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FOREWORD

'The Institutional-Systemic Origins of Money

Michael Hudson

The late nineteenth century saw economists, mainly German and Aus-
trian, create a mythology of money’s origins that is still repeated in to-
day’s textbooks. Money is said to have originated as just another com-
modity being bartered, with metal preferred because it is nonperishable
(and hence amenable to being saved), supposedly standardized (despite
fraud if not minted in temples), and thought to be easily divisible, as if
silver could have been used for small marketplace exchanges, which was
unrealistic given the rough character of ancient scales for weights of a
few grams.’ This mythology does not recognize government as having
played any role as a monetary innovator, sponsor, or regulator, or as giving
money its value by accepting it as a vehicle to pay taxes, buy public ser-
vices, or make religious contributions. Also downplayed is money’s func-
tion as a standard of value for denominating and paying debts.? Although
there is no empirical evidence for the commodity-barter origin myth, it

1. Menger 1892. The barter theory has been refuted by modern research
uncovering the Bronze Age Near Eastern institutional origins of money,
which I discuss in chapters 1 and 3 of Temples of Enterprise (Hudson 2024).
My criticisms of this theory are in “Origins of Money and Interest: Palatial
Credit, not Barter” (Hudson 2020).

2. See the papers collected in Wray 2004.
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has survived on purely hypothetical grounds because of its political bias
that serves the anti-socialist Austrian school and subsequent “free mar-
ket” creditor interests opposing government money creation.

Schurtz’s Treatment of Money as Part of the Overall Social System

As one of the founders of economic anthropology, Heinrich Schurtz
approached the origins of money as being much more complex than the
“economic” view that it emerged simply as a result of families going to
the marketplace to barter. Surveying a wide range of indigenous com-
munities, his 1898 An Outline of the Origins of Money described their
trade and money in the context of the institutional system within which
members sought status and wealth. Schurtz described these monetary
systems as involving a wide array of social functions and dimensions,
which today’s “economic” theorizing excludes as external to its analytic
scope. Placing money in the context of the community’s overall system
of social organization, Schurtz warned that anyone who detaches “so-
ciological and economic problems from the environment in which they
emerged ... their native land ... only carries away a part of the whole
organism and fails to understand the vital forces that have created and
sustained it” (p. 163).

Looking at indigenous communities as having preserved presumably
archaic traditions, Schurtz viewed trade with outsiders as leading wealth
to take an increasingly monetary form that eroded the balance of internal
social relations. Schurtz deemed the linkage between money, debt, and
land tenure to lie beyond the area on which he focused, nor did he men-
tion contributions to group feasts (which Bernard Laum would suggest
as the germ from which Greek obols and drachmas may have evolved).?

'The paradigmatic forms of indigenous wealth were jewelry and other
items of personal adornment, decorations, and trophies, especially for-
eign exotic products in the form of shells and gemstones or items with
a long and prestigious history that gave their wearers or owners status.
Thorstein Veblen would call the ownership and display of such items
conspicuous consumption in his 1899 Theory of the Leisure Class. They
had an exchange value, as they do today, but that did not make them
monetary means of exchange. Schurtz saw many gray areas in their

3. Mauss (1925) 2016; Laum 1924. Schurtz mentions spit-money in passing
but finds trade in food relatively unimportant.
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monetization: “Beads made of clay and stone are also crafted by indige-
nous people and widely used as ornaments but rarely as money” (p. 119).
At issue was how a money economy differs from barter, and from the
circulation and exchange of useful and valued items in a social economy.
Wias indigenous exchange and wealth pre-monetary, an archaic seed that
led to money’s “more ideal forms” (p. 34)?

Schurtz’s Distinction between Inside-Money and Outside-Money

Exchange with outsiders typically was conducted by political leaders
as the face of their communities to the outside world. Trade (and also
payment of tribute) involved fiscal and social relations whose monetary
functions differed from those of the domestic economy but ended up
dovetailing with them to give money a hybrid character. Schurtz distin-
guished what he called outside-money from inside-money, with outside-
money ultimately dominating the inside monetary system. “The concept
of money,” he wrote, originated

from two distinct sources: What functions as the foundation of wealth
and measure of value for property and serves social ends within a
tribe is, in its origins, something entirely different from the means of
exchange that travels from tribe to tribe and eventually transforms
itself, as a universally welcomed commodity, into a kind of currency.

(p-35)

Inside-money was used within communities for their own exchange
and wealth. Outside-money derived from transactions with outsiders.
And what was “outside” was a set of practices governing trade outside
the jurisdiction of local governance.* Schurtz’s distinction emphasized a
characteristic of trade that has continued down through today’s world:
the contrast between domestic payments subject to checks and balances
to protect basic needs and navigating status hierarchies but (ideally) lim-
iting sharp wealth disparities, and exchange with outsiders, often con-
ducted on islands, quay areas, or other venues socially outside the com-
munity’s boundaries, subject to more impersonal standardized rules.

4. Idiscuss this in “From Sacred Enclave to Temple to City” (Hudson 1999)
and chapter 10 of Temples of Enterprise (Hudson 2024).
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‘Throughout the ancient world we find offshore island entrepots wher-
ever these are conveniently located for conducting trade with outsiders.
'They kept foreign contact at arm’s length so as to prevent mercantile
relations from disturbing local economic balance. Egypt restricted for-
eign contacts to the Delta region where the Nile flowed into the Medi-
terranean. For the Etruscans, the island of Ischia/Pithekoussai became
the base for Phoenician and Greek merchants to deal with the Italian
mainland in the eighth and seventh centuries Bce. North Germans seem
to have conducted the Baltic amber trade by way of the sacred island of
Helgoland.

“The emergence of specific internal monetary systems is always sup-
ported by the inclination to transform outside-money into inside-mon-
ey, and to employ money not to facilitate external trade, as one might
assume according to common theories, but rather to obstruct it,” Schurtz
concluded (p. 155). And in his earlier chapter “Metal as Ornament and
Money,” he pointed out that it was foreign trade that led metal to be-
come the primary form of money. “While most varieties of ornament-
money gradually lose their significance, one of them, metal-money, as-
serts its ground all the more and finally pushes its competitors out of the
field” (p. 123). He added that: “Metal-money made from noble metals
is not a pure sign-money, it is at the same time a valuable commodity,
the value of which depends on supply and demand. In its mature form,
it therefore in itself embodies the fusion of inside-money with outside-
money, of the sign of value and valuable property with the means of
exchange” (p. 124).°

'This merging of inside- and outside-money is documented already in
the third millennium BcE in the Near East. Silver-money was used for
long-distance trade and came to be used for domestic enterprise as well,
while grain remained the monetary vehicle for denominating agrarian

5. Schurtz cited as an example of how monetary authorities could substitute
sign-money for metal-money the case of “Kublai Khan, the ruler of the
Mongolian empire, [who] drove out metal-money with sign-money, spe-
cifically stamped pieces of paper, evidently following the Chinese example;
Marco Polo’s accounts indicate that the endeavor must have temporar-
ily succeeded only because of the tremendous power and authority of the
ruler, with the result of a vast accumulation of gold and silver in the Khan’s
residence” (p. 57). But he made disparaging remarks about the French gov-
ernment’s paper money assignats and called John Law a “swindler” (p. 139),
dismissing government money creation.

xviii



Foreword

production, taxes and debt service on the land, and for distribution to
dependent labor in Mesopotamia’s temples and palaces.

Schurtz also posed the question of whether the dominance of metal-
lic money emerged spontaneously in many places, or whether there was
a diftusion from a singular origin, that is, “whether a cultural institution
has grown in situ or whether it has been transferred from other regions
through migration and contact between societies” (p. 163). The diffusion
of Mesopotamian weights associated with silver points to its diffusion
from that region, as does the spread of the region’s practice of setting
interest rates simply for ease of calculation in terms of the local fractional
arithmetic system (60ths in Mesopotamia for a shekel per mina a month,
10ths or percentages in decimalized Greece, and 12ths in Rome for a
troy ounce per pound each year).

Checks and Balances to Prevent the Selfish Concentration of Wealth

What do seem to have developed spontaneously were social attitudes
and policies to prevent the concentration of wealth from injuring eco-
nomic balance. Wealth concentration, especially when achieved by de-
priving cultivators of their means of livelihood, would have violated the
ethic of mutual aid that low-surplus economies need as a condition for
their resilience.

Viewing money as part of the overall social context, Schurtz de-
scribed “the social transformation brought about by wealth” as a result of
monetizing trade and its commercial “pursuit of profit” [ Erwerbssinn]:

[E]veryone is now compelled to join in the competition for prop-
erty or he will be pulled into the vortex created by one of the newly
emerging centers of power and property, where he will need to work
hard to be able to live at all. For the property owner, no tempo-
ral limit constrains his view on the perpetual increase of his wealth.

(p. 66)

Schurtz characterized the economic mentality as a drive for “the unlim-
ited accumulation of movable property” (p. 69), to be passed on to one’s
children leading to the creation of a wealthy hereditary class. If archaic
societies had this ethic, could ancient civilizations have taken oft? How
did they prevent the growth of wealth from fostering an oligarchy seek-
ing to increase its wealth at the expense of the community at large and
its resilience?

Xix
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Schurtz reviewed how indigenous communities typically avoided
that fate by shaping a social value system that would steer wealth away
from being used to achieve predatory power over others. He cited nu-
merous examples in which “immense treasures often accumulate without
reentering the transactions of daily life” (p. 66). One widespread way to
do this was simply to bury wealth. “The primitive man,” he wrote, “be-
lieves that he will have access to all the goods given to him in the grave,
even in the afterlife. Thus, he too knows no bounds to acquisition” (p. 66).
Taking his greed and wealth with him to use in the hereafter prevents
hoarded wealth from being inherited “and growing into a dangerous in-
strument of power” by becoming dynastic; ultimately operating “on the
belief that the deceased does not give up his rights of ownership but
jealously guards over his property to ensure that no heir makes use of it”
(p. 70).

A less destructive removal of wealth from its owners was to create an
ethic of peer pressure in which individuals gained status and popular ac-
claim by accumulating wealth to give away. Schurtz wrote,

remnants of the ancient communism remain alive enough for a long
time to effectively block attempts to amass as many assets as pos-
sible in a single hand. And in places without an actual system of debt
and interest, the powerful individual, into whose house the tributes of
the people flow, has indeed little choice but to “represent” by way of
his wealth: in other words, to allow the people to participate in his

indulgences. (p. 67, italics added)

Such an individual achieves philanthropic renown by generously distrib-
uting his possessions to “his friends and followers, winning their hearts
and thereby establishing real power based on loyal devotion” (p. 67). One
widespread practice was to celebrate marriages, funerals, and other rites
of passage by providing great feasts. This “extraordinary ... destruction
and squandering of valuable property, particularly livestock and food,
during those grand festivals of the dead that evolved out of sacrifices and
are, among some peoples, not only an effective obstacle to the accumula-
tion of wealth but have turned into economic calamities” when families
feel obliged to take on debt to host such extravagant displays (p. 71).
Religious officials and temples often played a role in such rituals. Noting
that “money, trade, and religion had a good relationship with one an-
other in antiquity” (p. 64), Schurtz cited the practice of donating wealth
to temples or their priesthoods. But he recognized that this might enable
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them to “gain dominance through the ownership of money” under their
control (p. 66).

“The communist countermeasures against wealth generally do not
endure,” Schurtz wrote. “Certain kinds of property seem to favor greed
directly, especially cattle farming, which can literally turn into a hoarding
addiction” (p. 69). And he described communalistic values of mutual aid
as tending to break down as economies polarized with the increase in
commercial wealth. Schurtz also noted that the social checks on personal
wealth-seeking that he described did not apply to economies that devel-
oped a “system of debt and interest” (see p. 67 cited above). Wealth in the
form of monetary claims on debtors was not buried, and hardly could be
redistributed to the population at large, whose members typically were
debtors to the rising creditor interest.

'The only way to prevent such debts from polarizing society was to
cancel them. That is what Near Eastern rulers did, but Schurtz’s gen-
eration had no way of knowing about their Clean Slate proclamations.
Starting with the very outset of debt records ca. 2500 BCE in Sumer,
and continuing down through Babylonia, Assyria, and their neighbors
and on through the early first millennium BcE, rulers annulled financial
claims on agrarian debtors. That prevented creditors from concentrating
money and land in their own hands. One might say that these debt can-
cellations and land redistributions were the Near Eastern alternative to
destroying material wealth to preserve balance. These royal acts did not
destroy physical wealth, but simply wiped out the debt overhead so as to
maintain widespread land tenure and liberty for the population at large.
Canceling agrarian debt was politically feasible because most personal
debts were owed to the palace sector and its temples or their officials.

Royal Clean Slates seemed so unthinkable when they began to be
translated around the turn of the last century that early readers hardly
could believe that they actually were enforced in practice. Thureau-Dan-
gin's French translation of the Sumerian ruler Enmetena’s (ca. 2400 BCE)
proclamation in 1905 was believed by many observers to be too utopian
and socially disruptive to have been followed in practice, as was the Bib-
lical Jubilee Year of Leviticus 25.° But so many such proclamations have
been found, extending so continuously over thousands of years—along
with lawsuits in which judges upheld their increasing detail—that there

6. Thureau-Dangin (1905: 86-87) translated the Sumerian term for justice
(amargi) to mean specifically that officials and wealthy individuals (“the
powerful”) would have no legal claims for debt foreclosure.

xxi
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is no doubt that these acts did indeed reconcile the accumulation of
monetary wealth with social resilience by blocking the creation of preda-
tory oligarchies such as would emerge in classical Greece and Rome and
indeed survive into today’s world.

