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the bibliographies for the individual extracts and also the general bibliography. I have, too,

added an introduction to each of the five main sections to enable the reader to have an

overview of Marx’s concerns at each stage of his thought.

I am grateful to Nicola Cooper for her professional expertise in producing this new version

and to Helly Langley for her generous encouragement and support.

David McLellan
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8

Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts

These manuscripts, the most important of Marx’s early writings, were written in the summer

of 1844. They represent Marx’s first draft of his ‘Economics’—the project to which he was

to devote the rest of his life. The manuscripts fall into four main groups: firstly, there is a

passage on alienated labour—the most finished and readily comprehensible of the manu-

scripts, in which Marx details the ways in which the worker’s relationship to his product

result in his alienation. Secondly, in the manuscript headed ‘Private Property and Commun-

ism’, Marx outlines his view of communist man and society. In the third section he discusses

the relationship of capitalism to human needs; and in the final section he gives what is

probably his fullest account of his view of Hegel’s dialectic, praising him for having dis-

covered man’s world-creating capacities, but criticizing his abstract, philosophical

portrayal.

Marx intended to write up this work for publication, but other problems distracted him.

When they were first published in 1932, they were thought by many to portray a humanist

and even an existentialist Marx—very different from the Marx of the later writings—and

this discrepancy gave rise to a protracted debate on the continuity or discontinuity of Marx’s

thought. The 1844 manuscripts certainly show him under the influence of Feuerbach’s

humanism (though Marx’s interest in politics, economics, and even history was foreign to

Feuerbach), and he was soon to distance himself considerably from Feuerbach’s ideas.

Nevertheless, many of the positions taken up by Marx in 1844 were still present in the

Grundrisse and even in Capital.

Preface

I have announced in the Deutsch-französische Jahrbücher a forthcoming cri-

tique of legal and political science in the form of a critique of Hegel’s phil-

osophy of right. While I was working on the manuscript for publication it

became clear that it was quite inopportune to mix criticism directed purely

against speculation with that of other and different matters, and that this mix-

ture was an obstacle to the development of my line of thought and to its

intelligibility. Moreover, the condensation of such rich and varied subjects

into a single work would have permitted only a very aphoristic treatment, and,

on the other hand, such an aphoristic presentation would have created the
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appearance of an arbitrary systematization. I will therefore present one after

another a critique of law, morality, politics, etc. in different independent bro-

chures and then finally in a separate work try to show the connection of the

whole and the relationship of the parts to each other and end with a criticism of

the elaboration of the material by speculative philosophy. Therefore in the

present work the connection of political economy with the state, law, morality,

civil life etc. is only dealt with in so far as political economy itself professes to

deal with these subjects.

I do not need to reassure the reader who is familiar with political economy

that my results have been obtained through a completely empirical analysis

founded on a conscientious and critical study of political economy.

It is self-evident that apart from the French and English socialists I have also

used the works of German socialists. However, the substantial and original

German works in this field can be reduced—apart from Weitling’s work—to

the articles published by Hess in the Twenty-One Sheets and to Engels’s Sketch

of a Critique of Political Economy in the Deutsch-französische Jahrbücher,

where I also outlined the first elements of the present work in a completely

general way.

Apart from these writers who have treated political economy in a critical

manner, positive criticism in general, including therefore the positive German

criticism of political economy, owes its true foundation to the discoveries of

Feuerbach. The petty jealousy of some and the real anger of others seems to

have instigated a veritable conspiracy of silence against his Philosophy of the

Future and Theses for the Reform of Philosophy in Anekdota, although they

are used tacitly.

The first positive humanist and naturalist criticism dates from Feuerbach.

The less bombastic they are, the more sure, deep, comprehensive, and lasting is

the effect of Feuerbach’s works, the only ones since Hegel’s Phenomenology

and Logic to contain a real theoretical revolution.

I considered the final chapter of the present work, ‘The Critical Analysis of

the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy in General’, to be absolutely necessary.

This is in contradistinction to the critical theologians of our time who have not

completed any such task. This deficiency of theirs is inevitable, for even the

critical theologian remains a theologian, and thus must either begin with def-

inite presuppositions of philosophy regarded as an authority or, if the process of

criticism and the discoveries of someone else have made him doubt his philo-

sophical presuppositions, he abandons them in a cowardly and unjustified

manner, abstracts from them, and only proclaims his slavery to them and

vexation at this slavery in a negative, unconscious, and sophistical way.

The reason for his purely negative and unconscious expression is partly that

he constantly repeats an assurance of the purity of his own criticism and partly

that he wishes to avert the eye of the observer and his own eye from the fact
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that criticism must necessarily come to terms with its birth-place, the Hegelian

dialectic and German philosophy in general.

However much theological criticism was at the beginning of the movement

the really progressive stage, on close examination it is in the last analysis noth-

ing but the apogee and the result old transcendent philosophy, particularly the

Hegelian, pushed to theological caricature. The justice meted out by history is

interesting in that theology, which was always the fly in the philosophical

ointment, is now called to represent in itself the negative dissolution of

philosophy, its process of decomposition. I shall demonstrate this historical

nemesis in detail on another occasion.

On the other hand, the extent to which Feuerbach’s discoveries about the

essence of philosophy still necessitate a critical treatment of the philosophical

dialectic, at least to serve as proof, will become apparent from my development

of the subject.

Alienated Labour

We started from the presuppositions of political economy. We accepted its

vocabulary and its 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; that the misery of the

worker is in inverse proportion to the power and size of his production; that the

necessary result of competition is the accumulation of 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.

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 separation 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 capitalist is the ultimate court of

appeal, that is, it presupposes what should be its result. In the same way com-

petition enters the argument everywhere. It is explained by exterior circum-

stances. But political economy tells us nothing about how far these exterior,

apparently fortuitous circumstances are merely the expression of a necessary
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development. We have seen how it regards exchange itself as something for-

tuitous. The only wheels that political economy sets in motion are greed and

war among the greedy, competition.

It is just because political economy has not grasped the connections in the

movement that new contradictions have arisen in its doctrines, for example,

between that of monopoly and that of competition, freedom of craft and cor-

porations, division of landed property and large estates. For competition, free

trade, and the division of landed property were only seen as fortuitous circum-

stances created by will and force, not developed and comprehended as neces-

sary, inevitable, and natural results of monopoly, corporations, and feudal

property.

So what we have to understand now is the essential connection of private

property, selfishness, the separation 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 ori-

ginal state 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 theo-

logian 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 production, 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 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
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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 worker produces, 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 relates to the

product of his labour as to an alien object. For it is evident from this presuppos-

ition 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

worker is without an object. What the product of his labour is, 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 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 to his work, a means of subsistence for his labour;

secondly, since it increasingly ceases to be a means of subsistence in the direct

sense, a means for the physical subsistence of the worker.

Thus in these two ways the worker becomes a slave to his object: firstly he

receives an object of labour, that is he receives labour, and secondly, he receives

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
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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 product 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 con-

sidering the immediate relationship between the worker (labour) and produc-

tion. Labour produces 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.

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 external-

ization of the worker, his relationship to the products of his labour. But alien-

ation 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 produc-

tion itself? For the product is merely the summary of the activity of production.

So if the product of labour is externalization, production itself must be active

externalization, the externalization of activity, the activity of externalization.

The 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 not working and when he 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

itself. How 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
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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) only feels himself

freely active in his animal functions of eating, drinking, and procreating, at

most also in his dwelling and dress, and feels himself an animal in his human

functions.

Eating, drinking, 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 human activity, labour,

from two aspects. (1) The relationship of the worker to the product of his

labour as an alien object that has power over him. This relationship is at the

same time the relationship to the sensuous exterior world and to natural

objects as to an alien and hostile world opposed to him. (2) The relationship of

labour to the act of production inside labour. This relationship is the relation-

ship of the worker to his own activity as something that is alien and does not

belong to him; it is activity that is passivity, power that is weakness, pro-

creation 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 to him. It is self-alienation, as

above it was the alienation of the object.

We now have to draw a third characteristic of alienated labour from the two

previous ones.

Man is a species-being not only in that practically and theoretically he makes

both his own and other species into his objects, but also, and this is only

another way of putting the same thing, he relates to himself as to the present,

living species, in that he relates to himself as to a universal and therefore free

being.

Both with man and with animals the species-life consists physically in the

fact that man (like animals) 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 theoretical point of view, plants, animals, stones, air,

light, etc. form part of human consciousness, partly as objects of natural

science, partly as objects of art; 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
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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 function, 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 individual life, and secondly in its abstraction

it makes the latter 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

preserve his physical existence. But productive life is species-life. It is life pro-

ducing 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. He 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 to 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 that relates to the species as to himself and to himself as to the species. It

is true that the animal, too, produces. It builds itself a nest, a dwelling, like the

bee, the beaver, the ant, etc. But it only produces what it needs immediately for

itself or its offspring; it produces one-sidedly whereas man produces uni-

versally; it produces only under the pressure of immediate physical need,

whereas man produces freely from physical need and only truly produces when

he is thus free; it produces only itself whereas man reproduces the whole of

nature. Its product belongs immediately to its physical body whereas 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
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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 intellectually, 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.

Therefore alienated labour:

(3) makes the species-being of man, both nature and the intellectual faculties

of his species, into a being that is alien to him, into a means for his individual

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 alienation from the product of his

work, his vital activity and his species-being, is the alienation of man from 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 from another as each of them is alienated from the

human essence.

The alienation of man and in general of every relationship in which man

stands to himself is first realized 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 relationship 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,

externalized 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?
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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 temples 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 superfluous 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 product of the labour belongs,

whom the labour serves and who enjoys its product, can only be man himself. If

the 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 relationship 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 independent mas-

ter 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 relation-

ship 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,
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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 relation-

ship 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 external-

ized labour, i.e. externalized man, alienated work, alienated life, alienated man.

We have, of course, obtained the concept of externalized labour (external-

ized 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 consequence 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 development of private property that

these hidden characteristics 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 veritable soul of production,

and yet it attributes nothing to labour 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 contra-

diction is the contradiction 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 necessary consequence of the alienation of labour. In the wage

system the labour does not appear as the final aim but only as the servant of the

wages. We will develop this later and for the moment only draw a few

consequences.

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 Proudhon demands only changes the
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relationship 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 alienated labour and alienated

labour is the immediate cause of private property. Thus the disappearance of

one entails also the disappearance of the other.

2. It is a further consequence of the relationship of alienated labour to pri-

vate 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 analy-

sis of the concept of alienated, 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 externalization of labour as a fact and

analysed this fact. We now ask, how does man come to externalize, to alienate

his labour? How is this alienation 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 something

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 I, the general nature of private property 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

relationship. Appropriation appears as alienation, as externalization, 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 alienated labour, private

property embraces both relationships, both that of the worker to his labour, the



the early writings 1837–1844 | 95

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 appropriation appears as alienation, his own activity as activity

for and of someone else, his vitality as sacrifice of his life, production of objects

as their loss to an alien power, an alien man: let us now consider the relation-

ship 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 externalization, of alienation, appears in the case of

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

Secondly, the real, practical behaviour of the worker in production and

towards his product (as a state of mind) appears in the case of the non-worker

opposed to him as theoretical behaviour. Thirdly, the non-worker does every-

thing against the worker 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.]

Private Property and Communism

The overcoming of self-alienation follows the same course as self-alienation

itself. At first, private property is considered only from its objective aspect, but

still with labour as its essence. The form of its existence is therefore capital, that

is to be abolished ‘as such’ (Proudhon). Or else the source of the harmfulness of

private property, its alienation from human existence, is thought of as consist-

ing in the particular type of labour, labour which is levelled down, fragmented,

and therefore unfree. This is the view of Fourier, who like the physiocrats also

considered agriculture as labour par excellence. Saint-Simon on the other hand

declares industrial labour to be the essential type, and demands as well

exclusive rule by industrialists and the improvement of the condition of the

workers. Finally, communism is the positive expression of the overcoming

of private property, appearing first of all as generalized private property. In

making this relationship universal communism is:

1. In its original form only a generalization and completion of private

property. As such it appears in a dual form: firstly, it is faced with such a great

domination of material property that it wishes to destroy everything that

cannot be possessed by everybody as private property; it wishes to abstract

forcibly from talent, etc. It considers immediate physical ownership as the sole

aim of life and being. The category of worker is not abolished but extended to

all men. The relationship of the community to the world of things remains that
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of private property. Finally, this process of opposing general private property

to private property is expressed in the animal form of opposing to marriage

(which is of course a form of exclusive private property) the community of

women where the woman becomes the common property of the community.

One might say that the idea of the community of women reveals the open secret

of this completely crude and unthinking type of communism. Just as women

pass from marriage to universal prostitution, so the whole world of wealth,

that is the objective essence of man, passes from the relationship of exclusive

marriage to the private property owner to the relationship of universal prosti-

tution with the community. By systematically denying the personality of man

this communism is merely the consistent expression of private property which

is just this negation. Universal envy setting itself up as a power is the concealed

form of greed which merely asserts itself and satisfies itself in another way. The

thoughts of every private property owner as such are at least turned against

those richer than they as an envious desire to level down. This envious desire is

precisely the essence of competition. Crude communism is only the completion

of this envy and levelling down to a preconceived minimum. It has a particular

and limited standard. How little this abolition of private property constitutes a

real appropriation is proved by the abstract negation of the whole world of

culture and civilization, a regression to the unnatural simplicity of the poor

man without any needs who has not even arrived at the stage of private

property, let alone got beyond it.

In this theory the community merely means a community of work and equal-

ity of the wages that the communal capital, the community as general capital-

ist, pays out. Both sides of the relationship are raised to a sham universality,

labour being the defining characteristic applied to each man, while capital is the

universality and power of society.

The infinite degradation in which man exists for himself is expressed in his

relationship to woman as prey and servant of communal lust; for the secret of

this relationship finds an unambiguous, decisive, open, and unveiled expression

in the relationship of man to woman and the conception of the immediate and

natural relationship of the sexes. The immediate, natural, and necessary rela-

tionship of human being to human being is the relationship of man to woman.

In this natural relationship of the sexes man’s relationship to nature is immedi-

ately his relationship to man, and his relationship to man is immediately his

relationship to nature, his own natural function. Thus, in this relationship is

sensuously revealed and reduced to an observable fact how far for man his

essence has become nature or nature has become man’s human essence. Thus,

from this relationship the whole cultural level of man can be judged. From the

character of this relationship we can conclude how far man has become a

species-being, a human being, and conceives of himself as such; the relationship

of man to woman is the most natural relationship of human being to human
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being. Thus it shows how far the natural behaviour of man has become human

or how far the human essence has become his natural essence, how far his

human nature has become nature for him. This relationship also shows how far

the need of man has become a human need, how far his fellow men as men have

become a need, how far in his most individual existence he is at the same time a

communal being.

