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Preface

| have already announced in thBeutsch-Franzésische
Jahrbucherthe critique of jurisprudence and political scienc the form
of a critique of theHegelian philosophy of law. While preparing it for
publication, the intermingling of criticism directe only against
speculation with criticism of the various subjedteemselves proved
utterly unsuitable, hampering the development of #rgument and
rendering comprehension difficult. Moreover, thealtle and diversity of
the subjects to be treated could have been congatésonework only
in a purely aphoristic style; whilst an aphorigtiesentation of this kind,
for its part, would have given thenpressionof arbitrary systematism. |
shall therefore publish the critique of law, ethipslitics, etc., in a series
of distinct, independent pamphlets, and afterwangds a special work to
present them again as a connected whole showingtiéreelationship of
the separate parts, and lastly attempt a critiqtiethe speculative
elaboration of that material. For this reason itl we found that the
interconnection between political economy and tlages law, ethics, civil
life, etc., is touched upon in the present workydol the extent to which
political economy itself expressly touches uporséhgubjects.
It is hardly necessary to assure the reader coawergith political
economy that my results have been attained by means wholly
empirical analysis based on a conscientious crittady of political
economy.
(Whereas the uninformed reviewer who tries to hide complete
ignorance and intellectual poverty by hurling thedpian phrase” at the
positive critic's head, or again such phrases a#tégure, quite resolute,
quite critical criticism,” the “not merely legal bgocial — utterly social —
society”, the “compact, massy mass”, the “outspokpokesmen of the
massy mas&”this reviewer has yet to furnlsh the first probét besides
his theological family affairs he has anything tmtribute to a discussion
of worldly matters.)
It goes without saying that besides the FrenchErglish socialists | have
also used German socialist works. The oaotiginal German works of
substance in this science, however — other thartlWgs writings — are
the essays bidesspublished inEinundzwanzig Bog&nand Umrisse zu
einer Kritik der Nationalokonomiby Engels in th®eutsch-Franzdsische
Jahrbucher where also the basic elements of this wdtkdnomic and
Philosophic Manuscripts of 18fidhave been indicated by me in a very
general way.
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(Besides being indebted to these authors who hiares gritical attention
to political economy, positive criticism as a wheleand therefore also
German positive criticism of political economy —esnits true foundation
to the discoveries of Feuerbach, against whelsikosophie der Zukunft
and Thesen zur Reform der Philosoplmethe Anekdotadespite the tacit
use that is made of them, the petty envy of sondetlaa veritable wrath of
others seem to have instigated a regular conspafsience.

It is only with Feuerbach that positive, humanistic and naturalistic
criticism begins. The less noise they make, theenuartain, profound,
extensive, and enduring is the effect Fduerbach’swritings, the only
writings since Hegel’'sPhanomenologieand Logik to contain a real
theoretical revolution.

In contrast to thecritical theologian of our day, | have deemed the
concluding chapter of this work — a critical dissiog of Hegelian
dialectic and philosophy as a whole to be absolutely necgssa | a
task not yet performed. This lack of thoroughnassat accidental, since
even thecritical theologian remains theologian Hence, either he has to
start from certain presuppositions of philosophgegted as authoritative;
or, if in the process of criticism and as a resoiit other people’s
discoveries doubts about these philosophical ppessifpons have arisen
in him, he abandons them in a cowardly and unwgakd@ fashion,
abstracts from them, thus showing his servile dependencethese
presuppositions and his resentment at this sgnntiérely in a negative,
unconscious and sophistical manner.

(He does this either by constantly repeating asses concerning the
purity of his own criticism, or by trying to make it se@s though all that
was left for criticism to deal with now was soméet limited form of
criticism outside itself — say eighteenth-centurigigdism — and also the
limitations of themassesin order to divert the observer’s attention asl wel
as his own from theecessaryask of settling accounts betweeniticism
and its point of origin — Hegeliadialectic and German philosophy as a
whole — that is, from this necessary raising of eradcriticism above its
own limitation and crudity. Eventually, however, evtever discoveries
(such asFeuerbach’$ are made regarding the nature of his own
philosophic presuppositions, the critical theologgartly makes it appear
as if he were the one who had accomplished this, produdhmeg
appearance by taking the results of these disasemd, without being
able to develop them, hurling them in the forntafch-phrasest writers
still caught in the confines of philosophy. He parven manages to
acquire a sense of his own superiority to suchadiages by asserting in a
mysterious way and in a veiled, malicious and skaptashion elements
of the Hegeliandialectic which he still finds lacking in the criticism of
that dialectic (which have not yet been criticabrved up to him for his
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use) against such criticism — not having tried timd such elements into
their proper relation or having been capable ohda®o, asserting, say, the
category of mediating proof against the category pokitive, self-
originating truth, [...] in a wayeculiarto Hegelian dialectic. For to the
theological critic it seems quite natural that gteing has to beloneby
philosophy, so that he cashatter awayabout purity, resoluteness, and
quite critical criticism; and he fancies himselfetitrue conqueror of
philosophywhenever he happens feel some elemelitin Hegel to be
lacking in Feuerbach — for however much he prastitdee spiritual
idolatry of “self-consciousnessaind “mind’ the theological critic does not
get beyond feeling to consciousness.)

On close inspectiotheological criticism— genuinely progressive though
it was at the inception of the movement — is seethe final analysis to be
nothing but the culmination and consequence obtt@hilosophica) and
especially theHegelian transcendentalismtwisted into atheological
caricature This interesting example of historical justicehigh now
assigns to theology, ever philosophy’s spot ofatiéa, the further role of
portraying in itself the negative dissolution ofilpeophy, i.e., the process
of its decay — this historical nemesis | shall dastate on another
occasion’

(How far, on the other han&euerbach’sdiscoveries about the nature of
philosophy still, for theiproof at least, called for a critical discussion of
philosophical dialectic will be seen from my exjmsi itself.)
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First Manuscript

Wages of Labor

Wages are determined through the antagonisticgigugetween capitalist
and worker. Victory goes necessarily to the cagitallhe capitalist can
live longer without the worker than can the worlethout the capitalist.
Combination among the capitalists is customary effieictive; workers’
combination is prohibited and painful in its conseqces for them.
Besides, the landowner and the capitalist can mades of industrial
advantages to augment their revenues; the workernkéher rent nor
interest on capital to supplement his industriabme. Hence the intensity
of the competition among the workers. Thus only tfe workers is the
separation of capital, landed property, and lakauinevitable, essential
and detrimental separation. Capital and landedgrtpmeed not remain
fixed in this abstraction, as must the labor ofuloekers.

The separation of capital, rent, and labor is fata for the worker.

The lowest and the only necessary wage rate isptatiding for the
subsistence of the worker for the duration of htskwand as much more
as is necessary for him to support a family andHerrace of laborers not
to die out. The ordinary wage, according to Smith, the lowest
compatible with common humanitythat is, with cattle-like existence.
The demand for men necessarily governs the pramuaf men, as of
every other commodity. Should supply greatly excdedhand, a section
of the workers sinks into beggary or starvatione Torker’s existence is
thus brought under the same condition as the exist®f every other
commodity. The worker has become a commodity, amsl a bit of luck
for him if he can find a buyer. And the demand dmick the life of the
worker depends, depends on the whim of the rich thiedcapitalists.
Should supply exceed demand, then one of the toestiparts of the
price — profit, rent or wages — is paid below itter, [a part of these]
factors is therefore withdrawn from this applicati@nd thus the market
price gravitates [towards the] natural price as ¢kater-point. But (1)
where there is considerable division of labor itmsst difficult for the
worker to direct his labor into other channels; (@cause of his
subordinate relation to the capitalist, he is s fo suffer.

Thus in the gravitation of market price to natymate it is the worker who
loses most of all and necessarily. And it is jusé ttapacity of the
capitalist to direct his capital into another chalnmhich either renders the
worker, who is restricted to some particular branthabor, destitute, or
forces him to submit to every demand of this caigita

The accidental and sudden fluctuations in markeephit rent less than
they do that part of the price which is resolvei iprofit and wages; but
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they hit profit less than they do wages. In mosiesafor every wage that
rises, one remains stationary and one falls.

The worker need not necessarily gain when the capitalist does, but he
necessarily loses when the latter loses. Thus, the worker does not gain if
the capitalist keeps the market price above tharalprice by virtue of
some manufacturing or trading secret, or by virdfienonopoly or the
favorable situation of his land.

Furthermore, the prices of labor are much moretammshan the prices of
provisions. Often they stand in inverse proportiona dear year wages
fall on account of the decrease in demand, but eiseaccount of the
increase in the prices of provisions — and thusf@. In any case, a
number of workers are left without bread. In chgaprs wages rise on
account of the rise in demand, but decrease onuata@j the fall in the
prices of provisions — and thus balance.

Another respect in which the worker is at a disatlvge:

The labor prices of the various kinds of workers show much wider
differences than the profits in the various branches in which capital is
applied. In labor all the natural, spiritual, and sociatigty of individual
activity is manifested and is variously rewardedjilst dead capital
always keeps the same pace and is indifferentaiardividual activity.

In general we should observe that in those casesrewtworker and
capitalist equally suffer, the worker suffers irs hiery existence, the
capitalist in the profit on his dead mammon.

The worker has to struggle not only for his phylsinaans of subsistence;
he has to struggle to get work, i.e., the possihithe means, to perform
his activity.

Let us take the three chief conditions in whichietyccan find itself and
consider the situation of the worker in them:

(1) If the wealth of society declines the workeffexs most of all, and for
the following reason: although the working clasarga gain so much as
can the class of property owners in a prosperatg sif societyno one
suffers so cruelly from its decline as the worldtass

(2) Let us now take a society in which wealth isr@asing. This condition
is the only one favorable to the worker. Here catitipa between the
capitalists sets in. The demand for workers excéwszls supply. But:

In the first place the raising of wages gives rise to overwork amtirgy
workers. The more they wish to earn, the more rthusy sacrifice their
time and carry out slave-labor, completely lositigheir freedom, in the
service of greed. Thereby they shorten their lividss shortening of their
life-span is a favorable circumstance for the wagkelass as a whole, for
as a result of it an ever-fresh supply of labordmees necessary. This
class has always to sacrifice a part of itself irdeo not to be wholly
destroyed.
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Furthermore: When does a society find itself in a conditionadfvancing
wealth? When the capitals and the revenues of atgoare growing. But
this is only possible:

(@) As the result of the accumulation of much Ilaboapital being
accumulated labor; as the result, therefore, ofidoethat more and more
of his products are being taken away from the woitket to an increasing
extent his own labor confronts him as another mprogperty and that the
means of his existence and his activity are ininghsconcentrated in the
hands of the capitalist.

(b) The accumulation of capital increases the ainiof labor, and the
division of labor increases the number of work@wsnversely, the number
of workers increases the division of labor, justtlas division of labor
increases the accumulation of capital. With thigsiibn of labor on the
one hand and the accumulation of capital on theerptthe worker
becomes ever more exclusively dependent on lalmor,oa a particular,
very one-sided, machine-like labor at that. Jushads thus depressed
spiritually and physically to the condition of a chane and from being a
man becomes an abstract activity and a belly, sal$® becomes ever
more dependent on every fluctuation in market pocethe application of
capital, and on the whim of the rich. Equally, therease in the class of
people wholly dependent on work intensifies conieti among the
workers, thus lowering their price. In the fact@ystem this situation of
the worker reaches its climax.

(c) In an increasingly prosperous society only ticbest of the rich can
continue to live on money interest. Everyone elss kb carry on a
business with his capital, or venture it in trafle.a result, the competition
between the capitalists becomes more intense. dimeeatration of capital
increases, the big capitalists ruin the small, arsgction of the erstwhile
capitalists sinks into the working class, whichaagesult of this supply
again suffers to some extent a depression of wagegasses into a still
greater dependence on the few big capitalists. niumber of capitalists
having been diminished, their competition with espto the workers
scarcely exists any longer; and the number of werkeaving been
increased, their competition among themselves leasrbe all the more
intense, unnatural, and violent. Consequently, cise of the working
class falls into beggary or starvation just as ssaely as a section of the
middle capitalists falls into the working class.

Hence even in the condition of society most favierdb the worker, the
inevitable result for the worker is overwork aneémature death, decline
to a mere machine, a bond servant of capital, whilds up dangerously
over and against him, more competition, and stawatr beggary for a
section of the workers.
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The raising of wages excites in the worker the tedipt's mania to get
rich, which he, however, can only satisfy by thergiae of his mind and
body. The raising of wages presupposes and entalsaccumulation of
capital, and thus sets the product of labor agdimestvorker as something
ever more alien to him. Similarly, the division labor renders him ever
more one-sided and dependent, bringing with itatwapetition not only
of men but also of machines. Since the worker la& $o the level of a
machine, he can be confronted by the machine amaetitor. Finally, as
the amassing of capital increases the amount aifsingl and therefore the
number of workers, it causes the same amount aising to manufacture
a larger amount of productsyhich leads to over-production and thus
either ends by throwing a large section of workeus of work or by
reducing their wages to the most miserable minimum.
Such are the consequences of a state of society fansrable to the
worker — namely, of a state of growing, advanciregith.
Eventually, however, this state of growth must swoor later reach its
peak. What is the worker’s position now?
3) “In a country which had acquired that full coexplent of
riches both the wages of labor and the profits totks would
probably be very low the competition for employmewmbuld
necessarily be so great as to reduce the wagesbof to what
was barely sufficient to keep up the number of tatmy and, the
country being already fully peopled, that numbeuldanever be
augmented.” [Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, Volpl84.]
The surplus would have to die.
Thus in a declining state of society — increasingeany of the worker; in
an advancing state — misery with complications; ind fully developed
state of society — static misery.
Since, however, according to Smith, a society ishappy, of which the
greater part suffers — yet even the wealthiesestésociety leads to this
suffering of the majority — and since the economsystent' (and in
general a society based on private interest) ldadshis wealthiest
condition, it follows that the goal of the economsystem is the
unhappinessf society.
Concerning the relationship between worker andtabgt we should add
that the capitalist is more than compensated fsingi wages by the
reduction in the amount of labor time, and thaingswages and rising
interest on capital operate on the price of comtexlilike simple and
compound interest respectively.
Let us put ourselves now wholly at the standpoifttlee political
economist, and follow him in comparing the theaadtiand practical
claims of the workers.
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He tells us that originally and in theory the whpleduct of labor belongs
to the worker. But at the same time he tells us ithactual fact what the
worker gets is the smallest and utterly indispelesphrt of the product —
as much, only, as is necessary for his existerateasra human being, but
as a worker, and for the propagation, not of hutgamiut of the slave
class of workers.

The political economist tells us that everythingomught with labor and
that capital is nothing but accumulated labor; dtuthe same time he tells
us that the worker, far from being able to buy gtreng, must sell
himself and his humanity.

Whilst the rent of the idle landowner usually amisuto a third of the
product of the soil, and the profit of the busyitalst to as much as twice
the interest on money, the “something more” whilcl worker himself
earns at the best of times amounts to so little ahdour children of his,
two must starve and die.

Whilst according to the political economists its@ely through labor that
man enhances the value of the products of natundstwabor is man’s
active possession, according to this same poliicahomy the landowner
and the capitalist, whqualandowner and capitalist are merely privileged
and idle gods, are everywhere superior to the wakd lay down the law
to him.

Whilst according to the political economists lal®ithe sole unchanging
price of things, there is nothing more fortuitobsirt the price of labor,
nothing exposed to greater fluctuations.

Whilst the division of labor raises the productipewer of labor and
increases the wealth and refinement of societypoverishes the worker
and reduces him to a machine. Whilst labor brifgsuaithe accumulation
of capital and with this the increasing prospeatysociety, it renders the
worker ever more dependent on the capitalist, |éaaisinto competition
of a new intensity, and drives him into the headlorush of
overproduction, with its subsequent correspondinmp.

Whilst the interest of the worker, according to fiaitical economists,
never stands opposed to the interest of societgietyo always and
necessarily stands opposed to the interest of thken

According to the political economists, the interekthe worker is never
opposed to that of society: (1) because the risiages are more than
compensated by the reduction in the amount of lébog, together with
the other consequences set forth above; and (Zubecin relation to
society the whole gross product is the net prodarad, only in relation to
the private individual has the net product any ificemnce.

But that labor itself, not merely in present coiwtis but insofar as its
purpose in general is the mere increase of wealthatlabor itself, | say,
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is harmful and pernicious — follows from the paé&l economist’s line of
argument, without his being aware of it.

In theory, rent of land and profit on capital ateductionssuffered by
wages. In actual fact, however, wages are a deduethich land and
capital allow to go to the worker, a concessiomfitthe product of labor to
the workers, to labor.

When society is in a state of decline, the workéfess most severely.
The specific severity of his burden he owes toplsition as a worker, but
the burden as such to the position of society.
But when society is in a state of progress, the amd impoverishment of
the worker is the product of his labor and of theaith produced by him.
The misery results, therefore, from #g&sencef present-day labor itself.
Society in a state of maximum wealth — an ideal; boe which is
approximately attained, and which at least is ihe @& political economy
as of civil society — means for the workstatic misery.
It goes without saying that thproletarian i.e., the man who, being
without capital and rent, lives purely by laborddry a one-sided, abstract
labor, is considered by political economy only awarker. Political
economy can therefore advance the proposition tti&tproletarian, the
same as any horse, must get as much as will ehabl¢éo work. It does
not consider him when he is not working, as a huipeing; but leaves
such consideration to criminal law, to doctorstelgion, to the statistical
tables, to politics and to the poor-house overseer.
Let us now rise above the level of political ecoyand try to answer two
questions on the basis of the above expositionglwhas been presented
almost in the words of the political economists:
(1) What in the evolution of mankind is the meanaighis reduction of
the greater part of mankind to abstract labor?
(2) What are the mistakes committed by the piecémefarmers, who
either want to raise wages and in this way to imerthe situation of the
working class, or regard equality of wages (as &noun does) as the goal
of social revolution?
In political economytlabor occurs only in the form ddctivity as asource
of livelihood

“It can be asserted that those occupations whidsyppose

specific talents or longer training have becomé¢hawhole more

lucrative; whilst the proportionate reward for manottally

monotonous activity in which one person can bensidias easily

and quickly as another has fallen with growing cetitjpn, and

was inevitably bound to fall. And it is justis sort of work which

in the present state of the organization of lakastill by far the
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commonest. If therefore a worker in the first catgghow earns
seven times as much as he did, say, fifty years abist the
earnings of another in the second category haveairsd
unchanged, then of course both are earoimghe averagdour
times as much. But if the first category comprigely a thousand
workers in a particular country, and the secondiliom then
999,000 are no better off than fifty years ago —d dimey are
worse offif at the same time the prices of the necessafidife
have risen. With such superficiedlculations of averagegeople
try to deceive themselves about the most humertass of the
population. Moreover, the size of timageis only one factor in
the estimation of thevorker’s incomebecause it is essential for
the measurement of the latter to take into accthentertainty of
its duration — which is obviously out of the question in the
anarchy of so-called free competition, with its rerecurring
fluctuations and periods of stagnation. Finalhe hours of work
customary formerly and now have to be considered! for the
English cotton-workers these have been increased, r@sult of
the entrepreneurs’ mania for profit. to between\r@nd sixteen
hours a day during the past twenty-five years orsohat is to
say, precisely during the period of the introductiof labor-
saving machines; and this increase in one countd/ ia one
branch of industry inevitably asserted itself elsere to a greater
or lesser degree, for the right of the unlimitegleiation of the
poor by the rich is still universally recognise@Vilhelm Schulz,
Die Bewegung der Production, p. 65)

“But even if it were as true as it is false that tiverage income
of every class of society has increased, the income-diifae
and relative income-distances may nevertheless have become
greater and the contrasts between wealth and goaecordingly
stand out more sharply. For justcauseotal production rises —
and in the same measure as it rises — needs, slasickclaims
also multiply and thusrelative poverty can increase whilst
absolute poverty diminishes. The Samoyed livingish oil and
rancid fish is not poor because in his secludeikspall have the
same needs. But in a stdtet is forging aheadwhich in the
course of a decade, say, increased by a thirdtasgroduction in
proportion to the population, the worker who istiggtas much at
the end of ten years as at the beginning has nwined as well
off, but has become poorer by a third.” (Ibid. fp-66)

But political economy knows the worker only as akimg animal — as a
beast reduced to the strictest bodily needs.

“To develop in greater spiritual freedom, a peoplast break

their bondage to their bodily needs — they mustseda be the

slaves of the body. They must, above all, hawee at their
disposal for spiritual creative activity and spidat enjoyment.
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The developments in the labor organism gain tme tilndeed,
with new motive forces and improved machinery,rayle worker
in the cotton mills now often performs the work rfarly

requiring a hundred, or even 250 to 350 workemnil&r results
can be observed in all branches of production, umaxternal
natural forces are being compelled to participatean ever-
greater degree in human labor. If the satisfactibna given

amount of material needs formerly required a certxipenditure
of time and human effort which has later been reduaoy half,

then without any loss of material comfort the scégespiritual

activity and enjoyment has been simultaneouslyreldd by as
much.... But again the way in which the booty, thatwin from

old Kronos himself in his most private domain, aed out is
still decided by the dice-throw of blind, unjusta@ite. In France
it has been calculated that at the present statfeeidevelopment
of production an average working period of five t®a day by
every person capable of work could suffice for shésfaction of
all the material interests of society.... Notwitmgling the time
saved by the perfecting of machinery. the duratibthe slave-
labor performed by a large population in the fae®has only
increased.” (Schulz, op. cit., pp. 67, 68.)

“The transition from compound manual labor restsaohreak-
down of the latter into its simple operations. Astf however,
only some of the uniformly-recurring operationslwiévolve on

machines, while some will devolve on men. From tiagure of
things, and from confirmatory experience, it is atlethat

unendingly monotonous activity of this kind is aarhful to the
mind as to the body; thus this combination of maehj with

mere division of labor among a greater nhumber afdsamust
inevitably show all the disadvantages of the latt€hese
disadvantages appear, among other things, in tretegrmortality
of factory workers.... Consideration has not beiery... to this
big distinction as to how far men work through mael or how
far as machines.” (Ibid. p. 69)

“In the future life of the peoples, however, tharnimate forces of
nature working in machines will be our slaves agdss’ (Ibid. p.

74)

“The English spinning mills employ 196,818 womerd ammly

158,818 men. For every 100 male workers in theooothills of

Lancashire there are 103 female workers, and irtl&@ab as
many as 209. In the English flax mills of Leeds; éwery 100
male workers there were found to be 147 female ®rstkin

Dundee and on the east coast of Scotland as maP§Cadn the
English silk mills ... many female workers; male riers

predominate in the wool-mills where the work reqairgreater
physical strength. In 1833, no fewer than 38,927 e were
employed alongside 18,593 men in the North Americattion
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mills. As a result of the changes in the labor orgm, a wider
sphere of gainful employment has thus fallen toghare of the
female sex.... Women now occupying an economicailyre
independent position ... the two sexes are draasecltogether in
their social conditions.” (Ibid. pp. 71, 72)

“Working in the English steam- and water-drivennspng mills
in 1835 were: 20,558 children between the agesigiit eand
twelve; 35,867 between the ages of twelve andetirt and,
lastly, 108,208 children between the ages of thirteand
eighteen.... Admittedly, further advances in medustion, by
more and more removing all monotonous work from &om
hands, are operating in the direction of a gradliatination of
this evil. But standing in the way of these mongidaadvances is
the very circumstance that the capitalists cartheneasiest and
cheapest fashion, appropriate the energies of diverl classes
down to the children, to be used instead of medadmievices.”
(Ibid. pp. 70-71)

“Lord Brougham'’s call to the workers — ‘Become dapsts’. ...
This is the evil that millions are able to earnaagbsubsistence for
themselves only by strenuous labor which shattezsbody and
cripples them morally and intellectually; that theye even
obliged to consider the misfortune of finding swatrk a piece of
good fortune.” (Ibid. p. 60)

“In order to live, then, the non-owners are obliged place
themselves, directly or indirectly, at the servidehe owners —
to put themselves, that is to say, into a positbrdependence
upon them.” (Pecqueuthéorie nouvelle d’économie spetc., p.
409)

“Servants — pay: workers — wages; employees — watar
emoluments.” (lbid. pp. 409-410)

“To hire out one’s labor”, “to lend one’s labor iaterest”, “to
work in another’s place.”

“To hire out the materials of labor”, “to lend timeaterials of
labor at interest”, “to make others work in onelage.” (Ibid. p.
411)

“Such an economic order condemns men to occupasiomsean,
to a degradation so devastating and bitter, thatdoypparison
savagery seems like a kingly condition.... (lbigh. g17, 418)
“Prostitution of the non-owning class in all itsrfics.” (Ibid. p.
421f) “Ragmen.”

Charles Loudon in the bodkolution du probléme de la population,.etc
Paris, 1842", declares the number of prostitutes in Englarioetbetween
sixty and seventy thousand. The number of wometoabtful virtue is
said to be equally large (p. 228).

“The average life of these unfortunate creatureshanstreets,
after they have embarked on their career of vie@hiout six or
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seven years. To maintain the number of sixty t@sgvthousand
prostitutes, there must be in the three kingdomigat eight to
nine thousand women who commit themselves to thjeca
profession each year, or about twenty-four newimgteach day
— an average obne per hour; and it follows that if the same
proportion holds good over the whole surface ofglube, there
must constantly be in existence one and a halfanilinfortunate
women of this kind”. (lbid. p. 229)

“The numbers of the poverty-stricken grow with thpbverty,
and at the extreme limit of destitution human beiage crowded
together in the greatest numbers contending witth edher for
the right to suffer.... In 1821 the population o&land was
6,801,827. In 1831 it had risen to 7,764,010 —ramaase of 14
per cent in ten years. In Leinster, the wealthfstvince, the
population increased by only 8 per cent; whilsConnaught, the
most poverty-stricken province, the increase red@feper cent.
(Extract from the Enquiries Published in England laland,
Vienna, 1840.)" (BuretDe la misereetc, t. 1, pp. 36, 37)
Political economy considers labor in the abstraa ¢hing; “labor
is a commodity.” If the price is high, then the cuoodity is in
great demand; if the price is low, then the comityoidi in great
supply: “the price of labor as a commodity must falver and
lower.” (Buret, op. cit.) This is made inevitablarpgy by the
competition between capitalist and worker, partly khe
competition amongst the workers. “The working pagioh, the
seller of labor, is necessarily reduced to accgptime most
meager part of the product.... Is the theory ofotalas a
commodity anything other than a theory of disguibeddage?”
(Ibid. p. 43) “Why then has nothing but an exchaungkie been
seen in labor?” (Ibid. p. 44)

The large workshops prefer to buy the labor of wonaad
children, because this costs less than that of @m. cit.) “The
worker is not at all in the position offieee seller vis-a-vishe one
who employs him.... The capitalist is always fre@mploy labor,
and the worker is always forced to sell it. Theueabf labor is
completely destroyed if it is not sold every instamabor can
neither be accumulated nor even be saved, unlike tr
[commodities].

“Labor is life, and if life is not each day exchawgfor food, it
suffers and soon perishes. To claim that human ikfea
commodity, one must, therefore, admit slavery.idIpp. 49, 50)
If then labor is a commaodity, it is a commodity kvithe most
unfortunate attributes. But even by the principt#spolitical
economy it is no commodity, for it is not tlfeee result of a free
transaction” The present economic regime “simultaneously
lowers the price and the remuneration of labompsétfects the
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worker and degrades the man.” (lbid. pp. 52, 58ddktry has
become a war, and commerce a gamble.” (Ibid. p. 62)

The cotton-working machines (in England) alone espnt
84,000,000 manual workers. (Ibid. p. 193)

Up to the present, industry has been in a statwanf a war of
conquest: “It has squandered the lives of the mem made up its
army with the same indifference as the great comselts aim
was the possession of wealth, not the happinesseaf” (Buret,
op. cit.,, p. 20) “These interests” (that is, ecoronmterests),
“freely left to themselves ... must necessarily eamto conflict;
they have no other arbiter but war, and the detésad war assign
defeat and death to some, in order to give victorthe others....
It is in the conflict of opposed forces that scieseeks order and
equilibrium: perpetual way according to it, is the sole means of
obtaining peace; that war is called competitiotbid. p. 23)

“The industrial war, to be conducted with succeesnands large
armies which it can amass on one spot and profusstymate.
And it is neither from devotion nor from duty ththe soldiers of
this army bear the exertions imposed on them, blytto escape
the hard necessity of hunger. They feel neitheachthent nor
gratitude towards their bosses, nor are these bdantheir
subordinates by any feeling of benevolence. Theyaloknow
them as men, but only as instruments of productibich have to
yield as much as possible with as little cost assiie. These
populations of workers, ever more crowded togethame not
even the assurance of always being employed. Indushich
has called them together, only lets them live whileeeds them,
and as soon as it can get rid of them it abandwms twithout the
slightest scruple; and the workers are compelledfter their
persons and their powers for whatever price they get. The
longer, more painful and more disgusting the wbytare given,
the less they are paid. There are those who, witeen hours’
work a day and unremitting exertion, scarcely g ight not to
die.” (Ibid. pp. 68-69)

“We are convinced ... as are the commissionersgeldawith the
inquiry into the condition of the hand-loom weavyetisat the
large industrial towns would in a short time lokeit population
of workers if they were not all the time receivifiggm the
neighboring rural areas constant recruitments afthg men, a
constant flow of fresh blood.” (Ibid. p. 362)
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Profit of Capital

1. Capital
What is the basis of capital, that is, of privategerty in the products of
other men’s labor?

“Even if capital itself does not merely amount heft or fraud, it
still requires the cooperation of legislation to naay
inheritance.” (Say, Traité d’economie politique, It. P. 136,
footnote}

How does one become a proprietor of productivek§tddow does one
become owner of the products created by meangsostibck?

By virtue of positive law. (Say, t. Il, p. 4)

What does one acquire with capital, with the iniagce of a large fortune,
for instance?

“The person who [either acquires, or] succeedsdoeat fortune,

does not necessarily [acquire or] succeed to afijigad power

[.... ] The power which that possession immediateid directly

conveys to him, is the power of purchasing; a cet@ammand

over all the labor, or over all the produce of lalwhich is then

in the market.” (Wealth of Nations, by Adam Smitfgl. I, pp.

26-27.
Capital is thus the governing power over labor @sdproducts. The
capitalist possesses this power, not on accouhisopersonal or human
qualities, but inasmuch as he is an owner of chptas power is the
purchasing power of his capital, which nothing eatihstand.
Later we shall see first how the capitalist, by neeaf capital, exercises
his governing power over labor, then, however, hallsee the governing
power of capital over the capitalist himself.
What is capital?

“A certain quantity oflabor stockedand stored up to be

employed.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 295.)

Capital isstored-up labor

(2) Funds or stock, is any accumulation of products of suél or of
manufacture. Stock is callezhpital only when it yields to its owner a
revenue or profit. (Adam Smith, op. cit., p. 243)

2. The Profit of Capital

Theprofit or gain of capitalis altogether different from the wages
of labor. This difference is manifested in two ways the first
place, the profits of capital are regulated altbgetoy the value
of the capital employed, although the labor of éwjon and
direction associated with different capitals may the same.
Moreover in large works the whole of this laborc@mmitted to
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some principal clerk, whose salary bears no requigportion to
the capital of which he oversees the management. although
the labor of the proprietor is here reduced almostothing, he
still demands profits in proportion to his capitghdam Smith,
op. cit., Vol. |, p. 43)

Why does the capitalist demand this proportion ketw profit and

capital?
He would have nanterestin employing the workers, unless he
expected from the sale of their work something mibv@n is
necessary to replace the stock advanced by himagesvand he
would have nanterestto employ a great stock rather than a small
one, unless his profits were to bear some propotbahe extent
of his stock. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 42)

The capitalist thus makes a profit, first, on theges, and secondly on the
raw materials advanced by him.
What proportion, then, does profit bear to capital?