Monetary Innovations in the Bronze Age Near Eastern Palaces and

Temples

Economic documentation in Schurtz’s day was able to trace monetary
practice only as far back as classical Greece and Rome. There was a gen-
eral belief that their practices must have evolved from indigenous Indo-
European speakers. Marcel Mauss would soon treat the gift exchange
of the Kwakiutl tribe of the Canadian Pacific Northwest (with their
competitive one-upmanship) as the prototype for the idea of charging
interest. But monetary interest has a specific stipulated rate, with pay-
ments due on specific periodic dates set by written contracts. That prac-
tice stems from Sumer in the third millennium BcE, along with silver
(and grain) money and related financial innovations in the economic Big
Bang that has shaped subsequent Western economic evolution.

Money’s function as a standard of valuation did not play a big role in
Schurtz’s survey. But subsequent archeological research has revealed that
money’s emergence as part of an overall institutional framework cannot
be understood without reference to written account-keeping, denomi-
nating debt accruals and fiscal relations. Money, credit/debt, and fiscal
obligations have all gone together since the origins of written records in
the ancient Near East (Hudson 2004).

Near Eastern fiscal and financial records describe a development of
money, credit, and interest-bearing debt that neither the barter theory
nor Schurtz’s ethnographic studies had imagined. Mesopotamia’s “more
ideal” (p. 83) money evolved out of the fiscal organization of account-
keeping and credit in the palaces and temples of Sumer, Babylonia,
and their Bronze Age neighbors (3200-1200 BcE). These Near Eastern
economies were larger in scale and much more complex and multi-lay-
ered than most of the indigenous communities surveyed by Schurtz. In
contrast to largely self-sufficient communities, southern Mesopotamia
was obliged to engage in large-scale long-distance trade, because the
region’s river-deposited soil lacked metal, stone, and even hardwood.
The region’s need for raw materials was far different from the trade and
“monetization” of luxuries by the relatively small-scale and self-sufficient

xxii
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communities studied by Schurtz and hypothesized by economists imag-
ining individuals bartering at their local market. In these communities,
he noted: “The amount of metal shaped into ornaments almost always
far outweighs the amount transformed into practical tools” (p. 123).
Mesopotamia’s trade had to go far beyond personal decorative luxuries
and prestige commodities or trophy items.

An entrepreneurial merchant class was needed to obtain these raw
materials, along with a specialized labor force, which was employed by
the temples and palaces that produced most export handicrafts, provi-
sioned corvée labor to work on public infrastructure, served as mints and
overseers of weights and measures, and mediated most monetary wealth
and debt. Their large scale required forward planning and account-keep-
ing to feed and supply labor (war widows, orphans, and slaves) in their
weaving and other handicraft workshops, and to consign their output
to merchants for export. Calculating the cost of distributing food and
raw materials within these large institutions and valuing their consign-
ment of goods to merchants required designing standard weights and
measures as the basis for this forward planning. Selecting monetary units
was basically part of this standardization of measuring costs and value.
'This made possible the calculation of expected rental income or short-
falls, along with profit-and-loss statements and balance sheets. The typi-
cal commodity to be distributed was grain, which served as a standard
of value for agrarian transactions and credit balances that mounted up
during the crop year for advances to sharecroppers, consumption such
as beer from ale-women, and payments to priests for performing cer-
emonial functions. Their value in grain was to be paid at harvest time.
Calculation of food rations for distribution to the various grades of labor
(male, female, and children) enabled the costs to be expressed in grain or
in workday equivalents.

Schurtz would have called this grain “inside-money,” and regarded as
“outside-money” the silver minted by temples for dealing with foreign
trade and as the basic measure of value for business transactions with
the palace economy and for settling commercial obligations. A mina (60
shekels) of silver was set as equal to a corresponding unit of grain as
measured on the threshing floor. That enabled accounts to be kept simul-
taneously in silver and grain. The result was a bimonetary grain-silver
standard reflecting the bifurcation of early Mesopotamian economies
between the agrarian families on the land (using grain “inside-money”)
and the palatial economy with its workshops, foreign trade, and asso-
ciated commercial enterprise (using silver “outside-money”). Prices for

xxiii
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market transactions with outsiders might vary, but prices for debt pay-
ments, taxes, and other transactions with the large institutions were fixed.

Schurtz’s conclusion, that the rising dominance of commercial mon-
ey tended to break down domestic checks and balances protecting the
indigenous communities that he studied, is indeed what happened when
commercial debt practices were brought from the Near East to the Ae-
gean and Mediterranean lands around the eighth century Bce. Having
no tradition of royal debt cancellations as had existed in the Near East
ever since the formative period of interest-bearing debt, the resulting
decontextualization of credit practices fostered financial oligarchies in
classical Greece and Rome. After early debt cancellations and land re-
distribution by populist “tyrants” in the seventh and sixth centuries BCE,
the ensuing classical oligarchies resisted popular revolts demanding a
revival of such policies.

'The dynamics of interest-bearing debt and the pro-creditor debt laws
of classical antiquity’s creditor oligarchies caused economic polarization
that led to five centuries of civil warfare. These upheavals were not the
result of the coinage that began to be minted around the eighth century
BCE, as many nineteenth-century observers believed, mistakenly think-
ing that Aegean coinage was the first metallic money. Silver-money had
been the norm for two millennia throughout the Near East, without
causing disruption like that experienced by classical antiquity. What
polarized classical antiquity’s economies were pro-creditor debt laws
backed by political violence, not money as such.

Conclusion and Discussion

Schurtz’s starting point was how communities organized the laws of
motion governing their distribution of wealth and property. He viewed
money as emerging from this institutional function with a basically com-
munalistic ethic. A key characteristic of indigenous economic resilience
was social pressure expecting the wealthy to contribute to social sup-
port. That was the condition set by unwritten customs for letting some
individuals and their families become rich. Schurtz and subsequent eth-
nologists found a universal solution for reconciling wealth-seeking with
community-wide prosperity to be social pressure for wealthy families
(that was the basic unit, not individuals) to distribute their wealth to the
citizenry by reciprocal exchange, gift-giving, mutual aid, and other forms
of redistribution, and providing large feasts, especially for rites of passage.

Xxiv
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This was a much broader view than the individualistic economic
assumption that personal gain-seeking and indeed selfishness was the
driving force of overall prosperity. The idea of monetizing economic life
under communalistic mutual aid or palace direction was and remains
anathema to mainstream economists, reflecting the worldview of mod-
ern creditors and financial elites. Schurtz recognized that mercantile
wealth-seeking required checks and balances to prevent economies from
impoverishing their members. The problem for any successfully growing
society to solve was how to prevent the undue concentration of wealth
obtained by exploitative means that impaired overall welfare and the
ability of community members to be self-supporting. Otherwise, eco-
nomic polarization and dependency would lead members to flee from
the community, or perhaps it simply would shrink and end up being
defeated by outsiders who sustained themselves by more successful mu-
tual aid.

As noted above, Schurtz treated the monetization of wealth in the
form of creditor claims on debtors as too post-archaic to be a charac-
teristic of his ethnographic subjects. But what shaped the context for
monetization and led “outside-money” to take priority over inside-
money were wealth accumulation by moneylending and the fiscal and
military uses of money. Schurtz correctly rejected (p. 34) Bruno Hilde-
brand’s characterization of money as developing in stages, from small-
scale barter to monetized economies becoming more sophisticated as
they evolved into financialized credit economies.” And in fact the ac-
tual historical sequence was the reverse. From Mesopotamia to medi-
eval Europe, agrarian economies operated on credit during the crop year.
Monetary payment occurred at harvest time to settle the obligations that
had accumulated since the last harvest and to pay taxes. This need to
pay debts was a major factor requiring money’s development in the first
place. Barter became antiquity’s final monetary “stage” as Rome’s econo-
my collapsed after its creditor oligarchy imposed debt bondage and took
control of the land. When emperors were unable to tax this oligarchy,
they debased the coinage, and life throughout the Empire devolved into
local subsistence production and quasi-barter. Foreign trade was mainly
for luxuries brought by Arabs and other Near Easterners. The optimistic
sequence that Hildebrand imagined not only mistakenly adopted the

7. Bruno Hildebrand (1864) classified economies as passing from Natural-
wirtschaft (“barter economy”) to Geldwirtschaft (“gold/commodity money
economy”) and finally Kreditwirtschaft (“credit economy”).
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barter myth of monetary origins, but failed to take debt polarization into
account as economies became monetarized and financialized.

Schurtz described how the aim of preventing the maldistribution of
wealth was at the heart of indigenous social structuring. But it broke
down for various reasons. Economies in which family wealth took the
form of cattle, he found, tended to become increasingly oppressive in
order to maintain the polarizing inequality that developed. The same
might be said of credit economies under the rising burden of interest-
bearing debt. Schurtz noted (p. 45) the practice of charging debtors
double the loan value—and any rate of interest indeed involves an im-
plicit doubling time. That exponential dynamic is what polarizes finan-
cialized economies. In contrast to Schurtz, mainstream economists of
his generation avoided dealing with the effect of monetary innovation
and debt on the distribution of wealth. The tendency was to treat money
as merely a “veil” of price changes for goods and services, without ana-
lyzing how credit polarizes the economy’s balance sheet of assets and
debt liabilities. Yet the distinguishing feature of credit economies was
the use of moneylending as a lever to enrich creditors by impoverishing
debtors. That was more than just a monetary problem. It was a politi-
cal creditor/debtor problem, and ultimately a public/private problem.
At issue was whether a ruler or civic public checks would steer the
rise in monetary wealth in ways that avoided the creation of creditor
oligarchies.

Most nineteenth-century and even subsequent economic writers
shied away from confronting this political context, leaving the most glar-
ing gap in modern economic analysis. It was left to the discovery of cu-
neiform documentation to understand how money first became institu-
tionalized as a vehicle to pay debts. This monetization was accompanied
by a remarkable success in sustaining rising wealth while preventing its
concentration in the hands of a hereditary oligarchy. That Near Eastern
success highlights what the smaller and more anarchic Western econo-
mies failed to achieve when interest-bearing debt practices were brought
to the Mediterranean lands without being checked by the tradition of
regular cancellation of personal nonbusiness debt. Credit and monetary
wealth were privatized in the hands of what became an increasingly self-
destructive set of classical oligarchies culminating in that of Rome which
fought for centuries against popular revolts seeking protection from im-
poverishing economic polarization.

'The devastating effects of transplanting Near Eastern debt practices
into the Mediterranean world’s less communalistic groupings shows the

xxvi



Foreword

need to discuss the political, fiscal, and social-moral context for money
and debt. Schurtz placed monetary analysis in the context of society’s
political institutions and moral values, and explained how money is a
product of this context, and indeed, how monetization tends to trans-
form it—in a way that tends to break down social protection. His book
has remained relatively unknown over the last century largely because
his institutional anthropological perspective is too broad for an econom-
ics discipline that has been narrowed by pro-creditor ideologues who
have applauded the “free market” destruction of social regulation aimed
at protecting the interests of debtors. That attitude avoids recognizing
the challenges that led the indigenous communities studied by Schurtz,
and also the formative Bronze Age Near East, to protect their resilience
against the concentration of wealth, a phenomenon that has plagued
economies ever since classical antiquity’s decontextualization of Near
Eastern debt practices.
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INTRODUCTION

Heinrich Schurtz’s Anthropology of Money

Enrigue Martino and Mario Schmidt

Even in a brief conversation, he unfolded a treasure trove of
observations, from which it became evident that he was one
of the few possessing an eye for everything and yet viewing all
things in their own, unique way.

Friedrich Ratzel, In Memoriam Dr. Heinrich Schurtz (1903: 52)

It is not clear whether the object on the cover of this book is an orna-
ment, a standardized metal ingot, or a counterweight for a scale. Do-
nated to The Metropolitan Museum of Art by an American banker who
organized loans to the Chinese government from his office in Shanghai
in 1928, it is described as a “bronze coin” from the Han dynasty period.
Most likely, it circulated after the political fragmentation of the Warring
States period had come to an end in the second century Bce. Along-
side a range of other bronze objects, such as imitations of cowrie shells
and miniaturized agricultural tools, it preceded the iconic round gian or
“cash” coin that circulated for over two thousand years and was minted
on a large scale by early Han Dynasty officials to prevent that “differ-

ent designs of the coins will cause great confusion” (Vissering 1877: 33;
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Chen 2005). We did not choose this artifact as the cover of our transla-
tion of Heinrich Schurtz’s Grundriss einer Entstehungsgeschichte des Geldes
(1898a, hereafter Grundriss) to fulfill the common expectation of a coin-
themed cover for books about money. Rather, we chose it because of
its aesthetic ambivalence and historical inconclusiveness and because
Schurtz was fascinated by the monetary history of China which he de-
scribes as displaying the “most remarkable experiments” (p. 161).

Peppered with global and epoch-spanning observations that avoid
demarcating types of money into strict regional areas or temporal
stages, the Grundriss was published during a peak of the Methodenstreir
(“methods dispute”) in German economics, heightened by Vienna-
based Carl Menger’s contentious entry on “money” in the Handwérter-
buch der Staatswissenschaften (“Handbook of Political Science,” 1892).
'The Methodenstreit polarized the adherents of the neoclassical doctrines
of Menger and the large profession of economist-historians at German
universities, many of whom were loosely connected with what came
to be known as the Historical School of Economics (Schefold 1996;
Hodgson 2001). Schurtz viewed these academic disputes as vicious
cycles where “one-sidedness” begets more “one-sidedness,” leading to
intellectual stagnation rather than conceptual development (p. 163).
Schurtz would “often refer to the fundamental problem plaguing all
the contemporary works of economists” as being a “lack of perspective”
(quoted in Ratzel 1903: 55).

