdsmnaking
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new nationalities grow out of the slime of the Ronmwaorld-what
else were they than the characteristics of thedvem of the upper
stage, fruits of his gentile constitution?

If they recast the ancient form of monogamy, mouelathe
supremacy of the man in the family, and gave thenam a higher
position than the classical world had ever knowhaiwnade them
capable of doing so if not their barbarism, theanige customs,
their living heritage from the time of mother-right

If in at least three of the most important coumstri€sermany,

northern France and England, they carried overtimofeudal state
a genuine piece of gentile constitution, in thenfoof mark

communities, thus giving the oppressed class, #msants, even
under the harshest medieval serfdom, a local centeslidarity and

a means of resistance such as neither the slawassfcal times nor
the modern proletariat found ready to their hand what was this
due, if not to their barbarism, their purely bar@armethod of

settlement in kinship groups?

Lastly: they were able to develop and make univeitsa milder
form of servitude they had practiced in their owsumtry, which
even in the Roman Empire increasingly displacedesia a form of
servitude which, as Fourier first stressed, giwetheé bondsmen the
means of their gradual liberation as a class (tiduaux cultivateurs
des moyens d'affranchissement collectif et Prodgigsa form of
servitude which thus stands high above slavery,revtiee only
possibility is the immediate release, without argnsitional stage,
of individual slaves (abolition of slavery by susshil rebellion is
unknown to antiquity), whereas the medieval sertdgally won
their liberation as a class. And to what do we ¢hve if not to their
barbarism, thanks to which they had not yet readhedstage of

187



Rows

Collection

fully developed slavery, neither the labor slavefythe classical
world nor the domestic slavery of the Orient?

All the vigorous and creative life which the Germmanfused into
the Roman world was barbarism. Only barbarians abke to

rejuvenate a world in the throes of collapsing l@ation. And

precisely the highest stage of barbarism, to whictt in which the
Germans worked their way upwards before the mignati was the
most favorable for this process. That explains yharg.

Footnotes

[1] The number assumed here is confirmed by a statewien
Diodorus about the Celts of Gaul: “In Gaul dwellnpgpeoples of
varying strength. Among those that are greateshtimeber is about
200,000, among the smallest, 50,000” (Diodorus|8&W, 75). On

an average, therefore, 125,000; it can undoubteelgssumed that,
owing to their higher stage of development, theglsinpeoples
among the Gauls were rather larger than among énméns.

[2] According to Bishop Liutprand of Cremona, in tleath century
the chief industry of Verdun — in the Holy Germamire, observe
— was the manufacture of eunuchs, who were expattgceat profit
to Spain for the Moorish harems.
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IX. Barbarism and
Civilization

We have now traced the dissolution of the gentlestitution in the
three great instances of the Greeks, the RomadgharGermans. In
conclusion, let us examine the general economicitons which
already undermined the gentile organization of edgcat the upper
stage of barbarism and with the coming of civiliaatoverthrew it
completely. Here we shall need Mar&€apital as much as Morgan’s
book.

Arising in the middle stage of savagery, furthevaleped during its
upper stage, the gens reaches its most flourighémgpd, so far as
our sources enable us to judge, during the lowagresof barbarism.
We begin therefore with this stage.

Here — the American Indians must serve as our eleampve find
the gentile constitution fully formed. The tribe n®ew grouped in
several gentes, generally two. With the increasgopulation, each
of these original gentes splits up into severalgtiter gentes, their
mother gens now appearing as the phratry. The itsb# breaks up
into several tribes, in each of which we find agéim the most part,
the old gentes. The related tribes, at least inescases, are united in
a confederacy. This simple organization sufficesgletely for the
social conditions out of which it sprang. It is mog more than the
grouping natural to those conditions, and it isatd@ of settling all
conflicts that can arise within a society so orgadi War settles
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external conflicts; it may end with the annihilatiof the tribe, but
never with its subjugation. It is the greatnesg,aiso the limitation,
of the gentile constitution that it has no place rfialer and ruled.
Within the tribe there is as yet no difference kedw rights and
duties; the question whether participation in pullifairs, in blood
revenge or atonement, is a right or a duty, dodserist for the
Indian; it would seem to him just as absurd asaihestion whether
it was a right or a duty to sleep, eat, or huntdiision of the tribe
or of the gens into different classes was equallyassible. And that
brings us to the examination of the economic baxisthese
conditions.

The population is extremely sparse; it is densg @tlthe tribe’s
place of settlement, around which lie in a widecleirfirst the
hunting grounds and then the protective belt otnagdorest, which
separates the tribe from others. The division dfotais purely
primitive, between the sexes only. The man fightthe wars, goes
hunting and fishing, procures the raw materialfoofl and the tools
necessary for doing so. The woman looks after thesé and the
preparation of food and clothing, cooks, weavesysselhey are
each master in their own sphere: the man in thestpthe woman in
the house. Each is owner of the instruments whe&lorhshe makes
and uses: the man of the weapons, the hunting &idnd
implements, the woman of the household gear. Thsdieeping is
communal among several and often many familid&/hat is made
and used in common is common property - the hdbhsegarden, the
long-boat. Here therefore, and here alone, thdteesists in actual
fact that “property created by the owner’s labotiieh in civilized
society is an ideal fiction of the jurists and ewansts, the last lying
legal pretense by which modern capitalist propstitiybolsters itself

