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1. ALIENATED LABOR

KARL MARX

Unpublished during Marx’s lifetime (1818-1883), The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844
provide key insights into the early period of his intellectual development. This excerpt concerns
alienated labor; it allows the reader to see the Hegelian-inspired philosopher begin to link philosophy
to the realm of economics. In this early critique of capitalism, alienation becomes the focus of Marx’s
analysis. He contends that as a result of a loss of control of the means of production, workers end up
alienated not only from the goods that they produce and the process of work itself but from fellow
humans, from themselves, and from nature. Wage labor means that workers are reduced to the level of

a commodity—an object.

/!
Je started from the presuppositions of

' lpu]ilic;ﬂ_economy,}We accepted its
yocabulary and 1ts laws. We presupposed private

property, the separation of labour, capital, and land,
and likewise of wages, profit, and ground rent; also
division of labour; competition; the concept of
exchange value, etc. Using the very words of political

economy we have demonstrated that the worker is
degraded to the most miserable Sort of commodity;
thatTRe misery of the worker is in inverse proportion
tg_ﬂje_ power and size of his production; that the
necessary result of competition is the accumulation

Political economy starts with the fact of private
property, it does not explain it to us, It conceives of
the material process that private property goes through
in reality in general abstract formulas which then have
for it a value of laws, It does not understand these laws,
i.e. it does not demonstrate how they arise from the
nature of private property. Political economy does not
afford us any explanation of the reason for the separa-
tion of labour and capital, of capital and land. When,
for example, political economy defines the relationship
of wages to profit from capital, the interest of the capi-
talist is the ultimate court of appeal, that is, it presup-

ol capital in a few hands, and thus a more terrible
restoration of monopoly; and that finally the distinc-
tion between capitalist and landlord, and that
between peasant_and industrial worker disappears
and the whole of society must fall apart into the two
classes of the property owners and the propertyless
workers,
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poses what should be_its re 1 the same way
compeliition enters the argument everywhere. 1t is
explained by exterior circumstances. But political
economy tells us nothing about how far these exterior,
apparently fortuitous circumstances are merely the
expression of a necessary development. We have seen
how it regards exchange itself as something fortuitous.
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'The only wheels that political economy
are greed and war among the greedy, compeltition...
~—T{1s just because political economy has not grasped
the connections in the movement that new contradic-
tions have arisen in its doctrines, for example, between
that of monopoly and that of competition, freedom of
craft and corporations, division of landed property and
large estates. For competition, free trade, and the divi-
sion of landed property were only seen as fortuitous
circumstances created by will and force, not developed
and comprehended as necessary, inevitable, and nat-
ural results of monopoly, corporations, and feudal
propetty.

So what we have to understand now is the essential
connection of private property, selfishness, the separa-
tion of labour, capital, and landed property, of exchange
and competition, of the value and degradation of man,
of monopoly and competition, etc.— the connection of
all this alienation with the money system.

Let us not be like the political economist who,
when he wishes to explain something, puts himself in
an imaginary original state of affairs. Such an original
stage of affairs explains nothing. He simply pushes the
question back into a grey and nebulous distance. He
presupposes as a fact and an event what he ought to be
deducing, namely the necessary connection between
the two things, for example, between the division of
labour and exchange. Similarly, the theologian explains
the origin of evil through the fall, i.e. he presupposes as
an historical fact what he should be explaining.

We start with a contemporary fact of political
economy:

The worker becomes poorer the richer is his produc-
tion, the more it increases in power and scope. The
worker becomes a commodity that is all the cheaper
the more commodities he creates. The depreciation of
the human world progresses in direct proportion to the
increase in value of the world of things. Labour does

| not only produce commodities; it produces itself and
the labourer as a commodity and that to the extent to
l which it produces commodities in general.

What this fact expresses is merely this: the object
that labour produces, its product, confronts it as an
alien being, as a power independent of the producer.
The product of labour is labour that has solidified

itself into an object, made itself into a thing, the

objectification of labour. The realization of labour is
its objectification. In political economy this realization
of labour appears as a loss of reality for the worker,
objectification as a loss of the object or slavery to it, and
appropriation as alienation, as externalization.

