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ELEMENTS OF THEOCRACY

The group

ThewilofGodwa t o behave i n tahcestors didiequatioraof theansll ofdGndewdtls ancestral

behavior was the major limitation of human freedom in primitive soéiétythe birth of civilized society ca. 3000

B. C. sanctions on human behavior deri ved foustonmryr el i gi
behavior® Civilization seems to have arisen from efforts to separate human existence from nature. Ceremony,
literacy, and urban development have in common the sequestration of man from nature; rigid imitation of ancestral
practices was a parf the effort to put man at a remove from natlire.

The economic marker for the transition from the Paleolithic to the Mesolithic Age is the germination of the domestic
economy: humans began to organize resources according to family and sanguinat¥ loeddea that selhterest

is ultimately the only motivation of animal or human behavior, especially in the case of human behavior, appears to
be false; selinterest is quickly eclipsed by partisan interest. Coordinated groups can accomplish mdltighes o

the same number of unassociated individuals could acco
others into the project. Individual desires are best accomplished indirectly, by producing a cooperative project in
which personal irgrest is comprised. Humans learn to share the product of their labor insofar as this sustains
continuance of the cooperati ve® e fPfrimitive sotieties,torganized fream s ec ur
kinship, are communistic because they are ererees of family organizatichAuthority is a late invention;
conformity to the will of God, or adherence to the behavior patterns of the ancestors, did not develop from command
and obedience. Customary behavior develops anonymously throughout a grimliow@ractices that appear to
produce common benefit. The formation of custom is aggregative rather than distributive, but does tend to overrule
deviant members who then feel compelled to conform, although there is no law or authority to that eff@ithiMe

and Neolithic society developed from agglomerations of higher levels of kinship organization, usually carrying the
atavistic kinship organization in the medium of religion. Custom is more instrumental than Law, which is a
derivative of custom aftethe appearance of government, whereas there is no government in primitive societies.
Evolution of human society is usually interpreted as a natural élan towards the benefits of ever more sophisticated
development found in cooperation. This is true irt,daut benefits were continually favored a part of the group, and

the other group tended to retreat from civilized organization because of the disadvantages piled on them. In cases
when escape to the prior level was unviable, and humans had to accew thiganization in order to survive, they
reacted by intensifying the internal relationships, from which distributive power devéloped.

A precivilized nomadic group assumed a maximum size of 175 to 475 people, perhaps chiefly due to
constraints of illiteacy. Only 10% of a group of this stage of development were able to settle in villages. Restricted
to hunting and gathering, the group exhausts the edible resources of a given area in a very short time, at which point
the group has no recourse but to migrtat a fresh regiohCommunication could not be other than personal, and a
community of roughly 500 individuals constituted the maximum capacity of personal communi@afioa.
technical level of nomadic groups was too low to support the more compleadted system requisite for a larger
group?* the normal nomadic group numbered about 50, and a group could increase to the hundreds only under
optimal environmental conditiort3.

The Neolithic invention of the hoe enabled the increase of tribal size;chiddeen under the technology
of hoe agriculture persisted to adulthood. The nutritional value of the garden raised the prestige of women and
prepared for the first matriarchi&Common rules appeaporadically such as in the case of a hunting expeujtio
but the ruleorganized group breaks up at conclusion of the event.

Prior to domestic economic organization, kinship was fictitious. A distinct and common gene pool
developed from conditions in which individuals or groups were made to be stationaryndividual or family
depended on cooperation in a wider group, but no religion, or kinship tie, or other rule confined them to one group
instead of another. During the fogdthering stage property was not personal, but communal, and social
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stratification was undeveloped. Without these qualities any given individual could change from one tribe or another,
because such a change did not constitute an invasion of property or any other disorder. A tribe lived on the edge of
survival; any new individual woulble perceived primarily as an incremental increase of labor power and hence as a
strengthening of the tribe, rather than as a threat to profjelealousy over possessions-aisis a newcomer did

not arise; there were no large inequalities in a nomade,tequally as there was no surplus to support an
inequality>® The original families did not inhabit a fixed territofyand larger groups did not mount a hostile
reaction to new nomads who joined their grélp.

Disinterest

A group can accomplish far motlkean the same distributive number, but a rule imports a new anxiety. A
rule is thought to embody equality, because a rule applies to every member in the same way. But a rule nevertheless
entails inequality® Namely, a distributive number forms an aggredagroup by virtue of rule compliance, but the
rule will not take effect unless a member of the presumed group becomesjumin someone must supervise
compliance, so that ruflermation entails stratificatioff. Those who could uphold rules were taketbéomagically
endowed, and were therefore the first kings and priests.

The regimen of rule conformity created social classes, infringing on individual spontarigity.tendency
instilled revulsion at further rule creation; at the inception of civilmatthere arose an antagonistic dialectic
between the obvious benefits of collective effort, and the repugnance against oppressive control concomitant with
increasing orders of organizatiBhWhen a conventional religion strengthens rule conformity to twépient
advantage of an upper class, heretical religions regularly challenge new rules by making an atavistic demand for
equality, such as the relation between Hinduism and Buddhism or Catholicism and Prote$tantism.

Any society whatever is riven witloppositions; each subgroup within the group discerns different
advantages which can be raised in economic, social, military etc. viewpoints. Religion however is supposed to
overrule the internal disagreements on that level in favor of a higher interteist e same for all subgroups. Such
leaders were taken to have magical powers because of their direct contact with the gods. The priests pronounced
commands whose premises could not be proved or disproved by experience, and used this to their dabgantage;
demos accepted such pronouncements because they were beyond disproof. The community undertook to maintain
this contact with God by confining heritability of kingship or priesthood to the descendants of the present kings and
priests. A distinction betvemn collective and distributive power explains the first rise of the kings; insofar as the king
did not have personal interest (he could not because he was a god), one could confer on him authority without quite
so much apprehension as if he had been a hubh@nly collective power is exerted, without favor to personal
power, the disinterest of the king will secure the best interests of the community as a whole.

Village Civilization

Three factors underlay the forthcoming characteristics of villagezatidin: 1) agricultural economy was,
indispensably, planned; 2) the planned agriculture was communal, not individual; 3) the agricultural volume was of
the barely necessary, not of a surplus for trade. There was not a choice between individual ane ¢atiectionly
collective labor existed even as idea. The fields or means of production were not at the arbitrary disposal of any
individual; ownership was of the tribe. Individual land possession appeared in the Bronze Age, but existed not at all
in the Neolithic. Land was farmed individually, but the land and its usufruct belonged to the clan/tribe. In the later
part of this period nobles and priests did own large estates, and the land thereof was leased to individual farmers.
The smallest unit of ownerghwas, however, the famif§. The collective labor units were regulated by family or
kin; since the social stratification was almost wholly unformed, enforcement was not brutal. Benefits of work were
as unindividuated as the work itself. Oikos productioaswimited to domestic need, and therefore did not
accommodate surplus production and trade. The later appearance of trade originated from robbery and piracy, not
from domestic productioff.

The group forms because humans can accomplish in groups whabtlidynot accomplish singly, but the
formation is also distasteful because group formation distributes power unéq@ltyi gi nal ly a fki ngo
appointed as a temporary leader, in time of war, who however returned to his prior status as somndgitreof
war abated. When the group action is successful, its total benefit just barely offsets the displeasure of c@nformity.
The chief of the group occupies this position temporarily because the productivity of the tribe is too low to dispense
with the ordinary labor of anyone; for the most part the once and future chief does exactly the same work as
everyone elsé’



Primitive groups prevent their war chiefs from assuming permanent f8wecause they are explicitly

aware of the liability of suboidation?Bot h t he chief of a tribe and the fAmed

performed their roles only temporarifyand were otherwise involved in the same labor as the oth®nsiilarly to

hunting parties, the group originally recognized &f;hwhen organization was required for war, but the office of
fikingdo would dissolve as s 0% 8ocig stratificitien wpsr notcae snslogemdus wa r
characteristic of kinship. Fixed settlement, and the immediacy of foreign settfeprenented escape, in place of

which the clan had no other recourse but to internally organize relations between themselves, so that they could
adequately organize against external threats. The oikos economy antecedent to the appearance of towet &stablish
tendential culture that adumbrated class society; kings, priests, and nobles existed before th\iftesd@types

were awarded large landed estates in acknowledgment of their special service to society, while the remaining tribal
land would be distbuted in equal portions to the other families of the tribe. The common land allotments were
limited to several years, but were eventually allotted perman¥ntly.

It was war that overcame original resistance to unification in a community. War inevital#iopied
between neighboring tribes, considering that edible resources were insufficient and tribes were accordingly nomadic.
Developments of war intensified the authority of the chief and promoted the first signs of social inéyuality.
Primitive families vere matriarchal because it had not yet been perceived that pregnancy resulted from cdpulation:;
the male was thus perceived to have a curiously ineffectual role in human exi$t&heeobstacle to village
civilization was that members of a clan are bloekhtives, whereas members of a society are not consanguffieous.
Constant war evolved kingship into permanent office. Primitive societies engage hbaén, in frequency and
lethality, in direct proportion to permanent settlement, and war reaches xtsvape the settlement has become
civilized.** When a society achieves a notable surplus, foreign groups are enticed to Plimstefar as the surplus
would be lost as a result of flight, the group tends to engage in warfare to defend the*sérpdesdingly a class
devoted exclusively for war, and government devefdpsppointment of a king is equivalent with the external
union of nonconsanguineous kinship groups, which until then maintained internal relations within itself but
indifference to other ctas** Continuous social organization originates in the agricultural activity of a family or clan,
not a society, in which cooperation must remain uninterrupted because of the continuity of the working process. A
social organization, being repugnant, woudatgist only if the circumstances of its existence were inescapable. Thus
hunting societies were never as internally organized as agricultural societies, because hunting is temporary, sporadic,
and never generates surplus. Whereas agricultural territoryindagduated across families, hunting territory
remained tribal property that was not assigned by family. The function of hunting in the Neolithic age was not
primarily to obtain nutrition, but to protect settled agriculture from wild animals; this veaagé of matriarchy.

An agricultural society depends on a much greater array of 43aetson a delayed return for its lalér.

A society is a federation; it does not presuppose blood relation, in contrast to matriarchy. War functions to
create an afficial consciousness of distinction between those inside and outside society, not those inside and outside
a blood line; it unifies society by emphasizing affinity between members of clans in which there was no blood
relation®® War was also instrumental iraising the prestige of the madfeAs the family was unified under a
paterfamilias, the clan was by extension unified under a chief. The members participating in civil society are not
blood relations; the basis of unity consists in the collective bemdfttee unification of unrelated chiefs of clatis.
Although ancient society agglomerates from higher levels of kinship organization, it is not composed of
consanguineous groups, but from civic organizattoBuppose that a given clan was small and weatioee
powerful clan would absorb the weaker clan, because (1) the weaker clan, otherwise vulnerable to more hostile
predatory groups, would benefit from the protection of the stronger clan and (2) the stronger clan would improve its
own defense from amalgmtion of smaller groups?

In the formation of civil society the blood relation principle of matriarchy deferred to a principle of mutual
defense® A permanent King (=unification of nonconsanguineous clans) germinated only when clans had to remain
in uninterrupted unity to meet the needs of continuous war. The amalgamation of clans into a society carried an
element of internal hostility, since the alfer clans were compelled by the probability of war if they refused the
amalgamation with the stronger kinship group. The society becomes militant because the only principle of its
unification is the apprehension of wérSuch a militant society had a higr probability of survival because all
transactions in the society were oriented to the overarching consideration“6fflvaroriginal kinship organization
is thus transformed into the social form of dominafdh.nst i t uti on of t hetof&etthegd was
needs of war’

t



Oikos economy

The purpose of labor may be conceived to be to obtain what can be immediately consumed. A
revolutionary economic moment in the Neolithic Age was the emergence of the idea that labor might be used not for
consumpbn, but for transformation into something that might render benefit long beyond a moment of immediate
consumption: rent: Not in the Neolithic Age, but later, in the Bronze Age, rent fostered a dialectic antagonism
between communal and private propertheTState, a phenomenon later than rent, built wholly upon the idea of
communal property; anything gained by conquest or by exploitation of labor remained the property of the
community, not of individuals. However, rent (i.e. capital) had a perennial teypdenproduce small, private
accumulations of wealth. The State expanded, but always by virtue of individuals, and the growth of the State was
always predicated on the dissolution of clanship, which is what kept individuals in a cooperative and communal
state of mind. The State was not adequate to control completely what it had acquired by conquest; society became a
mosaic of communal totalitarianism together with private property which tended towards decomposition of
totalitarian controf?

Prior Neolithic social groups, being familial, did not form private property or social subordination; they
maintained an oikos economy. The oikos economy, essentially domestic industry, precluded the development of
artisanship. All noragricultural tools and o#r things were manufactured by members of the household; nothing of
this sort was bought from a market. The oikos economy originated in the family, but expanded in successive
organizations: clan, tribe, city state. The form of autarchicssdffciency wa always the same: to contain all
production from within, not to procure from outsitfeOne might misinterpret this from modern assumptions: the
forbearance in not purchasing things one could make, was not from an idea of accumulating savings by
economiziig. In the Neolithic Age, agriculture, animal domestication, and slavery had not progressed to a capacity
to produce surplus; one did not think of buying and selling because there was no surplus that might support trade.

The skills that sustained humarelifvere contained within the family. These skills were never capitalized;
one family never used its skills to provide for the need of another family. Production was never conducted for
exchangé! The principle of autarchic sufficiency radiated from famity,clan, to tribe. Men and women within a
family exchanged only between each ot her. On the contr
unit, it had to be facilitated by religious ceremony; in a gesture of obeisance to God, the oikogiveigtithout
reservation to the tribe or community, but always in the guise of religious devotion: this was d%nation.

War forced civil society in the place of kinship by disciplining ftmmsanguineous members in common
rules, organizing social suborgition with distinct classes, and enslaving war capfV@sese improvements were
necessary because war presupposes production of a disposable®8ukphlization of the idea of rent to animals
was revolutionary, because domestication provided multiflemergy over that available from the human b&dy.
Capital had already been invented in the Neolithic gejor to the appearance of towns; humans had learned to
invest in an entity whose immediate consumption would not compensate the investmertiobetlangterm,
repetitive product would exceed the original expenditure of energy.

Private property

Property originated as an attribute of the family, not the individual. Tools and other indispensable things
were scarce; passing a tool from a decedeiat younger person alleviated scarcity. If there were personal property,
inheritance from the father to the son could produce greater efficiency in the use of tools, and greater security of
social status. It is possible that inheritance anteceded pepmopaity and explains adoption of the i¢é@he idea
of property developed from agriculture, not hunting. The necessity in which the family had to protect the space on
which agricultural goods were produced forbade nomadic mobility. Stationary agridodtga® ca. 10,000 B.C.,
and husbandry began ca. 7,500 B CTriennial farming was a method of dividing the land into three strips, each of
which alternated between agriculture, pasture, and fallow. One family was assigned to each strip, and the assignment
of each strip alternated between families; the land belonged to the tribe or clan, but the temporary assignment of a
strip to one family suggested the subsequent birth of familial ownetship.

Intensification of internal social rules that came with thenbbility of the population entailed organization
of production as an essential element of defense, and the definition of land as private property was integral to
collective defensé In the Neolithic and Bronze Ages, property, which had hovered betwddsttoe and
individual ownership, decidedly changed to clan owner$hiie decisive factor was the planning needed to
preserve soil fertility? But this was tenuous. Invention of subordination, social classes, and private property were
reactive adaptatits to social perif®> The communistic, kinship mode gave way to private property in the Bronze
Age, essentially because of ithe problem of the commol
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been too careless to support the requirementsatbsary survival* If the State maintained possession of land in
the place of previous kinship organization, the occupants of the land would not undertake improvement of the
land:”® private ownership was needed to motivate care of material &3sets.

Fromwar the original kinship organization transformed into social domination: civil so¢idlgw social
structures, though apposite to new pressures, conflicted with the previous priorities of Ki@shi,000 to 4,000
B.C. tools had been invented to fétale domestication of animals for agriculture; animal power greatly improved
human productivity over its maximum capacity in the Paleolithic Agéthough some groups might have happily
regressed into nomadic hunting and gathefirfgr the most part thadvantage of agriculture and husbandry made
passage into a rudleound fixed community irreversibfé.

Social inequality increases with the advance in political organization of a community increases; presumably
those who terminate in the lowest level otiety would regress to nomadism. The sudden appearance of social
inequality is a result of the erosion of the tribal kinship system and its replacement with a civil political structure.
The intimacy or remoteness of the individual or his family to the pelitical organization is the primary
determinant as to whether his family will score high or low on the social scala. It is civil government that first of all
sets the division of social clas$é4 he institutionalized power of civil society necessitgpeistate property, which
in turn compelled stratification. Stratification and private property introduce a new option for social regimentation:
deprivation.

The option in the deprivation of basic needs imports a new power of coercing the weaker metabers i
more intensive regimentatidi Animal domestication in the Neolithic Age came first, but success in this quickly
recommended the advantages of slavery and seftidinis idea initially changed the practice of slaughtering
vanquished warriors into onefo ensl|l avement as a means %oButiniankmshipvi ng or
organization it was taboo to enslave or otherwise subjugate clan members. Slaves were the product of the subjection
of alien groups of people, usually as a result of war. An élitesof kings, nobles, and priests organized primary
production, i.e. not the producers themselves. The primary producers, whether artisans or agriculturalists, became
unequivocally dependent on the upper class for employment and sustenance; there wdsntoralleviate this
dependence.

Strengthening class stratification moved the upper class to view the landless and impoverished free sector
of the population as an alien group. They were not foreign, but by viewing their lower class by analogyrwith wa
captive slaves they could ease themselves around the 1t
captives were embedded in slavery, while the lesl@ss clan members took on a dependent position as®%erfs.

Only domination could organizeociety in such a way that alien groups of which it was composed could achieve
effective processes of trade and WaRoughly by 3000 B.C. the original tribal ranking metamorphosed into
stratified society. Distributive power was very slow to develop beeatithe revulsion at authority and compliance;
ranking did not develop into social stratification because rank was a fugitive distinction, which could easily be
surpassed, whereas stratification connoted a permanent subordination to orgafiiZatientardening of class
regimentation depended primarily on the inability to move away; if a family depended absolutely on the
mechanisms of wider society it would conformtorffeE.x p| oi t ati on of oneds own SoOCI
subsequent development deprivation® if the individual could not otherwise survive except as a member of
society, it was possible for society to withhold goods in the case that the individual did not produceWteee.
several clans united (=appointment of king), the origstalcture subsisted; it was the several paterfamilias who
united in the Staté.

Humans do not want a king, not even at the moment they are making one. When the several paterfamilias
united in the state, the single paterfamilias, who had been the mptesefor the welfare of his clan, coagulated
into a separate class that controlled the clan, i.e. the lower classes, by recourse to dePrifaigatricians had
gradually taken control of the economic forces of society; if pagani refused theaulss matricians, they lost all
the economic benefits of their society. The submission of the pagani hardened into a coercive stratification of
society. For example, the original Roman patricians were, in origin, simply the collection of the heads of
housdolds, or heads of clafi$ Population density intensifies stratification, regimentation, and division of labor.
When the land available to a budding civilization is absolutely limited, a growing population resolves its problem
with war. Because the plebadhno recourse to geographical flight, the higher social classes exalt their position by
intensified expropriation of the production of the lower classes; the exigencies of war serve to justify the intensified
expropriation>> Population density intensifiestratification, regimentation, division of labor. These paterfamilias,
originally the spokesmen for the members of the clans, congealed into a class, separated from their clans, forming
the senatorial order; transformation into a governing class wastofuf constant wat’
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Sexual division

Cattle were the basis of wealth in the Neolithic Age; who had more cattle was wealthy and appropriately
socially positioned. When the herd increased, more sons were needed; only males participated in husizandry. Si
husbandry was far more productive than fgadhering, women were valued for bearing children, but their
economic role was secondary, and the nomadic tribe was patri#réhglr i cul t ure had originall
domain on the premise that it wiess strenuous than hunting. The garden had been invented by women; it was an
enclosed area established next to the living quarters in order to save the effort of walking long distances. The idea of
the fisabbatical year 0 dcaltural kcormmyd eveéry sevemthtydaea fiéld wasldft faflowx e d a
for one year to restore soil fertilij. The gardens and fields were cultivated only by women, and it was the property
of the matriarch? Agriculture became the basis of matriarchy when itd intgortance to food supply was
recognized. Previously foeglathering, also reserved to women, had been less important than hunting, and
maintained a social equality of men and women. The reliability of agriculture over hunting markedly raised the
ascendary of women over men; the passage out of the Paleolithic was simultaneous with the ascendancy of women
over men. However, by the Mesolithic Age both animal domestication and slavery had been invented; occasionally,
without disparagement of the economic ompnce of female dominated agriculture, the same techniques of
domination were applied to women as to animals and slaves, so that female operation of agriculture indueed a male
dominant society®

Similarly to the hoe, animal breeding also brought abewblutionary improvement in the tribal economy
and raised the prestige of men just as the garden had raised that of women. The plough, the first application of
ani mal husbandry, made the ani mal br eedeédntraducédmelasEt hy 0 i
division of nobles®! Plough cultivation and irrigation substantially altered the female ascendancy in agriculture; the
greater physical power of men over women once again prompted male preeminence. Women were relegated to the
less muscur aspects of agriculture, and otherwise to secondary produttions.

Since taxation depended on reciprocal good will, skepticism about God would ruin the premises that
support tax payment; agnosticism had to be suppressed with the utmost ferocityednlyr®ronze Age, women
had been sold into marriage by their families, and men could repudiate wives at will. This however jeopardized the
financial coherence of society because women given into marriage were often accompanied by dowries. The
marriage comct was made with the family of the bride, not with the bride; to secure exchange, the Code of
Hammurabi endowed dowried women with contracts that entailed return of the dowry in the case of divorce, and
protection of the inheritance rights of her chilre The contract was first to subst:
marriageo either from fAisecondary wiveso ofr from conct
inheritance. This new conception of a moral, legitimate marriage was introdoicetability of property and
contract, not from sensitivity to the female plight. The new laws pertained to the aristocratic class, but soon applied
to all people; it primarily adjusted patriarchalism to prevent distortion of social Yrder.

In a nomadicommunity economic equality prevailed because of the absence of capital. The utility value of
consumable goods diminishes much more rapidly than the utility value of capital. Exactly because of-the near
equality in material things in nomadic or village ddions, prestige is generally unavailable. Given such
circumstances, when an individual has material goods in excess of any utility value, and they are not convertible into
capital, he is inclined to exchange those goods for prefige.

Three phenomenansue. First, the individual may increase his prestige by creating a retinue; by spending
his surplus on others, employing others, and by feasting others who then make up a following he creates prestige for
himself. A second phenomenon is gifting; by dving gifts very generously he raises his prestige. This
expenditure of excess may generate into aging competition, in which one person attempts to show his
superiority by giving more gifts than the other. Thirdly, There was one other item odlocaglite: women. They
may become highly expensive prestimgects; a man exhibits his greatness by acquiring a woman whom others
could not afford%®

Women were a supreme capital good in that one made a long term investment in a wife, and derived
children from the investment. Women fell under a norm of economic exchange; one family made a gift of the
daughter, and the receiver reciprocated with some gift of equivalent value. Buying and selling were distasteful, so
that much of what was in fact buying arelling was decorated as gifiving. The value of a wife lent status value
to women; wives were also coveted for the status their possession gave to e Gifamiving was in reality an
exchange. The wealthy, having no capital excess, could exchatgedhth for higher prestige. Such customs had
the effect of recreating a material equality across the tribe, but thgivgftreceived high degrees of influeri€é.
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The outcome of the sexual adjustments prefigured one of the most fundamental stafctaxason. If
taxation is made of each individual atomistically, the process of tax collection is infinitely complicated, and
produces many more opportunities for evasion and embezzlement. Hierarchy is a perennial prerequisite to tax
collection; every gvernment that has successfully collected taxes has differentiated practices of tax collection in
such a way that a higher level could ascertain the performance of a lower level. However, tax systems regularly
undergo failure, implying 1) that there is alys a strong subterranean resentment of taxation and 2) a tax system
that does not constantly revise itself eventually loses its immunity to the stratagems of tax resistance.

Now assume that an individual owns property, but the property ultimately bergsd, who owns all
things; the farmer then owns the property nominally, but in reality the property is in the ownership of the king, who
is either God or Godds first representative. Li kewi se,
clan, so that the chief of the clan can dispose over that land. Just as the king owns everything in his kingdom, the
father of the family, the paterfamilias, owns everything in his family; although his women and children have
nominal ownership, it all rdig belongs to the paterfamilias. This double entendre of nominal and real ownership
structured taxation. Women and children need not be taxed, because they, as the property of the paterfamilias, can
be taxed, together with all their nominal possessianshé paterfamilias. All surplus is first concentrated in the
paterfamilias, and through taxation all surplus is then concentrated in the king.

Divine Property

Expressed anachronistically, communistic sharing in the kinship organization was inadeqeatesfoe
conditions because there is no compelling reason for the communistic producer to improve production. This might
appear misjudged for a context in which the ideas of production or improvement did not exist. The theocracies with
which we start heldt beyond dispute that all property is the property of God; communism would appear most
appropriate, and taxation does not comport with communism. The slogan that all property belongs to God easily
converted into the idea that all property belongs tonb&rest representatives, the priests. The Indian Brahmins, for
instance, did not own property, but they were on the contrary the ownalispobperty, to whom everything was
owed % Given such an ambiguity, the communistic thesis that all things beldBgdceasily could easily become
the premise for a priestly aristocracy and class divi§loRrivate property, another anachronistic term, ought to
increase the total social product by rewarding the effective and penalizing the ineffective producerg isodoin
private property ought to give both the effective and ineffective producer incentive to improve production. In a
society in which there was no private property, a concept of personal ambition could not have arisen.

The hierarchical structure of aeait oriental theocracy was a midpoint between communism and private
property, with slightly different development in Mesopotamia and Egypt. The Old Kingdom of Egypt had no
external enemies; in every direction the Nile was bordered by desert, a natueal bad since Egyptians had to
live on the borders of the Nile, the simple Ne8buth orientation simplified internal domestication. The absence of
external enemies made private property relatively unnecessary. Instead of private property, revelnugodistri
could function as a device to keep each individual in the class in which he was born. It was not a regime of private
property because class position was not a function of free enterprise.

Mesopotamia by contrast to Egypt was from inception exptsedternal enemies, with the consequence
that private property and commerce developed much more quickly. Trade had already existed in the Paleolithic age,
but with the emergence of civilization trade became directly dependent on State power. In aahbitilized and
uncivilized social groups, the more primitive nomadic groups organized piracy on the trade routes; only the military
organization of the State could preserve trdfiEurthermore, in a period of barter there could not be trade between
Stags, pace piracy, unless state authorities could agree on exchangé¥Values.

Donation

Private property enabled taxation, but prior to adequate centralization, voluntary donation preceded the
institution of taxation; tthfeeMitmxp@yteo 0t veol Team@alré | yDom.
the development of the Temple. The Mesopotamian people could not resolve overpopulation by migration; they
collected in the river basins because, apart from the agricultural yield of the river basinsyd&dd not support
them. As village groups expanded to overlap with the groups of other villages, social organization had to regulate
peaceful coexistence between alien social groups irremovably living in the face of each®dther Sumerian
Temple assued the function of placating int@illage antagonism; the priesthood enabled the extensive irrigation
of Mesopotamian land; the religion provided a strong normative rule across the several contiguousVillatgs.
religion was the essential factor minging about the first division of class inequality in the stage of primitive
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agriculture’*The peasant surrendered his surplus to the Templ e

The Sumerian Temple served to convey that such donatiomsngéto an alien group, but to a common focus of

devotion'*® In this context the King was the embodiment of Man, the immediate representative Bf Bypdlirect

descent from God, i.e. the ASon of God, o™t he King was |
Ad nauseam, not even a dictator can hold power without implicit consent of the ruled; what the demos

expected from their King was redistributiaf the King withheld the communal surplus in time of dearth, he would

not be king for lond?® The Temple functioned as a center of redistribution amongst villages or groups which had

the potentiality for jealousy and mistrust; redistribution in time e#rth enabled the peasant to think that his

donation was to his own benefit. The Temple enjoyed credibility because it anteceded the market; all surplus was

centrally stored in the Temple, not the market, and enjoyed approval as a reliable recourseofndeamth’*®

Roughly around 3000 B.C. the Temple, not the market, operated redistribution and thus accumulated approval as the

major patrorclient relation of the StatB° The Temple thus appeared as the wo

accumulation. Thewplus of the entire countryside was systematically concentrated in one place, the Temple,

wherelljzeon it functioned as capital; either the accumulation wawested, or it was redistributed in times of

dearth.

Surplus

In the initial phase of taxatiopeasants contributed their surplus as a gift to the gods. Bias for private
property was suppressed by the collective nature of surplus. It is virtually impossible for an individual to produce
surplus. From the premise that collective labor is far moreiefii than individual labor, a surplus does not appear
except from collective effort. This Iimited the indivi
property*?* The idea that what one produced beyond individual, immediate need wamsuoal property easily
became a norrf?

The contribution was not monitored; no minimum was prescribed. In this there is a characteristic common
to theft and gift giving. When a theft is committed, the victim does not arbitrate or prescribe how his stoégn m
wi || be used, nor can the thiefdés arbitrary wuse of th
giving; the giftgiver does not dictate how the receiver will use his gift. ThegiNir liberates the receiver to use
the gift in anyway he pleases. This is also prominent in ancient taxation, partially because taxation originated from
gift-giving. The God receives the gift, or the tax; since the gift or tax is to God, and tgevgifsurrenders the gift
somewhat in the guise of appliant, the giftgiver does not dictate how God will use his gift. &jiting is
essentially an act of humility; it would have incoherent to dictate how a gift should be used. God epitomized this
aspect; one would not dictate to God how he should use sne g i f t . God coincided with t
priesthood, whose stance thus became the unconditioned receiver, rather than of servants receiving the revenue in
trust.

Oddly, in these circumstances, scarcity caused social equality. Redistribuatiomeeiprocity were
necessary qualities exactly because humans barely survived on the edge of subsistence; every family underwent
starvation from time to time, and survived only from the willingness of other families to provide food; since this
affliction was universal, rather than confined to an identifiable group, it did not lead to social demotion. On the other
hand, great respect might accrue to one who was especially generous, and might induce appointment to chief of the
community*®* This explains the lasolute demeanor of the ancient oriental theocracies; the entitlement to the tax
payment depended on the aura of unconditional divinity.

In a Neolithic civilization, distribution was fairly equal, simply because there was no surplus; humans lived
on the ege of extinction. Social equality was due to the lack of surpfust the transition to a town civilization,
production exceeded the absolute minimum needed by every individual. Goods were produced collectively, but
instead of collective, equal distriboti, there was opportunity for one group to seize the surplus at the expense of
other producers. A cardinal significance of fixed settlement was the greater difficulty for individuals to reject social
inequality and regress to a simpler mode of 'fifeln addition to the struggle with production, an internal social
struggle between the producers arose. Authority, and especially the predominant power that authority decorated,
determined who would receive the greater part of the sutflus.

Another aspectofgfgi ving i s spontaneity; the gift was unprec
could be levied at any time. The king and royal retinue did not find themselves obliged to await an appointed time
such as in the case of tax collection; they cdeld gift-giving arbitrarily. A gift was also supposed to §igonte
sug not something that the gifeceiver could initiate. This was circumvented by threats of the terrible things that
mi ght result if by chance t gifegivé woulg cattulaterthatthe woeldclase lese hi s
if he preemptively gave a gift®
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Theocracy shaped the capacity to form a conception of wealth. The main value of God was the ascription of
all landed wealth to God. The individual, having existence oslg aocial unit, could not help but think that his
labor was not his property. Formulation of taxation was based solely upon how much the sovereign needed, because
the individual had no concept that an individual existence as such had rights, althoidgatbé taxation later
evolved to the standpoint that the well being f the t
No distinction was made between private and public wealth inasmuch as whatever the commoner possesses is ipso
facto te property of God; the individual has no possessions prior to God. Ideas of democracy and equality,
inasmuch as such ideas imply private rather than communistic existence, did not germinate.

Enormous class distinction was integral to later developmieahcent theocracy; the amount of social
surplus is directly proportionate to the degree of inequéfit@dne might wonder why an increased surplus was not
distributed equally, instead of having been concentrated in the ruling classes. The answer icptalgaraclasses
cannot initiate a revolution, although they are needed to support one; the higher classes are capable of assassination,
palace revolution, or popular revolution. It is therefore exigent to propitiate the higher classes. By estabéshing t
upper class as priests, the commoner was rendered incapable of doubting the authority of the elite, whose authority
was based upon proximity to God. Land, virtually the only form of wealth, was conceived as belonging to God, and
by proxy to the priest§® As in ancient China, peasant ownership of land did not appear even as an idea until
Alexander the Great, thousands of years [bfethe peasant as well as the land were the property of God, and
therefore under the direction of priets.