up.
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But humanity did not everywhere remain at this stdg Asia they
found animals which could be tamed and, when oaoedl, bred.
The wild buffalo-cow had to be hunted; the tamdddafcow gave a
calf yearly and milk as well. A number of the madivanced tribes —
the Aryans, Semites, perhaps already also the Tamsr now made
their chief work first the taming of cattle, latdreir breeding and
tending only. Pastoral tribes separated themsdiees the mass of
the rest of the barbarians: the first great sadidbion of labor. The
pastoral tribes produced not only more necessitfelife than the
other barbarians, but different ones. They posdetse advantage
over them of having not only milk, milk products damreater
supplies of meat, but also skins, wool, goat-haimgd spun and
woven fabrics, which became more common as the anufuraw
material increased. Thus for the first time reg@achange became
possible. At the earlier stages only occasionaharges can take
place; particular skill in the making of weaponsl dools may lead
to a temporary division of labor. Thus in many pleandoubted
remains of workshops for the making of stone tdmdse been
found, dating from the later Stone Age. The artigtiso here
perfected their skill probably worked for the whalemmunity, as
each special handicraftsman still does in the genmmunities in
India. In no case could exchange arise at thisestagept within the
tribe itself, and then only as an exceptional evBat now, with the
differentiation of pastoral tribes, we find all tkenditions ripe for
exchange between branches of different tribes tndevelopment
into a regular established institution. Originatlypes exchanged
with tribe through the respective chiefs of the tgen but as the
herds began to pass into private ownership, exehargween
individuals became more common, and, finally, thiy dorm. Now
the chief article which the pastoral tribes exclehgvith their
neighbors was cattle; cattle became the commodityhich all
other commodities were valued and which was eveeyavkvillingly
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taken in exchange for them — in short, cattle aeguia money
function and already at this stage did the worknohey. With such
necessity and speed, even at the very beginningoafmodity
exchange, did the need for a money commaodity develo

Horticulture, probably unknown to Asiatic barbasaof the lower
stage, was being practiced by them in the middigestat the latest,
as the forerunner of agriculture. In the climatetioé Turanian
plateau, pastoral life is impossible without sugplof fodder for the
long and severe winter. Here, therefore, it waemsd that land
should be put under grass and corn cultivated. semee is true of
the steppes north of the Black Sea. But when ownce kbad been
grown for the cattle, it also soon became food Mmeen. The
cultivated land still remained tribal propertyfiast it was allotted to
the gens, later by the gens to the household comiggiand finally
to individuals for use. The users may have hadarentights of
possession, but nothing more.

Of the industrial achievements of this stage, twe particularly
important. The first is the loom, the second theeling of metal

ores and the working of metals. Copper and tin tar alloy,

bronze, were by far the most important. Bronze joied serviceable
tools and weapons, though it could not displacaestimols; only
iron could do that, and the method of obtaininghimgas not yet
understood. Gold and silver were beginning to keslder ornament
and decoration, and must already have acquiredgla Yalue as
compared with copper and bronze.

The increase of production in all branches — -ca#tising,
agriculture, domestic handicrafts — gave human riglowver the
capacity to produce a larger product than was secgsfor its
maintenance. At the same time it increased thg dalount of work
to be done by each member of the gens, househatdnoaity or
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single family. It was now desirable to bring in nlor forces. War
provided them; prisoners of war were turned intves. With its
increase of the productivity of labor, and therefof wealth, and its
extension of the field of production, the first greocial division of
labor was bound, in the general historical condgig@revailing, to
bring slavery in its train. From the first greatsd division of labor
arose the first great cleavage of society into t¥asses: masters and
slaves, exploiters and exploited.

As to how and when the herds passed out of the @mpussession
of the tribe or the gens into the ownership of wtlial heads of
families, we know nothing at present. But in theinmm&must have
occurred during this stage. With the herds andother new riches,
a revolution came over the family. To procure teeessities of life
had always been the business of the man; he prdduog owned
the means of doing so. The herds were the new n@dgmeducing

these necessities; the taming of the animals ifitseinstance and
their later tending were the man’s work. To hinerefore, belonged
the cattle, and to him the commodities and theeslaeceived in
exchange for cattle. All the surplus which the asigjon of the

necessities of life now yielded fell to the mare thoman shared in
its enjoyment, but had no part in its ownership.e Tisavage”

warrior and hunter had been content to take seqdack in the
house, after the woman; the “gentler” shepherdhenarrogance of
his wealth, pushed himself forward into the firdage and the
woman down into the second. And she could not camplThe

division of labor within the family had regulatetet division of

property between the man and the woman. That divisf labor had
remained the same; and yet it now turned the pusvidomestic
relation upside down, simply because the divisibhabor outside
the family had changed. The same cause which hswrexh to the
woman her previous supremacy in the house - thaadtevity was
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confined to domestic labor — this same cause n@ured the man's
supremacy in the house: the domestic labor of thmawn no longer
counted beside the acquisition of the necessifidiéecby the man;
the latter was everything, the former an unimpdrexira. We can
already see from this that to emancipate womannaake her the
equal of the man is and remains an impossibilitylsw as the
woman is shut out from social productive labor agsitricted to
private domestic labor. The emancipation of womalth only be
possible when woman can take part in productiom ¢terge, social
scale, and domestic work no longer claims anything an
insignificant amount of her time. And only now hidmat become
possible through modern large-scale industry, whimbs not merely
permit of the employment of female labor over aevrdnge, but
positively demands it, while it also tends towaetsling private
domestic labor by changing it more and more inpaialic industry.

The man now being actually supreme in the houselast barrier to
his absolute supremacy had fallen. This autocraag wonfirmed
and perpetuated by the overthrow of mother-righe, introduction
of father-right, and the gradual transition of garing marriage into
monogamy. But this tore a breach in the old gewtiter; the single
family became a power, and its rise was a menatteetgens.

The next step leads us to the upper stage of banathe period
when all civilized peoples have their Heroic Adee fage of the iron
sword, but also of the iron plowshare and ax. i@s now at the
service of man, the last and most important othal raw materials
which played a historically revolutionary role —tiithe potato. Iron
brought the tillage of large areas, the clearingioe tracts of virgin
forest; iron gave to the handicraftsman tools sal lzend sharp that
no stone, no other known metal could resist themh.tthAs came
gradually; the first iron was often even softernth@onze. Hence
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stone weapons only disappeared slowly; not meraly the
Hildebrandslied, but even as late as Hastings 16610

