HE PREMISES FROM WHICH we begin are not
Tarbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises
from which abstraction can only be made in the
jmagination. They are the real individuals, their
activity and the material conditions under which
they live, both those which they find already existing
and those produced by their activity. These premises
can thus be verified in a purely empirical way.

The first premise of all human history is, of
course, the existence of living human individuals.
Thus the first fact to be established is the physical
organisation of these individuals and their con-
sequent relation to the rest of nature. Of course,
we cannot here go either into the actual physical
nature of man, or into the natural conditions in
which man finds himself—geological, orohydro-
graphical, climatic and so on. The writing of history
must always set out from these natural bases and
their modification in the course of history through
the action of men.

Men can be distinguished from animals by
consciousness, by religion or anything else you like.
They themselves begin to distinguish themselves
from animals as soon as they begin to produce their
means of subsistence, a step which is conditioned
by their physical organisation. By producing their
means of subsistence men are indirectly producing
their actual material life.

The way in which men produce their means
of subsistence depends first of all on the nature
of the actual means of subsistence they find in

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels

existence and have to reproduce. This mode of
production must not be considered simply as being
the reproduction of the physical existence of the
individuals. Rather it is a definite form of activity
of these individuals, a definite form of expressing
their life, a definite mode of life on their part. As
individuals express their life, so they are. What they
are, therefore, coincides with their production, both
with what they produce and with how they produce.
The nature of individuals thus depends on the
material conditions determining their production.

[...]

The fact is, therefore, that definite individuals who
are productively active in a definite way enter into
these definite social and political relations. Empirical
observation must in each separate instance bring
out empirically, and without any mystification and
speculation, the connection of the social and politi-
cal structure with production. The social structure
and the State are continually evolving out of the
life process of definite individuals, but of individu-
als, not as they may appear in their own or other
people’s imagination, but as they really are; i.e., as
they operate, produce materially, and hence as they
work under definite material limits, presuppositions
and conditions independent of their will.

The production of ideas, of conceptions, of
consciousness, is at first directly interwoven with
the material activity and the material intercourse of
men, the language of real life. Conceiving, thinking,
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the mental intercourse of men, appear at this stage
as the direct efflux of their material behaviour. The
same applies to mental production as expressed in
the language of politics, laws, morality, religion,
metaphysics, etc., of a people. Men are the producers
of their conceptions, ideas, etc.—real, active men,
as they are conditioned by a definite development
of their productive forces and of the intercourse
corresponding to these, up to its furthest forms.
Consciousness can never be anything else than
conscious existence, and the existenice of men is their
actual life-process. If in all ideology men and their
circumstances appear upside-down as in a camera
obscura, this phenomenon arises just as much from
their historical life-process as the inversion of objects
on the retina does from their physical life-process.

In direct contrast to German philosophy which
descends from heaven to earth, here we ascend
from earth to heaven. That is to say, we do not
set out from what men say, imagine, conceive,
nor from men as narrated, thought of, imagined,
conceived, in order to arrive at men in the flesh.
We set out from real, active men, and on the
basis of their real life-process we demonstrate the
development of the ideological reflexes and echoes
of this life-process. The phantoms formed in the
human brain are also, necessarily, sublimates of
their material life-process, which is empirically
verifiable and bound to material premises. Morality,
religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and
their corresponding forms of consciousness, thus
no longer retain the semblance of independence.
They have no history, no development; but men,
developing their material production and their
material intercourse, alter, along with this their real
existence, their thinking and the products of their
thinking. Life is not determined by consciousness,
but consciousness by life. In the first method of
approach the starting-point is consciousness taken as
the living individual; in the second method, which
conforms to real life, it is the real living individuals
themselves, and consciousness is considered solely
as their consciousness.

This method of approach is not devoid of
premises. It starts out from the real premises ang
does not abandon them for a moment. Its premiseg
are men, not in any fantastic isolation ard rigidity,
but in their actual, empirically perceptible process
of development under definite conditions. Ag
soon as this active life-process is described, history
ceases to be a collection of dead facts as it is with
the empiricists (themselves still abstract), or ap
imagined activity of imagined subjects, as with the
idealists.

Where speculation ends—in real life—there
real, positive science begins: the representation
of the practical activity, of the practical process
of development of men. Empty talk about
consciousness ceases, and real knowledge has to take
its place. When reality is depicted, philosophy as an
independent branch of knowledge loses its medium
of existence. At the best its place can only be taken
by a summing-up of the most general results,
abstractions which arise from the observation of the
historical development of men. Viewed apart from
real history, these abstractions have in themselves no
value whatsoever. They can only serve to facilitate
the arrangement of historical material, to indicate
the sequence of its separate strata. But they by no
means afford a recipe or schema, as does philosophy,
for neatly trimming the epochs of history. On the
contrary, our difficulties begin only when we set
about the observation and the arrangement—the
real depiction—of our historical material, whether
of a past epoch or of the present. The removal of
these difficulties is governed by premises which it
is quite impossible to state here, but which only the
study of the actual life-process and the activity of
the individuals of each epoch will make evident. We
shall select here some of these abstractions, which
we use in contradistinction to the ideologists, and
shall illustrate them by historical examples.

[..]

The production of life, both of one’s own in labouf
and of fresh life in procreation, now appears as
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double relationship: on the one hand as a natural,
on the other as a social relationship. By social we
unt'lt"'“““ld the co-operation of several individuals,
o matter under whal conditions, in what manner
and to what end. It follows from this that a certain
mode of production, or industrial stage, is always
combiﬂed with a certain mode of co-operation, or
social stage, and this mode of co-operation is itself
a "productive force.” Further, that the multitude
of productive forces accessible to men determines
the nature of society, hence, that the “history of
pumanity” must always be studied and treated in
relation to the history of industry and exchange. But
it is also clear how in Germany it is impossible to
write this sort of history, because the Germans lack
not only the necessary power of comprehension
and the material but also the “evidence of their
senses,” for across the Rhine you cannot have any
experience of these things since history has stopped
happening. Thus it is quite obvious from the start
that there exists a materialistic connection of men
with one another, which is determined by their
needs and their mode of production, and which is
as old as men themselves. This connection is ever
taking on new forms, and thus presents a “history”
independently of the existence of any political or
religious nonsense which would especially hold
men together.

Only now, after having considered four moments,
four aspects of the primary historical relationships,
do we find that man also possesses “consciousness”;!
but, even so, not inherent, not “pure” consciousness.
From the start the “spirit” is afflicted with the curse
of being “burdened” with matter, which here makes
its appearance in the form of agitated layers of air,
sounds, in short, of language. Language is as old as
consciousness, language is practical consciousness
that exists also for other men, and for that reason
alone it really exists for me personally as well;
larlguage, like consciousness, only arises from the
Need, the necessity, of intercourse with other men.
Where there exists a relationship, it exists for me:
the animal does not enter into “relations” with
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anything, it does not enter into any relation at all.
For the animal, its relation to others does not exist
as a relation. Consciousness is, therefore, from the
very beginning a social product, and remains so as
long as men exist at all. Consciousness is at first,
of course, merely consciousness concerning the
immediate sensuous environment and consciousness
of the limited connection with other persons and
things outside the individual who is growing self-
conscious. At the same time it is consciousness of
nature, which first appears to men as a completely
alien, all-powerful and unassailable force, with which
men’s relations are purely animal and by which they
are overawed like beasts; it is thus a purely animal
consciousness of nature (natural religion).

We see here immediately: this natural religion
or this particular relation of men to nature is
determined by the form of society and vice versa.
Here, as everywhere, the identity of nature and man
appears in such a way that the restricted relation of
men to nature determines their restricted relation
to one another, and their restricted relation to
one another determines men'’s restricted relation
to nature, just because nature is as yet hardly
modified historically; and, on the other hand,
man’s consciousness of the necessity of associating
with the individuals around him is the beginning
of the consciousness that he is living in society at
all. This beginning is as animal as social life itself
at this stage. It is mere herd-consciousness, and at
this point man is only distinguished from sheep
by the fact that with him consciousness takes the
place of instinct or that his instinct is a conscious
one. This sheep-like or tribal consciousness receives
its further development and extension through
increased productivity, the increase of needs, and,
what is fundamental to both of these, the increase
of population. With these there develops the
division of labour, which was originally nothing but
the division of labour in the sexual act, then that
division of labour which develops spontaneously
or “naturally” by virtue of natural predisposition
(e.g., physical strength), needs, accidents, etc.,



118 NETWORKS OF CAPITAL

etc, Division of labour only becomes truly such
from the moment when a division of material
and mental labour appears.? From this moment
onwards consciousness can really flatter itself
that it is something other than consciousness of
existing practice, that it really represents something
without representing something real; from now on
consciousness is in a position to emancipate itself
from the world and to proceed to the formation of
“pure” theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc. But
even if this theory, theology, philosophy, ethics,
etc., comes into contradiction with the existing
relations, this can only occur because existing
social relations have come into contradiction with
existing forces of production....

(]

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch
the ruling ideas: i.e., the class which is the ruling
material force of society, is at the same time its
ruling intellectual force. The class which has the
means of material production at its disposal, has
control at the same time over the means of mental
production, so that thereby, generally speaking,
the ideas of those who lack the means of mental
production are subject to it. The ruling ideas are
nothing more than the ideal expression of the
dominant material relationships, the dominant
material relationships grasped as ideas; hence of
the relationships which make the one class the
ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its dominance.
The individuals composing the ruling class possess
among other things consciousness, and therefore
think. Insofar, therefore, as they rule as a class and
determine the extent and compass of an epoch, it
is self-evident that they do this in its whole range,
hence among other things rule also as thinkers, as
producers of ideas, and regulate the production and
distribution of the ideas of their age: thus their ideas
are the ruling ideas of the epoch. For instance, in an
age and in a country where royal power, aristocracy
and bourgeoisie are contending for mastery and

where, therefore, mastery is shared, the doctrine of
the separation of powers proves to be the dominan;
idea and is expressed as an “eternal law.”