There were six arial classes in the Neolithic Age, possibly prior to settlement, definitely prior to the
emergence of towns; the royal family/clan, the priesthood, nobility, small freeholders, propertyless freemen, and
slavery** In the Neolithic period there had been awefined professions or offices; insofar as there was a special
function, it would exist as a temporary function added on to the labor that all members performed. The Bronze Age
was the occasion for conspicuous class difference and its institutionalizatiividuals were designated with
office and professions which they performed exclusively of any other ¥b®he emergence of capital in the
Bronze Age, at the same time as the emergence of the city, accentuated class distinctions; the inventiaih of capit
enabled the first three classes to receive-memtey, universally, from all the members of the lower cla58ess
the only possessor of wealth, the Temple was the storage of the social wealth, and was put to financial use by the
priests to monopolize ealth*®’

Taxati on, a prior c¢claim on another personds assets,
In Sumeria the priests were the tax collectors. The priests had higher status and greater independence than nobles or
office-holders, beause priestly status did not derive from the State; this gave them some immunity from the State.
Because their status derived directly from God, they could occasionally exert greater authority than'ti@king.
making taxation into a religious mysteryetobommoner is excluded from disposition over tax collection. Belief in
the reality of God would motivate people to cooperate in tax exactions in behalf of God rather than of humans; it
was logical to make the Temple the storehouse of community wéAlthihe taxpayer can be motivated, by theism,
rather than coerced, the revenue will be more aburitfant.

Temple Treasury

The Neolithic tribes had no technology for food storage; humans ate what was at hand for the moment.
Consequently humans sharedlaracteristic of carnivorous animals; when food was at hand, they consumed to
extreme excess, as it were storing the surplus food in their bodies. A single hunter might eat thirty pounds of meat in
one day:* When the idea of food storage was inventechin Bronze Age, the storehouse, which was kept in the
possession of the king and his priests, was a powerful force for keeping the demos under control.

All societal treasuries originate from a church; tax revenue is accumulated in the Temple, and tke King
the chief priest of this temple. The storehouse, maintained by priests, encouraged popular trust and conformity. If
there had been no redistribution from the storehouse, the authority of the king and priests would have collapsed
forthwith. Obversely, ifthe pagani had been able to keep their agricultural surplus, they would not have been
sensitive to the wishes of their king and priests. When however the king collected all surplus, and rendered a
condition of artificial dearth, redistribution of the slug would control the respect and obedience of the pagani;
redistribution could be presented as the kingbs supeil
redistribution proportionate to the productivity of the pagani, the pagani could beatedtte work hard?*?

It is the accumulated wealth, personified in the King, which constitutes the viability of society. This seems
unintelligible because of the modern conception of opposition of business and goveffimkatconjunction of
treasury and taple was not paradoxical. A large central treasury is a fixture of theocracy, in that a large
accumulation of stagnant money would induce awe. Every individual wants wealth, and when he sees an enormous
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accumulation, he experiences his insignificance leefioe greatness of his gods, etc. The treasury belonged to God,
and accordingly to the King, but one function of the treasury was to build up a surplus for redistribution in the case
of famine. The paganus would sponte sua contribute to the Temple uederpitemises. A market regime would

not allow stagnant accumulation; it would instead discover profitable use for every little accumulation, and enforce
its utilitarian value. The central treasury manifests that there is only one power: the power aigh€ditral
treasury emphasizes hierarcti§.

Severe class differences are essential for a hierarchy; one must investigate the paradox, that insuperable
inferiority of the labor classes induces them to acquiesce in the supremacy of the ruling classiafh@rétmin
class for instance kept itself so separate from other castes that it even refrained from operation of government, and
yet never lost its supremacy; government and political activity were the domain of a class below the Brahmin. The
Brahmin andKshatria did not pay tax, so the tax burden fell almost totally on the Vaisya, the merchants,
shopkeepers, etc; apart from the economic benefit, tax immunity served to brandish the superiority of these
classes® In Egypt, the afterlife was not even attribd to the peasants and lower clasé&siereditary caste
division oddly stabilized the hierarchical structure of Indian society, although common sense would suggest that the
extremes of poverty and privilege would encourage insurgéhda. Egypt the priestood, qua ruling class,
presented itself as commun i*lalndiammg Edyu thdrevenwe was deliberatelypu n d a n
used to accentuate caste difference, apparently by infusing'&¥iree elite of a society are a very small fragment of
the population; they maintain power mainly because the majority of the population accepts its subjugated position as
natural. The elite class is far more organized than the lower classes, and uses religion to impress on the broad
population that socialimeual i ty i s so ordained in Godé6s™plan that it

A practical factor shaped the intimacy of wealth and religion, perhaps best achieved in ancient China.
Donation and storage provided a reliable food resource in times ajldrand could stabilize grain prices. This
was an essential rationale for the storage of wealth in the Mesopotamian Temple. In time of abundance the given
ancient society might purchase large quantities at low price, saving the farmer by enablingdiirgrearson the
market at higher prices. In time of scarcity government would release the stored grain at lower than market prices, so
as to preempt famine. But since government bought surplus grain at low market prices and sold it at times of high
marketprices, government always had a privileged opportunity to profit from harvest vicissitude. If grain storage
was transferred to private enterprise or if the good intentions of government degenerated, an agricultural bank might
develop from the original ient***

A taxation scheme could be either a conduit to a capitalistic scheme for augmenting money from money,
or a socialistic scheme for keeping the popular life in equilibrium by redistribution in time of recession.
Redistribution was a very sensitiveieparious institution for theocratic societies; it enhanced the prestige of the
Pharaoh or King, and failure to redistribute could overturn his government. Butwvaillergness to redistribute
could jeopardize theocracy. When a theocracy took adoptedcdaticofeatures, taxation increased. Why? Why
should a hierarchical element constitute a substantive part of a social democratic regime? Even if hierarchy were
abolished and an egalitarian society were instituted, such a democratic society wouwdillyilkgintroduce
hierarchy, not by any ideological change of mind, but because society would not function without at least a minimal
degree of hierarchy. Without the availability of privilege, individuals would select less strenuous employment, and
thereby rin the principle of selection for the best performance of the most difficult tisKfeocracy to the
contrary would adamantly retain the tax obligations needed to maintain the relativerdexsst was forcefully
evident that in any change of regimeatdwver, a hierarchic core had to be retained, or had to be reintroduced, or the
whol e soci al structure would coll apse. Hence fAdemocr at
democratic expenses, but an expense additional to the theaerpénses, to finance the democratic demand for
greater redistribution.

Ancient oriental economies were precarious and unpredictable; if a harvest failed, a society no less than an
individual could become instantly destitute. Consequently such societies predisposed to accumulation as a
means to project power. The yield could not be averaged out diachronically by saving from a bumper crop.
Inadequate transportation made it impossible to average out consumption geographically across abundaset and scarc
yields. Under this pressure a government would try to accumulate surplus, which differentiated into food and gold.
Surplus food accumulation as a security against crop failure was ineffective. The sovereign might accumulate his
food revenues in the cagit the better to impress the demos with his wealth. Transportation of food would
centralize the sovereignb6és power, but t r #ransportationtat i on w
a famine stricken area. Costs of collection, transportaand storage could amount to a severe leakage of the value
of the natural revenue. Greater utility would attach to tax revenues in kind stored distributively in local depots, but
sovereign information on total assets would be inaccurate due to let#udion. Decentralized revenue storage
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would give the provincial tax collectors greater opportunity to embezzle. Storage in local depots would eliminate
costs of transportation, but localized storage of wealth would encourage collusions and refreltiomscal
subalterng>

The circumstance that early tax revenue was in kind probably encouraged socialistic expenditure, because
the accumulations had to be spent before they perished. Possibilities of investment or revenue surplus for capitalistic
gain were constrained because opportunities to spendnmtey capital for future profit were limited to seasons of
scarcity when prices were hig#.The possibility of capitalistic storage of wealth did not emerge until development
of a money economy. Exchangenatural kind compelled government teingest its revenue (natural kind) before
its value deteriorated, or it had to distribute the excess revenue in ways that would generate fealty. When a currency
emerged taxation usually developed a natural surpthgsh was in perishable agricultural commodity. The King
traded his tax revenues, i.e. chickens, grain, etc. in the market, converting the tax revenue into imperishable
commodities, and later into coin. The king would delay such a transaction until aftsoarcity raised the money
value of his chicken above its value at the time of receipt. The ancient king thereby got involved in finance and
speculation from very early timé¥

Conversion from communism to property occurred not from endogenous cldlést,dout from the hostile
contiguity of one closed social group with another closed external group. Private property did not endogenously
develop from avarice, but from the jeopardy posed by an external §folipe group that produced more would
reprodue more, and gradually occupy more of the available spatiar is not even the main form of conquest;
one society is more likely to be diminished if economic prosperity makes population of another society proliferate.

Taxation could not have arisen inpaimitive communistic society inasmuch as taxation individuates
production according to what each individual produces. This was more plausible in Mesopotamian than Egyptian
society. Taxation entailed a need for incentive to produce, as accomplishedéby miv pr operty, pl us th
right to possession of everything, as in theocracy. The voluntary attitude in the earlier phase made the paganus more
amenable when a tax collector was first sent out. As population grew, the Temple became too sttt to
donations proportionate to those of a small village. Familiarity that motivates cooperation diminishes as society
grows larger, alienation gradually increases, and compulsion has to replace familiarity as the animus of cooperation.
The voluntary dnations had to become a compulsory tax, and the king would need a bureaucracy to carry out tax

collection®®®

Compulsory Taxation

A primitive kinship society is characterized by personal production of all things. The familiarity in kinship
had obviated nekfor compulsory taxation. Exchange in a civil society, on the other, hand stimulates greater
production than personal need, but undermines the kinship organization in the direction of intensified civil
organization. In the case that exchange (i.e. betweemelatives) is more efficient than autarchic production, the
agent would produce more than what he needed, and exchange excess for items of a different sort. If the agent did
benefit more from exchange, he might abandon time and labor on producti@nsofal necessities, because he
could receive more thereof by exchange than by personal production. Exchange was not necessarily either equitable
or inequitable. To the degree that the agent relented on autarchic production of things accessible bg, dxchang
placed himself in a relation of dependence on the person from whom he received them, thus creating for himself
both benefit and jeopardy. This dependent jeopardy was mutual; a plausible solution to mutual insecurity arising
from this relation could &ve been communistic sharing, i.e. renunciation of the principle that producing x
automatically establishes ownership of x, and at the same time abolition of exchange based on the premise of
separate ownership.

Government was an alternative solution whimstead of suppressing property, accentuated it by providing
protection thereof>® The first purpose of Government might been protection of the security of exchange réfations.
In an original clan organization there is no trade; it begins between ssaage therefore needs a principle of
community other than kinshi§* The individual allies himself to whatever seems to guarantee his security; this
loyalty advances to some level of citizenship, in which the individual appreciates that whatever herdoes f
sustenance would avail him nothing if his government did not exist. This security consisted in a guarantee of the
expectations of exchange. Since the individual depletes himself of the production of necessities when he devotes his
time to production foexchange, he starts out in a vulnerable position; his personal power is not enough to enforce
the anticipated return on the exchange. The State (government) therefore begins with two faces; as the oppressive
tax collector, but also as the guarantor ofélkehange relation. Contractual relations were backed by coercion, and
the inequality of private property was transformed into a sacrosanct status quo. Compulsory taxation depends on the
size of bureaucracy. At a certain point in the development of coorgulaxation, government agents had to be
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posted in fields and villages to guarantee that the paganus would not hide part of his harvest from'tha tithe.
paganus might voluntarily contribute what he could spare under the impression that his tax pagiernha gods,
but the tithe connoted that the payment was not fully voluntary.

Prior to the invention of interest, primary production had to be consumed; a small surplus could support a
small upper class, but it could not be used to promote fupheiduction. A surplus became capital, i.e. an
expenditure of surplus to create greater surplus, after money was invented and interest could be charged on the use
of money. The priesthood, government circles, etc. of the upper class had seized thaisgmsittar or other types
of violence, but the class as such could not grow. It was only by the invention of capital that threriptotoacy
could achieve perpetual enrichment by loaning against interest to the lower classes, thereby forcing them to pay
chronic rent on everything imaginable. The pratstocracy grew splendidly only after the emergence of town
civilization and stable reftayment-®®

Compulsory taxation emerged from growth of community. Voluntary donation is embedded in familiarity;
distance eroded the familiarity, and remoteness from center to periphery disabled commutit&mmpulsory
taxation ensued only by its analogy to the prior custom of temple donation; if taxation had not built upon temple
donation, the pagani would have resistTaxation began with agriculture, not hunting, in part because hunting was
collaborative, and did not produce a surplus, and partially because slavery was endemic to agriculture but not to
hunting. Because the returns of hunting are sporadic and dommaint of ovessized surplus, a hunter who works
longer or is otherwise better than another does not receive a premium; the returns are distributed equally. There was
no motivation for supererogatidf?

Because agriculture could produce a surplus, it catildulate ideas of efficiency and distributithfi.
Agriculture takes consideration of individual differené®s;efficiency improves insofar as those who are
agriculturally superior can subordinate those who are weaker to a collectivE®Tanlectivities®® ambiguously
attain higher productivity in toto either by improving the higher and lower echelons of the'§toupy depriving
the lower echelons to the advantage of the higHer.

When extensive expansion fails, intensive expansion increases; the cooflitiw@nsive stratification is
the centralization of the State. As governments became more elaborate, greater numbers had to be employed in the
bureaucracy and army? An important element of population condensation is that, when the individual sees the
impossibility of extrication from social control, he develops a social regimentation, a division of labor, bringing
intensification where he cannot achieve extrication. The intensification of society is motivated by the same motive.
The individual cannot geree from fleeing society, but he perceives that he can attain more freedom by social
ascent. This might be explained as individual greed for wealth, but greed is not its primitive energy. Desire for
wealth derives from the perception that one has relgtimore freedom if one is wealthy, whereas the poor always
become the victims of those who seek freedom by dictating over others. Normally society does not discourage this
perennial tendency, because it is exigent to social viability that in each sositbm the most capable person,
specifically to that function, be selected. Selection also depends on the personal motivation of the candidate to desire
the position; society accordingly attaches privileges to those who fill the po<ition.

This principk selection is applicable only within the span of one generation of labor; society might easily
destabilize if there were no method to establish a reliable continuity across generations. In a nomadic or horticultural
society inheritance is nearly impos&pthere is no material property to inherit, and, given that absence, there can be
no inheritance of social status or office. Personal qualities remain equally distributed, regardless of social rank; there
is no genetic ground to justify preference for gom of a high ranking individual over another. When however
personal property increases, the inheritance of property may decisively stabilize the preference of one individual
over another, as for example anyone in medieval Europe could qualify as aikmightould afford a horse and
armor. It was inheritance of property which enabled social stratificafton.

This particular form of stratification functioned very poorly for the theocracies, because their priority on
hereditary class stability precludedperlative ability. Vertical mobility was differential. If inheritability of office
and fortune were narrowly limited, there would be correspondingly greater vertical mobility. If on the other hand the
parental generation enjoyed the privilege of givihgitt children their offices and fortunes as an inheritance, there
would be very little vertical mobility and class inequality, and a generally suboptimal level of competence, would
become more pronounced.

In the latter case the organization must cahgfdisguise collectivizing to make it appear that all members
benefit. The tithe, meaning literally a tenth, is usually a religious tax, although it is not specified as such in the
ancient theocracies. What is called the tithe was not specifically rediggmophasis is much more on the denotative
meaningc o mponent: 10% of the harvest. The ti t'ffeetitheais t he
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usually represented as a harvest tax, but in the oriental theocracies it was a 10% tax onuatipmrbdestock,
artisanship, and commercial exchange were as subject to the tithe as agri€ulture.

The tithe had one advanced feature; it was not a fixed amount on every individual indiscriminately, but
extracted revenue differentially according tdiindual capacity. People were not taxed a flat sum regardless of their
means or production; the first tax was calculated from the actual harvest. An initial element of coercion appears in
that it was the authority of the government agent, not the fatmerake assessment of total crop yield. The natural
kind economy discouraged higher production. In amametary economy, payment in kind spread the loss between
the farmer and the landlord, because 1) taxation was rated in percentage of harvest Hrud a)pwer harvest is
less than half of a good harvest; it provided a natural relief for the taxpayer. Even when taxation is conducted with
consent there is constant aversion to compliance. Ancient theocracies countervailed reluctance 1) with & claim tha

the peasantdés | and belonged not to the peasant, but to
land. Number (1) should instill in the peasant the sense that the use of his labor for personal interests rather than
assignment was theft Number (2) deterred the peasantééds procl i vi

implemented, it infringed on the principle that the farmer and the landlord shared in the loss ensuing from a poor
crop; it extricated the landlord from risk. Number (2emis to have guarded against the liability that a paganus
might deliberately produce a poor harvest in order to reduce his taxes, in that #2 would entail that he pay a tax
proportionate not to the actual, but to the ideal harvest.

In other instances thand tax varied from 20% to 50% of the harvest, but the absolute value of the tax
would at least diminish in proportion with deatfiWhen taxation was converted to currency, the landlord escaped
sharing in the agricultural deficif? the taxpayer would owa hundred shekels in tax regardless of whether the
harvest supporting the tax payment is a full harvest or a poor harvest of only half the yield of the full*ffdrvest;
this regard money shifted the risk 100% on the side of the taxf4Vhis circumstancés a large factor in why the
ancient governments, through the Roman Empire, were careful about keeping money values stable; it benefited the
landlord to the cost of the paganus. When there is a bureaucracy, and the revenue prospects are poor, the
bureaucacy will exploit the conditions of collection to shift any deficit to the taxpa¥fdt.would not benefit the
paganus to hide his taxable crop because underreporting his crop would not diminish taxes. Thus a peasant would be
discouraged from undevorking on the reflection that taxation rather than himself would take the gains; a tax based
on ideal rather than real yields would be an incentive for the peasant to work more, Hot less.

Theocracy facilitated the shift of favor to government; in the fimatamorphosis prior to Alexander the
Great, Persia held that is King, directly in contact with ARMezda, communicated laws that were irrevocable
because they were the direct will of God. This was an inheritance from all the previous Mesopotamias,sauikti
like them it closed any gap between sacred and secular. The position was largely a protection against the commercial
class; the merchants would not be able to make the laws more favorable to themselves if theriesiligod had
asserted theimmutability on the ground that God had appointed these ¥\We divinity of the laws seemed to
be a bulwark to prevent commercial wealth from altering prescribed class order; the monarch took sides with the
nobility against the commercial interé&t.

Eva sion

A debt is the result of an exchange, and invites retribution if the debt is not paid; an unpaid tax is also liable
to retribution, and therefore invites the idea that a tax is a kind of debt. In the case of a debt, however, the debtor has
received eme good, for which his debt payment is a recompense. A tax does not similarly presuppose that the
taxpayer has received, or will receive some good in exchange, for which tax payment is an advanced recompense;
such an interpretation would be anachronistixation originated from donation. In the case of both debt and tax,
the payer has no right of control over how the receiver will spend his payment, although tax and debt differ in that a
debt resulting from exchange must be a wholly voluntary transactibrereas entry into tax obligation is
involuntary® Previously it was noted that primitive societies very reluctantly invested leaders with special power,
on special occasions, and dissolved the power as soon as the occasion was accdfipfigen isfurthermore
no guarantee that the tax payment will be spent to the benefit of the taxpayer, how is the taxpayer motivated to
believe his tax obligation is justified?

A person cannot refuse to pay taxes, and litigate from the premise that he getsafotaing in returrt®®
To argue that tax evasion is unjust because noncompliance raises the taxation of everyone else begs the question,
because the question pertains to why anybody should pay a nonproductive tax. In any hierarchy the common people
are alrady part of an organization; they are organized by the hierarchy, and have no additional organizing principle.
But the order they enjoy amongst each other fails in the case that their resentment is of the hierarchy itself. Absent
the hierarchy they reserihere are left with no alternative organizati8fiKknowledge is socially organized; if there
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are no prevalent concepts which organize social perception collectively, large numbers of individuals remain large
numbers of individuals; they are unable to oigargroups that militate against the conventional expectations of
social behaviol?°

In this respect compulsory taxation exhibits an element of voluntaffsifhe taxpayer must feel
convinced that the benefit of secure exchange compensates against thfetaogtayment, but when he does not
agree, tax evasion will raise the cost of tax collection. Futility descends when the cost of tax collection cancels the
tax revenue. Augmentation of the bureaucracy to prevent taxpayer evasion may raise taxation seaimuch
taxpayers rebel. Assessment of taxpayer compliance is the fundamental constraint on taxation.

Budget

Budgeting presupposes a concept of permanent property. Evolution of the concept of ownership would
gradually attenuate the total ownership of Gad generate an idea of personal ownership of abstract or oversized
things. Duration retarded the idea of personal rather than communistic property in a hunting"$othetydea of
abstract property developed in agriculture because duration facilit@teddbciation of a field with the prospects of
the field; in hunting this necessary time lapse between sowing and harvest did nd?*otearunderdevelopment
of the idea of ownership produced the impression that taxation was taking from the individtiathetavas never
in his ownership in the first placé?

The rates of taxation of a theocracy were unstable and unpredictable.-iom@tized economy was
incapable of budgeting because the value of any natural good relative or convertible with othégoats would
fluidly change according to the seasonal scarcity or abundance of the different crops or products. Taxation rates
could not be calculated according to predicted expenditure, because future expenditure was unpredictable. All of the
organs ofstate functioned on a principle of sslifficiency rather than of central budgeting; each government organ
or province accumulated its taxes, in kind, in storehouses from which the staff and the peasants WerBhjsid.
tactic eliminated need for largbureaucracy, and excluded the liability that government would be required to pay
debts for another section of government. Instead of centralized fiscal operations each administrator managed the
finances of his province alone; there was no one in the Sf#ttea purview of total revenue and expenditure.
Estimates were made of probable expenditure. One and only one revenue source was assigned to a predicted
expenditure; if revenue did not suffice for an expenditure, revenue was not drawn from some oteeodilthe
deficit; payment from the assigned revenue source was simply prolonged for as long as it took to satisfy the
expenditure. Earmarking, the main technique of fiscal administration, impeded understanding of the national
assets? Each of the agans of state, functioning on a principle of autarchy rather than of central budgeting; each
government organ accumulated its taxes, in kind, in storehouses from which the staff and the peasants'¥ere paid.

All ancient societies were agricultural soasti inevitably the total wealth of a society varied directly with
agricultural yield. The taxation rate could not be constant from year to year, because the total agricultural yield
unpredictably varied. Rates tended to fall over the long term due todtiant in value of agricultural yield. The
king responded to unpredictability by decree: he set price and wage maxima as a method of obtaining annual
stability. Constant prices and wages had no effect on the real value of produce relative to agricuitdiah.v
Consequentl vy, price and wage | aws did not promote comn
tax revenue immune to inflation.

The unpredictability of expenditure vésvis collection was reconciled by ad hoc taxation; inséguwvas
shifted to the labor class. In such circumstances, earmarking was very serviceable for immunizing expenditure from
the turmoil of changing natural values. Every source of tax revenue was earmarked for an assigned expenditure; this
cancelled the inability of exchange rates between natural goods and gave regularity to taxation. If the revenue of a
bridge was assigned to payment of a war, the cost of the war might fluctuate according to changing values of natural
kind, but the effect on the tax wasmgily to make collection last longer, until the debt was paid. By restricting the
tax revenue to one specific thing, and making the period of taxation elastic, taxation would not affect the values of
commodities or endanger the security of the debt. Althotlgg earmarked good A might vary with another
unpredictable natural good B, the volatility of their respective values would not impinge on the use of A to pay a
debt. If the earmark had a poor return, the payment might telescope into the future, vathewtrhraising prices
or creating new expenses.

Variability of real values was counteracted by attempts to stabilize prices: a money value was fixed for a
natural good A, regardless of its actual value relative to scarcity or abundance. A decree o$agmalliation
amounted to enforcing the public (not the king) to bear the brunt of any deficit. While the king received a fixed tax
revenue, if commodities varied from the money equivalent in fixed prices, the public would have to buy and sell the
commodiies as if they were worth that money equivalent. This device worked only if there is payment in natural
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kind as well as in money. This sort of strategy was not mindful of reality, but it did protect government against
inflation or deflation, by offsettinguch aggravations on to the populatith.

One must wonder how fixed prices and fixed wages worked; in fact they never worked. One might force a
consumer to purchase at a certain price, or not at all, but it would seem impossible to force a consumedraiot to
from buying. How is a fixed price different from the price of supply and demand? Does the market price depend less
on gullibility than the fixed price? The scheme of supply and demand distinguishes a demand, and, within the sphere
of demand an edctive demand; those who constitute effective demand are those who will purchase the product now
at the asking price. The asking price abuts with gullibifiiyif is the highest price at which an individual can be
motivated to make the purchdS8butthegr sonés wi llingness to purchase at a
purchaser has an accurate knowledge of what the cost of the f¥m is.

Embezzlement

Assignment of a tax entailed elaboration of tax collector organization, which in turn raissmbthef tax
collection. If the sovereign duplicated the agents at every tax collection post, embezzlement might be stifled by the
jeopardy that eagentp emisgpomtd sdicsocuenttreronedés embezzI|l ement ,
could bemonitored. The bureaucracy of a State was a hierarchy of perhaps five levels, and on each level the office
holder had a court, or staff, of various expéHsThe larger the bureaucracy, the greater number of people to be
paid, which could severely redutceh e s over ei g ffafdurehlicracy Is too snalletaxuevenue will be
insufficient to evasion and embezzlement,, and protection of exchange would fail; if it is too large, the cost of
collection would exhaust the taxation revenue, and tax ohaexe would deprive the individual of exchange
benefit. The cost of tax collection was a dead weight: a cost that benefited no one, and which should have been in
each partyds interest to minimize.

Since compulsory taxation propagated collectors, taxtbade raised to pay for the bureaucra®yA
desire to increase bureaucracy, to secure sufficient tax revenue, in combination with a desire to minimize
bureaucracy, to reduce rates of taxation, develops strain between communal and personal property. The axiom that
all things belonged to God gaveebcracy unlimited right to disposition over surplus. Personal property would be
conditional and fictitious, following the total ownership of God. Personal property could be weakly conceived in
affinity with things one held in the hand. Property rightsyvaecording to the length of delay between investment
and return. The concept of property in things held in the hand developed quickly because others do not need to be
excluded by force. This is not the case for a more abstract concept of property thathiratand, because another
can be physically present in the property at the same time as the owner, so that explicit force is necessary to
advertise onebs exclusionary ownership. Since drurt her m
an item such as land is likely to be conceived as collective property, and vitiates a possible concept of individual
ownership’® exclusionary individual ownership is very late to evolve, and a primitive agrarian society is unlikely to
generate conspious economic inequalif§?®

At the same time as conversion from donation to taxation, the revenue collection had to be delegated.
Given this condition, 1) the tax collector had to project most of the authority of his principal, 2) the delegate had to
act fa the King instead of using specious representation of the king to benefit himself, and 3) the role of tax
collector had to be transmitted across generations without loss of fidelity to the king. These conditions of tax
collection were very costly. Creati®f the tax collector produced a second interval between the King (temple) and
taxpayer; the interval could either function to verify transference of the tax revenues to the King, or the interval
could malfunction as a systematic opportunity of embezziénide tax collector would inevitably be aware of the
realities of tax collection instead of the religious ceremonies purporting payment to God.

The only stable solution for collaboration would be to share the benefits of revenue collection with the ta
collector. Essential functions, such as tax collection, were delegated to immediate relatives, or nobility/priesthood.
The King could not collect his tax revenue without the aid of the tax collector, i.e. the priest; in consequence the
priest or tax co#ictor had power by multiples over the King. According to the amount of power covertly in the
hands of the priest (tax collector), the priest etc. received the greatest part of the revenue. The reality was concealed
by overt shows of tothé @emgsY The king sas nayer sedauslysthreityned by the demos
because, once abstracted from the organization given by the State, the demos had no organization; the only grave
jeopardy to the king was usually only his own bureaucracy and priestiidbd.king provided enough wealth for
these groups, sedition would be unlikélyIf the King absorbed nobility (or priesthood) in tax collection, they
would share in the profits of government. When this scheme worked, nobility would cooperate in &onolle
instead of organizing embezzlement or rebellion. No Jd#sr government could become nearly so absolute,
autocratic, and totalitarian as the oriental theocracies had been; an essential counterpoint had been that no
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government afterwards had ever bees weak as the theocraciésA King or Pharaoh, being divine, by definition
cannot encounter such a thing as loyal opposition; at the same time the King depended on the good will of his
aristocracy to effect any supposedly absolute dedPee.

The cost oplacating the bureaucracy (priesthood) in wealth and power in order to align collaboration was
so great that the king or Pharaoh was always in jeopardy of being engulfed by the bureaucracy taken into his service.
The King would foment a refractory, treasas bureaucracy if the distribution of tax revenue to his bureaucrats
were too stingy; they would begin to calculate whether they would get more if they deposed the present king.
Generosity was necessary to keep a stable government. However, generesdgsis would exhibit the King as
lacking adequate power; if he were too complaisant, his bureaucrats would recognize a safe opportunity to depose
the King for the sake of some rearrangement more remunerative to themféélves.

Expansion of a village themcy made central government perilously dependent on bureaucracy.
Distributed bureaucracy, dealing with different language groups and different ethnicities, dissipated royal power of
intervention on | ocal i ssues aeardyal prefetance eDtlegatioreof mbwekrse g at e 6
signifies greater efficiency, but also dissipation of royal power due to local favoritism by the royal delegate. If
central government does not exercise military oversight and its bureaucratic delegates arersemcoeirf, the
delegates appointed would be native to the ethnicity, for greater efficiency, but such delegates inclined to partiality
to their locales and apathetic towards central preferefitahere transportation was poor there would be frequent
revolts; only if the King could maintain fast and frequent communication with his outer provinces would this
constant tendency to revolt by distant subalterns de@fifinis liability increases because bureaucracy, for the sake
of efficiency, eventually becomémreditary’’* When education of bureaucracy becomes remote from court, and the
positions are passed on hereditarily, costs are reduced, but an entity (bureaucracy) is generated whose interests are
collectivized and separate from the central government.

Bureaucracy eventually arrogates benefits that had been pertinent to the King; a new form of embezzlement
consisted in charging the taxpayers more than the King prescribed, and to keep the excess. The priests of Sumeria
for instance cleverly charged exorlmitdees for funerals. Death was inevitable, and because of the credence people
paid to a literal existence after death, they could not circumvent the funeral that made posthumous existence
possible. This pattern was to become constant throughout theyhiftdaxation: a tax charged to something
indi spensable is more I|ikely to succeed. The priestso
exactly where evasion was impossible. The tithe amplifies an important aspect of this stratagéithe Theel
originally signified its namesake: one tenth; it was not particularly associated with religion. By associating the tax
with religion, it would be more effective, because of the psychological effect in the presumption that even if the
taxable erity could be concealed from government, God would still see.

It is intriguing that the Hebrew priesthood remained separate throughout the Bronze and Iron Ages,
whereas the Greek priesthood disappeared indistinguishably in the Greek nobility almostieignedreece was
originally composed of kings, nobility, and priests, of whom the priests were probably from an ancient Indo
Germanic warrior class; by the time of Homer the priests mixed indiscernibly with the fidbiée element of
individuality in Greek culture had not been strongly challenged; the Greeks were outside the oriental theocratic
orbit, and survival did not depend on asserting and defending a divergent world view. The Hebrew individualism
was just as strong, but from earliest inceptiosated in the middle of the theocratic tradition, it survived only by
asserting itself against the universal and pervasive oriental theGttatye Hebrew priesthood was exigent for this
refractory seHassertion against an enormously older and larger tagodradition, whereas the Greek priests
blended almost ignominiously into the nobility because of their desuetude. A clue to this discrepancy is that the
Hebrew priesthood took the part of the demos and fought against the oppression of the Hebremegbvern
constantly. The Hebrew priesthood had gained in strength from having successfully stabilized society with the
biblical laws.

The King or Temple collected taxes, according to conditions, either in kind or money, and afterwards put
tax payments paichikind on the market, where they were exchanged for money. Apparently the taxpayer was often
unequipped with money, but money was preferred because it was imperishable and had better utility as investible
capital; furthermore, taxes taken in kind coulcheitbe reserved or transferred to a different market where the
exchange value would be higtéf.Trade was undeveloped in the Bronze Age; agricultural commodities were not
put on the market and the oikos mentality precluded trade kagocultural produd.

Oddly, the only commercial exchange was in foreign luxury articles, not in domestically produced
necessities. This trade was conducted by kings; there was no merchant class, and there was no capital. If an
individual performed as a merchant, his calpwas that of the king, not his own, and he performed his role as a
servant of the king, not as an independent agent. The foreign merchandise was sold on the market, at high rates of
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profit, which was restored to the royal treasury. This scheme was impled) as in other theocracies, by King
Solomon?*® Solomon and secular government afterwards had tried to confer priority on the wealthy classes, in
sympathy with the general pattern of oriental theocracy, but the Jewish people, especially their pliessagad

to repulse this tendency of the oriental sfaldn the ancient Sumerian State, in a similar attitude the King
Urakagina reduced the funeral fees to 1/5 of what they had*fter; 80% premium had been to the emolument of

the priests rather thato central governmert® Tax arrogation jeopardized the viability of taxatfdhit was
arrogant first in charging the tax for the benefit of the agent, not the king, and second in its attachment, like
blackmail, to an inescapable need.