stone axes were still
used for fighting. But progress could not now bapped; it went
forward with fewer checks and greater speed. Thentavith its
houses of stone or brick, encircled by stone wadlsyers and
ramparts, became the central seat of the tribdeconfederacy of
tribes — an enormous architectural advance, bui alssign of
growing danger and need for protection. Wealthaased rapidly,
but as the wealth of individuals. The products @&awing, metal-
work and the other handicrafts, which were becommgre and
more differentiated, displayed growing variety akdl. In addition
to corn, leguminous plants and fruit, agricultumevrprovided wine
and olil, the preparation of which had been learigdh manifold
activities were no longer within the scope of omal dhe same
individual; the second great division of labor tqakce: handicraft
separated from agriculture. The continuous incredsproduction
and simultaneously of the productivity of labordidened the value
of human labor-power. Slavery, which during thecping period
was still in its beginnings and sporadic, now beesran essential
constituent part of the social system; slaves mgdo merely help
with production - they are driven by dozens to workhe fields and
the workshops. With the splitting up of productiato the two great
main branches, agriculture and handicrafts, aripesduction
directly for exchange, commodity production; withh came
commerce, not only in the interior and on the ftrib@undaries, but
also already overseas. All this, however, was aitly undeveloped,;
the precious metals were beginning to be the predorh and
general money commaodity, but still uncoined, excjiag simply by
their naked weight.
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The distinction of rich and poor appears besidé dfidreemen and
slaves - with the new division of labor, a new vhge of society
into classes. The inequalities of property amomgitidividual heads
of families break up the old communal household momities
wherever they had still managed to survive, anchwitem the
common cultivation of the soil by and for these camities. The
cultivated land is allotted for use to single faes| at first
temporarily, later permanently. The transitionut) private property
is gradually accomplished, parallel with the tréinsi of the pairing
marriage into monogamy. The single family is beacumithe
economic unit of society.

The denser population necessitates closer consohdé&oth for
internal and external action. The confederacy dated tribes
becomes everywhere a necessity, and soon also thsion,
involving the fusion of the separate tribal temi#s into one territory
of the nation. The military leader of the peoples,r basileus,
thiudans — becomes an indispensable, permanertiabffiThe
assembly of the people takes form, wherever itndidalready exist.
Military leader, council, assembly of the people #ne organs of
gentile society developed into military democracyn#itary, since
war and organization for war have now become redulactions of
national life. Their neighbors' wealth excites tireed of peoples
who already see in the acquisition of wealth onthefmain aims of
life. They are barbarians: they think it more easyl in fact more
honorable to get riches by pillage than by work.r\Warmerly
waged only in revenge for injuries or to extenditery that had
grown too small, is now waged simply for plunded decomes a
regular industry. Not without reason the bristlingttiements stand
menacingly about the new fortified towns; in theahat their foot
yawns the grave of the gentile constitution, aneaaly they rear
their towers into civilization. Similarly in the terior. The wars of
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plunder increase the power of the supreme militaagler and the
subordinate commanders; the customary electiohef successors
from the same families is gradually transformegeeglly after the
introduction of father-right, into a right of heitady succession,
first tolerated, then claimed, finally usurped; floeindation of the
hereditary monarchy and the hereditary nobilitylagl. Thus the
organs of the gentile constitution gradually tdaenselves loose
from their roots in the people, in gens, phratripet, and the whole
gentile constitution changes into its oppositenfran organization
of tribes for the free ordering of their own affait becomes an
organization for the plundering and oppressionhairt neighbors;
and correspondingly its organs change from instnimef the will
of the people into independent organs for the datron and
oppression of the people. That, however, would néave been
possible if the greed for riches had not splititembers of the gens
into rich and poor, if “the property differencesthin one and the
same gens had not transformed its unity of intargstantagonism
between its members” (Marx), if the extension @vsry had not
already begun to make working for a living seenofity for slaves
and more dishonorable than pillage.

We have now reached the threshold of civilizati@ivilization
opens with a new advance in the division of lal#drthe lowest
stage of barbarism men produced only directly fi@irtown needs;
any acts of exchange were isolated occurrences,olject of
exchange merely some fortuitous surplus. In thedhaigtage of
barbarism we already find among the pastoral psoplpossession
in the form of cattle which, once the herd hasimih a certain size,
regularly produces a surplus over and above thee'sri own
requirements, leading to a division of labor bemvpastoral peoples
and backward tribes without herds, and hence texistence of two
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different levels of production side by side withecanother and the
conditions necessary for regular exchange. The rugpege of
barbarism brings us the further division of labetvieen agriculture
and handicrafts, hence the production of a conlijuacreasing
portion of the products of labor directly for exolga, so that
exchange between individual producers assumesnperiance of a
vital social function. Civilization consolidates danntensifies all
these existing divisions of labor, particularly lsharpening the
opposition between town and country (the town maynemically
dominate the country, as in antiquity, or the couthe town, as in
the middle ages), and it adds a third division aifor, peculiar to
itself and of decisive importance: it creates aslahich no longer
concerns itself with production, but only with tegchange of the
products—the merchants. Hitherto whenever classéshbegun to
form, it had always been exclusively in the fieldppoduction; the
persons engaged in production were separated hsetwho
directed and those who executed, or else into {acgée and small-
scale producers. Now for the first time a classeapp which,
without in any way participating in production, ¢tames the
direction of production as a whole and economicallpjugates the
producers; which makes itself into an indispensabiddleman
between any two producers and exploits them bothded the
pretext that they save the producers the troulderigk of exchange,
extend the sale of their products to distant marked are therefore
the most useful class of the population, a claspavésites comes
into being, “genuine social ichneumons,” who, asward for their
actually very insignificant services, skim all theream off
production at home and abroad, rapidly amass entgmealth and
correspondingly social influence, and for that ceaseceive under
civilization ever higher honors and ever greatemtam of
production, until at last they also bring forthraguct of their own —
the periodical trade crises.
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At our stage of development, however, the youngchaarts had not
even begun to dream of the great destiny awaitiegnt But they
were growing and making themselves indispensabl@chwwas
guite sufficient. And with the formation of the nabant class came
also the development of metallic money, the minteth, a new
instrument for the domination of the non-producegrahe producer
and his production. The commodity of commoditiesd Haeen
discovered, that which holds all other commoditietden in itself,
the magic power which can change at will into etleng desirable
and desired. The man who had it ruled the worlgrofluction—and
who had more of it than anybody else? The merchdrg. worship
of money was safe in his hands. He took good eareake it clear
that, in face of money, all commodities, and healtgroducers of
commodities, must prostrate themselves in adoratidhe dust. He
proved practically that all other forms of wealthdé into mere
semblance beside this incarnation of wealth as.Sdeher again has
the power of money shown itself in such primitiveutality and
violence as during these days of its youth. Aftemmodities had
begun to sell for money, loans and advances in yncaeme also,
and with them interest and usury. No legislationlatér times so
utterly and ruthlessly delivers over the debtathi® usurious creditor
as the legislation of ancient Athens and ancienh&eand in both
cities it arose spontaneously, as customary lawthont any
compulsion other than the economic.