The realization of labour appears as a loss of reality
to an extent that the worker loses his reality by dying of
starvation. Objectification appears as a loss of the
object to such an extent that the worker is robbed
not only of the objects necessary for his life but also
of the objects of his work. Indeed, labour itself
becomes an object he can only have in his power
with the greatest of efforts and at irregular intervals.
The appropriation of the object appears as alienation to
such an extent that the more objects the worler pro-
duces, the less he can possess and the more he falls
under the domination of his product, capital.

All these consequences follow from the fact that the
worker refates 1o the product of his labourastoan alien
{}h|ec'. Tor 1t is evident from this pr presupposition that
the more the worker externalizes himself in his work,
the more powerful becomes the alien, objective world
that he creates opposite himself, the poorer he becomes
himself in his inner life and the less he can call his own.
It is just the same in religion. The more man puts into
God, the less he retains in himself. The worker puts his
life into the object and this means that it no longer
belongs to him but to the object. So the greater this
activity, the more the worler is without an object. What
the product of his labouris, that he is not. So the greater
this product the less he is himself. The externalization
of the worker in his product implies not only that his
labour becomes an object, an exterior existence but also
that it exists outside him, independent and alien, and
becomes a self-sufficient power opposite him, that the
life that he has lent to the object affronts him, hostile
and alien.

Let us now deal in more detail with objectification,
the production of the worker, and the alienation, the
loss of the object, his product, which is involved in it.

The worker can create nothing without nature, the
sensuous exterior world. It is the matter in which his
labour realizes itself, in which it is active, out of which
and through which it produces.

But as nature affords the means of life for labour in
the sense that labour cannot live without objects on
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which it exercises itself, so it affords a means of life in
the narrower sense, namely the means for the physical
subsistence of the worker himself.

‘Thus the more the worker appropriates the exterior
world of sensuous nature by his labour, the more he
doubly deprives himself of the means of subsistence,
firstly since the exterior sensuous world increasingly
ceases to be an object belonging 1o his work, a means
of subsistence for his labour; secondly, since it increas-
ingly ceases 10 be a means of subsistence in the direct

sense, a means for the physical subsistence of the

worker.

Thus in these two ways the worler becomes a slave
-— S ——————— . .
1o his object: firstly he receives an object of labour, that

CS Al e s
is he receives labour, and secondly, he receives the
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So when we ask the question: what relationship is
essential to labour, we are asking about the relationship
of the worker to production.

Up to now we have considered only one aspect of
the alienation or externalization of the worker, his
relationship to the products of his labour. But aliena-
tion shows itself not only in the result, but also in the
act of production, inside productive activity itself.
How would the worker be able to affront the product
of his work as an alien being if he did not alienate
himself in the act of production itself? For the product
is merely the summary of the activity of production.
So if the product of labour is externalization, produc-
tion itself must be active externalization, the extérna-
lization of activity, the activily ol externalization, The

means of subsistence. Thus it is his object that permits
him to exist first as a worker and secondly as a physical
subject. The climax of this slavery is that only as a
worker can he maintain himself as a physical subject
and it is only as a physical subject that he is a worker.

(According to the laws of political economy the
alienation of the worker in his object is expressed as
follows: the more the worker produces the less he has to
consume, the more values he creates the more valueless
and worthless he becomes, the more formed the pro-
duct the more deformed the worker, the more civilized
the product, the more barbaric the worker, the more
powerful the work the more powerless becomes the
worker, the more cultured the work the more philistine
the worker becomes and more of a slave to nature.)

Political economy hides the alienation in the
essence of labour by not considering the immediate

’E_I_a_lgnsmp Berween the worker (labour) and produc-
Ltion, Labourproduces works of wonder for the rich, but
nakedness for the worker. It produces palaces, but only
hovels for the worker; it produces beauty, but cripples
the worker; it replaces labour by machines but throws a
part of the workers back to a barbaric labour and turns
the other part into machines. It produces culture, but
also imbecility and cretinism for the worker.