Some of the questions proponents of the different sides tried to an-
swer were how and where money originated, and whether economic ac-
tors had universally given rise to rudimentary forms of it before adopting
the most efficient metals to overcome the problems of barter, or whether
well-organized government institutions of antiquity managing complex
societies were needed as well. These discussions of the origin of money
were so vehement because they signaled the divergent starting points
of two opposing types of economic theory: on the one hand the idea of
a utility-seeking actor conceived of as an anthropological constant and
projected backwards in time, and, on the other, a historically oriented,
largely empirical approach trying to condense the written and archaeo-
logical data into a theory of bounded but progressing historical eco-
nomic stages. Bypassing theories built on the “alarmingly narrow basis”
of the “records of ancient and modern civilized people” alone, Schurtz’s
intention was to provide an ethnographically saturated and theoreti-
cally sound alternative to these “warring interests” of the discipline
(p. 32). Joseph Schumpeter (1954: 754) most probably thought of this
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characteristic Schurtzian sensibility when he suggested that economics
should turn to “ethnology” when encountering problems of “origins” and
“economic foundations.™

Widely read in the decades after his early death in 1903, Schurtz was
“well-known to a large part of the German audience” who consulted
his work to inform themselves about the “latest scientific perspectives
on the origins of trade and commerce” (Lasch 1906: 621). Described in
one of Germany’s premier academic journals edited by Max Weber and
Werner Sombart as a “highly gifted man, whose richness of thought,
mastery of form, and scholarly depth were unparalleled” (Schliiter 1906:
630), Schurtz quickly became a scholarly household name across disci-
plines and political attitudes. By the end of the twentieth century, how-
ever, only a few German-speaking scholars explicitly remembered him
as “probably the most progressive thinker in German anthropology of
his time” (Muller 1981: 213) who wrote with a “complete mastery of
language” (Ducks 1996: 3).

While Marcel Mauss (1914: 15), in one of his earliest engagements
with money, called the Grundriss an “excellent little book by the much-
missed Schurtz, so full of facts and ideas,” Raymond Firth, one of the
founders of anglophone economic anthropology, was probably the last
prominent anthropologist to explicitly appreciate Schurtz’s economic
writings, calling him “the soundest of the older writers,” and adding that
“considerable value attaches to his detailed studies of economic phe-
nomena in primitive society” (1927: 320, 328). More recently, Schurtz
has also been lauded as a prime example of the “good anthropology” of
Wilhelmine Germany, the fate of which was to end up as “hidden, and
half-forgotten treasures” (Gingrich 2010: 102-103, 61). Before outlin-
ing the main economic and anthropological themes and theories of the
Grundriss and its unique place in the history of ideas on money, the next

1. Schumpeter (1954: 755,11) adds that looking into the findings of compar-
ative anthropology was necessary not only because these were “infinitely
more important and enlightening than anything a mere economist can
say” but also because the “fundamental errors” committed by economists
were caused by their hesitation to embrace what he called a “historical-
prehistorical-ethnological sociology.” It is noteworthy that in Menger’s re-
vised chapter on money (1936: 16-17), he cites the Grundriss as the “latest
attempt to solve the problem on an ethnographic basis” and as challenging
the “ahistorical” view that money originated from “legislation or a social
contract.”
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section provides an overview of Heinrich Schurtz’s intellectual life and
work.

Heinrich Schurtz’s Life and the Production of the Grundriss

Born in Zwickau, Kingdom of Saxony, in December 1863, Camillo
Heinrich Schurtz began to study chemistry and mineralogy at the Uni-
versity of Leipzig in 1885 after being discharged from the local infantry
regiment for medical reasons. Intrigued by Friedrich Ratzel’s popular
lectures on anthropological questions, Schurtz ended up writing his
PhD thesis under the supervision of Ratzel, a well-known figure of the
late nineteenth-century German university system who founded the
“anthropogeographic” method that tries to reconstruct the history and
migration of human societies through the study of their material culture
and their relation to the environment (Ratzel 1894-1895; Osterhammel
1994; Santini 2018). Following this method, Schurtz’s thesis focused on
the geographical distribution of the throwing knife, characterized by him
as an “impractical” and almost entirely “ornamental” weapon (1889: 10).
As noted by Ratzel in the ten-page eulogy he dedicated to his student,
Schurtz’s first academic contributions, such as his thesis and an early
article focusing on amulets as both “spiritual weapons” and “ornaments”
(1893a: 57), already reveal a shift from a “geographical-anthropological”
method towards a unique and more “psychological-aesthetic” paradigm
(Ratzel 1903: 53).

During his time at the University of Leipzig, Schurtz also deepened
his relationships with Wilhelm Wundst, the founder of experimental and
ethnographic psychology who, when he heard about Schurtz’s passing,
lamented that “his death also means the loss of the best ethnologist we
had.” Schurtz’s affinities for the new psychology explain his attempts to
excavate the analytic potential of collective psychological forces in the
Grundriss, such as the “hoarding drive” (Sammeltrieb) and the “mimetic
drive” (Nachahmungstrieb), that play a pivotal role for the acceptance of
new, and even the switch between different, currencies. Schurtz’s interest
for an emerging psychology was probably also intensified by the fact that

his father, also called Heinrich Schurtz, was Saxony’s foremost spiritist

2. Universititsbibliothek Leipzig, Nachlass Wilhelm Wundt, NA Wundt/
I11/Wundt/Briefe/701-800. Wilhelm Wundt to E. Meumann, June 5,
1903.
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and chair of the Verein fiir psychische Studien (“Association for Psychic
Studies”) who not only had a “popular reputation as a miracle healer”
(Birndt 1900: 654) but also a dedicated police file against him for run-
ning seance sessions at his home since at least the 1870s when Schurtz
was still a child (Steinmetz 2009: 143). In his crucial essay “Skull Cults
and the Hoarding Drive” (1896a: 105) published just before he started
to prepare the Grundriss, Schurtz had conceptually advanced some of
these psychological phenomena further in order to use them to explain
economic phenomena: “The importance of the hoarding drive for the
development of humanity is almost impossible to fully comprehend; the
value attributed to money, for example, can be traced back to it in a cer-
tain sense.”

While Schurtz’s focus on the aesthetic is evident in his habilitation
thesis (1891a) on the psychological origin of clothing and adornments,
his early works also point towards an emerging interest in economic
questions. The article Kleidung als Geld (“Clothing as Money”), for in-
stance, criticizes the assumption that money is a modern invention:
“Amongst less civilized peoples barter prevails as money is unknown—
this is a widely held view, but one that is, in this sweeping generality,
difficult to have any justification for” (1890a: 891). Schurtz continues
with the argument that it was entirely “arbitrary” to think of only “coins
and banknotes” as “truly deserving” to be called money, a view he ex-
pounded on in his anthropology textbook Katechismus der Vilkerkunde
(1893b: 117) in which he concludes that “measures of value are created
everywhere and pure barter dominates almost nowhere.”

3. He calls the hoarding drive a “compulsion” and “delusion” beyond “logic
and reason” and a “deeper current of the human soul that manifests it-
self in countless ways,” finding “among civilized nations, its most frequent
representatives, or if you will, its victims.” Nevertheless, what is “collected
must possess some inherent value” to the hoarder, though the value “can
be entirely imaginary for others.” The article concludes with a proto-psy-
choanalytic hypothesis of social change: “Thus, it is not only the individual
human being who is partially constructed and dominated by forces alien
to the logical and conscious mind; in the life of peoples as well, customs
and practices are reshaped and determined by deeper currents than the
superficial ripple of rational consideration. To explore and illuminate these
dark depths, animated by mysterious forces, with prudence will be the task
of those who work on a true history of humanity, a history that, indeed, has
almost nothing in common with the historical research of today” (1896a:
105; see also 1896¢).
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Furthermore, it is interesting to note that during his postdoctoral
period, Schurtz published two books (1890b, 1891b) on the longue du-
rée of mining in his home region, the Erzgebirge, which had been at the
center of an ancient tin and amber trade route between the Mediter-
ranean and the Baltic. The early modern wealth of Saxony was largely
built on its silver deposits, but due to the decline of the silver price that
began with Germany’s adoption of the gold standard in 1871 and the
subsequent unprofitability of its silver mining industry (Flandreau 2004:
181; Volckart 2024: 121), the region experienced an economic decline
during Schurtz’s youth and his father’s involvement in various mining
enterprises meant that these overarching economic circumstances had
direct repercussions on Schurtz’s family.

After lecturing in Ratzel's geography department, where Schurtz
had given courses on, for instance, medieval Germany and on primitive
art (Ducks 1996: 21), he became fully employed in Germany’s booming
colonial port city Bremen in 1893. Here, he was tasked with reorgan-
izing the collections of the Stidtische Museum fir Natur-, Volker- und
Handelskunde (“Municipal museum for natural science, anthropology
and commerce”) for the next three years before its grand opening. Ac-
cording to his colleague Johannes Weiflenborn (1912: 452), Schurtz
still hoped to become a professor although his office at the museum
soon became “his real world” from where he “unfolded the dormant
torces” of one of the “primary ethnological collections on the continent.”
Schurtz’s main activity was to write and disseminate scholarly works
that made use of the museum’s extensive collection, most of which had
been acquired by the wealthy Free Hanseatic City of Bremen from vari-
ous merchant associations (Schurtz 1896b, 1896d; Briskorn 2000). The
museum’s focus on curating artifacts amassed from the various corners
of the world visited by German merchants throughout the preceding
decades, notably Africa, Oceania, East and Central Asia, and Central
America, explains the Grundriss’s strong focus on types of money from
these regions.

'The imperial backdrop of Schurtz’s workplace and the concerns of a
colonial expansionary Wilhelmine Germany thus had an influence on his
scholarship (Mirowski 1994; Steinmetz 2008; Gribel 2015).* He kept a

4. Schurtz (1902b: 561) was a defender of the German colonial empire not
only because it would expand the navy and might help develop an inde-
pendent network of “world trade” in the event of an embargo or a war
and “other obstacles” put up by other European imperial powers, but also
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constant eye on the accelerating number of ethnographic, missionary,
and military reports from Germany’s colonial ventures and possessions
and had considered the political and economic implications of the early
article “Money in Africa” by the aged and eminent German geographer
and legionnaire Friedrich Gerhard Rohlfs who became stranded on a
Moroccan oasis in the 1860s and eventually disguised himself as a Mus-
lim merchant and crossed the Sahara only to appear at the mouth of the
Niger delta several years later. Rohlfs’s article tries to understand how
colonial powers can issue well-functioning currencies with the politi-
cal aim in mind to replace the two main currencies that circulated from
the Sahel to East Africa, namely the Maria Teresa thaler and cowries
that were used as small change but did not continuously circulate be-
cause they were hoarded, buried, or used “peculiarly and exclusively as
objects for adornment” (Rohlfs 1889: 192). It is therefore unsurprising
that emerging colonial currency policies in the early twentieth century
explicitly used insights from the Grundriss as was the case, for instance,
with Karl Helfterich, who was appointed director of the colonial divi-
sion of the German foreign ministry in 1901 and designed the introduc-
tion of the nonconvertible colonial silver German rupee for the German
East African colonies to drive out the Indian rupee and imported Brit-
ish commodities that were used as money in local markets (Helfferich

[1903] 1923; Krozewski 2022).°

”

because of “imponderables that do not lie within the economic domain.’
Schurtz believed that overseas colonies would change Germany’s view on
the world, thereby catalyzing his fellow Germans’ ambitions to look be-
yond their immediate surroundings.

5. In the revised edition of his book Das Geld (“Money”[1903] 1923: 13-17),
which became the “standard” book on money in early twentieth-century
German economics (Williamson 2015: 393), Helfferich had not changed
his first chapter, “The Origin of Money,” which still only contained foot-
notes to Schurtz and Simmel, and in many instances the citations to Sim-
mel flow directly back to Schurtz. As suggested by David Frisby, the edi-
tor and translator of Simmel’s Philosophy of Money, Simmel’s “bewildering,
unacknowledged array of ethnographic examples on early exchange and
money transactions” were primarily drawn from Schurtz (Simmel [1978]
2004: 530). Helfferich is well known for becoming the head of the Ger-
man treasury (Reichsschatzamt) during World War 1, and for creating the
Rentenmark that successfully halted the creeping and later almost uncon-
tainable Weimar hyperinflation (Williamson 2015: 386-89).
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The fact that Schurtz’s early works already make use of the African
sources cited in the Grundriss helps us to understand what influenced
his theorizations and choice of empirical examples in the Grundriss. On
the one hand, Schurtz was surrounded by ethnographic artifacts at the
museum, which might have animated his interest in the aesthetic and
material qualities of monetary objects. Described by his close friend
Viktor Hantzsch (1905: 34) as someone who “did not regard the tran-
scendental as a theoretical aid, but as a real power with which he could
establish relationships,” and sometimes even believed “that he was in
contact with spirits and the departed,” we can imagine him wandering
around ethnographic artifacts and dioramas, being inspired and touched
by their aura. On the other hand, Schurtz, like other so-called armchair
anthropologists, relied upon a critical interpretation of primary sources.
Of particular importance for his analysis of African monetary systems
were travel narratives of the multiple years long expeditions of the schol-
arly and diplomatic travelers Gustav Nachtigal and Heinrich Barth in
West Africa and the Sahel.

Schurtz’s professional relocation to Bremen furthermore widened his
geographic focus. As the footnotes of the Grundriss suggest, he not only
immersed himself in the skilled ethnographic works of John Stanislaw
Kubary, a Polish long-term resident of various Pacific islands, but also
began to closely study the work of Otto Finsch, prolific ethnographer of
Oceania, collaborator in the New Guinea Company, and former director
of Bremen’s ethnological museum (Stocking 1991).

Based upon his intensive work at the museum, Schurtz had already
written much of the first half of the Grundriss by 1896 and published it
as a twenty-thousand-word article in the journal Deutsche Geographische
Blitter (1897). The article has the same content and similar chapter
headings as the first eight chapters of the Grundriss. We can thus assume
that he added more empirical material to the second half of the book
over the course of 1897. Chapter 6 on “countermeasures” against wealth
accumulation and the last three chapters on value ratios, ethnological
zones, and money and commodities were also new and likely written in
1897. Schurtz also included more references to gift-giving in chapter 8
where he developed the concept of the “obligatory gift” (see also Athané
2008: 332; Magnani 2008: 531). Upon publication, the Grundriss im-
pressed reviewers in a variety of journals, for example Fran¢ois Simiand
in the second volume of Emile Durkheim’s L'Année sociologique (1898),
Heinrich Cunow in the socialist Die Neue Zeit (1900), and Alfred Vi-
erkandt in the anti-Marxist Zeitschrift fiir Socialwissenschaft (1898).
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Showcasing his extensive interest in the economies of African societies,
Schurtz furthermore finished the book Das Afrikanische Gewerbe in 1898
(“African Trade,” 1900a). As an ethnological-historical equivalent to the
German historical school’s detailed studies on social classes, craft indus-
tries, guilds, family businesses, labor relations, and the growth and struc-
ture of markets and towns, it was not as theoretically ambitious as the
Grundriss. However, it was awarded the prestigious annual prize by the
Jablonowskische Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften on Karl Biicher’s recom-
mendation, the only anthropological book to have received it (Wagner-
Hasel 2011: 257).

