MARX
ENGELS
The Individual
and Society

pr o g r ess

PUBLISHERS
MOSCOW

MapKc
3nrejibc
JIHHHOCTb H OBIOECTBO
Ha amnuucKOM H3biKe

©Collection. Progress Publishers 1984
Printed in the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics
0101010000-101

, 8,

M. 3 .—----------------------1-84

014(01) -84

CONTENTS

r
Publishers’ N o te.....................................................................................
Karl Marx. REFLECTIONS OF A YOUNG MAN ON THE CHOICE OF
A PROFESSION..................... . . . . . . . ...............................
Karl Marx. From COMMENTS ON THE LATEST PRUSSIAN CENSOR
SHIP INSTRUCTION........................................................................
Karl Marx. From DEBATES ON FREEDOM OF THE PRESS................
Karl Marx. From CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE OF HEGEL’S
PHILOSOPHY OF LAW.....................................................................
Karl Marx. From LETTERS FROM THE DEUTSCH-FRANZ&SISCHE
JAHRBUCHER.................................................................. * .............
Karl Marx. From ON THE JEWISH QUESTION.....................................
Karl Marx. From CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE OF HEGEL’S
PHILOSOPHY OF LAW. INTRODUCTION.....................................
Frederick Engels. From THE CONDITION OF ENGLAND. I. THE
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY.................................................. ..
Karl Marx. From ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF
1844 ..................................................................................................
Karl Marx. From DRAFT OF AN ARTICLE ON FRIEDRICH LIST’S
BOOK DAS NATIONALE SYSTEM DER POLITISCHEN OEKONOMIE.............................................................................................
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels. From THE HOLY FAMILY, OR CRI
TIQUE OF CRITICAL CRITICISM. AGAINST BRUNO BAUER
AND COMPANY................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From THE CONDITION OF THE WORKING-CLASS
IN ENGLAND............. ....................................................... ..
Frederick Engels. From SPEECHES IN ELBERFELD.............................
Karl Marx. THESES ON FEUERBACH..................................................
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels. From THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY.
CRITIQUE OF MODERN GERMAN PHILOSOPHY ACCORDING
TO ITS REPRESENTATIVES FEUERBACH, B. BAUER AND
STIRNER, AND OF GERMAN SOCIALISM ACCORDING TO ITS
VARIOUS PROPHETS.....................................................................
Frederick Engels. DRAFT OF A COMMUNIST CONFESSION OF
FAITH.................................................. ............................................
Frederick Engels. From PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNISM........................
Karl Marx. From SPEECH ON THE QUESTION OF FREE TRADE . . .
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels. From MANIFESTO OF THE COM
MUNIST PARTY..................................... .. . ...................................
Frederick Engels. From THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY . . ...........
Frederick Engels. From REVOLUTION AND COUNTER-REVOLU-

7

18
22
27
39
50
56
72
76
80
105
106
117
121
125
128
164
170
174
175
179

6 CONTENTS

TION IN GERMANY........ .................................................................
Karl Marx. From THE BRITISH RULE IN INDIA....................................
Karl Marx. SPEECH AT THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE PEOPLE'S
PAPER, DELIVERED IN LONDON, APRIL 14,1856 ......................
Karl Marx. From INTRODUCTION TO ECONOMIC MANUSCRIPTS
OF 1857-58...........................................................................................
Karl Marx. From A CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE OF POLI
TICAL ECONOMY .............................................................................
Karl Marx. From ENGLISH........ ...............................................................
Karl Marx. From COMMENTS ON THE NORTH AMERICAN EVENTS .
Karl Marx. From WAGES, PRICE AND PR O FIT....................................
Karl Marx. From OUTLINES OF THE CIVIL WAR IN FRANCE...........
Frederick Engels. From THE HOUSING QUESTION..............................
Frederick Engels. ON AUTHORITY..........................................................
Karl Marx. From CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME. MAR
GINAL NOTES TO THE PROGRAMME OF THE GERMAN WORK
ERS’ PARTY........................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC . . .
Frederick Engels. From ANTI-DUHRING...............................................
Frederick Engels From INTRODUCTION TO DIALECTICS OF NA
TURE ...................................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From THE ORIGIN OF THE FAMILY, PRIVATE
PROPERTY AND THE STATE ..........................................................
Frederick Engels From LUDWIG FEUERBACH AND THE END OF
CLASSICAL GERMAN PHILOSOPHY...............................................
Frederick Engels. ON THE ASSOCIATION OF THE FUTURE..............
Frederick Engels. From INTRODUCTION TO K. MARX’S WAGE LA
BOUR AND CAPITAL, 1891......................................................
Karl Marx. From CAPITAL; Vol. I ...........................................................
Karl Marx. From CAPITAL, VoL III. . .....................................................
Karl Marx. From THEORIES OF SURPLUS-VALUE..............................
Karl Marx. From Letter to Pavel Vasilyevich Annenkov, December 28,
[1846] ................................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From Letter to Theodor Cuno, January 24,1872 . . . .
Frederick Engels. From Letter to Pyotr Lavrovich Lavrov, November
12-[17], 1875 .....................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From Letter to Karl Kautsky, February 1,1881 . . . .
Frederick Engels From Letter to Joseph Bloch, September 21-[22],
1890 .....................................................................................................
Frederick Engels. From Letter to Franz Mehring, July 14,1893 . .
.
Frederick Engels From Letter to W. Borgius, January 25,1894 ..............
Notes . . . .................................................................................................
Name Index......................................... •.....................................................