The first positive abolition of private property, crude communism, is thus

only the form in which appears the ignominy of private property that wishes to

establish itself as the positive essence of the community.

2. The second form of communism is: (a) still political in nature, whether

democratic or despotic; (b) with the abolition of the state, but still incomplete

and still under the influence of private property, i.e. the alienation of man.

In both forms communism knows itself already to be the reintegration or

return of man into himself, the abolition of man’s self-alienation. But since it

has not yet grasped the positive essence of private property or the human

nature of needs, it is still imprisoned and contaminated by private property. It

has understood its concept, but not yet its essence.

3. Thirdly, there is communism as the positive abolition of private property

and thus of human self-alienation and therefore the real reappropriation of the

human essence by and for man. This is communism as the complete and con-

scious return of man conserving all the riches of previous development for man

himself as a social, i.e. human being. Communism as completed naturalism is

humanism and as completed humanism is naturalism. It is the genuine solution

of the antagonism between man and nature and between man and man. It is the

true solution of the struggle between existence and essence, between objectifi-

cation and self-affirmation, between freedom and necessity, between individual

and species. It is the solution to the riddle of history and knows itself to be this

solution.

The whole movement of history, therefore, both as regards the real engender-

ing of this communism, the birth of its empirical existence, and also as regards

its consciousness and thought, is the consciously comprehended process of its

becoming. On the other hand, the communism that is still incomplete seeks an

historical proof for itself in what already exists by selecting isolated historical

formations opposed to private property. It tears isolated phases out of the

movement (Cabet, Villegardelle, etc. in particular ride this hobby horse) and

asserts them as proofs of its historical pedigree. But all it succeeds in showing is

that the disproportionately larger part of this movement contradicts its asser-

tions and that if it has ever existed, it is precisely its past being that refutes its

pretension to essential being.

We can easily see how necessary it is that the whole revolutionary movement

should find not so much its empirical as its theoretical basis in the development

of private property and particularly the economic system.
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This material, immediately sensuous, private property, is the material,

sensuous expression of man’s alienated life. Its movement of production and

consumption is the sensuous revelation of the movement of all previous

production, i.e. the realization or reality of man. Religion, family, state, law,

morality, science, and art are only particular forms of production and fall

under its general law. The positive abolition of private property and the

appropriation of human life is therefore the positive abolition of all alienation,

thus the return of man out of religion, family, state, etc. into his human, i.e.

social being. Religious alienation as such occurs only in man’s interior

consciousness, but economic alienation is that of real life, and its abolition

therefore covers both aspects. It is obvious that the movement begins differ-

ently with different peoples according to whether the actual conscious life of

the people is lived in their minds or in the outer world, is an ideal or a real life.

Communism begins immediately with atheism (Owen) and atheism is at

first still very far from being communism, for this atheism is still rather an

abstraction.1 The philanthropy of atheism is therefore at first only an abstract

philosophical philanthropy whereas that of communism is immediately real

and directly orientated towards action.

We have seen how, presupposing the positive supercession of private prop-

erty, man produces man, himself and other men; how also the object, which is

the direct result of his personal activity, is at the same time his own existence

for other men and their existence for him. In the same way, both the materials

of his labour and man its author are the result and at the same time the origin of

the movement. (And private property is historically necessary precisely because

there must be this origin.) So the general character of the whole movement is a

social one; as society produces man as man, so it is produced by man. Activity

and enjoyment are social both in their content and in their mode of existence;

they are social activity and social enjoyment. The human significance of nature

is only available to social man; for only to social man is nature available as a

bond with other men, as the basis of his own existence for others and theirs for

him, and as the vital element in human reality; only to social man is nature the

foundation of his own human existence. Only as such has his natural existence

become a human existence and nature itself become human. Thus society com-

pletes the essential unity of man and nature, it is the genuine resurrection of

nature, the accomplished naturalism of man and the accomplished humanism

of nature.

Social activity and social enjoyment by no means exist only in the form of a

directly communal activity and directly communal enjoyment. But communal

1 Prostitution is only a particular expression of the general prostitution of the worker, and

because prostitution is a relationship which includes both the person prostituted and the person

prostituting—whose baseness is even greater—thus the capitalist, too, etc. is included within this

category. (Footnote by Marx.)
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activity and enjoyment, i.e. activity and enjoyment that is expressed and con-

firmed in the real society of other men, will occur everywhere where this direct

expression of sociability arises from the content of the activity or enjoyment

and corresponds to its nature.

But even if my activity is a scientific one, etc., an activity that I can seldom

perform directly in company with other men, I am still acting socially since I am

acting as a man. Not only the material of my activity—like language itself for

the thinker—is given to me as a social product, my own existence is social

activity; therefore what I individually produce, I produce individually for

society, conscious of myself as a social being.

My universal consciousness is only the theoretical form whose living form is

the real community, society, whereas at the present time universal conscious-

ness is an abstraction from real life and as such turns into its enemy. Thus the

activity of my universal consciousness is as such my theoretical existence as a

social being.

It is above all necessary to avoid restoring society as a fixed abstraction

opposed to the individual. The individual is the social being. Therefore, even

when the manifestation of his life does not take the form of a communal mani-

festation performed in the company of other men, it is still a manifestation and

confirmation of social life. The individual and the species-life of man are not

different, although, necessarily, the mode of existence of individual life is a

more particular or a more general mode of species-life or the species-life is

a more particular or more general individual life.

Man confirms his real social life in his species-consciousness and in his

thought he merely repeats his real existence just as conversely his species-being

is confirmed in his species-consciousness and exists for itself in its universality

as a thinking being.

However much he is a particular individual (and it is precisely his particular-

ity that makes him an individual and a truly individual communal being)

man is just as much the totality, the ideal totality, the subjective existence of

society as something thought and felt. Man exists also in reality both as the

contemplation and true enjoyment of social existence and as the totality of

human manifestations of life.

Thus thought and being are indeed distinct, but at the same time they

together form a unity.

Death appears as the harsh victory of the species over the particular indi-

vidual and seems to contradict their unity; but the particular individual is only

a determinate species-being and thus mortal.

4. Private property is only the sensuous expression of the fact that man is

both objective to himself and, even more, becomes a hostile and inhuman

object to himself, that the expression of his life entails its externalization, its

realization becomes the loss of its reality, an alien reality. Similarly the positive
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supersession of private property, that is, the sensuous appropriation by and for

man of human essence and human life, of objective man and his works, should

not be conceived of only as direct and exclusive enjoyment, as possession and

having. Man appropriates his universal being in a universal manner, as a whole

man. Each of his human relationships to the world—seeing, hearing, smell,

tasting, feeling, thinking, contemplating, feeling, willing, acting, loving—in

short all the organs of his individuality, just as the organs whose form is a

directly communal one, are in their objective action, or their relation to the

object, the appropriation of this object. The appropriation of human reality,

their relationship to the object, is the confirmation of human reality. It is there-

fore as manifold as the determinations and activities of human nature. It is

human effectiveness and suffering, for suffering, understood in the human

sense, is an enjoyment of the self for man.

Private property has made us so stupid and narrow-minded that an object is

only ours when we have it, when it exists as capital for us or when we directly

possess, eat, drink, wear, inhabit it, etc. in short, when we use it. Yet private

property itself in its turn conceives of all these direct realizations of property

merely as means of life, and the life which they serve is that of private property,

labour, and capitalization.

Thus all physical and intellectual senses have been replaced by the simple

alienation of all these senses, the sense of having. Man’s essence had to be

reduced to this absolute poverty, so it might bring forth out of itself its own

inner riches. (On the category of having see Hess in Twenty-One Sheets.)

The supersession of private property is therefore the complete emancipation

of all human senses and qualities, but it is this emancipation precisely in that

these senses and qualities have become human, both subjectively and object-

ively. The eye has become a human eye when its object has become a social,

human object produced by man and destined for him. Thus in practice the

senses have become direct theoreticians. They relate to the thing for its own

sake but the thing itself is an objective human relationship to itself and to man

and vice versa. (I can in practice only relate myself humanly to an object if the

object relates itself humanly to man.) Need and enjoyment have thus lost their

egoistic nature and nature has lost its mere utility in that its utility has become

human utility.

In the same way I can appropriate the senses and enjoyment of other men.

Apart, then, from these immediate organs, social organs are constituted in the

form of society: thus, for example, direct social activity with others is an organ

of the manifestation of life and a manner in which to appropriate human life.

It is evident that the human eye enjoys things differently from the crude,

inhuman eye, the human ear differently from the crude ear, etc.

We have seen that man does not lose himself in his object provided that it is a

human object or objective humanity. This is only possible if it becomes a social
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object for him and he himself becomes a social being, while society becomes a

being for him in this object.

Therefore in so far as generally in society reality becomes the reality of man’s

faculties, human reality, and thus the reality of his own faculties, all objects

become for him the objectification of himself. They are objects that confirm

and realize his individuality, his own objects, i.e. he becomes an object himself.

How they become his own depends on the nature of the object and the faculty

that corresponds to it. For it is just the distinctness of this relationship that

constitutes the specific real mode of affirmation. The eye perceives an object

differently from the ear and the object of the eye is different from that of the

ear. What makes each faculty distinct is just its particular essence and thus also

the particular mode of its objectification, of its objectively real, living being.

Thus man is affirmed in the objective world not only in thought but through all

his senses.

Just as society that is being born finds all of the material for its cultural

formation through the development of private property with its material and

intellectual wealth and poverty, so society when formed produces man in the

whole wealth of its being, man rich in profound and manifold sensitivity as its

constant reality.

It can be seen how subjectivism and objectivism, spiritualism and material-

ism, activity and passivity lose their opposition and thus their existence as

opposites only in a social situation; it can be seen how the solution of theor-

etical opposition is only possible in a practical way, only through the practical

energy of man, and their solution is thus by no means an exercise in epistemol-

ogy but a real problem of life that philosophy could not solve just because it

conceived of it as a purely theoretical task.

It can be seen how the history of industry and its previous objective existence

is an open book of man’s faculties and his psychology available to view. It was

previously not conceived of in its connection with man’s essence but only under

the exterior aspect of utility, because man, moving inside the sphere of alien-

ation, could only apprehend religion as the generalized existence of man, or

history in its abstract and universal form of politics, art, literature, etc., as the

reality of human faculties and the human species-act. In everyday material

industry (which one can just as well consider as a part of that general develop-

ment, or the general development can be considered as a particular part of

industry, because all human activity has hitherto been labour, i.e. industry, self-

alienated activity) we have the objectified faculties of man before us in the form

of sensuous, alien, utilitarian objects, in the form of alienation. A psychology

for which this book, and therewith the most tangible and accessible part of

history, remains closed cannot become a genuine science with a real content.

What should one think of a science whose preconceptions disregarded this

large field of man’s labour and which is not conscious of its incompleteness
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even though so broad a wealth of man’s labour means nothing to it apart,

perhaps, from what can be expressed in a single word ‘need’, and ‘common

need’?

The natural sciences have developed an enormous activity and appropriated

an ever-increasing amount of material. However, philosophy has remained as

alien to them as they to philosophy. The momentary union was only an

imaginary illusion. The wish was there, but the ability lacking. Historians

themselves only afford natural science a passing glance, as making for

enlightenment, utility, and isolated great discoveries. But natural science by

means of industry has penetrated human life all the more effectively, changed

its form and prepared for human emancipation, even though in the first place it

lead to complete dehumanization. Industry is the real historical relationship of

nature, and therefore of natural science, to man. If then it is conceived of as the

open revelation of human faculties, then the human essence of nature or the

natural essence of man will also be understood. Natural science will then lose

its one-sidedly materialist, or rather idealistic, orientation and become the basis

of human science as it has already, though in an alienated form, become the

basis of actual human life. And to have one basis for life and another for science

would be in itself a falsehood. Nature as it is formed in human history—the

birth process of human society—is the real nature of man and thus nature as

fashioned by industry is true anthropological nature, though in an alienated

form.

Sense-experience (see Feuerbach) must be the basis of all science. Science is

only real science when it starts from sense-experience in the dual form of sense

perception and sensuous need, in other words when it starts from nature. The

whole of history is a preparation for ‘man’ to become the object of sense

perception and for needs to be the needs of ‘man as man’. History itself is the

real part of natural history, of nature’s becoming man. Natural science will

later comprise the science of man just as much as the science of man will

embrace natural science; they will be one single science.

Man is the direct object of natural science; for directly sensuous nature for

man is man’s sense-experience (the expressions are identical) in the shape of

other men presented to him in a sensuous way. For it is only through his fellow

man that his sense-experience becomes human for him. But nature is the direct

object of the science of man. Man’s first object—man himself—is nature,

sense-experience; and particular human sensuous faculties are only objectively

realized in natural objects and can only attain to self-knowledge in the science

of nature in general. The elements of thought itself, the element of the vital

manifestation of thought, language, is sensuous in character. The social reality

of nature and human natural science or the natural science of man are identical

expressions.

It can be seen how the wealthy man and the plenitude of human need take
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the place of economic wealth and poverty. The wealthy man is the man who

needs a complete manifestation of human life and a man in whom his own

realization exists as an inner necessity, as a need. Not only the wealth of man

but also his poverty contain equally, under socialism, a human and therefore

social meaning. Poverty is the passive bond that lets man feel his greatest

wealth, his fellow man, as a need. The domination of the objective essence

within me, the sensuous eruption of my essential activity is the passion that

here becomes the activity of my essence.

5. A being only counts itself as independent when it stands on its own feet

and it stands on its own feet as long as it owes its existence to itself. A man

who lives by grace of another considers himself a dependent being. But I live

completely by the grace of another when I owe him not only the maintenance

of my life but when he has also created my life, when he is the source of my

life. And my life necessarily has such a ground outside itself if it is not my own

creation. The idea of creation is thus one that it is very difficult to drive out of

the minds of people. They find it impossible to conceive of nature and man

existing through themselves since it contradicts all the evidences of practical

life.

The idea of the creation of the world received a severe blow from the science

of geogeny, the science which describes the formation and coming into being of

the earth as a process of self-generation. Spontaneous generation is the only

practical refutation of the theory of creation.