Previously, one dager of local storage depots had been that the subaltern might use the resources to defect
from the Kingdom; by dividing military command from government, so that two delegates appointed by separate
authorities could monitor each other, the separation tifamyi from money should have reduced the possibility of
revolt. In the Persian Empire the satrap, i.e. the governor of a province, might be deposed without warning or
poisoned by order of the King, presumably so that the satrap would lack opportunifyanize a rebellion against
the King. But this sort of solution never achieves closure. Perhaps in the place of a priesthood the King has a secular
bureaucracy to guard his interests. But the King is still overwheffietijefs in his new bureaucracy camspire,
and the bureaucratic body is so largely impersonal and indifferent to whom the particular King happens to be that
the King can never securely monitor loyalty to him&gf.

Tax farming

Tax collection varied with the stability of the State. Dirgot collection via state bureaucracy was the most
dangerous method; if at all possible the State would try to distance itself from collection but take possession of its
revenue. The right of tax collection might be conferred on someone as a gift, sitaladymarking, in which a
creditor might be assigned enjoyment of a public revenue source until the debt was paid. Armies or bureaucrats
mi ght be given a I imited right to a taxable source
obligafons. Finally, taxfarming conferred the right to collect taxes on a businessnaiepreneur, who would
transfer the revenue to the State in return for some profit he extracted between what he collected and what he
surrendered?®

Secularized property, semate from Temple or State, eventually made possible the earliest schemes of tax
farming. Prior to delegation of collection to the tax collector, it had been delegated to the cities; each city was
assigned a quota of tax revenue, and it was conceded ¢atlgovernment to distribute and collect the tax burden
by its own planning. The delegation from the Kkingods
religion and government. When the Pharaoh or King ceased to collect taxes diragtlygitgacontracted local
merchants and bankers to collect the tax payments. Delegation of tax collection served to deflect anger away from
government?® Central government delegated the duty to the city, which delegated it to tax farmers, which in each
interval deflected rage against the entity delegated to tax collection. Delegation mitigated the liability in tax
collection, but each interval caused higher tax rates. The pyramidal form of tax collection is adopted because of its
effectiveness, and partiallyecause it diffuses tax hostility. Government could elude the jeopardy of confronting
reluctant taxpayers by means of tax farms. Deflection of hostility was not, however, the main motive in the
invention of tax farming. The problem of mistrust betweengipial and agent reemerges. The tactic of delegation to
city government and hence to bankers is to deploy an agent who is so wealthy that he would not be tempted to
embezzle, preferably a person who is preoccupied with honor rather than money. If the agemgalthy that he
would not embezzle, he would be unmotivated to accept such employment unless there is some enticement other
than wealth. The approach would work only rarely; either the agent will have no motivation to accept the position,
or, if h<292i7s attracted to some benefit as agent, there will after all be some respect in which embezzlement is attractive
to him:

Ultimately government had to resort to agents motivated by wealth, but on the other hand an agent had to
be already wealthy to be eligible for the function. While potentially profitable, tax farming always entailed risk. If a
tax farmer's hired agents diwt collect enough to pay the contracted tax quota, he was nevertheless liable for the
full amount; in years of failed harvest, he might incur losses. To entice the tax collector into employment the
principal would have to let the intermediary, the taxrfar, share in the tax revenue. The tax farm naturally benefits
the wealthy over the poor; bribery is the security which the tax farmer takes against poor harvests. As the tax farmer
is personally responsible for default on previously assigned tax revdcie fails to be collected, the agent applies
his fiercest reprisals on the tax payers under his (unsupervised) jurisdiction. Because the tax collector is not
supervised, a wealthy taxpayer can bribe the collector to extract tax payments from othet®fristaaelf.”?
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The arrangement was propitious because of the indelible mistrust between the principal and the agent. The
agent will under all circumstances try to embezzle more for himself and yield less to the principal. The contract of
the tax farm sata condition of the minimal revenue the State will accept; the agent understands he will have to
compensate by paying from his private revenue for any of the contracted amount that he fails to collect. Since under
these conditions the principal (the Sjageguaranteed against loss, and the agent cannot gain by cheating the state,
he develops his exploitative genius into stratagems of overcharging the taxpayers. The incentive for tax farming was
the possibility that the collected revenue would exceedadhéract fee. It seems quite reasonable, for instance that
the land tax of the Roman Empire was 10%. Whereas the Roman tithe was set at 10%, the agricultural exaction
seems to have been a function of soil fertility; if the peasant could live on les$oriaxeght amount to 20%

25%72% The 10% rate was the minimum to be received by the state; a private tax collector received the money, but
he would demand arbitrary tax payments far above the minimum demanded; that surplus the tax farmer would
withhold. The atual land tax varied between 20% and 50% of the total §i&ld.

The State did not intimidate the tax collector, since it was only by the congeniality of the tax collector that
the State could elude the costs of tax collection. The State did not comistramethods of tax farming, since the
State knew that if the agent was turned from exploitation of the taxpayer, he would aim his exploitation on the other
side of the interval, the state. The liability on the taxpayer, who was not protected by the kam etamore than
the ostensible 10%. It is conspicuous that the State did not prescribe how much the tax collector should charge, nor
monitor the exaction; the only requirement was the 10% payable by the tax collector to the government. This
exemplifies tle normal operation of a rigtontract, such as the tax farm. The tax revenues originally amounted to a
surplus held in an agricultural bank, which secured the taxpayer by redistribution in time of dearth. By having
converted tax collection to tefarming, risk was transferred from the State to the tax collector; a primary interest of
the tax farmer would then be to transfer fisc from himself to the taxpayer. The use of the surplus was altered from
the agricultural bank, i.e. the security of the taxpayethéosurplus collection of the tax collector. Overcharging of
tax thus changed the vicissitudes in tax collection to the risk and loss of the taxpayer, instead of the tax collector.

Tax anticipation

The intervals produced by tax delegation, either to oipaiities or tax farmers, introduced abstractions
t hat obfuscated the taxpayerébés capacity to understand
focus extraneous to the interests of those paying the tax. In an oriental theocracy, marththeand years prior
to the attempt to justify taxation as a benefit to taxpayers, this was evident. Theocratic societies by their very nature
do not host a plurality of power centers; there existed no opponent internal to government to whom justfficatio
expenditure would be required. In place of budgetary calculation, the oriental theocracy, being monolithic, simply
imposed new taxes ex tempore if revenue did not suffficehe taxpayer was timorously regarded as an entity
which must be cajoled intcax payment, but whose attitude otherwise aroused only anxiety as an unreliable
condition for tax revenue. Once conditions for perpetuating future tax were expedited, preoccupation focused solely
on the object of tax expenditure, usually defense and aggesnent. If tax collection is delegated to cities, the
collector, i.e. the city, unlike the individual taxpayer, may be sufficiently strong from its own resources or secondary
alliances to refuse advance payment on a tax, or may even withhold colleeededévthe purpose of the revenue
is uncongenial. This sort of circumstance stimulated the invention of tax farming.

A tax farmer was on one cardinal point far superior to a government tax bureaucracy; in the case of
bureaucracy a tax collector was a niemm of an enormously powerful organization on which the King was
dependent. The tax farmer was not associated in any organization; he had no power to defy the KiAg.
private tax farmer was wealthy, but he was an individual, government could demand fr@dvgince payment on
tax collection, and an individual tax farmer would never challenge the purpose of the requested revenue. An entity
such as a Senate or Bank might well challenge the purpose of the exaction. A tax farmer was normally obligated to
pay the state the estimate of the annual tax revenue of his assignment one year in advance.

A consolidated purpose unifies expenditure so as to transcend the horizon of the individuated ideas of the
taxpayer; a State generates committed costs that disregaithitrediate benefits to its taxpayéfsMost of the
surplus production came to the King. Since there was no market, the King used the economic surplus to produce and
distribute the | argest part of soci et ydtsol oh the total s ; t he
economy?>*If the sole purpose of the labor population is to generate tax revenue or its equivalent, the State is likely
to overstretch the fiscal capacity of its population to a purpose external to popular sentiment. In an adedh whic
wealth reduced rather quickly to agriculture, territorial expansion was the motive of war, and the motive of territorial
expansion was an increased tax base. The tax farmer epitomized the capacity of government to control the prospects
of the individual in such a way that the wealth of one class was transferred to another. The tax farmer shared in the
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wealth of this process if he succeeded, and was liquidated if he ditf Been if a king did not desire expansion, he
would still have to raise an arnagainst kings who did. If each atomized call for tax expenditure is scrutinized, tax
revenue will fall short. The tax farmer was sandwiched between the taxpayer and the demands of military growth.
The tax farmer would usually be required to pay in advartax collection into the earmarked state déf3he
tax farmer would survive only if he were apathetic to the misery his tax collection induced, and if his interposition
deflected the rage of the taxpayer away from government and towards thef&rmer.

The peasant was inculcated to believe that he owed an unpayable tax payment to the king, while there was
another conventional form of repayment: seréft@hus a King could form an army from his peasants on the basis
of their consequent debt to him foreth r use of his | and. An individual set
mortally obligated to render military service and also corvée service in the erection of new cities, pyrarfiits, etc.
Artisans who were not liable for tithe or land tax were givesidence outside the royal palace, and were thus
enserfed to render their skills, gratuitously, to the King. As society had not yet developed capital, labor could not be
employed; instead of capital reserve, collective labor in the form of corvée wasousenhinister labor need®
Similarly the Assyrians did not release their war captives, who were instead used as a costless labor force for public
constructior?** The Jewish tribes were in this respect perhaps generically the same as their Semitic rieighisors
mo me nt of civilizati on; t hey also enslaved their war
Temple®** Nevertheless, the Jews did not allow the owner power of life and death over hi&"“stnd protected
the sl aveds fselfoatdfslagert® buy hi m

The practice of a later age, of pensioning soldiers with land grants, was probably a development from the
earlier Babylonian premises, that land belonged to the king and that any occupancy was ultimately a subtenancy.
The land granas a military pension exhibits a more general principle. By paying the soldier with something that he
cannot keep except by the Stateds continuous protectio
of the State, which receives a layabnd service without extra payment. Taxation metamorphosed from a pattern
similar to that of early modern Europe. The possessors of land grants owed military service; the military service
gradually mutated into an obligation to provide substitutes ftitamyi service; finally, the military obligation was
converted into a money sum equivalent to the cost of employing a meré&hbmythe postAssyrian Persian
Empire, the members of aristocracy did not own their estates independently; they receivestdtesiram the
King; this was a strategy of stabilizing the agraw@istocratic ascendancy. If all land belonged to the King, the
merchant could not take possession of it; the King would appoint the land to aristocrats, and use their military duty
to preclude class war. By granting the land to aristocrats without inheritance the wealth of merchants could be
contained. The aristocracy of medieval Europe lost their ascendancy due to their consumption of commercial
goods®*® Such aristocrats enjoyed provincgutonomy: their own courts, taxation, military force, but remained
obligated to supply the King in case of \&t.This is also probably why the conversion of England from
Catholicism to Protestantism succeed®d.

MESOPOTAMIA

Town Civilization

The earliestown civilizations of Egypt appeared ca. 3500 B.C.; the Old Kingdom materialized ca. 3000
B.C. The first towns: Ur, Kish, and Uruk emerged in Mesopotamia at slightly earlier dates (roughly 500 years) than
the Egyptian towné*® Towns had suddenly emergemrh the Paleolithic Age as a result of the earliest primitive
invention of capitaf*® inasmuch as the time lag between planting and reaping constituted capital investment,
agriculture accounts for the new interest in immobile settlefiénh the fourth Millennium B.C., capital
invest ment in townless fAcivilizationd was i mpossible.

The slow emergence of the State eventually combined the separastat@ty into one community. The
contiguous citystates originally formed economic connections that enclosed the native populations.

Religion was more diffuse than a ciate; residnts of contiguous citgtates would be possessed of the same
religious orientation. Problems of trade, irrigation, settlement, etc. that arose betwestate#yrather than within a
city-state would therefore be mediated by a temple rather than a gwmrnThe temples, incessantly negotiating
confrontational problems, gradually formulated the tenets of their religion to solve exactly such pfobkesns.
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temples mediated relations between people of neighboringteitys, the penumbral areas of the sty states
merged into an informal religious culture, centered in one of the temples. Formal unification into a state usually
occurred only from the exigency for military unification.
The inhabitants of a city depended on the ability to live withpmrsonal and immediate performance of
primary productiorf>? The emergence of a capital city catalyzed creation of conditions under which capital would
be practicablé*The townl ess civilizations had been etgmddi tari an
not produce a surplus that could form conspicuous differential distribution; with agricultural economy, on the other
hand, means of production came into the hands of private property and brought about division into soci@‘classes.

Usury

The weah of the Temple had accumulated long before any town civilization had ever emerged. At the
earliest nascence of a town, clans settled in communities, and the leaders of each clan combined to form a
government center. The routine was to construct somalsow material structures without which it would be quite
impossible for any individual to live in the town conteitites scrambled to seize and secure their elite positions,
but it remains to inquire how t hoehisegoisticinteyestd at thoexpemse s o . A
of the community; instead, it is indispensable that the elite person attach himself to communal, altruistic interests at
the cost of his personal desires, so that society in recognition of his success in thismliephim to a position of
corresponding prestige. Hierarchical organization is indispensable to social viability, and, once social survival is
recognized to depend on the organization, inequality of social status is accepted insofar as social organization
ineluctably predicated upon unequal prestije.

The priests and nobility could present themselves as altruistic and benevolent in initiating these structures,
and indeed, the structures did enable the people to live better than in their previous mligtad Then the priests
and nobles were able to charge people taxes and rents for the use of these structures that had now become
indispensable for bare survival. Material structures were land drainage or irrigation; construction; artisanal
organizatio; substitution of some oikos production; long distance trade, etc. A major instance was the
monopolization of seed, through taxation, and then the allotment of the same seed back to the farmers, at an interest
charge on the forthcoming harvest. At eaclpartunity the priests and nobility made loans to extract perpetual
interest payments from the lower orders. One Egyptian temple (Ramses IH11498.C.) kept 86,486 people in
perpetual corvée by means of ustiy.

One must wonder how this combination,smple and selévident to us, ever came into combination; how
did the idea materialize, that one should be paid, for lending money? The idea seems to have originated from
husbandry, not agriculture, and hence seems to have begun in the Mesolithibédpeasik of wealth was livestock;
an individual had a high or low social position according to the number of cattle in his pos&¥4siome were to
lend a cow for a year, in that time the cow would probably calve; consequently the calf appears fodpetheof
the lender, since propagation is a natural property of the cow, which is indisputably the property of the lender. On
this basis the individual was suddenly motivated to lend money as an opportunity of gain. This transaction had
limited succes# the nomadic period prior to town civilization, but gathered importance exponentially only after the
establishment of town civilization.

The argument that justified the interest charge applied only to living things; it was assumed that 20% per
annum vas the natural rate of growth for living things. The reasoning did not work in regard to inanimate things,
which did not reproduce, and therefore should not generate interest pa§ifidiesertheless, Egypt and
Mesopotamia were the first civilizations topdy interest payment to inanimate entities. How? Animism; all of the
theocratic civilizations held that the universe as a whole, and the universe in each of its parts, was alive. Now any
loan could be made at interest, because the loan, whatever it vgasatueally growing and reproducing exactly as
manoés best fYTheepriedthoodtahdenobiitp stabilized their social position with this new stratagem:;

they sought to fAhelpd i mpoverished smal Idndtpossiblgbel der s b
repaid. The original loan was for consumption, not investment; this circumstance virtually guaranteed that the
borrower would be unable to extinguish his debt. The p

case mayave been, the landholder and his family into slad&ry.

This transaction was motored by formation of a class society. Slaves accommodated hereditary prestige
much better than wives. A wife, or wives, lent prestige to the man, but they did not pertahiligri A son could
not i nherit his fatherds wives, nor could he inherit
members of the same clan, with ties to their previous families, so that, apart from age difference, inheritance of a
f at hwafe Wosld incite too many occasions for internecine strife. Slaves on the other hand were not blood
relatives, and could therefore be inherited from father to son without difficulties. Thus, slavery was very important
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for the inheritance of prestige amdcial position from one generation to the next; slavery was a cardinal element in

the transition from simple horticultural society, in which slaves were scarce, to advanced horticultural society, in
which oneds social positfiosl aass me d5Usunyendstiuythesgteeésto m mb e r
factor in the extreme polarization of social classes and in the overwhelming power of the aristocracy.

Seisachtheia

Seisachtheia is here used as a generalized antonym to usury. The most consgémtiomsagainst usury
was not by the Greek people. All of the oriental ethnic groups, who had adopted animism, accepted the notion that
inanimate entities naturally grew and reproduced like animals, thus justifying iftbesrgtg money loans. The
resultwas the transformation of clansmen into the unpropertied underclass, and the emergence of a new social class:
debt slaves. The Jews, following from tents of Judaism, never accepted the premise that dead and inanimate matter
was anything other than deadutBn Israel in the time of Solomon the banking system had already started in the
process endemic to the other oriental theocracies. The aristocracy had used the banks to extend loans and gradually
humiliate the labor classes. However, the Israelites vedypjcally for Orientals, quite prone to detect evil in the
King and upper classes; they did not equate the Holy with King and government. The prophetic tradition enabled the
Israelites to resist the aristocratic scheme; Israelites were permitted amywdhout interest. Taking interest for a
loan was made illegaf? Oddly, the laws against interest bearing loans and debt slavery were not binding on foreign
merchants; similarly Israelites were allowed to lend at interest to foreigners, but not titelstaehterestbearing
loans were permissible only as a bank transaction with alsnaelite; apparently the allowance was made to
preserve the viability of international commerce.

The successful popular revolt against interest bearing loans extenthedctmsequence of interest bearing
loans: debt slavers” The Jewi sh fisabbaticalo derived from agricult
fallow in order to restore its fertility. To protect against loan sharking, every seventh year was tgeée of
Jubilee: all debts were invalidated, land which was mortgaged had to be returned to the owner, and all slaves had to
be set freé® Deuteronomy forbade pawning at interest; only intefiest loans were allowed. All of the laws of
Saul, David, Sa@mon, and others, which conflicted with the prohibition of interest loans, were escfféwed.

However: interest loans and debt slavery were the essence of the earliest oriental cities; to prohibit lending
at interest was equivalent with regression toNkelithic townless society. The interest loan was consonant with the
ancient oriental theocracy and communalism, and was incompatible with any advance to individualistic
consciousnes®’ The pernicious effects of interest bearing loans and debt slaverylatéah counteractive
revulsions against them throughout western A%ialhe Iranians regarded interest loans and debt slavery as
dishonorablé® The tyrant Periandros in Corinth liberated debt slaves and abolished every kind of slavery. Other
Greek tyrants &d been overthrown in the interest of ending interest bearing loans. In the Indus valley the two
highest castes were forbidden commensality with money lenders, and were not allowed to lend at interest; Indian
society legislated maximum interest rates for temo$’°So | on 6 s seisachtheimfcc94iBiCeinvalidated
all debts collateralized on land or body if the debts had been incurred at a specific date; unlike the Israelite reform,
the relief from debt was once only. Teeisachtheidiberated allslaves in Attica and returned all land that had been
forfeited from debt default. Solon also bought back all the debt slaves that had been sold abroad and returned them
to Attica as free men. Finally, the terms of the prohibition of debt slavery weremerensevere than those of the
Israelite prohibition. It is interesting that Greece, which had never been tightly implicated in oriental theocracy, was
the first society to reject debt slavery.

Tribute

For seven hundred years Sumeria was composed of @tmlue independent citgtates, without any trend
towards greater unification. The kingship began to separate from the Temple and priesthood towards the end of this
period, and starting from 2300 B.C. confederations of city states fdtfiethally, Sargorof Akkad united the city
states into a Sumerian Empfré The utility or rather the total meaning of a population is tax payment. The demos
served to pay taxes and corvée labor. In thear@ntal societies of Greece and Rome there was a cognate social
obligation: the munus.Government was entitled to levy all citizens for any construction project whose expense
exceeded the royal resources. This obligation anteceddduitgy, which was an attempt to eliminate corvée by
making contributions from citizerteonorific 2"

Control, rather than care, of the demos was cruel and erfdtierratic, because it would be economically
unaffordable to impose constant oppression, and cruel, because social control depended more on achieving a
terrifying impression that suld persist in the demos mentafity. Government solicitude for its population is due to
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its dependence on popular taxation. Citizenship in a native country and bondage in a conquered client country are

little different. Oriental theocracies tended torext c t tribute from their congquests

difference between the status of native population and subjugated population. Within the native society a dominant
group developed into a ruling class by forcing rents and taxes on thepaputation, thus enabling themselves, a

small group, to live in leisure as the governors of town society; the emergence of the town civilization depended
without exception on slavery and a prostrate lower é4ss.

The methods of town society regardindjgigated states was basically the same as the etiology of their
own state formation. As mentioned, the king, as permanent office, originated from the needs of warfare. Irrigation
functioned as subjugation only for lowland areas. In China, India, Mesopgtamid Egypt irrigation and
canalization were installed very quickly; they were fundamental methods of binding the areas into central
government. In making it possible to produce two harvests per year they were of indispensable utility to the demos,
so tha control over them gave government tremendous pé®athe infeasibility of upland irrigation divided the
population into the poor, who were located in the uplands, and the comparatively prosperous, those in the river
basins who benefited from irrigatioBubjugation was stabilized in the lowlands by irrigation, whereas military
technique was reserved for the uplands.

The upland populations tended to one of two outcomes. The nomadic hunters had, after about 10,000 B.C.,
converted from small groups intotiher large hordes. The lowland population did not conceive them as enemies; a
symbiotic relation had developed in which the uplanders were appreciated for eliminating the threat of wild animals
to the herds, and who formed a trade relation with the lowela3® In this case the upland and lowland people
might evolve into a unitary tribe. Conversely, the upland people might become a predatory tribe that could subjugate
the lowlanders. Upland people were pastoralists in the Mesolithic era; a plague miglgutistroy the entire
herd, when wealth and social stratification depended entirely on possession of livestock. Rigid class distinctions
developed in response to this insecurity, and the horde would militarize in proportion to the instability of
livestod.?®° The natural division propagated a perennial tendency of the upland groups to plunder the lowlands, and
for the city states to skirmish over land claiffisThis being natural and therefore interminable, the only solution
had been to militarize the lowlda with walled cities and armies, roughly starting from the middle of the third
millennium 282

Lowland society protected itself by intensifying the power of territorially centralized authority, whereas
upland social groups remained decentralized. The dplaeatened, the lowland was intimidated. The upland was

not threatened; the lowland people could be conquered and turned into slaves. It was in a sense an advantage to the

lowland to have been threatened, and disadvantageous for the upland not tdthhweatened. Societies that are
threatened react politically by developing stronger government for the sake of defense; the upland, being
unthreatened, retained their primitive organization as a nomadic gfoDpncentration of wealth and trade on the

river basins necessitated more centralized authority. Since surplus was also centralized in storehouses, military
defense had to be centralized to protect the surplus from mar&lidiGigntralization taking place only in the

alluvial basins, not in the highids, the State required more regulated communication than the upland groups could
provide. By progressively defeating the periphery of upland marauders, pacification enabled greater agricultural
production, and the State could increase its share of thtusff’ in consequence the State increased the common
good by repression and exploitation of those produciffy it.

A state subjugates its own tribes and appropriates the surplus for the ruling classes; the attitude of a State
towards the people of an alistate is in no essential way different, although the means of subjugating a society
possessed of its own elite must be different from the means of controlling thelnant e of onebs own
State would require commercial exchange that was greathe advantage of the Lowlands, the State, or the State
might ritualize a regular tribute payment from the uplafid®&ut both groups are valuable only because of the
potential tax revenue. This being the case, war will not arise if there is no prospeceased tax revenue, or if the
cost of war will not be offset by plunder. Since a State will not go to the expense of warring with an equally
powerful state, in which case the cost would be intimidating, the most likely case of war will consist in the
juxtaposition of a small and large state, so that the cost of conquering the small state will be less than the gains of
spoliation?®

War is thus not principally caused by jeopardy or bad relations with the other nation; often the principal
cause of ward an internal maladjustment within the State, which might be resolved by using conquest of another

state merely as a pretext. Conquest was used to stabi

conquered a neighbor, his prestigeuld increase, and he would use the plunder to employ more of the nobility and
grant them higher emoluments. This would preclude the possibility of a popular insurrection, although this
maneuver would not preempt assassination or palace f&volt.
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Three dag march, or 90 kilometers, was the maximum distance that an army could Mfi&nage;
consequence a nation gambled with the liability of invading invade an area the cost of which would defeat the nation
even when it succeeded militarfiy%: A city-state could dfeat marauding bands because an armycisnaentration
of military force, whereas a marauding band is not. Because the army was a pinnacle of pure force, any village or
group in the path of the army needed to flee or surrender, even though its popuaigtibbe much greater than that
of the conquering army. However, the power of an armgoiscentratedthe army is intrinsically an unnatural
condition, which makes its power inescapably temporary. The army is in hostile territory, and its supplyeté.food
comes from the point of the armydés origin, not from
maintaining the unity of the army, and the cost increases in proportion to its removal from the home base. As the
army proceeds, it has to dep garrisons to maintain the area it has covered. The constant dispersal of the army to
maintain hegemony progressively detracts from its major advantage over the marauding band: concentration of
force?®® The more an army conquers, the weaker it becomestanless capable of maintaining its advanfdge.
Supposing that an army could penetrate at most 90 kilometers from its home, it would not be able to control the 360
degree area it has penetrated with a straightffiehe subjugated state, realizing timitations of the conquering
army, might insincerely comply by paying tribute or other obligations, but continue as it had before, because it
discerns the improbability that the patron would accept the cost of razing the cli€fit \8ityen a conquering aym
razes a city, it hurts the enemy; but at the same time it destroys all the profit it could have hoped to get from its
victory.

The patron State could have exacted compliance by army placement in the subjugated state. But this was so
expensive that thereould be no value in keeping the new territory. The other possibility would have been to
maintain the enemy elite instead of exterminating them. Cooption of the former ruling elite/bureaucracy would
reduce the cost of ¢ o nnpiveisflastrictyre and $oprgempt the cost bfingtatlihg newt at e 6
infrastructure. This was, in essence, exactly the same reluctant process by which the King had pacified his native
population. If the King wanted to keep everything for himself, he wouldifdile shared power and benefits with
nobility and priesthood he would be able to implement his sovereignty, but only by surrendering a large part of the
benefits to his assistants. In the present case it was more economical for the King to share pbemfandf a
subjugated territory with the elite of that nation he had conqdéted.

This ambivalence was repeated in the issue of tribute payment. Ideally, tribute should expropriate the total
surplus of the subjugated nation so that the nation is witlesources to launch a revolt. In concomitance with the
development of slavery emerged the right of a king to demand tribute from a conquered group. Although the tribute
paying group was not taken into slavery, appropriation of their total surplus neidedbial status equivalent to
slavery. A victorious king could transfer the property rights of the defeated people to his own children and
colleagues. Tribute was far more lucrative than slat®ridowever, the total surplus, and the tribute, by this
appoach tends to become minimal. Exorbitant tribute induces the subjugated population to retard production, just as
is the case with slavery, because they do not benefit. If the tribute is sufficiently light to allow residual profit from
production, the clienstate will be much more remunerative to the patron state receiving tribute. If the patron does
not have the solvency to exterminate the conquered population and supplant it with native population, his greatest
benefit will come from a lenient tribute. Would be more remunerative to absorb the elite of the conquered state
into cooperation with the ruling class of the patron State. If the patron state needs the labor force of its subjugated
population, replacement of the client infrastructure with its omould be unaffordable; it would be most
economi cal to allow continuance of the clientés accust
surplus thereof’®

Though this is economical, it could be successful only by leaving the subjugateih stasaifficiently

viable condition that it may generate the power to r e\
only if tribute were sufficiently lenient that the client would see benefit in the arrangement. Lenient tribute from a
sbjugated state whose infrastructure remains intact en

greater than the amount extracted by tribute. Lenient tribute encourages the client state to revolt, inasmuch as its
surplus provides theesources for doing S6°

In this there was a new dilemma. It was most economical for the patron to allow the original elite of the
subjugated state to continue as they had. The tribute was a compromise; it allowed the ruling elite to keep their
places inexchange for the surplus from the region they ruled. If the tribute were low, the subjugation would be
nearly unnoticeable to the subjugated demos, especially if their taxation were the same or lower than previously. The
taxation for the tribute would bearried out by the client elite, not by the patron State. Tribute was a graduated
domain; the tribute might take away all surplus, making the subject people replete with hostility, but unequipped to
implement revolt, or tribute might leave the client s@asemuch surplus as it would normally have after native
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taxation, and leave the subjugated state acquiescent in its client status. But in the first case the client state would
covertly seek alliances with some rival of the patron state; in the seconitl gkt accumulate enough resources
to revolt on its own.

The subjugated elite, remaining as governors, would have two priorities: 1) they would want to please the
patron state in order to keep their still privileged positions, and 2) they would dgthéwgrto keep the cost of
tribute from infringing on their personal income. The elite would do as best they could to pay the full cost of tribute,
and to shift the tribute payment from the elite class to the demos. The subjugated elite were in aeffeuhpeife
function of the tax farmer. If tribute was too large to shift wholly on to the demos, the subjugated elite would
become restive, or if too much was burdened on the demos, the polity would become susceptible to popular revolt
against the nativeliee and consequent war against the country receiving tribute. Repercussions from the patron
State would then involve the costs of war, replacement of the native elite, military occupation, and increase of the
tribute requirement. The patron State woulchiva threaten very strong reprisals, and it would have to substantiate
its threats, but it would not want to take these measures, because tighter occupation would be more uneconomical
both for the patron and the client.

A regular precaution to preemptcsua development was to take the children of the client elite hostage, or
rather, into tutelage, so that the children would absorb the culture of the patron State; such client elite would then be
more likely to govern their native country in compliancetvifte patrori’® The patron State would then garrison the
client State to enforce the rule of the client elite, and in the event hold a popular insurgence down until the patron
army arrived®®

But even this was complicated; the presence of a foreign gaiirise subjugated state would destroy the
only advantage of maintaining a native elite in the subjugated state. Those taken hostage might be civilized in the
form of the patron nation, but the wutiltothgircanmont ri but e
population. If the hostages were absorbed only too well into the foreign culture, the mutual alienation between the
elite and their native population would destroy the trust in the native ruler, by which the conquered population
would coomrate in paying tribute. If the patron nation needed to use military force to keep the subjugated elite
installed, the value of tribute over total conquest was already eroded.

The tribute relation therefore whch dasl precedentsenducht he i n
earlier than the formation of kingships. The tribute relationship entailed conspicuous humiliation of the native elite
to the patron king, so as to suggest that military reserve would cruelly pulverize any contemplated *¥ffiking.
psychological factor of dread before the overwhelming, awesome, irresistible power of the opponent functioned to
overcome rebellion by preempting the temerity to even contemplate such a tactic; in reality, the supposedly cruel,
awesome power was not asome, but control could be sustained by instilling that impression on the demos. In all
of t he<XKieg-isiGyoadwr pol i ties, the monarch was invariably ver
simply to maintain ascendancy. Military power ha®aoentrated core within which it can coerce, but it has a very
wide outer area in which it is nominally located, but where such force is too diffuse to effect anything. It must be
made to appear that it is effective in places where it is not, for othetivéssubjugated people will accordingly
pretend to submit, but in reality ignore the demands of the patron state.

Formation and expansion of a State depended much more on bluff than conquest; the patron state would
impress upon the client state the tdeipowers of other predators in order to persuade them to amalgamate with the
patron state in order to be protected. Exactly the same ruse explains why every oriental theocracy invariably
presented God as horrific. If the demos were agitated by the ingpregsdivine omniscience, divine omnipotence,
and divine jealousy, they would be too intimidated, before the fact, to contemplate evasion of the taxation which was
invariably referred to divine command. It was perhaps impossible to prevent or deteghsiongebut it was
possible to make the taxpayer too terrified not to pay his taxes.

A nation would have the capacity to absorb the immediately contiguous areas directly into its taxation
systent® Shortage of resources prevented a larger outlying areaifiegration, even if militarily subdued; when
complete conquest and integration were uneconomical, such a second area could be subjected’fdmiderehe
premise that the benefit of conquest is fiscal revenue, it would be more lucrative to deniveribute the
equivalent of tax revenue than to dissolve the existing society and impose taxation. By contrast, the Roman
Republic, which unlike the theocracies had developed some capitalistic elements, turned over conquered territory
and captured peopl® private capitalistic exploitatioft> Native government and colonialism are the same in the
ambition to broaden the revenue base. The assertion by the Kings of Assur that their conquered regions "pay the
same tribute as the Assyrians" highlights the ispion that territorial conquest was carried out for fiscal
expansior”®
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Urbanization and Tax Compliance

Tribute or tax was feasible only by making something indispensable contingent on conifliusal
inequality provided this indispensable continggf® given a class lower than that to which one belonged, every
individual was motivated to perform his required role from fear of being demoted to the lower class. Class society is
not a social distortion resulting from aticial ambition; it is rathea fundamental mechanism of a viable
society>® The roughly contemporaneous Chinese culture excelled the Mesopotamian cultures in achieving the true
ideal of this strategy: "The state should take the entire management of commerce, industry and agrioulisire in
own hands, with a view to succoring the working classes and preventing them from being ground into the dust by
the rich." Wang ArShih abolished the corvée, usury, dslatvery, and used public funds to rehabilitate destitute
peasants. This contraswith the primacy Mesopotamia gave to the State; the Near Eastern theocracies were
predicated on the coercion available from irrigation.