The division of labour, which we have already
seen above as one of the chief forces of history yyp
till now, manifests itself also in the ruling class a4
the division of mental and material labour, so that
inside this class one part appears as the thinkerg
of the class (its active, conceptive ideologists, whg
make the perfecting of the illusion of the class aboyt
itself their chief source of livelihood), while the
others’ attitude to these ideas and illusions is more
passive and receptive, because they are in reality
the active members of this class and have less time
to make up illusions and ideas about themselves,
Within this class this cleavage can even develop
into a certain opposition and hostility between the
two parts, which, however, in the case of a practical
collision, in which the class itself is endangered,
automatically comes to nothing, in which case
there also vanishes the semblance that the ruling
ideas were not the ideas of the ruling class and
had a power distinct from the power of this class.
The existence of revolutionary ideas in a particular
period presupposes the existence of a revolutionary
class; about the premises for the latter sufficient has
already been said above.

If now in considering the course of history we
detach the ideas of the ruling class from the ruling
class itself and attribute to them an independent
existence, if we confine ourselves to saying that
these or those ideas were dominant at a given time,
without bothering ourselves about the conditions
of production and the producers of these ideas, if
we thus ignore the individuals and world conditions
which are the source of the ideas, we can say, for
instance, that during the time that the aristocracy
was dominant, the concepts honour, loyalty, etC.
were dominant, during the dominance of the bour-
geoisie the concepts freedom, equality, etc. The rul-
ing class itself on the whole imagines this to be s0:
This conception of history, which is common to all
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jeians, particularly since the eighteenth century,
will pecessarily come up against the phenomenon
[hat increasingly abstract ideas hold sway, i.e., ideas
which increasingly take on the form of universality,
for each new class which puts itsell in the place of
one ruling before it, is compelled, merely in order to
catty through its aim, to represent its interest as the
common interest of all the members of society, that
is, expressed in ideal form: it has to give its ideas the
form of universality, and represent them as the only
rational, universally valid ones. The class making a
revolution appears from the very start, if only because
it is opposed to a class, not as a class but as the rep-
resentative of the whole of society; it appears as the
whole mass of society confronting the one ruling
class.? It can do this because, to start with, its interest
really is more connected with the common interest of
all other non-ruling classes, because under the pres-
sure of hitherto existing conditions its interest has
not yet been able to develop as the particular inter-
est of a particular class. Its victory, therefore, benefits
also many individuals of the other classes which are
not winning a dominant position, but only insofar
as it now puts these individuals in a position to raise
themselves into the ruling class. When the French
bourgeoisie overthrew the power of the aristocracy,
it thereby made it possible for many proletarians to
raise themselves above the proletariat, but only inso-
far as they became bourgeois. Every new class, there-
fore, achieves its hegemony only on a broader basis
than that of the class ruling previously, whereas the

histe
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opposition of the non-ruling class against the new
ruling class later develops all the more sharply and
profoundly. Both these things determine the fact
that the struggle to be waged against this new rul-
ing class, in its turn, aims at a more decided and
radical negation of the previous conditions of soci-
ety than could all previous classes which sought to
rule.

This whole semblance, that the rule of a certain
class is only the rule of certain ideas, comes to a
natural end, of course, as soon as class rule in general
ceases to be the form in which society is organised,
that is to say, as soon as it is no longer necessary
to represent a particular interest as general or the
“general interest” as ruling.

NOTES

1. Marginal note by Marx: “Men have history because
they must produce their life, and because they
must produce it moreover in a certain way: this is
determined by their physical organisation; their
consciousness is determined in just the same way.”

2. Marginal note by Marx: “The first form of ideologists,
priests, is concurrent.”

3. Marginal note by Marx: “Universality corresponds to
(1) the class versus the estate, (2) the competition,
world-wide intercourse, etc., (3) the great numerical
strength of the ruling class, (4) the illusion of the
common interests (in the beginning this illusion
is true), (5) the delusion of the ideologists and the
division of labour.”

1. Go online to Write Out Loud about ruling ideas that govern contemporary

society and where those ideas might come from.

2. Foran excerpt from Engels’ eulogy for his friend Karl Marx, log on to Marx’s

Profile Page.

3. To learn more about the legacy of Marx, check out Jonathan Wolff's Why
Read Marx Today?, listed in the Networks of Capital Supplementary Sources.



SPECTRE IS HAUNTING Europe—the spectre

of Communism. All the Powers of old Europe
have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this
spectre: Pope and Czar, Metternich and Guizot,
French Radicals and German police-spies.

Where is the party in opposition that has not
been decried as Communistic by its opponents in
power? Where the Opposition that has not hurled
back the branding reproach of Communism, against
the more advanced opposition parties, as well as
against its reactionary adversaties?

Two things result from this fact.

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all
European Powers to be itself a Power.

II. ltis high time that Communists should openly,
in the face of the whole world, publish their
views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet
this nursery tale of the Spectre of Communism
with a Manifesto of the party itself.

To this end, Communists of various nation-
alities have assembled in London, and sketched the
following Manifesto, to be published in the English,
French, German, Italian, Flemish and Danish
languages.

The history of all hitherto existing society® is the
history of class struggles.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord
and serf, guild-master® and journeyman, in a word,
oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposi-
tion to one anothet, carried on an uninterrupted,
now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time
ended, either in a revolutionary re-constitution of
society at large, or in the common ruin of the con-
tending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost
everywhere a complicated arrangement of society
into various orders, a manifold gradation of social
rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights,
plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords,
vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices,
serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate
gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted
from the ruins of feudal society has not done away
with clash antagonisms. It has but established new
classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of
struggle in place of the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, pos-
sesses, however, this distinctive feature: it has sim-
plified the class antagonisms: Society as a whole is
more and more splitting up into two great hostile
camps, into two great classes directly facing each
other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the
chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these
burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were
developed.




ch Engels

lebeian, lord
1, in a word,
tant opposi-
linterrupted,
at each time
1stitution of
1 of the con-

+ find almost
1t of society
ion of social
ans, knights,
feudal lords,

apprentices,
, subordinate

has sprouted
)t done away
iblished new
new forms of

rgeoisie, pos-
g: it has sim-
as a whole is
great hostile
' facing each

's sprang the
s. From these
rgeoisie were

The discovery of America, the rounding of the
cape; opened up fresh ground for the rising bour-
coisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the
Colonisation of America, trade with the colonies,
the increase in the means of exchange and in com-
modities generally, gave to commerce, to naviga-
tion, to industry, an impulse never before known,
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in the
tottering feudal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, under which
industrial production was monopolised by closed
guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants
of the new markets. The manufacturing system took
its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side
by the manufacturing middle class; division of labour
petween the different corporate guilds vanished in
the face of division of labour in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the
demand ever rising. Even manufacture no longer
sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolu-
tionised industrial production. The place of manu-
facture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry,
the place of the industtial middle class, by industrial
millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies,
the modern boutrgeois.

Modern industry has established the world-
market, for which the discovery of America paved
the way. This market has given an immense devel-
opment to commerce, to navigation, to communi-
cation by land. This development has, in its turn,
reacted on the extension of industry; and in pro-
portion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie
developed, increased its capital, and pushed into
the background every class handed down from the
Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie
Is itself the product of a long course of development,
of a series of revolutions in the modes of production
and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie
Was accompanied by a corresponding political
advance of that class. An oppressed class under
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the sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-
governing association in the mediaeval commune;*
here independent urban republic (as in Italy and
Germany), there taxable “third estate” of the
monarchy (as in France), afterwards, in the period
of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-
feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise
against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone of the
great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at
last, since the establishment of Modern Industry
and of the world-market, conquered for itself, in
the modern representative State, exclusive political
sway. The executive of the modern State is but a
comimnittee for managing the common affairs of the
whole bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most
revolutionatry part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper
hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal,
idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the
motley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural
superiors,” and has left remaining no other nexus
between man and man than naked self-interest, than
callous “cash payment.” It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous
enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the
icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved
personal worth into exchange value, and in place
of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms,
has set up that single, unconscionable freedom—
Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by
religious and political illusions, it has substituted
naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every
occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to
with reverent awe. It has converted the physician,
the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science,
into its paid wage-labourers.

