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(N.B. This piece, origindly written for some lectures in 1976, and expanded in 1991 is in a very
rough and preliminary form. The quotations have not been checked and the arguments are
provisond. Thisisavery rough set of preiminary thoughts.)

Karl Marx and the Origins of Capitalism.
Marx's concept of the individual.

The importance of establishing the exact nature of the 'naturd’ or ided-type individud was evident
to Marx: "the first premise of al human history is, of course, the existence of living human individuas
The firg fact to be established, therefore, is the physicad condition of these individuds..." (Writings,
p.69). Despite the diametrically opposed view taken by Dumont (see second hdf of 'From
Mandeville to Marx), it would appear that Marx did not base his position on the idea of origina
individudism. His basic premise is that human individuds are not, in thelr essence or 'naurd’ (i.e.
pre-capitaist) state salf-contained and isolated 'individuas, set loose like billiard balls. This is the
date we see them in when we encounter them in capitdist society, he argues, but an analyss of
history shows that they were origindly (and should be, hence the tension) social beings "the essence
of man is not an abstraction inherent in any particular individud. The redl nature of man is the totdity
of socid reaions'. (Writings, p.83 ) As McLdland (Marx, 36) notes, he spesks of the origina
human baing as "totd" or "dl-sded".

Marx returns again and again to the theme that individuals are not separate and autonomous, and
hence that a society is not merely a collection of separate individuds (or separate families, as in the
famous metaphor of the sack of potatoes). "Society is not merely an aggregate of individuds; it is the
sum of the rdaions in which these individuals stand to one another” (Writings, 110), or again "It is
above dl necessary to avoid postulating 'society’ once more as an abdtraction confronting the
individud. The individua isasocid being.” (Writings, p.91).

What then did Marx redlly mean by a'socia being? He appears to mean two things. Firsly, the
ided type human being before capitdism, what we may term 'naturd man’, is more than his mere
physicd body; he is one with his physica environment. There is no red discontinuity between each
natural man and the world around him. Each naturd man is inexplicable bound up with the physica
world: "life involves before everything else eating and drinking, a habitation, clothing, and many other
things. The firgt higorical act is, therefore, the production of materid life itsef" (Writings, 75).
Individuas are not naked beings, they are what they produce and what they do; their labour,
inventiveness etc. are dl part of them. "As individuds express therr life, so they are. What they are,
therefore, coincides with their production, with what they produce and how they produce it..."

(Writings, p.69)

One of the most obvious ingtances of this is the tie with the earth, or the natural man's laboratory’
as Marx cdlsit: "the earth is the greet laboratory, the arsend which provides both the means and the
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materias of labour, and dso the location, the bas's of the community.” (Pre-Capitaist, 69) Man is
tied to it as a child till attached by an umbilical cord to its mother, another of Marx's smiles. Natura
man thus partakes of the naturd world, is, in Wordsworth's sense, "one" with rocks and trees and
winds.

The other mgjor meaning of "socid being” is that naturad man is partly composed of al hisor her
socid relationships, he is not a sdf-contained individual but a point or node in a network of socid
relations which spread out from himsdlf. He would have agreed with Donne; "'no man isan idand”, dl
are parts of a continent. For example, he contrasts men and animals and reduces the difference to the
fact that "the anima has not ‘reaions with anything, has no relaions at dl. For the animd, itsrelation
to others does not exist as ardation” (snce it is not conscious of it). (Writings, p.86). Or again, he
prased Feuerbach as follows "the great achievement of Feuerbach is...to have founded genuine
materialism and positive science by making the socid rdationship of man to man the basic principle
of his theory" (Writings, p.85). Naturd man, Marx believed, was blended in with other men;
individual identities were only a recent phenomenon, a product of a particular (bourgeois-capitdist)
mode of production: "Man only becomes an individua by means of the historical process. He
gppears originaly as ageneric being, atriba being, aherd animd." (Pre-Capitdist, - see pp.36, 96).