Theocracy developed from the corvée required for canals and irrigation. Humans resisted the regimentation
requisitefor civilization, which originated exclusively in alluvial agriculture, that is, where the development of
irrigation agriculture made higher level social stratification inescapabléne Mesopotamian Kings regimented the
demos in corvée, without which teame number of people would have been incapable of achieving the same work.
The State, not private enterprise, provided the demos with food and reqiifsifes.private agricultural
development was epicentric upon prior government corvée, government prédeteevery social formatiott?

Exchange relations can develop easily between strangers, between different cultural groups; the trader is
not necessarily affected by the culture of the exchange partner. It is different with production, which is always
internal to a family, clan, class, €¢.Production amongst members of a group entails evolution of common beliefs
and values because collective production succeeds only in an environment of mutd4l Thistbasic fact that
Babylonian expansion dependededily upon construction of canals determined the cultural identity of the demos;
no social event that did not, ultimately, conform to government controlled corvée construction of the canal could
have persisted in Mesopotamian culture.

Because Babyloniaand Assyrian cities were the centers of urban and rural tax collection, the ultimate
purpose of canal construction was the formation of cities. This might be obscured by the fact that the manifest
purpose of canals and irrigation was to expand agricultiieeultimate source of all wealth. However: whenever a
Mesopotamian community achieved agricultural surplus, its consequence was to raise the small holding farmers to
petty nonagricultural employment in the government, commercial, and artisanal cortre¥scity, and to relegate
the agricultural labor to prebendary or tenant landholders. The agricultural labor population would quickly become
the subjugated demos from contiguous areas or those enslaved from war capture. Roughly around 3,000 B.C. the
urbaninhabitants were composed of both the elite and the former agricultural population, while the rural inhabitants
had previously been peripheral population, whether or not militarily subjuifatethe previous kinship
organization of the core population asmd a claserganization in the place of kinship, as a result of
urbanizatiort'®

The Mesopotamian social stratification was nevertheless dependent on irrigation. Social stratification was
not determined by individual genetic endowment, but by relati@etydental social circumstances; to wit, the more
intelligent members did not naturally percolate to the elite level because they were cleverer thah titedslual
genetic variation is not sufficiently large to induce a generic trend because theimteHectual superiority of an
individual is not cumulatively transmitté®® In this regard, elite status was accidental. A family which merely
happened to own land that appeared no different from other land, but was more fertile after irrigation,sevanild ri
status from the propensity to employ more workers and from its greater surplus. Any person occupying irrigable
land would automatically dispose over greater advantage than pastoralists or hunters. Trade always concentrates on
rivers; consequently sendary livelihoods such as artisanal skills and manufacture concentrate on the riverside.

Upland noralluvial areas naturally develop dependence on the alluvial settlement because the sole
opportunity for trade is with riverside concentratidiisThe allwial and noralluvial regions were mutually
parasitic>* The alluvial group naturally controlled the upland groups because of their monopoly of all trade. The
upland groups occasionally, and futilely, attempted to change the direction of dependency by foerauding
bands that periodically looted the lowlatfdThe lowland reasserted its primacy by imposing either tax or tribute on
the upland social group&’ The inescapable dependence on the canal guaranteed compliance of Babylonian and
Assyrian cities wit central governmerit® The alluvial region was the only opportunity of commercial exchange;
all other noralluvial groups became progressively more dependent in proportion to the volume t4rade.
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Babylonian Captivity

Population of a new city was attradtby initial tax and corvée exemptions, but the lbegn purpose of a
new city was greater tax reventféA State would forego expansion if there was opportunity for revenue expansion
without new conquest. In townless and early Bronze Age civilizationm#rehants and artisans depended on the
King or Temple for capital; there was no independent capital. What capital existed was concentrated in the King.
Consequently the polity had a service aristocracy, and whatever hints of a later middle class exréstealage
servants. The entire society was dependent on the King/temple, the only source of%€ajieallews in Babylon,
however, were naturally not dependents of the King because they were an alien group of deportees. They had,
moreover, formed their own merchant group with independent capital outside of the disposition of the King. The
release of thdews from the Babylonian Captivity was a rsemtimental reflection that the liberated Jews would
rebuild a populous city that would render greater tax revenue than confinement of the same Jews in Babylon.

The release from the Babylonian Captivity isatonishing event. The Jews had been deported from Judea
in order to weaken them, yet they were released from the captivity by reason of their potential power. Lending
creates wealth, but borrowers eventually become an underclass. By virtually prohlbitisgrom borrowing, the
Jewish priesthood prevented their impoverishmengwis the Gentiles. This might be the key to the survival of the
Jews. The Jews in Babylon had embedded usury in divine command, so that their own moral authority for lending at
interest was piety?’ Yahweh was quoted to have ordered the Jews in captivity to lend money to other people, but
never to each othéf® The consequence of this esiled lending strategy was to have made the Jews, within and
during the Babylonian Captivityyery wealthy by comparison with their captors, the Babylonians living in
Babylon;g%zg. At the time of the release from captivity, the Jews were superlatively equipped to finance the erection
of a city:
Supposing the paramountcy of tax revenue, an interolainy, dispensing with the expense of foreign
conquest, may be more lucrative. The allowance to rebuild Jerusalem would produce more revenue than a conquered
territory. Not all Jews made the exodus from the Babylonian captivity. An individual identifiedi& country or
race only when his nation is the conduit to his own dlvelhg; otherwise his seiflentity will emerge from some
other superstructure more instrumental thereto. The wealthier Jews did not leave Babylon to rebuild Jerusalem
becausethehad di scovered something more fiidentical o6 with ¢t
family are contingent sources of identity.

National selfidentity invariably emerges from setiterest, as may be exemplified from another Jewish
episodein the Hellenistic era. The Jews had been a source of tax revenue for the Hellenistic tyrant Antiochus. The
Jews nevertheless supported Antiochus, not his enemy, the Egyptians, because they had more reliable prospects
under Antiochus than if they came @mdhe domination of Egypt. The Jews enabled Antiochus to win the war;
Antiochus in gratitude suspended taxation of the Jews for three years. Tdhetagtion was a disadvantage to the
Jews, who, not paying Antiochus the tax, were no longer useful todknts; he promptly gave Judah to Egypt as a
wedding present upon his daughterdés marriage to Ptolem
Antiochus from possible conquest by Egypt because they feared Egyptian subjugation, were newbijeatke of
Egypt for having won the wat*?

Investiture

Realty was an uncertain concept in Babylonia. Since all land belonged to God, the individual did not have
personal property in land. The intermediate reasoning by which property disputes coutibbevsesttenuous; land
was considered to be the fApropertyo of an indi*¥idual i
Plowing, for instance, was a qualification for claiming ownersffifthis conception of land ownership conveyed
that avnership of land is equivalent to reptyment on the land (the property of God); anyone who cultivates and
pays rent to the priesthood from the harvest is the prima facie owner. Tax revenue from this land was accordingly
stored not in a secular buildinigyt in a Temple. The tax (rent), also being due to God, was the property of King and
priesthood by proxy.

The priesthood had made lavish use of what we call annuities to amass social power. An individual could
make regular payments, or alternatively gsshis lifesavings, to a Temple. This revenue was separate from
taxation and from royal admini stration. I'n return the
would provide him with food and ddémple fromihg stateTréasurykandn g p ai
were used to provide for the annuitants. A market in annuities, bought and sold, developed in both Mesopotamia and
Egypt. I n addition the Kingds redistributi der®* dHe wealth
priesthood achieved dominant power.
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The investiture of the king was therefore in the hands of the priesthood. If the King did not receive his
religious inauguration, he could not be the propédider of the tax revenue, which ultimately hadbelong to
God. The State expropriated so mercilessly that the demos concealed its assets, refused to exhibit them at markets,
withheld from investment, and hord&i.A community quickly degenerated into stagnation whenever its trust in
government descendeyet further®” This tax evasion in turn necessitated hieratic hoopla to stimulate the
community to comply with taxatiofic The Kingship could not be asserted from the Law or from lineage; the
individual could be king only as the appointed agent of Godafl@xwas possible because it was not ultimately the
King who demanded tax payment, but GdtT he Ki ngés | egiti mate derivation f
means of hieratic ceremonies before the demos regarded him ad*k@igen the reluctance to pagxes, the
demos would use any pretext to withhold tax payment; thus the King was abjectly dependent on the priests for
investiture.

Although the Code of Hammurabi was eminently secular, acceptance could not be obtained except by a
theocratic process. Rglbn seems to function as the ground for demotic support of goverifhémthe extreme,
religion is more vital to preservation of a group than the State; thus the Jews, astoundingly, survived as an ethnic
group despite the destruction of their State aheirtdispersal. The Jewish law deriving from their First
Commandment is remarkabl e; one is obliged to kildl even
of heresy** A state government of whatever form would never succeed in asspréngdence over the most
intimate ties of family or kin, and if a State made the attempt, it would run a high risk of céffagsveral
religions did overrule the most natural bondage between family members, without discrediting the¥féligion.

The functon of religion in sanctifying wealth formed the conditions under which a king might be
submerged by his theocracy; the kingds own bureaucracy
external enemie¥” In the case of any theocratic ritutthe most essential factor of the ritual was payment to the
priest**® in which the valor of the ritual would depend on how generous the paymert'v@mils of war were
given to the temple; if the booty had been transferred into private property, withguisdiscynicism would have
subverted national stability. If the King took immediate advantage of his wealth he would appear profane; dedication
of war spoils, captives (slaves), tax revenue, or other wealth to God seemed to purge the spoils of persshal int
like an ancient monelaundry. The King and the priests freely used the Temple treasury as the proxies of God, but
the impersonal storage of the wealth gave a disinterested appearance to the use of wealth. Tax revenue stored in the
Sumerian Templesvas used to extend loans on interest; the divinity of Temple storage served to disguise
expropriation. If loans could have been obtained anywhere else, the power of religion would have correspondingly
diminished. The ferocious extermination of otherreligis mai nt ai ned the T&mpleods fina

Tax Revenue Extortion

The superstitious fear of death moved commoners to bequeath extravagant gifts to the**feetigien
was by far the best way to extract surplus wealth from the popufatidteligion served to finance secular
infrastructure®™® Construction of religious edifices enabled Hammurabi to persuade his people that their tax
payments, used for police, courts, etc., were payments due to the gods; popular cooperation arose frorsidhe confu
of religious and secular tax expenditdte.The Temple thus prevented the emergence of what might
anachronistically be called class struggle, favoritism, etc; it was preventive in that there was no private, personal
ownership within the religious orgemation. The code of Hammurabi fixed prices, wages, and employment with the
purpose of stifling economic growth separate from royal cofitidlon-clerical land holdings were obligated to pay
annual tributes of their harvest to the Temple, and when suchgumayfailed, the priests confiscated the land and
made it into clerical property. Since the foreclosed land did not become the personal property of any particular
priest, but anonymously the property of God, the commoner could not generate resentmepitifatiah of what
had never been his property. The King gave exorbitant gifts of money, land, etc. to the Temple, which reaffirmed his
piety, but the King had at his disposal the Temple wealth whenever he wished.

The King however undertook to protebetpeasants from the rapacity of tax collection. Why would a king
protect his people from the tax extortions of priests? The King was the ultimate authority, but the priest was closest
to the taxpayer; the priests and nobles wanted to extract as much aspefssible from the demos, using reference
to the King but not transferring the revenue to the king. The common man would overpay, and the priest would
contend against the King for class suprem&¢p f i r st i mpression of orehfremthei ngods i
premise that tax extortion alienated the common people, without enriching the king. It seems incoherent that religion
could be a rival to the State of which it was the main support, because the State disposed over an army, while the
religion dd not. The asymmetry is not quite as compelling as it appears; religion was instrumental to acquisition of
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tax revgsnsue, only payment made the army reliable to the State, and funds for payment accumulated only in the
Temple:

Popular resentment did ndtreaten the king. When a state matured it developed a highly complicated and
populous bureaucracy accompanied by large numbers of lesser dependants. The greater the institutional distance
between the king (Pharaoh) and demos, the less popular disturibaiiténgpinge on the Pharaoh. Even the highest

ministers of state did not meet the Pharaoh face to face; communication between the Pharaoh and his ministers was
mediated by a third persdrf. The priesthood, a numerically small class, could overturn the Kimgthe common

people, a massive number, could not. The impersonality of the priesthood gave them a power similar to that of
bureaucracy; since there was no private property, but only collective property, in the priesthood, the policies of the
priesthoodnever changed on t he *0olbecpaveei obthe King was, comparatively, lirakend e at h .

and sporadic because his policies changed upon the occ
did not vary with the vicissitudes of tiéng.>*®
The King was divine, the priests were his assistal

revenue’® The priesthood however might either depose the king or make him into a pilppe¢. King used
legislation to protect himself againsshiriests; wages, prices, interest rates were all legislated, and their intent was
to protect the common people from the priests and nobles. As early as 2300 B.C. the Sumerian King Urukagina
introduced laws that sheltered farmers, etc. from the extortbpsiests. The much later Sumerian King Gudea
repeated legislation against financial extortion of slaves and women; new laws against high interest rates were
introduced. Seisachtheiai were frequently used to stem debt sfavery.

Embezzlement by the agenas evespresent, irremediable, and more threatening than external eriéhies.
In the first scenario, the underlings of a tax bureaucracy of many levels will embezzle from their supervisors, so that
a supervisor may underreport the tax revenue to the kimg i€ he himself has not cheated. Two possibilities ensue.
First, one may hold the agent responsible for his inferiors even if he is not personally culpable. The agent is
responsible exactly as if he had himself embezzled; the agent will take very Igehisupower to assure the
honesty of his underlings. A hierarchy holds together against the liabilities of embezzlement because the superior is
formally liable for any misstep of his subordinates. This solution prevents the agent from protecting hymself b
pleading ignorance; an agent who colludes with his subordinate to embezzle will always use this defense, shifting
culpability and punishment to his subordinate. In the case that the subordinate had indeed embezzled without
collusion, the agent is neveelless culpable for having failed to detect the malfeasance. The superior is motivated to
;/ggilance over his inferiors because he will personally pay for any malfeasance that fails to be located and identified.

In the second scenario, enrichment fromtar evenue mi ght enabl e the pries
apparent powers. Royal strength was a function of whether or not revenue collection was perfidious. This was
problematic because enrichment was at the same time the only way to achieve loyattyt suttably disguised
enrichment the King would lose the support of his priesthood. Tax collectors used royal authority for personal
purposes, purloined revenue ostensibly collected for the king, and confiscated property for themselves under the
disguiseof royal confiscatiorn®® But it was ineluctable that delegated power which enabled these tendencies be
conferred. Extensive national territory necessitated that priests or nobles be appointed in proxy to local government.
Distance reduced familiarity, whicim consequence made personal rather than royal interest prevail in the proxy
government. Elaborate infrastructure would be necessary to counteract the centrifugal effects of delegated power.

The monarch of a theocracy had no alternative but to shareetiefits with his priests. If the monarch
tried to purge peculation and corruption, he jeopard
embezzlement could not be thorough because the priests could dethrone him. The only stable solutioramgas to sh
the benefits of power with the priest§ The monarch was considered to be the owner of all land, managed by his
devoted servitors, the priests, because the monarch was the son of God; land was otherwise not the property of
anyone.

Assyria

The Assyria State, the final metamorphosis of the near eastern theocracies, overrode the control of the
priestly class; as Assyria was a conglomeration of several different and previously rooted Mesopotamian religions
and cultures, the specifically Assyrian versioh religion perforce surrendered its primacy within Assyrian
government. The invention of iron made it possible for the Assyrians to achieve control over neighboring ethnic
groups; the surplus gained from plunder financed further expansion. Consequethsihians were the first group
in history to compose an empire of very diverse ethnic groups, united solely in a common political*%ystem.
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However, without the totalitarian incumbency of the priest the Assyrians could control only by military fof€é and,
since there was no religious sanction to repress the people, revolts were fi&uent.

A unitary, natur al religion would have sustained t
endemic rather than forced on the people. The Assyrians didyriot convert their conquered ethnic groups to the
Assyrian religion; such a tactic would not have worked. Thus Assyria forewent the best possibility of social
coherence. To maintain social order without a universally accepted ideology was too exmemsiv@ry state
could not accumulate enough revenue to support incessant military interv&hiiomould become impossible
either to encourage productivity from a subjugated people or to obtain an inexpensive cooperation to pay taxes or to
reveal theirassets. Usually if a people were brutally subjugated they would stop producing and not bring what they
had produced to the market, in order to shelter themselves from taxation. It was improbable for the Assyrians to
have achieved an empire, because ofthle®cratic deficit; an empire comprised by military power alone will be
economically unproductive.

The Assyrian Empire materialized because the Assyrians were the first warrior tribe to use iron. Bronze
weapons were just as good as iron ones, but iranmaich cheaper; the Hittite and Assyrian Kings could produce
numerically larger armies than their rivdl The Assyrian army was paid wages, and was paid as a standing army
even in times of peace. In times of war the payment of soldiers was extractely fliome spoliation, whereas this
source of wage payment was unavailable when there was no war. The Assyrian Kings therefore sought to start
unnecessary wars in order to pay their soldiers with the war Bddtgss dubiously than in modern history, warfare
was a positive source of revenue for the theocratic state, and most especially the Assyrians. The Hittites, the New
Kingdom of Egypt, and the Assyrians deliberately used war to amass the greater part of their wealth; they seized the
treasury of a foreignation, and made tens of thousands of the vanquished into slaves, sold for profit. Whole ethnic
groups would be deported from their homeland to supply labor for the development of other¥égions.

This partially explains the quick growth of the Assyrian®, but also explains why, so far as empires
go, the prospects of the Assyrian Empire were particularly poor; the treadmill inertia of military conquest tended to
exhaust the financial resources for keeping a state. Militarism is a highly disadvantagletios to the costs of
conquest. If tribute was not adopted, installation of garrisons would entail extermination of the elite class of the
conquered territory, since they failed to conduct the subjugated infrastructure. Without the conqueredrelite, the
was no infrastructure, which would have to be replaced entirely by the conquering’fiaFio@ military occupation
involved greater expense to supply the military garrisons, secure supply and communicaiién, etc.

Assyria adopted the tactic of SumerizdaBabylon®’® all edicts, laws, taxes, and wars were conducted in
the name of Ashur, the Assyrian god, and the King was presented as*% fodhis respect Assyria was
patrimonial and, therefore, consistently theocr¥ficThe inherited culture of Sumeria@ Babylonia within the
Assyrian social system seems to have reconciled the conquered territories: Sumerians, Libyans, Ethiopians, Negroes,
Elamites, Acadians, Hittites, Mitanni, Chaldeans, Armenian and Cossaean tribes, Mycenaean Greeks, etc.
abandoned \iage civilization for the benefits of the Assyrian legd@y.

The King of a feudal society is quite different from that of a theocracy. The warlord vassals of a feudal king
virtually preexist him, create the king by contract, and recognize him as kingalieetive agreement of respective
rights and duties. The king is an equal member of such warlords, and may be more powerful than the others, but,
unlike Zeus, he could not pull all of the warlords over if all of them pulled on the opposite end of ldisopewer
is consequently precarious, so that the solidification of an absolute monarchy is an ordeal that takes centuries. The
patrimonial king of theocracy on the contrary forms the government by appointing the members of his own
household to the essedltipositions; this formation derives immediately from the prehistoric authority of the
patriarch of the family orclai’The Ki ngés power is autocratic, not | i mi
the State®

The advantage in the specificalygsyrian approach had been that in allowing each conquered territory to
retain its previous gods and culture, Assyria was adopting a lenient tribute policy. The ravages of the first Iron Age
had devastated the earlier states, but the people, now livlgillage economy and conquered by the Assyrians,
could transmit the former high civilization to Assyrian pracfftd.ocal autonomy allowed the different localities to
acquiesce to Assyrian rule; if instead the Assyrians had tried to evacuate prevgioagdly forcefully imposing
only their own religion, the Assyrian Empire could not have materialized. Assyria of course was interested solely in
the tribute or tax return, although taxation was stripped of its holy purposes; so long as local culturaoivould
impede this payment, Assyria could not be interested in local cdffiféie advantage of the Assyrian tactic was
that a subjugated group might easily reconcile itself to the ovéHfafdit is allowed to keep its own culture,
especially if the burdeaf taxation etc. is not worse than what its own upper class would deftand.
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Cultural pluralism in empire carries a disadvantigdocal religion generates pretexts to rebel against
central authority, because the religion is the primary force which ssistaithe conquered people a sense of their
separateness from the people who conquered them, and hence sustains the residual belief in the fundamental
wrongness of their amalgamation in the new society. Military violence initially achieves a sort of tioapia
alienates the subjugated from the ideology of the oppressor; the new regime will never be secure unless the majority
does recognize the elite societybs ideals as their owr
elite of thearea they have conquered, so that they may gain a margin with which to win the tolerance of the demos
by persuasiof>®

The previous Babylonian citstates benefited by having depended on corvée to constitute their armies; the
advantage of corvée army wimat the soldier was a citizen, equally ranking in this respect with all other members
in the army. Esprit de Corps developed from the commonality of the soldiers, which improved fighting ability and
readiness to cooperate. Assyria however was the lasitakitheocracy, and it was an indifferent mixture of many
ethnicities. Diversity of military techniques furthermore impeded the possibility of simply drafting pagani into the
army, because specialized training was involved; it was more economical toeusenaries instead of corvée.
Mercenaries were equipped with specialized training and experience, but of course lacked everything except a
pecuniary dependence on their employer. This indifference was helpful to the Assyrian King in that the army felt no
compunction in suppressing a peasant rebellion, consisting of groups of which they were not themselves members.
The mercenary army thus constituted an advantage in regard to internal rebellion, and a disadvantage in regard to
external war. Recourse to memeey armies isolated the King from the demos, as the people were not personally
involved in the wars and politics of the King, and as reliance on the mercenary gave the King a stronger
authoritarian character. The alienation of the King from the demosivtbetefore be a constant temptation to the
leaders of the mercenary army to execute a pitschhe demos would be apathetic, while the putsch would
succeed from a very minor operation of murdering the King and a few of his hentfimen.

Violence can represa single instance, but in the case of government it cannot terminate repeated
insurrections, and the cost of further repressive measures consumes whatever profit there was in having seized
ascendancy. Although violence is the ultimate condition of sawguality, it must be concealed as thoroughly as
possible so that more amenable devices of control might be ind&rBue Assyrians dealt with internal ethnic
recalcitrance by deportation or disperSaiThey attenuated communication within an ethnic groy dispersing
them to many different parts of the Empire; in such a case the failure of communication amounts to the
instantaneous death of ethnic consciousness. This resembles the Jewish Diaspora of Roman times; instead of
exterminating a population Was preferred to extinguish their mentality by dissipating them in a larger cdfture.
Mesopotamia divided into the north, occupied by the Assyrians, and the south, occupied by a Babylonia not
adequate to resist the Assyrians. However, virtually the wifalee Assyrian Empire was composed of alien client
states, held together only by military force, all of whom would rejoice at the death of Assyria; Nineveh fell from the
combined revolt of all Assyrian client states in 612 BC.

Eclecticism

Eclecticismwas the centripetal force that preserved theocracy against the priestly exploitation of the King.
The possession by each locality of its own gods tended to disaggregative contention between the different localities
for the unique primacy of their local gotocal priests might use local gods to assert precedence over royal edict,
proposing that the precedence of their ethnic god over the god of the State. Divine lineage was essential to royal
authority, but it ipso facto afforded the best priestly methaghermine the sovereign. The priests, being acolytes
of different gods, mi ght use their god to derogate the
own gods, and the king did not try to expunge these gods; instead, the capitalalggraated them to its highest
God, which was a god of the court. The King depended on a claim of authoritative power that overruled the
particularistic priorities of diverse districts. This authoritative power would seem less authoritarian, and therefore
more effective, if authority could refer to common features of each loé&lilyh e Ki ngdés God woul d
show a propensity to be the father of other gods, who might be revered in ethnic localities of tfié State.

Precivilized sanctions on human belavissue from religion; they are based upon customary ancestral
behavior’®® The proclivity of human freedom to deviate from communal ways is suppressed by conveying ancestral
customs as the will of Go® The Sumerian King UEngur instituted his laws in balf of the god Shamash,
thereby legitimating his claims to tax reveritieBeing very effective, every little city and every little guild etc.
established some god or other to patronize taxatfofihe Sumerian King presented himself as a priest whose
despoism was authorized by God; this achieved control without coercion. However, commerce expands; a local
king could control what would happen within his jurisdiction, but not what happens between his jurisdiction and the
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next. The earlier, Sumerian cities wenot unified in the happy feeling of being Sumerian. Severe physical
limitation on travel made feudalism the only possible social order, and each feudal estate established its*6wn God.

In the case of successful war the King annexed the neighboringycitydrding the conquered estates thereof to his
vassals. Such awards were exempted from taxes, so that the vassal would be strongly motivated to keep the King in
power. Fiscal revenue was al s o *“%Fiscalrevahue,lmg oftnateral kind,n d o f
could not be transported without loss of value. Consequently revenue in kind was kept in royal storehouses on
location®®* To maintain that such locally stored wealth remained royal rather than local, the King would have to be
authoritaive for all things transpiring between his demesne and the lands of his vassalage; this built up a constant
pressure from henotheism towards monotheism. A small king was legitimized by appeal to God. It would be
incoherent for a greater king to assert adtly over a minor king, unless some God came in play that somehow
absorbed the god on whom the authority of the minor king was estabiféhite ineluctability of commercial

growth would entail a parallel invention of a supreme §dd.

By paring down theeaality of a provincial god to a minor aspect or a lesser relative of a greater God, the
prestige of a local priest might be kept subordinate to that of the sovereign. For as long as the priests would receive
more emolument from the king than they wouldasegely, they would cooperate in the subordination of their gods
to the K9 8imilarly in ghe ®oman Empire, conquered territories were conciliated to the Empire by
asserting that local gods, though different in name, were the same as the Romaiajoda eclecticism
maintained concord throughout the Empift&The Roman approach is a continuation of the Babylonian prd€tice.

Theocracy has to be hierarchical because monarchy is precarious; the priority of theocracy cannot be
wealth, but the stabilitpf a social structure which is inherently unstable. A market economy decides on the basis of
what returns will be greatest, and will adopt excessive social inequality if that is a concomitant of the greatest
economic gain. A socialistic tax regime pria#s maximum social equality as a condition of stability, and will
sacrifice total economic gain for the sake of social equality. Hierarchical taxation is not, like market economy,
devoted to the greatest economic gain, but sees in an assigned soclitindgrionly means to social stability/.

Again the ancient Chinese culture seems to have been the first to recognize the social necessity of price stability, and
the necessity of government to achiev&3tAncient China deliberately prevented profit wialls for capitalists to
nationalizing all mines, stabilizing grain prices by an agricultural bank, making national monopolies of key
commodities, and securing mass employment by public préf&cts.

Although the Monarch is indivisibly the head of the pitie®d, the priests are nevertheless divided in their
own interest from that of the monarch. The King can maintain loyalty from his immediate servants only if the
benefits he shares with them exceed what an alternate sovereign would award. If assetstcsatidfy the
concupiscence of his bureaucracy, the king would fall. The Egyptian Pharaoh Akhenaton had reduced taxation by
half, and changed Egyptian religion to monotheism; he was dethroned. By reducing taxes to half, he was reducing
the emoluments ofie priesthood to half. By introducing monotheism, he was eliminating the authority on which the
priests rested their prestige. The primary reason for exorbitant taxes was not war, but the need to employ
adjutants numerous enough to control society fronmaroto corner. If the bureaucracy, priesthood, nobility etc.
were not large enough, control of the population would fail; if the adjutants were sufficient, but insufficiently
recompensed, there would be a palace revolution. War became a major causg teéxXaten insofar as war would
providﬁomore employment and quicker promotions, thus giving the aristocracy more remuneration than in time of
peace.

Although revenues extracted by taxation or otherwise were collected in the Temple, the wealth had to be
re-distributed in such a way that internal turbulence would not jeopardize the hierarchical structure. Members of
each class had to receive emoluments such that their continued social position relative to the members of society
would remain undamaged. Sdciavolution is alluring when the individual has no chance of vertical advancement,
but a chance of ascent in the event of social revolution. One pacification is to impress on the individual that he will
gain advancement within society by ordinary ambitibnt this was impossible in Egyptian or Mesopotamian
soci ety, in which one remained in the same position
i ndi vi d-beanhWwosld lve edtaktrophically worse, if he stepped out of hignaskposition.

Criminal law

A theocracy depended upon emotional inflation; no orientatikgagl could be as strong as he projected
himself to be, and no geking could remain in power if this illusion were perforated. Criminal Law was prominent
in projeding this impression. Punishment was grandly inadequate to the offense; to wit, punishment would be far
more horrible than the crime it corrected. The weaker the king was, the more horrible the punishments would
become. Government was far too weak to apgmnd crime reliably; by an odd use of logic, if crime were detected
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one out of ten times, the crime would be punished ten times worse than if all of the crimes had been detected. The
extreme punishment would have a deterrent effect, and, perhaps mor¢antippit would project the awesome

power of the king. If government was too weak to apprehend crime reliably, dread of extreme punishment might
avert the temptation to risk crime.

Punishment is a form of institutionalized force. The largest differert@een punishment and violence is
that that punishment is on the whole socially approved, whereas violence is not. Violence takes direct reference to
the motivations of the person who exerts it, so that violence can be condemned through condemnationtiveth
or character trait imputed to the agent. The apparent impersonality and impartiality of punishment makes it
i mpossible to condemn puni shment by exposing the bad
one delegated by theuthority of Law. Whenever there is a power seizure, the agent tries to shelter his personal
motivations from criticism by casting his violence as a higher act of lawful punisithdntis important to
formulate law in such a way that special interests moll be apparent. Theocracy typically presents a very broad
array of punishable crime because it disguises as crime any act that is detrimental to theocracy.

In ancient theocracies law was posterior to religion; in Jewish Law for instance the takingoathan
supposed that God was the witness, following which perjury or other delinquency was conceived to be primarily an
offense against god before it is an offense to the victim. The inherent ambiguity of Law is the supposition of its
impartiality, althoughinevitably the law is created only by human beings, who cherish partialities. To defend the
presumed justice of a law it is necessary to deny any advantage or profit accruing to the social class that instituted it.
This has to be accomplished by some fofipropaganda, since the audience concerned is the whole population.

Laws are made to appear innocuous by their formulation in universal terms. Their promulgation in a
formal, impersonal tone should convey that their validity cannot be denigrated biogirg the motive or
character of those who framed the law. Nevertheless, this impermeability shelters the interests of the ruling class as
opposed to the lower class&§God is the most perfect reference for this propaganda, since of course God cannot
have a personal interest, in the sense of a pyaénted bias, in anything. Priests are the class most naturally
adapted to presenting a law as if it were not specially interested in the welfare of a specific socta! Tess.
manner in which the oathonverted a presumed social offense into blasphemy against God enabled the legal
organization to impose drastic punishment; all of the ancient oriental societies suffused law with referené&*to God.

All law was religious law; any disputant who refused jimdgment of the priests, the direct representatives of God,
was to be executéd® The law courts were operated by priests, and Babylonian law courts were located inside the
temples.

Through the courts priests could meticulously control distribution oftiueéBhe ancient oriental societies
confiscated the entire property of a decedent without an heir, and confiscated all the property of any person who was
either intestate or convicted of a criff&The State acquired a large revenue from the operatiofe @burt’*’ the
convicted defendant was made to pay the legal fees, his property was confiscated, and was given irft§ Stevery.
priests also performed as notaries to contract and wills, kept government records, and recorded commercial
transactioné’® These operations carried legal fees.

Priests performed in a variety of things not usually associated with religion, but which aggrandized the
wealth of the priesthood. The priests conducted a business in something similar to annuities: the benefice. An
individual would pay his assets into a Temple, and in return the Temple would provide food and clothing, etc. to the
benefice holder in his old age; this arrangement engendered an additional tax on the farmers to maintain supply for
the benefice holdef&® Priests invested in commerce, manufacturing, and agriculture, and carried out the greater
part of external trad&"

The core of ancient criminal justice was the lex talionis, which appears prima facie to be egalitarian. But it
functioned to strengthen thderarchical structure of society; on the principle of equivalence of punishment with
offense, it was reasoned that a person should be punished more for an offense against a person of a higher social
rank than the same offense against a person of lowél saok*?* Gradation of punishment for the same crime
supported the hierarchical structdféThe lex talionis was par excellence the law given from God.

The Elite, having power, can compose the law to be convenient to their interests; the law origimated f
the interests of the ruling class. But there is a constraint; law is respected as law only when it appears to be just and
unbiased. Because laws are formulated in an impersonal and universal language, they give a first impression of
being just. Sincehie law preexists the event to which it applies, it seems impartial. The elite class therefore has to
compose laws that seem completely remote fromistdfest, but which in the long term satisfy the objectives of
the elite?®* If a society took either a plocratic or a democratic direction, the law courts would not be operated by
the priesthood, and the distribution of wealth would fail to maintain class organization as it had previously been;
therefore a theocracy precluded any but priests from opetagrigw court$?