In his ten-year tenure at the Bremen museum, Schurtz also helped
lay the foundation for academic anthropology as a formal discipline in
Germany by publishing two anthropology textbooks (1893b, 1903a) as
well as his two most influential works Urgeschichte der Kultur (“The His-
tory of Culture,” 1900b) which impressed with its broad scope and de-
tailed research, receiving over one hundred reviews in various national
and international journals, and Altersklassen und Minnerbiinde: Eine
Darstellung der Grundformen der Gesellschaft (“Age Sets and Male As-
sociations: A Description of the Fundamental Forms of Society,” 1902a)
which had a “breath-taking” effect on the contemporary academic world
(Reulecke 2001: 40).° During a period when the new discipline was
rapidly growing in German-speaking Europe, Schurtz had achieved a
“remarkable status in modern anthropology” (Koppers 1915: 994), inde-
pendently from the center of a professionalizing discipline at the Ethno-
logical Museum in Berlin dominated by Adolf Bastian who had initially

made efforts to block Schurtz’s career. The conceptual formalism and

6. In a review of Urgeschichte der Kultur published in the first volume of the
anthropological journal Man, Northcote W. Thomas (1901: 125), an emi-
nent Fellow of the Royal Anthropological Institute in London, wrote that
“Schurtz has written a work which is worthy of his reputation” and that
“no man can cover this ground single-handed. Dr. Schurtz has been amaz-
ingly industrious.” The book Alterskiassen und Mdannerbiinde is a political
anthropology of non-kinship-based male “associations” and the gendered
sociability drive (Durkheim 1901; Lowie 1920: 247-48,394-96). The term
Modnnerbiinde was coined by Schurtz and subsequently picked up by a va-
riety of German social and political youth movements (Bruns 2008, 2009;
Burrell 2023). Schurtz (1902¢, 1903c¢) considered the book as a first step
towards a more comprehensive treatise on the origins of the state, which
he was working on before his death. However, the draft of this manuscript
has been lost (Abel 1969: 81; Ducks 1996).
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comparative breadth of Schurtz went against Bastian’s empiricist vision
for anthropology. Bastian warned that it was not “yet time” to write such
a book in his review (1901: 95, 102) of Schurtz’s Urgeschichte, and ex-
pressed fears that anthropology would attract scholars with “metaphysi-
cal urges,”who might endanger the ongoing fieldwork-based production
of “meticulous monographs,” a “still barely excavated raw material” that
could only eventually deliver a “total survey.”

In his short life, Schurtz also published at least a dozen other
widely appreciated articles, many of them showing his “great concep-
tual competency,” “interest in socioeconomic matters,” and familiarity
with the history and ethnography of different world regions (Ging-
rich 2010: 93). These include articles on the tabu codes of Oceania
or the Janissaries of the Ottoman Empire in the journal Preussische
Jahrbiicher (1895b; 1903¢), as well as the articles Wirtschaftliche Sym-
biose (“Economic Symbiosis,” 1898c), Die Anfinge des Landbesitzes
(“The Beginnings of Land Ownership,” 1900c), and Das Basarwesen
als Wirtschaftsform (“The Bazaar as an Economic System,” 1901a),
published in the Zeitschrift fiir Socialwissenschaft, which was founded
and edited by Julius Wolf in 1898 in order to conceptually renew the
social sciences to pull them away from conservative positivists and
left-wing theorists both of which Schurtz distanced himself from. He
also published studies about his ethnographic and artifact-gathering
trips to Spain, Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey and contributed several
book-length entries on Africa, North Africa, West Asia in the Islamic
Period, and Highland Asia and Siberia to the widely consulted We/z-
geschichte explicitly set up by Hans Helmolt to provide a non- or less
Eurocentric world history.

One of his last articles recounts his journey to Santiago de Com-
postela to where he had traveled after buying artifacts for the museum
in Madrid. Probably also a kind of pilgrimage for Schurtz, Santiago ap-
peared to him “most magnificent in the evening light from the south-
west” and he describes how the city carries its “massive three-towered
cathedral on its shoulders to heaven” and its “yellowish sandstone from
which all these structures are built glows in the light of the setting sun
like liquid gold” (1903b: 65). After a short illness that had already started
while he was in Santiago, Schurtz died from appendicitis on May 2,
1903 at the age of 39 with the “firm belief in the light” of a Christian
God (Hantzsch 1905: 34). He was buried next to his parents in the
Loschwitz cemetery in Dresden. His mother (b. Camilla Rehm) had
died only a few weeks after giving birth to him.
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Schurtz’s Economic Anthropology and Theory of Money

The title of Schurtz’s book suggests that his main goal was to answer
a question that his contemporaries had wrestled with for some time:
Where does money come from and what are its essential features? Yet,
Schurtz was hesitant to take a side in debates about the origins of cul-
tural practices and artifacts that revolved around the question if they are
human universals or the result of intercultural borrowing. This question
also divided scholars interested in the origin of money. The academi-
cally dominant narrative situated money’s “birth” in the Greek Mediter-
ranean, where precious metals were first minted into coins. As the clas-
sicist Theodor Mommsen wrote in Das Geld (1863: 382), money “did not
generate itself, no, like the steam engine and the alphabet” it had to be
“invented.”” Alongside this Eurocentric view of the “civilizational” con-
stitution of money, Carl Menger (1871: 260) claimed that “no nation”
or people “invented” money but that it emerged as a universal human
tool in a number of different forms wherever “economizing individuals”
understood that money simplifies trade, thereby setting in motion the
teleological movement towards a global commercial society with an ever
more efficient medium of exchange. Considering the massive influence
of these conflicting visions of money’s origin, it is surprising that Schurtz
developed a robust alternative to them from the marginal position of a
young anthropologist working at the ethnological museum in Bremen.
At first glance, it appears as if Schurtz tried to find a way around
the two opposing views on money’s origin prevailing in Germany, only
to end up recreating the common Victorian practice of endlessly list-
ing empirical examples of different monetary objects from all over the
world, such as feathers or shells used to buy goods, and imaginary oxen
or slaves giving quantitative value to all other commodities. As shown
by the fact that the first part of the Grundriss, which contains most of

7. For accessible overviews on the role of money in antiquity, see Eich (2022:
chap. 1) and Spread (2022: chap. 11). For broader histories of money that
do not focus centrally on coins, see Graeber (2011), Shell (2019), and
Kaufman (2020). For an excellent discussion on the history of money in
German nineteenth-century thought, see Gray (2008). Over the course
of the twentieth century the question unfortunately became more starkly
phrased as a matter of which of the three or four functions of money (store
of value, medium of exchange, standard of deferred payment, unit of ac-
count) had evolutionary or logical priority (Schumpeter 1954; Hart 1986;
Orléan 1992; Wray 1993; Ingham 2004; Desan 2013).

11



Heinrich Schurtz’s Anthropology of Money

Schurtz’s theoretical innovations, was written and published before the
second part, which adds the empirical examples, however, we should not
consider Schurtz’s excessive gathering of data as an end in itself. Rather,
we suggest viewing it as a means to convince the reader that both theo-
retically absolute as well as empirically too narrowly focused theories on
the origin of money are lopsided.

Schurtz’s hesitancy to choose between the alternative to either lo-
cate money’s origin at a specific moment in time or to propose that it
could have been generated anywhere at any time across all human so-
cieties and epochs already hints at his unique proto-structuralist posi-
tion, epitomized in the claim that modern money is an “illusory unity”
that emerged out of two historically separate types of money, which be-
came “fused” in volatile ways (p. 34). On the one hand, “inside-money”
emerges from the “internal forces of social life” and has the potential to
organize and solidify social hierarchies, to reproduce religious beliefs,
and to tie members of the same society to one another (p. 172). Thereby
inside-money becomes one of the primary guarantors of what Schurtz
elsewhere calls (1900b: 8) a society’s “outer shell” or “bone,” a Sitze, that is
an inflexible “custom” or cultural institution acting as a boundary to the
external, impersonal, commercial world of constant movement.

As “outside-money,” on the other hand, money seeks infinite move-
ment, causes boundaries between societies to crumble, undermines in-
ternal hierarchies, and animates individual profit-making to become a
cultural value. Because of his dual notion of money, Schurtz has some-
times mistakenly been placed into the “diverse group of social scientists
including Marx, Schurtz, Buecher, Weber, and Polanyi” who “argued that
money as a medium of exchange arises first in the foreign trade sector”
(Pryor 1977: 395).% In contrast, Schurtz understands money as a circu-
lating medium that fulfills two opposing social functions depending on
the location of its circulation, setting in motion a kind of permanent
and productive tension between inside- and outside-money that closely

8. If forced to decide between the alternatives of money originating in ex-
change or in hoarding, Schurtz would probably give conceptual primacy
to the hoarding or store of value function of money based on his specu-
lative-historical assumptions, which aligns with, for example, Suzanne de
Brunhoff’s (1976) interpretation of Marx’s ([1859] 1975: 358) theory of
money, the main arguments of Schumpeter (1991: 499; see Busch 2003:
196) and Wilhelm Gerloff’s theory (1940, 1950; see Taeuber 1945; Holtz
1984: 227; Brandl 2015: 284).

12



Introduction

corresponds to Jonathan Parry and Maurice Bloch’s (1989) insight about
money’s dual role in the reproduction of both the “short-term” commer-
cial transactional and the “long-term”social order. Just like the gift, mon-
ey is a “total social fact” that crystallizes social contradictions in its ma-
terial embodiments and movements, producing constant social change,
development, and tension (Mauss [1925] 2016; Balandier [1961] 2018;
Orléan 2013; Schmidt 2014).

Even capitalist money, in other words, has never been modern. Rather,
it fused the two separate forms of inside- and outside-money into a frag-
ile hybrid, whereby it became so effective that it often even transformed
into the inside-money of other societies. This happened, for instance,
when fabrics produced in Manchester and silver Maria Theresa thalers
minted in Vienna were exported to West and East Africa as well as the
Arabian Peninsula (Hogendorn 1997; Kuroda 2007; Guyer and Pallaver
2018). Such entanglements established global hierarchies of currencies,
and by analyzing these examples, Schurtz illustrates that losing the ca-
pacity to produce one’s own money also increased dependence on and
exploitation by the merchants who provided different types of money
from abroad, especially if these were relatively overvalued or starting to
be manufactured cheaply in Europe. These insights exemplify a nuanced
understanding of the imperial nature of the world economy that prefig-
ures the detailed accounting-based analysis of the unequal basis of world
trade by Arghiri Emmanuel (1969) and Michael Hudson ([1972] 2003)
as well as recent debates about the viability and potential of independent
currencies in a global economy (Amin 1990; Ben Gadha et al. 2022).

Schurtz’s hypothesis of money as a contradictory social phenomenon
also supports our claim that his encyclopedic amassing of monetary ob-
jects under specific categories is not a mere classificatory exercise but an
attempt to excavate the material agency of different monetary instru-
ments, such as shells, fabrics, or metals, which have different affordances
and different geographical distributions, foreshadowing economic an-
thropology’s interest in the materiality of monetary objects (Hogendorn
and Johnson 1986; Graeber 1996; Stewart and Strathern 2002). This
concrete fact can best be elaborated on by taking into account Schurtz’s
distinction between “ornament-money” and “use-money.” Ornament-
money originates in what Schurtz calls “aesthetic” values and is initially
used to adorn the body but also encapsulates and channels the values
and history of the whole community (see chapters 9 and 10). In contrast,
“use-money,” which refers to useful and consumable goods such as stim-
ulants or base metals with a value that is acknowledged cross-culturally,
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emerges as the primary form of outside-money (see chapter 13). An
important mediator between the two is “fabric-money” which often, in
the form of simple textiles that can easily be quantified, functions as use-
money and also, in the form of beautifully decorated textiles, as orna-
ment-money (see chapter 12). This unique consideration of the function,
form, geographic origin, and materiality of different types of money is
the foundation of what can be described as Schurtz’s “non-evolutionary
evolutionism,” at the beginning of which universal social problems cause
unforeseeable monetary developments, catalyzed by money’s difterent
material affordances. Due to this theoretical assumption, Schurtz feels
compelled to suggest a radically empirical ethnographic turn whose
“only correct method is therefore to examine each individual case with-
out prejudice” (p. 164) as money’s contradictory double nature combined
with the clash of different political, social, and monetary systems cause
new developments and produce an unforeseeable surplus of meaning
and generative social potential.