Alongside wealth in commodities and slaves, alahgsvealth in
money, there now appeared wealth in land also. imdriduals’

rights of possession in the pieces of land origynallotted to them
by gens or tribe had now become so establishedtliealand was
their hereditary property. Recently they had strivabove all to
secure their freedom against the rights of theilgecdmmunity over
these lands, since these rights had become for @hfetter. They got
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rid of the fetter — but soon afterwards of theiwnlanded property
also. Full, free ownership of the land meant notyopower,

uncurtailed and unlimited, to possess the landndant also the
power to alienate it. As long as the land belongethe gens, no
such power could exist. But when the new landegnetor shook
off once and for all the fetters laid upon him e tprior right of

gens and tribe, he also cut the ties which hadetwhinseparably
attached him to the land. Money, invented at thmesdime as
private property in land, showed him what that niehand could

now become a commodity; it could be sold and plddéearcely
had private property in land been introduced themmortgage was
already invented (see Athens). As hetaerism anstiproon dog the
heels of monogamy, so from now onwards mortgage dog heels
of private land ownership. You asked for full, fredienable

ownership of the land and now you have got it — |"&s voulu,

Georges Dandin.!"

With trade expansion, money and usury, private @ntypn land and
mortgages, the concentration and centralizatiorweélth in the

hands of a small class rapidly advanced, accomg@abie an

increasing impoverishment of the masses and aeastrg mass of
impoverishment. The new aristocracy of wealth,onfar as it had
not been identical from the outset with the oldeligary aristocracy,
pushed it permanently into the background (in Athen Rome,
among the Germans). And simultaneous with thiss@iwi of the

citizens into classes according to wealth there amasenormous
increase, particularly in Greece, in the numbeslafes|2] whose

forced labor was the foundation on which the supgctire of the
entire society was reared.
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Let us now see what had become of the gentile itotieh in this
social upheaval. Confronted by the new forces imsehgrowth it
had had no share, the gentile constitution was ldsdp The
necessary condition for its existence was thatriembers of a gens
or at least of a tribe were settled together inghme territory and
were its sole inhabitants. That had long ceasdmbtthe case. Every
territory now had a heterogeneous population betantp the most
varied gentes and tribes; everywhere slaves, peatguersons and
aliens lived side by side with citizens. The sett®nditions of life
which had only been achieved towards the end oifridelle stage of
barbarism were broken up by the repeated shiftmj@anging of
residence under the pressure of trade, alteraticcaupation and
changes in the ownership of the land. The membketkeogentile
bodies could no longer meet to look after their mwn concerns;
only unimportant matters, like the religious feats; were still
perfunctorily attended to. In addition to the neadd interests with
which the gentile bodies were intended and fitteddeal, the
upheaval in productive relations and the resultignge in the
social structure had given rise to new needs atetdsts, which
were not only alien to the old gentile order, barn directly counter
to it at every point. The interests of the groupshandicraftsmen
which had arisen with the division of labor, thesl needs of the
town as opposed to the country, called for new msg8ut each of
these groups was composed of people of the mostsdivgentes,
phratries, and tribes, and even included alienghSargans had
therefore to be formed outside the gentile constiti alongside of
it, and hence in opposition to it. And this cortflaf interests was at
work within every gentile body, appearing in its shextreme form
in the association of rich and poor, usurers aritads, in the same
gens and the same tribe. Further, there was the maas of
population outside the gentile bodies, which, aBame, was able to
become a power in the land and at the same timdawasumerous
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to be gradually absorbed into the kinship groupd #&mbes. In
relation to this mass, the gentile bodies stoodoep@ as closed,
privileged corporations; the primitive natural demraxy had
changed into a malign aristocracy. Lastly, the dgrtonstitution
had grown out of a society which knew no internatcadictions,
and it was only adapted to such a society. It ms&Hkno means of
coercion except public opinion. But here was aetgaivhich by all
its economic conditions of life had been forcedspiit itself into
freemen and slaves, into the exploiting rich arelakploited poor; a
society which not only could never again reconcileese
contradictions, but was compelled always to infgngiem. Such a
society could only exist either in the continuoyem fight of these
classes against one another, or else under thefaehird power,
which, apparently standing above the warring ckesseappressed
their open conflict and allowed the class strudglbe fought out at
most in the economic field, in so-called legal forithe gentile
constitution was finished. It had been shatteredhay division of
labor and its result, the cleavage of society iok@sses. It was
replaced by the state.

The three main forms in which the state ariseshenrtiins of the
gentile constitution have been examined in dethidva. Athens
provides the purest, classic form; here the statgs directly and
mainly out of the class oppositions which develoghiv gentile

society itself. In Rome, gentile society become$oaed aristocracy
in the midst of the numerous plebs who stand oetgidand have
duties but no rights; the victory of plebs breaks the old

constitution based on kinship, and erects on iitssrthe state, into
which both the gentile aristocracy and the plelessaon completely
absorbed. Lastly, in the case of the German coogsienf the

Roman Empire, the state springs directly out ofdiequest of large
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foreign territories, which the gentile constitutiprovides no means
of governing. But because this conquest involvatheea serious
struggle with the original population nor a morevaced division

of labor; because conquerors and conquered arestibnahe same
level of economic development, and the economigshafssociety

remains therefore as before—for these reasonsetitédegconstitution

is able to survive for many centuries in the alieterritorial form of

the mark constitution and even for a time to repate itself in a

feebler shape in the later noble and patrician lfagjiand indeed in
peasant families, as in Ditmarschén.