In the earlier modes of production (or socio-economic formations) the individud is therefore ill
one with his physcd environment and with his fdlow men: "among hunting peoples, or in the
agriculture of Indian communities...there is common ownership of the means of production...the
individual has not yet severed the nave-string which attached him to the tribe or community”
(Writings, 130) The essence of man is "the sum of productive forces, capitd, and sociad forms of
intercourse" (Writings, 71). The separation off of this naturd relaionship is the result of the historica
process, the complete stripping away of al ties, either to the natural world or to other human beings
is the fina achievement of the capitdist form of production. The way in which labour is regarded in
modern economic systems, Marx argued, "presupposes the separation of labour from its origina
intertwinement with its objective conditions’ (Grundrisse, p.515), such conditions being the land, sea
etc. In modern bourgeois society the individua does not retain the part of himself which his labour
creates, the use vaue; he only produces so that he may exchange, "the individua has an existence
only as a producer of exchange vaue, hence...the whole negation of his 'natura’ existence is dready
implied..." (Grundrisse, 248). He is not concelved of as merely an individua worker, an exchanger
of his [abour, a view of him which Marx regjects as merdly an impoverished vison created by the
capitaist ideology. (Writings, pp.176,9).

The reasons for the rise of the 'naked individud' are complex, and a few thoughts are contained in
another section (g.v. Marx on the Germanic mode of production.)

Marx on the original, primitive, communal mode of production.
Marx defines property as "ardation of he working (producing) subject...to the conditions of his

production (e.g. animals, land and so on). Thus, for instance, in bourgeois society the worker exists
purely subjectively, without object, and hence is "propertyless. (Pre-Capitalist, 95,96).
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He believed that the abosence of private ownership was the origind state, out of which dl later
sysems grew. This was to be found behind dl later forms. "A ridiculous prgudice has recently
obtained currency that common property in its primitive form is specificdly a Slavonic, or even
exclusvely Russan form. It is the primitive form that we can show to have exised among Romans,
Teutons and Cdlts, and even to this day we find numerous examples, ruins though they beiin India..."

(Writings, p.124).

We may wonder exactly what he means by 'common property’ here. There are various
descriptions. For example, describing the Scottish clans, he wrote in 1853 that "To the clan, to the
family, belonged the ditrict where it had established itsdlf, exactly as, in Russa, the land occupied by
a community of peasants belongs, to the individua peasants, but to the community. Thus the digtrict
was the common property of the family. There could be no more question, under this system, of
private property, in the modern sense of the word, than there could be of comparing the socia
exigence of the members of the clan to tha of individuds living in the midst of modern society.”
(Writings, p.131) Here Marx seemsto be very smilar to saying what anthropologists later described
as corporate descent groups which, a a corporation, owned the resources, with individuas having
rightsin it through family membership, but the land etc. being indiengble.

Marx is not S0 naive as to believe that everyone shares everything, but he does argue that no
individua can stake an unique and permanent claim to a particular resource, buy and sdll it, passit on
to private hers and so on. This is what he means by "common ownership of the means of
production” (Writings, 130). This origind system is one which may occur, he argues, in Hunter
Gatherer, pastord, and agriculturd societies He sometimes terms it the ‘triba’ sysem. Thus he
writes that "The first form of property is triba property. It corresponds to an undeveloped stage of
production in which a people lives by hunting and fishing, by cattle breeding, or, a the highest Sage,
by agriculture. In the latter case, a large are of uncultivated land is presupposed. The divison of
labour is, at this sage, il very dementary, and is no more than an extension of the naturd division of
labour occurring within the family..." (Writings, 126; same as Pre-Capitalist, 122-3). Resources and
kinship ties, in other words, are blended together in this system, hence the term 'tribal’. There is no
Separation whatsoever of the economic from the socidl.

Marx does not seem to go much further into this commund form in the smplest form, merdy
referring occasondly to land being 'held in common' with pastord peoples, for example "the
communa property of the Savs' (Grundrisse, 107). Thereisvery little sein this earliest form.

Marx on the Oriental, Asan and Asiatic systems.

This form of property shares the characteristic of having no ‘private property' ad hence no
‘contradictions or class conflicts built into the system. "Private property, as the antithesis to socid,
collective, property, exists only where the means of labour and externa conditions of labour belong
to private individuas." (Writings, 148) and thisis not the case in either tribd or ASan systems. Thus
Hobsbhawm spesks of "direct communa property, asin the orientd...system” (Pre-Capitalist,37).
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It appears that Marx makes no clear digtinction here between the Asian system, based on
sdf-contained communities, and the 'Ancient’ systems of Greece and early Rome, based on cities.
He equates them in their over-all absence of private property, for example, as follows. "The second
form (of property, AM) is the communad and State property of antiquity, which results especidly
from the union of severd tribes into a city, @ther by agreement or by conquest, and which is ill
accompanied by davery. Alongsde communa property, persond and later dso red, private
property is dready beginning to develop, but as an abnormd form subordinate to communa
property. It is only as a community that the citizens hold power over their labouring daves, and on
this account alone, therefore, they are bound to the form of communa property”. (Writings, 126-7).