182
184
186
188
193
198
199
201
203
204
206
210
214
220
233
237
240
244
245
246
256
258
259
262
264
266
267
270
273
275
282

PUBLISHERS’ NOTE

r
The names of Karl Marx and Frederick Engels are inseparable from
the social thought of the twentieth century. Every coming genera
tion realises afresh that the heritage of the founders of scientific
communism retains and will continue to retain its relevance, con
stantly opening up new horizons in our vision of the world, and again
and again shaming its critics who proclaim Marxism’s obsolescence in
this age of atomic energy, space exploration and computers and dis
miss the Marxian ideal of the man of communist society as utopian.
The interrelation of the individual and society is one of the central
themes in the works of Marx and Engels, a theme to which they
applied themselves throughout their creative life.
Society as the product of the interaction of men, man and social
relations, the role of labour in forming man, the division of labour
and man, man and the forms of property, man and the state, the
alienation and self-alienation of man, the role of the masses and of the
individual in history—these are only some of the subjects dealt with in
this collection.
It is compiled on the chronological principle, which makes it
possible to compare the writings of the young Marx and Engels with
their mature works and trace their evolution, to see how the basic
propositions of the Marxist theory of society were gradually crys
tallised, enriched in content and given greater depth.
*r

*

*

Thinkers before Marx and Engels were of course aware of people’s
dependence on their social environment. But they regarded that
environment in isolation from the existing mode of production.
Society was reduced to a sum of individuals. Hence the illusion that
it was enough to make a thorough study of the individual man, of his
interests and aspirations, his driving impulses and actions in order to
fathom the mysteries of the life of society. This is why bourgeois
philosophers and economists were fascinated by Robinson, the separ
ate individual with his needs and interests.
Marx and Engels destroyed the mythical abstract essence of man
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by showing that man becomes man as he assimilates the objective
conditions of his social environment and begins to take an active part
in social life.
Even in his school leaving essay, “Reflections of a Young Man on
the Choice of a Profession”, Marx formulated an idea to which he
kept returning all his life. While the life of an animal, he wrote, is
determined by the circumstances, that of man is to a considerable
extent determined by man himself. He cannot conceive of man exist
ing all by himself, in isolation from other people, from society. In
choosing a profession, he writes, one should above all consider what
opportunities it offers for furthering the welfare of mankind. “His
tory,” he says in conclusion, “calls those men the greatest who have
ennobled themselves by working for the common good; experience
acclaims as happiest the man who has made the greatest number of
people happy... If we have chosen the position in life in which we
can most of all work for mankind, no burdens can bow us down,
because they are sacrifices for the benefit of all” (this collection,
p. 21).
As time moved oh, young Marx’s humanistic ideas became, by the
logic of his development, bound up with historical materialism and
the scientific theory of the revolutionary transformation of society.
In his first journalistic writings—“Comments on the Latest Prus
sian Censorship Instruction”, “Debates on Freedofti of the Press”
and others—we see Marx as a champion of the individual’s rights and
dignity vis-a-vis the reactionary feudal monarchy.
There is no trace of subjectivism in Marx’s approach to social
relations. As a dialectician, he tries to bring out the objective logic
of their development. In speaking up for the interests of the working
people, he comes close to understanding the class structure of German
society. In his article about the debates of the Rhine Province As
sembly on the freedom of the press, he points out, in describing the
deputies’ speeches, that “it is not the individual[ but the social estate
that conducts the polemic” (K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected Works,
Vol. 1, p. 138). In the article about the Assembly’s debates on the
Law on Thefts of Wood Marx for the first time touches on the mate
rial conditions of life as such and shows the gap between the realities
and what should be regarded as right and proper in various important
spheres of society’s life.
The finest humanist thinkers before Marx regarded man as a sum of
immutable properties given by nature once and for all. According to
Marx, man’s essence lies not in his natural, physiological substance,
but in his social nature. In his Contribution to the Critique o f Hegel's
Philosophy o f Law (1842) he says Hegel “forgets that the essence of
a ‘particular personality’ is not its beard, its blood, its abstract phys
ical character, but its social quality” (Collected Works, Vol. 3, p. 21)
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which should be considered by reference to its own functions, to its
class role.
Marx’s articles “On the Jewish Question” and “Contribution to
the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law. Introduction”, both pub
lished in the Deu tsch-Franzdsische Jahrbiicher in 1844, deal with
religion and politics, two subjects that engaged most minds in Germa
ny then. Marx makes a specific analysis of theLrealities of the time to
show the need for new, truly humane, social relations. In the former
article he contrasts human to political emancipation. It is human
emancipation, he says, that is capable of emancipating mankind and
every individual from every form of social and political oppression.
“We do not assert that they [citizens] must overcome their religious
narrowness in order to get rid of their secular restrictions, we assert
that they will overcome their religious narrowness once they get rid
of their secular restrictions” (this collection, p. 56). Only a revolu
tionary transformation of man’s secular life, of civil society, will
lead to human emancipation. This will happen “only when man has
recognised and organised his *forces propres* [own powers] as social
forces, and consequently no longer separates social power from him
self in the shape of political power” (Collected Works, Vol. 3, p. 168)*.
In his article “Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy
of Law. Introduction” , Marx overcomes the inconsistency of Feuer
bach, who stopped short of applying the materialist philosophy to
the study of society, and shows that it is the material relations of life
and the struggle of antagonistic classes that are the driving force of
history. Referring to the criticism of religion by contemporary schol
ars, he points out that it provides no solution to man’s basic problems.
One should proceed to the criticism of political relations. “For man
the root is man himself... The criticism of religion ends with the
teaching that man is the highest being for man, hence with the cate
gorical imperative to overthrow all relations in which man is a de
based, enslaved, forsaken, despicable being...” (this collection, p. 73 ).
The force capable of putting an end to the existing relations of en
slavement, Marx asserts, is the proletariat. The task of proletarian
revolution consists in eliminating alienation and making humanism
a reality, i.e. in “liberation that proceeds from the standpoint of the
theory which proclaims maiLto be the highest being for man” ( p. 74).
Frederick Engels embraced materialism and communism at about
the same time. In his works of the early 1840s one finds ideas similar
to Marx’s. Like Marx, he holds that the historical process of the
emancipation of the individual does not stop at the establishment of
civil rights and freedoms in the framework of the bourgeois state.
Social revolution abolishing private property is essential.
Marx’s Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts o f 1844 were an
important stage in the formation of Marxist philosophy and Marxist