Almost an unrecognized blueprint, or Grundriss, of later economic
anthropology, Schurtz’s observations anticipate many of economic an-
thropology’s more recent and fundamental insights such as the exposure
of the myth of money’s origin in barter (Humphrey and Hugh-Jones
1992; Servet 2001; Graeber 2011), the mechanics of separate spheres of
exchange (Bohannan 1959; Godelier 1971; Zelizer 2004), the concept
of wealth in people (Guyer and Belinga 1995), and the biographies of
commodities (Kopytoft 1986). Quite clearly laid out in the Grundriss
are also observations on potlatches, gifts, the distinction between alien-
able and inalienable possessions (Mauss [1925] 2016; Gregory [1982]
2015; Weiner 1992), the intricate nature of multiple currency systems
in Melanesia, Atlantic Africa, and China (Akin and Robbins 1999;
Guyer 2004; Kuroda 2020), and merchant capitalism’s ability to extract
local resources by using different currencies (Wolf 1982; Sahlins 1988).
It also includes a succinct analysis of the turbulent effects of colonial
trade on local communities, bridewealth systems, and social hierarchies
(Bourdieu and Sayad 1964; Meillassoux 1964; Rey 1971). In the particu-
larly remarkable chapter on “countermeasures,” we see a whole range of
practices that preemptively prevent the intensification of hierarchies set
forth by the accumulation of money, such as the redistribution and de-
struction of wealth, intensively discussed during the second golden age
of economic anthropology in the 1970s and 1980s, when economic an-
thropologists increasingly began to rely almost exclusively on the seem-
ingly inexhaustible frameworks provided by Karl Polanyi, Karl Marx,
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Georg Simmel, and Marcel Mauss (Sahlins 1972; Shipton 1989; Grae-
ber 2001; Maurer 2006; Dodd 2014; Dodd and Neiburg 2019). This
uncanny soundness, scope, and versatility of Schurtz’s theory is probably
why Woodruft Smith (1991: 75), in his widely appreciated Politics and
the Sciences of Culture in Germany, 1840-1920, characterizes Schurtz as
“Boas’s brilliant contemporary” who “developed the outlines of a com-
prehensive ethnology that in some ways foretold the structuralism of a
later era.”

Resurfacing a Silenced Classic

Schurtz’s book was published during a time when economic history
and sociology increasingly merged as subjects of study, resulting in the
publication of several classics, such as Georg Simmel’s Philosophy of
Money ([1900] 1978), Max Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism ([1905] 2001), and Thorstein Veblen’s 7he Theory of the Lei-
sure Class (1899). Schurtz was part of the same generation of thinkers,
born around 1860, who proposed alternatives to the “distressing” way
the industrial revolution and the conceptual apparatus of classical and
neoclassical economics had been “carving up society” (Mirowski 2000:
923). Schurtz made a specifically anthropological contribution to these
discussions that unfolded during the renaissance of the German social
sciences in Wilhelmine Germany and were characterized by intensive
conceptual debates about money, gifts, exchange, barter, markets, and the
psychological, social, and cultural foundations of the economy.’
Schurtz’s Grundriss is just over one hundred pages but contains close
to five hundred footnotes citing first-hand ethnographic and historical

9. Pre-World War I advanced monetary theory was already detaching itself
from the idea that the essence of money was to have an “intrinsic value”
(Keynes 1914: 421; see also Mitchell Innes [1913] 2004; and Gesell 1916).
In Germany this trend is illustrated by the theoretical economics textbook
of Adolph Wagner (1909: 129, 132). Wagner, a well-known professor in
Berlin, who explicitly bases his own “general theory of money” on the “cau-
tious generalizations” of Schurtz, notes that the “origin of money as such
cannot be traced empirically-historically” because it is determined by “the
mental life of the people who use it” and based on the “naturalization and
consolidation of confidence,” or trust which remains the “decisive factor

for the origin, as well as for the concept and nature of money” (see also
Martino 2018).
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sources from outside of Europe woven together in a contextualized but
kaleidoscopic way. Having carefully studied more or less all published
ethnographic writing available up to 1897, Schurtz’s selection of sources
still provides a useful historical overview of monetary objects. The con-
ceptual lesson of Schurtz’s analysis of such a great variety of ethnograph-
ic observations is that it is not advisable to force these observations into
existing theoretical edifices, whether they are universal “historical” stages
or the abstract models of the British and Austrian approaches to political
economy. Instead of relying on given theories, Schurtz moved forward
with a conceptually tenable and original portrayal of money as always
concrete, material, multiple, and contradictory.

Although Schurtz wrote clearly and without jargon, his concep-
tual repertoire entails heuristic categories that are nonrigid, imperfect,
and provisional (pp. 32, 35), thereby retaining the potential to accom-
modate empirical irregularities and understand historical and material
combinations of the different traits of money, processes Schurtz further
characterizes with the terms Umbildung (transformation, p. 75), Ver-
schmelzung (fusion, melting, or amalgamation, p. 84), schwankend (blurry,
fluctuating, and ambivalent, p. 83), or verwickelt (intricate, tangled, or
threaded, p. 90). Schurtz considered his concepts almost a byproduct of
the meticulous arrangements and juxtaposition of polythetic facts, the
result of the “intellectual apprehension” (p. 153) of what he elsewhere
calls the “manifoldness of reality” (1900b: 297). For him, there was “no
need to aid reality with artificial theories,” as he summarizes his position
in the preface to Altersklassen und Minnerbiinde (1902a: iii), where he
also suggests that he “accidentally” created a new theory as “it originally
never occurred to” him “to formulate a new theory of the formation of
society.” With regard to its sometimes broad-ranging essayistic form
and dialectical meandering, Schurtz’s Grundriss thus resembles Marcel
Mauss’s 7he Gift. The resemblance, however, ends when we look at the
two books’ intellectual reception. While 7he Gif# is probably #he classic
of economic anthropology, the Grundriss, which has barely been cited in
the past half century, joined the forgotten milieu of a fin-de-si¢cle Ger-
man anthropology.

Yet, one can still trace the various ways in which Schurtz was selec-
tively incorporated into economics and economic anthropology in the
first half of the twentieth century, which allows us to propose the Grund-
riss as an evident but “silent” foundation for many of the subsequent
and still perennial debates around more recent social and ethnographic
conceptualizations of the economy. While Schurtz more or less directly
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influenced and was acknowledged by some of his renowned contempo-
raries, such as Karl Helfferich, Max Weber, Marcel Mauss, Franz Op-
penheimer, and Richard Thurnwald, the borrowing of his conceptual
ideas or empirical material by well-known social scientists and econo-
mists remained unknown to many contemporary readers because they
were often hidden in footnotes or remained implicit, such as in the case
of Simmel, Schumpeter, and Polanyi. Starting in the interwar period,
the decline of German fluency in international scholarship along with
editorial decisions and omissions in several influential translations made
it even more difficult for scholars to become acquainted with or even
become aware of Schurtz’s Grundriss.

One example of this is Weber’s reception of Schurtz’s work and the
way in which references to Schurtz have been excluded from some Eng-
lish translations. It is known that Weber “read with pleasure the great
work of Heinrich Schurtz” (Radkau 2013: 37), and the Grundriss is the
only text discussed in-line apart from Ludwig von Mises and Georg
Friedrich Knapp in the section on money in Weber’s continuously influ-
ential Economy and Society. While Weber notes that he will not treat “the
foundations” of money, he makes several Schurtzian points on inside or
“internal money” as an intragroup “payment” system for “social prestige,”
where money serves as “a mark of social rank” and prices are determined
by “custom and convention.” Even Schurtz’s example of spheres of ex-
change is noted by Weber when he observes that cowrie shells cannot
be used in “exchange for women” (Weber 1922: 40; 1947: 177; 1972: 41,
2019: 163). Weber also meticulously summarized Schurtz’s theory of
property and Schurtz’s distinction between inside- and outside-money
in the first seven pages of the chapter “Money and monetary history” in
his General Economic History (1950: 236-41). However, the citation to
Schurtz can only be found in the original German edition (1923: 208)
as the translator and editor Franklin Knight excluded the opening bibli-
ography from his popular edition.

Schurtz’s influence on Weber seems to have been channeled through
several tensions the latter had with the eminent economic historian
Karl Biicher who also taught at the University of Leipzig and has been
viewed, alongside Marx and Polanyi, as one of the “three Karls” consid-
ered the founders of economic anthropology (Hann 2015; see also Hann
and Hart 2011: 39-42). After Biicher (1914) had delivered the opening
chapter on “economic stages” for Weber’s multivolume social and eco-
nomic history in early 1913, Weber expressed his disappointment with
what he considered an evolutionist manuscript “of no use,” and wrote to
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his close friend Johann Plenge, a former student of Biicher, that his own
“views on this point are currently undergoing significant change,” refer-
ring to his upcoming Economy and Society that would “offer entirely dif-
terent things than ‘economic stages” (Weber 2009: 69).1° Indeed Biich-
er’s text “infuriated Weber” to such a degree that, “if one were to believe
Weber’s repeated written statements, his entire later sociology could be
understood as a replacement for Biicher’s mistake” (Bruhns 2006: 169).
In contrast to the largely positive response to the Grundriss in the
contemporary academic sphere, it might therefore not be surprising
that it was Biicher who wrote the only overtly negative review of the
Grundriss. In this review, Biicher, the German academic authority on
“primitive economics,” advised Schurtz to treat the “scientific work of
modern economists with a bit more respect” (1899: 85). In defense of his
already published theory assuming that money is a scarce commodity
sourced from external trade (Biicher 1893), Buicher (1899: 86) rejected
Schurtz’s claim that inside-money is “the main root of the monetary sys-
tem” and attacked him for his “vague and fluctuating concept of money”
that “adversely affects the entire course of the investigation.” In a letter
to Biicher, Schurtz writes that he had expected his incursion into the
field of economics to cause “difficulties,” as Schurtz saw Biicher as an
“economist who has ventured into ethnology and seeks to use it for his
purposes,” while he portrayed himself as an “anthropologist who views

10. Plenge (1919:xi) did not only consider Schurtz one of the most important
scholars of the economy but also criticized Biicher for having “neglect-
ed” the “commendable work of Schurtz” and leaving him “unsupported.”
Plenge even published an anthology, Die Stammformen der vergleichenden
Wirtschaftstheorie (“The fundamental forms of comparative economic
theory”), which places Schurtz alongside Aristotle, Smith, List, Marx,
Hildebrand and Schonberg. In his editorial introduction, Plenge (1919:
xi) describes the reprint of Schurtz’s (1901) article on the bazaar as “a re-
discovery of a buried scientific treasure. With each page, you gain new
inspiration.”

11. Karl Polanyi, who can be considered Biicher’s intellectual descend-
ant (Kocke 1979; Schrader 1980; Mirowski 1994; Hudson 2000), was
also critical of Schurtz and rejected the distinction between inside- and
outside-money. Polanyi’s selection of essays, posthumously published as
Primitive, Archaic, and Modern Economies, however, contains the interesting
but neglected section “Primitive Money” as an appendix to his most pro-
grammatic and widely cited “The Semantics of Money Uses” in which he,
in addition to Keynes and Schumpeter, mainly cites Schurtz (1971: 202).
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economics as a part of his field of study and is inclined to treat it as such,”
adding that he has “no intention to impose your teachings on anyone as
a scientific straitjacket.”*?

'This dispute between Schurtz and Biicher, revealed from the archival
correspondence, mirrors the well-known late nineteenth-century Biich-
er—Meyer controversy about the capitalist character of antiquity. Eduard
Meyer’s critique of Biicher came to be framed as a conceptual battle be-
tween “modernists” and “primitivists,” the latter, represented by Biicher,
insisting on a radical alterity that made any concepts derived from the
study of modern capitalism inadequate for studying the ancient past or
the noncapitalist other (Pearson 1957; Finley 1979; Reibig 2001). Like
Schurtz, the young ancient historian Meyer attempted to create his own
vision of “anthropology,” an idea or term that had already moved away
from being a “science of the evolution of man” to a “theory of general
forms of human life and human development” (Tenbruck 1986: 245;
see Hart 2000, 2017). This implied the radical proposition that contem-
porary and ancient societies should be situated in the same, but much
expanded, conceptual universe. Schurtz even took a step beyond this
conceptual symmetry that included enduring but transformed “archa-
ic” societies by proposing to analyze “our” money and society through
concepts that emerged from the comparative consideration of difterent
types of money as well, an insight that later work on “primitive money”
would neglect (Knight 1941; Dalton 1965; Melitz 1970; Tucci 1970;
Firth 1972; Maurer 2018).13

'The new economic anthropology of the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury soon avoided the evolutionary thinking that had arisen in the previous
century which helps to explain why Schurtz and the Grundriss—which
even carries an evolutionistic term in its title—were so quickly forgotten.
In his early unpublished drafts on the origin of money written in the
1920s, Schumpeter had, for instance, dismissed the comparative ethnol-
ogy of money on methodological grounds, evoking the emergent anti-
evolutionist consensus that contemporary “primitive societies” could not

12. Universititsbibliothek Leipzig. Nachlass NL 181/Schn 213-216, Kasten
Schl-V, Blatt 213-216. Letter from Heinrich Schurtz to Karl Bicher, No-
vember 13, 1899.

13. 'The epistemological principle that the “other” allows us to better under-
stand ourselves remained central for some sections of German anthropol-
ogy, in particular the circle around Fritz Kramer who influenced many
current anthropology professors in Germany.
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stand in for archaic ones, and cautioning that the sciences would soon
lose the overview over the exponentially growing examples of types of
money. This would then lead to endless debates about which societies
had been using money “correctly or incorrectly” according to the latest
theoretical fashion (1970: 15-18, 34; 1991: 522-25). Schumpeter’s in-
tuition was correct as two of the most cited works on “primitive money”
illustrate. Both Paul Einzig, a prolific financial journalist who published
his well-researched Primitive Money in 1949 (revised in 1966), and the
Cambridge anthropologist Alison Quiggin who published her Survey of
Primitive Money in 1949, for instance, are conceptually way more tim-
id than Schurtz. Unlike the Grundriss, both books limit themselves to
“primitive” or “preliterate” and “nonstate” types of money, and the authors
use geographical regions as their ordering principle to fill their volu-
minous chapters with list-like compilations of different types of mon-
ey.* By the middle of the twentieth century, anthropology had largely
stopped crafting or even engaging with global histories, and had become
tully weary of the intellectual search and concern for origins because
of the Darwinian overtones of such questions. The influential economic
anthropologist Melville Herskovits sealed the fate of Schurtz’s Grundriss
by concluding that, although not fluent in German (Pearson 2010), he
was not concerned with “hypotheses as those of Schurtz” because they
would be “too speculative to merit discussion” (1952: 237). It was the
publication of David Graeber’s Debt: The First 5,000 Years in 2011 that
reopened an anthropological vantage point for a renewed engagement
with the intriguing theoretical implications of the gripping, far-reach-
ing, and popular question: where does money come from?