The immediate relationship of labour to its products
is the relationship of the worker to the objects of his
production, The relationship of the man of means to the
objects of production and to production itself is only a
Consequence of this first relationship. And it confirms it.
We shall examine this other aspect later,

alienation of the object of labour is only the résumé of
the alienation, the externalization in the activity of
labour itself.

What does the externalization of labour consist of
then?

Firstly, that labour is exterior to the worker, that is,

it does not belong to his essence. Therefore he does not
confirm himself in his work, he denies himself, feels
miserable instead of happy, deploys no free physical
and intellectual energy, but mortifies his body and
ruins his mind. Thus the worker only feels a stranger.
He is at home when he is nowmhm_bc
works he is not at home. His labour is therefore not
voluntary but compulsory, forced labour. It is therefore
not the satisfaction of a need but only a means to satisfy
needs outside itsell. [Tow alien it really is is very evident
from the fact that when there is no physical or other
compulsion, labour is avoided like the plague. External
labour, labour in which man externalizes himself, is a
labour of self-sacrifice and mortification. Finally, the
external character of labour for the worker shows itself
in the fact that it is not his own but someone else’s, that
it does not belong to him, that he does not belong to
himself in his labour but to someone else. As in religion
the human imagination’s own activity, the activity of
man’s head and his heart, reacts independently on the
individual as an alien activity of gods or devils, so the
activity of the worker is not his own spontaneous
activity. It belongs to another and is the loss of himself.

The result we arrive at then is that man (the worker)

1her
only feels himself freely active in his animal functions
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of eating, drinking, and procreating, at most also in his
Ll"v_eﬂmg and dress, and feels umsell an animal in bis
mﬁ_iumimm
Tatng, dninking, procreating, etc. are indeed truly
human functions. But in the abstraction that separates
them from the other round of human activity and
makes them into final and exclusive ends they
become animal.
We have treated the act of alienation of practical

{ X human activity, labour, from two aspects. (1) The rela-

tionship of the worker to the product of his labour as an
alien object that has power over him. This relationship
is at the same ume the relationship to the sensuous

exterior world and to natural objects as to an alien and
frostile world opposed to him. (2) The relmmmhlp of
abour. This

relationship is the relationship of e Worker o his
own activity as something that is alien and does not
belong to him; it is activity that is passivity, power that
is weakness, procreation that is castration, the worker’s
own physical and intellectual energy, his personal life
(for what is life except activity?) as an activity directed
against himself, independent of him and not belonging
1o him. It is self-alienation, as above it was the aliena-
tion of the object.

We now have to draw a third characteristic of alie-
nated labour from the two previous ones.

Man is a species-being not only in that practically
and theoretically he makes hntl—l'ﬁ:_own and others
sj_cum’cls"[ﬁ‘ﬁlsu, and this i uly_um_;hu
way of putting the same thing, he relates to himselfas to
the present, living species, in that he relates to himself as
to a unive rsai and thcrcﬁ}rt‘ free hung,

consists physically in the fact that man (like ammals)
lives from inorganic nature, and the more universal
man is than animals the more universal is the area of
inorganic nature from which he lives. From the theore-
tical point of view, plants, animals, stones, air, light, etc.

form part of human consciousness, partly as objects of
natural science, partly as objects of ar; they are his
intellectual inorganic nature, his intellectual means of
subsistence, which he must first prepare before he can
enjoy and assimilate them. from the practical point of
view, too, they form a part of human life and activity.
Physically man lives solely from these products of

nature, whether they appear as food, heating, clothing,
habitation, etc. The universality of man appears in
practice precisely in the universality that makes the
whole of nature into his inorganic body in that it is
both (i) his immediate means of subsistence and also
(ii) the material object and tool of his vital activity.
Nature is the inorganic body of a man, that is, in so
far as it is not itself a human body. That man lives from
nature means that nature is his body with which he
must maintain a constant interchange so as not to die.
That man’s physical and intellectual life depends on
nature merely means that nature depends on itself, for
man is a part of nature.