10 PUBLISHERS’ NOTE

humanism. In considering the interconnection of the individual and
society he, in contrast to his earlier works, analyses not only social
relations and the state, but also man’s biology as his natural basis,
and labour as the basis of his social development. “The entire socalled history o f the world is nothing but the creation of man through
human labour, nothing but the emergence of nature for man...”
(p. 101).
Man, his personality, changes and develops as a result of changes
in his immediate social environment and society as a whole. However,
the personality is not only the product but also the subject of social
relations, "...fust as society itself produces man as man, so is society
produced by him” (p. 94).
Of special importance in the Manuscripts o f1844 is the section on
the alienation of labour. Labour is man’s main sphere of activity.
Through labour, man develops and objectifies his abilities. His indi
viduality is objectified in the products of his labour and thus begins
to exist for others. Objectification is an essential condition of the
individual’s development and the only way in which he can assert
himself in society. However, under capitalism, the product of a man’s
labour does not belong to him and can even be used against him. Not
only the product, the result of his labour is alienated from him but
even the very process of labour.
The individual’s clash with the external world is, in fact, not a
clash with the objects embodying the social forces of labour, but with
the people who have usurped them. “Not the gods, not nature, but
only man himself can ]be this alien power over man” (p. 88).
It is characteristic that even in this early work Marx speaks not
about man in the abstract, but about the concrete man, the worker,
in the context of concrete social relations. He analyses the relationship
between capitalism (capital) and the worker. In this connection he
formulates the principal purpose of his studies—to find out in what
kind of socio-economic conditions the worker can become really
human. For the worker, as Marx saw him, had become dehumanised,
had lost his human properties under the impact of definite circum
stances.
In conditions of commodity production based on capitalist private
ownership of the means of production, the workers’ products, far
from belonging to them, confront them as an independent alien force.
The more the worker produces the greater the force dominating
him becomes. The worker’s own productive activity is thus alienated
from him, estranging him from all spheres of human activity—
politics, ideology, culture, etc. As a result, “man (the worker) only
feels himself freely active in his animal functions—eating, drinking,
procreating, or at most in his dwelling and in dressing-up, etc.; and
in his human functions he no longer feels himself to be anything
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but an animal” (p. 85).
In the Manuscripts o f 1844 and in later works Marx shows that,
while originally, in the pre-capitalist era alienated labour formed the
basis of private property, the alienation of labour later developed
together with and on the basis of private property. This is why the
abolition of capitalist private property at a certain stage of social
development will involve also the abolition of the alienation of labour.
The abolition of private property means the abolition of the main,
determining factor behind the alienation of labour. The producer,
the worker, is reunited with the product of his labour, which no long
er confronts him as an alien force. Labour turns from an onerous
duty into voluntary activity, becomes a requirement for man, a sphere
for unfolding his physical and spiritual potentialities. In labour freed
from private property and exploitation, man finds, for the first time,
his real vocation and happiness.
Marx studies alienation above all with reference to the workers
not only because in his view it is in their condition that alienation is
manifested most graphically, but also because he regards the working
class as the social force capable of putting an end to it.
Alienation can only be overcome by a whole system of socio
economic transformations affecting every sphere of social and private
life, from the productive forces to the forms of social consciousness.
The ideas Marx put forward in the Manuscripts o f 1844 on the
role of labour in man’s life and development, on man’s alienation in a
system of social relations involving exploitation, and on how man
can attain complete emancipation by abolishing private property
were formulated with greater precision in The German Ideology and
the Manifesto o f the Communist Party by Marx and Engels, in Marx’s
Capital in Engels’ Antv-Duhring and in other works.
Alienation continued to engage Marx’s attention in later years
too, as can be seen, in particular, from the Economic Manuscripts o f
1857-59. But his interest in it clearly decreased, this being a problem
of a general nature, while he increasingly concentrated on concrete,
specific problems. To determine the origin, essence and special nature
of the antithesis of the working class and the bourgeoisie, it was
necessary to pass to another level of analysis and generalisation,
namely to increasingly concretise the social and historical position of
the two classes. Marx and Engels proceeded to do so even in their
first joint work, The Holy Family.
Marx’s “Theses on Feuerbach” (1845) and The German Ideology
(1845-46), which he wrote together with Engels, are evidence of
Marx’s transition from the universal humanism characteristic of his
pre-1844 works to proletarian socialist humanism.
The “Theses on Feueibach” contain the classic proposition that
“the essence of man is no abstraction inherent in each single individual.
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In its reality it is the ensemble of the social relations” (p. 126).
This is not to say that the individual himself is that ensemble, for
this would mean dissolving the individual, with all his unique features,
in the social relations. What Marx means is, precisely, man’s social
essence, which is determined by the characteristic features of the
epoch, the society in which he lives, of the class to which he belongs.
Marx’s starting-point is society, a definite social system which forms
man. This does not mean that he ignores the individual. It means that
the analysis of man should begin with the study of the social system,
since the latter provides the key to understanding the nature of man
as a social being, a being that can manifest its distinctive individuality
only in the framework of definite social relations. Man’s essential
features, his entire personality, reflects the totality of social relations
that have produced him in his specific individuality. This discovery
of Marx’s made it possible to see man in the context of history, as
the product and, at the same time, the bearer and originator of
definite social relations. It put an end to speculation on the nature
of man “in general” and explained why different epochs produce
quite different types of men.
Marx speaks of the “ensemble of the social relations” , not only
of the relations of production, the economic relations, although these
are the ultimately decisive ones. This is why in Capital as Lenin says,
the capitalist socio-economic formation appears as a living thing—with
its everyday aspects, with the social manifestation of the class antag
onism, with the bourgeois political and ideological superstructure,
family relationships, etc. Marx and Engels focus not on abstract
patterns, but on people’s actual relations. “The premises from which
we begin,” they write in The German Ideology, “are not arbitrary
ones, not dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only
be made in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity
and the material conditions of their life...” (Collected Works, Vol. 5,
p. 31).
In order to exist, individuals must act, they must produce the
means of their subsistence. By acting upon the external world, they
change it. In so doing, they also change themselves.
“Men, developing their material production and their material
intercourse, alter, along with this their actual world, also their think
ing and the products of their thinking. ...the real intellectual wealth
of the individual depends entirely on the wealth of his real connec
tions” (this collection, pp. 131, 139-40).
Man is the main component of any social system, but Marxism
does not absolutise him. He owes his central role precisely to the fact
that he is organically linked with the system, with the social whole
to which he belongs. “Circumstances make men just as much as men
make circumstances” (p. 141). This proposition stresses the unity of
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the two aspects of social being. To the same extent as the circum
stances of their life form men, men, by their work and struggle,
form the circumstances of their life. Through their practical revolu
tionary activity, they alter not only the material conditions of tlfeir
life but also themselves, their consciousness and their relation to
the world.
In setting forth the principles of the materialist conception of his
tory with regard to the study of the immediate being of individuals,
of the specific features of their life in different concrete historical
conditions, Marx and Engels emphasise that they take as their premise
“men, not in any fantastic isolation and fixity, but in their actual,
empirically perceptible process of development under definite con
ditions” (p. 131). It is as a result of this concrete historical, dialectical
approach that the individual as a representative unit of the human
species is increasingly replaced in the works of Marx and Engels by
the proletarian and the bourgeois, the serf and the feudal lord, the
slave and the master.
Every socio-economic formation is an extremely complex social
organism comprising, in a single whole, a historically determined
mode of producing material goods; a specific political organisation of
society, in particular a specific system of government; specific social
relations (relations of production, national relations, family rela
tions, etc.) and different kinds of ideas (political, aesthetic, religious,
moral, etc.). The diversity of social life gives rise to the vastly di
verse qualities of the individual.
But man, being the creator of history and the specific circumstan
ces of his life, depends, in his creative activity, on the objective
laws governing the development of nature and society, and hence is
obliged to bring his actions and aims into agreement with these cir
cumstances existing independently of his will and desires. Know
ledge of the laws of nature and society is a condition of man’s free
dom. The degree to which man controls nature or the social condi
tions of his life and activity at a certain stage of historical develop
ment is ultimately determined by the development of the productive
forces and the corresponding relations of production, which also have
an important bearing on the growth of knowledge.
The contradiction between necessity and freedom can only be
overcome through the communist transformation of society. “In the
present epoch, the domination of material relations over individuals,
and the suppression of individuality by fortuitous circumstances,”
Marx and Engels point out in The German Ideology, “has assumed
its sharpest and most universal form, thereby setting existing individ
uals a very definite task. It has set them the task of replacing the
domination of circumstances and of chance over individuals by the
domination of individuals over chance and circumstances” (p. 162).
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Hie abolition of private property, and the all-round development of
individuals enables them to appropriate the productive forces and
social relations and turn them into free manifestations of their life
(p. 163).
Freedom of the individual, Marx and Engels stress, is possible
only within the community. “The illusory community in which indi
viduals have up till now combined always took on an independent
existence in relation to them, and since it was the combination of
one class over against another, it was at the same time for the oppres
sed class not only a completely illusory community, but a new fetter
as well. In the real community the individuals obtain their freedom
in and through their association” (pp. 143-44).
“Within communist society, the only society in which the genuine
and free development of individuals ceases to be a mere phrase, this
development is determined precisely by the connection of individ
uals, a connection which consists partly in the economic prere
quisites and partly in the necessary solidarity of the free development
of all, and, finally, in the universal character of the activity of indi
viduals on the basis of the existing productive forces. We are, there
fore, here concerned with individuals at a definite historical stage of
development and by no means merely with individuals chosen at ran
dom, even disregarding the indispensable communist revolution,
which itself is a general condition for their free development”(p. 163).
Of great interest are the concrete examples, discussed in The
German Ideology, of how a specific type of individual interacts with
society at a definite stage of historical development, in particular,
the ideas of Marx and Engels concerning the artist’s dependence on
society, on the division of labour in art and the possibility of collec
tive artistic work (possibilities that were fully realised only in the
twentieth century, especially in the new art of the cinema), on the
artist’s links with tradition and his dependence on the existing level of
development of the productive forces and social relations. These
ideas form the cornerstone of new, Marxist aesthetics.
In their works of 1848 to 1852 Marx and Engels, in generalising
the experience of the 1848-49 revolution, repeatedly dwell on the
role of the individual and the masses and emphasise the decisive part
the latter play in history.
The materialist conception of history implies recognition of the
individual’s role in history and of the fact that outstanding personali
ties influence the development of society. However, they can only
do so if their ideals and actions accord with the objective course of
history and express objective needs of society’s development. Far
from being the result of the pre-ordained action of implacable forces
unknown to and independent of men, history is the product of men’s
activity.
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The relationship between the individual and society holds an
important place in Marx’s economic works of the 1850s and 60s,
especially in Capital He analyses the concepts of needs, consumption,
labour and freedom, which pertain both to economic relations and to
relations between individuals. Marx’s conclusions concerning man are
here based on a wealth of concrete socio-economic material. He not
only exposes the inhuman essence of capitalist^ but also evolves a
positive programme for realising the humanist ideals of communism.
It calls, in particular, for variation of work, for merging productive
labour with polytechnical education and for increased leisure as a
prerequisite for the ascent from the kingdom of necessity to the
kingdom of freedom.
In his analysis of large social groups, classes, Marx never loses sight
of the vital interests of the separate individual. To explain the indi
vidual’s condition in terms of scientific humanism, he had to lay bare
the anatomy of a society whose development is ensured “only by
dint of the most extravagant waste of individual development”