The state is therefore by no means a power imposebciety from

without; just as little is it “the reality of thearal idea,” “the image
and the reality of reason,” as Hegel maintainsh&atit is a product
of society at a particular stage of developments ithe admission
that this society has involved itself in insoluldelf-contradiction

and is cleft into irreconcilable antagonisms whikcls powerless to
exorcise. But in order that these antagonisms, setaswith

conflicting economic interests, shall not consurnentiselves and
society in fruitless struggle, a power, apparergignding above
society, has become necessary to moderate thaotarit keep it
within the bounds of “order”; and this power, anseut of society,
but placing itself above it and increasingly aliemg itself from it, is

the state.

In contrast to the old gentile organization, thetesis distinguished
firstly by the grouping of its members on a tem@bbasis. The old
gentile bodies, formed and held together by tieslodd, had, as we
have seen, become inadequate largely becauserimypposed that
the gentile members were bound to one particulealiky, whereas
this had long ago ceased to be the case. Theotgmitas still there,
but the people had become mobile. The territoriglsbn was
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therefore taken as the starting point and the systgroduced by
which citizens exercised their public rights andieki where they
took up residence, without regard to gens or trities organization
of the citizens of the state according to domigleeommon to all
states. To us, therefore, this organization seesgral; but, as we
have seen, hard and protracted struggles were sagekefore it
was able in Athens and Rome to displace the oldarorgtion
founded on kinship.

The second distinguishing characteristic is thétutgon of a public
force which is no longer immediately identical withe people’s
own organization of themselves as an armed powais Special
public force is needed because a self-acting arongdnization of
the people has become impossible since their agairdo classes.
The slaves also belong to the population: as agdies 365,000
slaves, the 90,000 Athenian citizens constitutey anlprivileged
class. The people’s army of the Athenian democcaryronted the
slaves as an aristocratic public force, and kegitin check; but to
keep the citizens in check as well, a police-fon@s needed, as
described above. This public force exists in evaste; it consists
not merely of armed men, but also of material agpges, prisons
and coercive institutions of all kinds, of whichngjee society knew
nothing. It may be very insignificant, practicallyegligible, in
societies with still undeveloped class antagonismd living in
remote areas, as at times and in places in theetUrffitates of
America. But it becomes stronger in proportion &g fclass
antagonisms within the state become sharper aadjasing states
grow larger and more populous. It is enough to labEurope today,
where class struggle and rivalry in conquest havedht the public
power to a pitch that it threatens to devour thelelof society and
even the state itself.
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In order to maintain this public power, contribusofrom the state
citizens are necessary — taxes. These were coiypletknown to
gentile society. We know more than enough aboutttalay. With
advancing civilization, even taxes are not sufficighe state draws
drafts on the future, contracts loans, state d€his.old Europe can
tell a tale about these, too.

In possession of the public power and the righttaodation, the

officials now present themselves as organs of gostanding above
society. The free, willing respect accorded to thhgans of the

gentile constitution is not enough for them, evietney could have
it. Representatives of a power which estranges tfiem society,

they have to be given prestige by means of spéeatees, which
invest them with a peculiar sanctity and inviolapil The lowest

police officer of the civilized state has more ‘flawtity” than all the

organs of gentile society put together; but thehtest prince and
the greatest statesman or general of civilizatiaghimenvy the

humblest of the gentile chiefs the unforced anduestoned respect
accorded to him. For the one stands in the midsboiety; the other
is forced to pose as something outside and above it

As the state arose from the need to keep clasg@msms in check,
but also arose in the thick of the fight betweea ttasses, it is
normally the state of the most powerful, econonhycalling class,

which by its means becomes also the politicallyngiclass, and so
acquires new means of holding down and exploithegy dppressed
class. The ancient state was, above all, the stdtee slave-owners
for holding down the slaves, just as the feudakstaas the organ of
the nobility for holding down the peasant serfs aoddsmen, and
the modern representative state is the instrumentekploiting

wage-labor by capital. Exceptional periods, howgwscur when

the warring classes are so nearly equal in foltassthe state power,

205



Rows

Collection

as apparent mediator, acquires for the moment daiager
independence in relation to both. This applies e tbsolute
monarchy of the seventeenth and eighteenth cestusich
balances the nobility and the bourgeoisie againstamother; and to
the Bonapartism of the First and particularly of thecond French
Empire, which played off the proletariat agains Hourgeoisie and
the bourgeoisie against the proletariat. The lateBievement in this
line, in which ruler and ruled look equally comig the new German
Empire of the Bismarckian nation; here the captaliand the
workers are balanced against one another and lhdtten fleeced
for the benefit of the decayed Prussian cabbage
Junkers.

Further, in most historical states the rights cdeceto citizens are
graded on a property basis, whereby it is direatynitted that the
state is an organization for the protection of puossessing class
against the non-possessing class. This is alreladycase in the
Athenian and Roman property classes. Similarlyha medieval
feudal state, in which the extent of political poweas determined
by the extent of landownership. Similarly, also, thee electoral
gualifications in modern parliamentary states. Tipslitical
recognition of property differences is, however, hg means
essential. On the contrary, it marks a low stagthendevelopment
of the state. The highest form of the state, theadeatic republic,
which in our modern social conditions becomes naré more an
unavoidable necessity and is the form of statehitlwvalone the last
decisive battle between proletariat and bourgeasrebe fought out
— the democratic republic no longer officially rgozes differences
of property. Wealth here employs its power indiggecbut all the
more surely. It does this in two ways: by plain roption of
officials, of which America is the classic examplend by an
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alliance between the government and the stock exehavhich is
effected all the more easily the higher the statat dhounts and the
more the joint-stock companies concentrate in thairds not only
transport but also production itself, and themselkave their own
center in the stock exchange. In addition to Angrithe latest
French republic illustrates this strikingly, and nleet little
Switzerland has also given a creditable performamdtieis field. But
that a democratic republic is not essential to timstherly bond
between government and stock exchange is provedomigt by
England, but also by the new German Empire, whasedifficult to
say who scored most by the introduction of unives#frage,
Bismarck or the Bleichroder bank. And lastly thesggssing class
rules directly by means of universal suffrage. Amg as the
oppressed class — in our case, therefore, thetanale— is not yet
ripe for its self-liberation, so long will it, intd majority, recognize
the existing order of society as the only possime and remain
politically the tall of the capitalist class, itgsteeme left wing. But in
the measure in which it matures towards its selwseipation, in the
same measure it constitutes itself as its own pamty votes for its
own representatives, not those of the capitalidtsversal suffrage
is thus the gauge of the maturity of the workingssl It cannot and
never will be anything more in the modern statd;that is enough.
On the day when the thermometer of universal sudfrahows
boiling-point among the workers, they as well as t¢apitalists will
know where they stand.