A Nonmodern Monetary Theory

Although Schurtz did not accept that money’s origin is simply “lost in
the mists of time” (Mirowski 1994: 315), his search yields contradic-
tory answers, accepting, even embracing, the bewildering complexity of

14. 'The origin of this turn can already be located in the transfer of German
anthropology to interwar anglophone academia, where most works on
“primitive money” reuse, cite, or unpack Schurtz’s examples and sources
and often conduct fieldwork in the sites indicated by him without en-
gaging with Schurtz’s theoretical arrangement (Schmidt 1920: 119; 1921:
159; Thilenius 1921; Malinowski 1922; Thurnwald 1923, 1932: 262; Wie-
schhoff 1945, Lips 1949: 207; cf. Pearson 2000).
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empirical reality. Schurtz did not seek an answer to the question whether
money is a means of exchange emerging from barter, a measure of value
grounded in political decrees, or the religious and philosophical practices
of classical antiquity (Knapp 1905; Laum 1924; Schaps 2004; Seaford
2004), a system of accounting which Keynes called a “price list” that
could be “recorded by word of mouth or by book entry on baked bricks”
(1930: 3,13), or part of a more generalized metrological symbolic coun-
ter (Codere 1968; Grierson 1978; Kula 1986; Seitz 2017) that emerged
from debt, slavery, and violence (Aglietta and Orléan 1982; Hudson
2004; Graeber 2011). Schurtz acknowledges kernels of truth in almost
all of these answers given over the course of the twentieth century while,
at the same time, exposing the underlying questions as unresolvable eco-
nomic antinomies that result from money’s contradictory nature. For
Schurtz, the difficulty of answering the questions of where money comes
from and what its defining features are was not caused by insufficient
empirical data. The accumulation of data can never be a direct route to
theory, he notes, because “if mere collection was as straightforward and
self-evident as some make it seem” then such material “would already
have been abundantly brought together” in his time, and an adequate
theory would have already been developed (p. 153).

Schurtz’s solution was to display the moral and social tensions that
emerged from the historical unfolding of money in different contexts,
historical periods, and ethnographic areas, which convinced him of
money’s fundamentally contradictory nature corresponding to two op-
posing social “laws that set the course for the development of humanity
as a whole”; on the one hand, the “the perpetual motion of money and
purchasable commodities” that pushes individuals to separate themselves
from their own society, adopt novelties and trade with others, and, on
the other, the “forces” that “bind individuals to stable and durable valu-
ables, to the home and hearth” (p. 172). The “best evidence,” Schurtz sug-
gests, for the assumption that “the emergence of two original forms of
money was not mere chance”is the fact that “we still find these opposing
powers at work today,” shaping and transforming economic life (p. 173).
This quasi-structuralist answer allowed Schurtz to circumvent the stark
dichotomy between trying to pinpoint an origin in time or place, or to
abandon the conceptual implications of the question of “origins” alto-
gether. Instead, Schurtz’s vision of money’s generative double charac-
ter that structures both international and local markets and political
hierarchies, provides a conceptual starting point for understanding the
creation of “new economies”—for example in an imperial and colonial
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context, after decolonization or when a new currency is introduced, such
as the euro (Servet 1998; Peebles 2011; Pallaver 2022).

Sharing the more widespread nineteenth-century notion of an evo-
lutionary link between money and inequality, Schurtz developed a de-
tailed analysis of money as a creator of rank and standing, both within
and between societies. He dedicates a tremendous amount of space in
the Grundriss to illustrate the political and social consequences of the
creation of monetary systems. He outlines how different types of money
produce social differentiations, especially along class and gender lines,
citing various examples of how only political authorities and social elites
were allowed to receive and hold money which became more valuable as
it aged in their hands, while, in other cases, women were only permitted
to handle the less valuable small change of the retail trade. Sometimes,
the same monetary object, he notes, is given a premium, discounted, or
assessed differently depending on if it is a political authority, a com-
moner, a market woman, or a stranger handing it over (pp. 52, 72, 152).
The simultaneous use of multiple types and categories of money within
societies is thus an architectural principle in the generation and repro-
duction of inequality."?

This focus on social groups and social processes of differentiation
exemplifies that Schurtz (1900b: 212) rejected the economistic concep-
tions of society as being “composed of individuals” and of individual
transactions as “mere building blocks” of a “whole sum.” This was not
only a critique of methodological individualism, but also of the histori-
cal school. Schurtz defined the collective whole as not only including
“the living but also the ancestors and future generations.” He called
this transgenerational frame a Dauergesellschaft, or an “enduring soci-
ety,” which does not allude to the typically German romantic idea of
a suprahuman community or cultural soul, but rather to the great so-
cial tensions and cohesions produced by the hoarding and distribution
of money through the cult of the dead and institutions of intergenera-
tional transmission such as marriage and patrimony that contemporary

15. Schurtz also put great emphasis on the question of kinship and inherit-
ance, as this represented the efforts to secure the financial security and
thus social position of one’s children (pp. 65-73). For more recent discus-
sions on similar themes, see especially Colin Drumm’s dissertation (2021),
which exemplifies a rare level of original thinking on the history of money,
and his courses on money, power, and value at the online-based Mimbres
School for the Humanities.
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economic history and theory largely overlooked (1900b: 212; see also
Rospabé 2010).1

For Schurtz, who shared the “respect for the historical fact” and for
broad and deep empirical foundations with the younger German his-
torical school of his generation (Schumpeter 1954: 780), thinking about
money’s origins revealed an independent power steering the fate of hu-
man and social development. The unraveling of empirical contexts and
historical contingencies also put him at odds with the ahistorical and
theoretically contrived origin scenarios put forth by Menger and vari-
ous British economists writing in the mid-nineteenth century, such as
William Stanley Jevons and Walter Bagehot. In Bagehot ([1848] 1978:
243), for instance, who states that it is “misleading” to “speak of the state
of barter as having ceased; in point of fact, gold is bartered for every-
thing and everything is bartered for gold,” we already find the curious
neoclassical claim of money’s “nonexistence” which denies money its
multiplicity and autonomy in structuring the social relations within and
between societies (Patnaik 2009; Aglietta 2018). It is hardly surprising
that Schurtz rejected such instrumental perspectives in his significant
article Wertvernichtung durch den Totenkult (“Value Destruction in the
Cult of the Dead,” 1898b) published just a few months after the Grund-
riss. The article, which could serve as a supplementary chapter to the
Grundriss, starts with the remark that “utility theory” is “as clear as it is
shallow and seeks to attribute all economically significant human actions
primarily to the rational consideration of practical benefits, and which in
its one-sided form could only arise in the fumes of the English factory
districts abandoned by all muses and graces” (Schurtz 1898b: 41). In-
stead of falling into utilitarian thought, it is easy to imagine Schurtz sid-
ing with both Alain Caillé’s Mouvement Anti-Utilitariste dans les Sciences
Sociales as well as Andre Orléan’s (2013: 52; 1992, 2014, 2023) project

16. 'The adherents of the “younger” historical school emphasized the social
and reciprocal foundations of the economy. For Gustav Schmoller, one of
the leading figures of the school, currencies also appeared in the form of
“bride-price, fines, and taxes” that were paid in a “particularly coveted and
popular good,” which then simply became a “universal means of payment
and exchange,” both “for the market and other payments.” The road to real
“money,” Schmoller says, however, “takes some nations thousands of years
to develop” (Schmoller 1904: 65-67, see also Lotz 1894). Biicher ([1893]
1901: 62-65, 110) emphasized “gifts” and gift-giving as the fundamental
element of the “original” “pre-economy.”
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of a “new foundation for economics” that understands the existence of
“diverse forms of money” as a “response to the actors’ frenetic demands”
to get an answer to “the economic question par excellence ... upon which
all economic activity depends,” namely “in which form is value to be
tound?” In both its modern and its “primitive” forms, which over the
course of modernity were relegated to the status of collectible curiosi-
ties and superfluous ornaments or unrelated precursors with no political
or scientific relevance, money thus not only matters (Guyer 1995), but
galvanizes.
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Note on Translation and Editing

The translation is based on the original German edition of Heinrich
Schurtz’s Grundriss einer Entstehungsgeschichte des Geldes published in
1898 by Emil Felber in Weimar. While maintaining the original text, we
made some modifications to enhance readability. Although the original
edition does not include a separate bibliography, we have added a com-
plete list of references after the endnotes. We have also added a selection
of illustrations between chapters 8 and 9. We have excluded the short
original index. We have converted “doubled s p ace d”words used by
Schurtz for emphasis into iza/ics. We omitted the original italicization of
authors’ surnames discussed in the text and have standardized Schurtz’s
inconsistent italicization of foreign terms. Schurtz numbered footnotes
starting from 1 at every page; we restart them at each new chapter and
have converted them into endnotes. The abbreviated book and journal
titles in the original references have been extended for easier identifica-
tion. In several cases where an author or text is only cited in the text, we
have converted the reference into a new endnote. When Schurtz quotes
authors without giving a reference, we located the reference and inserted
a new endnote marked with square brackets. All editorial additions are
clearly indicated within square brackets, while parentheses and abbre-
viations are retained as used by Schurtz himself. In cases where Schurtz
translated references into German, we use the original English version
or an authoritative English translation when available and mark it with
“Orig.,” or “En. transl.”

Our editorial annotations have been added as footnotes, indicated by
an asterisk, and if more than one footnote begins on a page, the sequence
of symbols is *, . In preparing the annotations, our guiding principle has
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been to offer contextual information and clarifications. We have focused
on providing details about sources Schurtz cites, especially when they
have been found to be inaccurately summarized by Schurtz or are of par-
ticular significance to current research. Additionally, we have included
brief explanations to help readers understand the context of some of
Schurtz’s empirical examples, including explicit references to nowadays
less well-known historical figures and controversies. It is important to
note that these footnotes are not exhaustive and reflect our own exper-
tise, particularly on African monetary systems.

Regarding outdated terms, we decided to use equivalents that are still
understandable but also appropriate for the period when the Grundriss
was published instead of modernized and not always equivalent terms
(for example, “Caribs” instead of “Kalingo” for Kariben, or “Indochina”
instead of “mainland Southeast Asia” for Hinterindien). However, we
have chosen to consistently use “Sahel”in place of Sudan to avoid confu-
sion with the modern states Sudan and South Sudan. In the nineteenth
century, the geographic region known as “the Sudan” or /e Soudan referred
to the mostly Muslim belt of territories beneath the Sahara, extending
from Senegal to the borders of Ethiopia. We have not marked the trans-
lations of place and ethnic names where the German version is a pho-
netic variation of a well-established English term (for instance, Dschagga
is translated as “Chagga”). However, we modernized a few geographic
and ethnic names to make it easier for the reader to identify the place or
ethnic group referred to. To facilitate cross-references with the original
sources we list these terms here: Abouré=Kompas; Azande=Niam-Niam,;
Dakpa=N’Dakwas, Dzing=Badinga; Ewondo=Yaunde, Fang=Mpong,
Idah=Atta; Haya=Wasiba, Kalaallit of West Greenland=Eskimos der
gronlindischen Westkiiste, Kyrgyz=Buruten; Lemba=Malepa; Luwo=Djur,
Marianas=Ladronen; Xhosa=Kaffern. An inevitable difficulty arose in the
case of racist terms which we decided to replace. The term Naturvolker
relies on the opposition between “cultural” or “civilized” versus “natural”
or “uncivilized” people, and we have translated the term as “indigenous
societies.” The term Eingeborene has a colonial administrative tone to
it, so we rendered it as “natives” which we also used for the German
term Indianer that denotes various groups of indigenous people in the
Americas (for example, we translated Indianerstamme Guyanas as “the
native tribes of Guyana”). Regarding the use of common German racial
categories of the period, we have used alternatives, such as “African,”
“Aboriginal Austrialians,” and “Maroons of Suriname.”
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In terms of syntax, we maintained Schurtz’s style, except in a few cas-
es where we separated extremely long sentences. The German word for
money can be highly combinatory or “cobbled”and it is unfortunate that
composites, such as Geldart, Geldstrafe, Geldsystem, have to be translated
as “type of money,” “fine,” and “monetary system.” In most instances we
aligned with the conventions of anthropology, monetary history, sociol-
ogy, and comparative numismatics and especially relied on the authori-
tative German-to-English translations of George Simmel, Max Weber
and Joseph Schumpeter. There were nevertheless a variety of terms which
Schurtz coins or employs in specific ways, and we opted to not follow the
established translations in these cases. We provide explanations as foot-
notes after the initial mention of some of these terms, such as “inside-
money” and “outside-money” (Binnengeld, Aussengeld) and “sign-money”
(Zeichengeld). Furthermore, we use hyphenations in some of Schurtz’s
compound nouns involving money. This approach helps retain the accent
and subtle emphasis on the materiality of the first noun of the original
German. Terms like Eisengeld, Silbergeld, and Muschelgeld, are thus trans-

lated as “iron-money,” “silver-money,” and “shell-money.”
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CHAPTER I

Anthropology and Economics
'The Natural Monetary System

If anthropology has the task to provide all related and already developed
sciences with a broader and more solid foundation for their theories,
then it must also review the doctrines of economics, either to better sup-
port them, reshape them based on deeper insights, or discard them alto-
gether. This task is not always easy. Whoever resides on the top floors of
a gleaming building is reluctant to inquire about the integrity of the base
and the lower walls, and the anthropologist tapping at the foundations
with a hammer is seen as a bothersome nuisance. It is far more rewarding
to continue to add new towers and stories than to admit that the whole
structure rests on shaky ground, or even to descend and, far from the
noise and applause above, repair the faulty walls.