If it is already difficult to determine the usualemage level of
wages at a particular place and at a particulae,titns even more
difficult to determine the profit on capitals. Aaige in the price
of the commadities in which the capitalist deal® good or bad
fortune of his rivals and customers, a thousanéradiccidents to
which commodities are exposed both in transit andthe
warehouses — all produce a daily, almost hourlyiatian in
profit. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 78-79uBthough it is
impossible to determine with precision what are pinefits on
capitals, some notion may be formed of them froairkerest of
money Wherever a great deal can be made by the useméyna
great deal will be given for the use of it; whenelitle can be
made by it, little will be given. (Adam Smith, ogt., Vol. I, p.
79) The proportion which the usual market ratenbérest ought
to bear to the rate of clear profit, necessariljegaas profit rises
or falls. Double interest is in Great Britain reokd what the
merchants call a good, moderate, reasonable ptefis which
mean no more thana@mmon and usudgrofit. (Adam Smith, op.
cit., Vol. I, p. 87)

What is thdowestrate of profit? And what thieighes?

The lowest rate of ordinary profiton capital must always be
something more than what is sufficient to compenstite
occasional losses to which every employment ofksimexposed.

It is this surplus only which is neat or clear [irofhe same holds
for the lowest rate of interest. (Adam Smith, dp, ¥ol. |, p. 86)
Thehighest rateo which ordinary profits can rise is that which i
the price of the greater part of commoditeegs up the whole of
the rent of the landand reduces the wages of labor contained in
the commodity supplied to tHewest rate the bare subsistence of
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the laborer during his work. The worker must alwagsfed in
some way or other while he is required to work;trean
disappear entirely. For example: the servants efEast India
Company in Bengal. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. b, |86-87)

Besides all the advantages of limited competitidmcly the capitalist may
exploitin this case, he can keep the market price abdowenatural price
by quite decorous means.

For one thing by keepingsecrets in tradef the market is at a
great distance from those who supply it, that yscbncealing a
price change, its rise above the natural levels Tduncealment
has the effect that other capitalists do not follam in investing
their capital in this branch of industry or trade.

Then againby keepingsecrets in manufacturevhich enable the
capitalist to reduce the costs of production angpbu his
commodity at the same or even at lower prices than
competitors while obtaining a higher profit. (Dedeg by
keeping secrets is not immoral? Dealings on thekSExchange.)
Furthermore where production is restricted to a particular
locality (as in the case of a rare wine), and whbeeeffective
demand can never he satisfiedrinally, through monopolies
exercised by individuals or companies. Monopolyceris the
highest possible. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p-54)

Other fortuitous causes which can raise the pwmfitcapital: the
acquisition of new territories, or of new brancloédrade, often
increases the profit on capital even in a wealthyntry, because
they withdraw some capital from the old branchesaile, reduce
competition, and cause the market to be supplietth fawer
commodities, the prices of which then rise: thodeo wdeal in
these commodities can then afford to borrow atghdri rate of
interest. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 83)

The more a commodity comes to be manufactured —mibre it
becomes an object of manufacture — the greaternbesdhat
part of the price which resolves itself into wagasl profit in
proportion to that which resolves itself into reim.the progress
of the manufacture of a commodity, not only the bamof
profits increases, but every subsequent profitréaigr than the
foregoing; because the capital from which it isivkg must
always be greater. The capital which employs thewsss, for
example, must always be greater than that whichl@mphe
spinners; because it not only replaces that capitél its profits,
but pays, besides, the wages of weavers; and wi@spmust
always bear some proportion to the capital. (Op.\¢ol. I, p. 45)

Thus the advance made by human labor in convettiegproduct of
nature into the manufactured product of natureeiases, not the wages of
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labor, but in part the number of profitable capitalestments, and in part
the size of every subsequent capital in compangtmnthe foregoing.

More about the advantages which the capitalistvdsrfrom the division

of labor, later.

He profits doubly — first, by the division of lahoand secondly, in

general, by the advance which human labor makdkenatural product.

The greater the human share in a commodity, thetgréhe profit of dead
capital.

In one and the same society the average rateobf pn capital

are much more nearly on the same level than theesvafj the

different sorts of labor. (Op. cit., Vol. I, p. 190n the different
employments of capital, the ordinary rate of preéties with the
certainty or uncertainty of the returns.

The ordinary profit of stock, though it rises witte risk, does not
always seem to rise in proportion to it. (Op. ciaql. I, pp. 99-

100.)

It goes without saying that profits also rise ietmeans of circulation
become less expensive or easier available (e gerpaoney).

3. The Rule of Capital over Labor and the Motives of the Capitalist

The consideration of his own private profit is thele motive
which determines the owner of any capital to emplaither in
agriculture, in manufactures, or in some particllgnch of the
wholesale or retail trade. The different quantitedsproductive
Labor which it may put into motion, and the diffietevalues
which it may add to the annual produce of the land labor of
his country, according as it is employed in oneiber of those
different ways, never enter into his thoughts. (Ad&mith, op.
cit., Vol. I, p. 335)

The most useful employment of capital for the ajsit is that
which, risks being equal, yields him the greatesifip This

employment is not always the most useful for sggitie most
useful employment is that which utilizes the praduecpowers of
nature. (Say, t. Il, pp. 130-31.)

The plans and speculations of the employers oftalapiegulate
and direct all the most important operations oblaland profit is
the end proposed by all those plans and projeatsiti2 rate of
profit does not, like rent and wages, rise with pinesperity and
fall with the decline of the society. On the congrat is naturally
low in rich and high in poor countries, and it lsvays highest in
the countries which are going fastest to ruin. irtterest of this
class, therefore, has not the same connection thighgeneral
interest of the society as that of the other twd.he particular
interest of the dealers in any particular branch traide or
manufactures is always in some respects differemin,f and
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frequently even in sharp opposition to, that of theblic. To
widen the market and to narrow the sellers’ contipetiis always
the interest of the dealer.... This is a classemipte whose interest
is never exactly the same as that of society, ssaif people who
have generally an interest to deceive and to oppites public.
(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, pp. 231-32)

4. The Accumulation of Capitals and the Competition among the
Capitalists

The increase of stock, which raises wages, tendswer the
capitalists’ profit, because of the competition agst the
capitalists. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 78)

If, for example, the capital which is necessary tloe grocery
trade of a particular town “is divided between twdferent
grocers, their competition will tend to make bothtleem sell
cheaper than if it were in the hands of one onhd & it were
divided among twenty, their competition would betjso much
the greater, and the chance of their combiningthagein order
to raise the price, just so much the less.” (Adamitly op. cit.,
Vol. I, p. 322)

Since we already know that monopoly prices areigs &s possible, since
the interest of the capitalists, even from the poinview commonly held
by political economists, stands in hostile oppositio society, and since a
rise of profit operates like compound interest dre tprice of the
commodity (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 87-8%) follows that the
sole defense against the capitalistsampetition which according to the
evidence of political economy acts beneficentlybyh raising wages and
lowering the prices of commodities to the advantafjghe consuming
public.

But competition is only possible if capital muligs, and is held in many
hands. The formation of many capital investmentsrily possible as a
result of multilateral accumulation, since cap@aimes into being only by
accumulation; and multilateral accumulation necdlgsaturns into
unilateral accumulation. Competition among caystaliincreases the
accumulation of capital. Accumulation, where prevatoperty prevails, is
the concentration of capital in the hands of a féws in general an
inevitable consequence if capital is left to folla& natural course, and it
is precisely through competition that the way isaced for this natural
disposition of capital.

We have been told that the profit on capital ipliaportion to the size of
the capital. A large capital therefore accumulatezre quickly than a
small capital in proportion to its size, even if wesregard for the time
being deliberate competition.
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Xiaccordingly, the accumulation of large capital @eds much more
rapidly than that of smaller capital, quite irresipee of competition. But

let us follow this process further.

With the increase of capital the profit on capiahinishes, because of

competition. The first to suffer, therefore, is graall capitalist.

The increase of capitals and a large number oftalapavestments

presuppose, further, a condition of advancing vealthe country.

“In a country which had acquired its full complerhefi riches [
... ] the ordinary rate of clear profit would beryemall, so the
usual [market] rate of interest which could be aféa out of it
would be so low as to render it impossible for &y the very
wealthiest people to live upon the interest of thmbney. All

people of [...] middling fortunes would be obligedsuperintend
themselves the employment of their own stocks. diuld be

necessary that almost every man should be a mhnsifiess, or
engage in some sort of trade.” (Adam Smith, op, ®ol. I, p.

86)

This is the situation most dear to the heart oitipal economy.

“The proportion between capital and revenue, tloeeefseems
everywhere to regulate the proportion between imguand

idleness; wherever capital predominates, industrgvails;

wherever revenue, idleness.” (Adam Smith, op. &fbl. I, p.

301.)

What about the employment of capital, then, in tusdition of increased

competition?

“As stock increases, the quantity of stock to bat lat interest
grows gradually greater and greater. As the quaotistock to be
lent at interest increases, the interest ... dshies (i) because the
market price of things commonly diminishes as thgpiantity
increases. ... and (ii) because with the incredsmpitals in any
country, “it becomes gradually more and more diftico find
within the country a profitable method of employiagy new
capital. There arises in consequence a competiietween
different capitals, the owner of one endeavoringegbpossession
of that employment which is occupied by anothert Bron most
occasions he can hope to jostle that other othisfemployment
by no other means but by dealing upon more reas@taims. He
must not only sell what he deals in somewhat chedpé in
order to get it to sell, he must sometimes, tog, ibulearer. The
demand for productive labor, by the increase offtimels which
are destined for maintaining it, grows every dagager and
greater. Laborers easily find employment, but theners of
capitals find it difficult to get laborers to emplo Their
competition raises the wages of labor and sinkspitodits of
stock.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 316)
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Thus the small capitalist has the choice: (1) eitbeconsume his capital,
since he can no longer live on the interest — dnd tcease to be a
capitalist; or (2) to set up a business himself,l8e8 commodity cheaper,
buy dearer than the wealthier capitalist, and pajdr wages — thus
ruining himself, the market price being alreadyywlew as a result of the
intense competition presupposed. If, however, figechpitalist wants to
squeeze out the smaller capitalist, he has allatiheantages over him
which the capitalist has as a capitalist over tloeker. The larger size of
his capital compensates him for the smaller proétsl he can even bear
temporary losses until the smaller capitalist imed and he finds himself
freed from this competition. In this way, he acclmes the small
capitalist’s profits.
Furthermore: the big capitalist always buys chedpan the small one,
because he buys bigger quantities. He can thereveteafford to sell
cheaper.
But if a fall in the rate of interest turns the wiliel capitalists from rentiers
into businessmen, the increase in business capiththe resulting smaller
profit produce conversely a fall in the rate oknst.
“When the profits which can be made by the use cgital are
diminished the price which can be paid for the ofsi [...] must
necessarily be diminished with them.” (Adam Smitbg. cit.,
Vol. I, p. 316)
“As riches, improvement, and population have inseeh interest
has declined,” and consequently the profits of tadipts, “after
these [profits] are diminished, stock may not oobntinue to
increase, but to increase much faster than befarp A great
stock though with small profits, generally increasaster than a
small stock with great profits. Money, says theverb, makes
money.” (op. cit., Vol. |, p. 83)
When, therefore, this large capital is opposedrbglkcapitals with small
profits, as it is under the presupposed conditibmt@nse competition, it
crushes them completely.
The necessary result of this competition is a gdndeterioration of
commodities, adulteration, fake production and arsal poisoning,
evident in large towns.
An important circumstance in the competition ofaand small capital is,
furthermore, the relation betweéred capitalandcirculating capital
Circulating capital is a capital which is “employed in raising
provisions, “manufacturing, or purchasing goodsd aelling
them again. [... ] The capital employed in this mamyields no
revenue or profit to its employer, while it eithemains in his
possession, or continues in the same shape. fis.]capital is
continually going from him in one shape, and rengrio him in
another, and it is only by means of such circufgtmr successive



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 24

exchanges” and transformations “that it can yietd any profit.”
Fixed capitalconsists of capital invested “in the improvemeht o
land, in the purchase of useful machines and insnis of trade,
or in such-like things.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., V&l pp. 243-44)
“Every saving in the expense of supporting thedixapital is an
improvement of the net revenue of the society. Whele capital
of the undertaker of every work is necessarilyatd between his
fixed and his circulating capital. [Marx uses theereh terms
capital fixeandcapital circulant. —Ed.] While his whole capital
remains the same, the smaller the one part, thategremust
necessarily be the other. It is the circulating iteypwhich
furnishes the materials and wages of labor, and ipdustry into
motion. Every saving, therefore, in the expensmaintaining the
fixed capital, which does not diminish the produetpowers of
labor, must increase the fund which puts industitgy imotion.”
(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 257)

It is clear from the outset that the relation ofefi capital and circulating
capital is much more favorable to the big capitdiean to the smaller
capitalist. The extra fixed capital required byeaybig banker as against
a very small one is insignificant. Their fixed dapiamounts to nothing
more than the office. The equipment of the biggerdbwner does not
increase in proportion to the size of his estaimil&ly, the credit which a
big capitalist enjoys compared with a smaller oreans for him all the
greater saving in fixed capital — that is, in thecant of ready money he
must always have at hand. Finally, it is obvioiet thihere industrial labor
has reached a high level, and where therefore alatiosianual labor has
become factory labor, the entire capital of a sncalbitalist does not
suffice to provide him even with the necessarydixapital. As is well
known, large-scale cultivation usually provides é@yment only for a
small number of hand®lote by Marx in French.]
It is generally true that the accumulation of largapital is also
accompanied by a proportional concentration angldication of fixed
capital, as compared to the smaller capitaliste. Qi capitalist introduces
for himself some kind of organization of the instrents of labor.

“Similarly, in the sphere of industry every manutag and mill

is already a comprehensive combination of a largeerial

fortune with numerous and varied intellectual cépc and

technical skills serving the common purpose of pobdn....

Where legislation preserves landed property indaungits, the

surplus of a growing population flocks into tradesd it is

therefore as in Great Britain in the field of intys principally,

that proletarians aggregate in great numbers. Whexgever, the

law permits the continuous division of the lande thumber of

small, debt-encumbered proprietors increases, &sance; and

the continuing process of fragmentation throws theito the
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class of the needy and the discontented. When @aigntthis
fragmentation and indebtedness reaches a higheealsgll, big
landed property once more swallows up small prgpgust as
large-scale industry destroys small industry. Aadaaiger estates
are formed again, large numbers of propertylessk&ver not
required for the cultivation of the soil are agalnven into
industry.” (Schulz, Bewegung der Production, pp.58)
“Commodities of the same kind change in characiea eesult of
changes in the method of production, and espeaallg result of
the use of machinery. Only by the exclusion of harpawer has
it become possible to spin from a pound of cottoortiv 3
shillings and 8 pence 350 hanks of a total lendth6y English
miles (i.e., 36 German miles), and of a commerc&#le of 25
guineas.” (op. cit., p. 62.)

“On the average the prices of cotton-goods haveedsed in
England during the past 45 years by eleven-twelfthsd
according to Marshall’s calculations the same arhooh
manufactured goods for which 16 shillings was giid in 1814
is now supplied at 1 shilling and 10 pence. Thegrecheapness
of industrial products expands both consumptiohombe and the
market abroad, and because of this the number okem® in
cotton has not only not fallen in Great Britain eaftthe
introduction of machines but has risen from foltgusand to one
and a half million. As to the earnings of indudteatrepreneurs
and workers, the growing competition between tlotofy owners
has resulted in their profits necessarily fallirgative to the
amount of products supplied by them. In the ye®20133 the
Manchester manufacturer's gross profit on a pidceatico fell
from four shillings 1 1/3 pence to one shilling 8npe. But to
make up for this loss, the volume of manufacture baen
correspondingly increased. The consequence of itighat
separate branches of industry experience over-ptimauto some
extent, that frequent bankruptcies occur causingpgunty to
fluctuate and vacillate unstably within the clagcapitalists and
masters of labor, thus throwing into the proletasiame of those
who have been ruined economically; and that, fretipeand
suddenly, close-downs or cuts in employment becoewessary,
the painful effects of which are always bitterljt tey the class of
wage-laborers.” (Op. cit., p. 63.)

“To hire out one’s labor is to begin one’s enslagem To hire
out the materials of labor is to establish oneggdiom.... Labor is
man; the materials, on the other hand, containimgthuman.”
(Pecqueur, Théorie sociale, etc.)

“The material element, which is quite incapable avéating
wealth without the other element, labor, acquires magical
virtue of being fertile for them [who own this mets element] as
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if by their own action they had placed there thidispensable
element.” (Op. cit.)

“Supposing that the daily labor of a worker bringsn on the
average 400 francs a year and that this sum ssiffioe every
adult to live some sort of crude life, then anypsietor receiving
2,000 francs in interest or rent, from a farm, aud® etc.,
compels indirectly five men to work for him; an ome of
100,000 francs represents the labor of 250 men, thad of
1,000,000 francs the labor of 2,500 individualsn@ee 300
million [Louis Philippe] therefore the labor of 7800 workers).”
(Op. cit., pp. 412-13.)

‘The human law has given owners the right to usktarabuse —
that is to say, the right to do what they will witre materials of
labor.... They are in no way obliged by law to pdevwork for
the propertyless when required and at all timestogpay them
always an adequate wage, etc. (Op. cit.,, p. 418G9miplete
freedom concerning the nature, the quantity, thaityuand the
expediency of production; concerning the use aerddthposal of
wealth; and full command over the materials of kbor.
Everyone is free to exchange what belongs to hifmea#inks fit,
without considering anything other than his owreiast as an
individual.” (Op. cit. p. 413.)

“Competition is merely the expression of the fremddo
exchange, which itself is the immediate and logamisequence
of the individual's right to use and abuse all thstruments of
production. The right to use and abuse, freedoexohange, and
arbitrary competition — these three economic mosiewhich
form one unit, entail the following consequences;heproduces
what he wishes, as he wishes, when he wishes, ilgevdshes,
produces well or produces badly, produces too moichmot
enough, too soon or too late, at too high a pride® low a price;
none knows whether he will sell, to whom he will,skow he
will sell, when he will sell, where he will sell.d it is the same
with regard to purchases. The producer is ignooamteeds and
resources, of demand and supply. He sells whenistees; when
he can, where he wishes, to whom he wishes, aptice he
wishes. And he buys in the same way. In all thisshever the
plaything of chance, the slave of the law of thergjest, of the
least harassed, of the richest.... Whilst at oreceplthere is
scarcity, at another there is glut and waste. Wlife producer
sells a lot or at a very high price, and at an ewos profit, the
other sells nothing or sells at a loss.... The Bugpes not know
the demand, and the demand does not know the sujply
produce, trusting to a taste, a fashion, which @ite\amongst the
consuming public. But by the time you are readydétiver the
commodity, the whim has already passed and hdedett some
other kind of product.... The inevitable conseqasnc
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bankruptcies occurring constantly and universally;
miscalculations, sudden ruin and unexpected fogune
commercial crises, stoppages, periodic gluts orrtabes;
instability and depreciation of wages and profitse loss or
enormous waste of wealth, time and effort in thenarof fierce
competition.” (Op. cit., pp. 414-16.)

Ricardo in his book®n the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation
(rent of land): Nations are merely production-shops; man is ahimee for
consuming and producing; human life is a kind qditzd; economic laws
blindly rule the world. For Ricardo men are nothinipe product
everything. In the 26th chapter of the French tietio it says:

“To an individual with a capital of £20,000 whoskoiits were

£2,000 per annum, it would he a matter quite ieddht whether
his capital would employ a hundred or a thousand.mds not

the real interest of the nation similar? Providésl met real
income, its rent and profits be the same, it ismofimportance
whether the nation consists of ten or twelve mlio of

inhabitants.” — [t. Il, pp. 194, 195.] “In fact, y@ M. Sismondi

(Nouveaux principes diconomie politique Il, p. 331), nothing
remains to be desired but that the King, livingtgualone on the
island, should by continuously turning a crank eaastomatons
to do all the work of England®”

“The master who buys the worker’s labor at sucbva price that

it scarcely suffices for the worker's most pressingeds is
responsible neither for the inadequacy of the wage for the

excessive duration of the labor: he himself hasubmit to the
law which he imposes.... Poverty is not so muctseddy men as
by the power of things.” (Buret, op. cit., p. 82.)

“The inhabitants of many different parts of Greait&n have not
capital sufficient to improve and cultivate all ithéands. The

wool of the southern counties of Scotland is, aagpart of it,

after a long land carriage through very bad roadsjufactured in
Yorkshire, for want of capital to manufacture itteime. There
are many little manufacturing towns in Great Bntaf which the

inhabitants have not capital sufficient to transpbe produce of
their own industry to those distant markets whbezd is demand
and consumption for it. If there are any mercham®ng them,
they are properly only the agents of wealthier fhants who

reside in some of the greater commercial citieAdam Smith,

Wealth of Nations, Vol. |, pp. 326-27)

“The annual produce of the land and labor of anyonacan be

increased in its value by no other means but bseawing either
the number of its productive laborers, or the pobide power of

those laborers who had before been employed eithier case an
additional capital is almost always required.” (Ad&mith, op.

cit., Vol. I, pp. 306-07.)
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“As the accumulation of stock must, in the natufahings, be
previous to the division of labor, so labor cannbere and more
subdivided in proportion only as stock is previgueiore and
more accumulated. The quantity of materials which same
number of people can work up, increases in a gnegtortion as
labor comes to be more and more subdivided; andhas
operations of each workman are gradually reduced gveater
degree of simplicity, a variety of new machines eoto be
invented for facilitating and abridging those opieras. As the
division of labor advances, therefore, in ordergtee constant
employment to an equal number of workmen, an egtoak of
provisions, and a greater stock of materials amtstthan what
would have been necessary in a ruder state of ghimyist be
accumulated beforehand. But the number of worknmeeviery
branch of business generally increases with thisidiv of labor
in that branch, or rather it is the increase ofrthember which
enables them to class and subdivide themselvdsignrtanner.”
(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, pp. 241-42)

“As the accumulation of stock is previously necegséor
carrying on this great improvement in the produetpowers of
labor, so that accumulation naturally leads to thiprovement.
The person who employs his stock in maintainingotab
necessarily wishes to employ it in such a mannéo gsoduce as
great a quantity of work as possible. He endeavitresefore,
both to make among his workmen the most properildigton of
employment, and to furnish them with the best maehi... ]. His
abilities in both these respects are generallyrapgrtion to the
extent of his stock, or to the number of people mvhib can
employ. The quantity of industry, therefore, notyoincreases in
every country with the increase of the stock whéchploys it,
but, in consequence of that increase, the samdityuahindustry
produces a much greater quantity of work.” (AdamitBnop.
cit., Vol. |, p. 242) Henceverproduction

“More comprehensive combinations of productive ésrc.. in
industry and trade by uniting more numerous andentiverse
human and natural powers in larger-scale entempridéready
here and there, closer association of the chiehdbmes of
production. Thus, big manufacturers will try to airg also large
estates in order to become independent of othet feast a part
of the raw materials required for their industry;tbey will go
into trade in conjunction with their industrial enprises, not only
to sell their own manufactures, but also to purekaher kinds of
products and to sell these to their workers. Inl&md; where a
single factory owner sometimes employs ten to tevéhousand
workers ... it is already not uncommon to find sgombinations
of various branches of production controlled by dtmain, such
smaller states or provinces within the state. Thhg, mine
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owners in the Birmingham area have recently takear dhe
whole process of iron production, which was presigu
distributed among various entrepreneurs and owri8e “Der
bergménnische Distrikt bei Birmingham,” Deutschesitéljahr-
Schrift No. 3, 1838.) Finally in the large joinbsk enterprises
which have become so numerous, we see far-reaching
combinations of the financial resources of manyigpants with
the scientific and technical knowledge and skilfsothers to
whom the carrying-out of the work is handed ovdre Tapitalists
are thereby enabled to apply their savings in nuverse ways
and perhaps even to employ them simultaneouslgiitudture,
industry and commerce. As a consequence theiresttéiecomes
more comprehensive, and the contradictions betwgganultural,
industrial, and commercial interests are reduced dirappear.
But this increased possibility of applying capipabfitably in the
most diverse ways cannot but intensify the antagorbetween
the propertied and the non-propertied classes.hyl&¢ op. cit.,
pp. 40-41.)

The enormous profit which the landlords of housekenout of poverty.

House rent stands in inverse proportion to indalspoverty. So does the
interest obtained from the vices of the ruined gtanians. (Prostitution,
drunkenness, pawnbroking.)

The accumulation of capital increases and the cuttigre between

capitalists decreases, when capital and landedepsopre united in the
same hand, also when capital is enabled by itsteizmmbine different
branches of production. _

Indifference towards men. Smith’s twenty lottergkgts™’ Say’s net and
gross revenue:.

Rent of Land

Landlords’ right has its origin in robbery. (Say, 1) The

landlords, like all other men, love to reap wheheyt never
sowed, and demand a rent even for the natural peodd the

earth. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 44.)

“The rent of land, it may be thought, is frequentty more than a
reasonable profit or interest for the stock laid loy the landlord
upon its improvement. This, no doubt, may be pattly case
upon some occasions.... The landlord demands”gIeft even
for unimproved land, and the supposed interestralfitpupon the

expense of improvement is generally an additiothi® original

rent.” (2) “Those improvements, besides, are notigs made by
the stock of the landlord, but sometimes by thathef tenant.
When the lease comes to be renewed, however, titiotd

commonly demands the same augmentation of reritthsyi had

been all made by his own.” (3) “He sometimes dersamedt for
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what is altogether incapable of human improveme(dam
Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 131.)

Smith cites as an instance of the last case kelp,

“a species of seaweed, which, when burnt, yieldalkaline salt,
useful for making glass, soap, etc. It grows inesal parts of
Great Britain, particularly in Scotland, upon suobks only as lie
within the high-water mark, which are twice evemydovered
with the sea, and of which the produce, thereferas never
augmented by human industry. The landlord, howewdrmse
estate is bounded by a kelp shore of this kind,adets a rent for
it as much as for his corn fields. The sea in thightborhood of
the Islands of Shetland is more than commonly abonaoh fish,
which make a great part of the subsistence of tindiabitants.
But in order to profit by the produce of the watesy must have a
habitation upon the neighboring land. The renthef iandlord is
in proportion, not to what the farmer can make ey land, but to
what he can make both by the land and by the Wat&dam
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 131.)

“This rent may be considered as the produce ofetpbosvers of
nature the use of which the landlord lends to the farnhieis
greater or smaller according to the supposed exténthose
powers, or in other words, according to the suppossural or
improved fertility of the land. It is the work ofature which
remains after deducting or compensating everythihigh can be
regarded as the work of man.” (Adam Smith, op, ®ual. |1, pp.
324-25.)

“The rent of land therefore, considered as the price paid for the
use of the land, is naturally monopoly price It is not at all
proportioned to what the landlord may have laid opon the
improvement of the land, or to what he can affardake; but to
what the farmer can afford to give.” (Adam Smitlp. @it., p.
131.)

Of the three original classes, that of the landiorsl the one
“whose revenue costs them neither labor nor carecbmes to
them, as it were, of its own accord, and independéany plan
or project of their own”. (Adam Smith, op. cit., V& p. 230.)

We have already learnt that the size of the repedds on the degree of
fertility of the land.
Another factor in its determination is situation.
“The rent of land not only varies with itertility, whatever be its
produce, but with its situation whatever be itdiliey.” (Adam
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 133.)
“The produce of land, mines, and fisheries, whegirtinatural
fertility is equal, is in proportion to the extemind proper
application of the capitals employed about them.eWhhe
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capitals are equal and equally well applied, iniproportion to
their natural fertility.” (Op. cit., Vol. |, p. 249

These propositions of Smith are important, becagsen equal costs of
production and capital of equal size, they redumerent of land to the
greater or lesser fertility of the soil. Therebyosing clearly the
perversion of concepts in political economy, whigims the fertility of the
land into an attribute of the landlord.

Now, however, let us consider the rent of land &sformed in real life.
The rent of land is established as a resulthef struggle between tenant
and landlord We find that the hostile antagonism of interestse
struggle, the war is recognised throughout politexaonomy as the basis
of social organization.

Let us see now what the relations are betweendam@dind tenant.

“In adjusting the terms of the lease, the landlerdieavors to
leave him no greater share of the produce than shauifficient
to keep up the stock from which he furnishes tredspays the
labor, and purchases and maintains the cattle atigr o
instruments of husbandry, together with the ordinamofits of
farming stock in the neighborhood. This is evidgile smallest
share with which the tenant can content himselhatit being a
loser, and the landlord seldom means to leave hign raore.
Whatever part of the produce, or, what is the sahag,
whatever part of its price is over and above thars, he
naturally endeavors to reserve to himself as thé o€ his land,
which is evidently the highest the tenant can dffior pay in the
actual circumstances of the land. [.... ] This ipoit however,
may still be considered as the natural rent of Jamdhe rent for
which it is naturally meant that land should foe ttmost part be
let.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 130-31)

“The landlords,” says Say, “operate a certain kiidnonopoly
against the tenants. The demand for their commoditg and
soil, can go on expanding indefinitely; but theseonly a given,
limited amount of their commodity.... The bargatrusk between
landlord and tenant is always advantageous todhadr in the
greatest possible degree.... Besides the advah&aderives from
the nature of the case, he derives a further adgantrom his
position, his larger fortune and greater credit atahding. But
the first by itself suffices to enable him and hafone to profit
from the favorable circumstances of the land. Thening of a
canal, or a road; the increase of population anth@fprosperity
of a district, always raises the rent.... Indede, tenant himself
may improve the ground at his own expense; butrthe derives
the profit from this capital for the duration ofshiease, with the
expiry of which it remains with the proprietor ofiet land;
henceforth it is the latter who reaps the intetleteon, without
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having made the outlay, for there is now a propagte increase
in the rent.” (Say, t. II.)

“Rent, considered as the price paid for the udaral, is naturally
the highest which the tenant can afford to payha actual
circumstances of the land.” (Adam Smith, op. &bl. I, p. 130.)
“The rent of an estate above ground commonly ansotmivhat
is supposed to be a third of the gross producejtasdenerally a
rent certain and independent of the occasionabtiaris in the
crop.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 153.) Thient “is seldom
less than a fourth ... of the whole produce”. (O, Vol. I, p.
325.)

Rentcannot be paid on all commodities. For instancenany districts no
rent is paid for stones.

“Such parts only of the produce of land can commdel brought
to market of which the ordinary price is sufficigntreplace the
stock which must be employed in bringing them #hitiogether
with its ordinary profits. If the ordinary price more than this,
the surplus part of it will naturally go to the tesf the land. If it
is not more, though the commodity may be broughnéoket, it
can afford no rent to the landlord. Whether thegibs or is not
more depends upon the demand.” (Adam Smith, opMut. |, p.

132))

“Rent, it is to be observed, therefore, enters tho composition
of the price of commaodities in a different way fromages and
profit. High or low wages and profit are the causehigh or low
price; high or low rent is the effect of it.” (Ada8mith, op. cit.,
Vol. |, p. 132))

Foodbelongs to the products which always yieleat.

As men, like all other animals, naturally multiphyproportion to

the means of their subsistence, food is alwaysgnoorless, in
demand. It can always purchase or command a greagnaller

qguantity of labor, and somebody can always be fowhd is

willing to do something in order to obtain it. Tiyantity of

labor, indeed, which it can purchase is not alweysal to what it
could maintain, if managed in the most economicahner, on

account of the high wages which are sometimes gigelabor.

But it can always purchase such a quantity of lad®rit can

maintain, according to the rate at which the sdrtlabor is

commonly maintained in the neighborhood.