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family
its sentimental veil, and has reduced the family
relation to a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to
pass that the brutal display of vigour in the Middle
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Ages, which Reactionists so much admire, found its
fitting complement in the most slothful indolence.
It has been the first to show what man’s activity
can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far
surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts,
and Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions
that put in the shade all former Exoduses of nations
and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly
revolutionising the instruments of production, and
thereby the relations of production, and with them
the whole relations of society. Conservation of the
old modes of production in unaltered form, was, on
the contrary, the first condition of existence for all
earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionising
of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all
social conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agita-
tion distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier
ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train
of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions,
are swept away, all new-formed ones become
antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid
melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man
is at last compelled to face with sober senses, his real
conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for
its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole
surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle
everywhere, establish connexions everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of
the world-market given a cosmopolitan character
to production and consumption in every country.
To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn
from under the feet of industry the national ground
on which it stood. All old-established national
industries have been destroyed or are daily being
destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries,
whose introduction becomes a life and death ques-
tion for all civilised nations, by industries that no
longer work up indigenous raw material, but raw
material drawn from the remotest zones; industries
whose products are consumed, not only at home,

but in every quarter of the globe. In place of thg
old wants, satisfied by the productions of the coun.
try, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfac.
tion the products of distant lands and climes, [y
place of the old local and national seclusion ang
self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direc.
tion, universal inter-dependence of nations. And ag
in material, so also in intellectual production. The
intellectual creations of individual nations become
common property. National one-sidedness ang
narrow-mindedness become more and more impos.
sible, and from the numerous national and loca]
literatures, there arises a world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of
all instruments of production, by the immensely
facilitated means of communication, draws al],
even the most barbarian, nations into civilisation,
The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy
artillery with which it batters down all Chinese
walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely
obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate, It
compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt
the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them
to introduce what it calls civilisation into their
midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one
word, it creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to
the rule of the towns. It has created enormous cit-
ies, has greatly increased the urban population as
compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a
considerable part of the population from the idiocy
of rural life. Just as it has made the country depend-
ent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and
semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilised
ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois,
the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing
away with the scattered state of the populatiotl,
of the means of production, and of property. It
has agglomerated population, centralised means
of production, and has concentrated propetty in 2
few hands. The necessary consequence of this was
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jolitical centralisation, Independent, or but loosely
Cl-,”i'lt‘“"'d provinces, with separate interests, laws,
,-Owrll“'“““" and systems ol taxalion, became
h“m,ﬂ-] together into one nation, with one govern-
ment; one code of laws, one national class-interest,
one frontier and one customs-tariff,

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one
hundre‘j years, has created more massive and more
colossal productive forces than have all preceding
ge|-|e1.‘al-lons together. Subjection of Nature's forces
to man, machinery, application of chemistry to
industry and agriculture, steam-navigation, rail-
ways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole conti-
nents for cultivation, canalisation of rivers, whole
populations conjured out of the ground—what ear-
Jier century had even a presentiment that such pro-
ductive forces slumbered in the lap of social labour?

We see then: the means of production and of
exchange, on whose foundation the bourgeoisie
puilt itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a
certain stage in the development of these means of
production and of exchange, the conditions under
which feudal society produced and exchanged, the
feudal organisation of agriculture and manufactur-
ing industry, in one word, the feudal relations of
property became no longer compatible with the
already developed productive forces; they became
so many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they
were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition,
accompanied by a social and political constitution
adapted to it, and by the economical and political
sway of the bourgeois class.

A similar movement is going on before our own
eyes. Modern bourgeois society with its relations
of production, of exchange and of property, a
society that has conjured up such gigantic means
of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer,
Who is no longer able to control the powers of the
Nether world whom he has called up by his spells.
For many a decade past the history of industry and
fommerce is but the history of the revolt of modern
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productive forces against modern conditions of
production, against the property relations that are
the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie
and of its rule. It is enough to mention the
commercial crises that by their periodical return
put on its trial, each time more threateningly, the
existence of the entire bourgeois society. In these
crises a great part not only of the existing products,
but also of the previously created productive forces,
are periodically destroyed. In these crises there breaks
out an epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would
have seemed an absurdity—the epidemic of over-
production. Society suddenly finds itself put back
into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if
a famine, a universal war of devastation had cut off
the supply of every means of subsistence; industry
and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why?
Because there is too much civilisation, too much
means of subsistence, too much industry, too much
commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of
society no longer tend to further the development
of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the
contrary, they have become too powerful for these
conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon
as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder
into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the
existence of boutgeois property. The conditions
of bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise
the wealth created by them. And how does the
bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one hand by
enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces;
on the other, by the conquest of new markets, and
by the more thorough exploitation of the old ones.
That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive
and more destructive crises, and by diminishing the
means whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled
feudalism to the ground are now turned against the
bourgeoisie itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the
weapons that bring death to itself; it has also
called into existence the men who are to wield
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those weapons—the modern working class—the
proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is
developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat,
the modern working class, developed—a class of
labourers, who live only so long as they find work,
and who find work only so long as their labour
increases capital. These labourers, who must sell
themselves piece-meal, are a commodity, like every
other article of commerce, and are consequently
exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, to all
the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to
division of labour, the work of the proletarians has
lost all individual character, and consequently, all
charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage
of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that
is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a
workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means
of subsistence that he requires for his maintenance,
and for the propagation of his race. But the price of
a commodity, and therefore also of labour,* is equal
to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore,
as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage
decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of
machinery and division of labour increases, in the
same propottion the burden of toil also increases,
whether by prolongation of the working hours, by
increase of the work exacted in a given time or by
increased speed of the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little
workshop of the patriarchal master into the great
factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of
labourers, crowded into the factory, are organised
like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they
are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy
of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves
of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State;
they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine,
by the over-looker, and, above all, by the individual
bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly

this despotism proclaims gain to be its end ang
aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more
embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strengty
implied in manual labour, in other words, the morg
modern industry becomes developed, the more jg
the labour of men superseded by that of womep,
Differences of age and sex have no longer any
distinctive social validity for the working class. Ay
are instruments of labour, more or less expensive tq
use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer
by the manufacturer, so far, at an end, that he
receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by
the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlorq,
the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strata of the middle class—the small
tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen
generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants—all
these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly
because their diminutive capital does not suffice for
the scale on which Modern Industry is carried on,
and is swamped in the competition with the large
capitalists, partly because their specialised skill is
rendered worthless by new methods of production.
Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of
the population.

The proletariat goes through various stages
of development. With its birth begins its struggle
with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried
on by individual labourers, then by the workpeople
of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade, in
one locality, against the individual bourgeois who
directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not
against the bourgeois conditions of production, but
against the instruments of production themselves;
they destroy imported wares that compete with
their labour, they smash to pieces machinery, they
set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages:

At this stage the labourers still form af
incoherent mass scattered over the whole countt¥
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and pbroken up by their mutual competition. If
aﬂywhere they unite to form more compact bodies,
tnis is not yet the consequence of their own active
gnior, but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which
class, in order to attain its own political ends, is
compelled to set the whole proletariat in motion,
and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At
this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight
their enemies, but the enemies of their enemies, the
remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners,
the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie.
Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated
in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so
obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry the
proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes
concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows,
and it feels that strength more. The various
interests and conditions of life within the ranks
of the proletariat are more and more equalised, in
proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions
of labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to
the same low level. The growing competition among
the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises,
make the wages of the workers ever more fluctuating.
The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever
more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood
more and more precatious; the collisions between
individual workmen and individual bourgeois take
more and more the character of collisions between
two classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form
combinations (Trades Unions) against the bourgeois;
they club together in order to keep up the rate
of wages; they found permanent associations in
order to make provision beforehand for these
oOccasional revolts. Here and there the contest breaks
out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but
only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies, not
in the immediate result, but in the ever-expanding
Union of the workers. This union is helped on by
the improved means of communication that are
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created by modern industry and that place the
workers of different localities in contact with one
another. It was just this contact that was needed to
centralise the numerous local struggles, all of the
same character, into one national struggle between
classes. But every class struggle is a political struggle.
And that union, to attain which the burghers of
the Middle Ages, with their miserable highways,
required centuries, the modern proletarians, thanks
to railways, achieve in a few years.

This organisation of the proletarians into a
class, and consequently into a political party, is
continually being upset again by the competition
between the workers themselves. But it ever rises
up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels
legislative recognition of particular interests of
the wortkers, by taking advantage of the divisions
among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the ten-hours’
bill in England was carried.

Altogether collisions between the classes of
the old society further, in many ways, the course
of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie
finds itself involved in a constant battle. At first
with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions
of the bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have
become antagonistic to the progress of industry; at
all times, with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries.
In all these battles it sees itself compelled to appeal
to the proletariat, to ask for its help, and thus, to
drag it into the political arena. The bourgeoisie
itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own
elements of political and general education, in other
words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons for
fighting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections
of the ruling classes are, by the advance of industry,
precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least
threatened in their conditions of existence. These
also supply the proletariat with fresh elements of
enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears
the decisive hour, the process of dissolution going
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on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole
range of society, assumes such a violent, glaring
character, that a small section of the ruling class
cuts itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class,
the class that holds the future in its hands. Just as,
therefore, at an eatlier period, a section of the nobil-
ity went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion
of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and
in particular, a portion of the bourgeois ideologists,
who have raised themselves to the level of compre-
hending theoretically the historical movement as
a whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the
bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a really
revolutionary class. The other classes decay and
finaily disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the
proletariat is its special and essential product.

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer,
the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these
fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction
their existence as fractions of the middle class. They
are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative.
Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to
roll back the wheel of history. If by chance they
are revolutionary, they are so only in view of their
impending transfer into the proletariat, they thus
defend not their present, but their future interests,
they desert their own standpoint to place themselves
at that of the proletariat.