(p. 256).
In all his economic writings, Marx points out that one of capi
talism’s main contradictions is that between the growing accumula
tion of material and technical prerequisites for translating the human
ist ideal into reality, and the distorted, one-sided development of
most individuals. This contradiction is one of the major revolutionis
ing factors compelling the transformation of capitalist society into
communist. “The development of the capacities of the human spe
cies takes place at the cost of the majority of human individuals and
even classes, in the end it breaks through this contradiction and
coincides with the development of the individual” (Theories of
Surplus-Value, Part II, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1975, p. 118).
This will become possible when the abolition of capitalist private
property, the basis of every form of inequality, and, hence, the
abolition of exploitation of man by man opens the way to establish
ing a type of society in which “the full and free development of
every individual forms the ruling principle” (this collection, p. 254).
When Marx wrote that under communism the wealth of the indi
vidual’s development would be measured not in terms of working
time but of free time he meant, not that leisure would make up the
greater part of the total time of the individual worker, but that so
ciety as a whole would spend a minor part of its time on the satisfac
tion of the essential needs and devote the greater part to pursuits
immediately linked with the individual’s development, such as science,
education and art. This is what Marx calls the social free time. By
stimulating man’s development, leisure promotes the development of
society’s main productive force, which in turn has a powerful stimulat
ing effect on economic and social progress. Economy of working time
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can therefore be seen as production of fixed capital embodied in
man himself. Therefore, the less time society as a whole spends,
directly, on the production of material goods, the richer it is, and
this is why free time is the measure of the new society’s wealth. By
producing an abundance of material goods with the minimum ex
penditure of social time, communist society will, in Marx’s view, be
enabled, for the first time in history, to devote the bulk of its energies
to the “production and accumulation” of creative potentialities
and spiritual wealth in every individual, to perfecting man’s social
and biological qualities and harmonising his relations with society
and nature. On the one hand, the whole of society will only have to
spend comparatively little labour time on the possession and main
tenance of general wealth; on the other, labouring society will take a
scientific attitude towards the process of its reproduction in ever
greater abundance.
Every specific aspect of the individual’s relationship with society
is examined by Marx and Engels dialectically. Thus in his note “On
Authority” Engels topples the subjectivist and metaphysical anarchist
principle of the complete autonomy of the individual and shows that
in one form or another authority inevitably exists in any society. It
is imposed on us by “the material conditions under which we pro
duce and make products circulate” (K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works in three volumes, Vol. 2, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1976,
p. 378), in certain situations all and everyone must submit to the will
of one individual. “Hence it is absurd to speak of the principle of
authority as being absolutely evil, and of the principle of autonomy as
being absolutely good. Authority and autonomy are relative things
whose spheres vary with the various phases of the development of
society” (ibid.).
In his Critique o f the Gotha Programme (1875) Marx examines
the problem of man in the context of distribution under communism.
The forms of distribution will depend on the degree of maturity and
development of the productive forces. “In a higher phase of com
munist society, after the enslaving subordination of the individual to
the division of labour, and therewith also the antithesis between mental
and physical labour, has vanished; after labour has become not only
a means of life but life’s prime want; after the productive forces have
also increased with the all-round development of the individual, and
all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more abundantly—only
then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its
entirety and society inscribe on its banners: From each according to
his ability, to each according to his needs! ” (this collection, p. 213).
In Ludwig Feuerbach and the End o f Classical German Philosophy
(1886) Engels stressed the importance of historical materialism for
solving the problems of man’s individuality in that he defined it as a
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science about “real men and of their historical development” (Selec
ted Works in three volumes, Vol. 3, p. 360). This definition is fully
substantiated by his Anti-Diihring (1876-78), Dialectics o f Nature
(1873-83), The Origin o f the Family, Private Property and the State
(1884) and by his letters of the 1890s.
The part played by labour in the evolution of man, the correlation
of necessity and freedom, the role of social-consciousness, of man’s
activity and social responsibility—these are only some of the problems
studied by Engels in depth between the 1870s and 1890s.
In Anti-Diihring; he examines the relationship between individual
and society in connection with the problem of freedom and necessity.
He defines freedom as man’s dominion over the material conditions,
based on his knowledge of the laws governing nature and society, as
life “in harmony with the laws of nature that have become known”
(this collection, p. 226).
Man attains control of nature and social relations only through
his practical activity, based on his growing knowledge of the world.
However, this activity, as a social process, is determined not by the
subjective will of the individual, not by the actions of individual men,
but mainly by the social system that determines the interests and
aims of individual men, groups and classes. Only communist relations
make possible “the humanity’s leap from the kingdom of necessity to
the kingdom of freedom” (F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, Progress Pub
lishers, Moscow, 1978, p. 344), and “to accomplish this act of uni
versal emancipation is the historical mission of the modem prole
tariat” (p. 346).
Since the individual is not an isolated autonomous unit governed
solely by its own laws, but a social being, his emancipation can only
be achieved through the emancipation of the masses. Similarly, society
“cannot free itself unless every individual is freed” (this collection,
p.230). Such is the dialectical interaction of the individual and society.
Marx and Engels concentrated on the development of the system
of social relations in its genetic connection with the development of
material production, on the historical action of the masses and on the
ways and means of altering the socio-economic conditions of their
life. They concentrated, in short, on the entire historical process
rather than on its individual aspects. In so doing, they did not ignore
the problem of the individual man, did not dissolve him in his social
and historical environment, did not substitute the masses for the liv
ing individual. On the contrary, by considering the individual in close
dialectical connection with society, they were able to reveal the
mechanism of man’s formation as an individual, his social essence
and the significance of his existence and action as the subject of
history. Therein lies the truly scientific revolutionary humanism of
the Marxist teaching on man and society.