“But land, in almost any situation, produces a tgeguantity of

food than what is sufficient to maintain all thbda necessary for
bringing it to market [.... ] The surplus, too,akvays more than
sufficient to replace the stock which employed thhbr, together
with its profits. Something, therefore, always r@méor a rent to
the landlord.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, pp32-33.)
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“Food is in this manner not only the original sauaf rent, but
every other part of the produce of land which afteds affords
rent derives that part of its value from the immment of the
powers of labor in producing food by means of therovement
and cultivation of land.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., M§ p. 150.)
“Human food seems to be the only produce of lantthvblways
and necessarily affords some rent to the landld@p. cit., Vol.
l, p. 147.)

“Countries are populous not in proportion to thenber of people
whom their produce can clothe and lodge, but irppriion to
that of those whom it can feed.” (Adam Smith, ap, &ol. |, p.
149.)

“After food, clothing and lodging are the two greaants of
mankind.” They usually yield a rent, but not inafly. (Op. cit.,
Vol. |, p. 147))

* Let us now see how the landlord exploits evergHiom which society
benefits.

(1) The rent of land increases with population. #&dSmith, op. cit., Vol.
l, p. 146.)

(2) We have already learnt from Say how the rentnfl increases with
railways, etc., with the improvement, safety, andltiplication of the

means of communication.

(3) “Every improvement in the circumstances of sbeiety tends
either directly or indirectly to raise the real teof land, to
increase the real wealth of the landlord, his powfegpurchasing
the labor, or the produce of the labor of othembeo

“The extension of improvement and cultivation tendsaise it
directly. The landlord’s share of the produce nsagly increases
with the increase of the produce.

“That rise in the real price of those parts of thde produce of
land [...] the rise in the price of cattle, for exale, tends too to
raise the rent of land directly, and in a stillagex proportion. The
real value of the landlord’s share, his real comunahthe labor
of other people, not only rises with the real vabfiehe produce,
but the proportion of his share to the whole preduses with it.
That produce, after the rise in its real price,ure@p no more
labor to collect it than before. A smaller propontiof it will,
therefore, be sufficient to replace, with the oadyn profit, the
stock which employs that labor. A greater proportad it must,
consequently, belong to the landlord.” (Adam S, cit., Vol.
I, pp. 228-29.)

The greater demand for raw produce, and therefmeise in value, may
in part result from the increase of population &nodh the increase of their
needs. But every new invention, every new appbecatn manufacture of
a previously unused or little-used raw materiagraants rent. Thus, for
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example, there was a tremendous rise in the regpalf mines with the
advent of the railways, steamships, etc.
Besides this advantage which the landlord derivesnfmanufacture,
discoveries, and labor, there is yet another, ashaé presently see.

(4) “All those improvements in the productive powef labor,

which tend directly to reduce the real price of ofantures, tend

indirectly to raise the real rent of land. The lland exchanges

that part of his rude produce, which is over andvabhis own

consumption, or what comes to the same thing, tloe pf that

part of it, for manufactured produce. Whatever oeguthe real

price of the latter, raises that of the former. équal quantity of

the former becomes thereby equivalent to a gregintity of the

latter; and the landlord is enabled to purchasesatgr quantity of

the conveniences, ornaments, or luxuries, whichdsoccasion

for.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 229)
But it is silly to conclude, as Smith does, thaicsi the landlord exploits
every benefit which comes to society the interéshe landlord is always
identical with that of society. (Op. cit., Vol. p. 230.) In the economic
system, under the rule of private property, therggt which an individual
has in society is in precisely inverse proportiortite interest society has
in him — just as the interest of the usurer ingpendsthrift is by no means
identical with the interest of the spendthrift.
We shall mention only in passing the landlord’sessson with monopoly
directed against the landed property of foreignntoes, from which the
Corn Laws", for instance, originate. Likewise, we shall heass over
medieval serfdom, the slavery in the colonies, tiedmiserable condition
of the country folk, the day-laborers, in Greatt&@n. Let us confine
ourselves to the propositions of political econataglf.
(1) The landlord being interested in the welfare suiciety means,
according to the principles of political econontyatthe is interested in the
growth of its population and manufacture, in thpamsion of its needs —
in short, in the increase of wealth; and this iasee of wealth is, as we
have already seen, identical with the increaseoetpy and slavery. The
relation between increasing house rent and inargagioverty is an
example of the landlord’'s interest in society, the ground rent, the
interest obtained from the land on which the hosts@ds, goes up with
the rent of the house.
(2) According to the political economists themsslvehe landlord’s
interest is inimically opposed to the interestlod tenant farmer-and thus
already to a significant section of society.
(3) As the landlord can demand all the more remtnfthe tenant farmer
the less wages the farmer pays, and as the faonesf down wages all
the lower the more rent the landlord demands llibics that the interest of
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the landlord is just as hostile to that of the famorkers as is that of the
manufacturers to their workers. He likewise forcksvn wages to the
minimum.
(4) Since a real reduction in the price of manufeed products raises the
rent of land, the landowner has a direct intenedbwering the wages of
industrial workers, in competition amongst the talfgts, in over-
production, in all the misery associated with irtdasproduction.
(5) While, thus, the landlord’s interest, far frdmeing identical with the
interest of society, stands inimically opposed he interest of tenant
farmers, farm laborers, factory workers and caigisl on the other hand,
the interest of one landlord is not even identwwdh that of another, on
account of the competition which we will now coresid
In general the relationship of large and small &hgroperty is like that of
big and small capital. But in addition, there apeaal circumstances
which lead inevitably to the accumulation of latgeded property and to
the absorption of small property by it.
(1) Nowhere does the relative number of workers amglements
decrease more with increases in the size of thekstitan in landed
property. Likewise, the possibility of all-round mgitation, of
economizing production costs, and of effective glom of labor, increases
nowhere more with the size of the stock than inléghproperty. However
small a field may be, it requires for its workingcartain irreducible
minimum of implements (plough, saw, etc.), whils¢ tsize of a piece of
landed property can be reduced far below this minim
(2) Big landed property accumulates to itself theeriest on the capital
which the tenant farmer has employed to improvelahd. Small landed
property has to employ its own capital, and theeefdoes not get this
profit at all.
(3) While every social improvement benefits the ésgate, it harms small
property, because it increases its need for reasly.c
(4) Two important laws concerning this competitioemain to be
considered:

(a) The rent of the cultivated land, of which thheguce is human

food, regulates the rent of the greater part oéiotltivated land.

(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. |, p. 144.)
Ultimately, only the big estate can produce sucbdfas cattle, etc.
Therefore it regulates the rent of other land aad force it down to a
minimum.
The small landed proprietor working on his own latdnds then to the
big landowner in the same relation as an artisasgssing his own tool to
the factory owner. Small property in land has bee@mere instrument
of labor™" Rent entirely disappears for the small proprietiogre remains
to him at the most the interest on his capital, hisdwages. For rent can
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be driven down by competition till it is nothing neothan the interest on
capital not invested by the proprietor.

(b) In addition, we have already learnt that witjua fertility and equally
efficient exploitation of lands, mines and fisheriethe produce is
proportionate to the size of the capital. Hence viatory of the big
landowner. Similarly, where equal capitals are @y@dl the product is
proportionate to the fertility. Hence, where cagit@re equal, victory goes
to the proprietor of the more fertile soil.

(c) “A mine of any kind may be said to be eithatife or barren,
according as the quantity of mineral which can tmibht from it
by a certain quantity of labor is greater or ldssntwhat can be
brought by an equal quantity from the greater padther mines
of the same kind.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. [,151.)

“The most fertile coal-mine, too, regulates thec@rof coal at all
the other mines in its neighborhood. Both the petpr and the
undertaker of the work find, the one that he caraggreater rent,
the other that he can get a greater profit, by sdmeé
underselling all their neighbors. Their neighbats soon obliged
to sell at the same price, though they cannot dbafferd it, and
though it always diminishes, and sometimes takesayaw
altogether both their rent and their profit. Somerks are
abandoned altogether; others can afford no rerd, @an be
wrought only by the proprietor.” (Adam Smith, ojt.,cvol. |, pp.
152-53.)

“After the discovery of the mines of Peru, the silmines of
Europe were, the greater part of them, abandong&tiis was the
case, too, with the mines of Cuba and St. Domiagd, even with
the ancient mines of Peru, after the discovenho$¢ of Potosi.”
(Op. cit., Vol. I, p. 154.)

What Smith here says of mines applies more ortteknded property

generally:
(d) “The ordinary market price of land, it is to lobserved,
depends everywhere upon the ordinary market ratgerest.... If
the rent of land should fall short of the intere§tmoney by a
greater difference, nobody would buy land, whichuidosoon
reduce its ordinary price. On the contrary, if thdvantages
should much more than compensate the differencerybody
would buy land, which again would soon raise idimary price.”
(Op. cit., Vol. |, p. 320.)

From this relation of rent of land to interest onmay it follows that rent

must fall more and more, so that eventually onb/wealthiest people can
live on rent. Hence the ever greater competitiamvben landowners who
do not lease their land to tenants. Ruin of somethafse; further

accumulation of large landed property.
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This competition has the further consequence thatge part of landed
property falls into the hands of the capitalistgl dhat capitalists thus
become simultaneously landowners, just as the smalhdowners are on
the whole already nothing more than capitalisteni@rly, a section of
large landowners become at the same time industsial

The final consequence is thus the abolition of dn&inction between
capitalist and landowner, so that there remaingattzer only two classes
of the population — the working class and the classapitalists. This
huckstering with landed property, the transformated landed property
into a commaodity, constitutes the final overthrofitloe old and the final
establishment of the money aristocracy.

(1) We will not join in the sentimental tears wepver this by
romanticism. Romanticism always confuses the shamefs of
huckstering the landvith the perfectly rational consequence, ineviabl
and desirable within the realm of private propedithe huckstering of
private property in land. In the first place, feudal landed propeid
already by its very nature huckstered land — thréheahich is estranged
from man and hence confronts him in the shapefedvagreat lords.

The domination of the land as an alien power oven is already inherent
in feudal landed property. The serf is the adjwidhe land. Likewise, the
lord of an entailed estate, the first-born sonpbgs to the land. It inherits
him. Indeed, the dominion of private property bagiith property in land
— that is its basis. But in feudal landed propéhty lord at leasappears
as the king of the estate. Similarly, there stdises the semblance of a
more intimate connection between the proprietor thedand than that of
merematerial wealth. The estate is individualized with its loridhas his
rank, is baronial or ducal with him, has his pegés, his jurisdiction, his
political position, etc. It appears as the inorgamody of its lord. Hence
the proverbnulle terresans maitrdThere is no land without its master. —
Ed.], which expresses the fusion of nobility anchdied property.
Similarly, the rule of landed property does not egapdirectly as the rule
of mere capital. For those belonging to it, theatesis more like their
fatherland. It is a constricted sort of nationality

In the same way, feudal landed property givesarsato its lord, as does
a kingdom to its king. His family history, the hasy of his house, etc. —
all this individualizes the estate for him and nekeliterally his house,
personifies it. Similarly those working on the ésthave not the position
of day-laborers but they are in part themselves his propertyarasserfs;
and in part they are bound to him by ties of respdtegiance, and duty.
His relation to them is therefore directly polificand has likewise a
human, intimate side. Customs, character, etcy fram one estate to
another and seem to be one with the land to wiiely belong; whereas
later, it is only his purse and not his charachkes, individuals , which
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connects a man with an estate. Finally, the felol@ does not try to
extract the utmost advantage from his land. Ratihergconsumes what is
there and calmly leaves the worry of producing te serfs and the
tenants. Such igobility’s relationship to landed property, which casts a
romantic glory on its lords.

It is necessary that this appearance be abolishaétlatdanded property,
the root of private property, be dragged completely the movement of
private property and that it become a commodityt tthe rule of the
proprietor appear as the undisguised rule of peiyabperty, of capital,
freed of all political tincture; that the relatidng between proprietor and
worker be reduced to the economic relationshipxpfater and exploited,;
that all [ ... ] a personal relationship betweewr troprietor and his
property cease, property becoming me@ective material wealth; that
the marriage of convenience should take the pldcthe marriage of
honor with the land; and that the land should lilsaasink to the status of
a commercial value, like man. It is essential that which is the root of
landed property — filthy self-interest — make ifgpaarance, too, in its
cynical form. It is essential that the immovablenopoly turn into the
mobile and restless monopoly, into competition; ahat the idle
enjoyment of the products of other people’s bload aweat turn into a
bustling commerce in the same commodity. Lastlys iessential that in
this competition landed property, in the form ofpital, manifest its
dominion over both the working class and the petprs themselves who
are either being ruined or raised by the laws gungrthe movement of
capital. The medieval proverille terre sans seigne(ifhere is no land
without its lord. — Ed.] is thereby replaced byttbther proverbl'argent
n'a pasde maitrefMoney knows no master. — Ed.], wherein is exprésse
the complete domination of dead matter over man.

(2) Concerning the argument of division or non-sien of landed
property, the following is to be observed.

The division of landed propertynegates thdarge-scale monopolyof
property in land — abolishes it; but only gneralizingthis monopoly. It
does not abolish the source of monopoly, privatperty. It attacks the
existing form, but not the essence, of monopolye ¢bnsequence is that it
falls victim to the laws of private property. Fdret division of landed
property corresponds to the movement of competitiothe sphere of
industry. In addition to the economic disadvantagfesuch a dividing-up
of the instruments of labor, and the dispersal aifol (to be clearly
distinguished from the division of labor: in sepgachlabor the work is not
shared out amongst many, but each carries on the s@rk by himself, it
iIs a multiplication of the same work), this divisigof land], like that
competition [in industry], necessarily turns agaito accumulation.
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Therefore, where the division of landed propertketa place, there
remains nothing for it but to return to monopolyarstill more malignant
form, or to negate, to abolish the division of laddroperty itself. To do
that, however, is not to return to feudal ownershigt to abolish private
property in the soil altogether. The first abolitiof monopoly is always
its generalization, the broadening of its existentae abolition of
monopoly, once it has come to exist in its utmoseadth and
inclusiveness, is its total annihilation. Asso@atiapplied to land, shares
the economic advantage of large-scale landed proprd first brings to
realization the original tendency inherent in [lardlvision, namely,
equality. In the same way association also re-éshas, now on a rational
basis, no longer mediated by serfdom, overlordsai@ the silly
mysticism of property, the intimate ties of mantwihe earth, since the
earth ceases to be an object of huckstering, andgh free labor and free
enjoyment becomes once more a true personal pyopernan. A great
advantage of the division of landed property id tha masses, which can
no longer resign themselves to servitude, perisbutfh property in a
different way than in industry.

As for large landed property, its defenders haweag$, sophistically,
identified the economic advantages offered by lagme agriculture with
large-scale landed property, as if it were not igedg as a result of the
abolition of property that this advantage, for ahimg, would receive its
greatest possible extension, and, for another, @y would be of social
benefit. In the same way, they have attacked tlc&stering spirit of small
landed property, as if large landed property did ecuntain huckstering
latent within it, even in its feudal form — not &peak of the modern
English form, which combines the landlord’s feusadi with the tenant
farmer’s huckstering and industry.

Just as large landed property can return the reproimonopoly leveled
against it by partitioned land, since partitionadd is also based on the
monopoly of private property, so can partitioneadied property likewise
return to large landed property the reproach ofitpar, since partition
also prevails there, though in a rigid and frozem. Indeed, private
property rests altogether on partitioning. Moreoyest as division of the
land leads back to large landed property as a fofrrmapital wealth, so
must feudal landed property necessarily lead ttitjening or at least fall
into the hands of the capitalists, turn and twasit anay.

For large landed property, as in England, drives tverwhelming
majority of the population into the arms of indysand reduces its own
workers to utter wretchedness. Thus, it engendaisealarges the power
of its enemy, capital, industry, by throwing pocgople and an entire
activity of the country on to the other side. Itkea the majority of the
people of the country industrial and thus opponesftdarge landed
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property. Where industry has attained to great poasin England at the
present time, it progressively forces from largedied property its
monopoly against foreign countries and throws ib inompetition with
landed property abroad. For under the sway of iimguanded property
could keep its feudal grandeur secure only by meainsnonopolies
against foreign countries, thereby protecting itaghinst the general laws
of trade, which are incompatible with its feudakdcter. Once thrown
into competition, landed property obeys the lawscompetition, like
every other commodity subjected to competition. b#gins thus to
fluctuate, to decrease and to increase, to fly foora hand to another; and
no law can keep it any longer in a few predestinaadds. The immediate
consequence is the splitting up of the land amongsty hands, and in
any case subjection to the power of industrial tedgi

Finally, large landed property which has been fdycpreserved in this
way and which has begotten by its side a tremendudisstry leads to
crisis even more quickly than the partitioning afd, in comparison with
which the power of industry remains constantlyedand rank.

Large landed property, as we see in England, meady cast off its feudal
character and adopted an industrial character ansad it is aiming to
make as much money as possible. To the owner ktlsyithe utmost
possible rent, to the tenant farmer the utmostiplesprofit on his capital.
The workers on the land, in consequence, havedlreaen reduced to the
minimum, and the class of tenant farmers alreagyesents within landed
property the power of industry and capital. As a&ute of foreign
competition, rent in most cases can no longer f@am independent
income. A large number of landowners are forceddigplace tenant
farmers, some of whom in this way [ ...] sink intk@ proletariat. On the
other hand, many tenant farmers will take over éahproperty; for the big
proprietors, who with their comfortable incomes déamostly given
themselves over to extravagance and for the mastapa not competent
to conduct large-scale agriculture, often possesiber the capital nor the
ability for the exploitation of the land. Henceexgon of this class, too, is
completely ruined. Eventually wages, which haveady been reduced to
a minimum, must be reduced yet further, to meetriée competition.
This then necessarily leads to revolution.

Landed property had to develop in each of these wags so as to
experience in both its necessary downfall, jushdastry both in the form
of monopoly and in that of competition had to ritself so as to learn to
believe in man.
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[Estranged Labor]

We have proceeded from the premises of politicanemy. We
have accepted its language and its laws. We presegpprivate property,
the separation of labor, capital and land, andades, profit of capital and
rent of land — likewise division of labor, competit, the concept of
exchange value, etc. On the basis of political enpnitself, in its own
words, we have shown that the worker sinks to évellof a commodity
and becomes indeed the most wretched of commaditiest the
wretchedness of the worker is in inverse proportionthe power and
magnitude of his production; that the necessanyire$ competition is the
accumulation of capital in a few hands, and thus tastoration of
monopoly in a more terrible form; and that finalhe distinction between
capitalist and land rentier, like that between tiler of the soil and the
factory worker, disappears and that the whole a@ietp must fall apart
into the two classes — property owners and professyworkers.

Political economy starts with the fact of privateoperty; it does not
explain it to us. It expresses in general, abstfachulas thematerial
process through which private property actuallyspasand these formulas
it then takes fotaws It does notomprehendhese laws — i.e., it does not
demonstrate how they arise from the very naturerofate property.
Political economy throws no light on the cause lef tivision between
labor and capital, and between capital and landenVHior example, it
defines the relationship of wages to profit, it dakthe interest of the
capitalists to be the ultimate cause, i.e., it $ak& granted what it is
supposed to explain. Similarly, competition comeseverywhere. It is
explained from external circumstances. As to homtli@se external and
apparently accidental circumstances are but theesgn of a necessary
course of development, political economy teachesathing. We have
seen how exchange itself appears to it as an ateld&act. The only
wheels which political economy sets in motion greed and thewar
amongst the greedy — competitigifter this paragraph the following
sentence is crossed out in the manuscript: “We have to examine the
nature of thisnaterialmovement of property.” £d]

Precisely because political economy does not gresgay the movement
iIs connected, it was possible to oppose, for itgtanhe doctrine of
competition to the doctrine of monopoly, the dowriof the freedom of
the crafts to the doctrine of the guild, the daerof the division of landed
property to the doctrine of the big estate — fanpetition, freedom of the
crafts and the division of landed property were laxed and
comprehended only as accidental, premeditated mbehv consequences
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of monopoly, of the guild system, and of feudal geay, not as their
necessary, inevitable and natural consequences.

Now, therefore, we have to grasp the intrinsic emtion between private
property, greed, the separation of labor, capital Ended property; the
connection of exchange and competition, of valug ttve devaluation of
man, of monopoly and competition, etc. — the cotioecbetween this
whole estrangement and thneysystem.

Do not let us go back to a fictitious primordialndition as the political
economist does, when he tries to explain. Suchiragpdial condition
explains nothing; it merely pushes the questionyawe a grey nebulous
distance. The economist assumes in the form o€t & an event, what
he is supposed to deduce — namely, the necesdatipmship between
two things — between, for example, division of labad exchange. Thus
the theologian explains the origin of evil by tlal of man — that is, he
assumes as a fact, in historical form, what hdsetexplained.

We proceed from aactualeconomic fact.

The worker becomes all the poorer the more weathrbduces, the more
his production increases in power and size. Thek@rdbecomes an ever
cheaper commodity the more commodities he cred@tesdevaluationof
the world of men is in direct proportion to tihecreasing valueof the
world of things. Labor produces not only commoditig produces itself
and the worker as eommodity— and this at the same rate at which it
produces commodities in general.

This fact expresses merely that the object whiblorlgroduces — labor’s
product — confronts it asomething alienas apower independerf the
producer. The product of labor is labor which hagrbembodied in an
object, which has become material: it is tbljectification of labor.
Labor’s realization is its objectification. Undérese economic conditions
this realization of labor appears lass of realizatiorfor the workers;"
objectification asloss of the objecand bondageo it; appropriation as
estrangemengsalienation™

So much does labor’s realization appear as losgealfzation that the
worker loses realization to the point of starviegdeath. So much does
objectification appear as loss of the object thatworker is robbed of the
objects most necessary not only for his life buthie work. Indeed, labor
itself becomes an object which he can obtain oniti the greatest effort
and with the most irregular interruptions. So mddes the appropriation
of the object appear as estrangement that the wigexts the worker
produces the less he can possess and the mor#sheni@er the sway of
his product, capital.

All these consequences are implied in the staterttexttthe worker is
related to theproduct ofhis laboras to an alien object. For on this premise
it is clear that the more the worker spends himgeE more powerful
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becomes the alien world of objects which he createsy and against
himself, the poorer he himself - his inner worldoecomes, the less
belongs to him as his own. It is the same in rehgiThe more man puts
into God, the less he retains in himself. The workats his life into the
object; but now his life no longer belongs to hiat o the object. Hence,
the greater this activity, the more the worker fackjects. Whatever the
product of his labor is, he is not. Therefore, ¢neater this product, the
less is he himself. Thalienation of the worker in his product means not
only that his labor becomes an object, extternal existence, but that it
existsoutside him independently, as something alien to him, and itha
becomes a power on its own confronting him. It nseidwat the life which
he has conferred on the object confronts him asefung hostile and
alien.

Let us now look more closely at thabjectification at the
production of the worker; and in it at tlestrangementthe loss of the
object, of his product.

The worker can create nothing withooature without the sensuous
external world It is the material on which his labor is realizedwhich it

is active, from which, and by means of which itguoes.

But just as nature provides labor with [tmeg¢ans of lifan the sense that
labor cannotive without objects on which to operate, on the otleerdj it
also provides theneans of lifan the more restricted sense, i.e., the means
for the physical subsistence of twerker himself.

Thus the more the worker by his lakegpropriatesthe external world,
sensuous nature, the more he deprives himsethedns of lifein two
respects: first, in that the sensuous externaldvwoibre and more ceases to
be an object belonging to his labor — to be hisiameans of lifeand,
second, in that it more and more ceases tomeans of lifein the
immediate sense, means for the physical subsistdribe worker.

In both respects, therefore, the worker becomesnaast of his object,
first, in that he receives avbject of labory i.e., in that he receivasork,
and, secondly, in that he receivegans okubsistenceThis enables him
to exist, first as avorker, and second, asghysical subjectThe height of
this servitude is that it is only asnerkerthat he can maintain himself as a
physicalsubjectand that it is only as physical subjecthat he is a worker.
(According to the economic laws the estrangemerthefworker in his
object is expressed thus: the more the worker megluhe less he has to
consume; the more values he creates, the more lesdyethe more
unworthy he becomes; the better formed his prodbet,more deformed
becomes the worker; the more civilized his objtice more barbarous
becomes the worker; the more powerful labor becontee more
powerless becomes the worker; the more ingenidogr laecomes, the
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less ingenious becomes the worker and the moreebenies nature’s
servant.)

Political economy conceals the estrangement inliemrerthe nature of
labor by not considering thelirect relationship between thevorker
(labor) and productionlt is true that labor produces for the rich warfdle
things — but for the worker it produces privatittnproduces palaces — but
for the worker, hovels. It produces beauty — butth@ worker, deformity.
It replaces labor by machines, but it throws onetiee of the workers
back into barbarous types of labor and it turns dtieer section into a
machine. It produces intelligence — but for the keoy stupidity, cretinism.
The direct relationship of labor to its productstige relationship of the
worker to the objects of his productiomhe relationship of the man of
means to the objects of production and to prodaoctieelf is only a
consequencef this first relationship — and confirms it. Wieadl consider
this other aspect later. When we ask, then, whkathe essential
relationship of labor we are asking about the m@teship of theworkerto
production.

Till now we have been considering the estrangentbatalienation of the
worker only in one of its aspects , i.e., the wokeelationship to the
products of his labor. But the estrangement is featgd not only in the
result but in the act of production, within the gwaging activity, itself.
How could the worker come to face the product of &ctivity as a
stranger, were it not that in the very act of pithn he was estranging
himself from himself? The product is after all hbe summary of the
activity, of production. If then the product of f@bis alienation,
production itself must be active alienation, thieradtion of activity, the
activity of alienation. In the estrangement of tigect of labor is merely
summarized the estrangement, the alienation, iadheity of labor itself.
What, then, constitutes the alienation of labor?

First, the fact that labor externalto the worker, i.e., it does not belong to
his intrinsic nature; that in his work, therefohe, does not affirm himself
but denies himself, does not feel content but uphadoes not develop
freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies body and ruins his
mind. The worker therefore only feels himself odéshis work, and in his
work feels outside himself. He feels at home whenshnot working, and
when he is working he does not feel at home. Hisras therefore not
voluntary, but coerced; it forcedlabor. It is therefore not the satisfaction
of a need; it is merely mmeansto satisfy needs external to it. Its alien
character emerges clearly in the fact that as ssono physical or other
compulsion exists, labor is shunned like the pladgtsernal labor, labor
in which man alienates himself, is a labor of saltrifice, of
mortification. Lastly, the external character dida for the worker appears
in the fact that it is not his own, but someone’slsthat it does not belong
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to him, that in it he belongs, not to himself, latanother. Just as in
religion the spontaneous activity of the human imatjon, of the human
brain and the human heart, operates on the indiVichdependently of
him — that is, operates as an alien, divine oraliaeél activity — so is the
worker’s activity not his spontaneous activitybklongs to another; it is
the loss of his self.
As a result, therefore, man (the worker) only fdefaself freely active in
his animal functions — eating, drinking, procregfiror at most in his
dwelling and in dressing-up, etc.; and in his hurharctions he no longer
feels himself to be anything but an animal. Wlatahimal becomes
human and what is human becomes animal.
Certainly eating, drinking, procreating, etc., aso genuinely human
functions. But taken abstractly, separated from ghbkere of all other
human activity and turned into sole and ultimatesgrthey are animal
functions.
We have considered the act of estranging pradticalan activity, labor,
in two of its aspects. (1) The relation of the warko theproduct of labor
as an alien object exercising power over him. Thiation is at the same
time the relation to the sensuous external woddhé objects of nature, as
an alien world inimically opposed to him. (2) Thedation of labor to the
act of productionwithin thelabor process. This relation is the relation of
the worker to his own activity as an alien activityt belonging to him; it
is activity as suffering, strength as weaknessetieg as emasculating,
the worker'sown physical and mental energy, his personal life ~whbat
is life but activity? — as an activity which is m&d against him,
independent of him and not belonging to him. Here have self-
estrangemenfs previously we had the estrangement ofhimg,.

We have still a third aspect e$tranged laboto deduce from the
two already considered.
Man is a species-beiri§j,not only because in practice and in theory he
adopts the species (his own as well as those ef ¢tings) as his object,
but — and this is only another way of expressingalso because he treats
himself as the actual, living species; because rbatd himself as a
universaland therefore a free being.
The life of the species, both in man and in animadssists physically in
the fact that man (like the animal) lives on orgamature; and the more
universal man (or the animal) is, the more universathe sphere of
inorganic nature on which he lives. Just as plaatsmals, stones, air,
light, etc., constitute theoretically a part of hamconsciousness, partly as
objects of natural science, partly as objects bf-dris spiritual inorganic
nature, spiritual nourishment which he must firsegare to make
palatable and digestible — so also in the realmpra€tice they constitute a
part of human life and human activity. Physicallgmiives only on these
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products of nature, whether they appear in the fofnfood, heating,
clothes, a dwelling, etc. The universality of mappears in practice
precisely in the universality which makes all nathrsinorganic body —
both inasmuch as nature is (1) his direct meandifef and (2) the
material, the object, and the instrument of his &ttivity. Nature is man’s
inorganic body- nature, that is, insofar as it is not itself faumbody. Man
liveson nature — means that nature isbduody, with which he must remain
in continuous interchange if he is not to die. Than's physical and
spiritual life is linked to nature means simplytthature is linked to itself,
for man is a part of nature.

In estranging from man (1) nature, and (2) himshki§ own active
functions, his life activity, estranged labor esgas thespeciefrom man.

It changes for him théfe of the speciemto a means of individual life.
First it estranges the life of the species andviddial life, and secondly it
makes individual life in its abstract form the posp of the life of the
species, likewise in its abstract and estranged.for

For labor,life activity, productive lifeitself, appears to man in the first
place merely as aneansof satisfying a need — the need to maintain
physical existence. Yet the productive life is tiie of the species. It is
life-engendering life. The whole character of a cép® its species-
character, is contained in the character of ite Hkictivity; and free,
conscious activity is man’s species-character. itffelf appears only as a
means to life

The animal is immediately one with its life actvitt does not distinguish
itself from it. It isits life activity Man makes his life activity itself the
object of his will and of his consciousness. He t@sscious life activity.
It is not a determination with which he directly mges. Conscious life
activity distinguishes man immediately from anirtigd activity. It is just
because of this that he is a species-being. Gr @tnly because he is a
species-being that he is a conscious being, hat, his own life is an
object for him. Only because of that is his acyifiee activity. Estranged
labor reverses the relationship, so that it is pgstause man is a conscious
being that he makes his life activity, l@ssential beinga mere means to
his existence.

In creating aworld of objectsby his personal activity, in hiork upon
inorganic nature, man proves himself a conscioggisp-being, i.e., as a
being that treats the species as his own esséeiiad), or that treats itself
as a species-being. Admittedly animals also produteey build
themselves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beawets, etc. But an
animal only produces what it immediately needsitgelf or its young. It
produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces univistsilproduces only
under the dominion of immediate physical need, sthihan produces
even when he is free from physical need and onliy tproduces in
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freedom therefrom. An animal produces only itselijlst man reproduces
the whole of nature. An animal's product belongsmiediately to its
physical body, whilst man freely confronts his prod An animal forms
only in accordance with the standard and the nééldeospecies to which
it belongs, whilst man knows how to produce in adaace with the
standard of every species, and knows how to appbrya/here the
inherent standard to the object. Man therefor® &sms objects in
accordance with the laws of beauty.