The “dangerous class,” the social scum, that
passively rotting mass thrown off by the lowest
layers of old society, may, here and there, be swept
into the movement by a proletarian revolution; its
conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for
the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of
old society at large are already virtually swamped.
The proletarian is without property; his relation
to his wife and children has no longer anything
in common with the bourgeois family-relations;
modern industrial labour, modern subjection to
capital, the same in England as in France, in America
as in Germany, has stripped him of every trace of

national character. Law, morality, religion, are tg
him so many boutgeois prejudices, behind which
lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper
hand, sought to fortify their already acquired sta.
tus by subjecting society at large to their conditions
of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become
masters of the productive forces of society, except
by abolishing their own previous mode of appropri-
ation, and thereby also every other previous mode
of appropriation. They have nothing of their own to
secure and to fortify; their mission is to destroy all
previous securities for, and insurances of, individual
property.

All previous historical movements were
movements of minorities, or in the interests of
minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-
conscious, independent movement of the immense
majority, in the interests of the immense majority.
The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present
society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without
the whole superincumbent strata of official society
being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the
struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is
at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each
country must, of course, first of all settle matters
with its own bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the
development of the proletariat, we traced the more
or less veiled civil war, raging within existing society,
up to the point where that war breaks out into open
revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the
bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the
proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based,
as we have already seen, on the antagonism of
oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to
oppress a class, certain conditions must be assured
to it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish
existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised
himself to membership in the commune, just
as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of feudal
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absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois.
The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of
(ising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper
and deeper below the conditions of existence of
his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism
develops more rapidly than population and wealth,
And here it becomes evident, that the bourgeoisie is
unfit any longer to be the ruling class in society, and
to impose its conditions of existerce uporn society
as an over-riding law. It is unfit to rule because it
is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave
within his slavery, because it cannot help letting
him sink into such a state, that it has to feed him,
instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer
live under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its
existence is no longer compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence, and
for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the formation
and augmentation of capital; the condition for
capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively
on competition between the labourers, The advance
of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the
bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers,
due to competition, by their revolutionary
combination, due to association. The development
of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its
feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie
produces and appropriates products. What the
bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all, is its
own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable,

(-]

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to
wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie,
to centralise all instruments of production in the
hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organised
as the ruling class; and to increase the total of
Productive forces as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be
effected except by means of despotic inroads on the
tights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois
Production; by means of measures, therefore, which
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appear economically insufficient and untenable,
but which, in the course of the movement, outstrip
themselves, necessitate further inroads- upon the
old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of
entirely revolutionising the mode of production.

These measures will of course be different in
different countries.

Nevertheless in the most advanced countries,
the following will be pretty generally applicable.

1. Abolition of property in land and application

of all rents of land to public purposes.

2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

Abolition of all right of inheritance.

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants
and rebels.

5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the
State, by means of a national bank with State
capital and an exclusive monopoly.

6. Centralisation of the means of communication
and transport in the hands of the State.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of pro-
duction owned by the State; the bringing into
cultivation of waste-lands, and the improve-
ment of the soil generally in accordance with a
common plan.

8. Equal liability of all to labour. Establishment
of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufactur-
ing industries; gradual abolition of the distinc-
tion between town and country, by a more
equable distribution of the population over
the country,

10. Free education for all children in public
schools. Abolition of children’s factory labour
in its present form. Combination of education
with industrial production, &c., &c.

-

When, in the course of development, class
distinctions have disappeared, and all production
has been concentrated in the hands of a vast
association of the whole nation, the public power
will lose its political character, Political power,
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properly so called, is merely the organised power of
one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat
during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled,
by the force of circumstances, to organise itself as a
class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the
ruling class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the
old conditions of production, then it will, along with
these conditions, have swept away the conditions
for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes
generally, and will thereby have abolished its own
supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its
classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an
association, in which the free development of each
is the condition for the free development of all.

1. By bourgeoisie is meant the class of modern
Capitalists, owners of the means of social production
and employers of wage-labour. By proletariat, the
class of modern wage-labourers who, having no
means of production of their own, are reduced to
selling their labour-power in order to live. [Engels,
English edition of 1888]

2. That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-history
of society, the social organisation existing previous
to recorded history, was all but unknown. Since
then, Haxthausen discovered common ownership

of land in Russia, Mautrer proved it to be the $0Cig)
foundation from which all Teutonic races starteq
in history, and by and by village communities wer,
found to be, or to have been the primitive forp,
of society everywhere from India to Ireland. The
inner organisation of this primitive Communistj,
society was laid bare, in its typical form, by Morgan’g
crowning discovery of the true nature of the gep;
and its relation to the fribe. With the dissolution of
these primaeval communities society begins to be
differentiated into separate and finally antagonistjc
classes. I have attempted to retrace this process
of dissolution in: “Der Ursprung der Familie, deg
Privateigenthums und des Staats” [The Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State], 2nd edition,
Stuttgart 1886. [Engels, English edition of 1888]
Guild-master, that is, a full member of a guild, 4
master within, not a head of a guild. [Engels, English
edition of 1888]

“Commune” was the name taken, in France, by the
nascent towns even before they had conquered from
their feudal lords and masters local self-government
and political rights as the “Third Estate.” Generally
speaking, for the economical development of the
bourgeoisie, England is here taken as the typical
country; for its political development, France,
[Engels, English edition of 1888]

This was the name given their urban communities
by the townsmen of Italy and France, after they
had purchased or wrested their initial rights of self-
government from their feudal lords. [Engels, German
edition of 1890]

Subsequently Marx pointed out that the worker sells
not his labour but his labour power.

1. Go online to Write Out Loud about how the bourgeoisie “forged the
weapons that bring death to itself.”

2. Logon to Marx's Profile Page for more on his theory of historical materialism
and class struggle.

3. Take a look at renowned Marxist scholar Erik Olin Wright's Real Utopias
Project, listed in the Networks of Capital Supplementary Sources.
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PART I. COMMODITIES AND MONEY
CHAPTER |. COMMODITIES

section 1. The two factors of a commodity:
use-value and value (the substance of value
and the magnitude of value)

The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist
mode of production prevails, presents itself as “an
immense accumulation of commodities,”! its unit
being a single commodity. Our investigation must
therefore begin with the analysis of a commodity.

A commodity is, in the first place, an object
outside us, a thing that by its properties satisfies
human wants of some sort or another. The nature of
such wants, whether, for instance, they spring from
the stomach or from fancy, makes no difference.?
Neither are we here concerned to know how the
object satisfies these wants, whether directly as means
of subsistence, or indirectly as means of production.

Every useful thing, as iron, paper, &c., may be
looked at from the two points of view of quality and
Quantity. It is an assemblage of many properties, and
may therefore be of use in various ways. To discover
the various uses of things is the work of history.3
So also is the establishment of socially-recognised
Standards of measure for the quantities of these
useful objects. The diversity of these measures has
its origin partly in the diverse nature of the objects
to be measured, partly in convention.

Karl Marx

The utility of a thing makes it a use-value.* But
this utility is not a thing of air. Being limited by
the physical properties of the commodity, it has no
existence apart from that commodity. A commodity,
such asiron, corn, or a diamond, is therefore, so far as
it is a material thing, a use-value, something useful.
This property of a commodity is independent of the
amount of labour required to appropriate its useful
qualities. When treating of use-value, we always
assume to be dealing with definite quantities, such
as dozens of watches, yards of linen, or tons of iron.
The use-values of commodities furnish the material
for a special study, that of the commercial knowledge
of commodities.® Use-values become a reality only
by use or consumption: they also constitute the
substance of all wealth, whatever may be the social
form of that wealth. In the form of society we are
about to consider, they are, in addition, the material
depositories of exchange-value.

Exchange-value, at first sight, presents itself as
a quantitative relation, as the proportion in which
values in use of one sort are exchanged for those of
another sort, a relation constantly changing with
time and place. Hence exchange-value appears to
be something accidental and purely relative, and
consequently an intrinsic value, i.e., an exchange-
value that is inseparably connected with, inherent
in commodities, seems a contradiction in terms.’
Let us consider the matter a little more closely.

A given commodity, e.g., a quarter of wheat is
exchanged for x blacking, y silk, or z gold, &c.—in
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short, for other commodities in the most different
proportions. Instead of one exchange-value, the
wheat has, therefore, a great many. But since X
blacking, y silk, or z gold, &c., each represent the
exchange-value of one quarter of wheat, x blacking,
y silk, z gold, &c., must, as exchange-values, be
replaceable by each other, or equal to each other.
Therefore, first: the valid exchange-values of a given
commodity express something equal; secondly,
exchange-value, generally, is only the mode of
expression, the phenomenal form, of something
contained in it, yet distinguishable from it.

Let us take two commodities, ¢.g., corn and iron.
The proportions in which they are exchangeable,
whatever those proportions may be, can always
be represented by an equation in which a given
quantity of corn is equated to some quantity of
iron: e.g., 1 quarter corn = x cwt. iron. What does
this equation tell us? It tells us that in two different
things—in 1 quarter of corn and x cwt. of iron,
there exists in equal quantities something common
to both. The two things must therefore be equal to
a third, which in itself is neither the one nor the
other. Each of them, so far as it is exchange-value,
must therefore be reducible to this third.

A simple geometrical illustration will make this
clear, In order to calculate and compare the areas of
rectilinear figures, we decompose them into trian-
gles. But the area of the triangle itself is expressed
by something totally different from its visible fig-
ure, namely, by half the product of the base into the
altitude. In the same way the exchange-values of
commodities must be capable of being expressed in
terms of something common to them all, of which
thing they represent a greater or less quantity.