The state, therefore, has not existed from allnéter There have
been societies which have managed without it, whith no notion
of the state or state power. At a definite stageeobnomic
development, which necessarily involved the cleavaf) society
into classes, the state became a necessity beoatisis cleavage.
We are now rapidly approaching a stage in the dgweént of
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production at which the existence of these clagses not only
ceased to be a necessity, but becomes a posithdranice to
production. They will fall as inevitably as theyaenarose. The state
inevitably falls with them. The society which orgges production
anew on the basis of free and equal associatidmegbroducers will
put the whole state machinery where it will thedohg—into the
museum of antiquities, next to the spinning wheel the bronze ax.

Civilization is, therefore, according to the abamalysis, the stage
of development in society at which the division labor, the
exchange between individuals arising from it, ahd tommodity
production which combines them both, come to théigrowth and
revolutionizes the whole of previous society.

At all earlier stages of society production waseasially collective,

just as consumption proceeded by direct distrilbbutibthe products
within larger or smaller communistic communitiesis collective

production was very limited; but inherent in it wide producers’
control over their process of production and thmioduct. They
knew what became of their product: they consumgd iid not

leave their hands. And so long as production resnamthis basis, it
cannot grow above the heads of the producers nise rap

incorporeal alien powers against them, as in eailon is always
and inevitably the case.

But the division of labor slowly insinuates itsaifo this process of
production. It undermines the collectivity of pration and

appropriation, elevates appropriation by individuiaito the general
rule, and thus creates exchange between individudlew it does
so, we have examined above. Gradually commoditydymriion

becomes the dominating form.
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With commodity production, production no longer fase by the
producers but for exchange, the products necegsdrdnge hands.
In exchanging his product, the producer surrendete no longer
knows what becomes of it. When money, and with mothe

merchant, steps in as intermediary between the upsrd, the
process of exchange becomes still more complicdtedfinal fate

of the products still more uncertain. The merchats numerous,
and none of them knows what the other is doing. ddramodities
already pass not only from hand to hand; they péss from market
to market; the producers have lost control overttha production
within their own spheres, and the merchants hawegamed it.

Products and production become subjects of chance.

But chance is only the one pole of a relation whoteer pole is
named “necessity.” In the world of nature, wherarake also seems
to rule, we have long since demonstrated in eaphraee field the
inner necessity and law asserting itself in thiande. But what is
true of the natural world is true also of soci€fjie more a social
activity, a series of social processes, becomepaaeerful for men's
conscious control and grows above their heads, thadmore it
appears a matter of pure chance, then all the swedy within this
chance the laws peculiar to it and inherent irsgest themselves as
if by natural necessity. Such laws also govern thances of
commodity production and exchange. To the indivisiymmoducing
or exchanging, they appear as alien, at first ofterecognized,
powers, whose nature Must first be laboriously stigmted and
established. These economic laws of commodity pribolu are
modified with the various stages of this form obguction; but in
general the whole period of civilization is domegtby them. And
still to this day the product rules the produceill ®© this day the
total production of society is regulated, not hpiatly devised plan,
but by blind laws, which manifest themselves witlengental
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violence, in the final instance in the storms o theriodical trade
crises.

We saw above how at a fairly early stage in theetigagment of

production, human labor-power obtains the capasfitgroducing a

considerably greater product than is required Herrhaintenance of
the producers, and how this stage of developmestiwahe main

the same as that in which division of labor andhexge between
individuals arise. It was not long then before ¢gneat “truth” was

discovered that man also can be a commodity; thataim energy
can be exchanged and put to use by making a manairglave.

Hardly had men begun to exchange than already ttheyselves
were being exchanged. The active became the pasdnather the
men liked it or not.

With slavery, which attained its fullest developrheonder
civilization, came the first great cleavage of sbgiinto an
exploiting and an exploited class. This cleavagsipeed during the
whole civilized period. Slavery is the first fornh exploitation, the
form peculiar to the ancient world; it is succeetgdserfdom in the
middle ages, and wage-labor in the more recenbg@efinese are the
three great forms of servitude, characteristic lvé three great
epochs of civilization; open, and in recent timésydised, slavery
always accompanies them.

The stage of commodity production with which cization begins is
distinguished economically by the introduction df (netal money,
and with it money capital, interest and usury; rf®rchants, as the
class of intermediaries between the producerspri8ate ownership
of land, and the mortgage system; (4) slave lalsotha dominant
form of production The form of family corresponditgcivilization
and coming to definite supremacy with it is monoganthe
domination of the man over the woman, and the sifeghily as the
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economic unit of society. The central link in cixdd society is the
state, which in all typical periods is without egtien the state of
the ruling class, and in all cases continues toebsgentially a
machine for holding down the oppressed, exploittabsc Also
characteristic of civilization is the establishmeoft a permanent
opposition between town and country as basis ofwhele social
division of labor; and, further, the introductiohwaills, whereby the
owner of property is still able to dispose oveevien when he is
dead. This institution, which is a direct affromat the old gentile
constitution, was unknown in Athens until the tirak Solon; in
Rome it was introduced early, though we do not kntwe
date;[4] among the Germans it was the clerics who introduten
order that there might be nothing to stop the piG@&sman from
leaving his legacy to the Church.

With this as its basic constitution, civilizatiorcheeved things of
which gentile society was not even remotely capdahig it achieved
them by setting in motion the lowest instincts gragsions in man
and developing them at the expense of all his ah#ities. From its
first day to this, sheer greed was the drivingisif civilization;
wealth and again wealth and once more wealth, healbt of
society, but of the single scurvy individual-heraswits one and
final aim. If at the same time the progressive tilgu@ent of science
and a repeated flowering of supreme art droppeditatlap, it was
only because without them modern wealth could naweh
completely realized its achievements.