It is just in his work upon the objective worldetlefore, that man really
proves himself to be species-beingThis production is his active species-
life. Through this production, nature appearshsswork and his reality.
The object of labor is, therefore, thbjectification of man’s species-life
for he duplicates himself not only, as in conscmass, intellectually, but
also actively, in reality, and therefore he seesdeif in a world that he
has created. In tearing away from man the objectisf production,
therefore, estranged labor tears from him becies-life his real
objectivity as a member of the species and transfdris advantage over
animals into the disadvantage that his inorganidybmature, is taken
from him.

Similarly, in degrading spontaneous, free actitdya means, estranged
labor makes man’s species-life a means to his palskistence.

The consciousness which man has of his specidaissttansformed by
estrangement in such a way that species [-lifejobes for him a means.
Estranged labor turns thus:

(3) Man’s species-beingboth nature and his spiritual species-property,
into a beingalien to him, into ameansof his individual existencelt
estranges from man his own body, as well as eXteramre and his
spiritual aspect, hisumanaspect.

(4) An immediate consequence of the fact that nrsagstranged from the
product of his labor, from his life activity, fromms species-being, is the
estrangement of marfrom man When man confronts himself, he
confronts theother man. What applies to a man’s relation to his waok,
the product of his labor and to himself, also hatfla man’s relation to
the other man, and to the other man’s labor aneoblojf labor.

In fact, the proposition that man’s species-natarestranged from him
means that one man is estranged from the othevaas of them is from
man'’s essential nature.

The estrangement of man, and in fact every relgkignin which man
[stands] to himself, is realized and expressed amlthe relationship in
which a man stands to other men.

Hence within the relationship of estranged lab@heaan views the other
in accordance with the standard and the relatipnshiwhich he finds
himself as a worker.
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We took our departure from a fact of political Bomy — the
estrangement of the worker and his production. \AAeHormulated this
fact in conceptual terms &stranged, alienatethbor. We have analyzed
this concept — hence analyzing merely a fact atipal economy.

Let us now see, further, how the concept of estdnglienated labor
must express and present itself in real life.

If the product of labor is alien to me, if it coofits me as an alien power,
to whom, then, does it belong?

To a beingotherthan myself.

Who is this being?

The god® To be sure, in the earliest times the principatpction (for
example, the building of temples, etc., in Egypidida and Mexico)
appears to be in the service of the gods, and ithéupt belongs to the
gods. However, the gods on their own were neveldtas of labor. No
more wasnature. And what a contradiction it would be if, the manan
subjugated nature by his labor and the more theateis of the gods were
rendered superfluous by the miracles of industrg, mnore man were to
renounce the joy of production and the enjoymenhefproduct to please
these powers.

Thealien being, to whom labor and the product of labor bg# in whose
service labor is done and for whose benefit thedyeb of labor is
provided, can only bemanhimself.

If the product of labor does not belong to the veorkf it confronts him as
an alien power, then this can only be becausdangs to somether man
than the workerlIf the worker’s activity is a torment to him, émother it
must givesatisfactionand pleasure. Not the gods, not nature, but oy m
himself can be this alien power over man.

We must bear in mind the previous proposition thmn’s relation to
himself becomes for himbjectiveandactual through his relation to the
other man. Thus, if the product of his labor, f@bdr objectified, is for
him an alien, hostile powerful object independent of him, then his
position towards it is such that someone else istenaof this object,
someone who is alien, hostile, powerful, and indepat of him. If he
treats his own activity as an unfree activity, tientreats it as an activity
performed in the service, under the dominion, thercon, and the yoke
of another man.

Every self-estrangement of man, from himself awenfinature, appears in
the relation in which he places himself and natorenen other than and
differentiated from himself. For this reason redigs self-estrangement
necessarily appears in the relationship of the &ymo the priest, or again
to a mediator, etc., since we are here dealing thi¢hintellectual world.
In the real practical world self-estrangement cafy decome manifest
through the real practical relationship to othenmehe medium through
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which estrangement takes place is itpe#ctical. Thus through estranged
labor man not only creates his relationship todhgct and to the act of
production as to powers [in the manuscript Mensc{mean) instead of
Méachte (powers). — Ed.] that are alien and hostileim; he also creates
the relationship in which other men stand to hisdprction and to his
product, and the relationship in which he stand$fi¢se other men. Just as
he creates his own production as the loss of lailstyeas his punishment;
his own product as a loss, as a product not batgnigi him; so he creates
the domination of the person who does not prodwes production and
over the product. Just as he estranges his owvitadtiom himself, so he
confers upon the stranger an activity which ismstown.

We have until now considered this relationship dinbm the standpoint
of the worker and later on we shall be consideringlso from the
standpoint of the non-worker.

Through estranged, alienated labprthen, the worker produces the
relationship to this labor of a man alien to lalamd standing outside it.
The relationship of the worker to labor createsriationship to it of the
capitalist (or whatever one chooses to call thetenasf labor).Private
property is thus the product, the result, the necessargeamrence, of
alienated laboy of the external relation of the worker to natared to
himself.

Private propertythus results by analysis from the conceptaliénated
labor, i.e., of alienated man of estranged labor, of estranged life, of
estrangedman.

True, it is as a result of thmovement of private properthat we have
obtained the concept dlienated labor (of alienated lifejn political
economy. But on analysis of this concept it becomlear that though
private property appears to be the reason, theeaafuslienated labor, it is
rather its consequence, just as the godemgaally not the cause but the
effect of man’s intellectual confusion. Later thiationship becomes
reciprocal.

Only at the culmination of the development of ptévaroperty does this,
its secret, appear again, namely, that on the and It is theproduct of
alienated labor, and that on the other it is theansby which labor
alienates itself, theealization of this alienation

This exposition immediately sheds light on varicuitherto unsolved
conflicts.

(1) Political economy starts from labor as thd seal of production; yet
to labor it gives nothing, and to private propestyerything. Confronting
this contradiction, Proudhon has decided in favidiabor against private
property”™. We understand, however, that this apparent atistian is
the contradiction oéstranged labowith itself, and that political economy
has merely formulated the laws of estranged labor.
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We also understand, therefore, thahges and private property are
identical. Indeed, where the product, as the olgétabor, pays for labor
itself, there the wage is but a necessary consegquesf labor’s
estrangement. Likewise, in the wage of labor, |atmes not appear as an
end in itself but as the servant of the wage. Wadlslevelop this point
later, and meanwhile will only draw some conclusior: X

An enforced increase of wagegdisregarding all other difficulties,
including the fact that it would only be by fordep, that such an increase,
being an anomaly, could be maintained) would tloeeebe nothing but
betterpayment for the slayend would not win either for the worker or
for labor their human status and dignity.

Indeed, even theequality of wagesas demanded by Proudhon, only
transforms the relationship of the present-day wotk his labor into the
relationship of all men to labor. Society is themeeived as an abstract
capitalist.

Wages are a direct consequence of estranged mtdestranged labor is
the direct cause of private property. The downfall the one must
therefore involve the downfall of the other.

(2) From the relationship of estranged labor tegig property it follows
further that the emancipation of society from prévaroperty, etc., from
servitude, is expressed in tipelitical form of the emancipation of the
workers not thattheir emancipation alone is at stake, but because the
emancipation of the workers contains universal hueraancipation — and
it contains this because the whole of human setgitis involved in the
relation of the worker to production, and all redas of servitude are but
modifications and consequences of this relation.

Just as we have derived the concepprofate propertyfrom the concept
of estranged, alienatedabor by analysis so we can develop every
categoryof political economy with the help of these twattas; and we
shall find again in each category, e.g., trade, patition, capital, money
only aparticular anddeveloped expressi@f these first elements.

But before considering this phenomenon, howevéndetry to solve two
other problems.

(1) To define the generalature of private propertyas it has arisen as a
result of estranged labor, in its relatiortialy humanandsocial property
(2) We have accepted tlestrangement of labpits alienation as a fact,
and we have analyzed this fact. How, we now asksdwan come to
alienate to estrange, hitabor? How is this estrangement rooted in the
nature of human development? We have already gdoegaway to the
solution of this problem byransformingthe question of therigin of
private propertyinto the question of the relation afienated laborto the
course of humanity’s development. For when one lspeaa private
property, one thinks of dealing with something externatan. When one
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speaks of labor, one is directly dealing with mamdelf. This new
formulation of the question already contains itsigon.

As to (1): The general nature of private properhdats relation to truly
human property

Alienated labor has resolved itself for us into twomponents which
depend on one another, or which are but differ&ptessions of one and
the same relationshipAppropriation appears asestrangement as
alienationy andalienationappears aappropriation estrangemenas truly
becoming a citizeR"

We have considered the one sideakienated labor in relation to the
worker himself, i.e., theelation of alienated labor to itseliThe product,
the necessary outcome of this relationship, as waee hseen, is the
property relation of the non-worker to the workerdato labor. Private
property, as the material, summary expression of aliendtdubr,
embraces both relations — thelation of the worker to work and to the
product of his labor and to the non-workemd the relation of theon-
worker to the worker and to the product of his labo

Having seen that in relation to the worker wéyopropriatesnature by
means of his labor, this appropriation appearssasrmegement, his own
spontaneous activity as activity for another andaetvity of another,
vitality as a sacrifice of life, production of tledject as loss of the object
to an alien power, to aalien person — we shall now consider the relation
to the worker, to labor and its object of this persvho isalien to labor
and the worker.

First it has to be noted that everything which appen the worker as an
activity of alienation of estrangementappears in the non-worker as a
state of alienation, of estrangement

Secondly, that the worker'®al, practical attitudein production and to
the product (as a state of mind) appears in the-warker who
confronting him as ¢heoreticalattitude.

Thirdly, the non-worker does everything against the worker
which the worker does against himself; but he dudsdo against himself
what he does against the worker.

Let us look more closely at these three relations.
[First Manuscript breaks off here.]
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Second Manuscript

Antithesis of Capital and Labor. Landed Property
and Capital

[....] forms the interest on his capital. The workerhis subjective
manifestation of the fact that capital is man widdist to himself, just as
capital is the objective manifestation of the fiwt labor is man lost to
himself. But the worker has the misfortune to bévang capital, and
therefore an indigent capital, one which losesiriterest, and hence its
livelihood, every moment it is not working. The walof the worker as
capital rises according to demand and supply, dmgkigally too his
existence, his life, was and is looked upon aspplgwf a commodity like
any other. The worker produces capital, capitatipees him — hence he
produces himself, and man as worker, as a commadityne product of
this entire cycle. To the man who is nothing mdranta worker — and to
him as a worker — his human qualities only exisbfar as they exist for
capital alien to him. Because man and capital &em,aforeign to each
other, however, and thus stand in an indiffererter@al and accidental
relationship to each other, it is inevitable thas tforeignness should also
appear as something real. As soon, therefore, axadtrs to capital
(whether from necessity or caprice) no longer tofdrethe worker, he
himself is no longer for himself: he has no worknbe no wages, and
since he has no existence as a human being butasrdyworker, he can
go and bury himself, starve to death, etc. The ewBkists as a worker
only when he exists for himself as capital; andeRists as capital only
when some capital exists for him. The existenceagital is his existence,
his life; as it determines the tenor of his lifeaimanner indifferent to him.
Political economy, therefore, does not recognizeuthemployed worker,
the workingman, insofar as he happens to be outside labor
relationship. The rascal, swindler, beggar, thempleyed, the starving,
wretched and criminal workingman — these figares who do not exist
for political economybut only for other eyes, those of the doctor, the
judge, the grave-digger, and bum-bailiff, etc.;tsdigures are specters
outside its domain. For it, therefore, the workereeds are but the one
need — to maintain himwhilst he is workingand insofar as may be
necessary to prevent tihace of laborersrom [dying] out. The wages of
labor have thus exactly the same significance asmthintenanceand
servicing of any other productive instrument, or as twsumption of
capital in general, required for its reproduction withergst, like the oll
which is applied to wheels to keep them turninggéa therefore, belong
to capital’'s and the capitalistizecessary cost@nd must not exceed the
bounds of this necessity. It was therefore quigiclal for the English
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factory owners, before the Amendment Bill of 188# deduct from the
wages of the worker the public charity which he weseiving out of the
Poor Rate and to consider this to be an integralgfavages>"

Production does not simply produce man asoemodity the human
commodity man in the role ofommodity it produces him in keeping with
this role as anentallyand physicallyjdehumanizedeing. — Immorality,
deformity, and dulling of the workers and the calpts. — Its product is
the self-conscious and self-acting commoditythehumancommaodity....
Great advance of Ricardo, Mill, etc., on Smith &y, to declare the
existenceof the human being — the greater or lesser humaauptivity of
the commodity — to bendifferent and evenharmful. Not how many
workers are maintained by a given capital, buteatitow much interest it
brings in, the sum-total of the annalvings is said to be the true purpose
of production.

It was likewise a great and consistent advance @dem English
political economy, that, whilst elevatirigbor to the position of itsole
principle, it should at the same time expound vatimplete clarity the
inverserelation between wages and interest on capitdl tlaa fact that the
capitalist could normallyonly gain by pressing down wages, and vice
versa. Not the defrauding of the consumer, but dhpitalist and the
worker taking advantage of each other, is shownbé¢o the normal
relationship.

The relations of private property contain latenthi them the relation of
private property atabor, the relation of private property aspital, and
the mutual relationof these two to one another. There is the prodnaif
human activity agabor — that is, as an activity quite alien to itsedf,nhan
and to nature, and therefore to consciousnesshemdxpression of life —
theabstractexistence of man as a maverkmanwho may therefore daily
fall from his filled void into the absolute void wto his social, and
therefore actual, non-existence. On the other hidnede is the production
of the object of human activity aspital — in which all the natural and
social characteristic of the object extinguished in which private
property has lost its natural and social qualityd(aherefore every
political and social illusion, and is not assodiatgith any apparently
human relations); in which theelfsamecapital remains theamein the
most diverse natural and social manifestationglljoindifferent to its
real content. This contradiction, driven to the limi, of necessity the
limit, the culmination, and the downfall of the waoprivate-property
relationship.

It is therefore another great achievement of modenglish political
economy to have declared rent of land to be theréifice in the interest
yielded by the worst and the best land under aititm; to have [exposed]
the landowner’s romantic illusions — his allegediabimportance and the
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identity of his interest with the interest of sdgiea view still maintained
by Adam Smithafter the Physiocrats; and to [have] anticipated a
prepared the movement of the real world which winsform the
landowner into an ordinary, prosaic capitalist, ahds simplify and
sharpen the contradiction [between capital and rlalbod hasten its
resolution.Land asland, andrent asrent, have lost theidistinction of
rank and become insignificamiapital andinterest— or rathercapital and
interestthat signify only money.

The distinction between capital and land, between profit and rant
between both and wages, amdlustry, and agriculture, andimmovable
and movableprivate property — this distinction is not rootedthe nature
of things, but is distorical distinction, afixed historical moment in the
formation and development of the contradiction eetwvcapital and labor.
In industry, etc., as opposed to immovable landegbgrty, is only
expressed the way in which [industry] came intongeiand the
contradiction to agriculture in which industry deed. This distinction
only continues to exist as special sort of work — as aressential,
importantandlife-embracingdistinction — so long as industry (town life)
developsover and againstlanded property (aristocratic feudal life) and
itself continues to bear the feudal character objpposite in the form of
monopoly, craft, guild, corporation, etc., withinhieh labor still has a
seemingly sociasignificance, still the significance of tiheal community,
and has not yet reached the stagmdifferenceto its content, of complete
being-for-self*’, i.e., of abstraction from all other being, anahde has
not yet becoméberatedcapital.

But liberatedindustry, industry constituted for itself as such, and
liberated capital are the necessadevelopmenof labor. The power of
industry over its opposite is at once revealed he tmergence of
agriculture as a real industry, while previously it left mastthe work to
the soil and to theslave of the soil, through whom the land cultivated
itself. With the transformation of the slave intér@e worker — i.e., into a
hireling — the landlord himself is transformed into a capta industry,
into a capitalist — a transformation which takeacpl at first through the
intermediacy of theéenant farmer The tenant farmer however, is the
landowner’s representative — the landowner’s reageaécret it is only
through him that the landowner has é®nomicexistence — his existence
as a private proprietor — for the rent of his laomdy exists due to the
competition between the farmers.

Thus, in the person of thenant farmerthe landlordhas already become
in essence aommoncapitalist. And this must come to pass, too, itualc
fact: the capitalist engaged in agriculture — thanht — must become a
landlord, or vice versa. The tenantiadustrial hucksterismis the
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landowner’sindustrial hucksterism, for the being of the forrpestulates
the being of the latter.

But mindful of their contrasting origin, of theiiné of descent, the
landowner knows the capitalist as his insolengrbibed, enriched slave of
yesterday and sees himself asapitalist who is threatened by him. The
capitalist knows the landowner as the idle, cregotistical master of
yesterday; he knows that he injures him as a degbjtédut that it is to
industry that he owes all his present social sigaifce, his possessions
and his pleasures; he sees in him [the landownegn#&radiction tofree
industry and tofree capital — to capital independent of every natural
limitation. This contradiction [between landownenda capitalist] is
extremely bitter, and each side tells the truthualibe other. One need
only read the attacks of immovable on movable pitgpend vice versa to
obtain a clear picture of their respective wortbiesss. The landowner
lays stress on the noble lineage of his propenyfeudal souvenirs or
reminiscences, the poetry of recollection, on bimantic disposition, on
his political importance, etc.; and when he talker®mics, it isonly
agriculture that he holds to be productive. At slaene time he depicts his
adversary as a sly, hawking, carping, deceitfukedy, mercenary,
rebellious, heart- and soulless person who is mgdtch from the
community and freely trades it away, who breedsirisbes and cherishes
competition, and with it pauperism, crime, and dissolution of all social
bonds, an extorting, pimping, servile, smoothtéang, fleecing, dried-up
rogue without honor, principles, poetry, substance, oytling else.
(Amongst others see the PhysiodBargassewhom Camille Desmoulins
flays in his journal,Révolutions de France et de Brab&ht see von
Vincke, Lancizolle, Haller, Leo, Kosegarten anca&ssmond

[See on the other hand the garrulous, old-HegehanlogianFunkewho
tells, after Herr Leo, with tears in his eyes hoslave had refused, when
serfdom was abolished, to cease being the propértye gentry"". See
also thepatriotic visions of Justus Méseawhich distinguish themselves by
the fact that they never for a moment [...] abantf@nrespectable, petty-
bourgeois’home-baked", ordinarynarrow horizon of the philistine, and
which nevertheless remapure fancy. This contradiction has given them
such an appeal to the German heart. - Note by Marx.

Movable property, for its part, points to the miesc of industry and
progress. It is the child of modern times, whoggtilmate, native-born son
it is. It pities its adversary as a simpletemenlightenedabout his own
nature (and in this it is completely right), who ni& to replace moral
capital and free labor by brute, immoral violencel serfdom. It depicts
him as a Don Quixote, who under the guisélintness, respectability
the general interestandstability, conceals incapacity for progress, greedy
self-indulgence, selfishness, sectional interasd, evil intent. It declares
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him an artfulmonopolist it pours cold water on his reminiscences, his
poetry, and his romanticism by a historical anccastic enumeration of
the baseness, cruelty, degradation, prostitutiofamy, anarchy and
rebellion, of which romantic castles were the wbd(ss.

It claims to have obtained political freedom feeg/body; to have
loosed the chains which fettered civil society; htave linked together
different worlds; to have created trade promotingnidship between the
peoples; to have created pure morality and a pkasadture; to have
given the people civilized needs in place of theirde wants, and the
means of satisfying them. Meanwhile, it claims, ldr@downer — this idle,
parasitic grain-profiteer — raises the price of peeple’s basic necessities
and so forces the capitalist to raise wages witlh@ing able to increase
productivity, thus impeding [the growth of] the l&fs annual income,
the accumulation of capital, and therefore the ipbdigg of providing
work for the people and wealth for the country, rdually cancelling it,
thus producing a general decline — whilst he ptcadly exploits every
advantage of modern civilization without doing tkast thing for it, and
without even abating in the slightest his feud&jyices. Finally, let him
— for whom the cultivation of the land and the latsklf exist only as a
source of money, which comes to him as a presdat kim just take a
look at histenant farmerand say whether he himself is notl@vnright,
fantastiG sly scoundrel who in his heart and in actual fact floasa long
time belonged tdree industry and tdovelytrade, however much he may
protest and prattle about historical memories ahat& or political goals.
Everything which he can really advance to justiim$elf is true only of
the cultivator of the land(the capitalist and the laborers), of whom the
landowneris rather theenemy Thus he gives evidence against himself.
[Movable property claims thatlithout capital landed property is dead,
worthless matter; that its civilized victory hasebvered and made human
labor the source of wealth in place of the deadgh(See Paul Louis
Courier, Saint-Simon, Ganilh, Ricardo, Mill, McCath and Destutt de
Tracy and Michel Chevalier.)

Thereal course of development (to be inserted at thistpogsults in the
necessary victory of theapitalist over thelandowner— that is to say, of
developed over undeveloped, immature private ptgper just as in
general, movement must triumph over immobility; mpself-conscious
baseness over hidden, unconscious basenespidity over self-
indulgence the avowedly restless, adroit self-interestenfightenment
over the parochial, worldly-wise, respectable, idled fantasticself-
interest of superstitignand money over the other forms of private
property.

Those states which sense something of the dand¢mchatg to fully
developed free industry, to fully developed pureratity and to fully
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developed philanthropic trade, try, but in vain, Hold in check the
capitalization of landed property.

Landed propertyn its distinction from capital is private proper capital

— still afflicted withlocal and political prejudices; it is capital which has
not yet extricated itself from its entanglementhmMbe world and found
the form proper to itself — capitabt yet fully developedIt must achieve
its abstract, that is, ifsure, expression in the course of lgsmogony

The character oprivate propertyis expressed by labor, capital, and the
relations between these two. The movement throudhchw these
constituents have to pass is:

First. Unmediatedr mediated unity of the two

Capital and labor are at first still united. Thehpugh separated and
estranged, they reciprocally develop and promotd edher agositive
conditions.

[Second The two in oppositianmutually excluding each other. The
worker knows the capitalist as his own non-existeand vice versa: each
tries to rob the other of his existence.

[Third.] Oppositionof each to itself. Capital = stored-up labor =dabAs
such it splits intacapital itselfand itsinterest and this latter again into
interest and profitThe capitalist is completely sacrificed. He fafito the
working class, whilst the worker (but only exceptdly) becomes a
capitalist. Labor as a moment of capital —dtssts Thus the wages of
labor — a sacrifice of capital.

Splitting of labor intolabor itself and thewages of labar The worker
himself a capital, a commodity.

Clash of mutual contradictions
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Third Manuscriptxxviii

[Private Property and Labor. Political Economy as a
Product of the Movement of Private Property]

Re. p. XXXVI. Thesubjective essenaef private property -private
property as activity for itself’™ as subject as person— is labor. It is
therefore evident that only the political economigietr acknowledged
labor as its principle -Adam Smith— and which therefore no longer
looked upon private property as a meomditionexternal to man — that it
is this political economy which has to be regardedthe one hand as a
product of the reaénergyand the reainovemenof private property (it is
a movement of private property become independent ifself in
consciousness — the modern industry as Self) — @®auct of modern
industry — and on the other hand, as a force which haskgoéd and
glorified the energy and developmentrmbdernindustry and made it a
power in the realm afonsciousness
To this enlightened political economy, which hascdvered — within
private property — thsubjective essenaef wealth, the adherents of the
Monetary and Mercantile System, who look upon gevaropertyonly as
an objectivesubstance confronting men, seem therefore téetighists,
Catholics. Engelsvas therefore right to calhdam Smiththe Luther of
Political Economy{SeeOutlines of a Critique of Political Econofnylust
as Luther recognizeceligion - faith - as the substance of the external
world and in consequence stood opposed to Catholic mganjust as he
supersedeaxternalreligiosity by making religiosity thénner substance
of man - just as he negated the priests outsiddayrmaan because he
transplanted the priest into laymen’s hearts, $ostvith wealth: wealth as
something outside man and independent of him, dreftetore as
something to be maintained and asserted only iex&@rnal fashion, is
done away with; that is, thiexternal, mindless objectivitgf wealth is
done away with, with private property being incagied in man himself
and with man himself being recognized as its essdBgt as a result man
is brought within the orbit of private propertysjuas with Luther he is
brought within the orbit of religion. Under the dalance of recognizing
man, the political economy whose principle is |abather carries to its
logical conclusion the denial of man, since mandalihno longer stands
in an external relation of tension to the extersabstance of private
property, but has himself become this tense essehpevate property.
What was previouslybeing external to onesel- man’s actual
externalization — has merely become the act ofreatizing — the process
of alienating.
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This political economy begins by seeming to ackmulge man (his
independence, spontaneity, etc.); then, locatimgpafa property in man’s
own being, it can no longer be conditioned by th&al, national or other
characteristics of private propertgs ofsomething existing outside itself
This political economy, consequently, displaysaamopolitan universal
energy which overthrows every restriction and ba@odas to establish
itself instead as theole politics, the sole universality, the sole limitdan
sole bond. Hence it must throw aside thygpocrisyin the course of its
further development and come out in its completeiaciym. And this it
does — untroubled by all the apparent contradistionwhich it becomes
involved as a result of this theory — by developting idea ofabor much
more one-sided]yand thereforanore sharplyand more consistently as
the soleessence of wealtlby proving the implications of this theory to be
anti-human in character, in contrast to the other, originglpraach.
Finally, by dealing the death-blow to rent — thest, individual, natural
mode of private property and source of wealth exgsindependently of
the movement of labor, that expression of feudaperty, an expression
which has already become wholly economic in charaend therefore
incapable of resisting political economy. (TRe&ardo school.) There is
not merely a relative growth in theynicismof political economy from
Smith through Say to Ricardo, Mill, etc., inasmwashthe implications of
industryappear more developed and more contradictory ireyles of the
last-named; these later economists also advancea positive sense
constantly and consciously further than their pcedsors in their
estrangement from man. They do so, howewosly because their science
develops more consistently and truthfully. Becatlsey make private
property in its active form the subject, thus sitaoéously turning man
into the essence — and at the same time turning asamon-essentiality
into the essence — the contradiction of realityresponds completely to
the contradictory being which they accept as tipeinciple. Far from
refuting it, the ruptured!l| world of industry confirms theiself-ruptured
principle. Their principle is, after all, the pripte of this rupture.

The Physiocratic doctrine ddr. Quesnayforms the transition from the
Mercantile System to Adam SmitRhysiocracyrepresents directly the
decomposition of feudal property aconomicterms, but it therefore just
as directly represents iesconomic metamorphosend restoration, save
that now its language is no longer feudal but eomno All wealth is
resolved intdand andcultivation (agriculture). Land is not yeapital: it
is still aspecialmode of its existence, the validity of which igppuosed to
lie in, and toderive from its natural peculiarity. Yet land is a general
natural element,whilst the Mercantile System admits the existente
wealth only in the form oprecious metalThus theobjectof wealth — its
matter — has straightway obtained the highest @egfreniversality within
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the bounds of natureinsofar as even asature it is immediate objective
wealth. And land only exists fananthrough labor, through agriculture.
Thus the subjective essence of wealth has alreagy lbransferred to
labor. But at the same time agriculture is the opigductive labor
Hence, labor is not yet grasped in its generality abstraction: it is still
bound to a particulanatural element as its matteaind it is therefore only
recognized in garticular mode of existence determined by natlires
therefore still only aspecific, particularalienation of man, just as its
product is likewise conceived nearly [as] a spedifirm of wealth — due
more to nature than to labor itself. The land isehstill recognized as a
phenomenon of nature independent of man - notyegapital, i.e., as an
aspect of labor itself. Labor appears, rather,raaspect of théand. But
since the fetishism of the old external wealthweglth existing only as an
object, has been reduced to a very simple natleatent, and since its
essence — even if only partially and in a particitam — has been
recognized within its subjective existence, theessary step forward has
been made in revealing tlgeneral natureof wealth and hence in the
raising up oflabor in its total absoluteness (i.e., its abstractias)the
principle. It is argued against physiocracy thagriculture from the
economic point of view — that is to say, from th@yovalid point of view
— does not differ from any other industry; and tthetessencef wealth,
therefore, is not apecificform of labor bound to a particular element - a
particular expression of labor — but labor in gaher

Physiocracy deniegarticular, external, merely objective wealth by
declaring labor to be thessencef wealth. But for physiocracy labor is at
first only thesubjective essenad landed property. (It takes its departure
from the type of property which historically appeas the dominant and
acknowledged type.) It turns only landed propenty alienated manit
annuls its feudal character by declarimgustry (agriculture) as its
essence But it disavows the world of industry and ackneddes the
feudal system by declariragricultureto be theonly industry.

It is clear that if thesubjective essencef industry is now grasped (of
industry in opposition to landed property, i.e., influstry constituting
itself as industry), this essence includes withself its opposite. For just
as industry incorporates annulled landed propéehisy subjectiveessence
of industry at the same time incorporates the st essence danded
property.

Just as landed property is the first form of pevptoperty, with industry
at first confronting it historically merely as aesjal kind of property — or,
rather, as landed property’s liberated slave -hsogrocess repeats itself
in the scientific analysis of theubjectiveessence of private property,
labor. Labor appears at first only agricultural labor, but then asserts
itself aslabor in general.
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All wealth has becomendustrial wealth, thewealth of labor, and
industryis accomplished labor, just as ttaetory systems the perfected
essence oindustry that is of labor, and just asdustrial capitalis the
accomplished objective form of private property.

We can now see how it is only at this point thavgie property can
complete its dominion over man and become, in ibstngeneral form, a
world-historical power.

[Private Property and Communism]

Re p. XXXIX. The antithesis betwedack of propertyandproperty, so
long as it is not comprehended as the antithesiabafr andcapitd, still
remains an indifferent antithesis, not graspedsiagtive connectionin its
internal relation, not yet grasped agantradiction It can find expression
in this first form even without the advanced development of gtev
property (as in ancient Rome, Turkey, etc.). It Slo®t yetappear as
having been established by private property it&alt.|labor, the subjective
essence of private property as exclusion of prgpartd capital, objective
labor as exclusion of labor, constitytevate propertyas its developed
state of contradiction — hence a dynamic relatignstriving towards
resolution.

Re the same pageThe transcendence of self-estrangement follows the
same course as self-estrangemBnuate propertyis first considered only

in its objective aspect — but nevertheless witlofads its essence. Its form
of existence is thereforeapital, which is to be annulled “as such”
(Proudhon). Or aparticular form of labor — labor leveled down,
fragmented, and therefore unfree — is conceivethasource of private
property’sperniciousnessind of its existence in estrangement from men.
For instance, Fourier, who, like the Physiocrats, also conceives
agricultural labor to be at least thexemplarytype, whilstSaint-Simon
declares in contrast thandustrial labor as such is the essence, and
accordingly aspires to thexclusiverule of the industrialists and the
improvement of the workers’ condition. Finallgommunismis the
positive expression of annulled private property — at fastuniversal
private property.