34



Money

Commerce was highly impeded throughout the period of theocratic civilization partially because the
earliest means of commerce, barter, was cumbersome; to obtain y in exchange for x one needed to find someone
who had y, and wanted Xhe most primitive form of barter, exclusive barter, was a trade in which A having x
exchanged x for y, with B, who had y and wanted x. If B had the desired y, but did not want x, barter could not take
place. Exclusive barter minimized trade. Startingnfrthe Paleolithic Age, commerce sought for a fluent trading
condition in which A could exchange x for y, in which B, the holder of y, did not desire x. One had to discover an x
which the other person would want, or, alternatively would take in exchanygegndue to certainty that other
people would exchange for x. This was mitigated barter, in which B would take x, which B did not want, in
exchange for y. The x would need to be a nearly universal object of desire, or an object that would almost
universaly exchange for whatever was desired. Several generations of the medium of exchange would perhaps
graduate from cows to bags of seed to metal ingots; the barter was qualified by consideration of what x would be
most conveniently exchangeable and acceptabheost candidates for an exchange. The final reduction to the most
universal medium of exchange, e.g. ingots, would then resolve into money exchange, i.e. a uniform material of
exchange accurately regulated in units of valuafdhus the medium of exelmge sought for a commodity so
universal that most people would wantt.

Any commodity whatever could be used as money; whether a certain material was preferred for exchange
or not depended on the accuracy of its value of conversion with other catiesiodlthough any commodity
whatever could be used as a medium of exchange, i.e. as money, the use of a given commodity as money depended
on how well it would form a fixed rate of excharf§éThe evolution of money in consequence tended to depart
from conmodities which were quite useful and universally valuable, but which varied diachronically with their
degree of perishability. An exchange would ensue more easily if the commodity would not decrease in value. Wheat
or rice, evidently useful, might functicas exchangeable money, yet exchange would tend towards a preference for
silver or gold, despite their evident inutility, because they were not subject to deteri¢ration.

Exchange with silver, gold, etc. was late to develop because it was counterintuitivet o o | money
anteceded exchange in bulliéfi.in the Neolithic and Bronze Ages things which had evident utility, such as a fish
hook, tripod or ax, were antecedent forms of exchange medium. The obvious utility of the item served as security
that the moneyvould be honored in subsequent exchange. Very interestingly, however, the items of tool money
became symbolic, before the invention of money currency. A tool money axe could no longer be useful as an axe,
but its symbolic value enable the axe to contitwinction as an exchange meditith.

ATool moneyd however could not be Il ent out at inter
AFood moneyodo was i mplemented to make | ending at intere
persistin any of the Bronze Age civilizations; it seems to have existed ca. 5000 B.C. in the townless civilfZations.
Animals were also used as money, for exchange, penalty, sacrifice, and tribute. Its special feature was the suggestion
of interest payment; ormould lend an animal, and take as interest some of the animals born subsédtiently.

These forms of money exchange favored the wealthy over the poor, because the cumbersomeness limited
exchange to relatively large transactions, available only to the wealttile those not wealthy were subsequently
dependent on those who had made the big exchanges; the usugbpiofitensued. Some of the theocracies tried
to stem this form of exploitation by publicizing permissible rates of exchange for commoditils ttikbe
exchanged; theocracies fixed prices, wages, and cost of living so as to prevent profiteering, but without much
succes$* In this regard the totalitarian nature of the theocratic state was perhaps ineluctable. Not having a means to
transact exchamgconveniently, the theocratic state had to obviate the need for exchange. Central state planning
controlled every domain of human activity, and the total social production was divided, ahead of realization, to
provide by centralized redistribution the reneration of all individuals and preempt as much as possible any need
to seek exchand€® Town civilization naturally engendered a much greater exchange of capital than had been
possible in the previous townless civilization, and likewise could not haetidnad well by the exchange of cows
and goats. No later than 2000 B.C. Mesopotamia had developed banking instruments of bills and checks, payable to
either the creditor or the beaf&?.

Coinage

There is a very strong connection between jewelry and mdegselry suited a primary criterion of money:
portability. By the end of the Paleolithic period jewelry was used as a medium of exéHahis. signifies the
arrival of symbolic value; carrying two cows around rather than a ring would retard exchangelomgf as there is
agreement on the symbolic value of the ring, the exchange can be transacted and the receiver of the ring can then
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resolve the symbolic into concrete value whenever he likes. Coin money was not native to Egypt or Mesopotamia,
and was notonsonant with theocracy. The first coin money in the Near East had drifted in from &Peece.

The Orient finally had a native tradition of exchange in metal; these were usually ingots or powder. This
money needed to be weighed at every transaction, tbavenience of which also impeded commerce. The entry of
the Iron Age led to engraving on the ingots that were to be used as money; the Greeks had discovered that iron tools
for the purpose made engraving possiBieExchange value of ingahoney was still masured by weight; in the
theocratic states exchange was still predominantly weighed out in units of grain or metal. Metal bars were now cut
to exact weights, so as to expedite the measuring of exchange, but metal weight was still deteffflinative.

The Greks eventually invented coins in place of ingots. The nominal value of the coin was made to be the
same as its intrinsic metal value, in this respect the same as the ingot money. Both sides of the coin were stamped;
exchange became more fluid because tlmbersome process of weighing and measuring could be dispensed
with.*** Coinage, newly invented in thé"7and &' centuries B.C., was confined to units suitable only for large
transactions; barter or tool money continued in retail comnfétce.

Market Exchange

The market was heavily advantageous to the upper class. Barter was cumbersome; coinage was
denominated for use in wholesale trade. Market prices were not repressed by virtue of competition; foreign
merchants were unable to distribute in the retail mabestause there was no currency appropriate for small
transaction. Smallholders could not engage in retail markets because of the encumbrance of barter; to vent their
goods they had to sell to the large landowners in money exchange. In Israel the weaklyyexploited this
anomaly to extract surcharges from the poor retail purchasers, and this scheme was ubiquitous in the theocratic
societies'*® Barter was the only possibility, but barter exchange was doubly inconvenient for the foreign merchant.
Retail rade was wholly in control of the upper class, who, without competition, were the only purchasers of foreign
goods. Consequently there were no middlemen in the markets of theocratic states, and the nobles could arbitrarily
dictate retail prices for commaditis*** As there were no middlemen, retail trade ensued directly between wholesaler
and customer, either by hougehouse peddling or village markéf.

The multiplication of professions or classes was very repugnant to theocracy. Middlemen were not wanted
in such a society; his existence would help to dislocate the theocratic order of society. Production was concentrated
in a small area but commerce is usually highly extensive. Because exchange is remote from production, the
merchant discovers opportunitiéisat he does not need to narrate to his producer; the producer is incapable of
controlling distribution. Eventually the discrepancies between production coast and price will give the merchant
domineering power over the producer; the producer had no ¢ireelltdirectly in the market, and he was unable to
find another merchant in the event that he could not vent to his usual merchant. The producers were monopolized by
the merchant&'® Those to benefit from the subjection of the producers were not, howleeenerchants, who were
completely dependent on the capital and assignment of the king or temple to venture on any commerce. The nobility
and priesthood financed the mer chantallcappahiontadeviasa| vent
borrowed; the merchant did not have enough wealth to trade independently on his own #€count.

Tamkarum

Commerce, especially international, was conceived and designed according to the oikos economy: an
oxymoron; instead of mutual dependence and exchange jreeemational trade was organized within the idea of a
self-sufficient, internal economy. The theocratic state suppressed anything that might infringe on its power or upset
the balance of society. The State was the real owner of all capital used in cemtinerdssyrian or Babylonian
merchant, theamkarum did not conduct independent business; he was instead a temple serf. Ownership of a ship
for trade was confined to the State; in Egypt it was plausible for a merchant to use his own ship for comgnerce onl
in times of governmental breakdoWf{.A caravan or a ship transported taenkarumand his goods usually to the
royal court or temple of a neighboring country; commercial transactions were not negotiated prior to arrival of the
goods*® Likewise in Egyptships for domestic and external commerce were almost universally in the ownership of
the Pharaof>* Commercial travel was dangerous; the King might dispatch a military force to accompany the
tamkarum and this intensified t theKing'®Thetamkarund receiced 4 fxalt deper
salary, not a profit. Upon return from his commercial venture he had to pay the full capital and full profit back to the
King or Temple; if he returned without having made a profit, he had to return twice thal ¢hpt had been
extended®Ha mmur abi 6s Code, article A7, stipulated that eve
writing; any omission entailed capital punishm@&t.
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International Trade Conventions

The fundamental principle of commerceasurprisingly, was to raise revenue exclusively for the State; the
merchant was repressed as much as he was to prevent leakage of commercial profits into private funds. Foreign
merchants were not allowed to sojourn or reside within the city; they wermpedaoutside the main gates for as
long as they conducted trade. Fear of palatial intrigue or of any foreign influence motivated the city to keep foreign
merchants segregated from the native inhabitants. The taxation and segregation of foreign metchanhtsteth
from a desire to protect native production, as the contempt for merchants obstructed any concern for their happiness
or of their beneficence to the St&teEven when trade was profitable, the overarching friction between states, and
the pervasig contempt and mistrust of any form of commerce, retarded the progress of trade. A State often refused a
trader even permission to bivouac outside the main §#tes.

Given the hostile attitude towards commerce and especially international commerce,risteigrade did
not overcome its obstacles. By 3000 B.C. the Mesopotamian banks provided a full array of financial services, which
were beneficial only for largecale wholesale trade. The bank changed currencies for an agio, a small percent for
the servte. Payments could be made by the giro, a transfer of sums from one account to another, and the inkasso
allowed merchants to make or withdraw payniéhThe bank lent money at an interest charge proportionate to the
risk of the specific loan, discounted @eange bills, and issued banknot&s.

Money in the theocratic states were highly denominated, facilitating large wholesale transaction between
states, but high denomination made money and bank services quite useless for retail commerce. Without coinage,
the indispensable process of weighing and measuring equivalent values in metal was too cumbersome for cheap
retail goods®™® The law of the Hammurabi Code requiring written documentation for every transaction did not
extend to retail trade, which was categatizes exchange rather than as legal ¥4I8mall retail was conducted by
barter with money valuation; that is, A exchanged x for y from B, and B did not desire x; the exchange was possible
because x could function as money; B was secure that he could ggtisalent value for y by exchanging x for
something he did warit! Oddly, ordinary retail trade therefore fell out of the scope of capitalist technique. Only a
much larger circulation of money, which was impossible as long as money denominations weveohlghhave
enabled capitalist conversion of the retail mafet.

Homeric Greece

Greek Coinage

Lack of a capitalist management of retail trade stemmed long distance commerceadgrioolural goods
until the 7th century B.C. In consequence scommodities were distributed from piracy, plunder, and gifts rather
than from commerce. The oikos economy dictated otherwise: that whatever was available by trade but could be
manufactured at home should be home produced to preserve adfarByythe 6th entury the Greeks had
established coinage of small denomination in Greecekapelos(native local retail trader) became an independent
and selsufficient calling, for the first time in ancient histdf}). The ascent of small retail trade was highly
benef ci all to the demos; it severed the dependence of t he
exclusive control of money, when coinage was only in large denominations; in manifold ways the use of small
denominations released the pagani fexploitation derivative from large denomination mofi&y.

The Greek demos was subject to pay to the King two main taxes in this period, the themistes and the
dotinai . The themistes was a regul ar hastvestntasyrakl ke
same time. The dotinai was literally gift money, and was irregular. Both taxes were relatively primitive; the exaction
of the themistes and the dotinai took no consideration of the capacity of the individual taxpayer, whereas the tithe
was adjusted to each individual 6s capacity. In the per
merchant was obligated to pay the king % ThHegiwastno for t
distinct merchant class; $omeone participated in trade, he would also need to have some other occupation, because
trading would not provide a living by itself, and the King was entirely indifferent to comrffér€emmerce had
not been the motive of the Greek colonization of tHeaBd 7' centuries B.C.; it had originally developed from
agriculture, fishing, and piracy, all characteristic pursuits of the Greek ndfflifjhere was as yet no Greek
commerce, and a fortiori could not influence the course of events.

The market was I in the agora, the town square. It appeared most frequently in coastal towns and was
under the protection of some g Commerce gained in power, as the Greek noble lost his, from the invention of
coinage. The introduction of small denominations of mohag¢t immediately stimulated both local and foreign
trade; retail trade indirectly gave the pagani the first credible means to oppose the''Adbtés. money had
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enabled the producers and merchants to bypass the nobility or priesthood in its effortsuti contnercial
exchange. Small coinage enabled the producers and merchants to forgo the loan of capital provided by the lords, and
build separate workshops; it was in Greece for the first time in history that the artisans and merchants could
prosecute theactivities without reliance on capital from the nobility or priesthood. It was during this period that the
priests disappeared as a distinct class and became nobles. This independent entrepreneurial commercial activity
proved to be far more productivéan the totalitarian corvée practices of the theocratic Statdhe Greek
proletariat strengthened from the introduction of commerce; the different functionaries of commerce, the naukleros,
emporos, and kapelos, banking, and artisanship employed freehmemveve not possessed of land. This was a
threat to Greek aristocracy, whose strength depended on the condition that land ownership was the only dimension
of wealth. The expansion of wealth in the demos made them an important political force courtednts; tyr
aristocrats, and democratic formatidfs.

In 594 B.C. Solon admitted bourgeois members of the proletariat into the highest offices and allowed them
to sit in juries. The Greek aristocracy was still prevalent through the first half of tten€uryB.C. The new office
holders were qualified by wealth. This was a violation of tradition; aristocracy meant more than land wealth,
although |l anded wealth was essential; it signified tha
This refam of Solon adumbrated the political ascendancy of the défhdke aristocracy had maintained personal
dependence of the demos on the kings and aristocracy had been built on oikos economy and landed wealth.

Money exchange had given the demos freedom faosocial structure that had been built on different
premises, and the conversion of this social relation into the new conditions of usury created a critical condition, to
become manifest in the emergence of the tyt4r@reat numbers of smallholders ldseir farms due to usury; the
land went to the aristocrats and the original holders became hektemoroi. The term hektemoroi meant literally one
sixth, but in reality these dispossessed farmers became enserfed to the nobility by an obligation to paigean exorb
part of the harvest to the nobility?

It should be recalled that the tyrannos was not aristocratic. The Greek aristocracy was of course
agricultural; the king in the aristocracy was the Basileus, and was overthrown by the tyrannos. The tyranhos was
middle class commercial heritage, and helped to modernize Greece into a commercial economy. The term tyrant
derives its strongly negative connotation from the res
was a reformer of the comption and abuses of the aristocracy. The tyrant prospered by the favor of the pagani,
againstthe aristocratic landowners, who disavowed the tyrant because he had not come into his position by the
congenital affinities of the Basileus.

The tyrant introdoed small denomination coinage wherever he came to power, in the favor of the pagani.
Where there was small coinage, the paganus would be able to create a savings; where there was no small
denomination coinage, no small capital accumulation would mageridlVithout small coinage the paganus was
unable to sell his surplus for money; the surplus would get consumed instead of saved. Coinage enabled the paganus
to achieve small annual savings and social ascension. Lack of coinage had forced the oriemiatgpagare form
of dependence on the wealthy to unload his surplus, which inevitably complicated the paganus with rent, tax, or debt
obligation. The Greek paganus had broken through this cff@w¥ithout small coinage, reliance on the financial
backing & the aristocrat invited interference and various stratagems of extortionate taxation. The aristocrats hated
the tyrant, who stabilized the independence of the pagani by centralized distribution of goods, provision of public
loans, and employment of thegami in public constructiofy.’

The Greek coinage had effects outside of Greece. It amplified trade conducted by Greek merchants in the
Mediterranean and Black S&4.The Greek coin had not suffused the economies of the theocratic states, but the
efficiency of coin amplified the volume and turnover of trade in the harbors of Asia Minor, and thereby accelerated
the inland trade of the oriental stafé.

Politai

The colkectivism of the old theocratic states was strongly undermined by coin economy; in Greece the
Basileus never attained the supremacy that the King possessed in the oriental states. The King lost the power over
the centralized structures to his nobles, whaoyncontrolled rivalry, occasioned the disappearance of a centralized
state; since the Greeks equated a giant centralized state with universal slavery, they did not deplore the loss of a
national governmerit® The nobles had first demoted the king by th®im rivalry with him, until there was no
central government as there was in Mesopotamia; Greece had become a particulated collection of aristocratic
domains, without central control, somewhat like the vassalage of medieval Etlrébe.aristocratic landldis took
economic and political powers away from kings, organized for war and piracy, but their rivalry against each other
did not provide stability for this configuratidff
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The agon legitimized robbery as part of an honorable, ritualized practice ofratdrery was more
common than trade in the distribution of godtfBecause the Greeks had refused the centralizing public finance of
the theocratic pattern, the Greek Kings in the period of Homer financed themselves by piracy and war, which had
from their routine practice by kings become regarded as honot&bitowever, whereas everywhere in oriental
civilization the farmers were nothing more than unpropertied serfs, the innovation of coinage made the Greek
smallholders of the"7and 8" centuries B.C. int an independent class; the capacity of a poor freeman to amass a
small cggital, possible with coin economy but impossible otherwise, had prepared the possibility for a democratic
society.

Starting from the 8 century B.C. the smallholders had begumietamorphose into a political class; their
success had depended on the hoplite soldier, i.e. the infantry. The Greek phalanx consisted of heavily armed
hoplites; this organization, essential for military success, was dependent on the will of the imfaierg,d5.e. the
demos. The demos was able to make demands and, since the aristocracy could not win its wars without them,
concessions perforce were made; this was the stem of Greek dent8&f@wy hoplite armor was affordable to the
paganus, and the staheeded the infantry service of the paganus. In consequence of the preeminent importance of
infantry, in the seventh and sixth centuries B.C. the great landlords, the smallholders, and the landless freemen
united indifferently into one political class:etfpolitaf®’.

Solon

The seisachtheia was the innovation of Solon. The aristocracy was diminishing in power; it had reacted by
putting most of the demos into debt and serfdom. The demos, suffering from this oppression, was on the very edge
of civil war agairst the aristocracy. Solon transcended the jeopardy of civil war by the seisachtheia; all mortgages
and debts were retroactively cancelled. The demos who had fallen into slavery or serfdom due to debt default were
freed, and for the most part received thebBholdings which they had previously lost to debt. Those in debt slavery
who had been sold into foreign societies were repurchased, freed, and returned to thel*homes.

Solon made it illegal to make a mortgage using the person of the debtor as s&beriState was now
bound to take care of the families of those who died in war, so that the family would not lose its property and social
status soon after the death of the soldier. It was made illegal for an individual who had real estate of a edttain siz
purchase more land. This had the effect of lowering land prices and of enabling common people to acquire land. A
legal limit was placed on the amount of money that could be borrowed using land as $&diaiye landowners
were allowed to keepthegi ant estates intact, and Solonés Il aw all o\
they wished, an important innovation in the case of a childless decedent. A large estate would be confiscated by the
state if the owner failed to cultivate it, or if heere guilty of political transgressidi° If a large estate became
ownerl ess, it was to be divided into smal/l parts and s
large landholdings, by attrition over a hundred years Attic land wesepeed only by smallholdérs.

The seisachtheia reacted upon the credit market. It canceled all public and private debts, not only for
agriculture but for artisans and small traders. Land prices sank in consequence of the new legislation; the wealthy
landords shifted their investment away from real estate credit, which was no longer lucrative, into commerce and
industry. No maximum had been imposed on interest; especially public building increased greatly because of the
new disposition of capitdf? The Iegislation favored the urban poor by forbidding the export of agricultural produce,
thus lowering market pricé$® Athenians were allowed free use of the market, but foreigners could not use the
market without paying a special tax; foreigners ceased to tmmg the Athenian market things that had been
purchased prior to the Athenian prohibition on food expBfts.

Prehistoric Credit

Interest appeared long before town civilization. Wealthy livestock owners lent part of their stock to less
wealthy members, onterest in kind; the lender would receive his animal plus some of its offspring born during the
period of the loan. This interest charge was apparently necessary to offset loss due to animal diseasé®®r dearth.
But the capacity of capital was limited in amadic civilization, prior to agricultural settlement; lending cattle in
return for calves could not have been rationalized into a dynamic means of capital ‘gf@vibe town civilization
emerged, interest loans were not confined to animals; they coubthdexb seeds, agricultural produce, and
inanimate things such as metal. The subsequent theocratic states acknowledged lending at interest, which was first
applied to industrial and agrarian developnight.

Agriculture anteceded towns: townless civilizatidh.sedentary agriculture was thus possible without
towns and villages, what was it, besides agriculture, that motivated the erection of towns? Prior to town civilization
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a small elite maintained enough rent to maintain itself without labor. The invaritibe plough greatly expanded

the areas and possibilities of cultivation, and therefore greater varieties of rent and interest payment. Some of the
elite became affiliated with tax collection; others developed employments that had now become cleaatly separ
from agricultural production. It was the development of viable functions that did not entail agricultural labor, but
which presupposed agriculture, which led to the development of tfvns.

Later Currency and Credit

The NeeSumerian King Singashid publied a list of maximum prices for commodities in equivalence to
silver. It had been a typical strategy of the nobl es
equivalent values, so that they would pay more. This sort of aggression obtlity m@s incorrigible for as long as
money values were unstable. The use of this form of exploitation would benefit the wealthy and, insofar as it
instilled uncertainty and mistrust of the market, debilitated commerce, which was also a desideratuiandethe
nobility. Commerce would benefit King Singashid, or any other oriental king, for as long as commerce was a state
preserve rather than an independent orgafiiSirior to the Hammurabi dynasty (183630 B.C.), that is, before
the invention of moneills of exchange were used to extend tifixed loans, and these bills of exchange were not
restricted to the original creditor, but payable to the béftdha mmur abi 6 s Code exerted
commerce. On the other hand, a balance had to be found for benefit to the State and leakage due to all kinds of
malfeasancé” Babylonian exchange bills were accepted in payment only if the State or Tempéstieat the bill
could guarantee against the liability that a defaulting debtor might flee; credit was therefore almost wholly the
business of the Stat& Babylonia reconciled its theocratic structure with commerce by absorbing almost all
commerce withinhe prerogative of the Stat®.

Sumer / Babylonia, depredated by the upland triealso incurred consistent piracy if Mesopotamian
surplus passed on a trade route through upland terfftoliythe upland society was prevaléfii,it would charge
protectionmoney for the passage of the merchandisé. the alluvial lowlands succeeded in defeating the less
organized marauding upland tribé% the victor would attempt to establish a trade circuit between the uplands and
lowlands®® trade would integrate the w@id population and discourage its propensity for depreddfion.
Commercial growth is an irrepressible trope that can be deliberately impeded, for instance, by the mandates of
theocracy, but it reemerges interminably; it persisted through every metamorgtiofi® Mesopotamian
theocracy™

The Code of Hammurabi allowed land conveyance, except for inherited land; under this conception not the
paterfamilias, but the entire clan was the owner of inherited land, which therefore could not be sold except by
decison of the clan members as a whole. Ownership in a clan or kinship structure operated by remote control; the
paterfamilias was the apparent owner of the land, the apparent autocrat of his family, but the ultimate owner and
decisionmaker was the clan. Sifarly to the English law of entailment, the clan had to consider the liability that the
manifest owner might exploit his progeny by putting the estate at risk for his own advantage within his lifetime. The
kinship system prevented this potential abuse é&senving ultimate ownership to the clan rather than the
paterfamilias. Since the paterfamilias was not allowed to alienate his land, credit operations were correspondingly
restricted until more individual rights emerged.

At the period of the Israelite ped of Kings, mutatis mutandis the Greek period of Hesiod, as kinship
broke down so did this custom; families began to be devastated by the reckless decisions of their moribund
paterfamilias’* Commercial expansion tended to diminish the pater potestasathiarchal power authority of the
father; property in this oscillation tended to be conceived as the property of the whole family, rather than the
property of the pater familias. An adopted child was guaranteed by law to an appropriate inheritamdbaratbe
depend solely on patriarchal whittf.Any land that was purchased (not inherited), however, could b&*4dica
person died without natural heir, the King received the inheritalideor as long as the kinship system mixed in the
theocratic econoyn land could not easily be used as loan collateral.

In Sumeria'® the predecessor of the Babylonian Empire, gold and silver in the form of ingots were used
for exchange; although they were not minted as cdirtbey were used prevalently as standardsatdes'® Why
were gold and silver used as standards of value, though not as exchange in coinage? The same problem appears in
the case of paper currency; why should one trust that one can exchange in (useless) gold as easily as in the (useful)
commaodity for vhich one had exchanged it? Usually this problem starts with a contrast between paper money and
metal coin, but it is validly problematical for the difference of useless metal and usefuldeentaodity. How did
gold and silver, which by utilitarian criter are worthless, come to be accepted as the highest values? This is an
economic version of the ontological argument; anything that would serve as a final standard of exchange had,
logically, to be accounted intrinsically more valuable than anything flsetherwise the more valuable entity
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would supersede x or y (e.g. gold or silver) as the standard for exchange of x and y. The logicality of making the
most valuable item the standard of value is compelling; but why should things such as gold, sildésamds,
which have no utility, take this position regarding all other things, which have value only because they have utility?

Gold and silver had to be accepted as both the highest values, and as relative values. If gold and silver were
the highest bt not quantitative values, they would not be able to function as standards of value for exchangeable
commodities because they themselves would not be exchangeable. As standards of value, they would have to have
the highest value, but also be capable ejaivce with quantities of things of lesser value. Any entity of lesser value
would be capable of equivalence with quantities of another substance, and hence a candidate as a standard of value,
but would be suboptimal as a standard of value because otiliterability to fluctuations of relative value.
Presumably the intrinsic value of an entity that has no utility would not fluctuate in sympathy with fluctuations of
commodities that are valwued for their |thetimnhunity of priccAn i mag
fluctuation better, but a money of account could not have served as a medium of exchange.

The possibility of value fluctuation in the exchange circuit probably accounts for why gold and silver
appeared as standards of value beftwey became a medium of exchange. The inutility of gold aided in the
conception of gold as the standard of value because gold, uniquely, could not be assessed in terms of the useful
things gold could do. Since the value of gold could not vary with itseeptagility, its value was stable, as a pure
exchange value. Other commodities of an exchange could always be equivalent in value with whatever its real use
would produce. The disjunction from utilitarian value is part of what gave gold its stabilitye \3idl could not
vary according to utility, it did vary according to availability. Ca. 2000 B.C. the sjokt ratio was 8/1; Egyptian
gold imports afterwards changed the ratio to 10/1, and availability afterwards raised the ratio to 7/1. During the reig
of Hammurabi the ratio descended to 6/1, and temporarily*3@old was uniquely useful as an exchange medium
because it was otherwise useless. Relative value made gold useful as a medium of exchange because exchangeability
with other things is what gawgold the function as the basis for the relative value of all other things to each other.

A gigantic determinant of a future culture hovering between theocracy or commerce consisted in the
decision whether to allow or suppress usury. Both lending aesttesr not, had highly destructive and constructive
effects; either alternative may be justified, but either choice also hagdongharmful economic consequences.
Ancient theocracies were aware of the destructiveness of lending and interest ondhe glasses, in particular of
its instrumentality in conveying land from the peasant to the great landdfrer mentioned, this was a wilite
phenomenon; since slave ownership was the surest means of social ascent, anyone who possibly could,owould try t
acquire a slave. The Hebrew Law established that debts between Jews be rescinded once every seven years and,
failing in practice, established afifye ar AJubi |l ee, 06 at which time d¥5bts wer
The juxtaposition was ndfortuitous; the Jews discovered that interest payment on debt generated ¥favery.
Contemporary India had already embedded its imperative never to cause harm (ahimsa), according to which the
Indians of the time refrained from contract, collateral, andréstepayment. To countervail the ill effects of
forbearance from a credit system built upon interest payment, India did not allow any debt obligation to go defunct
by bankruptcy; down to the sixth generation the descendants of a debtor were obligapey thealebt. But debt
slavery was not allowed.

Like the Catholic Church, the Brahmans forbade the people to lend money, but the irrepressible device
gradually asserted itself. Coins were minted, but the copper, gold, and silver content were keptnédaoitiade
nominal value of the coiff> The superior stability of its currency, and the inextinguishability of unpaid debt,
compensated somewhat for the incapacity to lend at interest, but Indian states did not guarantee their minted coins
by law until the urth century B.C?* State sponsorship against the deleterious effects of usury had the negative
effect of asphyxiating economic growtf?® Hoarding, the alternative to investment, is dead mdfieit is
accumulated wealth that impedes economic growth byhaitting unused wealth from constructive purptie.

Croesus (57%46 B.C.) succeeded in building an empire partially due to his conversion from silver and
gold weights to official coinag®® In this process it was of primary importance that the ruler convey that the gods of
a given locality favor oneself; Croesus acquired the neighboring states primarily by religion. He acquired the loyalty
of subjugated populations by devoting extravagantrimutions to their local god&® He subsequently minted gold
and silver coins of the highest quality and reliability, whose nominal value he guaranteed; this strongly reduced the
cost of commercial credibility’® The use of coin liberated transaction frammbersome and slow recourse to
measuring scales. In consequence of the convenience of coin, commercial volume throughout the Mediterranean
increased.

Greshamés Law might confuse this episode, beince it
superiority of Croesusdé currency drove other currency
society that i ssued the better <coinage. There is no i
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within a society of onemui f or m currency, whereas Croesusb6 currency
itself, but with other mediums of exchange that were not guaranteed by government. Merchants prefer to exchange
on one currency rather than less trustworthy currengessumably a merchant would refuse to trade unless
payment was to be made in Croesusd currency.

The coin economy and interest constituted a complete break from the foundations of the theocrafit states.
The emergence of the Greek polis, the inventiosiaek script, interest, and minting of coins were synchronic; it
was the development of capital on the basis of minted money that accounts for the distinction of Greek culture from
the theocratic societi€&?

The Sumerians instituted a system of credie #nnual interest rate varied from 15% to 33%An
economy is stable when interest rates are low; when interest rates are high, as in the Sumerian case, confidence in
price stability is low?** The creditor lends at low interest rates because the higheolime of his lending, the
more he will earn; when a creditor charges high interest rates, he thereby throttles his own business. He raises the
interest rate, not for higher profit (he loses profit from the resultant scarcity of transaction), but bedaussieaid
to risk his capital; the high interest rate is meant to guarantee sufficient return despite the high probabilities of
inflation or default. One symptom of economic anxiety is hoarding. Gold functioned like pyramids: a vent for a
massive surplysmever intended for final utility?> Commercial invigoration brought about contractual transactions,
class stratification, private property rights, slavery, and a middle €fass.

There is an important distinction between ingots and coin. When the metat@énped, the money value
of the metal is simply the intrinsic value of the metal. Fraud and debasement are impossible. When the ingot is
stamped into a coin, the value of the coin supersedes its intrinsic value; it is a fixed value, guaranteed by the
auhority of the person in whose image it is stamped. On the other hand, once currency is guaranteed by the State,
the nominal value of which is secured by law, in principle there should be no necessity for currency to bear intrinsic
value® In this case thgreatest danger is that the issuing authority itself, out of ignorance of inflation, might issue
currency in excess of its backifj.Contemporary China had instituted a system of credit and coinage, in which the
average rate of interest was 38%the highinterest rates imply market distrust of the stability of the curréficy.

From minted coinage arises an elementro$tin the money, because there is a possible alterity in the
money value; perhaps the intrinsic metal value of the coin is less thaymisal value, according to the stamp; the
moneyholder in this case is required to trust that the coin retains its attested value rather than its intrinsic metal
value. There would be a tendency to make the value of the stamped coin greater thansiis inétal value, in
order to keep the coin in currency. The ambivalence of conventional and intrinsic value would also open the
possibility of debasement and fraud by inflation, a stratagem which did not exist when the metal was exchanged as
ingots. Secodly, minted coinage allows the possibility of counterfeiting.

Manipulations could not be effected by currency debasement prior to coinage, but Babylonia was able to
exploit through lending. A 20% interest rate was standard for money loans, but a 33t irsteer attached to loans
in kind. This is rather mysterious. Since there was no coin, it was impossible to debase either money or natural kind
payments. An interest rate would not be necessary to protect oneself against unforeseeable inflations, because
unstamped money, or kind, was immune to inflation. If fluctuating buying power did not make a loan insecure, what
justification could there be for interest charges? The lower, 20% interest rate was considered to be the natural
growth of money, and so coulik justified as the natural increase in benefit from the wealth if the lender had not
alienated it. The 33% interest payment in kind seems unintelligible, because, like money, it was not susceptible to
debasement.

Possibly payment by ingot was more ablie because the value of money (ingots) did not vary as quickly in
correspondence to harvest fluctuations as the value of natural kind; plausibly the value of a pound of grain could be
larger or smaller than a pound of the same grain, according to thdaatme or paucity of the seasonal crop. Since
one would borrow at a time of scarcity, the real value (buying power) of a pound of grain would be higher at the
time of borrowing than the same pound of grain at the time of repayment, when presumably theofimi@in on
the market would be more abundant. This is assuming that money is always of the same value while commaodities
vary in value by the constant standard of money. But this is simplistic, in that money value itself fluctuates from the
influence ofcommodities; possibly the same financial naivety influenced this policy as the naivety behind fixed
wage and price laws. In addition to the assumption that a pound of fresh grain may be worth less a year later, the
moneycoin itself, although the same \gét, may itself be worth more or less one year later. The Assyrian Empire
attempted to circumvent this threat to monetary stability by 1) making the intrinsic and nominal values of the coin
the same by infusing the appropriate metal content in the caih?gestablishing official coinage ca. 700 B.C.
Lending was fixed at 25%" Since 20% was at that time assessed to be the natural growth of money, the credit

42

W



system seems to have been slightly in favor of the lender, although the first two precautiomgaver® safeguard
the constant value of the coiff.