Now it is easy to say to the single individual what Aristotle already said: you

are engendered by your father and your mother and so in your case it is the

mating of two human beings, a human species-act, that has produced the

human being. You see, too, that physically also man owes his existence to man.

So you must not only bear in mind the aspect of the infinite regression and ask

further: who engendered my father and his grandfather, etc., you must also

grasp the circular movement observable in that progression whereby man

renews himself by procreation and thus always remains the subject. But you

will answer: I grant you this circular movement but then grant me the progres-

sion that pushes me ever further backwards until I ask, who created the first

man and the world as a whole? I can only answer you: your question itself is a

product of abstraction. Ask yourself how you come to ask such a question; ask

yourself whether your question is not put from a standpoint that I cannot

accept because it is an inverted one. Ask yourself whether that progress exists

as such for rational thought. When you inquire about the creation of the world

and man, then you abstract from man and the world. You suppose them non-

existent and yet require me to prove to you that they exist. I say to you: give up

your abstraction and you will give up your question, or if you wish to stick to

your abstraction then be consistent, and if you think of man and the world as

non-existent then think of yourself as non-existent, also, for you too are a part
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of the world and man. Do not think, do not ask me questions, for immediately

you think and ask, your abstraction from the being of nature and man has no

meaning. Or are you such an egoist that you suppose everything to be nothing

and yet wish to exist yourself?

You can reply to me: I do not wish to suppose the nothingness of the world

and so on; I am only asking you about their origins, as I ask an anatomist about

the formation of bones, etc.

But since for socialist man what is called world history is nothing but the

creation of man by human labour and the development of nature for man, he

has the observable and irrefutable proof of his self-creation and the process of

his origin. Once the essential reality of man in nature, man as the existence of

nature for man, and nature for man as the existence of man, has become

evident in practical life and sense experience, then the question of an alien

being, of a being above nature and man—a question that implies an admission

of the unreality of nature and man—has become impossible in practice. Athe-

ism, as a denial of this unreality, has no longer any meaning, for atheism is a

denial of God and tries to assert through this negation the existence of man; but

socialism as such no longer needs this mediation; it starts from the theoretical

and practical sense-perception of man and nature as the true reality. It is the

positive self-consciousness of man no longer mediated through the negation of

religion, just as real life is the positive reality of man no longer mediated

through communism as the negation of private property. Communism repre-

sents the positive in the form of the negation of the negation and thus a phase in

human emancipation and rehabilitation, both real and necessary at this junc-

ture of human development. Communism is the necessary form and dynamic

principle of the immediate future, but communism is not as such the goal of

human development, the form of human society.

Critique of Hegel’s Dialectic and General Philosophy

6. Perhaps this is the place to make some remarks towards an understanding

and justification of my attitude to Hegel’s dialectic in general and in particular

its elaboration in the Phenomenology and Logic and finally about its relation-

ship to the modern critical movement.

Modern German criticism was so busy with the content of what it had

inherited, and its progress, though imprisoned within its material, was so

forceful that there developed a completely uncritical attitude to the method of

criticism and a total unawareness of the apparently merely formal but in fact

essential question: where do we stand now concerning Hegel’s dialectic? The

unawareness of the relationship of modern criticism to Hegel’s philosophy in

general and his dialectic in particular was so great that critics like Strauss [and



14

The German Ideology

Marx and Engels declared The German Ideology to have been written ‘to settle accounts

with our former philosophical views’. It is no coincidence that the largest sections are

devoted to Feuerbach and Stirner: The Holy Family was to have been their last publication

on the subject of Young Hegelianism, but Stirner had published, in November 1844, The Ego

and its Own, an anarcho-existentialist statement that branded Marx and Engels as disciples

of Feuerbach and attracted a lot of attention in Germany. Marx therefore felt obliged to deal

with Feuerbach and Stirner as a preliminary to his economic work. There was also a section

on the ‘true socialist’ followers of Feuerbach who wished to base socialism on an ethical

ideal. The book also had the practical political aim of clarifying socialist principles for the

net of Communist Correspondence Committees that Marx and Engels had founded, and

which were to become one of the ingredients of the Communist League.

By far the most important part of the book is the first section. This was nominally

concerned with Feuerbach but in fact is an extensive description and definition of the newly

worked-out materialist conception of history. Marx and Engels begin by making fun of the

philosophical pretensions of the Young Hegelians; the main body of this section is then

divided into three parts: a general statement of the historical and materialist approach in

contrast to that of the Young Hegelians, a historical analysis employing this method, and an

account of its immediate future—a communist revolution. The section on Stirner, on the

other hand, takes up more than two-thirds of the book and is extremely tedious, its acres of

diatribe being only rarely relieved by the few perspicacious comments extracted below.

From any standpoint on Marx’s works, The German Ideology is one of his major achieve-

ments. Cutting through the cloudy metaphysics of so much Young Hegelian and even ‘true

socialist’ writing, it sets out the materialist conception of history with a force and in a detail

that Marx never afterwards surpassed. In spite of strenuous efforts, Marx and Engels did not

succeed in finding a publisher for their manuscript and left it ‘to the gnawing of the mice’. It

was first published in 1932.

Preface

Hitherto men have constantly made up for themselves false conceptions about

themselves, about what they are and what they ought to be. They have

arranged their relationships according to their ideas of God, of normal man,
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etc. The phantoms of their brains have got out of their hands. They, the cre-

ators, have bowed down before their creations. Let us liberate them from the

chimeras, the ideas, dogmas, imaginary beings under the yoke of which they

are pining away. Let us revolt against the rule of thoughts. Let us teach

men, says one, to exchange these imaginations for thoughts which correspond

to the essence of man; says the second, to take up a critical attitude to them;

says the third, to knock them out of their heads; and—existing reality will

collapse.

These innocent and childlike fancies are the kernel of the modern Young

Hegelian philosophy, which not only is received by the German public with

horror and awe, but is announced by our philosophic heroes with the solemn

consciousness of its cataclysmic dangerousness and criminal ruthlessness. The

first volume of the present publication has the aim of uncloaking these sheep,

who take themselves and are taken for wolves; of showing how their bleating

merely imitates in a philosophic form the conceptions of the German middle

class; how the boasting of these philosophic commentators only mirrors the

wretchedness of the real conditions in Germany. It is its aim to debunk and

discredit the philosophic struggle with the shadows of reality, which appeals to

the dreamy and muddled German nation.

Once upon a time a valiant fellow had the idea that men were drowned in

water only because they were possessed with the idea of gravity. If they were to

knock this notion out of their heads, say by stating it to be a superstition, a

religious concept, they would be sublimely proof against any danger from

water. His whole life long he fought against the illusion of gravity, of whose

harmful results all statistics brought him new and manifold evidence. This

honest fellow was the type of the new revolutionary philosophers in

Germany . . .

The Premisses of the Materialist Method

The premisses from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but

real premisses from which abstraction can only be made in the imagination.

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 premisses can thus be verified in a purely empirical way.

The first premiss of all human history is, of course, the existence of living

human individuals. Thus the first fact to be established is the physical organiza-

tion of these individuals and their consequent 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, oro-

hydrographical, climatic, and so on. The writing of history must always set out
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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 organization. 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 existence and have

to reproduce. This mode of production must not be considered simply as being

the production 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.

This production only makes its appearance with the increase of population.

In its turn this presupposes the intercourse of individuals with one another. The

form of this intercourse is again determined by production.

The relations of different nations among themselves depend upon the extent

to which each has developed its productive forces, the division of labour, and

internal intercourse. This statement is generally recognized. But not only the

relation of one nation to others, but also the whole internal structure of the

nation itself depends on the stage of development reached by its production

and its internal and external intercourse. How far the productive forces of a

nation are developed is shown most manifestly by the degree to which the

division of labour has been carried. Each new productive force, in so far as it

is not merely a quantitative extension of productive forces already known

(for instance the bringing into cultivation of fresh land), causes a further

development of the division of labour.

The division of labour inside a nation leads at first to the separation of

industrial and commercial from agricultural labour, and hence to the separ-

ation of town and country and to the conflict of their interests. Its further

development leads to the separation of commercial from industrial labour. At

the same time, through the division of labour inside these various branches

there develop various divisions among the individuals co-operating in definite

kinds of labour. The relative position of these individuals groups is determined

by the methods employed in agriculture, industry, and commerce (patriar-

chalism, slavery, estates, classes). These same conditions are to be seen (given a

more developed intercourse) in the relations of different nations to one another.

The various stages of development in the division of labour are just so many

different forms of ownership, i.e. the existing stage in the division of labour
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determines also the relations of individuals to one another with reference to the

material, instrument, and product of labour.

The first form of ownership is tribal ownership. It corresponds to the

undeveloped stage of production, at which a people lives by hunting and fish-

ing, by the rearing of beasts, or, in the highest stage, agriculture. In the latter

case it presupposes a great mass of uncultivated stretches of land. The division

of labour is at this stage still very elementary and is confined to a further

extension of the natural division of labour existing in the family. The social

structure is, therefore, limited to an extension of the family; patriarchal family

chieftains, below them the members of the tribe, finally slaves. The slavery

latent in the family only develops gradually with the increase of population, the

growth of wants, and with the extension of external relations, both of war and

of barter.

The second form is the ancient communal and State ownership which pro-

ceeds especially form the union of several tribes into a city by agreement or by

conquest, and which is still accompanied by slavery. Beside communal owner-

ship we already find movable, and later also immovable, private property

developing, but as an abnormal form subordinate to communal ownership.

The citizens hold power over their labouring slaves only in their community,

and on this account alone, therefore, they are bound to the form of communal

ownership. It is the communal private property which compels the active cit-

izens to remain in this spontaneously derived form of association over against

their slaves. For this reason the whole structure of society based on this com-

munal ownership, and with it the power of the people, decays in the same

measure as, in particular, immovable private property evolves. The division of

labour is already more developed. We already find the antagonism of town and

country; later the antagonism between those states which represent town inter-

ests and those which represent country interests, and inside the towns them-

selves the antagonism between industry and maritime commerce. The class

relation between citizens and slaves is now completely developed.

With the development of private property, we find here for the first time the

same conditions which we shall find again, only on a more extensive scale, with

modern private property. On the one hand, the concentration of private prop-

erty, which began very early in Rome (as the Licinian agrarian law proves) and

proceeded very rapidly from the time of the civil wars and especially under the

Emperors; on the other hand, coupled with this, the transformation of the

plebeian small peasantry into a proletariat, which, however, owing to its inter-

mediate position between propertied citizens and slaves, never achieved an

independent development.

The third form of ownership is feudal or estate property. If antiquity started

out from the town and its little territory, the Middle Ages started out from the

country. This differing starting-point was determined by the sparseness of the
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population at that time, which was scattered over a large area and which

received no large increase from the conquerors. In contrast to Greece and

Rome, feudal development at the outset, therefore, extends over a much wider

territory, prepared by the Roman conquests and the spread of agriculture at

first associated with it. The last centuries of the declining Roman Empire and its

conquest by the barbarians destroyed a number of productive forces; agri-

culture had declined, industry had decayed for want of a market, trade had

died out or been violently suspended, the rural and urban population had

decreased. From these conditions and the mode of organization of the conquest

determined by them, feudal property developed under the influence of the

Germanic military constitution. Like tribal and communal ownership, it is

based again on a community; but the directly producing class standing over

against it is not, as in the case of the ancient community, the slaves, but the

enserfed small peasantry. As soon as feudalism is fully developed, there also

arises antagonism towards the towns. The hierarchical structure of landowner-

ship, and the armed bodies of retainers associated with it, gave the nobility

power over the serfs. This feudal organization was, just as much as the ancient

communal ownership, an association against a subjected producing class; but

the form of association and the relation to the direct producers were different

because of the different conditions of production.

This feudal system of landownership had its counterpart in the towns in the

shape of corporative property, the feudal organization of trades. Here property

consisted chiefly in the labour of each individual person. The necessity for

association against the organized robber barons, the need for communal

covered markets in an age when the industrialist was at the same time a

merchant, the growing competition of the escaped serfs swarming into the

rising towns, the feudal structure of the whole country: these combined to

bring about the guilds. The gradually accumulated small capital of individual

craftsmen and their stable numbers, as against the growing population, evolved

the relation of journeyman and apprentice, which brought into being in the

towns a hierarchy similar to that in the country.

Thus the chief form of property during the feudal epoch consisted on the one

hand of landed property with serf labour chained to it, and on the other of the

labour of the individual with small capital commanding the labour of journey-

men. The organization of both was determined by the restricted conditions of

production—the small-scale and primitive cultivation of the land and the craft

type of industry. There was little division of labour in the heyday of feudalism.

Each country bore in itself the antithesis of town and country; the division into

estates was certainly strongly marked; but apart from the differentiation of

princes, nobility, clergy, and peasants in the country; and masters, journeymen,

apprentices, and soon also the rabble of casual labourers in the towns, no

division of importance took place. In agriculture it was rendered difficult by the
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strip-system, beside which the cottage industry of the peasants themselves

emerged. In industry there was no division of labour at all in the individual

trades themselves, and very little between them. The separation of industry and

commerce was found already in existence in older towns; in the newer it only

developed later, when the towns entered into mutual relations.

The grouping of larger territories into feudal kingdoms was a necessity for

the landed nobility as for the towns. The organization of the ruling class, the

nobility, had, therefore, everywhere a monarch at its head.

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 political

structure with production. The social structure and the State are continually

evolving out of the life-process of definite individuals, but of individuals, 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, 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 existence 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 devel-

opment 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

premisses. 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



the materialist conception of history 1844–1847 | 181

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 premisses. It starts out from the

real premisses and does not abandon them for a moment. Its premisses are men,

not in any fantastic isolation and rigidity, but in their actual, empirically per-

ceptible process of development under definite conditions. As 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 an 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 his-

tory, 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 prem-

isses 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 con-

tradistinction to the ideologists, and shall illustrate them by historical

examples.

Since we are dealing with the Germans, who are devoid of premisses, we must

begin by stating the first premiss of all human existence and, therefore, of all

history, the premiss, namely, that men must be in a position to live in order to

be able to ‘make history’. But life involves before everything else eating and

drinking, a habitation, clothing, and many other things. The first historical act

is thus the production of the means to satisfy these needs, the production of

material life itself. And indeed this is an historical act, a fundamental condition

of all history, which today, as thousands of years ago, must daily and hourly be

fulfilled merely in order to sustain human life. Even when the sensuous world is
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reduced to a minimum, to a stick as with Saint Bruno, it presupposes the action

of producing the stick. Therefore in any interpretation of history one has first

of all to observe this fundamental fact in all its significance and all its implica-

tions and to accord it its due importance. It is well known that the Germans

have never done this, and they have never, therefore, had an earthly basis for

history and consequently never an historian. The French and the English, even

if they have conceived the relation of this fact with so-called history only in an

extremely one-sided fashion, particularly as long as they remained in the toils

of political ideology, have nevertheless made the first attempts to give the writ-

ing of history a materialistic basis by being the first to write histories of civil

society, of commerce and industry.