By embracing this relation asahole communism is:

(1) In its first form only ageneralizationand consummatiorof it [of this
relation]. As such it appears in a two-fold forrm the one hand, the
dominion of material property bulks so large that it wants to destroy
everythingwhich is not capable of being possessed by alpraste
property. It wants to disregard talent, etc., in aitrary manner. For it
the sole purpose of life and existence is direbysfral possessionThe
category of thavorker is not done away with, but extended to all men.
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The relationship of private property persists as thlationship of the
community to the world of things. Finally, this meswent of opposing
universal private property to private property Bnédxpression in the
brutish form of opposing tmarriage (certainly aform of exclusive private
property) thecommunity of womein which a woman becomes a piece of
communaland commonproperty. It may be said that this idea of the
community of women gives away the secfehis as yet completely crude
and thoughtless communisti.Just as woman passes from marriage to
general prostitution, [Prostitution is only a speciexpression of the
general prostitution of the laborer, and sincesitiirelationship in which
falls not the prostitute alone, but also the one phostitutes — and the
latter's abomination is still greater — the cajstaletc., also comes under
this head. — Note by MarX]' so the entire world of wealth (that is, of
man’s objective substance) passes from the rekdtipnof exclusive
marriage with the owner of private property to atestof universal
prostitution with the community. This type of commem — since it
negates thepersonality of man in every sphere — is but the logical
expression of private property, which is this nemat Generalenvy
constituting itself as a power is the disguise Imch greedre-establishes
itself and satisfies itself, only ianotherway. The thought of every piece
of private property as such & leastturned againstvealthier private
property in the form of envy and the urge to redtidegs to a common
level, so that this envy and urge even constitdte tssence of
competition. Crude communism [The manuscript hasnkiunist. -Ed]

is only the culmination of this envy and of thisééng-down proceeding
from thepreconceivedninimum. It has alefinite, limitedstandard. How
little this annulment of private property is really appropriation is in fact
proved by the abstract negation of the entire wafdculture and
civilization, the regression to thanatural simplicity of thepoor and
crude man who has few needs and who has not oyl feo go beyond
private property, but has not yet even reached it.

The community is only a community &dbor, and of equality ofvages
paid out by communal capital — by tlmmunityas the universal
capitalist. Both sides of the relationship are edisto animagined
universality —labor as the category in which every person is placed, a
capital as the acknowledged universality and power ottramunity.

In the approach taevomanas thespoil and handmaid of communal lust is
expressed the infinite degradation in which marstexior himself, for the
secret of this approach has itsmambiguous decisive, plain and
undisguised expression in the relatiom@nto womanand in the manner
in which thedirect and natural species-relationship is conceived. The
direct, natural, and necessary relation of persgretson is theelation of
man to woman In this natural species-relationship man’s relation to
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nature is immediately his relation to man, justhés relation to man is
immediately his relation to nature — his owatural destination. In this
relationship, therefore, sensuously manifesteeduced to an observable
fact, the extent to which the human essence has becataeerio man, or
to which nature to him has become the human ess#no@an. From this
relationship one can therefore judge man’s wholellef development.
From the character of this relationship follows homuch man as a
species-beingasman has come to be himself and to comprehend himself;
the relation of man to woman is theost naturalrelation of human being
to human being. It therefore reveals the extenmvihich man’snatural
behavior has beconmteuman,or the extent to which thHeumanessence in
him has become m@atural essence — the extent to which hisnan nature
has come to beatural to him. This relationship also reveals the extent t
which man’s need has become duman need; the extent to which,
therefore, theother person as a person has become for him a need — the
extent to which he in his individual existence tighee same time a social
being.
The first positive annulment of private propertgrade communism — is
thus merely ondorm in which the vileness of private property, which
wants to set itself up as thmositive communitysystem, comes to the
surface.
(2) Communism (a) still political in nature — decnatic or despotic; (3)
with the abolition of the state, yet still incomi@eand being still affected
by private property, i.e., by the estrangement @nhmin both forms
communism already is aware of being reintegratiometurn of man to
himself, the transcendence of human self-estrangernbet since it has
not yet grasped the positive essence of privatpgrty, and just as little
thehumannature of need, it remains captive to it and itgedy it. It has,
indeed, grasped its concept, but not its essence.
(3) Communismas thepositive transcendence oprivate property as
human self-estrangemerdnd therefore as the regbpropriation of the
humanessence by and for man; communism therefore asdhwplete
return of man to himself as social (i.e., human) being — a return
accomplished consciously and embracing the entealttv of previous
development. This communism, as fully developedunadism, equals
humanism, and as fully developed humanism equdlgaism; it is the
genuineresolution of the conflict between man and natmd between
man and man — the true resolution of the strifavbeh existence and
essence, between objectification and self-confilmnatbetween freedom
and necessity, between the individual and the spe€@ommunism is the
riddle of history solved, and it knows itself to thés solution.

The entire movement of history, just asdttual act of genesis — the
birth act of its empirical existence — is, thereforffor its thinking
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consciousness theomprehendedand known process of itshecoming
Whereas the still immature communism seekhiatorical proof for itself
— a proof in the realm of what already exists — aghalisconnected
historical phenomena opposed to private propedsring single phases
from the historical process and focusing attentarthem as proofs of its
historical pedigree (a hobby-horse ridden hard @apig by Cabet,
Villegardelle, etc.). By so doing it simply makekear that by far the
greater part of this process contradicts its ovaingl and that, if it has
ever existed, precisely its being in fhastrefutes its pretension teality.

It is easy to see that the entire revolutionary emo@nt necessarily finds
both its empirical and its theoretical basis in thevement ofprivate
property— more precisely, in that of the economy.

This material immediatelyperceptible private property is the material
perceptible expression oestranged humanlife. Its movement -
production and consumption — is thgerceptible revelation of the
movement of all production until now, i.e., thelieation or the reality of
man. Religion, family, state, law, morality, scienart, etc., are only
particular modes of production, and fall under its generaV. |dhe
positive transcendence pfivate propertyas the appropriation dfuman
life, is therefore the positive transcendence bésirangement — that is to
say, the return of man from religion, family, stagéc., to hishuman,i.e.,
social existence. Religious estrangement as such ooalysn the realm
of consciousnes®f man’s inner life, but economic estrangemerthat of
real life; its transcendence therefore embraces both aspedsevident
that theinitial stage of the movement amongst the various peoples
depends on whether the trtexognizedife of the people manifests itself
more in consciousness or in the external world m@e ideal or real.
Communism begins from the outg§@wen)with atheism; but atheism is
at first far from beingcommunismjndeed, that atheism is still mostly an
abstraction.

The philanthropy of atheism is therefore at firstlyo philosophical,
abstract philanthropy, and that of communism isratereal and directly
bent onaction

We have seen how on the assumption of positivelyuléed private
property man produces man — himself and the otlaaT; mow the object,
being the direct manifestation of his individuglifg simultaneously his
own existence for the other man, the existencé@fother man, and that
existence for him. Likewise, however, both the matef labor and man
as the subject, are the point of departure as a®lthe result of the
movement (and precisely in this fact, that they thwosistitute thepoint of
departure lies the historicahecessityof private property). Thus trsocial
character is the general character of the wholeem@nt:just associety
itself producesman asman so is societyproducedby him. Activity and
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enjoyment, both in their content and in th@ode of existencaresociat
social [This word is crossed out in the manuscriptEe:] activity and
social enjoyment. Thdiumanaspect of nature exists only feocial man;
for only then does nature exist for him age@nd with man — as his
existence for the other and the other’s existencénim — and as the life-
element of human reality. Only then does natureteas thdoundationof
his own human existence. Only here has what is to him hetural
existence become hlmumanexistence, and nature become man for him.
Thus society is the complete unity of man with nature — theetru
resurrection of nature — the consistent naturalisimman and the
consistent humanism of nature.

Social activity and social enjoyment exist by neamsonly in the
form of some directly communal activity and directlycommunal
enjoyment, althougltommunalactivity andcommunalenjoyment — i.e.,
activity and enjoyment which are manifested anddlly revealed imeal
associationwith other men — will occur wherever suchlieect expression
of sociability stems from the true character of #loéivity’s content and is
appropriate to the nature of the enjoyment.

But also when | am activscientifically, etc. — an activity which | can
seldom perform in direct community with others -erthmy activity is
social because | perform it asrman Not only is the material of my
activity given to me as a social product (as isnetre language in which
the thinker is active): mpwn existences social activity, and therefore
that which | make of myself, | make of myself farcgety and with the
consciousness of myself as a social being.

My generalconsciousness is only thieeoretical shape of that of which
the living shape is theeal community, the social fabric, although at the
present daygeneralconsciousness is an abstraction from real life @and
such confronts it with hostility. Thactivity of my general consciousness,
as an activity, is therefore also rineoreticalexistence as a social being.
Above all we must avoid postulating “society” agasan abstraction vis-
a-vis the individual. The individuas$ the social beingHis manifestations
of life — even if they may not appear in the dirémtm of communal
manifestations of life carried out in associatioithvothers — are therefore
an expression and confirmation sbcial life Man’s individual and
species-life are ndlifferent,however much — and this is inevitable — the
mode of existence of the individual is a mpegticular or moregeneral
mode of the life of the species, or the life of thgecies is a more
particular or moregeneralindividual life.

In his consciousness of speciesan confirms his reasocial life and
simply repeats his real existence in thought, sstonversely the being of
the species confirms itself in species- conscicssaad exists for itself in
its generality as a thinking being.
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Man, much as he may therefore bepaticular individual (and it is
precisely his particularity which makes him an indual, and a real
individual social being), is just as much ttetality — the ideal totality —
the subjective existence of imagined and experersmiety for itself;
just as he exists also in the real world both asramess and real
enjoyment of social existence, and as a totalithuwwhan manifestation of
life.

Thinking and being are thus certairdistinct but at the same time they
are inunity with each other.

Death seems to be a harsh victory of the species owermpdénticular
individual and to contradict their unity. But tharpcular individual is
only aparticular species-beingnd as such mortal.

<(4) [In the manuscript: “5”. £d] Just asprivate propertyis only the
perceptible expression of the fact that man becarbgctivefor himself
and at the same time becomes to himself a stramgenhuman object;
just as it expresses the fact that the manifestatib his life is the
alienation of his life, that his realization is hess of reality, is amlien
reality: so, the positive transcendence of privpteperty — i.e., the
perceptibleappropriation for and by man of the human esseamzk of
human life, of objective man, of humachievements- should not be
conceived merely in the senseimimediate one-sidecenjoymentmerely
in the sense gfossessingof having Man appropriates his total essence in
a total manner, that is to say, as a whole manh Babishumanrelations
to the world — seeing, hearing, smelling, tastifgeling, thinking,
observing, experiencing, wanting, acting, lovingh-short, all the organs
of his individual being, like those organs whicle directly social in their
form, are in theirobjectiveorientation, or in theiorientation to the
object the appropriation of the object, the appropriatid humanreality.
Their orientation to the object is tmeanifestation of the human reality,
[For this reason it is just as highly varied as die¢erminations of human
essence and activities.Note by MarX. it is humanactivity and human
suffering for suffering, humanly considered, is a kind eff-€njoyment of
man.

Private property has made us so stupid and one-$idé¢ an object is only
ours when we have it — when it exists for us as capttalwhen it is
directly possessed, eaten, drunk, worn, inhab#ed, — in short, when it
is usedby us. Although private property itself again cees all these
direct realizations of possession onlyrasans of lifeand the life which
they serve as means is tlife of private property- labor and conversion
into capital.

In the place o&ll physical and mental senses there has therefore tdoen
sheer estrangement afl these senses, the sensehaf’ing The human
being had to be reduced to this absolute povertgriter that he might
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yield his inner wealth to the outer world. [On teegory of “having”, see
Hess, in the Philosophy of the Deed].

The transcendence of private property is thereftiie complete
emancipatiorof all humansensesand qualities, but it is this emancipation
precisely because these senses and attributesbleaeene, subjectively
and objectively,human. The eye has becomehmmaneye, just as its
objecthas become a socidlumanobject — an object made by man for
man. The senseshave therefore become directly in their practice
theoreticians They relate themselves to ttieng for the sake of the thing,
but the thing itself is anbjective humamelation to itself and to man, [In
practice | can relate myself to a thing humanlyyaiflthe thing relates
itself humanly to the human beingNete by MarX. and vice versa. Need
or enjoyment have consequently lost thegotistical nature, and nature
has lost its meratility by use becomingumanuse.

In the same way, the senses and enjoyment of oterhave become my
own appropriation. Besides these direct organs, tbexe$ocial organs
develop in theform of society; thus, for instance, activity in direct
association with others, etc., has become an dggagxpressingny own
life, and a mode of appropriatihgimanlife.

It is obvious that th@umaneye enjoys things in a way different from the
crude, non-human eye; the hurneanr different from the crude ear, etc.
We have seen that man does not lose himself iolject only when the
object becomes for himleumanobject or objective man. This is possible
only when the object becomes for himsacial object, he himself for
himself a social being, just as society become®iagbfor him in this
object.

On the one hand, therefore, it is only when theectbje world becomes
everywhere for man in society the world of man'sesgial powers —
human reality, and for that reason the realityisfdwn essential powers —
that all objects become for him thebjectification of himself, become
objects which confirm and realize his individualityecomehis objects:
that is, man himselfbecomes the object. Th@mannerin which they
becomehis depends on theature of the objectand on the nature of the
essential power corresponding tq for it is precisely thedeterminate
nature of this relationship which shapes the particulaal mode of
affirmation. To theeyean object comes to be other than it is to ¢he
and the object of the eys another object than the object of . The
specific character of each essential power is pedcitsspecific essence,
and therefore also the specific mode of its oljeetion, of itsobjectively
actual living being Thus man is affirmed in the objective world natyo
in the act of thinking, but withall his senses.

On the other hand, let us look at this in its scibje aspect. Just as only
music awakens in man the sense of music, and sugteamost beautiful
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music haso sense for the unmusical ear — is [no] object fobécause
my object can only be the confirmation of one of egsential powers,
therefore can only exist for me insofar as my esslepower exists for
itself as a subjective capacity because the meaofiran object for me
goes only so far asny sense goes (has only a meaning for a sense
corresponding to that object) — for this reasonsirese®f the social man
differ from those of the non-social man. Only through tigectively
unfolded richness of man’s essential being is tbleness of subjective
humansensibility (a musical ear, an eye for beauty @hf — in short,
sensescapable of human gratification, senses affirmihgniselves as
essential powers ahan) either cultivated or brought into being. For not
only the five senses but also the so-called mesgakes, the practical
senses (will, love, etc.), in a wordymansense, the human nature of the
senses, comes to be by virtuetsefobject, by virtue ohumanizechature.
The forming of the five senses is a labor of the entire hystdrthe world
down to the present. Treensecaught up in crude practical need has only
arestricted sense For the starving man, it is not the human fofnfood
that exists, but only its abstract existence asl.faocould just as well be
there in its crudest form, and it would be impolssifo say wherein this
feeding activity differs from that ainimals.The care-burdened, poverty-
stricken man has nsensefor the finest play; the dealer in minerals sees
only the commercial value but not the beauty amdsipecific character of
the mineral: he has no mineralogical sense. Tiesolbjectification of the
human essence, both in its theoretical and pra@sgects, is required to
make man'ssense humanas well as to create thBuman sense
corresponding to the entire wealth of human andrabsubstance.

<Just as through the movemenpoivate property of its wealth as well as
its misery— of its material and spiritual wealthrdamisery — the budding
society finds at hand all the material for thsvelopmentso established
society produces man in this entire richness obbkiag produces thich
manprofoundly endowed with all the sensess its enduring reality.>

We see how subjectivism and objectivism, spirisraliand materialism,
activity and suffering, only lose their antitheticzharacter, and — thus
their existence as such antitheses only withinftamework of society;
<we see how the resolution of ttheeoreticalantitheses isnly possible in

a practical way, by virtue of the practical energy of man. iflmesolution

is therefore by no means merely a problem of utaedsng, but aeal
problem of life, whichphilosophycould not solve precisely because it
conceived this problem aserelya theoretical one.

We see how the history ofdustryand the establishambjectiveexistence
of industry are th@penbook of man’sessential powershe perceptibly
existing humanpsychology Hitherto this was not conceived in its
connection with man’essential beingbut only in an external relation of
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utility, because, moving in the realm of estrangetnpeople could only
think of man’s general mode of being — religionhastory in its abstract—
general character as politics, art, literature, etc =/ as the reality of
man’s essential powers anthn’s species-activityWe have before us the
objectified essentigbowersof man in the form ofensuous, alien, useful
objects in the form of estrangement, displayed ardinary material
industry (which can be conceived either as a part of thahernl
movement, or that movement can be conceived partcular part of
industry, since all human activity hitherto hasrébor — that is, industry
— activity estranged from itself).

A psychologyfor which this, the part of history existing inethmost
perceptible and accessible form, remains a closedf,lcannot become a
genuine, comprehensive arehl science.> What indeed are we to think of
a science whiclairily abstracts from this large part of human labor and
which fails to feel its own incompleteness, whilels a wealth of human
Endeavour, unfolded before it, means nothing mord& than, perhaps,
what can be expressed in one word — “needi|dar neet?

The natural scienceshave developed an enormous activity and have
accumulated an ever-growing mass of material. Bbghy, however, has
remained just as alien to them as they remain tboggphy. Their
momentary unity was only ehimerical illusion The will was there, but
the power was lacking. Historiography itself paggard to natural science
only occasionally, as a factor of enlightenmentitytand of some special
great discoveries. But natural science has invasedtransformed human
life all the morepractically through the medium of industry; and has
prepared human emancipation, although its immeeitiéet had to be the
furthering of the dehumanization of mdndustryis theactual historical
relationship of nature, and therefore of naturalkersze, to man. If,
therefore, industry is conceived as tb&oteric revelation of man’s
essentialpowers we also gain an understanding of the human essanc
nature or the natural essence of man. In consequeatural science will
lose its abstractly material — or rather, its idgal — tendency, and will
become the basis bumanscience, as it has already become — albeit in an
estranged form — the basis of actual human lifd, tanassumene basis
for life and a different basis faciences as a matter of course a lie. <The
nature which develops in human history — the gesneshuman society —
is man’sreal nature; hence nature as it develops through industen
though in arestrangedorm, is trueanthropologicalnature.>
Sense-perceptiofsee Feuerbach) must be the basis of all scigdoky.
when it proceeds from sense-perception in the tlddiarm of sensuous
consciousness armgensuousieed — is ittrue science. All history is the
history of preparing and developing “man” to becothe object of
sensuougonsciousness, and turning the requirements oh“am man”
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into his needs. History itself israal part of natural history —of nature
developing into man. Natural science will in timeearporate into itself
the science of man, just as the science of maninafirporate into itself
natural science: there will mmescience.

Man is the immediate object of natural science; fomiediate,
sensuous naturdor man is, immediately, human sensuousness (the
expressions are identical) — presented immediatelye form of theother
man sensuously present for him. Indeed, his owsws®rsness first exists
as human sensuousness for himself througlother man. Butnature is
the immediate object of trezience of marthe first — object of man — man
— Is nature, sensuousness; and the particular hismasuous essential
powers can only find their self-understanding ia ftience of the natural
world in general, just as they can find their objex realization only in
natural objects. The element of thought itself — the elethad thought's
living expression 4anguage— is of a sensuous nature. T¢uial reality
of nature, anchumannatural science, or theatural science of marare
identical terms.
<It will be seen how in place of therealth and povertyof political
economy come thach humanbeingand the ricchumanneed. Theich
human being is simultaneously the human bémgeed ofa totality of
human manifestations of life — the man in whomdvis realization exists
as an inner necessity, ased Not onlywealth but likewise thgovertyof
man — under the assumption of socialiSin- receives in equal measure a
human and therefore social significance. Povertythis passive bond
which causes the human being to experience the okdbe greatest
wealth — theother human being. The dominion of the objective beimg i
me, the sensuous outburst of my life activity,p&ssion which thus
becomes here thativity of my being.>
(5) A being only considers himself independent when he stamdis
own feet; and he only stands on his own feet whenwes hisxistence
to himself. A man who lives by the grace of anotltegyards himself as a
dependent being. But | live completely by the gratenother if | owe
him not only the maintenance of my life, but if In@s, moreovergreated
my life — if he is thesourceof my life. When it is not of my own creation,
my life has necessarily a source of this kind @@f it. TheCreationis
therefore an idea very difficult to dislodge froropular consciousness.
The fact that nature and man exist on their ownoaet is
incomprehensibleto it, because it contradicts everythirtgngible in
practical life.

The creation of the earth has received a mightwifom geognosy- i.e.,
from the science which presents the formation oé tharth, the
development of the earth, as a process, as a aedfrgtion.Generatio

XXXiii

aequivocas the only practical refutation of the theorycoéation.
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Now it is certainly easy to say to the single indidal what Aristotle has
already said: You have been begotten by your fadimer your mother;
therefore in you the mating of two human beingsspecies-act of human
beings — has produced the human being. You seeefohne, that even
physically man owes his existence to man. Therejote must not only
keep sight of thene aspect — thenfinite progression which leads you
further to inquire: Who begot my father? Who hiargifather? etc. You
must also hold on to tharcular movemensensuously perceptible in that
progress by which man repeats himself in procreatiman thus always
remaining the subject. You will reply, however: ragt you this circular
movement; now grant me the progress which drivegwee further until |
ask: Who begot the first man, and nature as a \Whbt&an only answer
you: Your question is itself a product of abstractiAsk yourself how you
arrived at that question. Ask yourself whether yquestion is not posed
from a standpoint to which | cannot reply, becaitise wrongly put. Ask
yourself whether that progress as such exists feasonable mind. When
you ask about the creation of nature and man, yewabstracting, in so
doing, from man and nature. You postulate themasexistentand yet
you want me to prove them to youedsting Now | say to you: Give up
your abstraction and you will also give up your sfign. Or if you want to
hold on to your abstraction, then be consistend, iryou think of man
and nature ason-existent then think of yourself as non-existent, for
you too are surely nature and man. Don’t think,'dask me, for as soon
as you think and ask, yoabstractionfrom the existence of nature and
man has no meaning. Or are you such an egotist yihiat conceive
everything as nothing, and yet want yourself tG€Xi

You can reply: | do not want to postulate the naghiess of nature, etc. |
ask you about itgenesisjust as | ask the anatomist about the formatfon o
bones, etc.

But since for the socialist mahe entire so-called history of the woiikl
nothing but the creation of man through human laloothing but the
emergence of nature for man, so he has the visibédytable proof of his
birth through himself, of higienesis Since thaeal existenceof man and
nature has become evident in practice, throughesexrgerience, because
man has thus become evident for man as the beimgtafe, and nature
for man as the being of man, the question abouli@n being, about a
being above nature and man — a question which @sphe admission of
the unreality of nature and of man — has becomessiple in practice.
Atheism as the denial of this unreality, has no longey areaning, for
atheism is anegation of Godand postulatethe existence of mahrough
this negation; but socialism as socialism no lorgjands in any need of
such a mediation. It proceeds from theeoretically and practically
sensuous consciousnessman and of nature as thesenceSocialism is
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man’s positive self-consciousngsso longer mediated through the
abolition of religion, just aseal life is man’s positive reality, no longer
mediated through the abolition of private propethrpughcommunism
Communism is the positive mode as the negatiomefriegation, and is
hence theactual phase necessary for the next stage of historical
development in the process of human emancipatia@h rahabilitation.
Communismis the necessary form and the dynamic principlethef
immediate future, but communism as such is not gbal of human
development, the form of human society ' **"

[Human Requirements and Division of Labor Under
the Rule of Private Property and Under Socialism.
Division of Labor in Bourgeois Society]

XY (7) We have seen what significance, given socmlihewealth
of human needs acquires, and what significanceefibre, both anew
mode of productionand a newobject of production obtain: a new
manifestation of the forces dfumannature and a new enrichment of
humannature. Under private property their significanceeversed: every
person speculates on creatingeavneed in another, so as to drive him to
fresh sacrifice, to place him in a new dependemceta seduce him into a
new mode ofenjoymentand therefore economic ruin. Each tries to
establish over the other alien power, so as thereby to find satisfaction of
his own selfish need. The increase in the quanfitgbjects is therefore
accompanied by an extension of the realm of thengtiowers to which
man is subjected, and every new product representswpotentiality of
mutual swindling and mutual plundering. Man becoregsr poorer as
man, his need fomoneybecomes ever greater if he wants to master the
hostile power. The power of hrmoneydeclines in inverse proportion to
the increase in the volume of production: thathis, neediness grows as
thepowerof money increases.
The need for money is therefore the true need mexiby the economic
system, and it is the only need which the lattedpces. Theuantity of
money becomes to an ever greater degree itseffeletivequality. Just as
it reduces everything to its abstract form, seduces itself in the course
of its own movement tayuantitative being. Excessand intemperance
come to be its true norm.
Subjectively, this appears partly in the fact tthet extension of products
and needs becomes aantriving and evercalculating subservience to
inhuman, sophisticated, unnatural amehaginary appetites. Private
property does not know how to change crude needhumanneed. Its
idealismis fantasy caprice andwhinm and no eunuch flatters his despot
more basely or uses more despicable means to atentlis dulled



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 73

capacity for pleasure in order to sneak a favorhianself than does the
industrial eunuch — the producer — in order to knfea himself a few
pieces of silver, in order to charm the golden diodit of the pockets of
his dearly beloved neighbors in Christ. He putsdalihat the service of
the other's most depraved fancies, plays the pietvdéen him and his
need, excites in him morbid appetites, lies in wait each of his
weaknesses — all so that he can then demand thefaathis service of
love. (Every product is a bait with which to sedaeeay the other’s very
being, his money; every real and possible needweakness which will
lead the fly to the glue-pot. General exploitatiohcommunal human
nature, just as every imperfection in man, is adowith heaven — an
avenue giving the priest access to his heart; eneeg is an opportunity
to approach one’s neighbor under the guise of timost amiability and to
say to him: Dear friend, | give you what you nebdt you know the
conditio sine qua ngnyou know the ink in which you have to sign
yourself over to me; in providing for your pleasuréeece you.)

This estrangement manifests itself in part in ttheg sophistication of
needs and of the means [of their satisfaction] oe side produces a
bestial barbarization, a complete, crude, abssiagplicity of need, on the
other; or rather in that it merely reproduces ftgeits opposite. Even the
need for fresh air ceases to be a need for thearokkan returns to a cave
dwelling, which is now, however, contaminated wilte pestilential
breath of civilization, and which he continues t@apy onlyprecariously

it being for him an alien habitation which can bighdrawn from him any
day — a place from which, if he dogs ' not pay, he can be thrown out
any day. For this mortuary he haspay. A dwelling in thelight, which
Prometheus in Aeschylus designated as one of thategt boons, by
means of which he made the savage into a humag,bmases to exist for
the worker. Light, air, etc. — the simplestimal cleanliness — ceases to be
a need for marfkilth, this stagnation and putrefaction of man —dbeage
of civilization (speaking quite literally) — comés be theelement of life
for him. Utter,unnatural depravation, putrefied nature, comes to be his
life-element None of his senses exist any longer, and not amlys
human fashion, but in amhumanfashion, and therefore not even in an
animal fashion. The crudestethodgandinstrument}$ of human labor are
coming back: théreadmill of the Roman slaves, for instance, is the means
of production, the means of existence, of many iEhghorkers. It is not
only that man has no human needs — eveaihimal needs cease to exist.
The Irishman no longer knows any need now but thedntoeat, and
indeed only the need to epbtatoes— andscabby potatoeat that, the
worst kind of potatoes. But in each of their indiasttowns England and
France have already ld@tle Ireland. The savage and the animal have at
least the need to hunt, to roam, etc. — the neecboifpanionship. The
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simplification of the machine, of labor is usedtake a worker out of the
human being still in the making, the completely iatare human being,
the child — whilst the worker has become a neglected chited machine
accommodates itself to theeaknes®f the human being in order to make
theweakhuman being into a machine.

<How the multiplication of needs and of the meaofstlieir satisfaction]
breeds the absence of needs and of means is deateddty the political
economist (and the capitalist: in general it is as empirical
businessmen we are talking about when we refeolitigal economists,
who are theiscientificconfession and aspect). This he shows:

(1) By reducing the worker’s need to the barest modt miserable level
of physical subsistence, and by reducing his dgtiid the most abstract
mechanical movement; thus he says: Man has no oibed either of
activity or of enjoyment. For he call this lifégpo, human life and
existence.

(2) By countingthe most meageform of life (existence) as the standard,
indeed, as the general standard — general becaisapplicable to the
mass of men. He changes the worker into an indenkdng lacking all
needs, just as he changes his activity into a jinstraction from all
activity. To him, therefore, everjuxury of the worker seems to be
reprehensible, and everything that goes beyondtist abstract need — be
it in the realm of passive enjoyment, or a man#esh of activity — seems
to him a luxury. Political economy, this sciencevedalth is therefore
simultaneously the science of renunciation, of warftsaving— and it
actually reaches the point wheresjgaresman theneedof either freshair

or physicalexercise This science of marvelous industry is simultarspu
the science oésceticismand its true ideal is th@sceticbut extortionate
miser and theasceticbut productiveslave. Its moral ideal is th@orker
who takes part of his wages to the savings-bandt,ithas even found
ready-made a servilart which embodies this pet idea: it has been
presented, bathed in sentimentality, on the stBiges political economy —
despite its worldly and voluptuous appearance & isie moral science,
the most moral of all the sciences. Self-renunomtthe renunciation of
life and of all human needs, is its principal tisedihe less you eat, drink
and buy books; the less you go to the theaterd#mee hall, the public
house; the less you think, love, theorize, singntpéence, etc., the more
you save— thegreaterbecomes your treasure which neither moths nor rust
will devour — yourcapital. The less youare, the less you express your
own life, the more yolhave i.e., the greater is yowlienatedlife, the
greater is the store of your estranged being. Eveny which the
political economist takes from you in life and iarhanity, he replaces for
you inmoneyand inwealth and all the things which you cannot do, your
money can do. It can eat and, drink, go to the édmatl and the theater; it
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can travel, it can appropriate art, learning, theasures of the past,
political power — all this itan appropriate for you — it can buy all this: it
Is true endowmentYet being all this, itwantsto do nothing but create
itself, buy itself; for everything else is aftef i servant, and when | have
the master | have the servant and do not neecehiarst. All passions and
all activity must therefore be submergedairarice The worker may only
have enough for him to want to live, and may ongnwto live in order to
have that.>

It is true that a controversy now arises in thédfief political economy.
The one side (Lauderdale, Malthus, etc.) recommelasiry and
execrates thrift. The other (Say, Ricardo, etcgomemends thrift and
execrates luxury. But the former admits that it tsalxury in order to
produce labor (i.e., absolute thrift); and the latter admits ttha
recommends thrift in order to produceealth (i.e., luxury). The
Lauderdale-Malthus school has themantic notion that avarice alone
ought not to determine the consumption of the raig it contradicts its
own laws in advancingxtravaganceas a direct means of enrichment.
Against it, therefore, the other side very earyeatid circumstantially
proves that | do not increase but reduce possessionsy being
extravagant. The Say-Ricardo school is hypocriiicalot admitting that it
is precisely whim and caprice which determine pobidu. It forgets the
“refined needs”; it forgets that there would be pduction without
consumption; it forgets that as a result of contjpetiproduction can only
become more extensive and luxurious. It forgetd, thacording to its
views, a thing’s value is determined by use, amad tise is determined by
fashion. It wishes to see only “useful things” podd, but it forgets that
production of too many useful things produces taoge a useless
population. Both sides forget that extravagance #omdt, luxury and
privation, wealth and poverty are equal.

And you must not only stint the gratification ofytdmmediate senses, as
by stinting yourself on food, etc.: you must alpare yourself all sharing
of general interests, all sympathy, all trust, ,eit.you want to be
economical, if you do not want to be ruined bysians.