In the prior Babylonian Empire, the Law of Hammurabi protected the debtor in the instance that the
debtords seasonal crop was ruined by nat ur exoneratedu s e ; un
from principal and interest payment. On the other hand, the debtor was inescapably responsible for any debt he
incurred; the Law did not extend relief from a valid debt. How are these two points to be reconciled? If default on a
debt was beyond he debtor 6s power, he wa ¥ Itappears that this benefited the o r ma |
community, because it made no economic sense to generatslaiast and vacant field&' On the contrary,
inasmuch as lending was beneficial to the Babyloemomomy;* the State had to guarantee the safety of the lender
in making a loart?® An unconditional obligation on the debtor was necessary to sustain the practice of {€hding.

Slavery

The theocratic societies needless to say depended on the tithe,idulgathe direct taxation of all
agriculture, but the absence of minted money encumbered all transactions. Aside from overt taxation there was
another form of taxation that compensated against the inefficiency of transaction. All members of a theocratic
society were obligated to a special form of slavery: the corvée. There could not be paid labor, a free labor market,
because there was no minted currency to finance such an arrangement. Instead, the inhabitants of the state were
obligated to work for the ate, without pay, in addition to their regular occupations. Of course members of the elite
classes were not so obligated, the corvée was otherwise limited to a certain number of days per year, and later in its
history the individual could buy exemption frothe corvée by paying a money equivaféfifThe corvée was as
important to the state finances as the tax revenue, and was an inescapable solution until the whole economy had
converted to minted money. Villeinage, tenancy, the fief, vassalage, serfdorslagady were variations in the
basic condition, that without a currency labor would not materialize voluntarily, although disposable labor remained
indispensable to a viable society. When a minted currency appeared the bare possibility of evolutidorinto la
payment by contract was at hatidl.

Ambiguously, theocratic societies avoided enslavement of members of their own ethnic group, although
they had quite vividly understood the benefits of expropriating human labor; one could therefore in good conscience
enslave only stranger?’ The first evasion was the corvée, which was slave labor not named slave labor. The second
solution involved a distinction of categories. In this embarrassing situation, one had to convince oneself that those
enslaved were ethnically different, or thattttteey were not truly enslaved: Several solutions slithered out of this
ambiguity. First of all, any type of belligerence very
ethnically the same as oneself. Conquest will quickly disinhibitwhiec t or 6 s mi sgi vings abou
opponent, or of regarding the other as of the same demos. The usual rationalization was that, since the victor had
spared the prospective slavebs | ife at t Hdalready givem t he ¢
up his right to I|ife; the victor received the right to
result if the opponent were clearly an external tribe, but the determination remained ambiguous in contention
between Buvial and upland groups. If the upland group prevailed, it was likely to reduce the lowland population to
slavery, if distinct ethnic difference was asserted, or to underclass serfdom if the genetic affinity of upland and
alluvial people was closer. Ifinathe other hand the lowland civilization prevails, the affinity of upland and lowland
people is likely to be appreciated, and conquest would result in a more lenient conversion of the vanquished not into
slavery, but serfdom. The first alternative is éxteid by the relation of the Hindus to the Dravidians or the
Achaeans to the Minoans. In this case the conquering group is not agricultural, and so keeps the vanquished group to
do the agricultural work while expropriating the surplus. In the second atiteznthe victorious group already has
land and agricultural expertise; it places the vanquished group into labor with which the upland people are
unfamiliar. Upland people may, for instance, reproduce in greater number than their nomadic existermegocan su
Two consequences may follow. First, upland people may petition fetatlay in the alluvial agriculture, which
may lead with or without violent events to enserfment of these people in the IoWi@w®tond, overpopulation
may equip the upland sodies to sell its people into slavery to the more civilized lowland sotigty.

The second alternative closes the final part of the ambiguity: ethnic difference may encourage enslavement,
and there may be a taboo on e nsrarng enslavgmert may &enverdentty peopl
constitute the perceived ethnic difference. Humans feel affinity with any persons whom they perceive as protecting
them; this is why a war or other military event can so quickly attenuate the sense of ethnic solidgigvausly
had with onebs opponent. Both conquest, and ensl avemen!
was not the same ethnic grotp.
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Debt Slavery

Before the time of Solon the Greek aristocracy had attempted to presquusititsn by force of real estate
loans>®® The smallholder would forfeit his farm in the case of default. The debtor was certain to go into default, or
the noble would have been unwilling to lend the money. Such loans were extended more frequently eartted per
the debtor as security; in case of default the debtor became the permanent slave of the creditor, who could sell the
debtor in a foreign country to redeem his credit loss. Similar practices pervaded the oriental civilizations, as
evidenced from th&ible, the Zend Avesta, and the Veda. Prior to Solon, Greece was on the verge of complete
feudalization, the only device by which the nobility could keep their ascend@ntiiroughout the Near East
virtual enslavement by this stratagem was used to keepitfiral order of the social classes.

The conditions of Sumerian and Babylonian commercialism reluctantly promoted debt slavery. The
Babylonians had solved the problem of asymptotic labor demand either by renting slaves or employing native
youths with pgment of food and clothing. The labor contract was not used; a free person could sell, or rent himself,
and in so doing he became a temporary slave by the terms of the sale. This heritage probably explains why working
as hired labor was a disgrace in Gré&mman culture; in mancipio esse is the Latin term for hired labor, but it
signifies temporary enslavement. Temporary slavery was thus the usual resolution of unpaid debt.

Taxes were collected in kind; in later generations they were adjusted to ther#itgd and the status of
the taxpayer. Slaves were not taxed, whereas free individuals without property were subject to a poll tax. Taxes were
paid on mortgages and purchases; tax default would be resolved with debt ¥fBahylonian slavery was mhc
less developed than that of Republican Rome, mainly due to the circumstance that war in the theocratic societies
never resulted in much land acquisition. Rome was perhaps more intent on territorial expansion because the land and
captives were regularlyooiferred on private individuals, i.e. under a capitalistic scheme, &fivdilgphenomenon,
whereas land, captives, and other spoils of war in Babylon became the property of tF& King.

The Babylonian Temples managed slaves and serfs on its estates, andclueled in mortgages of such
lands, but feudalism was not allowed to develop from priestly debt sl&léFge previous hint of dektlavery in
Babyl onia suggests that slavery was primarily an econo
automatically the property of the slasener; this obliquely suggests that a slave could not buy himself out of
slavery, or that the owner could arbitrarily prevent it. The labor of a slave could be used for any investment the
owner wanted to make of i. I f a slave married a free woman, upon hi
the slave owner, and one half to the sl avebds progeny;
was one half the blood of the slave, one Haflhlood of the wifé®*

Alternatives to debt slavery were thinkable in the conditions of the ancient theocracies. Debt slavery and
latifundia could have been prevented by nationalizing latifundia for peasant distribution. Agglomeration of
latifundia couldhave been prevented by forbidding peasant land sales. National monopoly of natural resources could
have prevented excessive capitalistic accumulation of w&alkgricultural banks could have prevented peasant
bankruptcy by national purchase at abundaame national sale at dearfi.All of these tactics had in fact been
implemented throughout the Bronze Age, but, oddly, were not particularly successful. Why?

Debt slavery had developed from conquest slavery. Prior to town civilization, there was nomuonigd
and barter was hnot adequately quantifiable. The means
security, because the amount of labor that might be equivalent to the value of the loan was more quantifiable than
any other medium of exchga. Building upon this premise, when theocratic societies materialized, war prisoners
were slaughtered. Thus, it could be reasoned, the life of a war prisoner was forfeited, even if it was spared; the war
prisoner owed the master his life, because hésWifis already forfeit, and the only way this debt could be repaid was
to make the use of the prisoner the personal property of the one who sparedfiis life.

Originally the theocratic societies prohilkltted ens
slavery was exclusively the ensl avement of free member
landowners and landless labor had not existed in the Neolithic/Bronze age theocratic societies, first, because kin
were forbidden to exploikin, and second, land in a kinship system was never in individual ownership, but in the
property of the claf® The first appearance of the distinction of free land owner and propertyless laborer, a class
distinction, could not form until one ethnic grospbjugated an alien ethnic groipOnce conquest had infused a
|l arge el ement of slavery into society, however, it bec
When labor was separated from the means of production, free people couletipdétior on the market. The
manner of putting oneds | abor on the market was done,
employment one was selling oneself into temporary slavery. Given that free employment was conceived as selling
oneselfi nt o sl avery for a |imited ti me, guickly the thougl
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resort, a universal money by which debts could be baldtcédperson who found himself unable to pay a debt
could use the ownership of his bodydigsolve the debt; one rendered oneself as a slave to the debtor for the length
of time the value of one&6¥ enslavement would equal the

As Babylonian slavery was not a collective enslavement of a generic group, slavery was probably not
regarded asn extraordinary human condition, either by the master or the %¥favevas more like belonging to a
lower social class. Babylonian allowance that a slave might work to pay for his manumission anticipates the
leniency of Roman slavery, and suggests aiptessepugnance of this conditioff. Debt slavery did not induce a
permanent feudal class order because plutocracy would have disaggregated the theocratic order of socfal classes.
Theocracy did not allow mercenary classes to use debt slavery to creatéca estinue’’? Manual labor and
taxation were consistently assigned to the lowest cld&sesile the higher classes were exempted from both on
grounds of dignity*’ the strict division of social classes preserved the social régime of theocracy but retarded the
development of the totality of labor classes into slavétyaxation and slavery in the theocracies were reserved for
punitive purposes, in one of two ways:tlo fir eeducated population, by induci
minds on a certain position they had taken; or 2) to permanently degrade a foreign group to secure that the different
cultural group would never have opportunity to pollute the culifitae dominant rac¥® The Hindus, for instance,
were not originally Indian; they were a northern group from the Caucédsiike Pariah caste of Hinduism (the
untouchables) had been the native Dravidian inhabitants of India, who did not share in H¥{tiRisnishment as
the form of inducing a group to change its mind is well exemplified in Islam, which imposed a heavy tax on Jews
and Christians until they converted to Islam, and in the plight of the Medieval European Jews, who had been heavily
taxed until hey converted to Christianify® In the Babylonian theocracy, taxation was used punitively, not to
encourage conversion, but simply to divide the lower class permanently from the higher sociat€lasses.

Plutocracy, making birth irrelevant to social statalso undermined theocracy; it was likely to induce
social mobility and to reduce the efficacy of taxation as a means to stabilize class distinctions. Succinctly, theocracy
forces wealth distribution to follow natal social position, whereas plutocraoysalvealth to invert given social
positions>®* A social form such as democracy or free market would ruin the traditional stratification indtantly.

Debt slavery, transferring wealth to the priesthood by engendering plantations -afadelst in the place amall
free holdings, would strengthen the priesthood but increaseathvienpoverishment® The Code of Hammurabi
(Articles 2224) restrained progression into debt slav&fyOne should juxtapose these ordinances with the
consideration that the class ofopée most liable to debt slavery were merchants, not pea8ants.

One of the articles prescribes that if a merchant is robbed and the state cannot apprehend the robber, the
state will compensate the merchant for what he lost. What motivated Babylonidetal esuch extravagant
protection to the merchant? Throughout most historical periods and most societies, punishment is designed to
prevent further crime, not to compensate the victim for his loss. Perhaps the lex talionis, being such an obvious and
easilyapplicable principle, misled early governments into designing punishment for the sake of the victim rather
than of the community. Societies quickly revised their concept of punishment when it was appreciated that
compensation for damage was unaffordable.

The theocratic ideas of punishment had originated from a concept of adequate revenge; revenge as the
underlying principle of punishment is however disastrously costly to society as a*#@teninal justice evolved
to substitute compensation for revengempensation was paid by the miscreant, not the society, and in this manner
saved society from the harm that would subsequently accrue to society from harm inflicted on the %fiffieal.
Babylonian promise of State compensation to the victim, howevemss¢o have intended the preservation of a
class of people, the merchants, from another class, the priesthood, which seemed quite likely to eliminate the
merchants. The theocratic element was vital because it instilled in the population a willingngssxepand obey

laws 558

EGYPTIAN HIERARCHY

Social Stability

The taxation system of a hierarchical society is one which assumes that the hierarchy constitutes an
equilibrium that is indispensable for the bare existence of society; the justificatoryplarifeinot equity, but
survival. Whenever there was a breakage in Egyptian dynasticism, the demos underwent famine; Egyptian hierarchy
was essential to the demotic survival. Whereas in the Mesopotamian region military force was needed to maintain
domesticpeace, the Egyptian theocratic monopoly of the Nile achieved a reliable supply of all necessities and kept
peace?® Egyptian totalitarianism had no competing network of power, and had not required a large Mlitary.
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Hierarchy prefers a distribution whidteeps each social class in its place, instead of a fiscal system which
maximizes wealth in toto. This seems slightly illogical. If a society were democratic, the principle of maximum
wealth in toto would be acceptable, because to some degree wealth aadwmd be spread beyond the elite
class; when however wealth and power are intentionally confined to an elite class, the interest of wealth in toto
might jeopardize the elite monopoly. A position is awarded a maximum of social surplus, 1) if the positially
important for society, and 2) if those truly capable of executing the function are scarce. If on the contrary a position
is insignificant and the functionary is easily replaceable, remuneration will be very'l@his would seem to be a
rationd basis of social selection, but it was one that Egypt failed to observe. Egypt preserved a static schedule of
payment to preserve the traditional class order rather than to indulge payment according to supply and demand,
which would have scattered theigabusly ordained class order.

The interests of the ruling class and those of the whole of Egyptian society did not coincide, and the
interests of the nobility and priesthood took precedence even when the choice was detrimental to Egypt as a whole.
Both schemata, the idea of rational selection, and the Egyptian class schema, produced unequal societies. However,
if an individual rises to a high position because of superlative ability, all members of society benefit from his
elevation; this was prevented bye Egyptian hereditary selectidt.Parents wanted their children to inherit their
positions; offices multiplied and became classlusive in order to promote hereditary succession in office.
Specialization of office reduced the need to exhibit persgnala | i t i e s, and thus all owed
office on the basis of acquiring a specialty the acquisition of which was denied to individuals of the wrorig class.
Very frequently special education or skills are adopted to preclude people of atmiediclass.

It was necessary for the theocratic State to be in ownership of almost everything, for it otherwise could not
have overborne the losses incurred by having ignored the law of supply and demand. Because the State was the
owner of virtually eerything, the wage payments of the State waravage payments tout simple, and thereby
controlled all wage and price | evel s Hetemneenigt mak@ane 6s de
analogy fromThe Selfish Genethe human physical body used to protect the status quo of the genes; all physical
mutations take place to preserve the genes from any alteration. The world was in constant flux; Egyptian social
structure should have changed in correspondence, and the only way to maint@yrirsdsistatic state was to force
artificial change in the outer world to accommodate its own immutability. The State accomplished minimal internal
change by bringing all social institutions under government control. Enormous ideological structutewyrixdia
the divinity of the Pharaoh were developed to glorify the status®uo.

Theocracy entailed the highest expenditure of any social system for the basic forms of social organization.
Competition is a democratic element; it emerges when economibdligin is unequal; a society develops concern
for economic growth under the condition that individuals compete for varied economic distribution. Theocracy
constituted a legally bound inequality, and needed to counteract the inevitable emergence dfiaonimditical
participation was prevented by precluding the possibility that groups might share in the vicissitudes of economics;
Egypt achieved this by her centralized redistribution. Inheritance of office suppressed competition. If an office is
transkrred by inheritance, the office is a type of property rather than evidence of ability; competence comes into
direct proportionality with officeholding when the method of acquisition is competition. Stability of the class order
on the other hand is proted by hereditary transference of office, but ends in social scléfd3iaxation and rent
enabled capitalistic processes within the government, but were inefficacious because of the absence of private
capital and the inadequacy of provincial rule. Ocazalg the King sent his army into a province to plunder what
had not been vyieldet’ The theocratic societies with strong hierarchy emphasize collective expenditure, not
individual expenditure. The system of centralized redistribution, while glorifying the bounty of the Pharaoh,
minimized need for personal market exchange. Comprehendked imotion of hierarchy was that each caste should
have pertinent property which serves to signify class position; tax revenue was distributed to keep each caste
possessed of whatever was thought appropriate according to social role for a caste meogmleSiare assigned
from birth, this social organization does not benefit from the principle that one individual is more capable of doing x
than another, so that this form of society sacrifices substantial ecorfdties.

Egyptian hierarchy was precarioyslependent upon whether or not provision was made for incremental
divisions of wealth in the labor classes. As mentioned it was necessary to let the producer keep something of his
production, in order to avert lassitude, but another factor entered. tifttidy of under classes were remunerated
equally, the ease of mutual identity would make it much easier for the demos to recognize organization in a single
principle; they could much more easily unify against the ruling classes. When all chance d&ge\@ansocial
ascent are precluded, the individual is prone to think of overturning the whole structure that depresses him. If on the
other hand there is a wide income distribution among the lower classes, it is too confusing for the individual to think
of social revolt in terms of a unifying principle. Instead of a collective approach, as in the case of revolution, envy
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focuses on the class incrementally above his own instead of on the aristocracy, and devises individualistic ways to
rise an increment higer>®

The hierarchical disregard for differences of individual competence aggravated discrepancies between
social status and actual ability. If hierarchy pressed too insistently for containment within the natal social class, it
would risk motions orientkto social revolution; that is, excessive effort to maintain static social stability would
induce instability"®® The central planning so characteristic of Egypt and other theocracies was made inevitable from
their need to suppress the emergence of a fijuia power centers. Theocracy could maintain power only if all
power were concentrated in one place SfthHierarchy protects the assets and inheritability of privileged social
classes; it mummifies of wealth distribution at the cost of wealth maximizatiny invention, religious movement,
ideology etc. whatever upsets the balance of social classes. The conservative instincts of an aristocratic class are
well justified, in that any beneficial, constructive innovation that benefits some social graygnowhich benefits
society in toto, will attenuate the collection of forces that sustain the aristocracy; consequently an established upper
class should be interested in minimizing innovafinThose other social groups that would benefit from the
innovaton struggle against the upper class to impetrate realization of the innoVation.

Somewhat paradoxically, in order to maintain the security of wealth, higher social classes must suppress
the increase of wealth that might impel a new distribution. In emunsnce hierarchical society preserves the
ascendancy of its aristocracy, not in the sense Btaatury class exploitation, but because aristocracy is integral to
preservation of society as a whole. Perpetuation of the given King and nobility doesseototal wealth to its
potential maximum, but class order takes priority over total wealth. It would be anachronistic to suppose that the
Early Kingdom could have had a concept of national wealth. Rather, the theocratic premise was that the whole
world was alive, and that all things in it were alive and harmonious. The idea of the Pharaoh or King mirrored this
premise. Since all things are alive, grow, and reproduce, all things are subjects of taxation and usury. All surplus
taken by taxation and usury si¢he property of the Pharaoh, the god who deigned to live in this world. The God
Pharaoh in his bounty then redistributed the surplus from his storehouses, thus being the provider of life to all his
people®® The harmony of redistribution depended on naiting the given social order.

The economic surplus was entirely the possession of the Pharaoh, either in the form of taxation or as rent
from predominant State property. The totalization of property in the Pharaoh and the totalization of redistribution
was a consequence of the absence of money; other forms of accumulation and distribution would have been too
cumbersome without a standard medium of exchange. In consequence the Pharaoh fixed the prices of the entire
market. Although there was some privat®duction, it was negligible in comparison to the volume of State
provisions. Private production had no effect on market prices because producers could not increase or decrease
production according to demand; t énéthegptivate groducer depenadet | e d t
mostly on his sales to the Stafe.

Prehistoric trade
The oikos economy was a continuation from the townless civilization; all secondary production was
executed within the family. Professional craftsmanship therefoneetdrated solely on products that werat
needed in daily life; luxury articles were the only products not provided from family manuf&€tireonsequence
the skilled artisan was socially lower than the farmer. In townless civilization the artisém tadiomadic because
there was no concentration of potential customers; artisans wandered from tribe to tribe. The town created the
possibility for a fixed location, but, since the craftsman, not having farmland, was directly dependent on his
customers fohis livelihood, the conception of his low social status remained prevalent in the town s6¥ieties.
Movement from the Paleolithic to the Neolithic altered the oikos economy; settlement seems to have
impaired autarchic production. Trade seems to havelales® as a means to compensate against scarcity of goods
which the town family was unable to produce for itself; this might have been due to circumstances of fixed town
settlement that affected the capacity to produce, or due to the generation of neédsl that existed previously.
Exchange during the Paleolithic was serendipitous, but had already become rather systematic in the®8eolithic.
Conventional trade was late to evolve; gjiting and robbery seem to have been progenitors. Trade
between statewas disguised as mutual gdtving between kings. Silent trade, the earliest form of trade, seems to
have originated from spoliation. A leaves goods in a location; B enters stealthily and leaves some other sort of
goods, and leaves. A-enters and addsr subtracts goods, etc. etc. until the balance satisfies both 4ties.
Apirate trade, 0 the same exchange mimicking spoliatio
executes token vandalism, but leaves behind payment for the vandalisrstolen goodd® The last form of
primitive trade was market exchange, in which goods were exchanged between tribes at a specified time and place
for negotiated price¥! T h e previousl| ygima mtgioo ncear i fvgidfpattern obetweenn exch
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individuals in the same tribe. A wants x belonging to BgiBesx to A. A thengivesto B something of equivalent

value. Apparently straightforward exchange, having its origin in robbery, would be too abrupt; the exchange is
disguised as gifyiving in thiscase to strengthen the internal bonds between individuals of the same group. The gift
giving of kings instead of outright trade seems also to have reinforced friendly reffi@i&-giving seems to

have been the original form of trade between alien grilsemilarly because plain exchange would be felt to be a
lowering of dignity®*® Trade and piracy in Egypt were not distinguishable; a merchant deliberately went to areas
where piracy was possible, which was more lucrative than excfiihge.

Egyptian trade

Nationalized Commerce

In the third and second millennia B.C. there had been commerce in necessary commodities: tin, copper, and
bronze. Now there was external trade only in luxuries. This signified 1) that Egypt was uninterested in the profit
deriving fram trade and 2) conducted in the guise of ceremoniabgiihg, this international trade in luxuries was
mainly to the purpose of maintaining friendly relations with neighboring stateEhis explains why there was no
development of great commerce; itsmaot desired. Merchants could not privately finance commercial excursions;
no one but the State had disposable capital. By the time of the first Iron Age the State, for instance Egypt, controlled
90% of the total econonff® The first Iron Age was a timef great ethnic migrations and the rise of the Assyrian
Empire. In the period 12201193 B.C. Egypt came close to conquest by ethnic groups from Libya and the Near
East; Syria and Palestine were overrun by Aramaeans, Israelites, and Philistines; S@athiermnd Abyssinia
were conquered by new Arabian tribes. The turmoil was due to the invention of iron, which had given heretofore
dormant ethnic groups a sudden access to military pthvEgypt did not carry on commerce in this period because
it would bea degradation of dignity. Egypt reacted to the invention of Iron by indulging in conquest or imperialism
in the LevantThe State, disposing over the corvée and taxation, could dispense with reliance on a capital market; it
could achieve its needs withoubney. If there were foreign commercial exchanges, where corvée and taxation did
not substitute, not the merchant, but the State, provided the épitae merchants could conduct such commerce
only because of State capital; in the previous town catibm merchants had not been able to conduct such trade
because the capital was nowhere avail&le.

Until the end of the Middle Kingdom Egypt was not jeopardized by internal enemies; the deserts protected
Egypt from external invasion, and Egypt had nmtight territorial expansion, except internally along the North
South axis of the Nile. The Egyptian army had originally formed out of Neolithic predatory gangs that had sustained
themselves by regularly plundering foreign communities. Seizing commodjtigisdzy or conquest was conceived
to be more dignified than commercial exchange; thus the Egyptian army went out on forays of plunder to seize
whatever was needed, rather than to obtain the same goods by commercial exchange.

No moral distinction was madbetween trade and depredation; merchants always practiced piracy and
predation rather than trade when conditions allowed. Piracy and war had been more effective in the distribution of
goods than trad®° Capital had been uniquely available from the Samiet nowhere else partly due to the confusion
of trade and piracy. A trader could not safely venture on external commerce without accompaniment by a navy or
army; the state therefore participated very deeply in every commercial transaction and madehaettanprofits
of any exchange went to the stétkln consequence of the indistinction between piracy and trade there rarely
emerged fr;tzr;y constant trade relation between states. The only trade circuit that had solidified was between Phoenicia
and Egypt.

Artisanship

The Egyptian theocracy depended on the total control of labor, and the total control of distfBatien.
artisans in Egypt were employees principally of the temples, and they were organized in a society somewhat like a
union so that they hatb obey the directives of government. The artisans could make their products cheaper than
they had been able in the townless situation. The artisan was heavily taxed, and his production depended solely on
the finance capital of the stité

Market societts the negative efficiency of the economic growth of hierarchical societies. Because of both
geographic and personal differences, one human may be able to create a certain item better than others. This variable
will not develop if the individual spends hisne producing everything that he needs. If he does not produce all that
he needs, he may use his energy to produce that in which he is proficient, but in omitting to produce all that he needs
he makes himself dependent on ottfét©ependence per se istrimad, if the individual can trade his production for
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more of those items he needs than he would have been able to produce by his owf*ageecprinciple of
economic autarchy retards economic groffftBecause a market society takes wealth maximizatiitsafinal

ideal, it is intrinsically hostile to social classes and hierarchies insofar as such structures are perceived to impede
wealth. An egalitarian, free market regime pushes towards reduction of taxation, in the direction of eliminating class
distinction and authority, because removal of these conditions accelerates exchange. Hierarchy on the other hand
loses power of effective taxation and suffers fiscal deficit from attenuation of auttftitysustain its authority it

must use it to discourageahange. Prices in a theocracy therefore remained the same for years, because all prices
were decreed by the King or Pharaoh in complete disregard of the vicissitudes of supply and®tfemand.

Centralization

Sibling marriage was a conspicuous aspect of thgfian containment of wealth in the hierarchical social
structure. Sibling marriage eliminated partition of the inheritance, thus concentrating family®ffoWes. use of
incestuous marriage among the pharaohs, ostensibly to protect the purity of bhatidnfd to prevent the division
of sovereignty among several aristocratic famiffésEgypt was unique among the theocratic societies for its
elimination of kinship clans or of any lingering matriaréi§/Probably because the Egyptian population was so
perfectly isolated from neighboring populations, it was relatively easy for government to eliminate local deities, i.e.
distinct kinship groups, and pound the different groups into a homogeneous paste; Egypt was polytheistic, but the
various local gods had beemalgamated so perfectly that any given god was revered equally in every region of
Egypt; the god has been detached from his ethrfitity.

King and communal good were made to be synonymous:;
personal interests we distinguishable from his interests for the community. Egypt did not promote market
economy; agricultural and other produce was centrally stored and redistfifuGehtral redistribution created the
impression that the Pharaoh was the source of lifegavhole societf’>The Phar aohés position d
late Neolithic, in which the tribal chief was conceived as the holder and distributor of the tribal surplus; in this
primeval role, the chief was not conceived to be in personal ownership sfithles. The conception of the tribal
chief as the symbol of tribal unity however obfuscated the point that the surplus, though distributed by the chief, was
not the property of the chief; as the authority of the chief strengthened, the surplus wadygcagelved to
belong to the chief®

Famine was a frequent occurrence for the demos; the lower prices of grain released from the royal
storehouse then enhanced the charisma of the PHifaBht such a hierarchical social system entails total
surveillance The individual wants to advance himself, but elimination of market economy by centralization
precludes such opportunity. In a hierarchical society personal ambition manifests in careerism, ingratiation,
sycophancy, embezzlement, collusion, blackmailbdasi, and other secret malfeasance internal to government,
because government is the only access to wealth. Failure to conceal or disguise bureaucratic corruption induces a
contrary popular impression that government is an alien entity which must be \circigah.

Circulation of secondary production and the introduction of money currency did not correct the prevalence
of internal corruption. Central planning, state control of capital, lending on interest, and the corvée accelerated the
profitability of cowert manipulatio’®® Loan transactions capitalized by the state monopoly of capital were
increasingly employed to siphon wealth from the state to priests, merchants, and government agents, quite regardless
of the ostensible purpose of the IddhIn the first Iron Age competition developed between individualistic
producers; this competition signified that enough capital had been embezzled from the State that private estates were
able to create productions disentangled from the State beh&hoth.

Egyptian Militar y

The aristocracy anteceded the State; aristocracies existed when human society was nomadic. Aristocracy
was however able to strengthen itself when society assumed fixity in agricultural economy and when society was
able to centralize as a benefit of agittural fixity; throughout history an upper class rises only by making its
prestige ride piggpack on some development which is truly beneficial to the society as a Whdke entity
through which this beneficial centralization is able to develop iStae®* Individuals who attached themselves to
the core moving towards civilization had perhaps greater influence by virtue of rank, but they were able to
commandeer the aggregate power of society, ostensibly for society rather than personal interest. Siuwddsndivi
can control the total power of society for the benefit of the whole society, although they fall away at the moment
they are seen to use this social power for private intefésithe Egyptian Pharaoh created a State by means of the
benefits of centl&ation required in the formation of an army.
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The maintenance of an army in the Middle and New Kingdoms adequate for all the frontiers of Egypt
posed a dilemma. Such an army was too expensive to maintain. Especially mercenary armies were too expensive;
cost was offset by recourse to military corvée, in which the conscripted soldiers were not paid. It was often
undertaken to pay soldiers with land grants on military fiefs, located on conquered territory; this settlement of retired
soldiers helped to providunpaid military defensé? The Pharaoh could delegate the maintenance of armies to
nobles, and pay the nobles, or priests, with the award of cities or large territories. That would alleviate the cost of the
military requirements. However, such governdisetn b ecame an internal threat to
sovereignty’*

Early tribute arrangements had been organized as grossly unequal commercial exchanges, i.e. the client
state rendered great amounts and the patron state remunerated alniogt hothe Early Kingdom, from the first
to the eighth dynasties, Egyptds only need for a conv
from her nearest neighbors. Domestic conquest was extremely simple because it consisted in maidi@utjoest
of the Nile; opponents could only retreat further down the Nile, since one could not live at any distance from the
river basin.

Territorial military expeditions were a later evolutionary development. A Neolithic or Bronze Age society
could rot possibly have accumulated enough capital to sustain military occupation of foreign territory. The first uses
from the invention of a military were to plunder the surplus of the neighbor, not to subjugafé Inirthe style of
predatory raid, the Egyptisarmy went on temporary excursions to seize copper, gold, and wood; these expeditions
did not expand territory or conquer hostile neight§8tssrom the first dynasty on the seizures were made the
immediate property of the Pharatfi Taxes were farmed out farovincial notables, and from the Third Dynasty
(ca. 2650 B.C.) on, privaeroperty rights seem to have been conceded to such notables.

Militarism

Militarism was a very late phenomenon of Egyptian theocracy, because it is the nemesis of ti&bcracy.
The militarist state does not have its genesis from God, but from war, and hence constitutes a rival regimen of
governmenf® The predatory raids of the Early and Middle Kingdoms, for which the army was used, did not
constitute any separation of the religiomsl @ecular dimensions of the Phar&ttEgyptian armies were devoted to
predation rather than to territorial expansion, the formation of a State, or amalgamation of satellites into %fe State.
The motivations to absorb alien ethnic groups, organize themaistave class, or amalgamate them into the native
population, were not part of Egyptian strategy in the Early and Middle Kingf8ms.

The first Iron Age was a time of great ethnic migrations and the rise of the Assyrian Empire. In the period
1220- 1193B.C. Egypt came close to conquest by ethnic groups from Libya and the Near East; Syria and Palestine
were overrun by Aramaeans, Israelites, and Philistines; Southern Arabia and Abyssinia were conquered by new
Arabian tribes. When the Middle Kingdom did ceito an end by the conquest of the Hyksos, it is remarkable that it
was the Mediterranean part of Egypt that was overrun; Lower Egypt, then as previously, remained immune to
foreign conquest due to its desert borders. The turmoil had been due to th@meériton, which had given
heretofore dormant ethnic groups an unexpected access to military $ower.

Egypt did not carry on commerce in this period because it would be a degradation of dignity. Egypt reacted
to the invention of Iron by indulging in cquest or imperialism in the Levant. But the New Kingdom, with its
imperialistic annexations and satellites along the Mediterranean coast, induced a new secular ideology that would
tighten the social organizations of RBigyptian client state¥> At the momaet that Egypt should conquer a state of
nonEgyptian culture, reference to God fails to justify its actions, and such reference was in no way sought. Peace is
ongoing war after military victory; Egypt still needed to pacify the vanquished group, and remubtharm the
vanquished nations by vaunting the desires of an alien god. Militarism was strongly atjhdstic State was not
the birthcreation of a god, but a matter of holding a tiger by the tail. The State was the solidification of the military
forcesthat originally took possession. The rationale for the army and for continuing State control is simply that
without the organization of a State to hold the antagonistic forces by coercion, the victor would be vanquished by
what it had taken. The value gad by conquest could be held only by brute force. This pattern is usually
characteristic of the instance in which less civilized, highland, nomadic tribes defeat tHmsecivilizations; the
pattern applies to the Egyptian New Kingdom only becatisegeneracy in the Egyptian theocracy.