The second point is that the satisfaction of the first need (the action of satisfy-

ing, and the instrument of satisfaction which has been acquired) leads to new

needs; and this production of new needs is the first historical act. Here we

recognize immediately the spiritual ancestry of the great historical wisdom of

the Germans who, when they run out of positive material and when they can

serve up neither theological nor political nor literary rubbish, assert that this is

not history at all, but the ‘prehistoric era’. They do not, however, enlighten us

as to how we proceed from this nonsensical ‘prehistory’ to history proper;

although, on the other hand, in their historical speculation they seize upon this

‘prehistory’ with especial eagerness because they imagine themselves safe there

from interference on the part of ‘crude facts’, and, at the same time, because

there they can give full rein to their speculative impulse and set up and knock

down hypotheses by the thousand.

The third circumstance which, from the very outset, enters into historical

development, is that men, who daily remake their own life, begin to make other

men, to propagate their kind: the relation between man and woman, parents

and children, the family. The family, which to begin with is the only social

relationship, becomes later, when increased needs create new social relations

and the increased population new needs, a subordinate one (except in Ger-

many), and must then be treated and analysed according to the existing empir-

ical data, not according to ‘the concept of the family’, as is the custom in

Germany. These three aspects of social activity are not of course to be taken as

three different stages, but just as three aspects or, to make it clear to the Ger-

mans, three ‘moments’, which have existed simultaneously since the dawn of

history and the first men, and which still assert themselves in history today.

The production of life, both of one’s own in labour and of fresh life in

procreation, now appears as a double relationship: on the one hand as a

natural, on the other as a social, relationship. By social we understand the

co-operation of several individuals, no matter under what conditions, in

what manner, and to what end. It follows from this that a certain mode of

production, or industrial stage, is always combined with a certain mode of
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co-operation, or social stage, and this mode of co-operation is itself a ‘product-

ive force’. Further, that the multitude of productive forces accessible to men

determines the nature of society, hence, that the ‘history of humanity’ 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 com-

prehension 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 in

addition may hold men together.

Only now, after having considered four moments, four aspects of the pri-

mary historical relationships, do we find that man also possesses ‘conscious-

ness’, 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 conscious-

ness that exists also for other men, and for that reason alone it really exists for

me personally as well; language, 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 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 con-

sciousness of nature (natural religion) just because nature is as yet hardly

modified historically. (We see here immediately that 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.) 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
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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.

etc. Division of labour only becomes truly such from the moment when a

division of material and mental labour appears. (The first form of ideologists,

priests, is concurrent.) 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 contradic-

tion with the existing relations, this can only occur because existing social rela-

tions have come into contradiction with existing forces of production; this,

moreover, can also occur in a particular national sphere of relations through the

appearance of the contradiction, not within the national orbit, but between this

national consciousness and the practice of other nations, i.e. between the

national and the general consciousness of a nation (as we see it now in Germany).

Moreover, it is quite immaterial what consciousness starts to do on its own:

out of all such muck we get only the one inference that these three moments,

the forces of production, the state of society, and consciousness, can and must

come into contradiction with one another, because the division of labour

implies the possibility, nay the fact, that intellectual and material activity—

enjoyment and labour, production and consumption—devolve on different

individuals, and that the only possibility of their not coming into contradiction

lies in the negation in its turn of the division of labour. It is self-evident, more-

over, that ‘spectres’, ‘bonds’, ‘the higher being’, ‘concept’, ‘scruple’, are merely

the idealistic, spiritual expression, the conception apparently of the isolated

individual, the image of very empirical fetters and limitations, within which the

mode of production of life and the form of intercourse coupled with it move.

Private Property and Communism

With the division of labour, in which all these contradictions are implicit, and

which in its turn is based on the natural division of labour in the family and the

separation of society into individual families opposed to one another, is given
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The Communist Manifesto

The Communist League, linking the main centres of communist activities in Paris, London,

Brussels, and Cologne, was formed out of the League of the Just in June 1847, largely at the

instigation of Marx and Engels. At a Congress in London in November 1847, the need was

expressed for a clear formulation of the League’s principles, and Marx and Engels were

asked to draw up a statement. Engels had already composed a draft after the June Congress,

and Marx incorporated some of this material when he wrote the Manifesto in Brussels

in December and January. By the time it was published in February 1848, the series of

revolutions that marked that year had already broken out.

The Communist Manifesto has four sections. The first gives a history of society as class

society since the Middle Ages and ends with a prophecy of the victory of the proletariat over

the present ruling class, the bourgeoisie. The second section describes the position of com-

munists within the proletarian class, rejects bourgeois objections to communism, and then

characterizes the communist revolution, the measures to be taken by the victorious prole-

tariat, and the nature of the future communist society. The third section contains an

extended criticism of other types of socialism—reactionary, bourgeois, and utopian. The

final section provides a short description of communist tactics towards other opposition

parties and finishes with an appeal for proletarian unity.

None of the ideas in the Communist Manifesto were new, and its ideas on revolution and

history were obviously influenced by French socialists such as Babeuf, Saint-Simon, and

Considérant; and the concept of class, with which the Manifesto begins, was first used by

French bourgeois historians. What is new is the force of expression and the powerful syn-

thesis afforded by the materialist conception of history. For many parts of the Manifesto are

simply brilliant summaries of views put forward in The German Ideology. Marx and Engels

continued to recognize this pamphlet as a classic expression of their views, though they

would subsequently have wished to modify some of its ideas—particularly (in the light of the

Paris Commune) those relating to the proletariat’s appropriation of the state apparatus and

the rather simplistic statements on immiserization and class polarization.

A 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

Tsar, 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
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branding reproach of Communism, against the more advanced opposition

parties, as well as against its reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact.

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

a Power.

II. It is 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 nationalities have assembled in London,

and sketched the following Manifesto, to be published in the English, French,

German, Italian, Flemish, and Danish languages.

I

Bourgeois and Proletarians

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

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and

journeyman—in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant oppos-

ition to one another, 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 contending 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 class 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, possesses, however, this distinctive

feature: it has simplified 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.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh

ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East Indian and Chinese markets, the

colonization of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of

exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to



1848 and after | 247

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 mon-

opolized 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

between 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 revolution-

ized industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken by the

giant, Modern Industry, the place of the industrial middle class, by industrial

millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies, the modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world-market, for which the discovery

of America paved the way. This market has given an immense development to

commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. This development has, in

its turn, reacted on the extension of industry; and in proportion as industry,

commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same proportion the bour-

geoisie 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 cor-

responding political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway

of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association in the medieval

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 committee for managing the common affairs of the whole

bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary 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
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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 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 revolutionizing the instru-

ments 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 revolutionizing of production, uninter-

rupted 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 bour-

geoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle

everywhere, establish connections 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 question for all civil-

ized 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 the

old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find new wants,

requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place
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of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse

in every direction, universal interdependence of nations. And as in material, so

also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations

become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness

become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local

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 all, even the most

barbarian, nations into civilization. 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 civilization 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 cities, has greatly increased the urban population as com-

pared 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 dependent on the

towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent on

the civilized 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 population, of the means of production, and of property. It has

agglomerated population, centralized means of production, and has concen-

trated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was political

centralization. Independent or but loosely connected provinces, with separate

interests, laws, governments, and systems of taxation, became lumped together

into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one national

class-interest, one frontier, and one customs-tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarcely one hundred years, has created

more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding

generations together. Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, machinery, applica-

tion of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, elec-

tric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of

rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—what earlier century

had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of

social labour?

We see then that the means of production and of exchange, on whose foun-

dation the bourgeoisie built 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
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organization of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one word, the feu-

dal relations of property become no longer compatible with the already

developed productive forces; they become so many fetters. They had to be burst

asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and polit-

ical 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

which he has called up by his spells. The history of industry and commerce for

many a decade past is but the history of the revolt of modern 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

trial, each time more threateningly, the existence of the entire bourgeois soci-

ety. 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, has cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; indus-

try and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too much

civilization, 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 con-

trary, 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 bourgeois 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 exploit-

ation 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 those

weapons—the modern working class—the proletarians.
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In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same pro-

portion 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 them-

selves piecemeal, 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 mainten-

ance, 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, there-

fore, 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 proportion 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 organized like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army

they are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and ser-

geants. 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 overlooker,

and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more

openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the

more hateful, and the more embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in other

words, the more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labour of

men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex have no longer

any distinctive social validity for the working class. All are instruments of

labour, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, so far, at

an end, and he receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other

portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, 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
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specialized 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 opera-

tives 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 an incoherent mass scattered over the

whole country, and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they

unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their

own active union, 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 bour-

geois, the petty bourgeoisie. Thus the whole historical movement is concen-

trated 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 equalized, 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 precarious; 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 occasional 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 communica-

tion that are 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
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to centralize 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 organization 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 workers, 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 threat-

ened 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 on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range of

old 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 earlier period, a section of

the nobility 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 ideol-

ogists, who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending 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

finally 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
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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 to him so many bour-

geois 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 status 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 vio-

lent 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
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feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. The modern labourer,

on the contrary, instead of rising 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 existence upon society as

an overriding 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 bour-

geoisie, 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, there-

fore, produces, above all, is its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the

proletariat are equally inevitable.

II

Proletarians and Communists

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole?

The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to other working-

class parties.

They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a

whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape

and mould the proletarian movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by

this only: 1. In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different coun-

tries, they point out and bring to the front the common interests of the entire

proletariat, independently of all nationality. 2. In the various stages of devel-

opment which the struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has

to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the

movement as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, the most



256 | karl marx: selected writings

advanced and resolute section of the working-class parties of every country,

that section which pushes forward all others; on the other hand, theoretically,

they have over the great mass of the proletariat the advantage of clearly under-

standing the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general results of

the proletarian movement.

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all the other

proletarian parties: formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the

bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political power by the proletariat.

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas

or principles that have been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be

universal reformer.

They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an

existing class struggle, from a historical movement going on under our very

eyes. The abolition of existing property relations is not at all a distinctive

feature of Communism.

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical

change consequent upon the change in historical conditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favour of

bourgeois property.

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition of property

generally, but the abolition of bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois

private property is the final and most complete expression of the system of

producing and appropriating products, that is based on class antagonisms, on

the exploitation of many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single

sentence: Abolition of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right

of personally acquiring property as the fruit of a man’s own labour, which

property is alleged to be the groundwork of all personal freedom, activity, and

independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the property

of the petty artisan and of the small peasant, a form of property that pre-

ceded the bourgeois form? There is no need to abolish that; the development

of industry has to a great extent already destroyed it, and is still destroying

it daily.

Or do you mean modern bourgeois private property?

But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer? Not a bit. It

creates capital, i.e., that kind of property which exploits wage-labour, and

which cannot increase except upon condition of begetting a new supply of

wage-labour for fresh exploitation. Property, in its present form, is based on

the antagonism of capital and wage-labour. Let us examine both sides of this

antagonism.
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To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a social, status in

production. Capital is a collective product, and only by the united action of

many members, nay, in the last resort, only by the united action of all members

of society, can it be set in motion.

Capital is, therefore, not a personal, it is a social power.

When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the prop-

erty of all members of society, personal property is not thereby transformed

into social property. It is only the social character of the property that is

changed. It loses its class-character.

Let us now take wage-labour.

The average price of wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum of

the means of subsistence which is absolutely requisite to keep the labourer in

bare existence as a labourer. What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates

by means of his labour merely suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare exist-

ence. We by no means intend to abolish this personal appropriation of the

products of labour, an appropriation that is made for the maintenance and

reproduction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to command

the labour of others. All that we want to do away with is the miserable char-

acter of this appropriation, under which the labourer lives merely to increase

capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as the interest of the ruling class

requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to increase accumulated

labour. In Communist society, accumulated labour is but a means to widen, to

enrich, to promote the existence of the labourer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in Commun-

ist society, the present dominates the past. In bourgeois society capital is

independent and has individuality, while the living person is dependent and has

no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgeois abolition of

individuality and freedom! And rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois indi-

viduality, bourgeois independence, and bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly

aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions of production,

free trade, free selling and buying.

But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying disappears also.

This talk about free selling and buying, and all the other ‘brave words’ of our

bourgeoisie about freedom in general, have a meaning, if any, only in contrast

with restricted selling and buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages,

but have no meaning when opposed to the Communistic abolition of buying

and selling, of the bourgeois conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie

itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. But in
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your existing society, private property is already done away with for nine-

tenths of the population; its existence for the few is solely due to its non-

existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with

intending to do away with a form of property, the necessary condition for

whose existence is the non-existence of any property for the immense majority

of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with your property.

Precisely so; that is just what we intend.

From the moment when labour can no longer be converted into capital,

money, or rent, into a social power capable of being monopolized, i.e., from

the moment when individual property can no longer be transformed into bour-

geois property, into capital, from that moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by ‘individual’ you mean no other person

than the bourgeois, than the middle-class owner of property. This person must,

indeed, be swept out of the way, and made impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of

society; all that it does is to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of

others by means of such appropriation.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property all work will

cease, and universal laziness will overtake us.

According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs

through sheer idleness; for those of its members who work acquire nothing,

and those who acquire anything do not work. The whole of this objection is but

another expression of the tautology: that there can no longer be any wage-

labour when there is no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the Communistic mode of producing and

appropriating material products have, in the same way, been urged against the

Communistic modes of producing and appropriating intellectual products. Just

as, to the bourgeois, the disappearance of class property is the disappearance of

production itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to him identical with

the disappearance of all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous majority, a

mere training to act as a machine.

But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of

bourgeois property, the standard̆ of your bourgeois notions of freedom, cul-

ture, law, etc. Your very ideas are but the outgrowth of the conditions of your

bourgeois production and bourgeois property, just as your jurisprudence is but

the will of your class made into a law for all, a will whose essential character

and direction are determined by the economical conditions of existence of your

class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of

nature and of reason the social forms springing from your present mode of
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production and form of property—historical relations that rise and disappear

in the progress of production—this misconception you share with every ruling

class that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the case of ancient prop-

erty, what you admit in the case of feudal property, you are of course forbidden

to admit in the case of your own bourgeois form of property.