<You must make everything that is yosedeable i.e., useful. If | ask the
political economist: Do | obey economic laws if xtact money by
offering my body for sale, by surrendering it tootrer’s lust? (The
factory workers in France call the prostitutiortiedir wives and daughters
the nth working hour, which is literally correct)Or am | not acting in
keeping with political economy if | sell my friend the Moroccans? (And
the direct sale of men in the form of a trade inswipts, etc., takes place
in all civilized countries.) — Then the politicat@omist replies to me:
You do not transgress my laws; but see what Cokl#lincs and Cousin
Religion have to say about it. Myolitical economicethics and religion
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have nothing to reproach you with, but — But wham lanow to believe,
political economy or ethics? — The ethics of poditi economy is
acquisition, work, thrift, sobriety — but political economy pngses to
satisfy my needs. — The political economy of ethgcghe opulence of a
good conscience, of virtue, etc.; but how can & Nirtuously if | do not
live? And how can | have a good conscience if hdbknow anything? It
stems from the very nature of estrangement that sploere applies to me
a different and opposite yardstick — ethics one potitical economy
another; for each is a specific estrangement of arat» focuses
attention on a particular field of estranged esakrictivity, and each
stands in an estranged relation to the other. TMudichel Chevalier
reproaches Ricardo with having ignored ethics. Bigardo is allowing
political economy to speak its own language, and floes not speak
ethically, this is not Ricardo’s fault. M. Chevaliabstracts from political
economy insofar as he moralizes, but he really mecessarily ignores
ethics insofar as he practices political economige Telationship of
political economy to ethics, if it is other than arbitrary, contingent and
therefore unfounded and unscientific relationsHig,is not being posited
for the sake ohppearancebut is meant to bessential can only be the
relationship of the laws of political economy tdies. If there is no such
connection, or if the contrary is rather the casm Ricardo help it?
Moreover, the opposition between political econaang ethics is only an
apparentopposition and just as much no oppositasnit isan opposition.
All that happens is that political economy express®ral lawsn its own
way.

<Frugality as the principle of political economynmst brilliantly shown
in its theory ofpopulation There are toonanypeople. Even the existence
of men is a pure luxury; and if the worker etHical’, he will be sparing
in procreation. (Mill suggests public acclaim fdnose who prove
themselves continent in their sexual relations, ulolic rebuke for those
who sin against such barrenness of marriage..thits not ethics, the
teaching of asceticism?) The production of peopgdpears as public
misery.>

The meaning which production has in relation toribk is seenmevealed
in the meaning which it has for the poor. Lookingwards the
manifestation is always refined, veiled, ambigueusutward appearance;
downwards, it is rough, straightforward, frank -etheal thing. The
worker'scrudeneed is a far greater source of gain tharrefieedneed of
the rich. The cellar dwellings in London bring maoethose who let them
than do the palaces; that is to say, with referaocthe landlord they
constitutegreater wealth and thus (to speak the language of political
economy) greatesocialwealth.
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Industry speculates on the refinement of needsyetulates however just
as much on theicrudenessbut on their artificially produced crudeness,
whose true enjoyment, therefore, $elf-stupefaction— this illusory
satisfaction of need this civilization containedhin the crude barbarism
of need. The English gin shops are therefore thembolical
representations of private property. Thieixury reveals the true relation
of industrial luxury and wealth to man. They arer#fore rightly the only
Sunday pleasures of the people which the Englidltegpdreats at least
mildly. _

*Y'\We have already seen how the political econonsistidishes

the unity of labor and capital in a variety of wayd) Capital is
accumulated labor(2) The purpose of capital within production —+tjya
reproduction of capital with profit, partly, cagits raw material (material
of labor), and partly, as an automaticadlgrkinginstrument(the machine
is capital directly equated with labor) — oductive labor (3) The
worker is a capital. (4) Wages belong to costsapiital. (5) In relation to
the worker, labor is the reproduction of his lifgpdal. (6) In relation to
the capitalist, labor is an aspect of his capitatsvity.
Finally, (7) the political economist postulates theinal unity of capital
and labor as the unity of the capitalist and theken this is the original
state of paradise. The way in which these two dspec as two
persons, confront each other is for the politicadremist anaccidental
event, and hence only to be explained by refereéacexternal factors.
(See Mill.)

The nations which are still dazzled by teensuouglitter of precious
metals, and are therefore still fetish-worshipersnetal money, are not
yet fully developed money-nations. Contrast of Eeaand England.

The extent to which the solution of theoreticaldieb is the task of
practice and effected through practice, the exienthich true practice is
the condition of a real and positive theory, iswhpfor example, in
fetishism.The sensuous consciousness of the fetish-worshippiferent
from that of the Greek, because his sensuous exsstes different. The
abstract enmity between sense and spirit is negessdong as the human
feeling for nature, the human sense of nature, thiedefore also the
natural sense ofman are not yet produced by man’s own labor.
Equality is nothing but a translation of the German “Ichch™"" into
the French, i.e., political form. Equality as thasisof communisms its
political justification, and it is the same as when the Gerjustifies it by
conceiving man asuniversal self-consciousnessNaturally, the
transcendence of the estrangement always procemdstiiat form of the
estrangement which is thalominant power: in Germany, self-
consciousnessn Francegquality, because it is politics; in England, real,



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 78

material, practical need taking only itself as its standard. It isnfrthis
standpoint that Proudhon is to be criticized angreqated.
If we characterizeommunisnitself because of its character as negation of
the negation, as the appropriation of the humareness through the
intermediary of the negation of private propertgs-being not yet thieue,
self-originating position but rather a position ginating from private
property [...] in old-German fashion — in the way ®&legel's
phenomenology — [...] finished axanquerednomeniand [...] one might
be satisfied by it, in his consciousness [...Jn&f human being only ngal
[...] transcendence of his thought now as beford, [since with him
therefore the real estrangement of the life of meamains, and remains all
the more, the more one is conscious of it as duehce it [the negation of
this estrangement] can be accomplished solely bingimg about
communism.
In order to abolish th&lea of private property, thelea of communism is
quite sufficient. It takesctual communist action to abolish actual private
property. History will lead to it; and this movengewhich in theorywe
already know to be a self-transcending movemerit comstitute in actual
fact a very rough and protracted process. But wetmegard it as a real
advance to have at the outset gained a consciaissfeshe limited
character as well as of the goal of this historicedvement — and a
consciousness which reaches out beyond it.
When communisartisansassociate with one another, theory, propaganda,
etc., is their first end. But at the same timeaassult of this association,
they acquire a new need — the need for societyd—-vdrat appears as a
means becomes an end. In this practical processdise splendid results
are to be observed whenever French socialist werlier seen together.
Such things as smoking, drinking, eating, etc., ravelonger means of
contact or means that bring them together. Compasgociation, and
conversation, which again has society as its emdeaough for them; the
brotherhood of man is no mere phrase with themaldatt of life, and the
nobility of man shines upon us from their work-redd bodies.

<When political economy claims that demand andpbuplways
balance each other, it immediately forgets thabating to its own claim
(theory of population) the supply peoplealways exceeds the demand,
and that, therefore, in the essential result ofwthele production process
— the existence of man — the disparity between ddnaad supply gets its
most striking expression.
The extent to which money, which appears as a meamstitutes true
powerand the solend- the extent to which in genettélle means which
turns me into a being, which gives me possessiothefalien objective
being, is arend in itself... can be clearly seen from the fact that landed
property, wherever land is the source of life, dmitse and sword
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wherever these are thaie means of lifeare also acknowledged as the
true political powers in life. In the Middle Ages social estate is
emancipated as soon as it is allowed to carrgtad. Amongst nomadic
peoples it is théorsewhich makes me a free man and a participant in the
life of the community.

We have said above that man is regressing tadilie dwelling etc. — but
he is regressing to it in an estranged, malignanhf The savage in his
cave — a natural element which freely offers itself his use and
protection — feels himself no more a stranger,abhar feels as much at
home as dish in water. But the cellar dwelling of the poor mara hostile
element, "a dwelling which remains an alien powad anly gives itself
up to him insofar as he gives up to it his own dland sweat" — a
dwelling which he cannot regard as his own hearthhere he might at
last exclaim: "Here | am at home" — but where iadtbe finds himself in
someone elsesouse, in the house ofsrangerwho always watches him
and throws him out if he does not pay his rent.i¢lalso aware of the
contrast in quality between his dwelling and a honrdaelling that stands
in theotherworld, in the heaven of wealth.

Estrangement is manifested not only in the fact thg means of life
belong tosomeone elsdhat my desire is the inaccessible possession of
another but also in the fact that everything is itselfr&ihing different
from itself — that my activity isomething elsand that, finally (and this
applies also to the capitalist), all is under [¢inay] ofinhumanpower.
There is a form of inactive, extravagant wealthegivover wholly to
pleasure, the enjoyer of which on the one hdmethavesas a mere
ephemeraindividual frantically spending himself to no poge, and also
regards the slave-labor of others (hunsareat and bloodas the prey of
his cupidity. He therefore knows man himself, amhde also his own
self, as a sacrificed and futile being. With suakalth contempt of man
makes its appearance, partly as arrogance anduasdgring of what can
give sustenance to a hundred human lives, andypastlthe infamous
illusion that his own unbridled extravagance andseéess, unproductive
consumption is the condition of the othel&bor and therefore of his
subsistenceHe regards the realization of tegsential powersf man only
as the realization of his own excesses, his whintsGpricious, bizarre
notions. This wealth which, on the other hand, mdaiows wealth as a
mere means, as something that is good for nothitgdobe annihilated
and which is therefore at once slave and masten@ magnanimous and
base, capricious, presumptuous, conceited, refioektiired and witty —
this wealth has not yet experienaogdalthas an utterlyalien powerover
itself: it sees in it, rather, only its own powemd [not] wealth but
enjoymentis its final] aim.
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This [...J7"" and the glittering illusion about the nature ofaltie,
blinded by sensuous appearances, is confrontechdwdarking, sober,
prosaic, economicahdustrialist who is quite enlightened about tla¢une
of wealth, and who, while providing a wider sphéwe the other’s self—
indulgence and paying fulsome flatteries to himhia products (for his
products are just so many base compliments to fpetdes of the
spendthrift), knows how to appropriate for himsalthe onlyusefulway
the other’s waning power. If, therefore, industredalth appears at first to
be the result of extravagant, fantastic wealth, itggetmotion, the motion
inherent in it, ousts the latter also in an actixag. For the fall in theate
of interest is a necessary consequence and result of industria
development. The extravagant rentier's means thexedwindle day by
day in inverse proportion to the increasing possibilities andgtlis of
pleasure. Consequently, he must either consumeapisal, thus ruining
himself, or must become an industrial capitalisbn the other hand, there
is a direct, constant rise in tment of landas a result of the course of
industrial development; nevertheless, as we haeady seen, there must
come a time when landed property, like every otied of property, is
bound to fall within the category of profitably te¢producing capitaf™

— and this in fact results from the same industti@lelopment. Thus the
squandering landowner, too, must either consumedpsgal, and thus be
ruined, or himself become the farmer of his owratest- an agricultural
industrialist.

The diminution in the interest on money, which Riloon regards as the
annulling of capital and as a tendency to sociatiapital, is therefore
directly rather only a symptom of the total victafyworking capital over
squandering wealth — i.e., the transformation bfpalate property into
industrial capital. It is a total victory of privajproperty over all those of
its qualities which are still inrappearancehuman, and the complete
subjection of the owner of private property to tbesence of private
property —labor. To be sure, the industrial capitalist also takes
pleasures. He does not by any means return torthatwral simplicity of
need; but his pleasure is only a side-issue — adore — something
subordinated to production; at the same time i@isalculated and,
therefore, itself areconomicalpleasure. For he debits it to his capital’s
expense account, and what is squandered on hisupeaust therefore
amount to no more than will be replaced with pratirough the
reproduction of capital. Pleasure is therefore sotesl under capital, and
the pleasure-taking individual under the capitaleculating individual,
whilst formerly the contrary was the case. The éase in the interest rate
is therefore a symptom of the annulment of capitdy inasmuch as it is a
symptom of the growing domination of capital — bk testrangement



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 81

which is growing and therefore hastening to itsument. This is indeed
the only way in which that which exists affirms dgposite.>

The quarrel between the political economists athoxairy and thrift is,
therefore, only the quarrel between that politieeRbnomy which has
achieved clarity about the nature of wealth, arat tolitical economy
which is still afflicted with romantic, anti-indusdl memories. Neither
side, however, knows how to reduce the subjechefcontroversy to its
simple terms, and neither therefore can make shkork of the other.

X Moreover,rent of landqua rent of land has been overthrown,
since, contrary to the argument of the Physioasdiish maintains that the
landowner is the only true producer, modern palteconomy has proved
that the landowner as such is rather the only cetalyl unproductive
rentier. According to this theory, agriculture iBet business of the
capitalist, who invests his capital in it provided can expect the usual
profit. The claim of the Physiocrats — that langedperty, as the sole
productive property, should alone pay state taxet therefore should
alone approve them and patrticipate in the affdirstate — is transformed
into the opposite position that the tax on the mdriand is the only tax on
unproductive income, and is therefore the only mat detrimental to
national production. It goes without saying thainfr this point of view
also the political privilege of landowners no longellows from their
position as principal tax-payers.

Everything which Proudhon conceives as a moveménalmr against
capital is only the movement of labor in the deteation of capital, of
industrial capita] against capital not consumesk capital, i.e., not
consumed industrially. And this movement is progegdalong its
triumphant road — the road to the victoryidlustrial capital. It is clear,
therefore, that only whefabor is grasped as the essence of private
property, can the economic process as such be zathlin its real
concreteness. _

Society as it appears to the political economistiisl society" in which
every individual is a totality of needs and only exists for the
other person, as the other exists for him, insataeach becomes a means
for the other. The political economist reduces g¥eng (just as does
politics in itsRights of Mahto man, i.e., to the individual whom he strips
of all determinateness so as to class him as tiapaworker.

Thedivision of laboris the economic expression of t&cial character of
labor within the estrangement. Or, sintabor is only an expression of
human activity within alienation, of the manifestat of life as the
alienation of life, thedivision of labor too, is therefore nothing else but
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theestranged, alienatedositing of human activity asraal activity of the
specier asactivity of man as a species-being

As for theessence of the division of laberand of course the division of
labor had to be conceived as a major driving farcéhe production of
wealth as soon dabor was recognized as tlessence of private property
— i.e., as for theestranged and alienatebrm of human activityas an
activity of the species the political economists are very vague and self
contradictory about it.

Adam Smith “This division of labor[...] is not originally the
effect of any human wisdom [...]. It is the necegsh..] slow and
gradual consequence of [...] the propensity tokirlarter, and
exchange one thing for another. [...] This propghdp trade is
probably a “necessary consequence of the use sbmeand of
speech [...]. It is common to all men, and to benfbin no other
race of animals.” The animal, when it is grown ig.entirely
independent. “Man has almost constant occasiorthirhelp of
others, and it is in vain for him to expect it fraheir benevolence
only. He will be more likely to prevail if he campeal to their
personal interest, and show them that it is foir ten advantage
to do for him what he requires of them. [...] Welaas$s ourselves,
not to theirhumanitybut to theirself-love and never talk to them
of our own necessitidsut oftheir advantages|....]

“As it is by treaty, by barter, and by purchase the obtain from
one another the greater part of those mutual gdficks which
we stand in need of, so it is this satngcking disposition which
originally gives occasion to thdivision of labor In a tribe of
hunters or shepherds a particular person makes and/srrows,
for example, with more readiness and dexterity tnanother. He
frequently exchanges them for cattle or for veniswith his
companions; and he finds at last that he can m anner get
more cattle and venison than if he himself wenth® field to
catch them. From a regard to his own interest,efbee, the
making of bows, etc., grows to be his chief busirjeq

“The difference ohatural talentsin different men [...] is not [...]
so much theauseas theeffectof the division of labor.... Without
the disposition to truck [...] and exchange, ev@an must have
procured to himself every necessary and conveniehtie [....]
All must have had [...] theame worko do, and there could have
been no sucldifference of employmerds could alone give
occasion to any great difference of talents.

“As it is this disposition which forms that differee of talents
among men so it is this same disposition which eendhat
difference useful. Many tribes of animals [... Jtbé same species
derive from nature a much more remarkable distinctif genius,
than what, antecedent to custom and education,aappe take
place among men. By nature a philosopher is ntdlent and in
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intelligence half so different from a street portas a mastiff is
from a greyhound, or a greyhound from a spaniethigrlast from
a shepherd’s dog. Those different tribes of animatsvever,
though all of the same species, are of scarce amryto one
another. The mastiff cannot add to the advantafbgsatrength
by making use of the swiftness of the greyhound, e
The effects of these different talents or grademtefligence, for
want of the power or disposition to barter and exge, cannot
be brought into a common stock, and do not inélastl contribute
to the betteaccommodatiomndconveniencyf the species. Each
animal is still obliged to support and defend itseéparately and
independently, and derives no sort of advantaga tiwat variety
of talents with which nature has distinguishedetiows. Among
men, on the contrary, the most dissimilar geniwgesof use to
one another; thdifferent produce®f their respective talents, by
the general disposition to truck, barter, and emgbka being
brought, as it were, into a common stock, whereyewgan may
purchase whatever part of the produce of other snieifustry he
has occasion for. [...]
“As it is the power ofexchangingthat gives occasion to the
division of labor so theextent of this divisioomust always be
limited by theextent of that poweror, in other words, by the
extent of the markeWhen the market is very small, no person
can have any encouragement to dedicate himselebnto one
employment, for want of the power to exchange tadk tsurplus
part of the produce of his own labor, which is oaad above his
own consumption, for such parts of the producetb&omen’s
labor as he has occasion for ...”
In an advancedstate of society “every man thus lives by
exchanging and becomes in some measumeichant and the
society itselfgrows to be what is properlyc@mmercialsociety.”
(See Destutt de Tracy Elémens d’idéologieParis, 1826, pp. 68
and 78]: “Society is a series of reciprocal exclemygommerce
contains the whole essence of society.”) ... Trmumulation of
capitals mounts with the division of labor, andeviersa.”

So much foAdam Smith

“If every family produced all that it consumed, &tg could keep
going although no exchange of any sort took pladttout being
fundamental exchange is indispensable in our advanced sfate o
society. The division of labor is a skillful deplognt of man’s
powers; it increases society’s production — its @owand its
pleasures — but it curtails, reduces the abilityegéry person
taken individually. Production cannot take place theut
exchange.”

Thus J. BSay



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 84

“The powers inherent in man are his intelligencé his physical
capacity for work. Those which arise from the ctindi of
society consist of the capacity dovide up laborandto distribute
different jobs amongst different people and thepower to
exchangamutual serviceand the products which constitute these
means. The motive which impels a man to give hisises to
another is self- interest — he requires a rewardttfe services
rendered. The right of exclusive private propestyndispensable
to the establishment of exchange amongst men.” tigmge and
division of labor reciprocally condition each othier

Thus Skarbek.
Mill presents developed exchangeade— as aconsequence of the
division of labor

“The agency of man can be traced to very simplenetgs. He
can, in fact, do nothing more than produce motidé&.can move
things towards one another, and he can separate ftioen one
another: the properties of matter perform all the rest.”
“In the employment of labor and machinery, it iseof found that
the effects can be increased by skillful distribatiby separating
all those operations which have any tendency toetlepone
another, and by bringing together all those openatiwhich can
be made in any way to aid one another. As men mergé cannot
perform many different operations with the sameckjéss and
dexterity with which they can by practice learnprform a few,
it is always an advantage to limit as much as ptsshe number
of operations imposed upon each. For dividing laband
distributing the powers of men and machinery, te freatest
advantage, it is in most cases necessary to opepate a large
scale; in other words, to produce the commoditiesgieater
masses. It is this advantage which gives existéocthe great
manufactories; a few of which, placed in the mashvenient
situations, frequently supply not one country, imainy countries,
with as much as they desire of the commaodity preduc

ThusMill .

The whole of modern political economy agrees, harethat division of
labor and wealth of production, division of labardaaccumulation of
capital, mutually determine each other; just asgitees that only private
property which isat liberty to follow its own course can produce the most
useful and comprehensive division of labor.

Adam Smith’argument can be summarized as follows: Divisiotabbr
bestows on labor infinite productive capacity.térss from thgropensity

to exchangandbarter, a specifically human propensity which is probably
not accidental, but is conditioned by the use alsom and speech. The
motive of those who engage in exchange ishwbanitybut egoism The
diversity of human talents is more the effect than cause of the division
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of labor, i.e., of exchange. Besides, it is onlg thtter which makes such
diversity useful. The particular attributes of ttiéferent breeds within a
species of animal are by nature much more marked the degrees of
difference in human aptitude and activity. But hessaanimals are unable
to engage irexchangeno individual animal benefits from the difference
in the attributes of animals of the same specidsobulifferent breeds.
Animals are unable to combine the different attiéisuof their species, and
are unable to contribute anything to tenmonadvantage and comfort of
the species. It is otherwise withen amongst whom the most dissimilar
talents and forms of activity are of use to onetla@gbecausethey can
bring theirdifferent products together into a common stock, from which
each can purchase. As the division of labor sprir@s the propensity to
exchangeso it grows and is limited by thextent of exchange by the
extent of the markeln advanced conditions, every man imerchantand
society is a&aommercial society
Say regardsexchangeas accidental and not fundamental. Society could
exist without it. It becomes indispensable in tdgamced state of society.
Yet production cannot take placevithout it. Division of labor is a
convenient useful means — a skillful deployment of human powers for
social wealth; but it reduces tlability of each persomakenindividually.
The last remark is a step forward on the part gf Sa
Skarbeldistinguishes thendividual powersinherent in man- intelligence
and the physical capacity for work — from the poswarivedfrom society
— exchangeanddivision of labor which mutually condition one another.
But the necessary premise of exchangprigate property Skarbek here
expresses in an objective form what Smith, SayalRiz, etc., say when
they designateegoism and self-interestas the basis of exchange, and
buying and sellings theessentiabndadequategorm of exchange.
Mill presentdrade as the consequence of ttiision of labor With him
humanactivity is reduced tanechanical motionDivision of labor and use
of machinery promote wealth of production. Eachspar must be
entrusted with as small a sphere of operationsaasilple. Division of
labor and use of machinery, in their turn, implygkscale production of
wealth, and hence of products. This is the reagplafge manufactories.
The examination ofdivision of labor and exchangeis of
extreme interest, because these @@eceptibly alienatedexpressions of
humanactivity andessential poweas aspeciesactivity and -power.
To assert thatlivision of laborand exchangerest onprivate propertyis
nothing but asserting thdbor is the essence of private property — an
assertion which the political economist cannot prand which we wish
to prove for him. Precisely in the fact tldavision of laborandexchange
are aspects of private property lies the twofolaofron the one hand that
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humanlife requiredprivate propertyfor its realization, and on the other
hand that it now requires the supersession of f@igeoperty.

Division of laborand exchangeare the twophenomenawhich lead the
political economist to boast of the social chanaotehis science, while in
the same breath he gives unconscious expressitdmetoontradiction in
his science — the motivation of society by unsogatticular interests.

The factors we have to consider are: Firstly, gh@pensity to exchange
the basis of which is found in egoism — is regar@sdthe cause or
reciprocal effect of the division of labor. Say aeds exchange as not
fundamentalto the nature of society. Wealth — production -explained
by division of labor and exchange. The impoverishimef individual
activity, and its loss of character as a resulthef division of labor, are
admitted. Exchange and division of labor are ackadged as the sources
of the greatdiversity of human talents a diversity which in its turn
becomesausefulas a result of exchange. Skarbek divides man'snéss
powers of production — or productive powers — itwo parts: (1) those
which are individual and inherent in him — his Ihggnce and his special
disposition, or capacity, for work; and (2) thaserivedfrom society and
not from the actual individual — division of labamnd exchange.
Furthermore, the division of labor is limited bytimarket Human labor is
simple mechanical motionthe main work is done by the material
properties of the objects. The fewest possible aimers must be
apportioned to any one individual. Splitting-uplabor and concentration
of capital; the insignificance of individual prodion and the production
of wealth in large quantities. Meaning of free pt& property within the
division of labor.

[The Power of Money in Bourgeois Society]

XiIf man’s feelings passions, etc., are not merely anthropological
phenomena in the [narrower] [This word cannot Eady deciphered in
the manuscript. €d] sense, but trulpntological™ affirmation of being
(of nature), and if they are only really affirmeecause theiobjectexists
for them as @ensuabbjed, then it is clear that:

1. They have by no means merely one mode of affiomabut rather that
the distinct character of their existence, of thiéd, is constituted by the
distinct mode of their affirmation. In what manrtbe object exists for
them, is the characteristic mode of thgatification.

2. Wherever the sensuous affirmation is the diaactulment of the object
in its independent form (as in eating, drinking,rkiog up of the object,
etc.), this is the affirmation of the object.

3. Insofar as man, and hence also his feeling, echuman, the
affirmation of the object by another is likewise lown gratification.
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4. Only through developed industry — i.e., throtigéh medium of private
property — does the ontological essence of humasigracome into being,
in its totality as well as in its humanity; the esate of man is therefore
itself a product of man’s own practical activity.

5. The meaning of private property — apart fromeggrangement — is the
existence of essential objefts man, both as objects of enjoyment and as
objects of activity.

By possessing theroperty of buying everything, by possessing the
property of appropriating all objectsioneyis thus theobjectof eminent
possession. The universality of igoperty is the omnipotence of its
being. It is therefore regarded as an omnipoteirigbe Money is the
procurer between man’s need and the object, between Hasaliid his
means of life. Buthat whichmediateamy life for me, alsomediatesthe
existence of other people for me. For me it isdther person.

“What, man! confound it, hands and feet
And head and backside, all are yours!

And what we take while life is sweet,

Is that to be declared not ours?

Six stallions, say, | can afford,

Is not their strength my property?

| tear along, a sporting lord,

As if their legs belonged to me.”

GoetheFaust(Mephistopheles)

Shakespeare ifimon of Athens

“Gold? Yellow, glittering, precious gold? No, Gods,
I am no idle votarist! ... Thus much of this will
make black white, foul fair,

Wrong right, base noble, old young, coward valiant.
... Why, this

Will lug your priests and servants from your sides,
Pluck stout men’s pillows from below their heads:
This yellow slave

Will knit and break religions, bless the accursed;
Make the hoar leprosy adored, place thieves

And give them title, knee and approbation

With senators on the bench: This is it

That makes the wappen’d widow wed again;

She, whom the spital-house and ulcerous sores
Would cast the gorge at, this embalms and spices
To the April day again. Come, damned earth,
Thou common whore of mankind, that putt’'s odds
Among the rout of nations.”

And also later:
“O thou sweet king-killer, and dear divorce
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Twixt natural son and sire! thou bright defiler

Of Hymen's purest bed! thou valiant Mars!

Thou ever young, fresh, loved and delicate wooer,

Whose blush doth thaw the consecrated snow

That lies on Dian’s lap! Thouisible God

That solder’s close impossibilities,

And makest them kiss! That speak’st with every tang
To every purpose! O thou touch of hearts!

Think, thy slave man rebels, and by thy virtue

Set them into confounding odds, that beasts

May have the world in empire!”

Shakespeare excellently depicts the real natumaarfey To understand
him, let us begin, first of all, by expounding th&ssage from Goethe.
That which is for me through the mediummbney- that for which | can
pay (i.e., which money can buy) — that &myself the possessor of the
money. The extent of the power of money is the réxtd my power.
Money's properties are my — the possessor's — ptiegeand essential
powers. Thus, whatdm andam capable ofs by no means determined by
my individuality. lamugly, but | can buy for myself th@ost beautifubf
women. Therefore | am not ugly, for the effectugliness— its deterrent
power — is nullified by money. |, according to mydividual
characteristics, arftame but money furnishes me with twenty-four feet.
Therefore | am not lame. | am bad, dishonest, wpgdous, stupid; but
money is honored, and hence its possessor. Monthe isupreme good,
therefore its possessor is good. Money, besidegssae the trouble of
being dishonest: | am therefore presumed honeain lbrainless but
money is theeal brain of all things and how then should its possessor be
brainless? Besides, he can buy clever people fosdif, and is he who
has [In the manuscript: “is”. Ed] power over the clever not more clever
than the clever? Do not I, who thanks to money apable ofall that the
human heart longs for, possess all human capdtibegs not my money,
therefore, transform all my incapacities into treantrary?

If moneyis the bond binding me tbumanlife, binding society to me,
connecting me with nature and man, is not moneybthe of allbond®
Can it not dissolve and bind all ties? Is it nbgrefore, also the universal
agent of separatidhlt is thecoin that reallyseparatesas well as the real
binding agent- the [...] [In the manuscript one word cannotleeiphered.
—Ed] chemicalpower of society.

Shakespeare stresses especially two propertiesméyn

1. It is the visible divinity — the transformatiari all human and natural
properties into their contraries, the universalfoanding and distorting of
things: impossibilities are soldered together by it

2. It is the common whore, the common procurereafgbe and nations.
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The distorting and confounding of all human anduredt qualities, the
fraternization of impossibilities — thiivine powerof money — lies in its
character as men’s estranged, alienating and self-dispospgcies-
nature Money is the alienateability of mankind

That which | am unable to do asnmeaan and of which therefore all my
individual essential powers are incapable, | ane dbldo by means of
money Money thus turns each of these powers into samgetivhich in
itself it is not — turns it, that is, into itontrary.

If 1 long for a particular dish or want to take thmil-coach because | am
not strong enough to go by foot, money fetches meedish and the mail-
coach: that is, it converts my wishes from somethim the realm of
imagination, translates them from their meditatedlagined or desired
existence into theisensuous, actuaxistence — from imagination to life,
from imagined being into real being. In effectimgstmediation, [money]
is thetruly creativepower.

No doubt thedemandalso exists for him who has no money, but his
demand is a mere thing of the imagination withdteat or existence for
me, for a third party, for the [others], and which therefore remains
even for meunreal and objectless The difference between effective
demand based on money and ineffective demand lmasedy need, my
passion, my wish, etc., is the difference betwéeing and thinking,
between the idea whickxistswithin me merely as an idea and the idea
which exists as eeal objectoutside of me.

If 1 have no money for travel, | have nweed- that is, no real and
realizable need — to travel. If | have thecationfor study but no money
for it, | haveno vocation for study — that is, reffective notrue vocation.
On the other hand, if | have reatyp vocation for study but have the will
and the money for it, | have aaffectivevocation for it. Money as the
external, universahediumandfaculty (not springing from man as man or
from human society as society) for turning mmage into realityand
reality into a mere imagdransforms theeal essential powersf man and
nature into what are merely abstract notions and theegfoperfections
and tormenting chimeras, just as it transforreal imperfections and
chimeras— essential powers which are really impotent, Wihkist only in
the imagination of the individual — inteal powersandfaculties In the
light of this characteristic alone, money is thbhe general distorting of
individualities which turns them into their opposite and confers
contradictory attributes upon their attributes.

Money, then, appears as thisstorting power both against the individual
and against the bonds of society, etc., which cl&mbe entities in
themselves. It transforms fidelity into infidelitigve into hate, hate into
love, virtue into vice, vice into virtue, servamité master, master into
servant, idiocy into intelligence, and intelligeno® idiocy.
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Since money, as the existing and active conceptilafe, confounds and
confuses all things, it is the genexnfoundingand confusingof all
things — the world upside-down — the confounding aonfusing of all
natural and human qualities.

He who can buy bravery is brave, though he be ambwAs money is not
exchanged for any one specific quality, for any specific thing, or for
any particular human essential power, but for thiees objective world of
man and nature, from the standpoint of its possessoerefore serves to
exchange every quality for every other, even cainttary, quality and
object: it is the fraternization of impossibilitiek makes contradictions
embrace.

Assumemanto beman and his relationship to the world to be a human
one: then you can exchange love only for love ttfaistrust, etc. If you
want to enjoy art, you must be an artistically imalted person; if you want
to exercise influence over other people, you muestabperson with a
stimulating and encouraging effect on other peophery one of your
relations to man and to nature must be specific expressign
corresponding to the object of your will, of yaeal individuallife. If you
love without evoking love in return — that is, by loving as loving does
not produce reciprocal love; if througHidng expressiorof yourself as a
loving person you do not make yourselba@loved ongthen your love is
impotent — a misfortune.
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[Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy
as a Whole]

(6) This is perhaps the place at which, by wayexplanation and
justification, we might offer some considerationgeégard to the Hegelian
dialectic generally and especially its expositiontihe Phanomenologie
and Logik and also, lastly, the relation [to it] of the madecritical
movement!"