While alienated labour alienates (1) nature from
man, and (2) man from himself, his own active func-
tion, his vital activity, it also alienates the species from
man; it turns his species-life into a means towards his
individual life. Firstly it alienates species-life and indi-
vidual life, and secondly in its abstraction it makes the
Jatter into the aim of the former which is also conceived
of in its abstract and alien form. For firstly, work, vital
activity, and productive life itself appear to man only as
a means to the satisfaction of a need, the need to pre-
serve his physical existence. But productive life is
species-life. It is life praducing life. The whole character
of a species, its generic character, is contained in its
manner of vital activity, and free conscious activity is
the species-characteristic of man. Life itself appears
merely as a means to life.

The animal is immediately one with its vital
activity. It is not distinct from it. They are identical.
Man makes his vital activity itself into an object of his
will and consciousness. He has a conscious vital
activity. He is not immediately identical to any of his
characterizations. Conscious vital activity differentiates
man immediately from animal vital activity. It is this
and this alone that makes man a species-being. 1e is
only a conscious being, that is, his own life is an object
to him, precisely because he is a species- -being. This is
the only reason for his activity being free activity.
Alienated labour reverses the relationship so that, just
because he is a conscious being, man makes his vital
activity and essence a mere means 10 his existence.

The practical creation of an objective world, the
working-over of inorganic nature, is the confirmation
\of man as a conscious species-being, that is, as a being
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that relates to the species as to himself and to himself as
to the species. Itis true that the animal, too, prodLEQe_§;lt
puilds itselfa nest, a dwelling, like the bee, the beaver,
{he ant, etc. But it only produces what it needs imme-
diately Toritself or its offspring; it produces one-sidedly
-V\*;i'l_f;‘-l'_t".ls man produces universally; ii_Er”oduces only
uﬁé_er the pressure of__in_m_]_ec_l_i_a_lg__plwﬁim] need,
\ié!‘ierez!s_m?i}l produces freely from physical need and
m']—lgfT truly produces when he is thus free; it produces
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and his species-being, is the alienation of man |rnmukpt}"/‘2

man. When man is opposed to himself, it is another

man that is opposed to him. What is valid for the

relationship of a man to his work, of the product of
his work and himself, is also valid for the relationship
of man to other men and of their labour and the
objects of their labour.

In general, the statement that man is alienated from

his species-being, means that one man is alienated

only itself whereas man rteproduces the whole of
Its product belongs immediately to its physical

ature.
‘E%ﬁivherms man can freely separate himself from
his product. The animal only fashions things
according to the standards and needs of the species it
belongs to, whereas man knows how to produce
according to the measure of every species and knows
everywhere how to apply its inherent standard to the
object; thus man also fashions things according to the
laws of beauty.

Thus it is in the working over of the objective world
that man first really affirms himself as a species-being.
This production is his active species-life. Through it
nature appears as his work and his reality. The object
of work is therefore the objectification of the species-
life of man; for he duplicates himself not only intellec-
tually, in his mind, but also actively in reality and thus
can look at his image in a world he has created.
Therefore when alienated labour tears from man the
object of his production, it also tears from him his
species-life, the real objectivity of his species and turns
the advantage he has over animals into a disadvantage
in that his inorganic body, nature, is torn from him.

Similarly, in that alienated labour degrades man’s
own free activity to a means, it turns the species-life of
man into a means for his physical existence.

Thus consciousness, which man derives from his
species, changes itself through alienation so that species-
life becomes a means for him. I

Therefore alienated labour: -&‘g{’ )\, :

(3) makes the species-being of man, both n ature and
the intellectual faculties of his species, o a being that is
alien to him, into a nie: 1 al existence. It

alienates from man his own body, nature exterior to
him, and his intellectual being, his human essence.

; (4) An immediate consequence of man’s aliena-
tion from the product of his work, his vital activity

from another as each of them is alienated from the

human essence.

The alienation of man and in general of every rela-
tionship in which man stands to himself is first real ized
and expressed in the relationship with which man
stands to other men.