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this infamous

proposal of the Communists.

On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On

capital, on private gain. In its completely developed form this family exists only

among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things finds its complement in the

practical absence of the family among the proletarians, and in public

prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement

vanishes, and both will vanish with the vanishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their

parents? To this crime we plead guilty.

But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when we

replace home education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by the social

conditions under which you educate, by the intervention, direct or indirect, of

society, by means of schools, etc.? The Communists have not invented

the intervention of society in education; they do but seek to alter the character

of that intervention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling

class.

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about the hallowed

co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by

the action of Modern Industry, all family ties among the proletarians are torn

asunder, and their children transformed into simple articles of commerce and

instruments of labour.

But you Communists would introduce community of women, screams the

whole bourgeoisie in chorus.

The bourgeois sees in his wife a mere instrument of production. He hears

that the instruments of production are to be exploited in common, and, natur-

ally, can come to no other conclusion than that the lot of being common to all

will likewise fall to the women.

He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is to do away with

the status of women as mere instruments of production.

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous indignation of our

bourgeois at the community of women which, they pretend, is to be openly and

officially established by the Communists. The Communists have no need to

introduce community of women; it has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having the wives and daughters of their
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proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of common prostitutes, take the

greatest pleasure in seducing each other’s wives.

Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common and thus, at the

most, what the Communists might possibly be reproached with, is that they

desire to introduce, in substitution for a hypocritically concealed, an openly

legalized, community of women. For the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition

of the present system of production must bring with it the abolition of the

community of women springing from that system, i.e., of prostitution both

public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish countries

and nationality.

The working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they

have not got. Since the proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy,

must rise to be the leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation,

it is, so far, itself national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.

National differences and antagonisms between peoples are daily more and

more vanishing, owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of

commerce, to the world-market, to uniformity in the mode of production and

in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United

action, of the leading civilized countries at least, is one of the first conditions for

the emancipation of the proletariat.

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another is put an end

to, the exploitation of one nation by another will also be put an end to. In

proportion as the antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the

hostility of one nation to another will come to an end.

The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical,

and, generally, from an ideological standpoint are not deserving of serious

examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man’s ideas, views, and

conceptions, in one word, man’s consciousness, changes with every change in

the conditions of his material existence, in his social relation, and in his social

life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production

changes its character in proportion as material production is changed? The

ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling class.

When people speak of ideas that revolutionize society, they do but express

the fact, that within the old society, the elements of a new one have been

created, and that the dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace with the

dissolution of the old conditions of existence.

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient religions were

overcome by Christianity. When Christian ideas succumbed in the eighteenth
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century to rationalist ideas, feudal society fought its death battle with the then

revolutionary bourgeoisie. The ideas of religious liberty and freedom of con-

science merely gave expression to the sway of free competition within the

domain of knowledge.

‘Undoubtedly,’ it will be said, ‘religious, moral, philosophical, and juridical

ideas have been modified in the course of historical development. But religion,

morality, philosophy, political science, and law constantly survived this change.’

‘There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice, etc., that are

common to all states of society. But Communism abolishes eternal truths, it

abolishes all religion and all morality, instead of constituting them on a new

basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to all past historical experience.’

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past society has

consisted in the development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed

different forms at different epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common to all past ages,

viz., the exploitation of one part of society by the other. No wonder, then, that

the social consciousness of past ages, despite all the multiplicity and variety it

displays, moves within certain common forms, or general ideas, which cannot

completely vanish except with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.

The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional

property relations; no wonder that its development involves the most radical

rupture with traditional ideas.

But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to Communism.

We have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the working class

is to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class, to win the battle of

democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degrees, all cap-

ital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the

hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organized 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 des-

potic inroads on the rights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois

production; by means of measures, therefore, which 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 revolutionizing 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.
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2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

3. Abolition of all right of inheritance.

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

5. Centralization of credit in the hands of the State, by means of a national

bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.

6. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in the hands

of the State.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State;

the bringing into cultivation of wastelands, and the improvement 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 manufacturing industries; gradual

abolition of the distinction 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, etc., etc.

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and

all production has been concentrated in the hands of associated individuals, the

public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly so called,

is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing another. If the prole-

tariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of

circumstances, to organize 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.

III

Socialist and Communist Literature

1. Reactionary Socialism

(a) Feudal Socialism. Owing to their historical position, it became the voca-

tion of the aristocracies of France and England to write pamphlets against

modern bourgeois society. In the French revolution of July 1830, and in the
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Capital

Capital represents only a part of the work on ‘Economics’ that Marx had mapped out in the

late 1850s. Thus it is an expansion of only a section—though the most important section—

of the material contained in the Grundrisse. And of the four volumes of this ‘section’, Marx

only managed to complete the first. The four were drafted out in reverse order: the manu-

script for the Theories of Surplus Value was completed in 1862–3, the third volume of

Capital in 1864, and the first in 1865–6. It was only this first volume that Marx saw through

to publication.

Volume One of Capital consists of two very distinct parts: the first nine chapters contain a

very abstract discussion of the central concepts of value, labour, surplus value, etc. It is not

only this abstraction that makes them difficult; it is also the Hegelian mode of expression

and the fact that, while the concepts used by Marx were familiar to mid-nineteenth-century

economists, they were abandoned by the later orthodoxy of the marginalist school. Modern

economists have tended to discuss the functioning of the capitalist system as given and

concentrate particularly on prices, whereas Marx wished to examine the mode of production

which gave rise to the capitalist system and which would, he believed, bring about its own

destruction.

Following the first nine chapters, there is a masterly account of the genesis of capitalism

which makes pioneering use of the statistical material then becoming increasingly available.

It is one of the best illustrations of applied historical materialism.

Volume Two of Capital is rather technical, and discusses the circulation of capital and the

genesis of economic crises. Volume Three begins with a discussion of value and prices and the

tendency of profits to fall, but trails off towards the end with the dramatically incomplete

section on classes.

The following selections are intended to give the most important parts of the argument of

the first volume, supplemented by a few key sections from the third volume.

From Volume One

From the Prefaces: i. 1867

‘Every beginning is difficult’ holds in all sciences. To understand the first chap-

ter, especially the section that contains the analysis of commodities, will, there-
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fore, present the greatest difficulty. That which concerns more especially the

analysis of the substance of value and the magnitude of value, I have, as much

as it was possible, popularized. The value-form, whose fully developed shape is

the money-form, is very elementary and simple. Nevertheless, the human mind

has for more than 2000 years sought in vain to get to the bottom of it, while on

the other hand, to the successful analysis of much more composite and complex

forms there has been at least an approximation. Why? Because the body, as an

organic whole, is more easy of study than are the cells of that body. In the

analysis of economic forms, moreover, neither microscopes nor chemical

reagents are of use. The force of abstraction must replace both. But in bour-

geois society the commodity-form of the product of labour—or the value-form

of the commodity—is the economic cell-form. To the superficial observer, the

analysis of these forms seems to turn upon minutiae. It does in fact deal with

minutiae, but they are of the same order as those dealt with in microscopic

anatomy.

With the exception of the section on value-form, therefore, this volume can-

not stand accused on the score of difficulty. I presuppose, of course, a reader

who is willing to learn something new and therefore to think for himself.

The physicist either observes physical phenomena where they occur in their

most typical form and most free from disturbing influence, or, wherever pos-

sible, he makes experiments under conditions that assure the occurrence of the

phenomenon in its normality. In this work I have to examine the capitalist

mode of production, and the conditions of production and exchange corres-

ponding to that mode. Up to the present time, their classic ground is England.

That is the reason why England is used as the chief illustration in the develop-

ment of my theoretical ideas. If, however, the German reader shrugs his shoul-

ders at the condition of the English industrial and agricultural labourers, or in

optimist fashion comforts himself with the thought that in Germany things are

not nearly so bad; I must plainly tell him, ‘De te fabula narratur!’ [The story is

about you!]

Intrinsically, it is not a question of the higher or lower degree of development

of the social antagonisms that result from the natural laws of capitalist produc-

tion. It is a question of these laws themselves, of these tendencies working with

iron necessity towards inevitable results. The country that is more developed

industrially only shows, to the less developed, the image of its own future.

But apart from this. Where capitalist production is fully naturalized among

the Germans (for instance, in the factories proper), the condition of things is

much worse than in England, because the counterpoise of the Factory Acts is

wanting. In all other spheres, we, like all the rest of Continental Western

Europe, suffer not only from the development of capitalist production, but also

from the incompleteness of that development. Alongside modern evils, a

whole series of inherited evils oppress us, arising from the passive survival of
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antiquated modes of production, with their inevitable train of social and polit-

ical anachronisms. We suffer not only from the living, but from the dead. Le

mort saisit le vif! [The dead seize the living!]

The social statistics of Germany and the rest of Continental Western Europe

are, in comparison with those of England, wretchedly compiled. But they raise

the veil just enough to let us catch a glimpse of the Medusa head behind it. We

should be appalled at the state of things at home, if, as in England, our govern-

ments and parliaments appointed periodically commissions of inquiry into

economic conditions; if these commissions were armed with the same plenary

powers to get at the truth; if it was possible to find for this purpose men as

competent, as free from partisanship and respect of persons as are the English

factory inspectors, her medical reporters on public health, her commissioners

of inquiry into the exploitation of women and children, into housing and food.

Perseus wore a magic cap that the monsters he hunted down might not see him.

We draw the magic cap down over eyes and ears as a make-believe that there

are no monsters.

Let us not deceive ourselves on this. As in the eighteenth century, the Ameri-

can war of independence sounded the tocsin for the European middle class, so

in the nineteenth century, the American Civil War sounded it for the European

working class. In England the progress of social disintegration is palpable.

When it has reached a certain point, it must react on the Continent. There it

will take a form more brutal or more humane, according to the degree of

development of the working class itself. Apart from higher motives, therefore,

their own most important interests dictate to the classes that are for the nonce

the ruling ones the removal of all legally removable hindrances to the free

development of the working class. It is for this reason, as well as others, that I

have given so large a space in this volume to the history, the details, and the

results of English factory legislation. One nation can and should learn from

others. And even when a society has got on the right track for the discovery of

the natural laws of its movement—and it is the ultimate aim of this work to lay

bare the economic law of motion of modern society—it can neither clear

by bold leaps, nor remove by legal enactments, the obstacles offered by the

successive phases of its normal development. But it can shorten and lessen the

birth-pangs.

To prevent possible misunderstanding, a word. I paint the capitalist and the

landlord in no sense couleur de rose. But here individuals are dealt with only in

so far as they are the personifications of economic categories, embodiments of

particular class relations and class interests. My standpoint, from which the

evolution of the economic formation of society is viewed as a process of natural

history, can less than any other make the individual responsible for relations

whose creature he socially remains, however much he may subjectively raise

himself above them.
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In the domain of Political Economy, free scientific inquiry meets not merely

the same enemies as in all other domains. The peculiar nature of the material it

deals with summons as foes into the field of battle the most violent, mean, and

malignant passions of the human breast, the Furies of private interest. The

English Established Church, e.g., will more readily pardon an attack on 38 of

its 39 articles than on 
1
––
30 of its income. Nowadays atheism itself is culpa levis

[minor fault], as compared with criticism of existing property relations. Never-

theless, there is an unmistakable advance. I refer, e.g., to the Blue book pub-

lished within the last few weeks: ‘Correspondence with Her Majesty’s Missions

Abroad, regarding Industrial Questions and Trades’ Unions.’ The representa-

tives of the English Crown in foreign countries there declare in so many words

that in Germany, in France, to be brief, in all the civilized states of the Euro-

pean continent, a radical change in the existing relations between capital and

labour is as evident and inevitable as in England. At the same time, on the other

side of the Atlantic Ocean, Mr. Wade, vice-president of the United States,

declared in public meetings that, after the abolition of slavery, a radical change

of the relations of capital and of property in land is next upon the order of the

day. These are signs of the times, not to be hidden by purple mantles or black

cassocks. They do not signify that tomorrow a miracle will happen. They show

that, within the ruling classes themselves, a foreboding is dawning, that the

present society is no solid crystal, but an organism capable of change, and is

constantly changing.

The second volume of this work will treat of the process of the circulation of

capital (Book II), and of the varied forms assumed by capital in the course of its

development (Book III), the third and last volume (Book IV), the history of the

theory.

Every opinion based on scientific criticism I welcome. As to the prejudices of

so-called public opinion, to which I have never made concessions, now as

aforetime the maxim of the great Florentine is mine:

Segui il tuo corso, e lascia dir le genti. [Follow your path and let people say

what they will.]

ii. 1872

. . . The European Messenger of St. Petersburg, in an article dealing exclusively

with the method of Das Kapital, finds my method of inquiry severely realistic,

but my method of presentation, unfortunately, German-dialectical. It says: ‘At

first sight, if the judgement is based on the external form of the presentation of

the subject, Marx is the most ideal of ideal philosophers, always in the German,

i.e., the bad sense of the word. But in point of fact he is infinitely more realistic

than all his forerunners in the work of economic criticism. He can in no sense

be called an idealist.’ I cannot answer the writer better than by aid of a few
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extracts from his own criticism, which may interest some of my readers to

whom the Russian original is inaccessible.

After a quotation from the preface to my Criticism of Political Economy,

where I discuss the materialistic basis of my method, the writer goes on: ‘The

one thing which is of moment to Marx is to find the law of the phenomena with

whose investigation he is concerned; and not only is that law of moment to

him, which governs these phenomena, in so far as they have a definite form and

mutual connection within a given historical period. Of still greater moment to

him is the law of their variation, of their development, i.e., of their transition

from one form into another, from one series of connections into a different one.