So powerful was modern German criticism’s preoctiopawith the past —
so completely was its development entangled with gshbject-matter —
that here prevailed a completely uncritical atutb the method of
criticizing, together with a complete lack of awases about the
apparently formal but reallyvital question: how do we now stand as
regards the Hegeliardialectic? This lack of awareness about the
relationship of modern criticism to the Hegelianlgsophy as a whole
and especially to the Hegelian dialectic has beegreat that critics like
StraussandBruno Bauerstill remain within the confines of the Hegelian
logic; the former completely so and the lattereatst implicitly so in his
Synoptiker(where, in opposition to Strauss, he replacessthmstance of
“abstract nature” by the “self-consciousness” dftedct man), and even in
Das entdeckte Christenthurfhus inDas entdeckte Christenthyrfor
example, you get:

“As though in positing the world, self-consciousnedoes not

posit that which is different [from itself] and what it is creating

it does not create itself, since it in turn anntlie difference

between what it has created and itself, sincesélfithas being

only in creating and in the movement — as thoughpiirpose

were not this movement?” etc.; or again: “They”e(tRrench

materialists) “have not yet been able to see that only as the

movement of self-consciousness that the movementthef

universe has actually come to be for itself, anbdieaed unity

with itself.” [Pp. 113, 114-15.]

Such expressions do not even show any verbal dimesy from the
Hegelian approach, but on the contrary repeat rthviar word.

How little consciousness there was in relationthie Hegelian
dialectic during the act of criticism (Bauer, tBgnoptike), and how little
this consciousness came into being even afterdhefanaterial criticism,
is proved by Bauer when, in H¥e gute Sache der Freihelte dismisses
the brash question put by Herr Gruppe — “What albegit now?” — by
referring him to future critic¥”

But even now — now thdeuerbachboth in hisThesenin the Anekdota
and, in detail, in théhilosophie der Zukunftas in principle overthrown
the old dialectic and philosophy; now that thatcsdhof criticism, on the
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other hand, which was incapable of accomplishing, thas all the same
seen it accomplished and has proclaimed itself,puasolute, absolute
criticism that has come into the clear with itseldw that this criticism, in
its spiritual pride, has reduced the whole proaddsstory to the relation
between the rest of the world and itself (the oéshe world, in contrast to
itself, falling under the category of “the massesihd dissolved all
dogmatic antitheses into thsingle dogmatic antithesis of its own
cleverness and the stupidity of the world — thatlaesis of the critical
Christ and Mankind, therabbl€’; now that daily and hourly it has
demonstrated its own excellence against the duloéshe masses; now,
finally, that it has proclaimed the critichast Judgmenin the shape of an
announcement that the day is approaching when ti@ewof decadent
humanity will assemble before it and be sorted tonto groups, each
particular mob receiving itestimonium paupertatisiow that it has made
known in print its superiority to human feelingswasll as its superiority
to the world, over which it sits enthroned in sai®i solitude, only letting
fall from time to time from its sarcastic lips theging laughter of the
Olympian Gods — even now, after all these delighafutics of idealism
(i.e., of Young Hegelianism) expiring in the guidecriticism — even now
it has not expressed the suspicion that the time mge for a critical
settling of accounts with the mother of Young Heggbm — the Hegelian
dialectic — and even had nothing to say aboutritgal attitude towards
the Feuerbachian dialectic. This shows a completatyitical attitude to
itself.

Feuerbachis the only one who has serious, critical attitude to the
Hegelian dialectic and who has made genuine disas/an this field. He
Is in fact the true conqueror of the old philosopiiyie extent of his
achievement, and the unpretentious simplicity witiich he, Feuerbach,
gives it to the world, stand in striking contrastthe opposite attitude (of
the others).

Feuerbach’s great achievement is:

(1) The proof that philosophy is nothing else beligion rendered into
thought and expounded by thought, i.e., anothemfand manner of
existence of the estrangement of the essence of meage equally to be
condemned;

(2) The establishment afue materialismand ofreal scienceby making
the social relationship of “man to man” the basiogple of the theory;
(3) His opposing to the negation of the negatiohictv claims to be the
absolute positive, the self-supporting positivesipeely based on itself.
Feuerbach explains the Hegelian dialectic (andethejjustifies starting
out from the positive facts which we know by theses) as follows:
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Hegel sets out from the estrangement of substancdic, from the
infinite, abstractly universal) — from the absolated fixed abstraction;
which means, put popularly, that he sets out freligion and theology.
Secondly he annuls the infinite, and posits the actuahsseus, real,
finite, particular (philosophy, annulment of rebgi and theology).
Thirdly, he again annuls the positive and restores th&aahisn, the
infinite — restoration of religion and theology.
Feuerbach thus conceives the negation of the megainly as a
contradiction of philosophy with itself — as theilppophy which affirms
theology (the transcendent, etc.) after having eterit, and which it
therefore affirms in opposition to itself.
The positive position or self-affirmation and setfrfirmation contained
in the negation of the negation is taken to be sitiom which is not yet
sure of itself, which is therefore burdened with @pposite, which is
doubtful of itself and therefore in need of proafd which, therefore, is
not a position demonstrating itself by its exisercnot an acknowledged
position; hence it is directly and immediately ftonted by the
position of sense-certainty based on itself. [FHeaen also defines the
negation of the negation, the definite concepthasking surpassing itself
in thinking and as thinking wanting to be direcdyvareness, nature,
reality. —Note by MarX"']
But because Hegel has conceived the negation ofegation, from the
point of view of the positive relation inherentiin as the true and only
positive, and from the point of view of the negatirelation inherent in it
as the only true act and spontaneous activity bbainhg, he has only
found theabstract, logical, speculativexpression for the movement of
history, which is not yet the real history of mas a given subject, but
only the act of creation, thestory of theorigin of man.
We shall explain both the abstract form of thisgeiss and the difference
between this process as it is in Hegel in conti@shodern criticism, in
contrast to the same process in Feuerbadlésen des Christenthunos
rather thecritical form of this in Hegel still uncritical process.

Let us take a look at the Hegelian system. One megin with Hegel's
Phanomenologie, the true point of origin and thereteof the Hegelian
philosophy.

Phenomenol ogy.

A. Self-consciousness.

I. Consciousnesdqo) Certainty at the level of sense-experience;
or the “this” andmeaning (3) Perception or the thing with its
properties, and deception. (y) Force and understanding,
appearance and the supersensible world.
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Il. Self-consciousnessThe truth of certainty of self. (a)
Independence and dependence of self-consciousnastery and
servitude. (b) Freedom of self-consciousness. iStoic
skepticism, the unhappy consciousness.
I1l. Reason Reason’'s certainty and reason’'s truth. (a)
Observation as a process of reason. Observatioatafe and of
self-consciousness. (b) Realization of rational-sehsciousness
through its own activity. Pleasure and necessite Taw of the
heart and the insanity of self-conceit. Virtue @nel course of the
world. (c) The individuality which is real in anarfitself. The
spiritual animal kingdom and the deception or tleal rfact.
Reason as lawgiver. Reason which tests laws.

B. Mind.

I. True mind, ethicsll. Mind in self-estrangement, culturdl.

Mind certain of itself, morality.
C. Religion. Naturalreligion; religion of art revealedreligion.
D. Absolute knowledge.
Hegel's Encyklopadie beginning as it does with logic, witjpure
speculative thoughtand ending wittabsolute knowledge with the self-
conscious, self-comprehending philosophic or alieqlue., superhuman)
abstract mind — is in its entirety nothing but tbesplay, the self-
objectification, of theessencef the philosophic mind, and the philosophic
mind is nothing but the estranged mind of the wahlishking within its
self-estrangement — i.e., comprehending itselfrabsy.
Logic — mind’scoin of the realmthe speculative anental valueof man
and nature — its essence which has grown totadyfferent to all real
determinateness, and hence unreal alisnated thinking and therefore
thinking which abstracts from nature and from maah:abstractthinking.
Then: The externality of this abstract thinking nature as it is for this
abstract thinking. Nature is external to it — igf¢oss; and it apprehends
nature also in an external fashion, as abstraaigthy but as alienated
abstract thinking. Finallymind, this thinking returning home to its own
point of origin — the thinking which as the anthotgmical,
phenomenological, psychological, ethical, artistied religious mind is
not valid for itself, until ultimately it finds itdf, and affirms itself, as
absoluteknowledge and hence absolute, i.e., abstract, rthiod receiving
its conscious embodiment in the mode of existerareesponding to it.
For its real mode of existenceabstraction
There is a double error in Hegel.
Thefirst emerges most clearly in tlithanomenologiethe birth-place of
the Hegelian philosophy. When, for instance, wealthte-power, etc., are
understood by Hegel as entities estranged fronmdmean being, this only
happens in their form as thoughts ... They are ghtentities, and
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therefore merely an estrangement pfre, i.e., abstract, philosophical
thinking. The whole process therefore ends wittoliie knowledge. It is
precisely abstract thought from which these objests estranged and
which they confront with their presumption of réaliThe philosopher—
who is himself an abstract form of estranged madakes himself as the
criterion of the estranged world. The wholastory of the alienation
procesgEntaulierungsgeschichtand the wholgrocess of the retraction
of the alienation is therefore nothing but thistory of theproduction of
abstract (i.e., absolute) thought — of logical, speculative
thought. Theestrangement{Entfremdungywhich therefore forms the real
interest of the transcendenceAufhebung of this alienation
[EntaulReruny is the opposition oih itself andfor itself, of consciousness
and self-consciousnessf object and subject that is to say, it is the
opposition between abstract thinking and sensucedity or real
sensuousness within thought itself. All other opjmss and movements
of these oppositions are but tbemblancethecloak theexotericshape of
these oppositions which alone matter, and whiclstite themeaningof
these other, profane oppositions. It is not the taat the human being
objectifies himself inhumanlyn opposition to himself, but the fact that he
objectifies himselfselbst sich vergegenstandlitim distinctionfrom and
In oppositionto abstract thinking, that constitutes the posegedence of
the estrangement Eptfremdunyy and the thing to be superseded
[aufzuhebende

The appropriation of man’s essential powers, wihiatle become
objects — indeed, alien objects — is thus in finst place only an
appropriation occurring in consciousnessin pure thought i.e., in
abstraction it is the appropriation of these objects thsughtsand as
movements of thoughConsequently, despite its thoroughly negative and
critical appearance and despite the genuine amiticgontained in it, which
often anticipates far later development, there ligady latent in the
Phanomenologieas a germ, a potentiality, a secret, the unclitica
positivism and the equally uncritical idealism oédg¢l's later works — that
philosophic dissolution and restoration of the g#xgsempirical world.
In the second place the vindication of the objective world for marfer
example, the realization thaensuousonsciousness is not atstractly
sensuous consciousness buthamanly sensuous consciousness, that
religion, wealth, etc., are but the estranged wofldumanobjectification,
of man’sessential powers put to work and that they areetbes but the
path to the truehumanworld — this appropriation or the insight intoghi
process appears in Hegel therefore in this forat, gbnse, religionstate
power, etc., arspiritual entities; for onlymindis thetrue essence of man,
and the true form of mind is thinking mind, theatad, speculative mind.
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The human characterf nature and of the nature created by history —
man’s products — appears in the form that theypaoeluctsof abstract
mind and as such, therefore, phasesnwhd — thoughentities The
Phanomenologids, therefore, a hidden, mystifying and still uriaa
criticism; but inasmuch as it depicts mam@strangementeven though
man appears only as mind, there lie concealed &l ithe elements of
criticism, alreadypreparedand elaboratedin a manner often rising far
above the Hegelian standpoint. The “unhappy consaiess”, the “honest
consciousness”, the struggle of the “noble and lcassciousness”, etc.,
etc. — these separate sections contain, but stéini estranged form, the
critical elements of whole spheres such as religion, the,stiil life, etc.
Just aentities, objectsappear as thought-entities, so sidjectis always
consciousnessr self-consciousnes®r rather the object appears only as
abstractconsciousness, man only self-consciousnesghe distinct forms
of estrangement which make their appearance aggftre, only various
forms of consciousness and self-consciousness.adust itself abstract
consciousness (the form in which the object is ewmsd) is merely a
moment of distinction of self-consciousness, wipgdears as the result of
the movement is the identity of self-consciousnggh consciousness —
absolute knowledge — the movement of abstract thoog longer directed
outwards but proceeding now only within its ownf:silat is to say, the
dialectic of pure thought is the resuit.

Wil The outstanding achievement of Hegéllsinomenologiend
of its final outcome, the dialectic of negativitys dhe moving and
generating principle, is thus first that Hegel ceimes the self-creation of
man as a process, conceives objectification as ddsthe object, as
alienation and as transcendence of this alienatlmat; he thus grasps the
essence dabor and comprehends objective man — true, becausenaaal
— as the outcome of mantsvn labor Thereal, activeorientation of man
to himself as a species-being, or his manifestad®ma real species-being
(i.e., as a human being), is only possible if hallyebrings out all his
species-powers- something which in turn is only possible throutje
cooperative action of all of mankind, only as tesuit of history — and
treats these powers as objects: and this, to begim is again only
possible in the form of estrangement.

We shall now demonstrate in detail Hegel's onedchgss — and
limitations as they are displayed in the final deap of the

Phanomenologie“Absolute Knowledge” — a chapter which contaihs t
condensed spirit of thePh&dnomenologie the relationship of the
Phanomenologi¢o speculative dialectic, and also Hegeltmsciousness
concerning both and their relationship to one aeoth
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Let us provisionally say just this much in advanidegel's standpoint is
that of modern political econont{f He graspdabor as theessenceof
man — as man’s essence which stands the test:eseoséy the positive,
not the negative side of labor. Labor is maoning-to-befor himself
within alienation,or asalienatedman. The only labor which Hegel knows
and recognizes isabstractly mental labor. Therefore, that which
constitutes the essence of philosophy —alenation of man who knows
himself or alienatedsciencethinking itself- Hegel grasps as its essence;
and in contradistinction to previous philosophy iketherefore able to
combine its separate aspects, and to present hies@bhy asthe
philosophy. What the other philosophers did — thaly grasped separate
phases of nature and of human life as phases 6t@eiciousness,
namely, of abstract self-consciousness kniswnto Hegel as théoings
of philosophy. Hence his science is absolute.

Let us now turn to our subject.

“Absolute Knowledge”. The last chapter of the “Plainenologie”.

The main point is that thebject of consciousness nothing else bugelf-
consciousnessor that the object is onlgbjectified self-consciousness
self-consciousness as object. (Positing of marf=ceasciousness).

The issue, therefore, is to surmount tobbéject of consciousness
Objectivityas such is regarded as estrangechuman relationship which
does not correspond to tlessence of marto self-consciousness. The
reappropriationof the objective essence of man, produced withenarbit
of estrangement as something alien, therefore denabt only the
annulment okestrangementut of objectivityas well. Man, that is to say,
is regarded as@on-objective, spirituabeing.

The movement ofsurmounting the object of consciousnass now
described by Hegel in the following way:

The object reveals itself not merely a®turning into the self — this is
according to Hegel thene-sidedvay of apprehending this movement, the
grasping of only one side. Man is equated with. siie self, however, is
only theabstractly conceived man — man created by abstraction. gan
selfish. His eye, his ear, etc., a@fish In him every one of his essential
powers has the quality afelfhood But it is quite false to say on that
account Self-consciousnesfias eyes, ears, essential powerSelf-
consciousness rather a quality of human nature, of the huregs, etc.;

it is not human nature that is a quality f self-consciousness.

The self-abstracted entity, fixed for itself, is rmas abstract egoist—
egoismraised in its pure abstraction to the level of tgiau (We shall
return to this point later.)

For Hegel thehuman being — manr- equalsself-consciousnessAll
estrangement of the human being is therefmthing but estrangement of
self-consciousnes$he estrangement of self-consciousness is natded
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as anexpression- reflected in the realm of knowledge and thougluf
the real estrangement of the human being. Instead, #wotual
estrangement — that which appears real — is acprii itsinnermost
hidden nature (which is only brought to light byilpkophy) nothing but
the manifestationof the estrangement of the real human essencselbf
consciousnessThe science which comprehends this is therefoliedca
phenomenologyAll reappropriation of the estranged objectivesesxe
appears therefore, as incorporation into self-consoess: The man who
takes hold of his essential beingneerelythe self-consciousness which
takes hold of objective essences. Return of theabdnto the self is
therefore the reappropriation of the object.

Expressed imll its aspectsthesurmounting of the object of consciousness
means:

(1) That the object as such presents itself to @onsness as something
vanishing.

(2) That it is the alienation of self-consciousnessch posits thinghood.
(3) That this alienation has, not merely negative but a positive
significance

(4) That it has this meaning not meréby usor intrinsically, butfor self-
consciousness itself

(5) For self-consciousnesthe negative of the object, or its annulling of
itself, haspositive significance — or itkknowsthis futility of the object —
because of the fact that it alienates itself, foithis alienation it posits
itself as object, or, for the sake of the indivisible yrof being-for-itself,
posits the object as itself.

(6) On the other hand, this contains likewise ttteeomoment, that self-
consciousness has also just as much supersededalihmation and
objectivity and resumed them into itself, beingslati homein its other-
beingas such

(7) This is the movement of consciousness andshiserefore the totality
of its moments.

(8) Consciousness must similarly be related toothject in the totality of
its determinations and have comprehended it in depmeach of them.
This totality of its determinations makes the objatrinsically a spiritual
being and it becomes so in truth for consciousness ugirothe
apprehending of each one of the determinationsetisor through what
was called above thepiritual attitude to thenf.

As to (1): That the object as such presents itseltonsciousness as
something vanishing — this is the above-mentioretdrn of the object
into the self

As to (2): Thealienation of self-consciousnegssitsthinghood Because
man equals self-consciousness, his alienated, tolgeessence, or
thinghood equalsalienated self-consciousnesand thinghood is thus
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posited through this alienation (thinghood beinat which is anobject for
manand an object for him is really only that whichtagshim an essential
object, therefore hisbjectiveessence. And since it is naal man nor
thereforenature — man beinghuman nature- who as such is made the
subject, but only the abstraction of man — selfsoowusness, so thinghood
cannot be anything but alienated self-consciougndsds only to be
expected that a living, natural being equipped emdbwed with objective
(i.e., material) essential powers should hasal natural objectsof his
essence; and that his self-alienation should leathé positing of aeal,
objective world, but within the framework ekternality and, therefore,
an overwhelming world not belonging to his own esis¢ being. There is
nothing incomprehensible or mysterious in thiswtiuld be mysterious,
rather, if it were otherwise. But it is equally atdhat aself-consciousness
by its alienation can posit onthinghood,i.e., only an abstract thing, a
thing of abstraction and notraal thing!" It is clear, further, that
thinghood is therefore utterly without amdependenceany essentiality
vis-a-vis self-consciousness; that on the contiarg a mere creature —
somethingpositedby self-consciousness. And what is posited, imsti#a
confirming itself, is but confirmation of the act positing which for a
moment fixes its energy as the product, and git/éiseisemblance- but
only for a moment — of an independent, real sulogtan

Whenever real, corporeahan, man with his feet firmly on the solid
ground, man exhaling and inhaling all the forcesiature positshis real,
objectiveessential poweras alien objects by his externalisation, it is not
theact of positingwhich is the subject in this process: it is thbjeativity
of objective essential powers, whose action, therefore, musb &le
something objective. An objective being acts oliyety, and he would
not act objectively if the objective did not residethe very nature of his
being. He only creates or posits objects, becaase posited by objects —
because at bottom he is nature. In the act of ipgsitherefore, this
objective being does not fall from his state of rguactivity” into a
creating of the objecbn the contrary, hisbjectiveproduct only confirms
his objectiveactivity, his activity as the activity of an objee@, natural
being.

Here we see how consistent naturalism or humarssanstinct from both
idealism and materialism, and constitutes at thmestime the unifying
truth of both. We see also how only naturalism igpable of
comprehending the action of world history.

<Man is directly anatural being As a natural being and as a living natural
being he is on the one hand endowed wdkural powers, vital powers
he is anactive natural being. These forces exist in him as tendsrand
abilities — agnstincts On the other hand, as a natural, corporeal, seissu
objective being he is auffering conditioned and limited creature, like
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animals and plants. That is to say, tgectsof his instincts exist outside
him, asobjectsindependent of him; yet these objects albgectsthat he
needs — essential objects, indispensable to the mantfestaand
confirmation of his essential powers. To say thannis acorporeal
living, real, sensuous, objective being full ofural vigor is to say that he
hasreal, sensuous objects the object of his being or of his life, or that
he can onlyexpresshis life in real, sensuous objeciBo be objective,
natural and sensuous, and at the same time to digjeet, nature and
sense outside oneself, or oneself to be objeaty@and sense for a third
party, is one and the same thing.>
Hunger is a naturalneed it therefore needs aature outside itself, an
object outside itself, in order to satisfy itself, to belled. Hunger is an
acknowledged need of my body for abject existing outside it,
indispensable to its integration and to the expoessf its essential being.
The sun is theobject of the plant — an indispensable object to it,
confirming its life — just as the plant is an ohjet the sun, being an
expressiorof the life-awakening power of the sun, of the subjective
essential power.
A being which does not have its nature outsidelfitsenot a natural
being, and plays no part in the system of naturdeig which has no
object outside itself is not an objective beingbéing which is not itself
an object for some third being has no being foroligect i.e., it is not
objectively related. Its being is not objective.

A non-objective being is @on-being
Suppose a being which is neither an object itself,has an object. Such a
being, in the first place, would be theiguebeing: there would exist no
being outside it — it would exist solitary and adofror as soon as there are
objects outside me, as soon as | am alohe | am another— another
reality than the object outside me. For this third objea@m thus a
different reality than itself; that is, | anits object. Thus, to suppose a
being which is not the object of another beingastesuppose thato
objective being exists. As soon as | have an objbig object has me for
an object. But anon-objectivebeing is an unreal, non-sensuous thing — a
product of mere thought (i.e., of mere imaginatiergn abstraction. To be
sensuousthat is, to be really existing, means to be agedcilof sense, to
be asensuougbject, to have sensuous objects outside onesddfeets of
one’s sensuousness. To be sensuoussisfter
Man as an objective, sensuous being is therefa@ffaringbeing — and
because he feels that he sufferpaasionatéeing. Passion is the essential
power of man energetically bent on its object.
<But man is not merely a natural being: he luanannatural being. That
is to say, he is a being for himself. Thereforesh@species-beingand has
to confirm and manifest himself as such both in Isng and in his
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knowing. Therefore,human objects are not natural objects as they
immediately present themselves, and neitherhisnan senseas it
immediately is — as it is objectively —human sensibility, human
objectivity. Neither nature objectively nor natwsebjectively is directly
given in a form adequate to the human being.> Andwerything natural
has tocome into being, matoo has his act of origin kistory — which,
however, is for him a known history, and henceras@ of origin it is a
conscious self-transcending act of origin. Histierthe true natural history
of man (on which more later).

Thirdly, because this positing of thinghood is litemly an illusion, an act
contradicting the nature of pure activity, it hasbe canceled again and
thinghood denied.

Re 3, 4, 5 and.g3) This externalizationgntauf3erunfjof consciousness
has not merely aegativebut apositive significance, and (4) it has this
meaning not merelyor us or intrinsically, but for consciousness itself.
For consciousnesthe negative of the object, its annulling of itsélas
positivesignificance — i.e., consciousnés®wsthis nullity of the object —
because it alienatéself, for, in this alienation iknowsitself as object, or,
for the sake of the indivisible unity dking-for-itself the object as itself.
(6) On the other hand, there is also this other erann the process, that
consciousness has also just as much supersededalihmation and
objectivity and resumed them into itself, beingglati homein its other-
being as such

As we have already seen, the appropriation of whatstranged and
objective, or the annulling of objectivity in therin of estrangement
(which has to advance from indifferent strangertesgeal, antagonistic
estrangement), means likewise or even primarily Hagel that it is
objectivity which is to be annulled, because it is not tleterminate
character of the object, but rather digjectivecharacter that is offensive
and constitutes estrangement for self-consciousnébge object is
therefore something negative, self-annulling rudlity. This nullity of the
object has not only a negative bupeasitive meaning for consciousness,
since this nullity of the object is precisely af-confirmatiorof the non-
objectivity, of the abstractionof itself. Forconsciousness itself
the nullity of the object has a positive meaningéuse itknows this
nullity, the objective being, ats self-alienation because it knows that it
exists only as a result of its own self-alienation.

The way in which consciousness is, and in whichetbing is for it, is
knowing Knowing is its sole act. Something therefore cer be for
consciousness insofar as the lakteowsthis something Knowing is its
sole objective relation.

It, consciousness, then, knows the nullity of thgeot (i.e., knows the
non-existence of the distinction between the obgdd itself, the non-
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existence of the object for it) because it knows tbject as itself-
alienation that is, it knows itself — knows knowing as olbjedecause the
object is only thesemblanceof an object, a piece of mystification, which
in its essence, however, is nothing else but kngwiself, which has
confronted itself with itself and hence has confeanitself with anullity —

a something which haso objectivity outside the knowing. Or: knowing
knows that in relating itself to an object it islpmutsideitself — that it
only externalizes itself; thdt itself only appearsto itself as an object — or
that that which appears to it as an object is dasif.

On the other hand, says Hegel, there is here asahee time this other
moment, that consciousness has just as much adraritk reabsorbed this
externalisation and objectivity, being thas homein its other-being as
such

In this discussion all the illusions of speculatare brought together.

First of all: consciousness, self-consciousnessatifiomein its other-
being as suchlt is therefore — or if we here abstract from thegelian
abstraction and put the self-consciousness of nmmtead of self-
consciousness — it @t homein its other being as sucfThis implies, for
one thing, that consciousness (knowing as knowtimgking as thinking)
pretends to be directly thather of itself — to be the world of sense, the
real world, life — thought surpassing itself in tighit (FeuerbacHy. This
aspect is contained herein, inasmuch as conscissisrEs mere
consciousness takes offence not at estranged niijdbut atobjectivity
as such

Secondly, this implies that self-conscious man,of@s as he has
recognized and superseded the spiritual world (grworld’s spiritual,
general mode of being) as self-alienation, nevetiseagain confirms it in
this alienated shape and passes it off as his rtroée of being — re-
establishes it, and pretends todtdnome in his other-being as sudthus,
for instance, after superseding religion, aftelogggzing religion to be a
product of self-alienation he yet finds confirmatiof himself inreligion
as religion Hereis the root of Hegel'dalse positivism, or of his merely
apparent criticism: this is what Feuerbach designated as pbsiting,
negating and re-establishing of religion or thegleg but it has to be
expressed in more general terms. Thus reasonhiemaé in unreason as
unreason. The man who has recognized that hedsmbgan alienated life
in law, politics, etc., is leading his true humég In this alienated life as
such. Self-affirmation, self-confirmatiom contradictionwith itself — in
contradiction both with the knowledge of and wikie tessential being of
the object — is thus trdanowledgeandlife.

There can therefore no longer be any question alautact of
accommodation on Hegel’s part vis-a-vis religidre state, etc., since this
lie is the lie of his principle.
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If I know religion asalienatedhuman self-consciousness, then
what | know in it as religion is not my self-consgsness, but my
alienated self-consciousness confirmed in it. re¢fee know my self-
consciousness that belongs to itself, to its vetume, confirmed not in
religion but rather irannihilatedandsupersededeligion.

In Hegel, therefore, the negation of the negatsonat the confirmation of
the true essence, effected precisely through rmgatf the pseudo-
essence. With him the negation of the negatiohescbnfirmation of the
pseudo-essence, or of the self-estranged esserisedenial; or it is the
denial of this pseudo-essence as an objective lubimdling outside man
and independent of him, and its transformation theosubject.

A peculiar role, therefore, is played by the actsopersedingn which
denial and preservation, i.e., affirmation, arerlmbtogether.

Thus, for example, in Hegel's philosophy of lagwyil law superseded
equals morality, morality superseded equals tHamily, the family
superseded equatsvil society civil society superseded equals gtate
the state superseded equaisrid history In theactual world civil law,
morality, the family, civil society, the state, gteemain in existence, only
they have becommoments- states of the existence and being of man —
which have no validity in isolation, but dissolvedeengender one another,
etc. They have beconmoments of motion

In their actual existence thimobile nature of theirs is hidden. It appears
and is made manifest only in thought, in philosophience my true
religious existence is my existence in ftglosophy of religionmy true
political existence is my existence in tipdilosophy of law my true
natural existence, existence in thieilosophy of naturemy true artistic
existence, existence in tpailosophy of artmy truehumanexistence, my
existencan philosophy Likewise the true existence of religion, the etat
nature, art, is thehilosophyof religion, of nature, of the state and of art.
If, however, the philosophy of religion, etc., ierfme the sole true
existence of religion then, too, it is only aptalosopher of religiorthat |
am truly religious, and so | demgal religious sentiment and the really
religious man. But at the same timessertthem, in part within my own
existence or within the alien existence which | aggto them — for this
only their philosophic expression — and in part | assert them in their
distinct original shape, since for me they represearely theapparent
other-being, allegories, forms of their own truastence (i.e., of my
philosophicalexistence) hidden under sensuous disguises.

In just the same wayguality superseded equalguantity quantity
superseded equateeasure measure superseded equedsenceessence
superseded equabppearance appearance superseded equatiality,
actuality superseded equals tbencept the concept superseded equals
objectivity, objectivity superseded equals thlesolute ideathe absolute
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idea superseded equalature nature superseded equalshjectivemind,
subjective mind superseded equatkical objective mind, ethical mind
superseded equadst, art superseded equalkdigion, religion superseded
equalsabsolute knowledg¥

On the one hand, this act of superseding is adesmbng of a conceptual
entity; thus, private properigs a concepis transcended in th@nceptof
morality. And because thought imagines itself todectly the other of
itself, to besensuous reality- and therefore takes its own action for
sensuous, reaction — this superseding in thought, which leatsesbject
in existence in the real world, believes that it heally overcome it. On
the other hand, because the object has now becomé d moment of
thought, thought takes it in its reality too togmdf-confirmation of itself —
of self-consciousness, of abstraction.

From the one point of view the entity which Hegapersedei
philosophy is therefore noeal religion, thereal state, oreal nature, but
religion itself already as an object of knowledge.,, dogmaticsthe same
with jurisprudence political scienceand natural science From the one
point of view, therefore, he stands in oppositiothito thereal thing and
to immediate, unphilosophgcienceor the unphilosophiconceptionsof
this thing. He therefore contradicts their convemail conceptions. [The
conventional conception of theology, jurisprudenpelitical science,
natural science, etc.Ed]

On the other hand, the religious, etc., man cad fmHegel his final
confirmation.

It is now time to formulate thpositiveaspects of the Hegelian dialectic
within the realm of estrangement.

(a) Supersessioras an objective movement aftracting the alienation
into self This is the insight, expressed within the esteangnt,
concerning theappropriation of the objective essence through the
supersession of its estrangement; it is the estdhmgsight into theeal
objectificationof man, into the real appropriation of his objeetessence
through the annihilation of the estranged charaatehe objective world,
through the supersession of the objective worldsrestranged mode of
being. In the same way atheism, being the supeéoses$ God, is the
advent of theoretic humanism, and communism, asstipersession of
private property, is the vindication of real huné& as man’s possession
and thus the advent of practical humanism, or astheis humanism
mediated with itself through the supersession oligiom, whilst
communism is humanism mediated with itself throtlggh supersession of
private property. Only through the supersessiothisf mediation — which
is itself, however, a necessary premise — doestipalyi self-deriving
humanismpositivehumanism, come into being.



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 Karl Marx Halaman 105

But atheism and communism are no flight, no abstracno loss of the
objective world created by man — of man’s essemiabers born to the
realm of objectivity; they are not a returning ioverty to unnatural,
primitive simplicity. On the contrary, they are libe first real emergence,
the actual realization for man of man’s essence @ndis essence as
something real.