Thus in the situation of alienated labour each man
measures his relationship to other men by the relation-
ship in which he finds himself placed as a worker.

We began with a fact of political economy, the
alienation of the worker and his production. We have
expressed this fact in conceptual terms: alienated, exter-
nalized labour. We have analysed this concept and thus
analysed a purely economic fact.

Let us now see further how the concept of alienated,
externalized labour must express and represent itself in
reality.

If the product of work is alien to me, opposes me as
an alien power, whom does it belong to then?

If my own activity does not belong to me and is an
alien, forced activity to whom does it belong then?

To another being than myself.

Who is this being?

The gods? Of course in the beginning of history the
chief production, as for example, the building of tem-
ples etc. in Egypt, India, and Mexico was both in the
service of the gods and also belonged to them. But the
gods alone were never the masters of the work. And

,nature just as little. And what a paradox it would be if,

the more man mastered nature through his work and
the more the miracles of the gods were rendered supet-
fluous by the miracles of industry, the more man had to
give up his pleasure in producing and the enjoyment in
his product for the sake of these powers.

The alien being to whom the labour and the pro-
duct of the labour belongs, whom the labour serves and
who enjoys its product, can only be man himself. If the
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product of labour does not belong to the worker but
stands over against him as an alien power, this is only
possible in that it belongs to another man apart from
the worker.

If his activity torments him it must be a joy and a
pleasure to someone else. This alien power above man
can be neither the gods nor nature, only man himself.

Consider further the above sentence that the rela-
tionship of man to himself first becomes objective and
real to him through his relationship to other men. So if
he relates to the product of his labour, his objectified
labour, as to an object that is alien, hostile, powerful,
and independent of him, this relationship implies that
another man is the alien, hostile, powerful, and inde-
pendent master of this object. If he relates to his own
activity as to something unfree, it is a relationship to an
activity that is under the domination, oppression, and
yoke of another man.

Every self-alienation of man from himself and
nature appears in the relationship in which he places
himself and nature to other men distinct from himself,
Therefore religious self-alienation necessarily appears
in the relationship of layman to priest, or, because here
we are dealing with a spiritual world, to a mediator, etc.
In the practical, real world, the self-alienation can
only appear through the practical, real relationship to
other men. The means through which alienation makes
progress are themselves practical. Through alienated
labour, then, man creates not only his relationship to
the object and act of production as to alien and hostile
men; he creates too the relationship in which other
men stand to his production and his product and the
relationship in which he stands to these other men. Just
as he turns his production into his own loss of reality
and punishment and his own product into a loss, a
product that does not belong to him, so he creates the
domination of the man who does not produce over the
production and the product. As he alienates his activity
from himself, so he hands over to an alien person an
activity that does not belong to him.

Up till now we have considered the relationship
only from the side of the worker and we will later
consider it from the side of the non-worker.

Thus through alienated, externalized labour the
worker creates the relationship to this labour of a man
who is alien to it and remains exterior to it. The

relationship of the worker to his labour creates the
relationship to it of the capitalist, or whatever else one
wishes to call the master of the labour. Private property
is thus the product, result, and necessary consequence
of externalized labour, of the exterior relationship of
the worker to nature and to himself.

Thus private property is the result of the analysis of
the concept of externalized labour, i.e. externalized
man, alienated work, alienated life, alienated man.

We have, of course, obtained the concept of externa-
lized labour (externalized life) from political economy
as the result of the movement of private property. But it
is evident from the analysis of this concept that,
although private property appears to be the ground
and reason for externalized labour, it is rather a conse-
quence of it, just as the gods are originally not the cause
but the effect of the aberration of the human mind,
although later this relationship reverses itself.

It is only in the final culmination of the develop-
ment of private property that these hidden character-
istics come once more to the fore, in that firstly it is
the product of externalized labour and secondly it is
the means through which labour externalizes itself, the
realization of this externalization.

This development sheds light at the same time on
several, previously unresolved contradictions.