This common “something” cannot be either
a geometrical, a chemical, or any other natural
property of commodities. Such properties claim
our attention only in so far as they affect the utility
of those commodities, make them use-values. But
the exchange of commodities is evidently an act
characterised by a total abstraction from use-value.
Then one use-value is just as good as another,

provided only it be present in sufficient quantity,
Or, as old Barbon says, “one sort of wares are ag
good as another, if the values be equal. There is p
difference or distinction in things of equal value,
An hundred pounds’ worth of lead or iron, is of asl
great value as one hundred pounds’ worth of silyg,
or gold.” As use-values, commodities are, above al|,
of different qualities, but as exchange-values they
are merely different quantities, and consequentjy
do not contain an atom of use-value.

If then we leave out of consideration the use.
value of commodities, they have only one commeop
property left, that of being products of labour. Byt
even the product of labour itself has undergone ,
change in our hands. If we make abstraction from
its use-value, we make abstraction at the same time
from the material elements and shapes that make
the product a use-value; we see in it no longer 3
table, a house, yarn, or any other useful thing. Its
existence as a material thing is put out of sight,
Neither can it any longer be regarded as the product
of the labour of the joiner, the mason, the spinner,
or of any other definite kind of productive labour.
Along with the useful qualities of the products
themselves, we put out of sight both the useful
character of the various kinds of labour embodied in
them, and the concrete forms of that labout; there is
nothing left but what is common to them all; all are
reduced to one and the same sort of labour, human
labour in the abstract.

Let us now consider the residue of each of
these products; it consists of the same unsubstantial
reality in each, a mere congelation of homogeneous
human labour, of labour-power expended without
regard to the mode of its expenditure. All that these
things now tell us is, that human labour-power has
been expended in their production, that human
labour is embodied in them. When looked at
crystals of this social substance, common to them
all, they are—Values.

We have seen that when commodities art
exchanged, their exchange-value manifests itself
as something totally independent of their us¢
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Jalue. But if we abstract from their use-value, there
remains their Value as defined above. Therefore,
¢he common substance that manifests itself in the
exchange-value of commodities, whenever they
are exchanged, is their value. The progress of our
jnvestigation will show that exchange-value is the
only form in which the value of commodities can
manifest itself or be expressed. For the present,
however, we have to consider the nature of value
independently of this, its form.

A use-value, or useful article, therefore, has
value only because human labour in the abstract has
peen embodied or materialised in it. How, then, is
the magnitude of this value to be measured? Plainly,
py the quantity of the value-creating substance, the
labour, contained in the article. The quantity of
labour, however, is measured by its duration, and
labour-time in its turn finds its standard in weeks,
days, and hours.

Some people might think that if the value of
a commodity is determined by the quantity of
labour spent on it, the more idle and unskillful the
labourer, the more valuable would his commodity
be, because more time would be required in its
production. The labour, however, that forms the
substance of value, is homogeneous human labour,
expenditure of one uniform labour-power. The total
labour-power of society, which is embodied in the
sum total of the values of all commodities produced
by that society, counts here as one homogeneous
mass of human labour-power, composed though it
be of innumerable individual units. Each of these
units is the same as any other, so far as it has the
character of the average labour-power of society,
and takes effect as such; that is, so far as it requires
for producing a commodity, no more time than
Is needed on an average, no more than is socially
necessary. The labour-time socially necessary is that
fequired to produce an article under the normal
tonditions of production, and with the average
degree of skill and intensity prevalent at the time,
The introduction of power-looms into England
Probably reduced by one-half the labour required
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to weave a given quantity of yatn into cloth. The
handloom weavers, as a matter of fact, continued
to require the same time as before; but for all that,
the product of one hour of their labour represented
after the change only half an hour’s social labour,
and consequently fell to one-half its former value.

We see then that that which determines
the magnitude of the value of any article is the
amount of labour socially necessary, or the labour-
time socially necessary for its production.® Each
individual commodity, in this connexion, is to
be considered as an average sample of its class.®
Commodities, therefore, in which equal quantities
of labour are embodied, or which can be produced
in the same time, have the same value. The value of
one commodity is to the value of any other, as the
labour-time necessary for the production of the one
is to that necessary for the production of the other.
“As values, all commodities are only definite masses
of congealed labour-time.”

The value of a commodity would therefore
remain constant, if the labour-time required for its
production also remained constant. But the latter
changes with every variation in the productiveness
of labour. This productiveness is determined by
various cicumstances, amongst others, by the
average amount of skill of the workmen, the state of
science, and the degree of its practical application,
the social organisation of production, the extent
and capabilities of the means of production, and
by physical conditions. For example, the same
amount of labour in favourable seasons is embodied
in 8 bushels of corn, and in unfavourable, only
in four. The same labour extracts from rich mines
more metal than from poor mines. Diamonds are
of very rate occurrence on the earth’s surface, and
hence their discovery costs, on an average, a great
deal of labour-time. Consequently much labour
is represented in a small compass. Jacob doubts
whether gold has ever been paid for at its full value.
This applies still more to diamonds. According
to Eschwege, the total produce of the Brazilian
diamond mines for the eighty years, ending in 1823,
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had not realised the price of one-and-a-half years’
average produce of the sugar and coffee plantations
of the same country, although the diamonds cost
much more labour, and therefore represented
more value. With richer mines, the same quantity
of labour would embody itself in more diamonds,
and their value would fall. If we could succeed at a
small expenditure of labour, in converting carbon
into diamonds, their value might fall below that of
bricks. In general, the greater the productiveness of
labour, the less is the labour-time required for the
production of an article, the less is the amount of
labour crystallised in that article, and the less is its
value; and vice versa, the less the productiveness of
labour, the greater is the labour-time required for the
production of an article, and the greater is its value.
The value of a commodity, therefore, varies directly
as the quantity, and inversely as the productiveness,
of the labour incorporated in it.

A thing can be a use-value, without having
value. This is the case whenever its utility to
man is not due to labour. Such are air, virgin soil,
natural meadows, &c. A thing can be useful, and
the product of human labour, without being a
commodity. Whoever directly satisfies his wants
with the produce of his own labour, creates, indeed,
use-values, but no commodities. In order to produce
the latter, he must not only produce use-values,
but use-values for others, social use-values. (And
not only for others, without more. The mediaeval
peasant produced quit-rent-corn for his feudal lord
and tithe-corn for his parson. But neither the quit-
rent-corn nor the tithe-corn became commodities
by reason of the fact that they had been produced
for others. To become a commodity a product must
be transferred to another, whom it will serve as a use-
value, by means of an exchange.)! Lastly nothing
can have value, without being an object of utility. If
the thing is useless, so is the labour contained in it;
the labour does not count as labour, and therefore
creates no value.

Section 4. The fetishism of commodities
and the secret thereof

A commodity appears, at first sight, a very trivig
thing, and easily understood. Its analysis shows
that it is, in reality, a very queer thing, abounding
in metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties,
So far as it is a value in use, there is nothing
mysterious about it, whether we consider it from
the point of view that by its properties it is capable
of satisfying human wants, or from the point that
those properties are the product of human labour,
It is as clear as noon-day, that man, by his industry,
changes the forms of the materials furnished by
Nature, in such a way as to make them useful to
him. The form of wood, for instance, is altered, by
making a table out of it. Yet, for all that, the table
continues to be that common, every-day thing,
wood. But, so soon as it steps forth as a commodity,
it is changed into something transcendent. It not
only stands with its feet on the ground, but, in
relation to all other commodities, it stands on its
head, and evolves out of its wooden brain grotesque
ideas, far more wonderful than “table-turning” ever
was.

The mystical character of commodities does not
originate, therefore, in their use-value. Just as little
does it proceed from the nature of the determining
factors of value. For, in the first place, however
varied the useful kinds of labour, or productive
activities, may be, it is a physiological fact, that
they are functions of the human organism, and that
each such function, whatever may be its nature or
form, is essentially the expenditure of human brain,
nerves, muscles, &c. Secondly, with regard to that
which forms the ground-work for the quantitative
determination of value, namely, the duration
of that expenditure, or the quantity of labour,
it is quite clear that there is a palpable difference
between its quantity and quality. In all states of
society, the labour-time that it costs to produce the
means of subsistence, must necessarily be an object
of interest to mankind, though not of equal interest
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- different stages of development." And lastly,
[-I.l m the moment that men in any way work for one
" ther, their labour assumes a social form.
whence, then, arises the enigmatical character
of the product of labour, so soon as it assumes
the form of commodities? Clearly from this form
jtself. The equality of all sorts of human labour is
expfessed objectively by their products all being
equally values; the measure of the expenditure of
Jabour-power by the duration of that expenditure,
takes the form of the quantity of value of the
products of labour; and finally, the mutual relations
of the producers, within which the social character
of their labour affirms itself; take the form of a social
relation between the products.

A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing,
simply because in it the social character of men’s
labour appears to them as an objective character
stamped upon the product of that labour; because
the relation of the producers to the sum total of their
own labour is presented to them as a social relation,
existing not between themselves, but between
the products of their labour. This is the reason
why the products of labour become commodities,
social things whose qualities are at the same time
perceptible and imperceptible by the senses. In the
same way the light from an object is perceived by us
not as the subjective excitation of our optic nerve,
but as the objective form of something outside the
eye itself. But, in the act of seeing, there is at all
events; an actual passage of light from one thing to
another, from the external object to the eye, There is
a physical relation between physical things. But it is
different with commodities. There, the existence of
the things qua commodities, and the value-relation
between the products of labour which stamps them
as commodities, have absolutely no connexion
with their physical properties and with the material
Ielations arising therefrom. There it is a definite
Social relation between men, that assumes, in
their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between
things, In order, therefore, to find an analogy, we
Must have recourse to the mist-enveloped regions

ano
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of the religious world. In that world the productions
of the human brain appear as independent beings
endowed with life, and entering into relation both
with one another and the human race. So it is in the
world of commodities with the products of men’s
hands. This I call the Fetishism which attaches
itself to the products of labour, so soon as they are
produced as commodities, and which is therefore
inseparable from the production of commodities.