Embezzlement

Assuming that the King has successfully overcome evasion and received payment from his taxpayers, the
major obstacle to tax revenue is the embezzlement by his tax collectors. The commoners migtddsedniyy the
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religious aura of taxiuty, but the collectors who use the theocratic device are not impressed because they are
familiar with the handling of the revenue after it has been collected. Taxation usually fails more because of
embezzlement by th@ax collectors than because of evasion. Bureaucracies originate from distrust; the king appoints

an agent to supervise his agent, and then another agent to look over that agent. Quis custodiet cutodem? If however a
king duplicated tax agents in order t@pent embezzlement by mutual spying, the cost of duplicating every office
makes tax collection too expensive, so that what is gained by suppressing embezzlement is lost in the cost of paying
excessive bureaucracy. The tax system may grow too inefficantdxcessive control; either the interference from

surveillance obstructs the tax collector 6% capability,
As territorial expansion increased and bureaucratic relations became more impersonal, tee wenist
into a highly personal relation with the Kking, whi ch

count as a betrayal of personal trust. This in effect made the minister responsible for any failure of his inferiors. The
agent was gilty (liable) for any failing his subordinate committed, so that the agent would always be prevented

from collusion with his subordinate in embezzlement; the agent would have to compensate any deficit resulting from
the subordinatedwoembezZhemepeyrhapsnanderlies the king
revenue should be paid; in fact the principal had no means to accurately know how much his taxation should yield,

so that, strictly considered, the king should not be entitled ¢scpbe how much revenue he should receive.

However, prescription was a good tactic, because the agent knew what final limits there were to his attempt at
embezzlement.

Control by personal accountability fnband sobomidate s ubor
were remote from the principal. When it was difficult for the principal to stick his nose into local affairs, to that
degree it was possible for agent and subordinate to collude. Suppose that the superior was not held responsible for
theerrors of his inferior in the following senses: 1) He is not personally liable for a fraud detected in his department
that cannot be traced to its author, or 2) he is not liable for a fraud committed by his inferior; the inferior may be
punishable, but #hsuperior may not. Given this leniency, it becomes very easy for the superior to use the inferior as
a catods paw. The superior uses his considerable array
The employee will not betray the sujpereither because of shared profits, or retaliations on himself in case of
discovery; the inferior understands that his superior will escape exposure, and that he the inferior will be punished
exactly as if the malfeasance had been entirely his own. dpgerier maintains his safety because he does nothing
concretely wrong that can be exhibited, so that if the fraud is disclosed, only the inferior is implicated. If there
cannot in this instance be any evidence against the superior, he will remain sifehevhiferior is punished. This
sort of leniency was however inefficacious; most organizational frauds are organized by superordinate figures,
almost never by subordinates acting on their own, and if the miscreant discovered is an inferior figurmeptinish
avails nothing against the harm done. The superior, remaining unscathed and in his original position, remains able to
repeat the same collusion with another subordinate.

The rule that the minister is #Ap ate thesa l@biltieg. Here s ponsi
there are two possibilities: 1) The superordinate figure is immune if there is no proof that he was implicated in the
fraud. 2) The superordinate figure is liable even if it is clear he was not involved, and was not awargroarth
that, as supervisor, part of his inalienable duty is to discover and prevent fraud committed by his subordinates. #1
conveys the risk that the King will not be compensated for fraud, inasmuch as no miscreant is identified. In this case,
the loss 6r the king is absolute, and the minister gains. However, #2 conveys that, quite regardless of whether the
minister was implicated in the fraud, he is guilty by virtue of a higher injunction; to deliver to the King whatever he
promised; the minister musayp for the difficulties in his department, not the king. This immunizes the sovereign
from the vicissitudes of transaction; the sovereignbs |
or difficulty of obtaining it.®*®

One motivation of government centralization had been that if all tax revenue were centrally accumulated,
the king could verify whether the taxes had been col
signifying the Pharaoh as the central sterafjall wealth; the redistribution system seems to have raised the living
standard and sustained domestic peace. The idea of central storage and redistribution was however embedded in
perennial struggle with an equally powerful contender, the idea aftprproperty. Throughout history in a plurality
of patterns taxation is evidence of contentious bargaining between the sovereign and nobility.

The early Egyptian taxation may not be properly termed taxation at all, since all property was ultimately
the incontestable property of the Pharaoh. Starting from the Old Kingdom Egypt took a nationwide census of
animals, land, and gold, because without an accurate census it would be unable to control tax evasion. As early as
3000 B.C. taxpayers from industry, agiiture, and commerce were required to declare their property holdings. The
requirement was based on the principle that all things belonged to the King (Pharaoh). Thus, every transaction or
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production whatever required a payment in tax or rent to the King,cause in using oneds p
production one was using the property of the Kitfidlaxes were paid in kind or labor. At least from the time of the

New Kingdom a harvest tax appropriated one half from large estates, and one third from srea|l @fstae total

yield, providing for payment of the Egyptian bureaucracy; one might notice how inefficient the bureaucracy was, if

its support cost bet ween | and 1/ 3 of tot al GNP. Con
storehouse, not thrgh a private market.
But this Ataxationo was stild]l not taxati on, since

distinction between the Pharaohods p®% the €hird Dynastynthx pri vat
collection was farmedut to the nobility; this is quite significant regarding the struggle between collectivism and

private property®! Apparently the Egyptian bureaucracy, being clumsy, was inadequate for efficient nationwide tax
collection; resident provincial nobility was ale able to collect taxes efficiently. The nobility had in consequence a

means of power over the central government by which it could force concessions. The provincial nobility/priesthood

could more reliably collect taxes, but were not reliable in paskiagavenue to central government. The King or

Pharaoh used the bureaucracy or military to enforce compliance from nobility, but this produced a new edition of the
same problem; an army or bureaucracy, situated between the Pharaoh and his tax reverse,bsgsna the

control of the Pharaoft?

Re al rights of private property were conceded to t
accumulation as stolen property, it was conceded as private property. The nobility was the first geouqvésted
with property rights. This arose from two conditions: 1) the geographical distance of the nobles from the Pharaoh
and 2) the nobleds virtual contr ol over what was to b
compromise, thami r et urn for the Pharaohbés vesting his propert
would in turn be perennially obligated to pay tax on his private property. This ensured that the Pharaoh would have
the usufruct, as it were, of the propehy had vested in the noble; he would not have the capital in his private
ownership, but he would continue to enjoy the benefits of its ownership.

Such a compromise is not a static solution; the noble, i.e. the provincial governor, may obtain private
propeaty in exchange for a duty to pay the taxes of his province, but he would residually prefer not to pay taxes at
all. One solution is to adjust between high and low taxation in order to gain sincere cooperation from the noble;
another solution is to overtlyay the taxes, but to embezzle, and in the extreme case to rebel, or engage in treason.

The Pharaoh, or King, likewise slides on a scale of satisfaction; if he thinks that he could receive better tax revenue

for the same loyalty he may desire to deposepttovincial governor. The relation of Pharegivernor will remain

stable for as long as the governor transmits adequate tax revenue and maintains domestic stability. If the provincial
governor can obtain more tax revenue from his subordinates, howewsill keep the excess for himself without

reporting the increase to the Pharaoh. The Pharaoh will in turn establish more intermediary bureaucratic agents in
the province to prevent the governor 6és pdueofltheexiraon, but
cost to the Pharaoh. The governords purloined tax rev
propgﬁaty?“ As the wealth of the State or the province increases, the amount of unofficial private wealth increases as

well.

Fragmentation of tax returns in several places would aggravate the credibility gap. However, there were
strong counteinterests. Centralization of tax receipts provides a synopsis of tax revenue and disbursement, but
centralization in a nomonetary tax eawomy is improbable due to the combination of poor transportation and in
kind payment. Natural tax payment is subject to theft and the distribution of natural tax revenue involves the
doubled cost of transportation. Ancient societies were not monetizadijriflividual was called upon to pay a tax, it
would be paid in as a goat or a bag of grain. On the other hakihdippayments were subject to spoilage, and may
not be able to be rdistributed to where they were needed. The goods may spoil within simeh iame, the longer
the travel the larger the margin of embezzlement, and the cost of complicated transportation itself could detract so
much that management of the tax revenue might cost more that the revenue gained.

Taxation might be less produati than not taxing. From the census central government was able to
estimate what revenue should enter the treasury by day, month, or year, and determine according to this prediction
what expenses should be paid from the incoming tax revenue. The sta& Oiddgot originate from financial
planning, but from a need to control embezzlem&similarly to tax collection surveillance, centralized collection
might cause the costs of tax collection to cancel fiscal gain. A compromise was needed. Insteadoofirepan
taxation, collections might be stored in the location of their collection, economizing on transportation. This solution
would provide the possibility that tax revenue could also be disbursed from the location of its storage. The solution
wastoaccmul ate tax collections in regional depots of the
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capital city. Local collection would save the cost of transportation, but on the other hand increase liability of local
embezzlement, and enablerayincial lord to appropriate the provincial tax capital and mount a rebé&ffion.

Decentralized storage of royal revenue enables the provincial governor to lie all the more easily about the
actual amount of collected revenue. Relative to the remotendiss pfovince, the tax collector can scheme to use
the collected revenue to make a covert alliance with another King and establish himself as king of a renegade
province. The liability that a province may use its delegated tax collection to rebel compedsido of more
centralized hierarchical society. The King can prevent this sort of defection by embezzlement by spreading power
more thinly through layers of intermediaries whose contingent privileges depend on holding each other in check.
Unless the kingmprovises hierarchical supervision, the tax collector is likely to contest the king for jurisdiction
over the province. Hierarchy minimizes embezzlement by appointing intermediary intervals to supervise the tax
collectors. The agents who might otherwessenb ez z | e wi | | be properly regimente:
mi ddl e agents can benefit more from sharing the Kingos
frail hi(gg?rchy will otherwise split society under two kings of what hednbone kingdom, who emerge openly in
rivalry.

Tribute, grossly unequal exchange, or high taxation can keep a remote province too weak to mount a revolt.
Theocracies tended to prefer this approach, which however is efficacious only for so long iastloe pfovince is
vastly less developed than the patron State. If a province or client developed to the same level as the State, there
would be no motivation for the client to remain subordinate, and the client would be too strong for the patron to
subde; it seemed essential to keep the client or province very primitive. The patron State could maintain affability
by providing the only opportunity of exchange and by providing labor employment Authoritarian social
control was operable for the core of tBte, but the amount of menial employment or exchange opportunity was
too limited, and the theocratic State did not extend its own social infrastructure to what had previously been alien,
though now client, territory. Consequently if a peripheral pravioc client grew, it developed its own social
infrastructure, which was separate from that of the pa&ffoRhe province or client state would then bridle at the
unequal commercial equation, and seek some means to complete sep&ration.

The Pharaoh or Kingould keep the loyalty of his assistants by one method only; all henchmen had to be
well satisfied with their emoluments. The King could not keep all wealth solely for himself; necessarily the total
wealth had to be substantially distributed to the officefr government. This generates a new dilemma; the King
needs to calculate the maximum that he can keep for himself, without putting his regime at risk, and the minimum
| argesse by which he could rely on hiodnagyeattermforttte6 f or b
solution of this dilemma is to provincialize taxation; an outlying province is made to pay the taxes for the
maintenance of its resident government and military. Additional tax revenue was of course sent to central
government. Thedevice economizes, but by therein enabling the province to appreciate isuffieléncy,
encourages the temptation of the province to repudiate central government.

The Persian Empire used a tax system calledtage a tribute payable to the Kingmposed on all
provinces, resolving into a fixed annual hdgag on all adult inhabitants. It was paid part in money and part in kind,
and derived from similar taxes of previous States of the same area betweén2B@Q0B.C. Thdagewas pure tax
revenueof the King; another head tax was imposed to absorb all the costs of army and administration, so that these
necessary costs would not infringe on the revenue date’®

The Persian satrapy was based upon provincial taxation. Such an arrangemetrisusrdt apportions
more wealth to the King, the satrap governor is generously paid off with a salary that exceeds what he could extract
if his satrap were independent, and it should minimize
that the empire will be a loose federation; the satrap is allowed to maintain its traditions etc. so as not to feel
imperial oppression. It has a minimal duty: to pay some of its taxes to the King. There was a land tax, a livestock
tax, and a commercial t&%" There was a harbor tax, an overland customs tax, and a purchase tax in the local
markets?’Government still utilized the corv®e, seized what
legal prospect&’® There was overabundant opportunity for yation®’* The closer the provincial form approaches
indepenggnce, the less reason it has to revolt, but in direct proportion, the more opportunity and resource it will have
to do so:

Tax Compliance
How can it be explained that common people did not dgadieir interests in separation from the interest
of the Pharaoh? Resistance to taxation of every form or name was very*§tfbimg.usual procedure of Egyptian
tax collection was to sweep down on a village unannounced, chase down the taxpayers who tried to escape, and then
beat or torture the taxpayer until the tax collector found out where the tax payer was hiding his $fcthee.
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Pyramids comprised ever more mdike architecture to protect the tomb of their God the Pharaoh from burglary,
but the tomb of their God the Pharaoh was always burgled immediately after comBfetion.

The presentation of the Pharaoh as the living-Gad, or the son of God, etc. etc. was never sufficient to
captivate the labor classes in the desired gullibility. Given that the ruling class bureaucracy had such a total array of
repressions to control the labor classes, one might wonder why the rubsgsclead left any of the surplus at all to
the labor class. The bureaucracy was neither capable of making the labor class sincerely believe their propaganda,
nor could brute force discover every device by which laborers might reserve some of the sutheradelve§’

The totalitarian economy was beneficial to the economic security of the demos. The theocracy fixed every
individual into a productive slot; collective labor produced much greater yield per individual work unit, and
regulated long distancé&ransportation provided greater supply at lower prices. However, relative prosperity
immediately resulted in excessive fertility rates, which more than offset the increase of food supply. The Nile basin
supported the highest population density in the woflte adjustment was effected in widespread abortion,
infanticide, plague, and wéf Egypt did not expand to accommodate excessive population; the Pharaonic
government, true to its theocratic belief in the providence of rigidity, became more represshe sxial
environment deteriorated*

Pharaonic generation of food surplus for the first time in history, had not resolved human economy,
because under safe conditions humans reproduce *foféhe Pharaonic state reacted with intensified
centralization; te demos, from which no member escaped, was regimented into enormous corvée armies to spend
their energy on unproductive tasks such as pyraffitdEheories have been advanced that the pyramids had some
function that has escaped us, but the main utility efgiiramid seems to have been suppression of independent
capital accumulation. The Egyptian corvée absorbed all time that the paganus did not need for agriculture; it
prevented the formation of a free labor market and thus funneled all surplus exclusivetentral government,
which remained the only employer of lati8tWorkers were pagani, not preponderantly slaves; they were organized
into battalions with names glorifying the Egyptian theocracy. Its effect was to utterly destroy private initiative by
accomplishing total control over the private lives of the pagani. Disposition of a corvée battalion would instantly
swamp any private economic initiative, thus expunging individualist spending to the favor of collective
expendituré®

The alternative wouldthave been some form of expansion. Agriculturists had less labor than in other parts
of the world; the alluvial rhythm left them long periods of time in which they did not need to farm. Capitalistic
license would have led at least to intensive expansiowhioh the demos would have expanded the economy by
small enterprise. However, emergence of a low capitalist economy would have scattered the carefully arranged class
order of Egypt. By conscripting the entire common population into what was virtually Islber (unpaid) for huge
public projects, the pharaonic government successfully expropriated all the energy and time which might otherwise
have flowed into a free market and petty capitalistic enterprise. Theocracy maintained itself by thoroughly
suppresisig possible alternatives; it was boundlessly more effective than Stalinist five year plans.

It was paramount for the theocratic State to disguise taxation in order to countervail &’a3iginally
commoners made gifts of natural kind to propitiate gbds, but a sovereign such as a pharaoh would usually be
unable to wait on donations, or make do with the amount donated. Compulsory taxation of a fixed amount originated
from religious votive offerings because taxation invariably depends on some dégreguiescence. This nen
monetized contribution towards propitiation of the gods was used by the king to wage war etc. Votive offering is
perhaps the first instance of tdisguise; the taxation was paid to the king, but was said to be paid to the gods, wh
originated the demand. By personifying a god who presumably demanded the tax, potential anger against the king
could be deflected. Whereas in modern society anger at taxation is mitigated by presenting it as something arrived at
by negotiation and agreemt, in a theocratic society anger was palliated by dressing it up as an offering¥8 God.

Taxation was imposed on a government institution (temple), not directly on the people. Presumably it was
easier to get tax payment out of the people on a religathsr than a secular pretext, so that taxation continued to
work best as an exaction for temple and religious seryv
profane purposed® The Pharaoh (King) represented Egyptian collective survinsl organized community;
without the symbolic existence of the King, representing the totality comprising each individual member, there
could have been no conception of communal unity. This unity of Egypt was conceived to depend on the existence of
the Plaraoh, and was conceived to depend further on the rationalization that taxes were being paid to the gods. The
later distinction of secular government with King from the priesthood entailed resolution of the relations of clergy
vs. State and their respedaivevenue8®

The priority of the State was to prevent any alteration in its social structure and order of classes; ad
nauseam, commerce is the greatest threat to such a priority. Corvée labor such as on the pyramids made the State the

94



one and only signiant employer of labor. The State could thereby fix the scale of wages in complete disregard for
supply and demand, thus guaranteeing that the distribution of wealth would never alter no matter what the change in
economic condition&”

Labor

L o c k e diton af prbperty might seem seffvi dent ; property results from
matter. The theocratic, more narrowly the Egyptian view could not adopt such a principle because it denied an
earlier axiom that also seemstobeself i dentaboaona&s olneds ultimately person:
instead the property of the Pharaoh, and what one crea:
the Pharaoh. The Pharaoh organized all economic activity through the temyesierereated by the subjects from
agriculture, industry, and commerce were delivered to the Pharaoh. Tools and means of production were
redistributed by the Pharaoh from the central storehouse, making it possible for the demos to produce more, but
sincehis production ensued only from the Pharaohdés redi ¢
Pharaolf®*

Use of the corvée as a form of tax payment 1) enabled the state to accomplish most of its projects at no cost
and 2) preclude the emergencf private capital and competiti6if.In the New Kingdom labor was organized into
groups directed by bureaucratic foremen; true to the pattern of internal corruption, foremen engrossed wealth by
embezzling from the labor payrofi¥ To stem this sort of enezzlement, the Pharach assigned a detailed plan of
agriculture or production for the upcoming year; agriculture was instructed to plant specific crops at specific
guantities, and specific percentages of the harvest of these assignments were assgriedted r y t o t he Ph
storehouse. Taxes were then calculated on the basis of these assignments; there was not much margin for private
ownership or malfeasané¥'

Slavery

An important legacy of the Neolithic townless civilization was the subjugatiothef ¢ribes; a tribe that
managed to conquer another used the vanquished tribal group as slaves, or as a labor class. This practice passed into
the theocratic states without any sense of contradiétiofhis practice transformed the demos into a laborsclas
rather than slaves, but in addition to taxation the theocracies devised a hidden tax. This hidden tax did not produce a
money revenue, but eliminated the need for revenue inasmuch as it eliminated costs as well as money payment
would. This was slaveryra@orvée. If for instance a pyramid were built by corvée, the cost would be enormous, but
the cost would not appear in state finances, because the labor was unpaid. It would not raise taxes, although every
inhabitant would have paid with his/her labor. Brvadult, excepting those of the elite, had to provide unpaid labor
to the Pharaoh, unless the individual paid the Pharaoh the money equivalent &flabor.

The utility of hierarchy for social stability reduces to its organization of collective expenditure,
counteracting the chaotic decomposition which results from unconditioned individual expenditure. Assume that
market organization liberates the demotic individual to spend however he likes. A Pharaoh would be perplexed at
how such an economic organizatioauld serve the integrity of society, still more perplexed at the intention to
enable the common people to be spending consumers. If there were universal freedom of expenditure, the more
intelligent would shortly become the more powerful and dominatettiers) this would scramble class distribution.

How can individual equality of power be maintained in abstraction from family and kinship relations? The
equality of membership, i.e. absence of coercion, is a bare possibility in a context of pettivals, but the
increase of the numbers of society makes sentimental relations an imposSitligrarchy however functions to
produce collectivities of a small number once again, by which sentimental relations might persist in a mass society.
A prescibed class order, though supposed to be synonymous with social stability, would immediately decompose
from the pressures of free market spending. If arbitrary individual expenditure undermines the durability of the
State, slavery would appear to be madiynadaptive, inasmuch as it eliminates individual expenditure. Every
profession was made to depend immediately on the central planning of the State; labor of every sort was organized
militarily as battalions of serfs. Where there was contractual labogis onl y free in appear anc:
laborer was under the whip?

If, however, no advantage emerges for the individual made subject to this scheme of collective expenditure,
nothing would motivate the subject to labor. Labor was organizewhilitery structures to better monitor the
deployment of labor and apply military coercion. As a result, building and architecture therefore never developed
much beyond the techniques of the NeoliffifcAll building, created from State capital, was tighslybjected to
State control, and therefore showed no innovation. All other professions were similarly under strong influence from
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the State, and did not progress rapidRin fact slavery was not a strong element in the economies of the Near
Eastern theocraes, although slavery became foundational thousands of years later, in the late Roman Empire, at the
very end of antiquity. Indeed the GradRoman civilization had developed institutions of individual freedom
superior to what animated the ancient theciei but the Roman Empire adjusted to its pressures by instituting
slavery and serfdom perhaps even more oppressive than those of the ancient thé¥chaniesslavery, what

enabled the Egyptian scheme of collective expenditure? Theocracies corgraledevels more completely than

wage levels, because the state controlled the production of goods more completely than the labor force; or, rather,
the State could control the wages of the labor force only by controlling the prices of their proditions.

The labor classes of Egypt were native Egyptians; they were not, as in Greece or India, for instance, a
subjugated race that had occupied the land prior to alien conquerors. What, then, could motivate the Egyptian to
tolerate the tax structure of a haechical society? Nea gr i cul t ur al | abor in Egypt was
which divided labor into groups equipped with familiarity. The groups were naiddy, not individually,
responsible fotiturgies not taxes. T h en offaringitosGoah, tiiallyldisguising ghg exactos. a
Since the exaction was collectivized, anyone who failed to pay his amount thereby increased the amount that his
colleagues would pay; this device redirected resentment and suspicion towards the roethbagsoup rather than
toward governmen®® Although inadvertent, it was essential that the peasant not pay tax from his harvest. Rather,
the peasant yielded the whole harvest, and was afterwards given a part of the harvest on which to sustain himself.
This transaction suppressed the emergence of a concept of ownership, payment, or tax. There was no authentic
taxation because there was no property.

The conditions of acquiescence were mainly psychological. Unlike Greece, the Early Kingdom of Egypt
was theearliest transition from the Neolithic Age into civilization; it was not passage from a prior to a later
civilization. The conditions of permanent settlement dictated some of the principles of Egyptian’&liKarie. any
society afflicted with shortagepmpetition among the component groups for the greater part of total resources was
ferocious. But, with a unique difference; not a single part of the Egyptian social organization provided the least
opportunity for power struggles, either between clans asselS®°Any imaginable alteration of the social mosaic
was sacrilege, because of the conception that the whole of society would collapse unless it was maintained to be
exactly as it had always been. The divinity of the Pharaoh, and his ownership of allémedhe cardinal elements
of hierarchy.

Prior to civilization, the first unit was not the family, or even the extended family, but the group. Kinship
itself was posterior to the family, because of its artificiality; originally the kinship group was wmaity of blood.
Ethnography, i.e. the struggle between clans, does not explain the formation of civilization in Egypt or in Sumeria;
there were no clans to begin with. There had not been genetic commonalties that distinguished one clan from
another pror to the civilizing process. On the contrary, geographic confinement, which is a moment in the process
of civilization, restricts people to an isolated location, from which they could not move, though they had previously
been able; confinement in turn geates a distinct gefmool from the circumstance that this cordomdtigroup
could not mate except amongst each other over a period of several genétations.

I't is most probably the idea of fAethni chlgnusucht yo t h:
positive religious value to the incestuous marriages of the Ph&¥a@bnsanguinity of the kinship group developed
from a yet more primitive group, which gradually developed the kinship commonality of blood by random but
confined marriage or ating. Families would afterwards crystallize as a-sefficient unit, while the conception of
the individual as a seBufficient unit never fully developed in antiquity. There was no perceived impropriety in
asserting that God, or the Pharaoh, ownedldhd, because there could have been no conflicting conception of
individual ownership.

Taxation must be profoundly embedded in the social culture, as it invariably fails whenever there is no
broad mutual consent between taxpayer and collector. To fxagdn onesidedly might be narrowly possible, but
reluctance to pay tax either makes the cost of tax collection exceed the tax revenue, or reduces productivity so much
that a reasonable tax, which is not raised exorbitantly, is unproductive. Recdptitaiation had to be inculcated
in the tax payer starting from his infancy. The effect of infantile imprinting of authority is to make the adult obeisant
to older authority figures long after the authority figure is no longer intellectually or coer@geipped to
overpower the grown adult. If an adult should nevertheless revolt, he usually reacts intemperately, as an individual,
and has no chance of asserting himself against the organized and traditional power of 8d&jetgaching
children that thesovereign is a god, or is the son of God, the taxpayer is sufficientlya@wet not to challenge the
tax requirement. Divine lineage of the sovereign was essential to achieve the malleability of the tax payer.

Aggrandizement of the Egyptian priesthoadwealth and power over the previous nomic (provincial)
aristocracy was integraf?® At the unification of Upper and Lower Egypt, the nomic aristocracy was relieved of its
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suzerainty over its nomes and were replaced by priests from the central governhmrth A¥ealth accumulated in

the priesthood only because the people believed in the reality of theygbd/*® As society develops, the God

must gradually become more abstract in order to encompass and unify the minor gods to whom the localities had
previausly been devotet! The peasants who previously had a feudal relation to the provincial aristocracy were
now regimented in labor and made liable to taxafién.

Tax Partiality

A strongly hierarchical society preemptively structures how individuals of dags ccan make
expenditures. The Egyptian elite had gained their ascendancy by participation in the military organization, and
subsequently strove for the institution of private property and decentralization of power. The tendency was
absolutely limited byhe unavoidable dependency of the Egyptian economy on the centralization of all society in the
Pharaoh’*The Egyptian Stateds control of prices, money ex
economically dependent on the State whose centiializahey would have liked to fragment; their prosperity
continued to depend on its nénagmentatior** The elite were kept under control through tax partiality.

A reactive social movement might retaliate by eliminating the advantage which the benefarizss
from tax partiality. Usually such a reaction takes the form of eliminating taxation from the victimized group
altogether. The episode of Akhenaton exemplifies this. A regime almost always collapsed because the religion of the
State had overefined itself, so that its ideals fell out of contact with the material premises of society; after
Akhenaton, Egypt was for the first time conquered by a foreign group, the Hyksos. Egalitarian reaction to tax
partiality normally used the device of derogatingssl distinction; this destroys the hierarchical use of deference as a
method to preserve its class order. This tactic almost always fails. Akhenaton had in effect attempted to erase the
established class distinction when he reduced taxation by'5084yasthe priesthood that would suffer from this
tax reduction. High taxation needless to say supported the wealth of the priests, and their power, but it should be
carefully articulated that, separately and in addition, it supported the prestige attribatekdaaty. Social equality
on the contrary vitiates the prestige that authority enjoys in a society; it removes popular support for authority.

An alternative correction is to distribute, in a contextmpliant manner, tax revenue in equal shares to the
taxpayers. Wit hout equal di stribution one group wild/l
apparently fomented the internal class war within Judea, essentially inducing the dissolution of the State. In addition
to high taxation and excessicorvée, it was attempted to create an industrial economy out of what was formerly an
agricultural state. A confrontation developed between the townless civilization and its successor, the theocracy; the
demos exhibited resistance to forces of the newizzition that would confine and subjugate them further under the
demands of the State. The Jews were the only oriental group that showed in their religious literature what the King
of the Jews, the Son of God, asshwhenSbl@amoratied tp integrate the dewwsc . t r |
into oriental theocracy, the lower class Jews, in the mouth if the prophetic tradition, réSelled.

The normal trajectory of a triumphant religion is either to generate a system of State from itself, chto atta
itself to the State and defend it for the sake of maintaining the status quo. Judaism and its progeny, Christianity,
were exceptions in that from their earliest stages they developed a tradition of undermining the State and attacking
the status qud’ The unpropertied middle class of an industrial economy would entail some demotion of the
priesthood and landowners. Apparently Solomon could not trust the priesthood and nobility to protect his position,
for otherwise he would not have tried to raise angomastic class. The individualistic proclivity of the Jews would
lead to lower taxation; a free market flourishes better from low taxation, and individualism applied constant pressure
to diminish the coercive power of government and transfer authoritthes power centersS ol omonds str at
instead created an urban proletariat, whose resentment he could not keep undeftontrol.

Taxation is often more important for its capacity to control class formation than for its opportunity to
collect revenue. Tarevenue, similarly to profits derived from exchange, create opportunities, of which war is the
prime example, for financial acts which upturn one class in favor of anétfire state is the product of a preto
military organization; rather, the necessitiyfimancing military force and stabilizing economic transaction brings
about the coercive centralization which amounts to the StaRersia for example had foregone the Babylonian
tradition of promoting commerce, preferring to find its stability in adtice, that is to say, in aristocra6.

Persia

The commercial class of the Persian Empire was composed of foreign elements (Babylonians,
Phoenicians, Jews), who were not trusted to act for the good of Persia. The Persian rejection of commerae reflects a
aristocratieagrarian fear that the merchant might usurp ascendancy; by derogating commerce it was hoped that the
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wealth and power of the landowner might be kept ascendant. But this tactic entailed that Persia would not be
financed from the discountenatt commercial classes, and could not be financed adequately from the priesthood,
because of the lack of religious universalfty.Trade and credit were minimized; the State promoted barter
exchange, autarchy and sslffficiency/?*

Given such circumstance®course was taken to war. Ambivalence devolves upon whether taxes are raised
in order to fight a war, or whether a war is waged in order to justify tax collection. In the case of Persia, war often
functioned as a way to circumvent the pressure to taiges. Persia shared in the oriental theocratic pattern of
looting all the wealth, possessing all the land, and enslaving the entire population of a defeated nation; hence it was
often the case that a military society such as Persia could greatly poofitfaging war. If money was needed to
wage a war, war might instead necessitate rather than elude taxation, but the Persian pattern was more the case in
ancient history, when it was feasible to enslave a total population.

Clerical Inheritance

A significart bifurcation of theocracy is found in this contrast: in Sumeria the King successfully resisted
domination from his priesthood, whereas in Egypt the priestly bureaucracy overwhelmed the Pharaoh. In Sumeria
the original unity of Temple and Court split infiwo, necessitating a clarification of the property rights of Temple
and Court. Why did this happen? Or, why were Egypt and Mesopotamia not in reversed positions? If the King was
the God, what had been the necessity of distinguishing King (profane) fronfséaed)? Mesopotamia of th& 3
millennium BC separated the treasury of the King from that of God, i.e. distinguished land and treasury of the King
from land and treasury of the Temple. Babylonia developed into a commercial society, whereas EgypfTtiel not
land sequestered for the King was intended to supply the palace; this suggests that land claimed for the clergy had
some use separate from the Kingbs contempl ated expen:¢
conceivable to the King musiave ipso facto heralded a holy purpose; the King should not have been capable of
conceiving anything seerving or profané®®

Perhaps the first priority for the ascendancy of any priestly class is tax immunity. Taxation is the major
means by which garnment can regulate the power of diverse classes and, once the priest is relieved of taxation,
there is little a monarch can do to retard the growth of priestly power. Once thekprgestsolves into priest and
king, strife develops between the Kinghavin fact collects the tax, and the priest, who legitimizes the divinity of
the king, and legitimizes his right to tax collection, as to who actually predominates. The usual fact, that the
priesthood is corporate and government is not, decides in fatbe gfriest. In most theocracies the priests were a
closed class, which none but their children could join. A prohibition of personal inheritance had the effect of
strengthening the priesthood dsvis the government. If all priests were collectively gl but were not personal
property holders, all wealth extracted by religion remains perpetually the property of the priesthood, because it is not
allowed to leak back into the general population by personal expenditure or inheritance. The policyiedttnzopl
can remain unchanged across generations because the policy is not contingent on the personal economic prospects of
an individual . The kingos policy however i s regul ar |
contingent on the subjeeé economic prospects of a mortal kidgProhibition of priestly inheritance served to
protect priestly prestige from suspicion of personal i
interest more stable than that of the mondftfithe priesthood of Egypt, Babylon, and Judea all eventually acquired
more power than their monarcHg.

The question of property was essential to the Babylonian and Egyptian differences in development.
Emergence of civilization commonly to both dependedxmemely fertile alluvial agriculture. Regarding a second
condition Mesopotamia was more typical; since inception Mesopotamian civilization had to manage the conflict
between nomadic upland tribes and alluvial settlement, in addition to the hostflitigal State entitie<?® Egypt
on the contrary was almost naturally a unitary State without external jeopardy; even if a community were rebellious
either at the head of the Nile or somewhere in its midst, it had inevitably to submit and be placatedthe@ause
was neither lateral escape nor appeal to alliance with other soigties.

In consequence the priesthood had been able to absorb and retain all commercial functions into itself, and,
by preempting the development of a commercial class, developeapiéity to engulf the Pharaoh. The pharaoh
owned all land. The ancient Egyptian did not pay a tax, because he did not own property. Land prices were not
recorded in sales documents, because secondpayingitsiowner s
liturgy.”* The ancient Hindus of India also dispensed with the concept of land ownership; the individual would,
rather, own the rights to the yield of a specific piece of land, and it was this right, rather than ownership of the land
itself, tha had been conceived as being sold in a land conveyance. Somewhat similarly in Egypt, rather than to
define land by ownership, the land was defined a posteriori as a payable liturgy. The occupant occupied land not
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because he was the owner, but becauseiakits liturgy/? The individual was obligated to continue the same labor
as his father, and paid a liturgy in gratitude for whatever role he was therein compelled to f&rform.