Since civilization is founded on the exploitatioh ane class by
another class, its whole development proceeds imoastant
contradiction. Every step forward in productioraithe same time a
step backwards in the position of the oppresseskcthat is, of the
great majority. Whatever benefits some necessanjyres the
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others; every fresh emancipation of one class eessarily a new
oppression for another class. The most strikingofpraf this is
provided by the introduction of machinery, the eféeof which are
now known to the whole world. And if among the k@arans, as we
saw, the distinction between rights and dutiesatakdly be drawn,
civilization makes the difference and antagonistveen them clear
even to the dullest intelligence by giving one slpsactically all the
rights and the other class practically all the ekuti

But that should not be: what is good for the rulalgss must also be
good for the whole of society, with which the rigfinlass identifies
itself. Therefore the more civilization advancele tmore it is

compelled to cover the evils it necessarily creatgls the cloak of

love and charity, to palliate them or to deny thamshort, to

introduce a conventional hypocrisy which was unknaw earlier

forms of society and even to the first stages oflization, and

which culminates in the pronouncement: the expiomaof the

oppressed class is carried on by the exploitingsclsimply and
solely in the interests of the exploited class Ifitsand if the

exploited class cannot see it and even grows iebs]lthat is the
basest ingratitude to its benefactors, the expkiite

And now, in conclusion, Morgan’s judgment of cizdtion:

Since the advent of civilization, the outgrowth mfoperty has been so
immense, its forms so diversified, its uses so edjrey and its management
so intelligent in the interests of its owners, tihdias become, on the part of
the people, an unmanageable power. The human rrandssbewildered in

the presence of its own creation. The time will epmevertheless, when
human intelligence will rise to the mastery oveoperty, and define the
relations of the state to the property it proteass,well as the obligations
and the limits of the rights of its owners. Theemaists of society are
paramount to individual interests, and the two ningsbrought into just and
harmonious relations. A mere property career isthetfinal destiny of

mankind, if progress is to be the law of the futaseat has been of the past.
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The time which has passed away since civilizatiegan is but a fragment
of the past duration of man’s existence; and tHfragment of the ages yet to
come. The dissolution of society bids fair to beeothe termination of a
career of which property is the end and aim; bezaugh a career contains
the elements of self-destruction. Democracy in govent, brotherhood in
society, equality in rights and privileges, and vemsal education,
foreshadow the next higher plane of society to Wwhiexperience,
intelligence and knowledge are steadily tendingwilt be a revival, in a
higher form, of the liberty, equality and frateyndf the ancient gentes.

[Morgan, op. cit., p. 562.—Ed.]

Footnotes

[1] Especially on the north-west coast of America—Bamcroft.
Among the Haidahs on Queen Charlotte Islands ter&ouseholds
with as many as 700 persons under one roof. Ambag\ibotkas
whole tribes used to live under one roof.

[2] For the number of slaves in Athens, see abovee d&3. In
Corinth, at the height of its power, the number stdves was
460,000; in Agina, 470,000. In both cases, tengtithe population
of free citizens.

[3] The first historian who had at any rate an appnate

conception of the nature of the gens was Niebuit far this he had
to thank his acquaintance with the Ditmarechen fagithough he
was overhasty in transferring their characteridticthe gens.

[4] The second part of Lassalle&rsquSystem der erworbenen
Rechte (System of Acquired Righitshs chiefly on the proposition
that the Roman testament is as old as Rome itbelf,there was
never in Roman history “a time when there were egtaments®;
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that, on the contrary, the testament originategra-Roman times
out of the cult of the dead. Lassalle, as a faithiiegelian of the old
school, derives the provisions of Roman law noinfrthe social
relations of the Romans, but from the “speculateacept”’ of the
human will, and so arrives at this totally unhigtal conclusion.

This is not to be wondered at in a book which corteshe

conclusion, on the ground of the same speculatwveeapt, that the
transfer of property was a purely secondary maiterRoman

inheritance. Lassalle not only believes in thesiliuns of the Roman
jurists, particularly of the earlier periods; hddnes them.

[5] I originally intended to place the brilliant caism of civilization

which is found scattered through the work of CleaReurier beside
that of Morgan and my own. Unfortunately, | have tiee time. |

will only observe that Fourier already regards ngamy and
private property in land as the chief charactassof civilization,

and that he calls civilization a war of the richaamgt the poor. We
also find already in his work the profound recoigmitthat in all

societies which are imperfect and split into antagms single
families (es families incohirent@sre the economic units.

214



Rows

Collection

Appendix. A Recently
Discovered Case of
Group Marriage

1892
From Die Neue Zeit
Vol. Xl, No. |, pp. 373-75

Since it has recently become fashionable amonginerdtionalistic
ethnographers to deny the existence of group ngarizae following
report is of interest; | translate it from the Rdge Vyedomosti,
Moscow, October 14, 1892 (Old Style). Not only gramarriage,
l.e., the right of mutual sexual intercourse betwaaumber of men
and a number of women, is expressly affirmed tontfall force, but
a form of group marriage which closely follows tipeinaluan
marriage of the Hawaiians, the most developed éasbic phase of
group marriage. While the typical punaluan familgnsists of a
number of brothers (own and collateral), who arerm®d to a
number of own and collateral sisters, we here dndhe island of
Sakhalin that a man is married to all the wivesisfbrothers and to
all the sisters of his wife, which means, seen ftbemwoman's side,
that his wife may freely practice sexual intercewsth the brothers
of her husband and the husbands of her sistetleléfore differs
from the typical form of punaluan marriage onlytlre fact that the
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brothers of the husband and the husbands of thersiare not
necessarily the same persons.

It should further be observed that this report mga&infirms what |

said in The Origin of the Family, 4th edition, #8-29: that group
marriage does not look at all like what our brotbbsessed
philistine imagines; that the partners in group nage do not lead
in public the same kind of lascivious life as haqtices in secret,
but that this form of marriage, at least in thdanses still known to
occur today, differs in practice from a loose payrmarriage or from
polygamy only in the fact that custom permits séxuarcourse in a
number of cases where otherwise it would be seyvgrahished.