'The history of money is one of the most instructive examples of the
relationship between anthropology* and a closely related science. Insofar

We translate Volkerkunde consistently as “anthropology.” Schurtz laid out
his vision of anthropology most clearly in the posthumously published
Vilkerkunde (1903a: 1-4), where he divides the discipline into a “descrip-
tive branch” called “ethnography,” depicting “each nation impartially and
comprehensively,” and a “comparative anthropology or ethnology” which
has to be developed from the former because “mere description is insuf-
ficient” as “humanity never remains the same as it is constantly chang-
ing, shifting, multiplying or decreasing.” Schurtz saw anthropology as
a kind of meta social science and considered economics, sociology, and

31



An Outline of the Origins of Money

as this history is written by economists, following a good old custom,
they almost exclusively rely on the records of ancient and modern civ-
ilized people which are considered unequivocally typical for humanity.
On this alarmingly narrow basis, the most reckless theories then shoot
up into the heavens, and men of gold and silver* preach their wisdom
from dizzying heights to an astonished people. Amidst their noise, the
request of anthropology to broaden the research base will certainly go
unnoticed at first, but it will, finally, have to be heard when bewilderment
can no longer be resolved in any other way, and truth instead of warring
interests is once again allowed to have a say. Anthropology must also, for
its own advantage, preoccupy itself with the questions of the origins and
development of the monetary system, because although the concept of
“money,” as we currently use it, is a cultural achievement, its uncritical
application to simpler contexts has caused all sorts of unfortunate mis-
understandings, especially in travel accounts.

As the term “concept” has come up, it should be pointed out decisive-
ly that a work belonging to the field of anthropology can never involve
the razor-sharp conceptual definitions that are commonly assumed to
be the goal of all research in those sciences influenced by jurisprudence.
Such definitions easily hinder insight into the course of development.
Whether we want to use the term money to refer to the early beginnings
of what we now call “money,” or whether we give it some other name, is
thoroughly irrelevant with respect to the actual problem concerning us
as long as we remain aware of the fact that all rigid designations cannot
do justice to the flow of development, and are thus nothing but superfi-
cial aids for anthropology. This remark may appear redundant for those
familiar with anthropological thinking, but the number of those who
expect salvation from the dissection of concepts instead of the impar-
tial observation of the continuous flux of becoming and passing away is

political science to be branches of anthropology which had developed “in-
dependently” but without considering “the most developed and the least
developed” societies in “an equally detailed manner.”

'The metaphor of Gold- und Silberminner alludes to the monetary the-
orists of the gold or the bimetallic standard. In the 1890s, the popular
and academic consensus was that the value of money was based on the
international price of gold, plus or minus the state’s dues for minting (sei-
gniorage) and the cost of manufacturing (brassage), while copper and,
increasingly, silver coins were treated as a separate subcategory of “fiat
tokens” (Scheidemiinzen) (Lotz 1906).
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unfortunately all too large. And so let it be said once again that the ques-
tion here is not “What do we understand by money?” but a completely
different one: “From which origins did money develop and which stages
of this development can still be traced?” Only indigenous peoples can
provide us with the answer to this question.

It cannot be claimed that anthropologists have already devoted spe-
cial attention to this question. From a proper anthropological standpoint,
only one person has addressed the problem, namely Richard Andree in a
section of his Ethnographic Parallels, which has paved the way for many
questions by applying the comparative method with rare diligence, and
which therefore deserves forever to hold a praiseworthy position in the
history of anthropology.! The first thing Andree had to establish was a
simple and clear classification of the tremendous amount of material,
and he did so by sorting the different monetary instruments into specif-
ic sets according to their material by subsuming them under the terms
stone-money, shell-money, cloth-money, iron-money, salt-money, and so
on. In doing so, a preliminary overview was achieved.

Shortly after, but independent of Andree, Franz Ilwof dealt with the
problem in his text Barter and Money Substitutes.* His work represents an
improvement over Andree, as it attempts to rely on ethnographic find-
ings to improve economic doctrines. Unfortunately, the ethnographic
part of the essay is the weakest, even though new concepts should arise
from a sound ethnographic basis. Consequently, the impact of his oth-
erwise commendable work has remained limited. Merely for the sake of
completeness, we mention Oskar Lenz’s essay On Money among Primi-
tive People, which closely follows Andree, but offers nothing new apart
from some noteworthy observations about African conditions.?

It is high time now to pursue the problem of the development of
money, which has been noticeably neglected since then. What can be
offered here is, of course, little more than a sketch, but it might still il-
lustrate that the conceptual disputes of today have been present from the
beginning. I do not intend to approach these questions here. However, a
deeper understanding of the current state of things is impossible without
possessing knowledge of the simpler, older forms. The goal of this trea-
tise is, therefore, to offer a reliable foundation. Just as we cannot know
the living conditions of a plant by contemplating its leaves and flowers
while ignoring its roots, we cannot hope to find the real sources of the
influences that shape and transform economic life up to the present day
without the help of anthropology. At the very least, it will become ap-
parent that the economists’ truism about the consecutive stages of barter,
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money, and credit economies™ does not remotely do justice to the real
problems, and that alone is a step forward that inevitably will be fol-
lowed by others over time.

Anthropology relies on laws applicable in many instances, and
knowledge of these laws can even point us to answers to newly emerged
questions. The first and best known of these laws teaches us that a new
custom or institution never emerges out of nothing, but that beginnings
and seeds are ever-present and have to operate secretly for long before
more ideal forms emerge. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the
concept of money has also undergone a long development. Moreover,
ethnographic experience allows us to firmly reject the preconception that
institutions arise from purposeful contemplations alone. We are famil-
iar with cultural concepts such as religion, the state, justice, and so on,
which nowadays appear unified but, on closer inspection, prove to be
put together and artificially fused, and we know that in such cases, the
concept often tends to be a confluence of very different sources, and
that we can still observe these individual sources separately among in-
digenous peoples. What we now call “money” is also an illusory unity.
Even a cursory observation reveals that money can serve as a measure of
value or as a2 medium that stores the results of all kinds of work, like an
electrical battery or energy accumulator does with various mechanical
forces, while it, in the form of fines and taxes, performs purely social
tasks, and is also used as a universally welcomed means of exchange that
greatly facilitates commercial transactions from person to person, and
from nation to nation.

It we search among indigenous peoples for traces of these various
properties of money, we not only find them separate in completely recog-
nizable form, but we are also made aware of how all the currents that
became unified in the concept of money are tightly connected to the his-
torical development of humanity itself. Parallel facts often make it easier
to quickly understand a phenomenon than many words, and in our case,

The sequence “barter, money, and credit” corresponds to Bruno Hilde-
brand’s (1864: 7) three stages of economic evolution, namely the “natural
economy,” the “money economy,” and the “credit economy.” Hildebrand,
along with Wilhelm Roscher (1857: 210) and Karl Knies (1885: 5), one
of the founding figures of the so-called “older” German Historical School
of Economics, imagines the first stage as an agrarian society and the last
stage as dominated by banknotes and central banks, and considered tran-
sitions between these stages as a form of utilitarian progress.
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such a parallel can be seen in the historical development of marriage.*
The particular relation between a man and a woman that we now call
marriage has developed in quite different ways, depending on whether it
took shape within a tribe (endogamy) or as a result of hostile and later
friendly relations with other hordes and tribes (exogamy); only civilized
peoples have arrived at a more or less unified idea. The concept of money
has arisen in a similar way, originating from two distinct sources: What
functions as the foundation of wealth and measure of value for property
and serves social ends within a tribe is, in its origins, something entirely
different from the means of exchange that travels from tribe to tribe and
eventually transforms itself, as a universally welcomed commodity, into
a kind of currency. To acknowledge this difference from the very begin-
ning, we ask to use, provisionally for want of better terms, “inside-mon-
ey” for the first kinds of primitive monies, and “outside-money”" for the
second. Obviously, this classification initially seems to have nothing to
do with the purely material one used by Andree; however, as this enquiry
proceeds to show, there is no necessary contradiction between the two.

Schurtz’s reference to kinship terminology suggests that his concepts of
“inside-" and “outside-money” were influenced by contemporary debates
about endogamous and exogamous marriage patterns. The study of kin-
ship, probably anthropology’s most important and influential subfield in
the second half of the nineteenth century, was dominated by the theo-
ries of Johann Jakob Bachofen and Lewis Henry Morgan who posited an
“original” matriarchal and primitive communism that displaced the “bibli-
cal” concept of an antediluvian fundamental family form. However, during
the 1890s, the problem of the universality of the incest taboo and the
social dimensions of exogamy were at the forefront of conceptual debates
in the field (see Tylor 1889; Westermarck 1891; Durkheim 1897).

T We consistently translate the German terms Binnengeld and Aussengeld as
“inside-money” and “outside-money” instead of “internal” and “external”
money. The latter terms were already conventionally used to describe the
source of debts and the source of the money supply for national econ-
omies. Using them would give a false sense of a permanent and spatial
“externality” or “internality” which would make it difficult to grasp the
dialectic understanding of Binnen- and Aussengeld, which entails the pos-
sibility that inside-money becomes outside-money or even another soci-
ety’s inside-money. This Schurtzian opposition neither overlaps with the
well-established distinction between endogenous and exogenous money
in monetary economics nor with Gurley and Shaw’s distinction of inside
and outside money (1960; see also Lagos 2010; Wray 2014) which are
both more concerned with the nature of credit creation.
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CHAPTER 2

'The Beginnings of Property
Measure of Value and Valuable Property
'The Origin of Inside-Money

One cannot conceive of the beginnings and earliest seeds of money with-
in a human community unless personal property has emerged alongside
an original, all-encompassing communal ownership. Even today, here
and there, this development has not progressed significantly, and within
the family, the last form of consanguine solidarity in primitive societies,
remnants of an ancient communism are still alive, and a sharp deline-
ation of individual property is only partially realized. The study of the
emergence of private property among indigenous peoples has been, un-
fortunately and undeservedly, neglected, and existing discussions on the
subject mainly concern property rights in land;* these, however, develop
much later and in entirely different ways than claims of ownership over
movable goods or living beings. Moreover, one continually encoun-
ters the theoretical error that the individual is primarily and above all

Schurtz certainly had Emile de Laveleye in mind whose influential Pri-
itive Property (1878) was translated by Karl Biicher. In contrast to “older
attempts by Laveleye or the more recent ones by Hildebrandt [and] Op-
penheimer,” Schurtz’s article on the beginnings of land ownership empha-
sizes the diversity and complexity of the empirical situations and proposes
to “let the facts speak for themselves” instead of committing to static mod-
els of the development of private property (1900c: 248).
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attracted to wsefu/ things which he seeks to withdraw from common
ownership.! The opposite is true: objects of practical use, and especially
food, are the last to become indisputable property. In fact, the universally
prevailing assumption is that everyone has a right to these things and
those who accumulate them in excess should therefore share them with
the needy of their tribe without receiving further thanks or compensa-
tion. Whenever members of civilized societies are transferred to simple
and primitive conditions, such as the first settlers of the jungle or the
prairie, a kind of communal property that encompasses all practical and
useful things quickly emerges and only disappears once the option to
buy food, tools, and the like arises nearby. Attitudes of this kind can be
tound among most indigenous peoples, and the ideals of the Galactoph-
agi of antiquity, in which everything except their weaponry was common
property,® still have their parallels today. Drawing on a small sample
from difterent parts of the world may suffice.

On the Tonga Islands, according to Mariner’s testimony, everyone
was allowed to enter any house at mealtime and partake in the meal, and
nothing aroused the indignant astonishment of some Tongans taken to
Sydney more than the fact that no one there invited them to a meal.’
Among the Mongol tribes, all edible items were practically a common
good, everyone shared what they had with the greatest generosity, while
other possessions and livestock were only reluctantly given away.* Ac-
cording to Lichtenstein’s report, anyone could participate in the chief’s
meals among the Xhosa, and wherever a cow was slaughtered, it was
taken for granted that anyone who happened to be in the area could join
the feast without a special invitation. Endemann reports of the Sotho
in Transvaal: “This custom is often uncomfortable for the European. If

“Galactophagi” is an ethnonym originally used as an epithet by Greek
writers and means “curd-eaters” as the people designated by it allegedly
lived on cheese made from mare’s milk. Known since Homer’s IZiad (Hom.
11.13.5) as the Abii, or the “the most righteous of men,” they were regarded
as “noble savages”in antiquity. It is, however, unclear whether they actually
existed or were part of the mythical Hyperboreans who were believed to
populate the edge of the earth. According to Strabo (7.3.7), the Greek
geographer writing at the beginning of the Roman Empire, they were
part of the “still present” nomadic Scythians living in the steppes above
the Black Sea, and did not seek “money-getting but actually possess all
things in common except sword and drinking-cup,” and conducted trade
by barter as they “know nothing about storing up food or about peddling
merchandise either, except the exchange of wares for wares.”
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he has Sotho workers and they sit down to eat, it is their habit to al-
low anyone passing by to eat with them; they cannot comprehend that
the employer does not readily want to permit this, because otherwise he
would incur losses.” Giissfeldt also praises the Loango Africans for their
willingness to share their food with each other.” In the custom prevalent
in the Orient, and even in Spain, of at least formally inviting onlookers
to partake in a meal, a remnant of this communism is still alive.

One of the most alluring images is how the personality of an indi-
vidual asserts itself, bit by bit, against the overpowering clan and tribal
community, partly by achieving an internal autonomy of character and
ideas, and partly by creating a zone of influence around itself and im-
pressing its essence as a stamp on people as well as things in various
ways. Those objects that individuals affect and reshape with their own will
are indeed the beginning of their personal property. The shapes of tools and
weapons, as invented by the human hand, reflect an individual’s inner
being, they are a part of his essence and therefore belong to him in a
completely different way than a fruit plucked from a tree, or a hunted
animal struck down by an arrow. When Rdder says, “labour establishes
between man and the objects which he has transformed a far closer con-
nexion than mere appropriation,” he fails to capture the basic feature of
the phenomenon, because it is not bare physical labor which is decisive
as it can also accompany simple appropriation, but rather the mental en-
gagement with the object, which finds its outward expression only when
form is transformed through physical labor.®* How mystical imaginations
forge an even tighter bond between humans and their works has been
incisively pointed out by Karl Biicher. “The product of labour” he says,
“Is, as it were, a part of the person producing it. The man who transfers
it to another alienates a part of his being and subjects himself to the evil
powers.””