1. Political economy starts from labour as the veri-
table soul of production, and yet it attributes
nothmg to 11b0umf“and everything to_private
property “Proudhon has drawn a conclusion
from this contradiction that is favourable to
labour and against private property. But we can
see that this apparent contradiction is the contra-
diction of alienated labour with itself and that
political economy has only expressed the laws of
alienated labour.

We can therefore also see that wages and
private property are identical: for wages, in
which the product, the object of the labour,
remunerates the labour itself, are just a neces-
sary consequence of the alienation of labour.
In the wage system the labour does not appear
ds the final aim b only as thé servant of the
wages. We witt-develep-this Tater and for ihe

moméiit'only draw a few consequences.
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An enforced raising of wages (quite apart from
other difficulties, apart from the fact that, being
an anomaly, it could only be maintained by
force) would only mean a better payment of
slaves and would not give this human meaning
and worth either to the worker or to his labour.

Indeed, even the equality of wages that
m(lcmands only changes the relation-
ship of the contemporary worker to his labour
into that of all men to labour. Society is then
conceived of as an abstract capitalist.

Wages are an immediate consequence of alie-
nated labour and alienated labour is the
immediate cause of private property. Thus the
disappearance of one entails also the disappear-
ance of the other.

It is a further consequence of the relationship of
alienated labour to private property that the
emancipation of society from private property,
etc.,, from slavery, is expressed in its political
form by the emancipation of the workers. This
is not because only their emancipation is at stake
but because general human emancipation is
contained in their emancipation. It is contained
within it because the whole of human slavery is
involved in the relationship of the worker to his
product and all slave relationships are only
modifications and consequences of this
relationship.

Just as we have discovered the concept of private
property through an analysis of the concept of alie-
nated, externalized labour, so all categories of political
economy can be deduced with the help of these two
factors. We shall recognize in each category of market,
competition, capital, money, only a particular and
developed expression of these first two fundamental
elements,

However, before we consider this structure let us try
to solve two problems:

1. To determine the general essence of private
property as it appears as a result of alienated
labour in its relationship to truly human and
social property.

2. We have taken the alienation and externaliza-
tion of labour as a fact and analysed this fact.

1 e Alienated Labor 9
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We now ask, how does man come to externa-
lize, to alienate his labour? How is this aliena-
tion grounded in human development? We
have already obtained much material for the
solution of this problem, in that we have
turned the question of the origin of private
property into the question of the relationship
of externalized labour to the development of
human history. For when we speak of private
property we think we are dealing with some-
thing that is exterior to man. When we speak of
labour then we are dealing directly with man.
This new formulation of the problem already
implies its solution.

To take point 1, the general nature of private prop-
erty and its relationship to truly human property.

Externalized labour has been broken down into
two component parts that determine each other or are
only different expressions of one and the same relation-
ship. Appropriation appears as alienation, as externali-
zation, and externalization as appropriation, and
alienation as true enfranchisement. We have dealt
with one aspect, alienated labour as regards the
worker himself, that is, the relationship of externalized
labour to itself. As a product and necessary result of
this relationship we have discovered the property
relationship of the non-worker to the worker and his
labour.

As the material and summary expression of alie-
nated labour, private property embraces both rela-
tionships, both that of the worker to his labour, the
product of his labour and the non-worker, and that of
the non-worker to the worker and the product of his
labour.

We have already seen that for the worker who
appropriates nature through his work, this appro-
priation appears as alienation, his own activity as
activity for and of someone else, his vitality as sacri-
fice of his life, production of objects as their loss to
an alien power, an alien man: let us now consider
the relationship that this man, who is alien to labour
and the worker, has to the worker, to labour and its
object.

‘The first remark to make is that everything that
appears in the case of the worker to be an activity of
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externalization, of alienation, appearts in the case of

the non-worker to be a state of externalization, of
alienation.

Secondly, the real, practical behaviour
worker in production and towards his product (as a
state of mind) appears in the case of the non-worker

of the

opposed to him as theoretical behaviour. Thirdly, the
non-worker does everything against the worleer that the
worker does against himself but he does not do against
himself what he does against the worker.

Let us consider these three relationships in more
detail. ... [The manuscript breaks off unfinished here.]