This Fetishism of commodities has its origin,
as the foregoing analysis has already shown, in the
peculiar social character of the labour that produces
them.

As a general rule, articles of utility become
commodities, only because they are products
of the labour of private individuals or groups of
individuals who carry on their work independently
of each other. The sum total of the labour of all
these private individuals forms the aggregate labour
of society. Since the producers do not come into
social contact with each other until they exchange
their products, the specific social character of each
producer’s labour does not show itself except in the
act of exchange. In other words, the labour of the
individual asserts itself as a part of the labour of
society, only by means of the relations which the
act of exchange establishes directly between the
products, and indirectly, through them, between
the producers. To the latter, therefore, the relations
connecting the labour of one individual with that
of the rest appear, not as direct social relations
between individuals at work, but as what they
really are, material relations between persons and
social relations between things. It is only by being
exchanged that the products of labour acquire, as
values, one uniform social status, distinct from their
varied forms of existence as objects of utility. This
division of a product into a useful thing and a value
becomes practically important, only when exchange
has acquired such an extension that useful articles
are produced for the purpose of being exchanged,
and their character as values has therefore to be
taken into account, beforehand, during production.
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From this moment the labour of the individual
producer acquires socially a two-fold character.
On the one hand, it must, as a definite useful kind
of labour, satisfy a definite social want, and thus
hold its place as part and parcel of the collective
labour of all, as a branch of a social division of
labour that has sprung up spontaneously. On the
other hand, it can satisfy the manifold wants of the
individual producer himself, only in so far as the
mutual exchangeability of all kinds of useful private
labour is an established social fact, and therefore the
private useful labour of each producer ranks on an
equality with that of all others. The equalisation of
the most different kinds of labour can be the result
only of an abstraction from their inequalities, or
of reducing them to their common denominator,
viz., expenditure of human labour-power or human
labour in the abstract. The two-fold social character
of the labour of the individual appears to him,
when reflected in his brain, only under those forms
which are impressed upon that labour in every-day
practice by the exchange of products. In this way,
the character that his own labour possesses of being
socially useful takes the form of the condition, that
the product must be not only useful, but useful
for others, and the social character that his parti-
cular labour has of being the equal of all other
particular kinds of labour, takes the form that all
the physically different articles that are the products
of labour, have one common quality, viz., that of
having value.

Hence, when we bring the products of our
labour into relation with each other as values, it
is not because we see in these articles the material
receptacles of homogeneous human labour, Quite
the contrary: whenever, by an exchange, we equate
as values our different products, by that very act,
we also equate, as human labour, the different kinds
of labour expended upon them. We are not aware
of this, nevertheless we do it. Value, therefore, does
not stalk about with a label describing what it is.
It is value, rather, that converts every product into
a social hieroglyphic. Later on, we try to decipher

the hieroglyphic, to get behind the secret of gy,
own social products; for to stamp an object of
utility as a value, is just as much a social product ag
language. The recent scientific discovery, that th,
products of labour, so far as they are values, are by
material expressions of the human labour spent i
their production, marks, indeed, an epoch in the
history of the development of the human race, but,
by no means, dissipates the mist through whicy,
the social character of labour appears to us to bg
an objective character of the products themselveg
The fact, that in the particular form of productiop
with which we are dealing, viz., the production of
commodities, the specific social character of private
labour carried on independently, consists in the
equality of every kind of that labour, by virtue of
its being human labour, which character, therefore,
assumes in the product the form of value—this
fact appears to the producers, notwithstanding the
discovery above referred to, to be just as real and
final, as the fact, that, after the discovery by science
of the component gases of air, the atmosphere itself
remained unaltered.

1. Karl Marx, “Zur Kritik der Politischen Oekonomie.”
Berlin, 1859, p. 3. [Marx]

2. "Desire implies want; it is the appetite of the
mind, and as natural as hunger to the body. ... The
greatest number (of things) have their value from
supplying the wants of the mind.” Nicholas Barbon:
“A Discourse Concerning Coining the New Money
Lighter. In Answer to Mr. Locke’s Considerations,”
&c., London, 1696, pp. 2, 3. [Marx]

3. “Things have an intrinsick vertue” (this is Barbon's
special term for value in use) “which in all places
have the same vertue; as the loadstone to attract
iron” (1. c., p. 6). The property which the magnet
possesses of attracting iron, became of use only after
by means of that property the polarity of the magnet
had been discovered. [Marx]

4. “The natural worth of anything consists in its fitnes$
to supply the necessities, or serve the conveniences
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by the quantity of labour necessarily required and
commonly taken in producing them.” (“Some
Thoughts on the Interest of Money in General, and
Particularly in the Publick F'unds, &c.” Lond., p. 36.)
This remarkable anonymous work, written in the
last century, bears no date. It is clear, however, from
internal evidence, that it appeared in the reign of
George II. about 1739 or 1740. [Marx]

::,,:Imuu- word for its reflexion. [Marx] 9. “Toutes les productions d'un méme genre ne
pourgeols societles the economic fctio juris forment proprement qu’une masse, dont le prix se

5 lﬂ-{-\:;sirw. that every one, as a buyer, possesses an détermine en général et sans égard aux circonstances
::-tc,\'l'l-"I“'*"-"-“" knowledge of commodities, [Marx] particulicres.” (Le Trosne, 1. c., p. 893.) [Marx]

v valeur consiste dans le rapport d’échange qui 10, T am inserting parentheses because its omission has

B se trouve entre telle chose et telle autre, entre telle often given rise to the misunderstanding that every
mesure d'une production, et telle mesure d’'une product that is consumed by some one other than its
autre.” (Le Trosne: “De I'Intérét Social.” Physiocrates, producer is considered in Marx a commodity. [Engels,
Ed. Daire. Paris, 1846. p. 889.) [Marx] 4th German edition)

2 “Nothing can have an intrinsick value.” (N. Barbon,  11. Among the ancient Germans the unit for measuring
1.¢., p. 6); or as Butler says— land was what could be harvested in a day, and was
«The value of a thing is just as much as it will bring.” called Tagwerk, Tagwanne (jurnale, or terra jurnalis,

[Marx] or diornalis), Mannsmaad, &c. (See G. L. von

g, “The value of them (the necessaries of life), when Maurer. “Einleitung zur Geschichte der Mark—, &c.

they are exchanged the one for another, is regulated Vertassung,” Minchen, 1854, p. 129 sq.) [Marx]
COMI \ )N WEBSI

1. Go online to Write Out Loud about how a commodity that you think has
become fetishized in modern society (and how we might de-fetishize it).

2. Logon to the Networks of Capital Supplementary Sources for a list of episodes

from the radio program This American Life about the “invention of money.”

3. Check out the Interactive Reading and discuss ways in which “collaborative

consumption” might be able to bring “the social” back in to our economic
activities.



ESTRANGED LABOUR?

We have proceeded from the premises of political
economy. We have accepted its language and its laws.
We presupposed private property, the separation
of labour, capital and land, and of wages, profit of
capital and rent of land—likewise division of labour,
competition, the concept of exchange-value, etc.
On the basis of political economy itself, in its own
words, we have shown that the worker sinks to the
level of a commodity and becomes indeed the most
wretched of commodities; that the wretchedness
of the worker is in inverse proportion to the
power and magnitude of his production; that the
necessaty result of competition is the accumulation
of capital in a few hands, and thus the restoration of
monopoly in a more terrible form; that finally the
distinction between capitalist and land-rentier, like
that between the tiller of the soil and the factory-
worker, disappears and that the whole of society
must fall apart into the two classes—the property-
owners and the propertyless workers,

[.]

Now, therefore, we have to grasp the essential con-
nection between private property, avarice, and the
separation of labour, capital and landed property;
between exchange and competition, value and the
devaluation of men, monopoly and competition,
etc.; the connection between this whole estrange-
ment and the money-system.

Karl Marx

Do not let us go back to a fictitious primordia]
condition as the political economist does, When
he tries to explain. Such a primordial condition
explains nothing. He merely pushes the question
away into a grey nebulous distance. He assumes in
the form of fact, of an event, what he is supposed
to deduce—namely, the mnecessary relationship
between two things—between, for example, division
of labour and exchange. Theology in the same way
explains the origin of evil by the fall of man: that is,
it assumes as a fact, in historical form, what has to
be explained.

We proceed from an actual economic fact.

The worker becomes all the poorer the more
wealth he produces, the more his production
increases in power and range. The worker becomes
an ever cheaper commodity the more commuodities
he creates. With the increasing value of the world of
things proceeds in direct proportion the devaluation
of the world of men. Labour produces not only
commodities; it produces itself and the worker as a
commodity—and does so in the proportion in which
it produces commodities generally.