KARL MARX

REFLECTIONS OF A YOUNG MAN
ON THE CHOICE OF A PROFESSION1

Nature herself has determined the sphere of activity in which the
animal should move, and it peacefully moves within that sphere,
without attempting to go beyond it, without even an inkling of any
other. To man, too, the Deity gave a general aim, that of ennobling
mankind and himself, but he left it to man to seek the means by
which this aim can be achieved; he left it to him to choose the posi
tion in society most suited to him, from which he can best uplift
himself and society.
This choice is a great privilege of man over the rest of creation,
but at the same time it is an act which can destroy his whole life,
frustrate all his plans, and make him unhappy. Serious consideration
of this choice, therefore, is certainly the first duty of a young man
who is beginning his career and does not want to leave his most
important affairs to chance.
Everyone has an aim in view, which to him at least seems great, and
actually is so if the deepest conviction, the innermost voice of the
heart declares it so, for the Deity never leaves mortal man wholly
without a guide; he speaks softly but with certainty.
But this voice can easily be drowned, and what we took for inspira
tion can be the product of the moment, which another moment can
perhaps also destroy. Our imagination, perhaps, is set on fire, our
emotions excited, phantoms flit before our eyes, and we plunge head
long into what impetuous instinct suggests, which we imagine the
Deity himself has pointed out to us. But what we ardently embrace
soon repels us and we see our whole existence in ruins.
We must therefore seriously examine whether we have really been
inspired in our choice of a profession, whether an inner voice approves
it, or whether this inspiration is a delusion, and what we took to be a
call from the Deity was self-deception. But how can we recognise
this except by tracing the source of the inspiration itself?
What is great glitters, its glitter arouses ambition, and ambition
can easily have produced the inspiration, or what we took for inspira
tion; but reason can no longer restrain the man who is tempted by
the demon of ambition, and he plunges headlong into what impet
uous instinct suggests; he no longer chooses his position in life,

REFLECTIONS OF A YOUNG MAN 19

instead it is determined by chance and illusion.
Nor are we called upon to adopt the position which offers us the
most brilliant opportunities; that is not the one which, in the long
series of years in which we may perhaps hold it, will never tire us,
never dampen our zeal, never let our enthusiasm grow cold, but one
in which we shall soon see our wishes unfulfilled, our ideas unsatisfied,
and we shall inveigh against the Deity and curge mankind.
But it is not only ambition which can arouse sudden enthusiasm
for a particular profession; we may perhaps have embellished it in
our imagination, and embellished it so that it appears the highest that
life can offer. We have not analysed it, not considered the whole
burden, the great responsibility it imposes on us; we have seen it only
from a distance, and distance is deceptive.
Our own reason cannot be counsellor here; for it is supported
neither by experience nor by profound observation, being deceived
by emotion and blinded by fantasy. To whom then should we turn
our eyes? Who should support us where our reason forsakes us?
Our parents, who have already travelled life’s road and experienced
the severity of fate—our heart tells us.
And if then our enthusiasm still persists, if we still continue to love
a profession and believe ourselves called to it after we have examined
it in cold blood, after we have perceived its burdens and become
acquainted with its difficulties, then we ought to adopt it, then
neither does our enthusiasm deceive us nor does overhastiness carry
us away.
But we cannot always attain the position to which we believe
we are called; our relations in society have to some extent already
begun to be established before we are in a position to determine
them.
Our physical constitution itself is often a threatening obstacle,
and let no one scoff at its rights.
It is true that we can rise above it; but then our downfall is all
the more rapid, for then we are venturing to build on crumbling
ruins, then our whole life is an unhappy struggle between the mental
and the bodily principle. But he who is unable to reconcile the war
ring elements within himself, how can he resist life’s tempestuous
stress, how can he act calmly? And it is from calm alone that great
and fine deeds can arise; it is the only soil in which ripe fruits u c 
cessfully develop.
Although we cannot work for long and seldom happily with
a physical constitution which is not suited to our profession, the
thought nevertheless continually arises of sacrificing our well-being to
duty, of acting vigorously although we are weak. But if we have chos
en a profession for which we do not possess the talent, we can never
exercise it worthily, we shall soon realise with shame our own in
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capacity and tell ourselves that we are useless created beings, members
of society who are incapable of fulfilling their vocation. Then the
most natural consequence is self-contempt, and what feeling is more
painful and less capable of being made up for by all that the outside
world has to offer? Self-contempt is a serpent that ever gnaws at one’s
breast,^ sucking the life-blood from one’s heart and mixing it with
the poison of misanthropy and despair.
An illusion about our talents for a profession which we have
closely examined is a fault which takes its revenge on us ourselves,
and even if it does not meet with the censure of the outside world it
gives rise to more terrible pain in our hearts than such censure could
inflict.
If we have considered all this, and if the conditions of our life
permit us to choose any profession we like, we may adopt the one
that assures us the greatest worth, one which is based on ideas of
whose truth we are thoroughly convinced, which offers us the widest
scope to work for mankind, and for ourselves to approach closer to
the general aim for which every profession is but a means—perfec
tion.
Worth is that which most of all uplifts a man, which imparts a
higher nobility to his actions and all his endeavours, which makes
him invulnerable, admired by the crowd and raised above it.
But worth can be assured only by a profession in which we are not
servile tools, but in which we act independently in our own sphere.
It can be assured only by a profession that does not demand repre
hensible acts, even if reprehensible only in outward appearance, a
profession which the best can follow with noble pride. A profession
which assures this in the greatest degree is not always the highest,
but is always the most to be preferred.
But just as a profession which gives us no assurance of worth degra
des us, we shall as surely succumb under the burdens of one which
is based on ideas that we later recognise to be false.
There we have no recourse but to self-deception, and what a
desperate salvation is that which is obtained by self-betrayal!
Those professions which are not so much involved in life itself as
concerned with abstract truths are the most dangerous for the young
man whose principles are not yet firm and whose convictions are
not yet strong and unshakeable. At the same time these professions
may seem to be the most exalted if they have taken deep root in our
hearts and if we are capable of sacrificing our lives and all endeavours
for the ideas which prevail in them.
They can bestow happiness on the man who has a vocation for
them, but they destroy him who adopts them rashly, without reflec
tion, yielding to the impulse of the moment.
On the other hand, the high regard we have for the ideas on which
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our profession is based gives us a higher standing in society, enhances
our own worth, and makes our actions unchallengeable.
One who chooses a profession he values highly will shudder at the
idea of being unworthy of it; he will act nobly if only because his
position in society is a noble one.
But the chief guide which must direct us in the choice of a profes
sion is the welfare of mankind and our own perfection. It should not
be thought that these two interests could be in conflict, that one
would have to destroy the other; on the contrary, man’s nature is so
constituted that he can attain his own perfection only by working
for the perfection, for the good, of his fellow men.
If he works only for himself, he may perhaps become a famous
man of learning, a great sage, an excellent poet, but he can never be a
perfect, truly great man.
History calls those men the greatest who have ennobled themselves
by working for the common good; experience acclaims as happiest
the man who has made the greatest number of people happy; religion
itself teaches us that the ideal being whom all strive to copy sacrificed
himself for the sake of mankind, and who would dare to set at nought
such judgments?
If we have chosen the position in life in which we can most of all
work for mankind, no burdens can bow us down, because they are
sacrifices for the benefit of all; then we shall experience no petty,
limited, selfish joy, but our happiness will belong to millions, our
deeds will live on quietly but perpetually at work, and over our ashes
will be shed the hot tears of noble people.
Written between August 10
and 16,1835