This law once discovered, he investigates in detail the effects in which it mani-

fests itself in social life. Consequently, Marx only troubles himself about one

thing: to show, by rigid scientific investigation the necessity of successive

determinate orders of social conditions, and to establish, as impartially as pos-

sible, the facts that serve him for fundamental starting-points. For this it is quite

enough, if he proves, at the same time, both the necessity of the present order of

things, and the necessity of another order into which the first must inevitably

pass over; and this all the same, whether men believe or do not believe it,

whether they are conscious or unconscious of it. Marx treats the social move-

ment as a process of natural history, governed by laws not only independent of

human will, consciousness, and intelligence, but rather, on the contrary, deter-

mining that will, consciousness, and intelligence . . . If in the history of civiliza-

tion the conscious element plays a part so subordinate, then it is self-evident

that a critical inquiry whose subject-matter is civilization, can, less than any-

thing else, have for its basis any form of, or any result of, consciousness. That is

to say that not the idea, but the material phenomenon alone can serve as its

starting-point. Such an inquiry will confine itself to the confrontation and the

comparison of a fact, not with ideas, but with another fact. For this inquiry, the

one thing of moment is that both facts be investigated as accurately as possible,

and that they actually form, each with respect to the other, different momenta

of an evolution; but most important of all is the rigid analysis of the series of

successions, of the sequences and concatenations in which the different stages

of such an evolution present themselves. But, it will be said, the general laws of

economic life are one and the same, no matter whether they are applied to the

present or the past. This Marx directly denies. According to him, such abstract

laws do not exist. On the contrary, in his opinion every historical period has

laws of its own. . . . As soon as society has outlived a given period of develop-

ment, and is passing over from one given stage to another, it begins to be

subject also to other laws. In a word, economic life offers us a phenomenon

analogous to the history of evolution in other branches of biology. The old

economists misunderstood the nature of economic laws when they likened

them to the laws of physics and chemistry. A more thorough analysis of
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phenomena shows that social organisms differ among themselves as funda-

mentally as plants or animals. Nay, one and the same phenomenon falls under

quite different laws in consequence of the different structure of these organisms

as a whole, of the variations of their individual organs, of the different condi-

tions in which those organs function, etc. Marx, e.g., denies that the law of

population is the same at all times and in all places. He asserts, on the contrary,

that every stage of development has its own law of population . . . With the

varying degree of development of productive power, social conditions and the

laws governing them vary too. While Marx sets himself the task of following

and explaining from this point of view the economic system established by the

sway of capital, he is only formulating, in a strictly scientific manner, the aim

that every accurate investigation into economic life must have. The scientific

value of such an inquiry lies in the disclosing of the special laws that regulate

the origin, existence, development, death of a given social organism and its

replacement by another and higher one. And it is this value that, in point of

fact, Marx’s book has.’

While the writer pictures what he takes to be actually my method, in this

striking and as far as concerns my own application of it generous way, what

else is he picturing but the dialectic method?

Of course the method of presentation must differ in form from that of

inquiry. The latter has to appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its

different forms of development, to trace out their inner connection. Only after

this work is done, can the actual movement be adequately described. If this is

done successfully, if the life of the subject-matter is ideally reflected as in a

mirror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere a priori construction.

My dialectic method is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its direct

opposite. To Hegel, the life-process of the human brain, i.e., the process of

thinking, which, under the name of ‘the Idea’, he even transforms into an

independent subject, is the demiurgos of the real world, and the real world is

only the external, phenomenal form of ‘the Idea’. With me, on the contrary, the

ideal is nothing else than the material world reflected by the human mind, and

translated into forms of thought.

The mystifying side of Hegelian dialectic I criticized nearly thirty years ago,

at a time when it was still the fashion. But just as I was working at the first

volume of Das Kapital, it was the good pleasure of the peevish, arrogant,

mediocre epigoni who now talk big in cultured Germany, to treat Hegel in

the same way as the brave Moses Mendelssohn in Lessing’s time treated

Spinoza, i.e., as a ‘dead dog’. I therefore openly avowed myself the pupil of that

mighty thinker, and even here and there, in the chapter on the theory of value,

coquetted with the modes of expression peculiar to him. The mystification

which dialectic suffers in Hegel’s hands by no means prevents him from being

the first to present its general form of working in a comprehensive and
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conscious manner. With him it is standing on its head. It must be turned right

side up again, if you should discover the rational kernel within the mystical shell.

In its mystified form, dialectic became the fashion in Germany, because it

seemed to transfigure and to glorify the existing stage of things. In its rational

form it is a scandal and abomination to bourgeoisdom and its doctrinaire

professors, because it includes in its comprehension and affirmative recognition

of the existing state of things at the same time also the recognition of the

negation of that state, of its inevitable breaking-up; because it regards every

historically developed social form as in fluid movement, and therefore takes

into account its transient nature not less than its momentary existence; because

it lets nothing impose upon it, and is in its essence critical and revolutionary.

The contradictions inherent in the movement of capitalist society impress

themselves upon the practical bourgeois most strikingly in the changes of the

periodic cycle, through which modern industry runs, and whose crowning

point is the universal crisis. That crisis is once again approaching, although as

yet but in its preliminary stage; and by the universality of its theatre and the

intensity of its action it will drum dialectics even into the heads of the mush-

room upstarts of the new, holy Prusso-German empire. . . .

Commodities: Use-Value and Exchange-Value

The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist mode of production pre-

vails 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, etc., 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. So also is the establishment of socially recognized stand-

ards 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 meas-

ured, partly in convention.

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 as iron, corn, or a diamond, is
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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

we are 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 con-

nected 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, etc.—in 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, etc., each represent the exchange-

value of one quarter of wheat, x blacking, y silk, z gold, etc., must, as exchange-

value, 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, e.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 triangles.

But the area of the triangle itself is expressed by something totally different

from its visible figure, 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.
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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 characterized 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 is as good as another, if the values be equal. There is no difference

or distinction in things of equal value . . . A hundred pounds’ worth of lead or

iron is of as great value as one hundred pounds’ worth of silver or gold.’ As use-

values, commodities are, above all, of different qualities, but as exchange-

values they are merely different quantities, and consequently do not contain an

atom of use-value.

If then we leave out of consideration the use-value of commodities, they have

only one common property left, that of being products of labour. But even the

product of labour itself has undergone a 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 a 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 prod-

ucts 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 labour; 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 expend-

iture. 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 as crystals of this social substance, common to them all, they are—

Values.

We have seen that when commodities are exchanged, their exchange-value

manifests itself as something totally independent of their use-value. But if we

abstract from their use-value, there remains their Value as defined above.

Therefore, the common substance that manifests itself in the exchange-value of

commodities, whenever they are exchanged, is their value. The progress of our

investigation 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 been embodied or materialized in it. How, then, is the
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magnitude of this value to be measured? Plainly, by 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 unskilful 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 indi-

vidual 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 average, no more than is socially necessary. The labour time socially neces-

sary is that required to produce an article under the normal conditions 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 to weave a given quantity of yarn into cloth. The hand-

loom 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 connection, 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 circumstances, among others, by the average amount of

skill of the workmen, the state of science, and the degree of its practical applica-

tion, the social organization 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 eight bushels of corn,

and in unfavourable, only in four. The same labour extracts from rich mines
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more metal than from poor mines. Diamonds are of very rare 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, had not realized

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 crystallized 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,

etc. 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 not commodities. In order to produce

the latter, he must not only produce use-value, but use-values for others, social

use-values. (And not only for others. The medieval 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 trans-

ferred 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.

At first sight a commodity presented itself to us as a complex of two things—

use-value and exchange-value. Later on, we saw also that labour, too, possesses

the same twofold nature; for, so far as it finds expression in value, it does not

possess the same characteristics that belong to it as a creator of use-values. I

was the first to point out and to examine critically this twofold nature of the

labour contained in commodities. As this point is the pivot on which a clear

comprehension of Political Economy turns, we must go more into detail.

Let us take two commodities such as a coat and 10 yards of linen, and let the
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former be double the value of the latter, so that, if 10 yards of linen = W, the

coat = 2W.

The coat is a use-value that satisfies a particular want. Its existence is the

result of a special sort of productive activity, the nature of which is determined

by its aim, mode of operation, subject, means, and result. The labour, whose

utility is thus represented by the value in use of its product, or which manifests

itself by making its product a use-value, we call useful labour. In this connec-

tion we consider only its useful effect.

As the coat and the linen are two qualitatively different use-values, so also

are the two forms of labour that produce them, tailoring and weaving. Were

these two objects not qualitatively different, not produced respectively by

labour of different quality, they could not stand to each other in the relation of

commodities. Coats are not exchanged for coats, one use-value is not

exchanged for another of the same kind.

To all the different varieties of values in use there correspond as many differ-

ent kinds of useful labour, classified according to the order, genus, species, and

variety to which they belong in the social division of labour. This division of

labour is a necessary condition for the production of commodities, but it does

not follow, conversely, that the production of commodities is a necessary con-

dition for the division of labour. In the primitive Indian community there is

social division of labour, without production of commodities. Or, to take an

example nearer home, in every factory the labour is divided according to a

system, but this division is not brought about by the operatives mutually

exchanging their individual products. Only such products can become com-

modities with regard to each other, as result from different kinds of labour, each

kind being carried on independently and for the account of private individuals.

To resume, then: In the use-value of each commodity there is contained

useful labour, i.e., productive activity of a definite kind and exercised with a

definite aim. Use-values cannot confront each other as commodities, unless the

useful labour embodied in them is qualitatively different in each of them. In a

community, the produce of which in general takes the form of commodities,

i.e., in a community of commodity producers, this qualitative difference

between the useful forms of labour that are carried on independently by indi-

vidual producers, each on their own account, develops into a complex system,

a social division of labour.

Anyhow, whether the coat be worn by the tailor or by his customer, in either

case it operates as a use-value. Nor is the relation between the coat and the

labour that produced it altered by the circumstance that tailoring may have

become a special trade, an independent branch of the social division of labour.

Wherever the want of clothing forced them to it, the human race made clothes

for thousands of years, without a single man becoming a tailor. But coats and

linen, like every other element of material wealth that is not the spontaneous
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produce of Nature, must invariably owe their existence to a special productive

activity, exercised with a definite aim, an activity that appropriates particular

nature-given materials to particular human wants. So far therefore as labour is

a creator of use-value, is useful labour, it is a necessary condition, independent

of all forms of society for the existence of the human race; it is an eternal

nature-imposed necessity, without which there can be no material exchanges

between man and Nature, and therefore no life.

The use-values, coat, linen, etc., i.e., the bodies of commodities, are combin-

ations of two elements—matter and labour. If we take away the useful labour

expended upon them, a material substratum is always left, which is furnished

by Nature without the help of man. The latter can work only as Nature does,

that is by changing the form of matter. Nay more, in this work of changing the

form he is constantly helped by natural forces. We see, then, that labour is

not the only source of material wealth, of use-values produced by labour. As

William Petty puts it, labour is its father and the earth its mother.

Let us now pass from the commodity considered as a use-value to the value

of commodities.

By our assumption, the coat is worth twice as much as the linen. But this is a

mere quantitative difference, which for the present does not concern us. We

bear in mind, however, that if the value of the coat is double that of 10 yds of

linen, 20 yds of linen must have the same value as one coat. So far as they are

values, the coat and the linen are things of a like substance, objective expres-

sions of essentially identical labour. But tailoring and weaving are, qualita-

tively, different kinds of labour. There are, however, states of society in which

one and the same man does tailoring and weaving alternately, in which case

these two forms of labour are mere modifications of the labour of the same

individual, and not special and fixed functions of different persons; just as the

coat which our tailor makes one day, and the trousers which he makes another

day, imply only a variation in the labour of one and the same individual.

Moreover, we see at a glance that, in our capitalist society, a given portion of

human labour is, in accordance with the varying demand, at one time supplied

in the form of tailoring, at another in the form of weaving. This change may

possibly not take place without friction, but take place it must.

Productive activity, if we leave out of sight its special form, viz., the useful

character of the labour, is nothing but the expenditure of human labour power.

Tailoring and weaving, though qualitatively different productive activities, are

each a productive expenditure of human brains, nerves, and muscles, and in

this sense are human labour. They are but two different modes of expending

human labour power. Of course, this labour power, which remains the same

under all its modifications, must have attained a certain pitch of development

before it can be expended in a multiplicity of modes. But the value of a com-

modity represents human labour in the abstract, the expenditure of human
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labour in general. And just as in society, a general or a banker plays a great

part, but mere man, on the other hand, a very shabby part, so here with mere

human labour. It is the expenditure of simple labour power, i.e., of the labour

power which, on an average, apart from any special development, exists in the

organism of every ordinary individual. Simple average labour, it is true, varies

in character in different countries and at different times, but in a particular

society it is given. Skilled labour counts only as simple labour intensified, or

rather, as multiplied simple labour, a given quantity of skilled being considered

equal to a greater quantity of simple labour. Experience shows that this reduc-

tion is constantly being made. A commodity may be the product of the most

skilled labour, but its value, by equating it to the product of simple unskilled

labour, represents a definite quantity of the latter labour alone. The different

proportions in which different sorts of labour are reduced to unskilled labour

as their standard, are established by a social process that goes on behind the

backs of the producers, and, consequently, appear to be fixed by custom. For

simplicity’s sake we shall henceforth account every kind of labour to be

unskilled, simple labour; by this we do no more than save ourselves the trouble

of making the reduction.

Just as, therefore, in viewing the coat and linen as values, we abstract from

their different use-values, so it is with the labour represented by those values:

we disregard the difference between its useful forms, weaving and tailoring. As

the use-values, coat and linen, are combinations of special productive activities

with cloth and yarn, while the values, coat and linen, are, on the other hand,

mere homogeneous congelations of undifferentiated labour, so the labour

embodied in these latter values does not count by virtue of its productive rela-

tion to cloth and yarn, but only as being expenditure of human labour power.

Tailoring and weaving are necessary factors in the creation of the use-values,

coat and linen, precisely because these two kinds of labour are of different

qualities; but only in so far as abstraction is made from their special qualities,

only in so far as both possess the same quality of being human labour, do

tailoring and weaving form the substance of the values of the same articles.

Coats and linen, however, are not merely values, but values of definite mag-

nitude, and according to our assumption, the coat is worth twice as much as the

ten yards of linen. Whence this difference in their values? It is owing to the fact

that the linen contains only half as much labour as the coat, and consequently,

that in the production of the latter, labour power must have been expended

during twice the time necessary for the production of the former.

While, therefore, with reference to use-value, the labour contained in a

commodity counts only qualitatively, with reference to value it counts only

quantitatively, and must first be reduced to human labour pure and simple. In

the former case, it is a question of How and What, in the latter of How much?

How long a time? Since the magnitude of the value of a commodity represents
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only the quantity of labour embodied in it, it follows that all commodities,

when taking in certain proportions, must be equal in value.

If the productive power of all the different sorts of useful labour required for

the production of a coat remains unchanged, the sum of the values of the coats

produced increases with their number. If one coat represents x days’ labour,

two coats represent 2x days’ labour, and so on. But assume that the duration of

the labour necessary for the production of a coat becomes doubled or halved.