Thus, by grasping thgositivemeaning of self-referred negation (although
again in estranged fashion) Hegel grasps man’sesaiingement, the
alienation of man’s essence, man’s loss of objdgtiand his loss of
realness as self-discovery, manifestation of htsrea objectification and
realization. <In short, within the sphere of absicn, Hegel conceives
labor as man’s act &felf-genesis- conceives man’s relation to himself as
an alien being and the manifestation of himselimslien being to be the
emergence afpecies-consciousnegsdspecies-life>

(b) However, apart from, or rather in consequerfceéhe referral already
described, this act appears in Hegel:

First as amerely formal because abstract, act, because the human being
itself is taken to be only aabstract, thinking beingconceived merely as
self-consciousness. And,

Secondly because the expositionfirmal andabstract the supersession
of the alienation becomes a confirmation of theration; or, for Hegel
this movement obelf-genesisandself-objectificationin the form ofself-
alienation and self-estrangemens the absolute, and hence final,
expression of human life of life with itself as its aim, of life at peawgth
itself, and in unity with its essence.

This movement, in its abstract form as dialectic, is therefore
regarded agruly human lif¢ and because it is nevertheless an abstraction
— an estrangement of human life — it is regarded disine process, but as
the divine processf man, a process traversed by man’s abstracg, pur
absolute essence that is distinct from himself.

Thirdly, this process must have a bearer, a subject. Heusuibject only
comes into being as a result. This result — thgestilknowing itself as
absolute self-consciousness — is thereféoel, absolute Spirit, the self-
knowing and self-manifesting idedReal man and real nature become mere
predicates — symbols of this hidden, unreal manddrttis unreal nature.
Subject and predicate are therefore related to edbbr in absolute
reversal — anystical subject-objeatr asubjectivity reachingpeyond the
object— theabsolute subjecas aprocess assubject alienatingtself and
returning from alienation into itself, but at thanse time retracting this
alienation into itself, and the subject as thiscpss; a pureincessant
revolving within itself.

First. Formal and abstractonception of man’s act of self-creation or self-
objectification.
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Hegel having posited man as equivalent to self-@onsness, the
estranged object — the estranged essential redlityan — is nothing but
consciousnessthe thought of estrangement merely — estrangemsient’
abstract and therefore empty and unreal expressioagation The
supersession of the alienation is therefore likewisthing but an abstract,
empty supersession of that empty abstraction — ribgation of the
negation The rich, living, sensuous, concrete activity eEelf-
objectification is therefore reduced to its merestedzction, absolute
negativity— an abstraction which is again fixed as suchamsidered as
an independent activity — as sheer activity. Beeatlsis so-called
negativity is nothing but thabstract, emptyorm of that real living act, its
content can in consequence be mereljormal content produced by
abstraction from all content. As a result therefame gets general,
abstractforms of abstractionpertaining to every content and on that
account indifferent to, and, consequently, valid, fall content — the
thought-forms or logical categories torn fraimal mind and fromreal
nature. (We shall unfold thegical content of absolute negativity further
on.)
Hegel’'s positive achievement here, in his speatdatogic, is that the
definite conceptsthe universafixed thought-formsn their independence
vis-a-vis nature and mind are a necessary result of the ralene
estrangement of the human being and thereforeadlsohuman thought,
and that Hegel has therefore brought these togatitbpresented them as
moments of the abstraction-process. For exampleersaded being is
essence, superseded essence is concept, the ceupEpseded is ...
absolute idea. But what, then, is the absolute?deaupersedes its own
self again, if it does not want to traverse oncearitom the beginning the
whole act of abstraction, and to satisfy itselfhwlieing a totality of
abstractions or the self-comprehending abstractiBat abstraction
comprehending itself as abstraction knows itselb#& nothing: it must
abandon itself — abandon abstraction — and soivtearat an entity which
is its exact opposite — atature. Thus, the entire logic is the demonstration
that abstract thought is nothing in itself; tha¢ #ibsolute idea is nothing
for itself; that onlynature issomething.
The absolute idea, the abstract idea, which

“consideredwith regard to its unity with itself is intuitinf.ogic

§ 244), and whichlgc. cit) “in its own absolute truthesolvesto

let the moment of its particularity or of initiaharacterization and

other-being, themmediate ideaas its reflectiongo forth freely

from itself as naturg(loc. cit),

this whole idea which behaves in such a strange barare way, and

which has given the Hegelians such terrible heagigas from beginning
to end nothing else babstraction(i.e., the abstract thinker), which, made
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wise by experience and enlightened concerningritih,t resolves under
various (false and themselves still abstract) domts to abandon itself
and to replace its self-absorption, nothingnessnegsdity and
indeterminateness by its other-being, the particwdad the determinate;
resolves to lehature which it held hidden in itself only as an abstiar,
as a thought-entitygo forth freely from itselfthat is to say, this idea
resolves to forsake abstraction and to have a lablnaturefree of
abstraction. The abstract idea, which without meshiabecometuiting,
is indeed nothing else but abstract thinking thegitself up and resolves
on intuition. This entire transition from logic to natural platphy is
nothing else but the transition — so difficult teet for the abstract
thinker, who therefore describes it in such an atweus way — from
abstractingto intuiting. Themysticalfeeling which drives the philosopher
forward from abstract thinking to intuiting Boredom- the longing for
content.
(The man estranged from himself is also the thirdsgranged from his
essence- that is, from the natural and human essencethdigghts are
therefore fixed mental forms dwelling outside natand man. Hegel has
locked up all these fixed mental forms togethehis logic, interpreting
each of them first as negation — that is, aal@nationof humanthought
— and then as negation of the negation — thatsig superseding of this
alienation, as aeal expression of human thought. But as this stiletak
place within the confines of the estrangement, thegation of the
negation is in part the restoring of these fixehf® in their estrangement;
in part a stopping at the last act — the act dfredérence in alienation — as
the true mode of being of these fixed mental forfs;

[* (This means that what Hegel does is to put iacpl of these

fixed abstractions the act of abstraction whiclohess in its own

circle. We must therefore give him the credit favimg indicated

the source of all these inappropriate concepts wioigginally

appertained to particular philosophers; for havimgught them

together; and for having created the entire compaasstraction

as the object of criticism, instead of some spedatfbstraction.)

(Why Hegel separates thought from thdjectwe shall see later;

at this stage it is already clear, however, thagmwiman is not, his

characteristic expression cannot be human eitimel,sa neither

could thought be grasped as an expression of marhaman and

natural subject endowed with eyes, ears, etc., lawidg in

society, in the world, and in nature.) — Note byrkla

— and in part, to the extent that this abstractpprehends itself and
experiences an infinite weariness with itself, ¢herakes its appearance in
Hegel, in the form of the resolution to recognimgure as the essential
being and to go over to intuition, the abandonnwrabstract thought —
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the abandonment of thought revolving solely witthie orbit of thought,
of thoughtsanseyes sansteeth sansearssanseverything.)

But nature too, taken abstractly, for itself —umat fixed in
isolation from man — isothingfor man. It goes without saying that the
abstract thinker who has committed himself to #imgi, intuits nature
abstractly. Just as nature lay enclosed in thekénim the form of the
absolute idea, in the form of a thought-entity —airshape which was
obscure and enigmatic even to him — so by lettirggrierge from himself
he has really let emerge only thabstract nature only nature as a
thought-entity— but now with the significance that it is the etlibeing of
thought, that it is real, intuited nature — natdigtinguished from abstract
thought. Or, to talk in human language, the absti@oker learns in his
intuition of nature that the entities which he tgbu to create from
nothing, from pure abstraction — the entities hieelsed he was producing
in the divine dialectic as pure products of theolabf thought, for ever
shuttling back and forth in itself and never loakioutward into reality —
are nothing else bwbstractionsfrom characteristics of natuteTo him,
therefore, the whole of nature merely repeats dlgecal abstractions in a
sensuous, external form. He once maoesolves nature into these
abstractions. Thus, his intuition of nature is oihlg act of confirming his

abstraction from the intuition of nature—[-l:et—usneder—ter—a—mement

the—id .. ] — is only the conscious repetltlon by hlmthe process of
creating his abstraction. Thus, for example, timea¢s negativity referred
to itself (Hegel, Encyclopadie der philosophischaWissenschaften im
Grundrisse p. 238). To the superseded becoming as beinge ther
corresponds, in natural form, superseded movememhaiter. Light is
reflection-in-itself the natural form. Body asmoon and cometis the
natural form of theantithesiswhich according to logic is on the one side
the positive resting on itselind on the other side timegativeresting on
itself. The earth is theatural form of the logicalground as the negative
unity of the antithesis, etc.
Nature as nature— that is to say, insofar as it is still sensupusl
distinguished from that secret sense hidden withia nature isolated,
distinguished from these abstractionsiahing— anothing proving itself
to be nothing— is devoid of senseor has only the sense of being an
externality which has to be annulled.

“In the finiteteleological position is to be found the correct

premise that nature does not contain within itskedf absolute

purpose.” [§ 245.]

Its purpose is the confirmation of abstraction.
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“Nature has shown itself to be the idea infibyen of other-being

Since thedeais in this form the negative of itself external to

itself, nature is not just relatively externat-a-visthis idea, but

externality constitutes the form in which it exists as natufg.

247.]
Externality here is not to be understood as therld of sensewhich
manifests itselbind is accessible to the light, to the man endowithl
senses. It is to be taken here in the sense afatilim, of a mistake, a
defect, which ought not to be. For what is trustili the idea. Nature is
only theform of the idea’sother-being And since abstract thought is the
essencethat which is external to it is by its essencensthing merely
external The abstract thinker recognizes at the same tifmat
sensuousness — externalitycontrast to thought shuttling back and forth
within itself — is the essence of nature. But he expressesdhisast in
such a way as to make tlagternality of naturgits contrastto thought, its
defect so that inasmuch as it is distinguished from ralebn, nature is
something defective.

An entity which is defective not merely for meiomy eyes but
in itself — intrinsically — has something outsidgelf which it lacks. That
is, its essence is different from it itself. Natinas therefore to supersede
itself for the abstract thinker, for it is alreagypsited by him as a
potentiallysupersedebeing.

“For us mind hasaturefor its premise being nature’sruth and

for that reason itabsolute priusin this truth naturéas vanished

and mind has resulted as the idea arrived at Heimiself, the

object of which, as well as theubject is the concept This

identity isabsolute negativityfor whereas in nature the concept

has its perfect external objectivity, this its a#ion has been

superseded, and in this alienation the concept hesome

identical with itself. But it is this identity thefore, only in being

a return out of nature.” [§ 381.]
“As the abstractidea,revelationis unmediated transition to, tlteming-
to-be of, nature; as the revelation of the mind, whishfree, it is the
positingof nature as theind’sworld — a positing which, being reflection,
is at the same time, @esupposingf the world as independently existing
nature. Revelation in conception is the creatiomature as the mind’s
being, in which the mind procures tladfirmation and thetruth of its
freedom.” ‘The absolute is mindThis is the highest definition of the
absolute.” [§ 384.]
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NOTES

i. The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844the first work in which
Marx tried to systematically elaborate problems pafitical economy from the
standpoint of his maturing dialectical-materiabstd communist views and also to
synthesize the results of his critical review oéyailing philosophic and economic
theories. Apparently, Marx began to write it in erdo clarify the problems for
himself. But in the process of working on it he ceived the idea of publishing a
work analysing the economic system of bourgeoise$pdn his time and its
ideological trends. Towards the end of his stai?amis, on February 1, 1845, Marx
signed a contract with Carl Leske, a Darmstadtiphibt, concerning the publication
of his work entitledA Critique of Politics and of Political Economit was to be
based on hig&conomic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1&ht perhaps also on his
earlier manuscrip€ontribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosopbff Law This
plan did not materialize in the 1840s because Mweas busy writing other works
and, to some extent, because the contract withptii@isher was cancelled in
September 1846, the latter being afraid to haveas@retions with such a
revolutionary-minded author. However, in the edi®50s Marx returned to the idea
of writing a book on economics. Thus, the manusergé 1844 are connected with
the conception of a plan which led many years lat¢ine writing ofCapital.

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripis an unfinished work and in part a
rough draft. A considerable part of the text has lveen preserved. What remains
comprises three manuscripts, each of which haws pagination (in Roman
figures). The first manuscript contains 27 pagdswioich pages I-XIl and XVII-
XXVII are divided by two vertical lines into thremlumns supplied with headings
written in beforehand: “Wages of Labor,” “Profit @fapital” (this section has also
subheadings supplied by the author) and “Rent efdlalt is difficult to tell the
order in which Marx filled these columns. All the¢e columns on p. VIl contain the
text relating to the section “Wages of Labor.” Paydl to XVI are divided into two
columns and contain texts of the sections “Wagdsabbr” (pp. XIII-XV), “Profit of
Capital” (pp. XllI-XVI) and “Rent of Land” (p. XVI) On pages XVII to XXI, only
the column headed “Rent of Land” is filled in. Frggage XXII to page XXVII, on
which the first manuscript breaks off, Marx wroterass the three columns
disregarding the headings. The text of these pagesblished as a separate section
entitled by the editors according to its contendttBnged Labor.”

Of the second manuscript only the last four page® Isurvived (pp. XL-XLIII).

The third manuscript contains 41 pages (not cogrblank ones) divided into two

columns and numbered by Marx himself from | to Xl{lh doing so he omitted two

numbers, XXII and XXV). Like the extant part of tkecond manuscript, the third
manuscript has no author’s headings; the text leas larranged and supplied with
the headings by the editors.

Sometimes Marx departed from the subject matteriredrupted his elucidation of
one question to analyze another. Pages XXXIX-XLtaonthe Preface to the whole
work which is given before the text of the first macript. The text of the section
dealing with the critical analysis of Hegel's dietie, to which Marx referred in the
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Preface as the concluding chapter and which wakesed on various pages, is
arranged in one section and put at the end in daoce with Marx’s indications.

In order to give the reader a better visual ide#hefstructure of the work, the text
reproduces in vertical lines the Roman numbert®fkheets of the manuscripts, and
the Arabic numbers of the columns in the first ngmipt. The notes indicate where
the text has been rearranged. Passages crossbkg darx with a vertical line are
enclosed in pointed brackets; separate words @splrcrossed out by the author are
given in footnotes only when they supplement thd. t€he general title and the
headings of the various parts of the manuscriptdosad in square brackets are
supplied by the editors on the basis of the aushfm’mulations. In some places the
text has been broken up into paragraphs by therediQuotations from the French
sources cited by Marx in French or in his own ttatien into German, are given in
English in both cases and the French texts as dumyeMarx are given in the
footnotes. Here and elsewhere Marx’s renderindhefdquotations or free translation
is given in small type but without quotation marksmphasis in quotations,
belonging, as a rule, to Marx, as well as thath® guoted authors, is indicated
everywhere by italics.

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 18diés first published by the
Institute of Marxism-Leninism in Moscow in the largge of the original:
Marx/Engels Gesamtausgabe, Aldt, Bd. 3, 1932.

In English this work was first published in 1959 Itye Foreign Languages
Publishing House (now Progress Publishers), Mosctanslated by Martin
Milligan.

ii. This refers to Bruno Bauer's reviews of booksticles and pamphlets on the
Jewish question, including Marx’s article on théjsat in theDeutsch-Franzésische
Jahrbuchey which were published in the monthKdlgemeine Literatur-Zeitung
(issue No. 1, December 1843, and issue No. IV, Mai@44) under the titleVon
den neuesten Schriften Gber die Judenfrdgdost of the expressions quoted are
taken from these reviews. The expressions “utopfaase” and “compact mass” can
he found in Bruno Bauer's unsigned articl&Vds ist jetzt der Gegenstand der
Kritik ?” published in théllgemeine Literatur-Zeitungssue No. VIII, July 1844. A
detailed critical appraisal of this monthly wasefabn given by Marx and Engels in
the bookDie heilige Familie, oder Kritik der kritischen Kik (see this edition, Vol.
4, The Holy Family, or Critique of Critical Criticisim

iii. Marx apparently refers to Weitling’'s workBlie Menschheit, wie sie ist und wie
sie sein sollte1838, andsarantien der Harmonic und Freihe¥ijvis, 1842.

Moses Hess published three articles in the colad&in-und-zwanzig Bogen aus der
SchweizTwenty-One Sheets from Switzerlgnérster Teil(Zurich und Winterthur
1843), issued by Georg Herwegh. These articlesitlezht“Sozialismus und
Kommunismus,” Philosophie der Tédtand “Die Eine und die ganze Freihgitvere
published anonymously. The first two of them hatbte — “Written by the author of
‘Europdische Triarchie”

iv. The term “element” in the Hegelian philosophgans a vital element of thought.
It is used to stress that thought is a processitaidherefore elements in a system of
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thought are also phases in a movement. The teralirfég (Empfindung denotes
relatively low forms of mental life in which no diisction is made between the
subjective and objective.

v. Shortly after writing this Preface Marx fulfilehis intention inThe Holy Family
or Critique of Critical Criticism written in collaboration with Engels (see Karl iMa
and Frederick Engel§iollected WorksVol. 4).

vi. The expression “common humanity” (in the mamiggcin French, “simple
humanity”) was borrowed by Marx from the first vole (Chapter VIII) of Adam
Smith’'s Wealth of Nations which he used in Garnier's French translation
(Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la gehdss nationdaris, 1802, t. I, p.
138). All the subsequent references were given layxMo this publication, the
synopsis of which is contained in his Paris Notésowith excerpts on political
economy. This edition is reproduced on the MIA afarx’s citations are linked to
the text.

vii. Marx uses the German term “Nationalékonomie”denote both the economic
system in the sense of science or theory, andcir@ognic system itself.

viii. Loudon’s work was a translation into FrenchH an English manuscript
apparently never published in the original. Théhautdid publish in English a short
pamphlet - The Equilibrium of Population and Sustenance Dermatex]
Leamington, 1836.

ix. Unlike the quotations from a number of otheerteh writers such as Constantin
Pecqueur and Eugéne Buret, which Marx gives ind#rén this work, the excerpts
from J. B. Say’s book are given in his German tition.

x. From this page of the manuscript quotations fidadam Smith’'s book (in the
French translation), which Marx cited so far somes in French and sometimes in
German, are, as a rule, given in German. In thisclibe corresponding pages of the
English edition are substituted for the French ly éditors and Marx’s references
are given in square brackets (see Note 6).

xi. The text published in small type here and belswot an exact quotation from
Smith but a summary of the corresponding passages liis work. Such passages
are subsequently given in small type but withoudtgtion marks.

xii. The preceding page (VII) of the first manugtrdoes not contain any text
relating to the sections “Profit of Capital” andeR of Land” (see Note 1).

xiii. The whole paragraph, including the quotatfoom Ricardo’s book in the French
translation by Francisco Solano Constan@es principes de I'économie politique,
et de 1'imp6t 2-e éd., Paris, 1835, T. I, pp. 194-95 (seecthreesponding English
edition On the Principles of Political Economy, and Taxafihondon, 1817), and
from Sismondi'sNouveaux principes d'économie politiqueParis, 1819, T. Il., p.
331, is an excerpt from Eugéne Buret's b@wkla misére des classes laborieuses en
Angleterre et en France. Paris, 1840, T. |, pp. 6-7, note.

xiv. The allusion is to the following passage: ‘drperfectly fair lottery, those who
draw the prizes ought to gain all that is lost bgse who draw the blanks. In a
profession where twenty fail for one that succedat one ought to gain all that
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should have been gained by the unsuccessful twef8ynith, Wealth of Nations,
Vol. 1, Bk. 1, p. 94.)

xv. See Note 12.

xvi. The Corn Laws — a series of laws in Englahe (irst of which dated back to the
15th century) which imposed high duties on importmn with the aim of
maintaining high prices on it in the home marketthe first third of the 19th century
several laws were passed (in 1815, 1822 and sclhamjging the conditions of corn
imports, and in 1828 a sliding scale was introdyedtich raised import duties on
corn while lowering prices on the home market ardthe contrary, lowered import
duties while raising prices.

In 1838 the Manchester factory owners Cobden anghBfounded the Anti-Corn
Law League, which widely exploited the popular digent at rising corn prices.
While agitating for the abolition of the corn dtiand demanding complete freedom
of trade, the League strove to weaken the econamit political positions of the
landed aristocracy and to lower workers’ wages.

The struggle between the industrial bourgeoisie thedanded aristocracy over the
Corn Laws ended in their repeal in 1846.

xvii. Pages XIlll to XV are divided into two columrand not three like the other
pages of the first manuscript; they contain no tekiting to the section “Rent of
Land.” On page XVI, which also has two columnssttéxt is in the first column,
while on the following pages it is in the second.

xviii. Marx, still using Hegel's terminology and shiapproach to the unity of the
opposites, counterposes the term “Verwirklichungalization) to “Entwirklichung”
(loss of realization).

xix. In this manuscript Marx frequently uses twomgar German terms,

“Entausserunyand “Entfremdung’ to express the notion of “alienation.” In the
present edition the former is generally translated “alienation,” the latter as
“estrangement,” because in the later economic w¢fkeories of Surplus-Valje

Marx himself used the word “alienation” as the Hsiglequivalent of the term
“Entausserung

xX. The term “species-beingGattungsweserns derived from Ludwig Feuerbach’s
philosophy where it is applied to man and mankisn@ avhole.

xxi. Apparently Marx refers to Proudhon’s bo@Qki'est-ce que la propriétéParis,
1841.

xxii. This passage shows that Marx here uses ttegjoey of wages in a broad sense,
as an expression of antagonistic relations betwkerclasses of capitalists and of
wage-workers. Under “the wages” he understands vihge-labor,” the capitalist
system as such. This idea was apparently elaboratei@tail in that part of the
manuscript which is now extant.

xxiii. This apparently refers to the conversionimdividuals into members of civil
society which is considered as the sphere of ptgppef material relations that
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determine all other relations. In this case Marfene to the material relations of
society based on private property and the antagoofglifferent classes.

xxiv. The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 deprivembppeople considered able
to work (including children) of any public reliekeept a place in the workhouse,
where they were compelled to work.

xxv. In the manuscript “sein fur sich selbst,” whis an expression of Hegel's term
“fur sich’ (for itself) as opposed to “an sich” (itself). In the Hegelian philosophy
the former means roughly explicit, conscious orirdef in contrast to “an sich,” a
synonym for immature, implicit or unconscious.

xxvi. This refers toRevolutions de France et de Brabant, par Camillesbeulins.
Second Trimestre, contenant mars, avril et maijfd&an lier, 1790, N. 16, p. 139
sq.; N. 23, p. 425 sqq.; N. 26, p. 580 sqg.

xxvii. This refers to Georg Ludwig Wilhelm FunkBje aus der unbeschrdnklen
Theilbarkeit des Grundeigenthums hervorgehendenhtkade, Hamburg und

Gothg 1839, p. 56, in which there is a reference tonHeh Leo, Studien und

Skizzen zu einer Vaturlehre des Slagtsdle, 1833, p. 102.

xxviii. The third manuscript is a thick notebooketltast few pages of which are
blank. The pages are divided into two columns hrgrtical line, not for the purpose
of dividing the text according to the headings fmutpurely technical reasons. The
text of the first three sections comprises pp. I-XIV-XXI, XXXIV-XXXVIII and
was written as a supplement to the missing pagekeotecond manuscript. Pages
XX, XV, XV XX, XXV, XXV, XXXIV cont  ain the text of the
concluding chapter dealing with the criticism ofdeés dialectic (on some pages it
is written alongside the text of other sections).some places the manuscript
contains the author’s remarks testifying to higimion to unite into a single whole
various passages of this section separated frorh etier by the text of other
sections. Pages XXIX-XL comprise the draft Prefdé@ally, the text on the last
pages (XLI-XLII) is a self-contained essay on thewer of money in bourgeois
society.

xxix. The manuscript has “als fur sich seiende gk#it.” For the meaning of the
terms “fiir sich” and “an sich” in Hegel's philosopbkee Note 25.

xxX. Marx refers to the rise of the primitive, ceudqualitarian tendencies among the
representatives of utopian communism at the esalyes of its development. Among
the medieval religious communistic communitiesparticular, there was current a
notion of the common possession of women as a rieatll the future society
depicted in the spirit of consumer communism ideéts 1534-35 the German
Anabaptists, who seized power in Mdunster, tried introduce polygamy in
accordance with this view. Tommaso Campanellaatiibor ofCivitas Solis(early
17th century), rejected monogamy in his ideal sgci€he primitive communistic
communities were also characterized by asceticisthaahostile attitude to science
and works of art. Some of these primitive equattarfeatures, the negative attitude
to the arts in particular, were inherited by thenoaunist trends of the first half of the
19th century, for example, by the members of theméhn secret societies of the 1830s
and 1840s (“worker-egalitarians,” “humanitarianghd so on) comprising the
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followers of Babeuf (for a characterization of these Engels, “Progress of Social
Reform on the Continent” (Karl Marx and Frederickgéls, Collected Works,
Volume 3, pp. 396-97)).

xxxi. This note is given by Marx on page V of theamscript where it is separated
by a horizontal line from the main text, but acdogdto its meaning it refers to this
sentence.

xxxii. This part of the manuscript shows clearlg theculiarity of the terminology
used by Marx in his works. At the time he had nairked out terms adequately
expressing the conceptions of scientific communigmwvas then evolving and was
still under the influence of Feuerbach in that eespHence the difference in the use
of words in his early and subsequent, mature wgstinin the Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts of 184#ie word “socialism” is used to denote the staige o
society at which it has carried out a revolutionansformation, abolished private
property, class antagonisms, alienation and sdrothe same sense Marx used the
expression “communism equals humanism.” At thatetine understood the term
“communism as such” not as the final goal of retiohary transformation but as the
process of this transformation, development leadingo that goal, a lower stage of
the process.

xxxiii. This expression apparently refers to thedty of the English geologist Sir
Charles Lyell who, in his three-volume woftke Principles of Geolog§l1830-33),
proved the evolution of the earth’s crust and exfuthe popular theory of
cataclysms. Lyell used the term “historical geolodyr his theory. The term
“geognosy” was introduced by the 18th-century Germseientist Abraham Werner,
a specialist in mineralogy, and it was used alséleyxander Humboldt.

xxxiv. This statement is interpreted differently lgsearchers. Many of them
maintain that Marx here meant crude equalitariammanism, such as that
propounded by Babeuf and his followers. While retonigg the historic role of that

communism, he thought it impossible to ignore itsal points. It seems more
justifiable, however, to interpret this passagecpsaling from the peculiarity of

terms used in the manuscript (see Note 32). Mar heed the term “communism”

to mean not the higher phase of classless soaiicli he at the time denoted as
“socialism” or “communism equalling humanism”) babvement (in various forms,

including primitive forms of equalitarian communisahthe early stage) directed at
its achievement, a revolutionary transformationcpss of transition to it. Marx

emphasized that this process should not be coesider an end in itself, but that it is
a necessary, though a transitional, stage in attaiie future social system, which
will be characterized by new features distinct frilvmse proper to this stage.

xxxv. Page Xl (in part) and pages XIl and XIII da&en up by a text relating to the
concluding chapter (see Note 28).

xxxvi. The greater part of this page as well ag pérthe preceding page (XVII)
comprises a text relating to the concluding chafstee Note 28).

xxxvii. Apparently Marx refers to a formula of th@erman philosopher Johann
Fichte, an adherent of subjective idealism.
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xxxviii. A part of this page of the manuscript ipped off, about three lines are
missing. —Ed.

XXxix. See this work, pp. 20-23.Ed.

xl. The preceding pages starting from p. XXI, whishpartly taken up by a text
relating to this section, contain the text of teaduding chapter.

xli. In some of his early writings Marx already ss¢he term birgerliche
Gesellschaftto mean two things: (1) in a broader sense, t@nemic system of
society regardless of the historical stage of égetbpment, the sum total of material
relations which determine political institutionsdaideology, and (2) in the narrow
sense, the material relations of bourgeois so€latgr on, that society as a whole),
of capitalism. Hence, the term has been transkatedrding to its concrete meaning
in the context as “civil society” in the first casend “bourgeois society” in the
second.

xlii. The two previous pages of the manuscript aomthe draft Preface to the whole
work, which is published on pages 1-2.

xliii. Ontology — in some philosophic systems adtyeabout being, about the nature
of things.

xliv. Originally the section on the Hegelian didlecwas apparently conceived by
Marx as a philosophical digression in the sectibrthe third manuscript which is
published under the heading “Private Property andhd@unism” and was written
together with other sections as an addition to s#papages of the second
manuscript. Therefore Marx marked the beginningthig section (p. Xl in the
manuscript) as point 6, considering it to be thetiomation of the five points of the
preceding section. He marked as point 7 the beginoi the following section,
headed “Human Requirements and Division of Labodésnthe Rule of Private
Property,” on page XIV of the manuscript. Howewghen dealing with this subject
on subsequent pages of his manuscript, Marx dedmedllect the whole material
into a separate, concluding chapter and mentiohedim his draft Preface. The
chapter, like a number of other sections of the usanpt, was not finished. While
writing it, Marx made special excerpts from the letzapter (“Absolute Knowledge”)
of Hegel'sPhanomenologie des Geisteghich are in the same notebook as the third
manuscript (these excerpts are not reproducedsrettition).

xlv. The reference is not quite accurate. On pdgedf the work mentioned, Bruno
Bauer polemicises not against the anti-Hegeliarr Bguppe but against the Right
Hegelian Marheineke.

xlvi. Marx here refers to Feuerbach’s critical alvs¢ions on Hegel in 88 29-30 of
his Grundséatze der Philosophie der Zukunft

This note is given at the bottom of page XllI o€ tthird manuscript without any
indication what it refers to. The asterisk aftex #entence to which it seems to refer
is given by the editors.

xlvii. Here on page XVII of the third manuscriptafp of which comprises a text
relating to the section “Human Requirements anddiim of Labor Under the Rule
of Private Property”) Marx gave the note: “see I, Xwhich proves that this text is
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the continuation of the section dealing with théical analysis of the Hegelian
dialectic begun on pp. XI-XII.

xlviii. At the end of page XVIII of the third manaspt there is a note by Marx:
“continued on p. XXII.” However number XXII was ottéd by Marx in paging. The
text of the given chapter is continued on the pageked by the author as XXIlI,
which is also confirmed by his remark on it: “seXp11l.”

xlix. Marx apparently refers here not only to tlderitity of Hegel's views on labor
and some other categories of political economy whttse of the English classical
economists but also to his profound knowledge ohemic writings. In lectures he
delivered at Jena University in 1803-04 Hegel cifedhm Smith’'s work. In his
Philosophie des Rech{§ 189) he mentions Smith, Say and Ricardo andsntite
rapid development of economic thought.

I. Hegel uses the term “thinghoodDifghei) in his work Phdnomenologie des
Geistesto denote an abstract, universal, mediating Imkhie process of cognition;
“thinghood reveals the generality of the specific properoésdividual things. The
synonym for it is “pure essencalds reine Weseén

li. These eight points of the “surmounting of tHgezt of consciousness,” expressed
“in all its aspects,” are copied nearly word forrd/drom 88 1 and 3 of the last
chapter (“Absolute Knowledge”) of HegePhanomenologie des Geistes

lii. Number XXV was omitted by Marx in paging thiard manuscript.

lii. Marx refers to § 30 of FeuerbachGrundséatze der Philosophie der Zukunft
which says: “Hegel is a thinker wisoirpasse$imself in thinking.”

liv. This enumeration gives the major categories Hegel's Encyclopadie der
philosophischen Wissenschaftienthe order in which they are examined by Hegel.
Similarly, the categories reproduced by Marx ab@we p. 65), from “civil law” to
“world history,” are given in the order in whicheth appear in Hegel'Bhilosophie
des Rechts.