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 1, pp. 3-9

KARL MARX

From
COMMENTS ON THE LATEST PRUSSIAN
CENSORSHIP INSTRUCTION2

...Laws against tendency, laws giving no objective standards, are
laws of terrorism, such as were invented owing to the emergency
needs of the state under Robespierre and the corruption of the state
under the Roman emperors. Laws which make their main criterion
not actions as such, but the frame o f mind of the doer, are nothing
but positive sanctions for lawlessness. Better like that Russian Tsai*
to have everyone’s beard cut off by Cossacks in his service than to
make the state of mind due to which I wear a beard the criterion for
the cutting.
Only insofar as I manifest myself externally, enter the sphere of
the actual, do I enter the sphere of the legislator. Apart from my
actions, I have no existence for the law, am no object for it. My
actions are the sole thing by which the law has a hold on me; for they
are the sole thing for which I demand a right of existence, a right o f
actuality, owing to which therefore I come within the sphere of actual
law. The law which punishes tendency, however, punishes me not
only for what I do, but for what I think, apart from my actions. It
is therefore an insult to the honour of the citizen, a vexatious law
which threatens my existence.
I can turn and twist as I will, it is not a question of the facts. My
existence is under suspicion, my innermost being, my individuality, is
considered bad' and it is for this opinion of me that I am punished.
The law punishes me not for any wrong I commit, but for the wrong
I do not commit. I am really being punished because my action is
not against the law, for only because of that do I compel the lenient,
well-meaning judge to seize on my bad frame o f mind, which is clever
enough not to come out in the open.
The law against a frame of mind is not a law o f the state promulga
ted for its citizens, but the law o f one party against another party.
The law which punishes tendency abolishes the equality of the citizens
before the law. It is a law which divides, not one which unites, and all
laws which divide are reactionary. It is not a law, but a privilege. One
may do what another may not do, not because the latter lacks some
a Peter I.—Ed.
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objective quality, like a minor in regard to concluding contracts; no,
because his good intentions and his frame of mind are under suspicion.
The moral state assumes its members to have the frame o f mind o f
the state, even if they act in opposition to an organ o f the state,
against the government. But in a society in which one organ imagines
itself the sole, exclusive possessor of state reason and state morality,
in a government which opposes the people in principle and hence
regards its anti-state frame o f mind as the general, normal frame of
mind, the bad conscience of a faction invents laws against tendency,
laws o f revenge, laws against a frame of mind which has its seat only
in the government members themselves. Laws against frame of mind
are based on an unprincipled frame of mind, on an imfrioral, material
view of the state. They are the involuntary cry of a bad conscience.
And how is a law of this kind to be implemented? By a means more
revolting than the law itself: by spies, or by previous agreement to
regard entire literary trends as suspicious, in which case, of course,
the trend to which an individual belongs must also be inquired into.
Just as in the law against tendency the legal form contradicts the
content, just as the government which issues it lashes out against what
it is itself, against the anti-state frame of mind, so also in each particu
lar case it forms as it were the reverse world to its laws, for it applies
a double measuring-rod. What for one side is right, for the other side
is wrong. The very laws issued by the government are the opposite o f
what they make into law.
The new censorship instruction, too, becomes entangled in this
dialectic. It contains the contradiction of itself doing, and making it
the censor’s duty to do, everything that it condemns as anti-state in
the case of the press.
Thus the instruction forbids writers to cast suspicion on the frame
of mind of individuals or whole classes, and in the same breath it bids
the censor divide all citizens into suspicious and unsuspicious, into
well-intentioned and evil-intention^d. The press is deprived of the
right to criticise, but criticism becomes the daily duty of the govern
mental critic. This reversal, however, does not end the matter. Within
the press what was anti-state as regards content appeared as something
particular, but from the aspect of its form it was something universal,
that is to say, subject to universal appraisal.
However, now the thing is turned upside-down: the particular now
appears justified in regard to its content, what is anti-state appears as
the view of the state, as state law; in regard to its form, however,
what is anti-state appears as something particular, that cannot be
brought to the general light of day, that'is relegated from the open
air of publicity to the office files of the governmental critic. Thus the
instruction wants to protect religion, but it violates the most general
principle of all religions, the sanctity and inviolability of the subjec-
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tive frame of mind. It makes the censor instead of God the judge of
the heart. Thus it prohibits offensive utterances and defamatory