This fact expresses merely that the object which
labour produces—labour’s product—confronts it as
something alien, as a power independent of the pro-
ducer. The product of labour is labour which has
been congealed in an object, which has become
material: it is the objectification of labour. Labour’s
realization is its objectification. In the condition’
dealt with by political economy this realizatio?
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abour appears as loss of reality for the workers;
of ! ctification as loss of the object and object=bonduge;
oble” ,priation as estrangement, as alienation.”
T)I:,(I] much does labour's realization appear as loss
of peallty that the worker loses reality to the point
of starving to death. So much does objectification
sear as loss of the object that the worker is robbed
: ( _he(ﬂ]]mlh most necessary not only for his life but
fﬂ' nis work. Indeed, labour itself becomes an object
which he can get hold of only with the greatest
effort and with the most irregular interruptions. So
much does the appropriation of the object appear
a5 estrangement that the more objects the worker
yroduces the fewer can he possess and the more he
}.'ails under the dominion of his produict, capital.

All these consequences are contained in the
definition that the worker is related to the product of
nis labour as to an alien object. For on this premise it
is clear that the more the worker spends himself, the
more powerful the alien objective world becomes
which he creates over-against himself, the poorer
he himself—his inner world—becomes, the less
belongs to him as his own. It is the same in religion.
The more man puts into God, the less he retains in
himself. The worker puts his life into the object; but
now his life no longer belongs to him but to the
object. Hence, the greater this activity, the greater is
the worker’s lack of objects. Whatever the product
of his labour is, he is not. Therefore the greater this
product, the less is he himself. The alienation of the
worker in his product means not only that his labour
becomes an object, an external existence, but that
it exists outside him, independently, as something
alien to him, and that it becomes a power of its own
confronting him; it means that the life which he has
conferred on the object confronts him as something
hostile and alien.

Let us now look more closely at the objectifica-
tion, at the production of the worker; and therein at
the estrangement, the loss of the object, his product.

The worker can create nothing without nature,
Wwithout the sensuous external world. 1t is the material
Oon which his labor is manifested, in which it is

active, from which and by means of which it
produces.

But just as nature provides labor with the means
of life in the sense that labour cannot live without
objects on which to operate, on the other hand, it
also provides the means of life in the more restricted
sense—i.e,, the means for the physical subsistence
of the worker himself.

Thus the more the worker by his labour
appropriates the external world, sensuous nature,
the more he deprives himself of means of life in
the double respect: first, that the sensuous external
world more and more ceases to be an object
belonging to his labour—to be his labour’s means of
life; and secondly, that it more and more ceases to
be means of life in the immediate sense, means for
the physical subsistence of the worker.

Thus in this double respect the worker becomes
a slave of his object, first, in that he receives an object
of labour, i.e., in that he receives work; and secondly,
in that he receives means of subsistence. Therefore, it
enables him to exist, first, as a worker; and, second,
as a physical subject. The extremity of this bondage
is that it is only as a worker that he continues to
maintain himself as a physical subject, and that it is
only as a physical subject that he is a worker.

(The laws of political economy express the
estrangement of the worker in his object thus:
the more the worker produces, the less he has to
consume; the more values he creates, the more
valueless, the more unworthy he becomes; the better
formed his product, the more deformed becomes
the worker; the more civilized his object, the more
barbarous becomes the worker; the mightier labour
becomes, the more powerless becomes the worker;
the more ingenious labour becomes, the duller
becomes the worker and the more he becomes
nature’s bondsman.)

Political economy conceals the estrangement

inherent in the nature of labour by not considering the
direct relationship between the worker (labour) and
production. It is true that labour produces for the rich
wonderful things—but for the worker it produces
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privation. It produces palaces—but for the worker,
hovels. It produces beauty—but for the worker,
deformity. It replaces labour by machines—but
some of the workers it throws back to a barbarous
type of labour, and the other workers it turns into
machines. It produces intelligence—but for the
worker idiocy, cretinism.

The direct relationship of labour to its produce is the
relationship of the worker to the objects of his production.
The relationship of the man of means to the objects
of his production and to production itself is only a
consequence of this first relationship—and confirms
it. We shall consider this other aspect later.

When we ask, then, what is the essential rela-
tionship of labour we are asking about the relation-
ship of the worker to production.

Till now we have been considering the estrange-
ment, the alienation of the worker only in one of its
aspects, i.e., the worket's relationship to the products
of his labour. But the estrangement is manifested
not only in the result but in the act of production—
within the producing activity itself. How would the
worker come to face the product of his activity as a
stranger, were it not that in the very act of produc-
tion he was estranging himself from himself? The
product is after all but the summary of the activ-
ity of production. If then the product of labour is
alienation, production itself must be active aliena-
tion, the alienation of activity, the activity of aliena-
tion. In the estrangement of the object of labour is
merely summarized the estrangement, the aliena-
tion, in the activity of labour itself.

What, then, constitutes the alienation of labour?

First, the fact that labour is external to the
worker, i.e., it does not belong to his essential
being; that in his work, therefore, he does not affirm
himself but denies himself, does not feel content
but unhappy, does not develop freely his physical
and mental energy but mortifies his body and ruins
his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself
outside his work, and in his work feels outside
himself. He is at home when he is not working, and
when he is working he is not at home. His labour

is therefore not voluntary, but coerced; it is forced
labour. 1t is therefore not the satisfaction of a neeq.
it is merely a means to satisfy needs external to itl_
Its alien character emerges clearly in the fact that
as soon as no physical or other compulsion exists,
labour is shunned like the plague. External labouy,
labour in which man alienates himself, is a laboy
of self-sacrifice, of mortification. Lastly, the externa]
character of labour for the worker appears in the
fact that it is not his own, but someone else’s, that
it does not belong to him, that in it he belongs, not
to himself, but to another. Just as in religion the
spontaneous activity of the human imagination,
of the human brain and the human heart, operates
independently of the individual—that is, operates
on him as an alien, divine or diabolical activity—
in the same way the worket’s activity is not his
spontaneous activity. It belongs to another; it is the
loss of his self.

As a result, therefore, man (the worker) no
longer feels himself to be freely active in any but his
animal functions—eating, drinking, procreating, or
at most in his dwelling and in dressing-up, etc.; and
in his human functions he no longer feels himself to
be anything but an animal. What is animal becomes
human and what is human becomes animal.

Certainly eating, drinking, procreating, etc,
are also genuinely human functions. But in the
abstraction which separates them from the sphere
of all other human activity and turns them into sole
and ultimate ends, they are animal.

We have considered the act of estranging
practical human activity, labour, in two of its
aspects. (1) The relation of the worker to the product
of labour as an alien object exercising power over
him. This relation is at the same time the relation to
the sensuous external world, to the objects of nature
as an alien world antagonistically opposed to him.
(2) The relation of labour to the act of production
within the labour process. This relation is the relation
of the worker to his own activity as an alien activity
not belonging to him; it is activity as suffering,
strength as weakness, begetting as emasculating,




ed; it is forceg
ion of a Neeg,
external to jt,
| the fact thyy
pulsion exXists,
¢ternal labom,
elf, is a laboyy
y, the externg]
\ppears in the
ne else’s, that
e belongs, not
n religion the

imagination,
1eart, operates
at is, operates
lical activity—
ity is not his
other; it is the

ie worket) no
in any but his
Jrocreating, or
g-up, etc.; and
‘eels himself to
1imal becomes
animal.

creating, etc.,
1s. But in the
»m the sphere
them into sole

of estranging
in two of its
t to the product
1g power ovet
the relation to
Yjects of nature
yposed to him.
t of production
1is the relationt
n alien activity
y as suffering,
emasculating,

ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1844 139

- wol‘kl"'_"; own [Jfly..‘iil_‘f.lll and mental mler%.,ry, his
wconal life or what is life other than activity—as
“11:(”\4[\: which is turned against him, neither
de ;-;ml“ uln nor belongs to .1.1.'1111. Here we have self-
.-xi-'""”-"wm'm' as we had previously the estrangement
of the thing. ) '

Wwe have yet a third aspect of estranged labour to
educe from the two already considered.

Man is a species being, not only because in
ractice and in theory he adopts the species as his
object (his own as well as those of other things),
put—and this is only another way of expressing
jt—but also because he treats himself as the actual,
living species; because he treats himself as a universal
and therefore a free being.

The life of the species, both in man and in
animals, consists physically in the fact that man
(like the animal) lives on inorganic nature; and the
more univetsal man is compared with an animal,
the more universal is the sphere of inorganic nature
on which he lives. Just as plants, animals, stones,
the air, light, etc., constitute a part of human
consciousness in the realm of theory, partly as
objects of natural science, partly as objects of art—
his spiritual inorganic nature, spiritual nourishment
which he must first prepare to make it palatable
and digestible—so too in the realm of practice they
constitute a part of human life and human activity.
Physically man lives only on these products of
nature, whether they appear in the form of food,
heating, clothes, a dwelling, or whatever it may be.
The universality of man is in practice manifested
precisely in the universality which makes all nature
his inorganic body—both inasmuch as nature is
(1) his direct means of life, and (2) the material,
the object, and the instrument of his life-activity.
Nature is man’s inorganic body—nature, that is, in so
far as it is not itself the human body. Man lives on
Nature—means that nature is his body, with which
he must remain in continuous intercourse if he is
N0t to die. That man’s physical and spiritual life is
linked to nature means simply that nature is linked
to itself, for man is a part of nature.

d

In estranging from man (1) nature, and (2)
himself, his own active functions, his life-activity,
estranged labour estranges the species from man.
It turns for him the life of the species into a means
of individual life. First it estranges the life of the
species and individual life, and secondly it makes
individual life in its abstract form the purpose of
the life of the species, likewise in its abstract and
estranged form.

For in the first place labour, life-activity,
productive life itself, appears to man merely as a
means of satisfying a need—the need to maintain
the physical existence. Yet the productive life is the
life of the species. It is life-engendering life. The
whole character of a species—its species character—
is contained in the character of its life-activity; and
free, conscious activity is man'’s species character.
Life itself appears only as a means to life.