That the actual exercise of these rights is graglusling out only

proves that this form of marriage is itself dedirie die out, which
is further confirmed by its infrequency.

The whole description, moreover, is interestingdose it again
demonstrates the similarity, even the identity imeit main
characteristics, of the social institutions of ptime peoples at
approximately the same stage of development. Mbsttat the
report states about these Mongoloids on the istdrslakhalin also
holds for the Dravidian tribes of India, the SoBia Islanders at the
time of their discovery, and the American IndiaRise report runs:

"At the session of October 10 (Old Style; Octob2r Rew Style) of the
Anthropological Section of the Society of the Fderof Natural Science, N.
A. Yanchuk read an interesting communication from Bternberg on the
Gilyaks, a little-studied tribe on the island ofkBalin, who are at the
cultural level of savagery. The Gilyaks are acquemnneither with
agriculture nor with pottery; they procure theipéochiefly by hunting and
fishing; they warm water in wooden vessels by thngwin heated stones,
etc. Of particular interest are their institutiae$ating to the family and to
the gens. The Gilyak addresses as father, nothismlgwn natural father, but
also all the brothers of his father; all the wivdéghese brothers, as well as
all the sisters of his mother, he addresses astiibers; the children of all
these ‘fathers' and 'mothers' he addresses asdiieits and sisters. This
system of address also exists, as is well knowrgngnthe Iroquois and
other Indian tribes of North America, as also amseoge tribes of India.
But whereas in these cases it has long since cdasedrrespond to the
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actual conditions, among the Gilyaks it servesdsighate a state still valid
today. To this day every Gilyak has the rights ¢dfusband in regard to the
wives of his brothers and to the sisters of hiewdt any rate, the exercise
of these rights is not regarded as impermissibles€ survivals of group
marriage on the basis of the gens are reminiscénthe well-known
punaluan marriage, which still existed in the Saictwslands in the first
half of this century. Family and gens relationgha$ type form the basis of
the whole gentile order and social constitutiomhef Gilyaks.

"The gens of a Gilyak consists of all-nearer andem@mote, real and
nominal-brothers of his father, of their fathergl anothers of the children
of his brothers, and of his own children.

One can readily understand that a gens so comstitnay comprise
an enormous number of people. Life within the g@mnsceeds
according to the following principles. Marriage it the gens is
unconditionally prohibited. When a Gilyak dies, ge passes by
decision of the gens to one of his brothers, owmaminal. The
gens provides for the maintenance of all of its tners who are

unable to work. 'We have no poor,' said a Gilyakthe writer.

'Whoever is in need, is fed by the khal [gens]é Tiembers of the
gens are further united by common sacrificial ceneies and
festivals, a common burial place, etc.

"The gens guarantees the life and security of @mbers against attacks by
non-gentiles; the means of repression used is bieeehge, though under
Russian rule the practice has very much declinedm@h are completely
excepted from gentile blood-revenge. In some veme rcases the gens
adopts members of other gentes. It is a generalthat the property of a
deceased member may not pass out of the gendsinedpect the famous
provision of the Twelve Tables holds literally amotine Gilyaks: si suos
heredes non habet, gentiles familiam habento keithas no heirs of his
own, the members of the gens shall inherit. No i@t event takes place
in the life of a Gilyak without participation bydhgens. Not very long ago,
about one or two generations, the oldest gentilmiee was the head of the
community, the starosta of the gens; today thetioms of the chief elder of
the gens are restricted almost solely to presidirgg religious ceremonies.
The gentes are often dispersed among widely diglanges, but even when
separated the members of a gens still remembeamotber and continue to
give one another hospitality, and to provide mut@esistance and
protection, etc. Except under the most extreme gsitye the Gilyak never
leaves the fellow-members of his gens or the grafdsis gens. Gentile
society has impressed a very definite stamp owth@e mental life of the
Gilyaks, on their character, their customs andititgins. The habit of
common discussion and decision on all mattersnéoessity of continually
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taking an active part in all questions affecting thembers of the gens, the
solidarity of blood-revenge, the fact of being caiigd and accustomed to
live together with ten or more like himself in gréents (yurtas), and to be,
in short, always with other people-all this hasegithe Gilyak a sociable
and open character. The Gilyak is extraordinaribggitable; he loves to
entertain guests and to come himself as a gues. admirable habit of
hospitality is especially prominent in times oftdéss. In a bad year, when a
Gilyak has nothing for himself or for his dogs tt,ehe does not stretch out
his hand for alms, but confidently seeks hospitalind is fed, often for a
considerable time.

"Among the Gilyaks of Sakhalin crimes from motive personal gain

practically never occur. The Gilyak keeps his vhlea in a storehouse,
which is never locked. He has such a keen sensharhe that if he is

convicted of a disgraceful act, he immediately ga&sthe forest and hangs
himself. Murder is very rare, and is hardly evemaditted except in anger,
never from intentions of gain. In his dealings watther people, the Gilyak
shows himself honest, reliable, and conscientious.

"Despite their long subjection to the Manchuriangyw become Chinese,
and despite the corrupting influence of the seglethof the Amur district,
the Gilyaks still preserve in their moral charaateny of the virtues of a
primitive tribe. But the fate awaiting their sociader cannot be averted.
One or two more generations, and the Gilyaks onntagland will have
been completely Russianized, and together wittb#éreefits of culture they
will also acquire its defects. The Gilyaks on telamnd of Sakhalin, being
more or less remote from the centers of Russiatleseint, have some
prospect of preserving their way of life unspoitather longer. But among
them, too, the influence of their Russian neighbierbeginning to make
itself felt. The Gilyaks come into the villages teade, they go to
Nikolaievsk to look for work; and every Gilyak wineturns from such work
to his home brings with him the same atmospheremmtiie Russian worker
takes back from the town into his village. Andla¢ same time, working in
the town, with its chances and changes of fortdeefroys more and more
that primitive equality which is such a promineetture of the artlessly
simple economic life of these peoples.

"Mr. Sternberg's article, which also contains infation about their
religious views and customs and their legal ingohs, will appear
unabridged in the Etnografitcheskoye Obozrenicri&gnaphical Review).

218