In the tribal system an individua has access to rights in the corporate property of the king group
through descent; in the ASan system, by virtue of being a member of a community; in the Ancient
system, by being amember of a Sate, in other words a citizen. Thusin al cases the kinship group or
community or State 'owns the property, while the individud has temporary and particular rightsin it.
This"Second form (of property) has, like the firgt, given rise to substantia variations, locd, historical
etc.... The community is here dso the firgt precondition..” (Pre-Capitalist, 71). Marx recognizes,
however, that athough the property may be ultimatedy commund, individuds may assert individud
posessive rights. “To be amember of the community remains the precondition for the gppropriation
of land, but in his cgpacity as member of the community the individud is a private proprietor. His
relation to his private property is both a relation to the land and to his existence as a member of the
community...we have here the precondition for property in land...i.e. for the relation of the working
subject to the naturd conditions of his labour as belonging to him. But this 'belonging’ is mediated
through his existence as a member of the state, through the existence of the state - hence through a
precondition which isregarded as divine etc...” (Pre-Capitadist,73) Even if there is private property in
practice, in theory property is till commund.

Marx on the meaning of 'community’ in the primitive mode.

The principle of recruitment into this firg and mogt red ‘community’ is kinship. "The firg
prerequisite of this earliest form of landed property appears as a human community, such as emerges
from spontaneous evolution: the family, the family expanded into a tribe, or the tribe creeted by the
inter-marriage of families or combination of tribes... The spontaneoudy evolved triba community, or,
if you will, the herd - the common ties of blood, language, custom, etc...Only in so far as the
individua is a member - in the literdl and figurative sense - of such a community, does he regard
himself as an owner or possessor.” (Pre-Capitdist, pp.68-69).

We see that the bonds of such a community include language, custom, blood (kinship), but the
essence is probably even deeper - commund ownership. Each individud in such a Stuation derives
his being from the community, "the others re his co-owners, who are so many incarnations of the
common property”. (Pre-Capitdis, 67). In Marx's view, individud and community are totaly
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blended, hence the references to the herd etc. The identity of interests is not enough to make ared
community (Writings, 196); it is in the naure of the rdaion between an individud and his
environment, i.e. in the nature of property rdations that the redity of community lies. In this form, as
in the next dage, there is 'red community'(Pre-Capitdist, 97), as opposed to the atificid
communities of the third and fourth stages (i.e. feudd and post feuda). We may remember that in this
origind, tribal, Stuation, "the land occupied by a community of peasants belongs, not to the individua
peasants, but to the community. Thus the digtrict was the common property of the family.” (Writings,
131). Thus ‘community’ is synonymous with ownership in common, based on kinship ties. The
bounds of the community are the bounds of kin ties, language and ritua (customs) add extra bonds.

Marx on the'community' in the Asan and Ancient modes.

Here too, in Marx's view, there is true 'community’, the mgor difference being, however, that
there are dso numerous separate ‘communities (e.g. Indian villages), which are bound together into
one larger whole or ‘community’. The mgor difference between Asian and Ancient is that the former
is based on rurd villages, the latter on city states. Marx devotes mogt attention to the Asiatic mode
(India), so we may look in alittle more detall at that.

There is one centrd passage which provides a centra key to understanding Marx's image of the
Indian village community and is hence worth quoting at length. The passage occursin Capitd, volume
one.

"Those smdl and extreme ancient Indian communities, some of which have continued down to this
day, are based on common ownership of the land, on the association of agriculture and handicrafts,
and on an undterable divison of labour, which serves, whenever a new community is Sarted, as a
plan and scheme ready cut and dried. Occupying areas of from a hundred up to severa thousand
acres, each forms a sdlf-sufficient productive entity. The greater part of the products is destined for
direct use by the community itself, and does not take the form of commodities (i.e. for exchange,
AM)..The condtitution of these communities varies in different parts of India. In those of the smplest
form, the land is tilled in common, and the produce divided among the members. At the sometime,
spinning and weaving are carried on in each family as subsdiary indudries..If the population
increases, a new community is founded, on the pattern of the old one, on unoccupied land...The
amplicty of the organization for production in these sdf-sufficing communities that congtantly
reproduce themsdlves in the same form, and if destroyed by chance, spring up again on the same
spot and with the same name - this smplicity supplies the key to the secret of the unchangeablness
of Agdic societies..." (Writings, 123)