The animal is immediately identical with its
life-activity. It does not distinguish itself from it. It is
its life-activity. Man makes his life-activity itself the
object of his will and of his consciousness. He has
conscious life-activity. It is not a determination with
which he directly merges. Conscious life-activity
directly distinguishes man from animal life-activity.
[t is just because of this that he is a species being. Or
it is only because he is a species being that he is a
Conscious Being, i.e., that his own life is an object
for him. Only because of that is his activity free
activity. Estranged labour reverses this relationship,
so that it is just because man is a conscious being
that he makes his life-activity, his essential being, a
mere means to his existence.

In creating an objective world by his practical
activity, in working-up inorganic nature, man proves
himself a conscious species being, i.e., as a being
that treats the species as its own essential being,
or that treats itself as a species being. Admittedly
animals also produce. They build themselves nests,
dwellings, like the bees, beavers, ants, etc. But an
animal only produces what it immediately needs
for itself or its young. It produces one-sidedly,
whilst man produces universally. It produces only
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under the dominion of immediate physical need,
whilst man produces even when he is free from
physical need and only truly produces in freedom
therefrom. An animal produces only itself, whilst
man reproduces the whole of nature. An animal’s
product belongs immediately to its physical body,
whilst man freely confronts his product. An animal
forms things in accordance with the standard and
the need of the species to which it belongs, whilst
man knows how to produce in accordance with the
standard of every species, and knows how to apply
everywhere the inherent standard to the object.
Man therefore also forms things in accordance with
the laws of beauty.

It is just in the working-up of the objective
world, therefore, that man first really proves himself
to be a species being. This production is his active
species life. Through and because of this production,
nature appeats as his work and his reality. The object
of labour is, therefore, the objectification of man’s
species life: for he duplicates himself not only, as in
consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, in
reality, and therefore he contemplates himself in a
world that he has created. In tearing away from man
the object of his production, therefore, estranged
labour tears from him his species life, his real species
objectivity, and transforms his advantage over
animals into the disadvantage that his inorganic
body, nature, is taken from him.

Similarly, in degrading spontaneous activity,
free activity, to a means, estranged labour makes
man’s species life a means to his physical existence.

The consciousness which man has of his species
is thus transformed by estrangement in such a way
that the species life becomes for him a means.

Estranged labour turns thus:

(3) Man’s species being, both nature and his
spiritual species property, into a being alien to him,
into a means to his individual existence. It estranges
man’s own body from him, as it does external nature
and his spiritual essence, his human being,

(4) An immediate consequence of the fact that
man is estranged from the product of his labous,

from his life-activity, from his species being is the
estrangement of man from man. If a man is confronte(1
by himself, he is confronted by the other May,
What applies to a man’s relation to his work, to the
product of his labour and to himself, also holdg of
a man'’s relation to the other man, and to the Othey
man's labour and object of labour.

In fact, the proposition that man’s specieg
nature is estranged from him means that one may
is estranged from the other, as each of them is frop,
man'’s essential nature.?®

The estrangement of man, and in fact every
relationship in which man stands to himself, is first
realized and expressed in the relationship in which
a man stands to other men.

Hence within the relationship of estranged
labour each man views the other in accordance with
the standard and the position in which he finds
himself as a worker.

We took our departure from a fact of political
economy—the estrangement of the worker and his
production. We have formulated the concept of this
fact—estranged, alienated labour. We have analysed
this concept—hence analysing merely a fact of
political economy.

Let us now see, further, how in real life the
concept of estranged, alienated labour must express
and present itself.

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

If my own activity does not belong to me, if it
is an alien, a coerced activity, to whom, then, does
it belong?

To a being other than me.

Who is this being?

The gods? To be sure, in the earliest times the
principal production (for example, the building of
temples, etc., in Egypt, India and Mexico) appears
to be in the service of the gods, and the product
belongs to the gods. However, the gods on their own
were never the lords of labour. No more was nature.
And what a contradiction it would be if, the more
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an subjugated nature by his labour and the more
e miracles of 111F'Ig0ds were rendered superfluous
by the Il]it'-’\(‘itfﬁ of |_|1t|u..\'.lry, ‘llw more man were to
rénoum‘e the joy of production and the enjoyment
of the produce in favour of these powers,

The afien being, to whom labour and the

roduce of labour belongs, in whose service labour
s done and for whose benefit the produce of labour
is prm.-tded, can only be man himself.

[f the product of labour does not belong to the
worker, if it confronts him as an alien power, this
can only be because it belongs to some other man
than the worker. If the worketr’s activity is a torment
to him, to another it must be delight and his life's
joy. Not the gods, not nature, but only man himself
can be this alien power over man.

We must bear in mind the above-stated propo-
sition that man's relation to himself only becomes
objective and real for him through his relation to the
other man. Thus, if the product of his labour, his
labour objectified, is for him an alien, hostile, pow-
erful object independent of him, then his position
towards it is such that someone else is master of this
object, someone who is alien, hostile, powerful, and
independent of him. If his own activity is to him
an unfree activity, then he is treating it as activity
performed in the service, under the dominion, the
coercion and the yoke of another man,

Every self-estrangement of man from himself
and from nature appears in the relation in which
he places himself and nature to men other than
and differentiated from himself. For this reason
religious self-estrangement necessarily appears
in the relationship of the layman to the priest, or
again to a mediator, etc., since we are here dealing
with the intellectual world. In the real practical
world self-estrangement can only become manifest
through the real practical relationship to other
men. The medium through which estrangement
takes place is itself practical. Thus through estranged
labour man not only engenders his relationship to
the object and to the act of production as to powers
that are alien and hostile to him; he also engenders

the relationship in which other men stand to his
production and to his product, and the relationship
in which he stands to these other men. Just as he
begets his own production as the loss of his reality,
as his punishment; just as he begets his own product
as a loss, as a product not belonging to him; so
he begets the dominion of the one who does not
produce over production and over the product. Just
as he estranges from himself his own activity, so he
confers to the stranger activity which is not his own.

Till now we have only considered this relation-
ship from the standpoint of the worker and later we
shall be considering it also from the standpoint of
the non-worker.

Through estranged, alienated labour, then, the
worker produces the relationship to this labour
of a man alien to labour and standing outside it.
The relationship of the worker to labour engenders
the relation to it of the capitalist, or whatever
one chooses to call the master of labour. Private
property is thus the product, the result, the necessary
consequence, of alienated labour, of the external
relation of the worker to nature and to himself.

Private property thus results by analysis from the
concept of alienated labour—i.e., of alienated man, of
estranged labour, of estranged life, of estranged man.

True, it is as a result of the movement of private
property that we have obtained the concept of alien-
ated labour (of alienated life) from political economy.
But on analysis of this concept it becomes clear that
though private property appears to be the source,
the cause of alienated labour, it is really its conse-
quence, just as the gods in the beginning are not the
cause but the effect of man’s intellectual confusion.
Later this relationship becomes reciprocal.

Only at the very culmination of the development
of private property does this, its secret, re-emerge,
namely, that on the one hand it is the product of
alienated labour, and that secondly it is the means
by which labour alienates itself, the realization of this
alienation.

This exposition immediately sheds light on
various hitherto unsolved conflicts.
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(1) Political economy starts from labour as the
real soul of production; yet to labour it gives nothing,
and to private property everything. From this
contradiction Proudhon has concluded in favour of
labour and against private property. We understand,
however, that this apparent contradiction is the
contradiction of estranged labour with itself, and that
political economy has merely formulated the laws
of estranged labour.

We also understand, therefore, that wages and
private property are identical: where the product,
the object of labour pays for labour itself, the
wage is but a necessary consequence of labour’s
estrangement, for after all in the wage of labour,
labour does not appear as an end in itself but
as the servant of the wage. We shall develop this
point later, and meanwhile will only deduce some
conclusions.

A forcing-up of wages (disregarding all other
difficulties, including the fact that it would only
be by force, too, that the higher wages, being an
anomaly, could be maintained) would therefore be
nothing but better payment for the slave, and would
not conquer either for the worker or for labour their
human status and dignity.

Indeed, even the equality of wages demanded
by Proudhon only transforms the relationship
of the present-day worker to his labour into the

relationship of all men to labour. Society is they,
conceived as an abstract capitalist.

Wages are a direct consequence of estranged
labout, and estranged labour is the direct cause of
private property. The downfall of the one aspeq
must therefore mean the downfall of the other,

(2) From the relationship of estranged laboy,
to private property it further follows that the
emancipation of society from private DProperty,
etc,, from servitude, is expressed in the politicy
form of the emancipation of the workers; not thay
their emancipation alone was at stake but becayse
the emancipation of the workers contains universy]
human emancipation—and it contains this, becauyse
the whole of human servitude is involved in the
relation of the worker to production, and every
relation of servitude is but a modification ang
consequence of this relation.

1. Die Entfremdete Arbeit. See the Note on Texts and
Terminology, p. xli, above, for a discussion of this
term. [R.T)]

2. “Alienation”—Entdusserung.

3. “Species nature” (and, earlier, “species being”)—
Gattungswesen,; “man’s essential  nature”—
menschlichen Wesen.

1. Go online to Write Out Loud about how some of the most hated jobs in
America might be due to alienation.

2. Log on to Marx’s Profile Page for more on his theory of alienation.

3. For more on what Marx might think if he were around today, check
out Howard Zinn’s play Marx in Soho, listed in the Networks of Capital
Supplementary Sources.