In the first case, one coat is worth as much as two coats were before; in the

second case, two coats are only worth as much as one was before, although in

both cases one coat renders the same service as before, and the useful labour

embodied in it remains of the same quality. But the quantity of labour spent on

its production has altered.

An increase in the quantity of use-values is an increase of material wealth.

With two coats two men can be clothed, with one coat only one man. Neverthe-

less, an increased quantity of material wealth may correspond to a simul-

taneous fall in the magnitude of its value. This antagonistic movement has its

origin in the twofold character of labour. Productive power has reference, of

course, only to labour of some useful concrete form; the efficacy of any special

productive activity during a given time being dependent on its productiveness.

Useful labour becomes, therefore, a more or less abundant source of products,

in proportion to the rise or fall of its productiveness. On the other hand, no

change in this productiveness affects the labour represented by value. Since

productive power is an attribute of the concrete useful forms of labour, of

course it can no longer have any bearing on that labour, so soon as we make

abstraction from those concrete useful forms. However then productive power

may vary, the same labour, exercised during equal periods of time, always

yields equal amounts of value. But it will yield, during equal periods of time,

different quantities of values in use; more, if the productive power rise, fewer, if

it fall. The same change in productive power, which increases the fruitfulness of

labour, and, in consequence, the quantity of use-values produced by that

labour, will diminish the total value of this increased quantity of use-values,

provided such change shorten the total labour time necessary for their

production; and vice versa.

On the one hand all labour is, speaking physiologically, an expenditure of

human labour power, and in its character of identical abstract human labour, it

creates and forms the value of commodities. On the other hand, all labour is the

expenditure of human labour power in a special form and with a definite aim,

and in this, its character of concrete useful labour, it produces use-values.

Commodities come into the world in the shape of use-values, articles, or

goods, such as iron, linen, corn, etc. This is their plain, homely, bodily form.

They are, however, commodities, only because they are something twofold,

both objects of utility, and, at the same time, depositories of value. They
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manifest themselves therefore as commodities, or have the form of commod-

ities, only in so far as they have two forms, a physical or natural form, and a

value-form.

The reality of the value of commodities differs in this respect from Mistress

Quickly, that we don’t know ‘where to have it’. The value of commodities is the

very opposite of the coarse materiality of their substance, not an atom of matter

enters into its composition. Turn and examine a single commodity, by itself, as

we will, yet in so far as it remains an object of value, it seems impossible to

grasp it. If, however, we bear in mind that the value of commodities has a

purely social reality, and that they acquire this reality only in so far as they are

expressions or embodiments of one identical social substance, viz., human

labour, it follows as a matter of course, that value can only manifest itself in the

social relation of commodity to commodity. In fact we started from exchange-

value, or the exchange relation of commodities, in order to get at the value that

lies hidden behind it. We must now return to this form under which value first

appeared to us.

Everyone knows, if he knows nothing else, that commodities have a value-

form common to them all, and presenting a marked contrast with the varied

bodily forms of their use-values. I mean their money-form. Here, however, a

task is set us, the performance of which has never yet even been attempted by

bourgeois economy, the task of tracing the genesis of this money-form, of

developing the expression of value implied in the value-relation of commod-

ities, from its simplest, almost imperceptible outline, to the dazzling money-

form. By doing this we shall, at the same time, solve the riddle presented by

money.

The simplest value-relation is evidently that of one commodity to some one

other commodity of a different kind. Hence the relation between the values of

two commodities supplies us with the simplest expression of the value of a

single commodity.

The whole mystery of the form of value lies hidden in this elementary form. Its

analysis, therefore, is our real difficulty.

Here two different kinds of commodities (in our example the linen and the

coat) evidently play two different parts. The linen expresses its value in the

coat; the coat serves as the material in which that value is expressed. The

former plays an active, the latter a passive, part. The value of the linen is

represented as relative value, or appears in relative form. The coat officiates as

equivalent, or appears in equivalent form.

The relative form and the equivalent form are two intimately connected,

mutually dependent, and inseparable elements of the expression of value; but,

at the same time, are mutually exclusive, antagonistic extremes—i.e., poles

of the same expression. They are allotted respectively to the two different
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commodities brought into relation by that expression. It is not possible to

express the value of linen in linen. 20 yards of linen = 20 yards of linen is no

expression of value. On the contrary, such an equation merely says that 20

yards of linen are nothing else than 20 yards of linen, a definite quantity of the

use-value linen. The value of the linen can therefore be expressed only

relatively—i.e., in some other commodity. The relative form of the value of the

linen presupposes, therefore, the presence of some other commodity—here the

coat—under the form of an equivalent. On the other hand, the commodity that

figures as the equivalent cannot at the same time assume the relative form. That

second commodity is not the one whose value is expressed. Its function is

merely to serve as the material in which the value of the first commodity is

expressed.

No doubt, the expression 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, or 20 yards of linen are

worth 1 coat, implies the opposite relation: 1 coat = 20 yards of linen, or 1 coat

is worth 20 yards of linen. But, in that case, I must reverse the equation, in

order to express the value of the coat relatively; and, so soon as I do that, the

linen becomes the equivalent instead of the coat. A single commodity cannot,

therefore, simultaneously assume, in the same expression of value, both forms.

The very polarity of these forms makes them mutually exclusive.

Whether, then, a commodity assumes the relative form, or the opposite

equivalent form, depends entirely upon its accidental position in the expression

of value—that is, upon whether it is the commodity whose value is being

expressed or the commodity in which value is being expressed.

In order to discover how the elementary expression of the value of a com-

modity lies hidden in the value-relation of two commodities, we must, in the

first place, consider the latter entirely apart from its quantitative aspect. The

usual mode of procedure is generally the reverse, and in the value-relation

nothing is seen but the proportion between definite quantities of two different

sorts of commodities that are considered equal to each other. It is apt to be

forgotten that the magnitudes of different things can be compared quantita-

tively, only when those magnitudes are expressed in terms of the same unit. It is

only as expressions of such a unit that they are of the same denomination, and

therefore commensurable.

Whether 20 yards of linen = 1 coat or = 20 coats or = x coats—that is,

whether a given quantity of linen is worth few or many coats, every such

statement implies that the linen and coats, as magnitudes of value, are expres-

sions of the same unit, things of the same kind. Linen = coat is the basis of the

equation.

But the two commodities whose identity of quality is thus assumed, do not

play the same part. It is only the value of the linen that is expressed. And how?

By its reference to the coat as its equivalent, as something that can be
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exchanged for it. In this relation the coat is the mode of existence of value, is

value embodied, for only as such is it the same as the linen. On the other hand,

the linen’s own value comes to the front, receives independent expression, for it

is only as being value that it is comparable to the coat as a thing of equal value,

or exchangeable with the coat. To borrow an illustration from chemistry,

butyric acid is a different substance from propyl formate. Yet both are made up

of the same chemical substances, carbon (C), hydrogen (H), and oxygen (O),

and that, too, in like proportions—namely, C4H8O2. If now we equate butyric

acid to propyl formate, then, in the first place, propyl formate would be, in this

relation, merely a form of existence of C4H8O2; and in the second place, we

should be stating that butyric acid also consists of C4H8O2. Therefore, by

thus equating the two substances, expression would be given to their chemical

composition, while their different physical forms would be neglected.

If we say that, as values, commodities are mere congelations of human

labour, we reduce them by our analysis, it is true, to the abstraction, value; but

we ascribe to this value no form apart from their bodily form. It is otherwise in

the value-relation of one commodity to another. Here, the one stands forth in

its character of value by reason of its relation to the other.

By making the coat the equivalent of the linen, we equate the labour

embodied in the former to that in the latter. Now, it is true that the tailoring,

which makes the coat, is concrete labour of a different sort from the weaving

which makes the linen. But the act of equating it to the weaving reduces the

tailoring to that which is really equal in the two kinds of labour, to their

common character of human labour. In this roundabout way, then, the fact is

expressed, that weaving also, in so far as it weaves value, has nothing to dis-

tinguish it from tailoring, and, consequently, is abstract human labour. It is the

expression of equivalence between different sorts of commodities that alone

brings into relief the specific character of value-creating labour, and this it does

by actually reducing the different varieties of labour embodied in the different

kinds of commodities to their common quality of human labour in the abstract.

There is, however, something else required beyond the expression of the

specific character of the labour of which the value of the linen consists. Human

labour power in motion, or human labour, creates value, but is not itself value.

It becomes value only in its congealed state, when embodied in the form of

some object. In order to express the value of the linen as a congelation of

human labour, that value must be expressed as having objective existence, as

being a something materially different from the linen itself, and yet a something

common to the linen and all other commodities. The problem is already solved.

When occupying the position of equivalent in the equation of value, the coat

ranks qualitatively as the equal of the linen, as something of the same kind,

because it is value. In this position it is a thing in which we see nothing but

value, or whose palpable bodily form represents value. Yet the coat itself, the
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body of the commodity, coat, is a mere use-value. A coat as such no more tells

us it is value, than does the first piece of linen we take hold of. This shows that

when placed in value-relation to the linen, the coat signifies more than when

out of that relation, just as many a man strutting about in a gorgeous uniform

counts for more than when in mufti.

In the production of the coat, human labour power, in the shape of tailoring,

must have been actually expended. Human labour is therefore accumulated in

it. In this aspect the coat is a depository of value, but though worn to a thread,

it does not let this fact show through. And as equivalent of the linen in the value

equation, it exists under this aspect alone, counts therefore as embodied value,

as a body that is value. A, for instance, cannot be ‘your majesty’ to B, unless at

the same time majesty in B’s eyes assumes the bodily form of A, and, what is

more, with every new father of the people, changes its features, hair, and many

other things besides.

Hence, in the value equation, in which the coat is the equivalent of the linen,

the coat officiates as the form of value. The value of the commodity linen is

expressed by the bodily form of the commodity coat, the value of one by the

use-value of the other. As a use-value, the linen is something palpably different

from the coat; as value, it is the same as the coat, and now has the appearance

of a coat. Thus the linen acquires a value-form different from its physical form.

The fact that it is value is made manifest by its equality with the coat, just as the

sheep’s nature of a Christian is shown in his resemblance to the Lamb of God.

We see, then, that all that our analysis of the value of commodities has

already told us is told us by the linen itself, as soon as it comes into communica-

tion with an other commodity, the coat. Only it betrays its thoughts in that

language with which alone it is familiar, the language of commodities. In order

to tell us that its own value is created by labour in its abstract character of

human labour, it says that the coat, in so far as it is worth as much as the linen,

and therefore is value, consists of the same labour as the linen. In order to

inform us that its sublime reality as value is not the same as its buckram body, it

says that value has the appearance of a coat, and consequently that so far as the

linen is value, it and the coat are as like as two peas. We may here remark, that

the language of commodities has, besides Hebrew, many other more or less

correct dialects. The German ‘Wertsein’, to be worth, for instance, expresses in

a less striking manner than the Romance verbs ‘valere’, ‘valer’, ‘valoir’, that the

equating of commodity B to commodity A is commodity A’s own mode of

expressing its value. Paris vaut bien une messe. [Paris is easily worth a Mass.]

By means, therefore, of the value-relation expressed in our equation, the

bodily form of commodity B becomes the value-form of commodity A, or the

body of commodity B acts as a mirror to the value of commodity A. By putting

itself in relation with commodity B, as value in propria persona [in its own

person] as the matter of which human labour is made up, the commodity A
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converts the value in use, B, into the substance in which to express its, A’s, own

value. The value of A, thus expressed in the use-value of B, has taken the form

of relative value.

Every commodity, whose value it is intended to express, is a useful object of

given quantity, as 15 bushels of corn, or 100 lb of coffee. And a given quantity

of any commodity contains a definite quantity of human labour. The value-

form must therefore not only express value generally, but also value in definite

quantity. Therefore, in the value-relation of commodity A to commodity B, of

the linen to the coat, not only is the latter, as value in general, made the equal

in quality of the linen, but a definite quantity of coat (1 coat) is made the

equivalent of a definite quantity (20 yards) of linen.

The equation, 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, or 20 yards of linen are worth one

coat, implies that the same quantity of value-substance (congealed labour) is

embodied in both; that the two commodities have each cost the same amount

of labour or the same quantity of labour time. But the labour time necessary for

the production of 20 yards of linen or 1 coat varies with every change in the

productiveness of weaving or tailoring. We have now to consider the influence

of such changes on the quantitative aspect of the relative expression of value.

I. Let the value of the linen vary, that of the coat remaining constant. If, say

in consequence of the exhaustion of flax-growing soil, the labour time neces-

sary for the production of the linen be doubled, the value of the linen will also

be doubled. Instead of the equation, 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, we should have

20 yards of linen = 2 coats, since 1 coat would now contain only half the labour

time embodied in 20 yards of linen. If, on the other hand, in consequence, say,

of improved looms, this labour time were reduced by one-half, the value of the

linen would fall by one-half. Consequently, we should have 20 yards of linen =

½ coat. The relative value of commodity A, i.e., its value expressed in commod-

ity B, rises and falls directly as the value of A, the value of B being supposed

constant.

II. Let the value of the linen remain constant, while the value of the coat

varies. If, under these circumstances, in consequence, for instance, of a poor

crop of wool, the labour time necessary for the production of a coat becomes

doubled, we have instead of 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, 20 yards of linen = ½

coat. If, on the other hand, the value of the coat sinks by one-half, then 20

yards of linen = 2 coats. Hence, if the value of commodity A remains constant,

its relative value expressed in commodity B rises and falls inversely as the value

of B.

If we compare the different cases in I and II, we see that the same change of

magnitude in relative value may arise form totally opposite causes. Thus, the

equation, 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, becomes 20 yards of linen = 2 coats, either,

because, the value of the linen has doubled, or because the value of the coat has
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fallen by one-half; and it becomes 20 yards of linen = ½ coat, either, because the

value of the linen has fallen by one-half, or because the value of the coat has

doubled.

III. Let the quantities of labour time respectively necessary for the produc-

tion of the linen and the coat vary simultaneously in the same direction and in

the same proportion. In this case 20 yards of linen continue equal to 1 coat,

however much their values may have altered. Their change of value is seen as

soon as they are compared with a third commodity, whose value has remained

constant. If the values of all commodities rose or fell simultaneously, and in the

same proportion, their relative values would remain unaltered. Their real

change of value would appear from the diminished or increased quantity of

commodities produced in a given time.