A good ded of vaue has been left out here in the omitted passages, but the essential characteristics
of a sysem in which resources are commundly avalable and owned,and where there is little
production for exchange, are well reveded. People are Hill tied in through the naturd environment,
the land. There is a "combination of manufacture and agriculture within the smal community which
thus becomes entirdy sdf-sustaining and contains within itsdlf al conditions of production and surplus
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production." (Pre-Capitdist, 70). It can be seen that such communities share many characteristics
with the ‘tribd’ Stuation.

Yet there is a mgor difference, in that there is a growing distance between individua and
‘community’." The community is here dso the first precondition,but unlike our first case, it is not here
the substance of which the individuas are mere accidents or of which they form mere spontaneoudy
natura parts’. (Pre-Capitdigt, 71).Though Marx may be taking more of 'Ancient’ than 'Asan
sysemsin this comment, there are 9gns of a change. But whatever the differences, Tribd, Asan and
Ancient are dl dike in that ownership is, in the last resort, communal. There can thus be no classes,
no inherent 'contradictions in the sysem. Thus, for Marx, cdasdessness, community,and
commundism of property dl have overlgoping meaning. This becomes particularly evident when we
turn to the next mgor form, the Germanic or feuda system, which represents the crucia bresk away
from true community.

Marx on the absence of community in the capitalist mode

If there are no red ‘communities in the feudd and Germanic stage, it is not surprising that Marx
should find none a dl in cepitdist society. He notes the absence of community in both the
countrysde and towns. Even smdl-holding pessants form no community. "The smdl-holding
peasants form a vast mass, the members of which live in smilar conditions but without entering into
manifold relations with one another. Their mode of production isolates them from one another...In so
far asthereis merely aloca interconnection among these small-holding peasants, and the identity of
their interests begets no community, no nationa bond,and no poalitical organization among them, they
do not form aclass." (Writings, p.196).

Each peasant family is a separate 'potato’ in the sack; there is no higher entity, as there was in the
Asan 'communities to subsume them. Basicdly, therefore, the socid Structure of western Europe
and Indiais fundamentdly different; only out of one could capitdism emerge. Furthermore, there is
even less chance of there being a ‘community’ in the urban setting. "Being independent of each other,
the labourers are isolated persons, who enter into relaions with the capitdist, but not with one
another.” (Writings, 120). Each person is separate and distinct.

In concluson, therefore, Marx would argue that some form of red communities do exist in tribal
societies, in the traditiona agrarian civilizations of India (and China?), but that feuda, and pre-feuda
Germanic societies (including Japan?) and capitdist ones do not have rel communities.

Marx on the necessity of the 'Germanic' or 'feudal’ mode.

Marx believed that individudism was absent in the Primitive, ASan and Ancient modes of
production. The Germanic form, upon which feuddism and later capitalism was based, had a much
more highly developed form of individudism than did the others: he contrasts the Germanic with the
other modes thus:. "...among the Germans...The property of the individua does not appear mediated
through the community, but the existence of the community and of communa property as mediated
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through - i.e. as amutud relation of - the independent subjects. At bottom every individua house-
hold contains an entire economy..." (Pre-Capitaist, p.79). In other words, the basic unit of society is
no longer the community or the city, but the individud household. It is becoming smdler and smdler.
And ingtead of the earlier forms where "the community is...the substance of which the individuas are
mere accidents..." (Pre-Capitdidt, 71), and where, as in the Asan form, the fundamenta principle is
that "the individuad does not become independent of the community” (Pre-Capitalist, 83), the
emphasis has been shifted. Now "the community exists only in the mutud reations of the individud
landowners as such” ((Pre-Capitalist, 80).