Fundamentally, the first thing that a person becomes aware of as per-
sonal property is his own body, and from this it follows that, at the ear-
liest stage, everything meant to alter or adorn the body is also perceived
as private property. Hair, artfully matted with clay, can certainly not be
claimed from its owner by any fellow tribe member, but neither can the
wooden comb, which has been carved out and stays nestled in the hair,
be easily taken by someone else; anyone desiring it must either politely
ask for it or decide to reciprocate with a counter-gift. Adornments thus
become the earliest personal possessions, and this is true not only for or-
naments on one’s body: decorated tools and weapons, created by unique
tastes and caprice, have property-bestowing powers as well. Ornaments
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can easily turn into proprietary marks, and since they often allude to
mystical ideas, their owners simultaneously derive an intimate value from
them, just as jewelry transforms easily into protective or magical amulets.
If we also consider that quite a few ornaments serve as memories of indi-
vidual heroic deeds in war or hunting, we have a multitude of converging
motives that explain why the first rights of ownership extended to bodily
adornments and to weapons and tools decorated by human hands.

In some places, there has been no progress beyond this stage of devel-
opment. Martius says about the natives in Brazil: “With regards to private
property, similar to our ancestors’view of a man’s weaponry and a woman’s
dowry, men keep their weapons and ornaments, while women view their
jewelry and garments, if they own any, as their own, those are merely
adornments for them. All other things, hammocks, pottery, flour-making
tools, and the like, are considered family property.” This is also the case
elsewhere, and women often know how to defend their rights with great
determination: a woman from Teste Island (New Guinea) attacked her
husband with a stick because he had secretly traded away her jewelry to
the Europeans, and made him hand over the piece of hoop iron he had
received in return.® It is particularly intriguing to observe how the prop-
erty of women, generally established more slowly and later than that of
men, first and often exclusively encompasses adornments, which, bypass-
ing men, are passed down female inheritance lines, regardless of whether
they are made of the most precious and desired materials that tempt the
envy of male heirs. Among the Arabs of the Sahara, this custom is so
common that many women possess considerable assets in the form of
gold and silver jewelry.” The same custom is attested to on the Polynesian
island of Nauru. According to Jung, the “items of worth brought in by
the woman are her jewelry and other treasures. Upon her death, these
are always inherited by the eldest daughter, and if there is no daughter in
the family, these items are buried or sunk into the sea beyond the reef.”
Petherick reports similar things about the Dinka on the upper Nile.'

What individuals transform for themselves, what they, in other words,
set aside from the common property by imprinting onto it a part of their
being, initially holds a specific value for them alone, which entirely de-
pends on the owners’ whims and generally does not correspond to the
object’s function or utility. Yet, even this capricious appreciation largely
stems from the influence of tribesmen who, while refraining from claim-
ing these personal possessions, still co-determine their value through
their judgments. When a young man crafts a piece of shell jewelry, he
certainly does not aim to delight in it just by himself, but rather seeks to

40



Chapter 2

incite the envy of his fellows and the admiration of women, and, if he
succeeds, the ornament gains a high value for him. However, this val-
ue can suddenly plummet to zero if someone else captivates everyone’s
attention through a more original design. This is similar to the way in
which a child clings to a toy one moment and carelessly tosses it aside
the next, and as we are actually dealing with the products of a playful
artistic drive, this resemblance is noteworthy.

Especially in its early stages, private property is thus most strongly
subjected to the judgment of fellow members of the tribe, and so natu-
rally finds itself becoming an object of desire for those who highly es-
teem it. In this way transfers of property are animated. Through gift-giv-
ing, plunder, thievery, or exchange, desired possessions can pass from
hand to hand, although this does not exactly lead to a well-regulated
form of profit-oriented exchange. Initially more significant is another ef-
tect of general approval: one might refuse the idea of taking objects from
their owner in whichever way, but the idea embodied in the ornament or
instrument is not protected by a patent against copying, and so, as long as
the necessary materials are available, anyone can recreate the much-de-
sired object in a similar form—the human mimetic drive kicks in. From
then on, the value of certain possessions is established by the more con-
servative inclinations of the whole tribe, rather than by the fluctuating
whims of the individual. While some items appear in fleeting fashions
only to disappear again, others become a stable, or at least only gradually
changing, custom. The abundance of bodily adornments thus gradual-
ly disaggregates into two large groups: the first encompasses types of
adornments that are individually or even collectively popular at a given
moment but are subject to the varying judgments of taste; the second,
on the other hand, includes the few things that escape the changes of
fashion and, to some extent, become the fixed insignias of the tribe. This
latter type forms the foundation of inside-money, as its long-lasting and
uniform appreciation makes it suitable to act as a measure of value.

Once this foundation has been laid, the concept of wealth begins to
develop. In completely primitive circumstances, an individual can nei-
ther acquire land nor will he profit from accumulating food supplies and
other useful objects. In contrast, amassing ornamental objects has no
boundaries, particularly among sedentary tribes who are not compelled
to carry their property around. Due to these objects’ material nature, the
tendency to continuously amass them can barely be kept within reason-
able limits. Everyone avoids senselessly hoarding food that cannot be
entirely consumed and ultimately goes to waste. In contrast, adornments
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persist indefinitely, and the prospect of covering oneself with one piece
today and another tomorrow opens unlimited and enticing prospects for
the future. Nothing else is needed to activate the hoarding drive, whose
irresistible power also manifests in innumerable other phenomena and
plays a profoundly significant role in the development of money.!!

Once some types of adornment are widely appreciated, the potential
opens to purchase the goodwill and assistance of others through the gift-
ing of such things. This will initially occur only occasionally and in an
unsystematic manner, but the tribe’s social conditions will soon lead to
a livelier and more regular exchange. Almost everywhere, the custom of
purchasing brides emerges as female children are viewed as the property
of their parents and are then only given away in exchange for other pri-
vate property; even more important is the emergence of zaxes.

In primitive conditions, the chief, who often recedes into the back-
ground in times of peace, generally can claim only minimal or no reve-
nues; at most he might receive a special piece of the hunting bounty, and
general provision is made for his sustenance, but one cannot speak of
taxes in the proper sense.? Such conditions can still be observed today,
or have only been imperfectly eliminated. Chiefs in Liberia’s hinterland
can only levy taxes in the event of war,’® whereas in northeastern Africa
voluntary donations are often gathered only when the chief needs mon-
ey."* Among Brazilian natives, chiefs receive neither tributes nor gifts
but only a larger share of the war loot.” The conflict between power
and justice occasionally leads to the unfortunate customs of the ruler
carrying out raiding expeditions within his own territory to replenish his
coffers'® or keeping thieves in his entourage who steal on his behalf.’” In
Tahiti, the king’s servants would ruthlessly plunder the people if taxes,
the amount of which was not predetermined and which could be better
described as gifts, were insufficient, and the king could simply confiscate
trade goods exchanged with Europeans. In stark contrast, in the king-
dom of the Luba lord Kalamba,* tax collection was not much more than
some form of organized begging.'®

Almost everywhere, the goal of bringing a portion of the possessions
amassed by private individuals into the hands of chiefs is achieved indi-
rectly, usually in the form of monetary fines, which in this sense are the

* Kalamba Mukenge (b. Mukenge-A-Tunsele) was a “Kalamba” (great chief,
“big man”) of the Bena Kashiya clan of the Luba people in the valley of
the central Lulua River on the middle Kasai, an affluent of the Congo
river (Fabian 2000: 164-66; Ngalamulume 2011).
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beginning or at least the trigger for actual taxation. As soon as consider-
able private ownership was established, it became possible to avoid phys-
ical punishment by surrendering assets, a path that met little resistance
because of several factors. Firstly, a more precise gradation and weighing
of penalties was now possible, which was inevitable anyhow for more
civilized cultures; secondarily, the damaged party could be offered an ac-
tual compensation instead of a mere quenching of his thirst for revenge;
and lastly, the chief, called upon as judge, was able to appropriate a part
of the fine as a fee for his efforts or, if there was no injured party, could
pocket the fine without further ado. This is how, in many cases, the first
income streams of the chief develop, which often also remain his only
ones."” It is quite natural that the entire judicial process therefore often
seems to be geared towards extorting as much as possible from the dis-
puting parties. At the same time the prestige of the adjudicating chief is
promoted, the habit of keeping his good favor by regular gifting becomes
common, and, mediated by this customary law, real taxation of the entire
populace is gradually established. All generally and permanently appre-
ciated possessions naturally present themselves as means of payment,
which now in their new use truly deserve the label of “money.” Where
no external relations come into play, money is still principally used for
the payment of fines, as Semper, for example, explicitly confirms for the
peculiar inside-money of the Palau Islands,*® where every kind of pay-
ment is still simply referred to as a “fine.”” Even among more advanced
societies, monetary fines serve as a regular source of income; a large part
of the revenue of the Vandal kings in North Africa flowed from the fines
that the majority of their subjects, staunchly Catholic, had to pay to their
Arius-following rulers,” and indeed this exploitation of the Catholics
became a royal prerogative.?

Fines, taxes, and frequent gifts render certain private possessions
transactable, transforming them into a social power that shapes the
whole inner life of the tribe. Deeply entrenched customs and practices
succumb to this new power, and rigid forms become more flexible under
its effect; not only can the criminal who violates laws and mores evade
what would otherwise be inevitable annihilation, on some Polynesian

Followers of a theological doctrine known as Arianism, proposed by Ar-
ius, a Christian presbyter from Alexandria in the early fourth century,
that influenced some Germanic tribes, like the Vandals. One of the main
propositions of Arianism was the belief that Jesus, though divine, was not

equal to God.
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islands, a frightened mother can use money to save the life of a superflu-
ous child who, by ancient custom, was destined to die.” Power relations
within the tribe begin to shift; apart from the chief, other characters step
up whose services have to be purchased through payments, notably the
priest or sorcerer who heals diseases, summons the rain, or foretells the
tuture; the father of a beautiful daughter now only parts with that valua-
ble possession in return for a corresponding compensation; and the more
ancient communism fades away, the more numerous become the services
and things that can only be had for money. It is primarily money that
destroys communism; everyone is forced to raise money for unavoidable
payments, and as not everyone will be able to produce their own mon-
ey—which is made outright impossible anyhow with advancing devel-
opments—individuals must more and more withdraw their labor and its
fruits from common ownership and demand monetary compensation for
services they provide to others. This creates a circulation of inside-money
within the tribe, even though it cannot be used in outward transactions
with other tribes.

We encounter typical examples of inside-money especially in Mela-
nesia and Micronesia. The numerous varieties of Melanesian shell-mon-
ey belong to this category, as do the peculiar types of money on the
Carolines, which do not serve external trade but are exclusively used on
certain islands. Kubary reports on their social significance: “The need to
earn a living makes money indispensable to us, but the islanders have
no need for money as all are self-sufficient. The arts and industry have
not yet differentiated much among this people and are still possessed
by the entire community, so luxury goods are unknown here. And yet,
money plays a pivotal role in the life of the inhabitants. Conceived as an
animal, man has enough here for sustenance, but if he wants to have a
wife, found a family, be a member of a state, he must possess money. The
existence of a community as a political state relies on the money owned
by the heads of the families. The relations of exogamous marriage can
only be maintained through a sustained exchange of goods or money. In
reality, the seemingly carefree son of nature has far more worries than
an industrious worker among us, who, once he has fulfilled his duties to
the state, is his own master and only has to provide for his own family.”*

In Melanesia admission into secret societies, which enhances one’s
social status, must, moreover, be bought with money,®* and it is quite

Schurtz is alluding to the “Suge club” or graded male society on the Banks
Islands in Vanuatu and variants of the Dukduk secret society on various
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understandable that through such manifold coercive situations, which
occasionally make obtaining money a necessity, a substantial dominance
of the wealthy over the poor emerges, which, in places, is recklessly ex-
ploited. The poor must borrow and become dependent on their creditors.
The idea that, just as for the rendering of any other service, compen-
sation is to be paid for the lending of money suggests itself, and even
among tribes whose internal monetary relations have developed relative-
ly unaffected by external trade, specific interest payments must be paid
by debtors. Practices of this kind are found on the Palau Islands,? as well
as in the Bismarck Archipelago,?” and on some of the Solomon Islands
the unfortunate practice is present that a wealthy man can force others
to borrow money from him, thereby bringing them under his sway.?® In
such cases, where the corrective effect of outside-money is missing, in-
terest rates are often absurdly high. On the island of Nias, debt doubles
annually, and it happens that members of an entire family become slaves
for the initial debt of a single piece of brass wire.”

As money became more important and social standing increasingly
depended on possessing greater wealth, it made less and less sense that
the production of money took place within the tribe. As long as every-
one was able to produce money in any desired quantity, the powerful
position of wealthy men and chiefs could easily be undermined and the
social structure of society upset. This was somehow bearable if the circu-
lating medium was difficult to produce, like the diwara of the Bismarck
Archipelago, the bulk of which originated in ancient times and has only
insignificantly increased.’® However, regarding many Melanesian shell
monies we encounter a striking fact: in regions where the shells are
found and manufactured into currency disks, this money is not used for
transactions, but is instead exported as merchandise to neighboring areas
and only put into circulation there. This phenomenon is well attested
for on the Solomon Islands.’! In Igbo areas along the Niger river, where
cowrie shells are not accepted as payment, people engage in threading
perforated cowries onto strings which are then exported to Bonny, where
they circulate as money.*> On the Caroline Islands, however, the prevail-
ing currency is an ancient money of unknown origin that no one can
replicate anymore.

islands of the Bismarck Archipelago (see also Schurtz 1902a: 334-38,
369-77). Dues were paid with diwarra or diwara on the Duke of York
Islands, also called zabu or tambu by the Tolai of neighboring New Brita