IV. The labour time respectively necessary for the production of the linen

and the coat, and therefore the value of these commodities may simultaneously

vary in the same direction, but at unequal rates, or in opposite directions, or in

other ways. The effect of all these possible different variations, on the relative

value of a commodity, may be deduced from the results of I, II, and III.

Thus real changes in the magnitude of value are neither unequivocally nor

exhaustively reflected in their relative expression, that is, in the equation

expressing the magnitude of relative value. The relative value of a com-

modity may vary, although its value remains constant. Its relative value may

remain constant, although its value varies; and finally, simultaneous variations

in the magnitude of value and in that of its relative expression by no means

necessarily correspond in amount. . . .

The Fetishism of Commodities

A commodity appears, at first sight, a very trivial thing, and easily understood.

Its analysis shows that it is, in reality, a very queer thing, abounding in meta-

physical 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 noonday,

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, everyday 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.
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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, etc. Secondly, with regard to that which forms the groundwork 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 the 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 in different stages of devel-

opment. And lastly, from the moment that men in any way work for one

another, 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 itself. The

equality of all sorts of human labour is expressed objectively by their products

all being equally values; the measure of the expenditure of labour 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 connection with their physical properties and with the material

relations 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 of the religious world. In that world the productions of the

human brain appear as independent beings endowed with life, and entering
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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, before-

hand, during production. From this moment the labour of the individual pro-

ducer acquires socially a twofold 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 estab-

lished social fact, and therefore the private useful labour of each producer

ranks on an equality with that of all others. The equalization 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., expend-

iture of human labour power or human labour in the abstract. The twofold

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

everyday practice by the exchange of products. In this way, the character that
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his own labour possesses of being socially useful takes the form of the condi-

tion that the product must be not only useful, but useful for others, and the

social character that his particular labour has of being the equal of all other

particular kinds of labour, takes the form that all the physically different art-

icles 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 our own social products; for to stamp an object of utility as

a value, is just as much a social product as language. The recent scientific

discovery that the products of labour, so far as they are values, are but material

expressions of the human labour spent in their production marks, indeed, an

epoch in the history of the development of the human race, but by no means

dissipates the mist through which the social character of labour appears to us

to be an objective character of the products themselves. The fact that in the

particular form of production 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 dis-

covery 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.

What, first of all, practically concerns producers when they make an

exchange, is the question, how much of some other product they get for their

own? in what proportions are the products exchangeable? When these propor-

tions have, by custom, attained a certain stability, they appear to result from

the nature of the products, so that, for instance, one ton of iron and two ounces

of gold appear as naturally to be of equal value as a pound of gold and a pound

of iron, in spite of their different physical and chemical qualities, appear to

be of equal weight. The character of having value, when once impressed upon

products, obtains fixity only by reason of their acting and reacting upon each

other as quantities of value. These quantities vary continually, independently of

the will, foresight, and action of the producers. To them, their own social

action takes the form of the action of objects, which rule the producers instead

of being ruled by them. It requires a fully developed production of commodities
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before, from accumulated experience alone, the scientific conviction springs up

that all the different kinds of private labour, which are carried on independ-

ently of each other, and yet as spontaneously developed branches of the social

division of labour, are continually being reduced to the quantitative propor-

tions in which society requires them. And why? Because, in the midst of all the

accidental and ever fluctuating exchange-relations between the products, the

labour time socially necessary for their production forcibly asserts itself like an

overriding law of Nature. The law of gravity thus asserts itself when a house

falls about our ears. The determination of the magnitude of value by labour

time is therefore a secret, hidden under the apparent fluctuations in the relative

values of commodities. Its discovery, while removing all appearance of mere

accidentality from the determination of the magnitude of the values of prod-

ucts, yet in no way alters the mode in which that determination takes place.

Man’s reflections on the forms of social life, and consequently, also, his

scientific analysis of those forms, take a course directly opposite to that of their

actual historical development. He begins, post festum [after the event], with the

results of the process of development ready to hand before him. The characters

that stamp products as commodities, and whose establishment is a necessary

preliminary to the circulation of commodities, have already acquired the stabil-

ity of natural, self-understood forms of social life, before man seeks to decipher,

not their historical character, for in his eyes they are immutable, but their

meaning. Consequently it was the analysis of the prices of commodities that

alone led to the determination of the magnitude of value, and it was the com-

mon expression of all commodities in money that alone led to the establish-

ment of their characters as values. It is, however, just this ultimate money-form

of the world of commodities that actually conceals, instead of disclosing, the

social character of private labour, and the social relations between the indi-

vidual producers. When I state that coats or boots stand in a relation to linen,

because it is the universal incarnation of abstract human labour, the absurdity

of the statement is self-evident. Nevertheless, when the producers of coats and

boots compare those articles with linen, or, what is the same thing, with gold or

silver, as the universal equivalent, they express the relation between their own

private labour and the collective labour of society in the same absurd form.

The categories of bourgeois economy consist of such like forms. They are

forms of thought expressing with social validity the conditions and relations of

a definite, historically determined mode of production, viz., the production of

commodities. The whole mystery of commodities, all the magic and necro-

mancy that surrounds the products of labour as long as they take the form of

commodities, vanishes therefore, as soon as we come to other forms of

production.

Since Robinson Crusoe’s experiences are a favourite theme with political

economists, let us take a look at him on his island. Moderate though he be, yet
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some few wants he has to satisfy, and must therefore do a little useful work of

various sorts, such as making tools and furniture, taming goats, fishing and

hunting. Of his prayers and the like we take no account, since they are a source

of pleasure to him, and he looks upon them as so much recreation. In spite of

the variety of his work, he knows that his labour, whatever its form, is but the

activity of one and the same Robinson, and, consequently, that it consists of

nothing but different modes of human labour. Necessity itself compels him to

apportion his time accurately between his different kinds of work. Whether one

kind occupies a greater space in his general activity than another depends on

the difficulties, greater or less as the case may be, to be overcome in attaining

the useful effect aimed at. This our friend Robinson soon learns by experience,

and having rescued a watch, ledger, and pen and ink from the wreck, com-

mences, like a true-born Briton, to keep a set of books. His stock-book contains

a list of the objects of utility that belong to him, of the operations necessary for

their production; and lastly, of the labour time that definite quantities of those

objects have, on an average, cost him. All the relations between Robinson and

the objects that form this wealth of his own creation, are here so simple and

clear as to be intelligible without exertion, even to Mr. Sedley Taylor. And yet

those relations contain all that is essential to the determination of value.

Let us now transport ourselves from Robinson’s island bathed in light to the

European middle ages shrouded in darkness. Here, instead of the independent

man, we find everyone dependent, serfs and lords, vassals and suzerains, lay-

men and clergy. Personal dependence here characterizes the social relations of

production just as much as it does the other spheres of life organized on the

basis of that production. But for the very reason that personal dependence

forms the groundwork of society, there is no necessity for labour and its prod-

ucts to assume a fantastic form different from their reality. They take the shape,

in the transactions of society, of services in kind and payments in kind. Here the

particular and natural form of labour, and not, as in a society based on produc-

tion of commodities, its general abstract form is the immediate social form of

labour. Compulsory labour is just as properly measured by time, as

commodity-producing labour; but every serf knows that what he expends in

the service of his lord is a definite quantity of his won personal labour power.

The tithe to be rendered to the priest is more matter of fact than his blessing.

No matter, then, what we may think of the parts played by the different classes

of people themselves in this society, the social relations between individuals in

the performance of their labour appear at all events as their own mutual per-

sonal relations, and are not disguised under the shape of social relations

between the products of labour.

For an example of labour in common or directly associated labour, we have

no occasion to go back to that spontaneously developed form which we find on

the threshold of the history of all civilized races. We have one close at hand in
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the patriarchal industries of a peasant family, that produces corn, cattle, yarn,

linen, and clothing for home use. These different articles are, as regards the

family, so many products of its labour, but as between themselves, they are not

commodities. The different kinds of labour, such as tillage, cattle tending, spin-

ning, weaving, and making clothes, which result in the various products, are in

themselves, and such as they are, direct social functions, because functions of

the family, which, just as much as a society based on the production of com-

modities, possesses a spontaneously developed system of division of labour.

The distribution of the work within the family, and the regulation of the labour

time of the several members, depend as well upon differences of age and sex as

upon natural conditions varying with the seasons. The labour power of each

individual, by its very nature, operates in this case merely as a definite portion

of the whole labour power of the family, and therefore the measure of the

expenditure of individual labour power by its duration, appears here by its very

nature as a social character of their labour.

Let us now picture to ourselves, by way of change, a community of free

individuals, carrying on their work with the means of production in common,

in which the labour power of all the different individuals is consciously applied

as the combined labour power of the community. All the characteristics of

Robinson’s labour are here repeated, but with this difference, that they are

social, instead of individual. Everything produced by him was exclusively the

result of his own personal labour, and therefore simply an object of use for

himself. The total product of our community is a social product. One portion

serves as fresh means of production and remains social. But another portion is

consumed by the members as means of subsistence. A distribution of this por-

tion among them is consequently necessary. The mode of this distribution will

vary with the productive organization of the community, and the degree of

historical development attained by the producers. We will assume, but merely

for the sake of a parallel with the production of commodities, that the share of

each individual producer in the means of subsistence is determined by his

labour time. Labour time would, in that case, play a double part. Its

apportionment in accordance with a definite social plan maintains the proper

proportion between the different kinds of work to be done and the various

wants of the community. On the other hand, it also serves as a measure of the

portion of the common labour borne by each individual, and of his share in the

part of the total product destined for individual consumption. The social rela-

tions of the individual producers, with regard both to their labour and to its

products, are in this case perfectly simple and intelligible, and that with regard

not only to production but also to distribution.

The religious world is but the reflex of the real world. And for a society based

upon the production of commodities, in which the producers in general enter

into social relations with one another by treating their products as commodities
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and values, whereby they reduce their individual private labour to the standard

of homogeneous human labour—for such a society, Christianity with its cultus

of abstract man, more especially in its bourgeois developments, Protestantism,

Deism, etc., is the most fitting form of religion. In the ancient Asiatic and other

ancient modes of production, we find that the conversion of products into

commodities, and therefore the conversion of men into producers of commod-

ities, holds a subordinate place, which, however, increases in importance as the

primitive communities approach nearer and nearer to their dissolution. Trad-

ing nations, properly so called, exist in the ancient world only in its interstices,

like the gods of Epicurus in the Intermundia, or like Jews in the pores of Polish

society. Those ancient social organisms of production are, as compared with

bourgeois society, extremely simple and transparent. But they are founded

either on the immature development of man individually, who has not yet

severed the umbilical cord that unites him with his fellowmen in a primitive

tribal community, or upon direct relations of subjection. They can arise and

exist only when the development of the productive power of labour has not

risen beyond a low stage, and when, therefore, the social relations within the

sphere of material life, between man and man, and between man and Nature,

are correspondingly narrow. This narrowness is reflected in the ancient wor-

ship of Nature, and in the other elements of the popular religions. The religious

reflex of the real world can, in any case, only then finally vanish, when the

practical relations of everyday life offer to man none but perfectly intelligible

and reasonable relations with regard to his fellowmen and to Nature. . . .

The life-process of society, which is based on the process of material produc-

tion, does not strip off its mystical veil until it is treated as production by freely

associated men, and is consciously regulated by them in accordance with a

settled plan. This, however, demands for society a certain material groundwork

or set of conditions of existence which in their turn are the spontaneous prod-

uct of a long and painful process of development.

Political Economy has indeed analysed, however incompletely, value and its

magnitude, and has discovered what lies beneath these forms. But it has never

once asked the question why labour is represented by the value of its product

and labour-time by the magnitude of that value. These formulas, which bear

stamped upon them in unmistakable letters, that they belong to a state of

society in which the process of production has the mastery over man, instead of

being controlled by him, such formulas appear to the bourgeois intellect to be

as much a self-evident necessity imposed by Nature as productive labour itself.

Hence forms of social production that preceded the bourgeois form are treated

by the bourgeoisie in much the same way as the Fathers of the Church treated

pre-Christian religions. . . .

To what extent some economists are misled by the Fetishism inherent in

commodities, or by the objective appearance of the social characteristics of
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labour, is shown, among other ways, by the dull and tedious quarrel over the

part played by Nature in the formation of exchange-value. Since exchange

value is a definite social manner of expressing the amount of labour bestowed

upon an object, Nature has no more to do with it, than it has in fixing the

course of exchange.

The mode of production in which the product takes the form of a commod-

ity, or is produced directly for exchange, is the most general and most embry-

onic form of bourgeois production. It therefore makes its appearance at an

early date in history, though not in the same predominating and characteristic

manner as nowadays. Hence its Fetish character is comparatively easy to be

seen through. But when we come to more concrete forms, even this appearance

of simplicity vanishes. Whence arose the illusions of the monetary system? To it

gold and silver, when serving as money, did not represent a social relation

between producers, but were natural objects with strange social properties.

And modern economy, which looks down with such disdain on the monetary

system, does not its superstition come out as clear as noonday, whenever it

treats of capital? How long is it since economy discarded the physiocratic

illusion that rents grow out of the soil and not out of society?

But not to anticipate, we will content ourselves with yet another example

relating to the commodity-form. Could commodities themselves speak, they

would say: Our use-value may be a thing that interests men. It is no part of us as

objects. What, however, does belong to us as objects is our value. Our natural

intercourse as commodities proves it. In the eyes of each other we are nothing

but exchange-values. Now listen how those commodities speak through the

mouth of the economist. ‘Value’—(i.e. exchange-value) ‘is a property of things,

riches’—(i.e. use-value) ‘of man. Value, in this sense, necessarily implies

exchanges, riches do not.’ ‘Riches’ (use-value) ‘are the attribute of men, value is

the attribute of commodities. A man or a community is rich, a pearl or a

diamond is valuable . . . A pearl or a diamond is valuable’ as a pearl or dia-

mond. So far no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value either in a pearl or

a diamond. The economical discoverers of this chemical element, who by the

by lay special claim to critical acumen, find however that the use-value of

objects belongs to them independently of their material properties, while their

value, on the other hand, forms a part of them as objects. What confirms them

in this view is the peculiar circumstance that the use-value of objects is realized

without exchange, by means of a direct relation between the objects and man,

while, on the other hand, their value is realized only by exchange, that is, by

means of a social process. Who fails here to call to mind our good friend,

Dogberry, who informs neighbour Seacoal, that, ‘To be a well-favoured man is

the gift of fortune; but to read and write comes by nature.’ . . .
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