Having moved to the levels of households, the movement from this mode of production to
capitdism was merdy one more stage, occurring basicdly in the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries,
when growing propertylessness, so that the workers no longer enjoyed the fruits of their labour, but
could only exchange a part of themselves, their |abour, for wages, reduced the civilization to one of
individuals. It is the growth of exchanges, of production for exchange rather than for immediate use
or consumption, which has mainly contributed to the distancing of the individud. In exchange, 'Each
sarves the other in order to serve himsdlf; each makes use of the other, reciprocadly, as his means. "
(Grundrisse, 243). People enter into abrupt, immediately ended, dead, apparently balanced and
single stranded exchanges. This modern world consists of numerous propertylessindividuas involved
in endless exchanges, of thar labour for something ese. In such exchanges, "Both sdes confront
each other as persons. Formdly (i.e. on the surface, A.M.), their rdation has the equdity and
freedom of exchange as such..the free worker..sdls the particular expenditure of force to a
particular capitaist, whom he confronts as an independent individua.” (Grundrisse, 464). Thisis the
world of Adam Smith. "According to Adam Smith, society is a commercid enterprise. Every one of
itsmembersisasdesman.” (ibid).

Marx'sdepiction of ‘Germanic', feudal or 'estate’ mode.

Thisis histhird mode of production (after primitive and ancient), and with it we get the emergence
of 'pure private property, the medieva system, heavily influenced by the Germanic socid customs
which swept Europe after the fal of Rome. Marx's description of this mode of production, the
necessary gateway to capitalism, isworth quoting a some length.

"The third form of ownership is feudd or estate-property...feuda property developed under the
influence of the Germanic military condtitution. Like triba and communa ownership, it is based again
on a community; but the directly producing class anding over againd it is not, as in the case of the
ancient community, the daves, but the ensarfed smal pessantry..the hierarchicd sysem of land
ownership, and the armed bodies of retainers associated with it, gave the nobility power over the
serfs.. This feudd organization of land-ownership had its counterpart in the towns in the shape of
corporate property, the feuda organization of trades. Here property consisted chiefly in the labour of
each individud person..Thus the chief form of property during the feuda epoch conssted on the one
hand of landed property with surf-labour chained to it, and on the other of individua labour with
smdl capitd commanding the labour of journeymen..."(Pre-Capitalist, pp.125-6).
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Thus, individuas owned estates on which others worked; probably the mgor differences between
this dtuation and later fully developed capitdism were as follows. Firdly, it was based on the
countrysde and land, rather than towns and manufactures, secondly, that production was
consequently gtill mainly for consumption (use) rather than for exchange. Furthermore, even the serfs
sometimes grew some of their own food and were not necessarily atotaly propertyless class.

Y et the centrd point, is that the vital bridge from communal property to private property has been
passed. Marx recognises this, in the same way that Maine recognized that the crucid shift from
Status to Contract, occurred with feudalism. The means of production, particularly land, were
dready in private hands. "Already in feudd landownership the ownership of the earth gppears as an
aien power ruling over men. The saf isthe product of the land.” (Writings, 133). Yet the trangtion is
not complete. The land is gtill something more than a commodity, it trails a few traces of its earlier
condition, it is a source of prestige, military strength etc. for those who own it. It is not yet regarded
neutrally as something out of which the maximum amount should be squeezed. It is only after the
"transformation of land into a commodity" (Writings, 132), or perhaps we should say into only a
commodity, which occurred during the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries that modern capitalism
emerged.

It seems clear that the socia and economic Structure of the Germanic peoples which directly
shaped feudaism (or, as Hobsbawm argues, ‘was the socid formation of feudaism), permitted the
rise of modern capitalism. It isindeed acrucid factor - the ‘crucible’ to use Maine's metaphor, which
caused the temperatures to rise high enough to launch certain parts of the world on a totdly new
enterprise.

The find triumph of capitdism built on this foundetion, and merdly changed the means of
appropriation. As Hobshawm summarizes it, "The fourth stage is that in which the proletarian arises;
that is to say in which exploitation is no longer conducted in the crude form of the gppropriation of
men - as daves or serfs - but in the gppropriation of ‘labour” (Pre-Capitalist, 37). This is put by
Marx as follows. "For Capitd the worker does not congtitute a condition of production, but only
labour. If this can be performed by machinery, or even by water or air, SO much the better. And
what capital appropriates is not the labourer but his labour - and not directly, but by means of
exchange' (Pre-Capitaist, 99). The modern totally propertyless, but ‘free, individua has emerged.
There are complex private rights in property - land, machinery, labour and so on, which may be
transferred to others.

Marx on the natur e of the Germanic and feudal system.

There are severd critica passages in which Marx expounds his view of the Germanic system. In
his descriptions of the Ancient and Agatic modes (e.g. Writings, 123), the community is more than
the sum of the parts. It exists outsde and beyond them: "the whole does not consst of its separate
parts. It isaform of independent organism”. (Pre-Capitdis, 78). This is something very akin to what
Dumont means by holism. On the other hand, the Germanic system, out of which developed
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feuddism and capitdiam, is bascaly individudidtic, that is to say, the whole is merdy a sum of the
parts.