Liturgy

Taxation conceptually depends on property. Egypt, surrounded asidal by desert, kept the demos
absolutely trapped in the area of irrigation. No escape was possible; the fixity of the irrigation system was the
absolute condition of lifé3* As the Egyptian society developed, there was no possibility of prolonged taare{as
The fiscal revenue of Egypt was collected as a liturgy, not a tax; the liturgy was associated with religion rather than
with property. A |iturgy was a donation to God, not th
duty to make pyment (liturgy) on the land; one was not classified as owning land, but as being the one who paid a
liturgy on it. This formulation eliminated distinctions of taxes on realty and personalty. Tkegrionltural artisan
was conceived as paying a liturgy fperformance of his role exactly as a peasant paid a liturgy for the use of land.

In this regard the liturgy did not make class distinctions; regardless of social level, an individual was obliged to pay

a liturgy attached to the role, and in default subject and all the members of his family were converted into

pharaonic slavery. All labor, be it agriculture, commerce, government etc. was conceived as a liturgy, the individual
donation to God. The peasant did not own land; rather, he was assignad, tthéaharvest of which he owed to
God”*The Pharaohés army enforced the | iturgies. The pri
tributes, and fees amongst themselves and made receipt of this revenue a heredifafy right.

Given the conggtion that not the farmer, but God, owned the land cultivated, the paganus could not pay a
tax from his harvest; it was not his. The whole harvest was yielded, and a fraction on which to support himself was
given to the paganus. This convoluted interpretaserved to preclude ideas of tax or ownership; the paganus
lacked the premise that one is the original owner of whatever one creates. There could be no authentic taxation
because there was no property. This conception of divine ownership was owiagrtattitity to farm land without
dependence on the State. The Nile flooded seasonally and scrambled boundary marks. In view of flooding,
agriculture was possible only by means of the collective, i.e. governmental, supervision. The Nile basin was divided
int o finomes, O i . e. provinces of t he Phar aoh, who admin
agriculture’®® Instead of inference from the harvest to the ownership of land, the paganus could infer that he was in
debt for the use of land from ¥ah he could not have harvested, had there been no government to manage the
flooding. Payment to the Pharaoh, or to the gods, followed from the premise that without external help there could
have been no cultivation. The Egyptian concept of personal pyopas extremely weak, but the concept of debt to
some entity for the harvest was very strong. Each individual was obligated to take the profession of his father;
autonomy being suppressed by the sense of obligation, the sense of personal property dnewdidt was
correspondingly expung€d® Artisans were organized in groups under a supervisor, who managed and sold their
collective labor’® The leader in every agricultural community was liable to punishment if the harvest fell short.
From the fourth millenium the peasants of the Lower Nile were formally categorized as the laborers of the Pharaoh,
and these bonded laborers were managed by pharaonic agents, i.e. th&'pfiestguastaxes of the peasant were
in natural kind’** The Egyptian Temple controteagriculture; the tenant of an estate in the property of the Temple
paid 1/3 of his harvest as rent, paid taxes, and had to return more seed than he had been lent {4t Isoaghg.
followed in these customs; all artisans of a specific type were calléttene street; most Israelite artisans also
depended for their livings on business with the King or Temple. Artisans still occupied a social position lower than
that of the paganus; they existed in vassalage or bondage to the King, and could notvhadkatherwise ™

In consonance with the lack of a concept of personal property, not the actual farmers, but royal agents

administered the disposition of the hand8Each i ndi vi dual of any group had an
was supposed toebdomiciled his whole 1ifé*® The idia functioned to enroll the individual in the corvée labor
assigned to his group; this arrangement entrenched th
obligated to an aut horropeyr.t yNoot bountl yt hteh ep epaesaasnatndt sd so winp | a

emerge, did not belong to the individual, but to G8dn a normoney economy the necessary soldiery could be
composed by presenting milit ar y*®Thieorvof duty was sot barterad asn s o f

in medieval feudalism; the underling accepted virtually any exertion demanded 6ffilhe i ndi vi dual 6s
having an idia was tantamount to evasion of the corvée; in this case the State confiscated his property, and
conscipted him and the other members of his family into a more overt form of sl&jetjthough there was

perhaps little difference, the labor class was not in the greater part enslaved, but a mixture of slave and free.

Marxists do not tire of pointing outtheonsensical ity of terming someone
alternative means of sur vi v aHolderforempfoymed Because itisalifficult i at es
to separate the |l aborer from the ifone@ansi @rii fpireosdutchh e o
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farming is done, slavery and serfdom are far better devices to keep the distinction slave/free unafiblgttng.
oneself be employed for a wage, quite untypical of the ancient world, was accordingly conceived asreeififg
into temporary slavery. The Nile fertility absolved the peasant fromtifa# labor in cultivation, but in the times of
agricultural recess he was conscripted into the corvée labor that constructed the pyramids.

Corvée labor is prevalent in amgonomy that as yet lacks monetary circulation; it was a universal means
by which an individual could discharge a debt or tax obligation. Corvée was not merely supplementary, but also a
form of compulsory tax, by which the peasants were obligated to searenies, build pyramids, irrigation canals,
etc., all in the pretext of giving what one owed to GSdCorvée bondage is most likely to be broken up by artisanal
and commercial activity. A fully seémployed artisan would acquire his own raw materiats gell directly to the
consumer; this would be advantageous to the artisan, but loosen the totalitarian power of the State; it would invest
the artisan class with political participation. The alternative configuration was to be supplied with raw nigterials
merchant, to be paid for the product by the merchant, and not to sell directly to the consumer. If raw materials were
imported, the artisan would need the services of a merchant, still more so if his product were exported for sale.
Inevitably an argan would be rapidly subordinated if conjunction with a merchant were implemented; the agent at
the terminus of a transaction would manipulate the price and profit to the favor of the merchant rather than the
producer.

Class Dominance

Nevertheless, theommercial alternative would be more amenable to preservation of Egyptian theocratic
hierarchy, by freezing placement in artisanal work. The artisan thus expedited, the problem remained that a free
merchant would destabilize hierarchy; the commercial ttwaa expunged by restricting virtually all commerce and
international trade to the priests; there was no merchanf®l&ke merchant class is always likely to induce major
change in social structure, and therefore to appear especially perilous to ratibdoerarchy. But commerce is
indispensable, and cannot be abolished. The resolution was to assimilate commercial activity into a primitive form
of state capitalism; only priests were merchants.

As independent merchants would disrupt Egyptian hieyarelii international trade was conducted
exclusively by the priesthood. Most of the land was in the possession of the priests of the pharaoh, and the
priesthood owned and operated the ships in which external trade was corfthietaghtly ownership of alneans
in which trade was conducted suppressed the development of an independent commercial interest. Royal possession
of foreign trade helped to maintain prescribed class distributtéish e Phar aohés commerci al
absolute from the beginningf Egyptian civilization because without such control the totalitarian power of the
Pharaoh could not have persisted.

The progress of commercial interest under severe theocratic control quickly unifies commercial activity
into a huge stateun or statesponsored organization, outside of which there is no commerce whatever. The peasants
will hoard, attempt to frustrate tax collection, and pose a springboard for free market activity, which the State will
perennially illegalize and suppress. The State weitlide on all major commercial transactions, whereas small actors
will become indolent>” Domestic commerce in Egypt was severely restrained due to the absence of currency,
although starting from the fourth millennium domestic trade was conducted by barange. Property in land
was alsoﬂ_igstituted, although elements of commerce and private property inevitably jeopardized the theocratic class
structure’.

Centralized redistribution functioned to make small market activity unnecessary. Egyptian domeéstic tr
was not conducted in money, which had not yet been invented; trade was conducted by barter. Domestic wholesale
trade was disadvantaged, while personal retail trade was encumbered with the need to find and barter equivalent
values between items like s#als and barley. Domestic trade was thus minimized. Most laborers were employed by
the State or the Temple, and were paid in kind out of storeh6ieesx collection in kind was precarious because
the goods collected were perishable; this alone might eageuoyal generosity or social welfare, so that the
accumulation might be spent before it became wortHf83gxation in kind would promote a credit system, since
credit extended and repaid in kind would keep the stores of goods Hr@ste frailty of a &ix system based upon
natural kind rather than money reinforced the Egyptian reliance on high tariffs and customs duties for a large part of
the royal revenué®?In fine, a separate merchant class was given no opportunity to dé%elop.

There were no rogusocial classes such as not to be directly dependent on the prie€thdax.regimes
vary with political structure because any political structure constitutes favoritism for one social group instead of
others, and will therefore devise a tax scheme benéftti the social group that government represents.
Egalitarianism inevitably reintroduces hierarchical elements. The forward policy of egalitarianism must be to accept
at least some of the dissenting groups into its regime, for tolerance is essenéiadalitarian idea.
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However, the pure egalitarian scheme allows one group, acting in the freedom vouchsafed by its equality,
to dominate other groups; social equality is built upon natural inequalities. Therefore there is pressure in a sectarian
regime b introduce some hierarchical structures to preempt an unlimited domination of society by one group. The
incessant and interminable struggle to prevent likely groups from seizure of social dominance necessitates some
hierarchical devices to prevent theians of a group, though acting in the parameters of equality, from preparing
manifest substantial inequality.

Conversely, hierarchical societies regularly adopt devices of egalitarianism to forefend the emergence of
egalitarianism; the noblesse de la radoad similar phenomena of English history exemplify how hierarchical
societies might compromise their principles toapt the most dangerous disputants. Hierarchies, excluding the
differentials of natural talent, generate resentment, and must looseneth@radmittance. Capitalistic markets are
the supreme threat to hierarchy; social revolutions (Imperial Rome, ancien régime France, etc. are social revolutions
in which a middle class has been able to acquire wealth from capital markets greater taaltthef the landed
aristocracy) result from the infiltration and overwhelming of landed wealth by commercial wealth. It is in the
interest of a social hierarchy to repress market development.

The aristocrat adheres to the idea that the part showdbmdinated to the whole, the individual should
exist in service to the state, the private should be discounted in favor of the public, usually on the premise that
personal sacrifice to the State is the only salvation of the State. On the contraryitanaegscheme takes over the
apparatus of hierarchijthe Statein order to use it for the opposite purpose: to create substantial equality through
redistribution and to minimize the state so as to attenuate its oppressive influence on the irfffividual.

Tax collection and expenditure perpetuate the dominant class by depriving the disfavored class from
accumulating the collective capital ingredient in any large mutation of class strifctlinés is perhaps obscure in
the case in which all wealth is ownes$e being entirely incorporated in gradations of government bureaucracy. The
primitive collectivity of the labor class formed mainly from the imperative for government to regulate the Nile
agriculture; irrigation, and the seasonal destruction of the fimigasystem by flooding, ruled out private
management. Since the seasonal struggle against the destruction of nature was paramount, Egyptian wealth
materialized as a corporate bureaucracy rather than as the dispersed fortunes of aristocratic fanelneeimdsp
bureaucracy; there was no organization separate from the Pharaoh where wealth could ac@lrRrilste
property and heritability in land, and any form of freedom of contract, inevitably engender market competition. The
absorption of commerce tim the priesthood however deterred the class dislocations that would result from a free
market; commerce was permissible, but only to the class responsible for maintaining hieratic stability.

When a king (pharaoh) gained control he first of all appoifaedly and kinsmen to the highest offices.

This should have assured obedience. It was essential that such an appointee actually benefit from the appointment,

or the agent, relative or not, would not have any reason to keep faith. The King could bedtiasifef fidelity

if he appointed people whose interests were naturally as closely as possible aligned to his own, so that the individual
would benefit himself whenever he benefited the king. Obviously the humans most likely to be trusted were the
closest (family) members; this was rationalized as the consanguinity of divine Bfbode same principle applied

to the nobility; a king could not hold his power unl es
from the same structure, toetlagents who were supposed to stand in for his interests.

A patrtial explanation for tax exemption for priests and nobles is that in a primitive society all things are
paid for in kind, not money; where there is no money and no commerce, the only gtbbastimaterial goods that
can be used as pay are the farmers. Money is ultimately food; priests did not cultivate food. Without doubt tax
exemption was a component of class presffj@ractically seen, so long as priests did not do farming they would
not have the medium for making payments. The fact that the priests were plainly an unproductive class posed a
political problem; if they did not produce wealth, how could they keep entitlement and authority? This was also
solved by centralized redistributioA.l | agri cul tural yield was requisitione
disposal; the pagani were then presented as merely the receivers, from the priests, of what the pagani had cultivated.
It should have been a positive harm to the State, revelgn that a tavexempt class should thereby grow to
overpower the government, but also that the removal of so much of the tax base should increase the burden of the
remainder of the tax bas€® On the other hand, the king (pharaoh) could not rule withsaistance; assistants
would not cooperate if they did not benefit. If the bureaucratic class was not generously rewarded, embezzlement
would rise so high that the leader would lose his ascenddh89% of the spoils of war were dedicated to the gods,

i.e. were given to the priesthood. The tithe on the harvest was delivered to the priests, who kept it in royal
storehouses, which tightened the dependency of the peasantry on the king; the dependency was emphasized in that
1) in times of dearth the pagani hedreceive food from the priests for subsistence and 2) in time of sowing the
pagani needed seed frm the pharaohés storehouse.
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Literacy

The Pharaoh contributed more of his wealth to the priesthood than he did to-plagéas. Prima facie this
ought b signify the exigency of propitiating the priests first because there was better reason to fear tbiagsjest
conversely, there must be some reason why the Pharaoh did not need to fear the pagani, although they were far more
numerous. Possibly the swlic relation explains why fear of a tiny group would be much larger than that of a
much larger, deprived grodf® Obviously the pagani had much more physical power to overturn a State, but the
preponderance of physical power was negligible because wislgoltolic unity the potential of the peasants was
real, but unusabl€’ The priestly control of symbolic power, which enabled the cohesion of the society, was critical.

If the Pharaoh lost the trust of the commoners, the dispersal of the pagani wouldwabalkerted social structure

to emerge. I f the priests had the power to invert the
his society, it would be the priests who were to be feared, because the priest could, but the pagamts collifst

the social confidence.

This sort of pattern partially explains why upper classes of a society are privileged; only they pose a real
threat of social revolution. It is not the amount of manpower per se, but the degree of symbolic unitpakasta
group effective. Even if each member of a number of people distributively harbors the same opinion, that aggregate
of people is not effective until they aggregately share what is in effect the same opinion. Compelling opinions
however must buildpon a shared cultural background, or, if an opinion were coherently built upon an alien cultural
background, it would nevertheless have no force. Only the priests would be sufficiently articulate to embed an idea
in a cultural background which the pagamilody; the pagani could not have done this themselves.

The circumstance that Egypt constituted a first transition into civilization explains why the priesthood came
to supremacy’> The priesthoods preceded theocracies; priests were the only receptdaiesvieidge, and it was
presumed that magical power was invested in such knowlétigepriestly class deliberately formed a secret
knowledge in which it was lethally forbidden for individuals of any other class to participate; awe was essential to
maintainreligious authority.”” The ability to write constituted what was distinct about the pdlesis; it was a
unique aspect not shared by other claé$eBhe priests could predict and remember while the illiterate remainder
could not, so that this ability lerihe priests authority in the eyes of the pagani. Distrust stimulates recourse to
evidence and proof; only the priests could assert accurate memory. In predynastic Egypt the priests were not a
coherent power. As Upper and Lower Egypt unified, the previmueditary aristocracy of the nomes (provinces)
was replaced by the priestly class, which could uniquely keep written records of everything. The aristocracy was
replaced by a State bureaucracy, i.e. the priesthood, during the Middle Kingdom, as writtda kept by priests
became everywhere essentil.

Literacy is usually taken to be a sign or a symptom of civilization, without implication that it was a cardinal
force’® Literacy on the contrary was the origin of a State centrally regulating owneriffifs, mnd duties of a
demos’ Literacy made the centralized organization possible, by which the dominant social groups were able to
extract power and benefit as they had not been able in prenfédm e fiscri besodo were priests:;
the conmercial records of assets, sales, and purchases; they presided over contracts &fidTauidgion and
commerce may have been the first occasions of written landtfdfeere was no alternative means of memory, and
since only priests (scribes) were literdatevas natural that they, handling all financial transactions, should virtually
become t he "iThe Hggtian sciibasseem to have anticipated the conception of Heaerteexs, in that
they meg;ﬁured yields, controlled revenues, and made fat@uvances to the State based upon prediction of the tax
revenue!

Aristocracy and Priesthood

Whenever a social class greatly expands, the implicit trust within the group deteriorates. Originally the
pharaoh was the heagutfiest, or rather, god, and tleatire priesthood was his supportive bureaucracy; nevertheless
the sovereign had to worry whether fihiso priesthood mi
them. The Pharaoh faced a dilemma. The proliferation of bureaucratic postsnmpadsible the kpalace training
of bureaucrats. Bureaucrats in office trained their children at home, and changed the bureaucratic employment into a
hereditary institution. Bureaucratic employment then might be kept stable, but at the cost of a byrehatrac
became independent of the interests of the pharaoh. With the alteration into a hereditary institution the pharaoh lost
the affinity and loyalty of his agent&’

The Mesopotamian theocracies, which established a distinction between palace andiegnalel priest,
did not undergo a palace revolution by the priesthood. The Egyptian Pharaoh, conceived as the god, was eventually
subverted by the Godés F% Tihee Mlasdpotamibn regines inevithbey coataiied t ocr a
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minorities, neighborig nations, and potential conflict between nobility and priesthood; the pluralist composition
forced Mesopotamia to liberate market forces somewhat from governmental control, and consequently diminished
the role of taxation and redistribution by comparisotn Egypt. If a society is composed of different ethnic groups,

it will tend to evolve towards equal distribution, even though their economy would produce greater wealth in a
competitive arrangement. The degree of actual equal distribution varies agcwrdhe internal strife that it should
placate. The partially sectarian nature of Mesopotamia gave the market prevalent strength over the hierarchical
structure. Egypt, given the absence of neighbors, could maintain taxation and hierarchy to a maxthruaintost

total suppression of commerce. One might hypothesize that taxation is unavoidably prejudiced to one class or
anot her , and the class in behalf of which it is prejud
the present coakt one might inquire why in Egyptian theocracy taxation went entirely to the favor of the
priesthood, whereas in the Mesopotamian theocracies the benefit of taxation split between two groups, the
aristocracy and the priesthood.

Akhenaton as an instanog egalitarianism seems oxymoronic. A reactive formation in which class order is
sacrificed for the sake of greater acquisition normally associates with-levetregalitarian insurgence; how could
Akhenaton, the highest ranking member of society, the gedcconceived as rebelling against a social order that
caters to him? There is a restricted form of egalitarianism even in hierarchical society, namely the consent of all
members welplaced in the social order to confine themselves to their given stather than to advance
themselves at the expense of the others in the same pecking e r . A group may advocate
members of its group, antagonistically denying the privileges of equality to all individuals not members of the
group. Foras long as this is sustained the collective power of the wealthier classes will be able to maintain status
quo. In the instance of egalitarian insurgence, it is this equality which the insurgents discountenance; they break rank
within their class order angeek seladvancement in despite of the conventional order, and propound their right
under the aegis of egalitarianism, in place of the previous hierarchical aegis: benefit of the community as a whole.

The hieratic order had evolved to benefit the phiesd through the pretext of the highest priest, the
Pharaoh. An egalitarian insurgence intends to advance people who are hectored and oppressed by authoritarian
structures, in this case, paradoxically, the oppressed people being the enserfed, enstegedntdke frontispiece
of the religious order, the pharaoh himsel f. The cohes
of the leaders. Akhenaton could lead because of his charisma as the incarnate god, representing the priesthood,
used this charisma against the priesthood. This was highly precarious; the acolyte seeking shelter from the
conventional oppression must not fear authoritarian oppression from within the shelter he is entering. Since
Akhenaton had charisma from theiga&us order he was trying to upturn, the charisma was not sufficiently
trustworthy to achieve change. Hierarchical societies distribute tax burdens expressly to eternalize the class
divisions, which are equated with the only possible foundation of sogi@r; high taxation of lower classes is
necessary for the collective good of the state. A stab
no internal breakage of equality within the dominant class, as here instanced between the guidréuh
priesthood. A group remains coherent for as long as there is a daunting external enemy; the group disaggregates into
opposing groups when there is no common threat.

Fiscal administration invariably intends the preservation of the regime in vthkensconced; the final
focus taken by tax expenditure is almost always utterly remote from anything in the imagination of the ordinary
taxpayers because the ordinary taxpayer is never, as such, the imminent threat to the régime. Taxation first and
foremost must support the interests of the cardinal groups that support government. The High Priest of Amon
usurped the last Ramessid pharaoh and ruled in his place. The priests generated superstitions and omens of every
sort to justify and disguise their endzéement; the debilitation ensuing from the spoliation by the priestly class
exposed Egypt to invasion and conquest by the AssyffarEhe abortive attempt of the Egyptian Pharaoh
Akhenaton to introduce monotheism might be interpreted as an effort toaiérthe supremacy of his priestly
bureaucracy? Although aristocratic landlord families that might plausibly have supported Akhenaton existed, they
had been absorbed into a service nobility, and had received too much interest in the pharaonic fisctd f¢ste
substantial opponents of the priesthédd.
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Notes

1 Cf. Spencer, HPrinciples of Sociologyv.lll, London, MacMillan 1969, p.316.

2 When to this natural basis of custom a supernatural sanction is headed by religion, and the ways of one's ancestbes\siteailso

the gods, then custom becomes stronger than law, and subtracts substantially from primitive freedom. To violatevlavthis admiration of

the populace, who secretly envied anyone who can outwit this ancient enemy; to violate custom is to incur almost ustiligrs&bha@ustom

rises out of the people, whereas law is forced upon them from above; law is usiedhea of the master, but custom is the natural selection of
those modes of action that have been found most convenient in the experience of the group. Law partly replaces custostaiteepthces

the natural order of the family, the clan, the tribed the village community; it more fully replaces custom when writing appears, and laws
graduate from a code carried down in the memory of elders and priests into a system of legislation proclaimed in vesttéutabie
replacement is never compleis; the determination and judgment of human custom remains in the end the force behind the law, the power
behind the throne, the last magistrate of men's lives. Cf. DurantQWUillOriental HeritageMJF Books, New York, 1963, p. 27.

3 Around 3000 B.Chegan a series of associated transformations that led a part of humanity to the remaining 0.4% of its life span to
date: the era of civilization; of permanent power relations embodied in states, stratifications systems, and patriafclitgratedhstory. Cf.
Mann, Michael The Sources of Social Powéafolume I, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p.34.

as Artifacts interpose humamade objects between human beings and nature. Most attempts to define civilization center on the artifact.

ThusRenfreed e f i nes civilization as finsulation from natureodo: #Alt see
namely ceremonial centers (insulators against the unknown), writing (an insulation against time), and the city (thetajreat con

spatially defined, the insulator against the outside. Cf. RenfreWfh@.Emergence of Civilization,: The Cyclades and the Aegean in

the Third Millennium B.C.London, Methuen, 1972, p.13.

5 The great revolution, from an economic standpoint, wiiatlowed the Paleolithic Age with the beginnings of the Mesaolithic and

Neolithic periods, is clearly revealed by detailed economic analysis which has rarely been traced farther back thampéhisdney our

economists. For it was then for the first éirthat the pattern of the salled domestic economy of Professor Spiethoff began, and spread

practically over the whole globe. Cf. Heichelheim, Fr&m; Ancient Economic History Vol ume 1, A. W. Si jthoffds Uitg
Leiden 1958, p.26.

6 In unserer Erdrterung der Natur des Menschen war postuliert worden, dass bei wichtigen Entscheidungen Hauptmotivnder moiste
menschlichen Handlungen Eigeninteresse oder Parateiliche Gruppeninteressen seien. Damit liegt die Vermutung nahe; besthihaikedie
Verteilung von Gratifikationen. Dem widerspricht nun aber unsere Behauptung, der grosste Teil dieser im wesentlicheseegbittiessen

kénne nur durch die Herstellung kooperativer Beziehungen zu anderen befriedigt werden. Koopstratisolut notwendig; einmal, um
Uberhaupt zu uberleben, zum andern aber auch, um die Ubrigen Ziele zu erreichen. Mit anderen Worten, ihre egoistisessen |ateirrgen

die Menschen dazu, Mitglieder einer Gesellschaft zu bleiben und sich an dertéilbeigszu beteiligen. Wenn die beiden Postulate richtig sind,

dann folgt daraus, dass die Menschen das Produkt ihrer Arbeit insoweit teilen, als dies zur Sicherung ihres Uberlebdmstimdettichen
Produktivitét jener notwendig ist, deren Handlengfur sie selbst notwendig oder niitzlich sind. Diese Erkenntnis kann man als erstes
Verteilungsgesetz bezeichnen, insofern von seiner Erfiillung das Uberleben des Menschengeschlechts als Gattung abhskigiGerhae;

Macht und PrivilegEine Theor der sozialen Schichtung, Suhrkamp Taschenbuch, Franfurt am Main, 1977, p.70.

7 Cf. Sherratt, Sinterpretation and Synthesisa Personal ViewIn the Cambridge Encyclopedia of Archaeology, ed. A. Sherratt,
Cambridge University Press, 1980, p.405.
8 Cf. Carneiro, R.L.; The Chiefdom: Precursor of the Stat@hia Transition to Statehood in the New Word. G.D. Jones and R.R.
Kautz, Cambridge University Press, 1981 .
9 Ein Sample von mehr als siebzig Jagerd Sammlergesellschaften der Human RetetiArea Files zeigt, dass nur zehn Prozent von
ihnen in der Lage waren, das Leben von Siedlern in einem Dorf zu fuhren. Nach den Griinden daflr braucht man nicht lange zu
suchen: die gebrauchlichen Techniken der Nahrungsbeschaffung von Jagern und Seenririgern normalerweise in ganz kurzer
Zeit den Bestand an essbaren Pflanzen und Tieren innerhalb eines gegebenen Gebiets so weit, dass das zur Erhaltung einer
Bevolkerung notwendige Minimum unterschritten wird und die Gruppe gezwungen ist, weiterzuabfig folgt sie auf ihrem Zug
von Gebiet zu Gebiet einem mehr oder weniger festen Muster, welches sie nach einer gewissen Zeit an ihren Ausgangspunkt
zurtickfiihrt. Cf. Lenski, Gerhardflacht und Privileg Eine Theorie der sozialen Schichtung, Suhrkdrapchenbuch, Franfurt am
Main, 1977, p.140.

10 The population within which such contacts occur is tehe third
Aimaxi mum band. & Thi s i s47%:pedple a@nerisicgamimbeat @ baads.iWbhst, putotiie canfrabfehgermmber
at719 bands. A favorable environment may push popul at itheinowrawapve t hese

Direct face to face communication among human beings may have practical upper limits. AbovgO@lmersons and we lose our ability to
communicate! Gatherdrunters are not literate and are dependent ontéafae communication. Cf. Mann, Michadlhe Sources of Social
Power Volume |, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p.43.

11 Wobst H.M.,1974iBoundary Conditions for Paleolithic Social Systems: a
12 Ein anderes Merkmal von Jagemd Sammlergesellschaften ist ihre zahlenméssig durchweg geringe Grésse. Wenn Gesellschaften
definiert sind als sadal autonome Bevdlkerungen, dann bildet jede lokale Gruppe oder Gemeinschaft eine eigene Gesellschaft. Grossere und
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komplizierte Systeme sozialer Organisation sind auf dieser Entwicklungsstufe praktisch unmdglich. Zwei voneinander umabhéngig
Untersuchunge haben festgestellt, dass die durchschnittliche Bevélkerungszahl vor Jdédesammlergesellschaften bei flnfzig liegt. Die
grossten Jageund Sammlergesellschaften scheinen nicht mehr als ein paar Hundert Menschen gezahlt zu haben, und auchedliese besch
Grosse war nur moglich, weil die Umweltbedingungen ungewohnlich glinstig waren. Cf. Lenski, Gdéwrdund Privileg Eine Theorie der
sozialen Schichtung, Suhrkamp Taschenbuch, Franfurt am Main, 1977, p.139.

13 The transition to hoe cultivationas farreaching in its consequences, and its effect can be seen most easily in the increase of the size
of the tribes. The number of children who reached adult age was greater. Large tribes and small groups increasedHeistzelh€ifn, Fritz;
An Ancient Economic History Vol ume 1, A. W. Sijthoffoés Uitgeversmaatschappi]j N. V.,

14 This meant that property was almost exclusively in communal or family ownership, except for consumer goods. The food gatherer

stage, on the hand, had notyosuch collectively owned property, which was carefully guarded as far as hunting grounds, rivers, and wells were
concerned. Even in such cases, the individual could cross over to another tribe without any difficulty and share itsaprimpeytgs her she

followed the traditional initiation rites and customs of the tribe. Otherwise, individually owned property predominalttict@&flheim, Fritz;

An Ancient Economic History Vol ume 1, A. W. Sijthoffoés Uitgeversmaatschappi]j N. V.,

15 In einfachen gartenbautreibenden Gesellschaften ebenso wie in Jdgkr Sammlergesellschaften gibt es keine grossen
Ungleichheiten, was materiellen Besitz anlangt. Das hat zwei Griinde. Zum einen sind die materiellen lebensnotwendigen Dinge f
alle leicht erreichbar. Cf. Lenski, Gerharacht und Privileg Eine Theorie der sozialen Schichtung, Suhrkamp Taschenbuch,
Franfurt am Main, 1977, p.185.

16 Cf. Woodburn, J.Hunters and Gatherers Today and Reconstruction of the IPeSbviet and Western Antbpology, ed. E. Gellner,
London, Duckworth, 1980.

17 Their social structure was, and is, loose and flexible, permitting freedom of choice in social attachments. They anedeot depe
specific other people for their subsistence. They cooperate intsamals and in larger units but, broadly, they can choose which ones. They can
disengage when they wish. Lineages, clans, and other kinship groupings may give a sense of identity but not of suiesamtiagdts. Nor is

there much territorial consird. Despite earlier anthropological accounts based on some Australian aborigines, most-lyatiererdo not
possess fixed territories. Given their social flexibility, it would be difficult for such collective property rights togevsiway. Cf. Mann
Michael, The Sources of Social Powéfolume I, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p.42.

18 Cf. Mosca, G.The Ruling ClassMcGrawHill, New York,1939, p.53
19 The few at the top can keep the masses at the bottom compliant, provided their contitltisradized in the laws and the norms of

the social group in which both operate. Institutionalization is necessary to achieve routine collective goals; thusealistnier; that is, social
stratification, also becomes an institutionalized featursoofal life. Cf. Mann, MichaelThe Sources of Social Poweérolume |, Cambridge
University Press, 1997, p.7.

20 Cf . Webb M. C.; AThe Flag Follows Trade; An Essay on the Neces
For mat i AnoientCivilization and Trade, ed. J. Slaboff and C.C. Lami@ndovsky, Albuquerque, University of New Mexico Press,
1975.

21 Human beings devoted a considerable part of their cultural and organizational capacities to ensure that further evotitomtuatid
They seem not to have wanted to increase their collective powers, because of the distributive powers involved. Amsteaifitteed state were
essential components of civilization, general social evolution ceased before the emergeniteatibnivCf. Mann, MichaelThe Sources of
Social PowerVolume |, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p.39.

22 Die Lehre der orthodoxen Brahmanenpriester wurde jarhundertelang angegriffen von haretischen religibsen Bewegungen wie dem
Jainisums und dem Bddismus, die beide entschieden egalitare Tendenzen aufwiesen. Cf. Lenski, Qddwutdund Privileg Eine Theorie
der sozialen Schichtung, Suhrkamp Taschenbuch, Franfurt am Main, 1977, p.22.

23 The most important means of peasant production, the agrauliand, could be, in some town civilizations of the Ancient World, in

completely free individual possession. But such legal possibilities did practically never exist in early prehistoric ¢esjrasrfir as we are

able to judge. Either the tribe dret clan had the supervision or some final property rights over all small farmsteads. These were, nevertheless,

worked by individual small farmers who, in addition, leased much of the larger estates of the nobles and templeseds taudd isot be @sl

on them. Similarly some cattle and most pastures usually remained the possession of the tribal community. Otherwitmgeede hdamily,

but practically never to individuals. Cf. Heichelheim, Frié1 Ancient Economic HistoryVolume 1, AW. Jit hof f 6s Ui t gever smaatt
N.V., Leiden 1958, p.50.

24 The collaborating social units were small, united by relationship of blood or by compulsion. In spite of trends whicledsoathe
formation of upper classes, the Neolithic peasant cultures were essentially democratic. There was a professianafl ldbvasi; but it was still
weak, unstable, and remained unconnected with agriculture as the main profession. Peasant economy is planned. Theesoiieamns af
production were usually the property of a tribe or, by special grant, of a noble fathiy. Articles of consumption, occasionally the lesser
means of production, could be individual property. The production of goods was practically limited to satisfy the needsall firoducing
communities, and was organized from one center. Theaegehof goods, by trade and warfare, moved only a very small part of general
production. The customs which pertained to the distribution of the social product tended to a general and traditionehbenavds usually
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