Thisindividudigtic nature of Germanic or feudd society is described by Marx asfollows:

"Among the Germans, where sngle heads of families settle in the forests, separated by long
digances, even on an externd view the community exists merely by virtue of every act of union of its
members, dthough ther unit existing in itsdf is embodied in descent, language, common past and
history etc. The community appears as an associdion, not as a union, as an agreement, whose
independent subjects are the landowners, and not as a unit...If the community is to enter upon red
exigence, the free landowners must hold an assembly..."(Pre-Cap., 78). It is worth noting here the
echoes of themes which were taken up by Tonnies, this is Gesdschaft, not Gemenschaft
(Asociation not Community), It also reminds one of Maine; this is 'an agreement’, ie. a cortract,
rather than a status relationship. We are across the great bridge into 'modern’ society.

The basic change has been to the concepts of property. Marx recognizes that private property has
emerged, individud rights directly in land and other resources, which are not mediated through some
larger unity. He writes that public land "gppears as a mere supplement to individua property among
the Germans, and figures as property only in S0 far as it is defended againgt hodtile tribes as the
common property of one tribe. The property of the individua does not appear mediate through the
community, but the existence of the community and of commund property as mediated through - i.e.
asamutud relaion of - the independent subjects.”

He then contradts this Stuation with that in other, different, modest of production. "At bottom
every individua household contains an entire economy....In classicad antiquity the city with its attached
territory formed the economic whole, in the Germanic world, the individua home...there is no
concentration of multiplicity of proprietors, but the family as an independent unit. In the Agatic form (
are & least predominantly so) there is no property, but only individua possession; the community is
properly speaking the red proprietor..." (Pre- Cap, 79). In the Germanic system "The community
exigs only in the mutud relation of the individuad landowners as such...The Community is neither the
substance, of which the individua appears merely as the accident, or is it the generd, which exids
and has being in men's minds, and in the redity of the city and its urban requirements, distinct from
the separate economic being of its members.” (Pre-Capitdidt, 80). Thus the community is nothing
more than the sum of its parts.

Marx admits that there may be some eementsin common in this Stution - as there would be in a
nation state today. "It is rather on the one hand, the common eement in language, blood, etc. which
the premise of the individua proprietor; but on the other hand it has redl being only in its actud
assembly for communa purposes’. (Pre-Capitait, 80). Thus community for Marx means more than
identity of interests, more than common descent (blood), common language, common race, common
customs etc. It means communa ownership and the presence of something over and above the
individua eements. Hence, in his argument, while there may have been a true '‘Germanic community’
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somewhere between the first and fifth century, by the time the Germanic tribes conquered Itdy, Gaul,
Spain etc. it no longer functioned. (Pre-Capitdist, 144). There have thus been no red ‘communities
or 'Community’ in Tonnies sense, for at least fifteen hundred years. Thiswas  true in the countryside
and aso in the towns. In the case of atisans, for example, "the community on which this form of
property is based adready appears as something produced, secondary, something which has come
into being, a community produced by the labourer himsdlf." (Pre-Capitaist, 100). These are that
paradoxica inditution, the ‘artificid community’, the constructed or willed community, which is akey
to the peculiarity of both the West and Japan.

Thus Marx saw that the socid structures of 'Adan’ or 'Ancient’ societies were 'holigic’ and
Gemeinschaft, while from the very start Germanic/feudd society was individudistic and Gesdlschaft.
The decisive difference is thus not caused by the trangtion from feudaism to capitdism, but the
trangtion from whatever it was that preceded to feuddism to feuddism. This is where the paths
diverged, though it was not necessary that they should remain totaly separate - in the West, for
ingance, a number of ‘feudd' societies went back to dmost join the 'Adatic’ pattern under the
Ancien Regime. What is important to remember is that Marx, unlike most of his followers, did not
see feuddism and capitalism as antithetical; capitalism was a socid formation which built on, refined,
exaggerated, evolved out of, but by means cagt off feudaism. This makes sense in the English and
Japanese cases, the most ‘feudd’ of societies in some ways, yet dso very capitaistic - and until the
nineteenth century in both cases blending the two in a curious way that should warn us thet they are
not antithetica in nature, but complementary.
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