judgments on individuals, but it exposes you every day to the defam
atory and offensive judgment of the censor. Thus the instruction
wants the gossip of evil-minded or ill-informed persons suppressed,
but it compels the censor to rely on such gossip, on spying by illinformed and evil-minded persons, degrading judgment from the
sphere of objective content to that of subjective opinion or arbitrary
action. Thus suspicion must not be cast on the intention of the state,
but the instruction starts out from suspicion in respect of the state.
Thus no bad frame of mind must be concealed under a good appear
ance, but the instruction itself is based on a false appearance. Thus the
instruction wants to enhance national feeling, but it is based on a
view that humiliates the nation. Lawful behaviour and respect for the
law are demanded of us, but at the same time we have to honour
institutions which put us outside the law and introduce arbitrariness
in place of law. We are required to recognise the principle of personal
ity to such an extent that we trust the censor despite the defects of
the institution of censorship, and you violate the principle of person
ality to such an extent that you cause personality to be judged not
according to its actions but according to *&n opinion of the opinion
of its actions. You demand modesty and your starting point is the
monstrous immodesty of appointing individual servants of the state
to spy on people’s hearts, to be omniscient, philosophers, theologians,
politicians, Delphic Apollos. On the one hand, you make it our duty
to respect immodesty and, on the other hand, you forbid us to be
immodest. The real immodesty consists in ascribing perfection of the
genus to particular individuals. The censor is a particular individual,
but the press becomes the embodiment of the whole genus. You order
us to have trust, and you give distrust the force of law. You repose so
much trust in your state institutions that you think they will convert
a weak mortal, an official, into a saint, and make the impossible pos
sible for him. But you distrust your state organism so much that you
are afraid of the isolated opinion of a private person; for you treat
the press as a private person. You assume that the officials will act
quite impersonally, without animosity, passion, narrow-mindedness or
human weakness. But what is impersonal, ideas, you suspect of being
full of personal intrigue and subjective vileness. The instruction de
mands unlimited trust in the estate of officials, and it proceeds from
unlimited distrust in the estate of non-officials. Why should we not
pay tit for tat? Why should we not look with suspicion on precisely
this estate of officials? Equally as regards character. From the outset
one who is impartial should have more respect for the character of
the critic who acts publicly than for the character of the critic who
acts in secret.
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What is at all bad remains bad, whoever personifies this badness,
whether a private critic or one appointed by the government, but in
the latter case the badness is authorised and regarded from above as a
necessity to realise goodness from below.
The censorship o f tendency and the tendency o f censorship are a
gift o f the new liberal instruction.
...As regards the writer, tendency is the ultimate content that is
demanded from him and prescribed to him. Tendency as formless
opinion appears as object. Tendency as subject, as opinion of opinion,
is the censor’s tact and his sole criterion.
. But whereas the arbitrariness of the censor—and to sanction the
authority of mere opinion is to sanction arbitrariness—is a logical
consequence which was concealed under a semblance of objective
definitions, the instruction on the other hand quite consciously ex
presses the arbitrariness of the Oberprasidium ; trust is reposed in the
latter without reserve, and this trust reposed in the Oberprasident is
the ultimate guarantee o f the press. Thus the essence of the censorship
in general is based on the arrogant imaginary idea that the police state
has of its officials. There is no confidence in the intelligence and
goodwill of the general public even in the simplest matter; but even
the impossible is considered possible for the officials.
This fundamental defect is inherent in all our institutions. Thus,
for example, in criminal proceedings judge, accuser and defender are
combined in a single person. This combination contradicts all the
laws of psychology. But the official is raised above the laws of psy
chology, while the general public remains under them. Neverthe
less, one could excuse a defective principle of state; it becomes
unpardonable, however, if it is not honest enough to be consistent.
The responsibility of the officials ought to be as immeasurably above
that of the general public as the officials are above the latter, and it is
precisely here, where consistency alone could justify the principle
and make it legitimate within its sphere, it is precisely here that it is
abandoned and the opposite principle applied.
The censor, too, is accuser, defender and judge in a single person;
control o f the mind is entrusted to the censor; he is irresponsible
The censorship could have only a provisionally loyal character if
it was subordinated to the regular courts, which of course is impos
sible so long as there are no objective laws governing censorship. But
the worst method of all is to subject the censorship to censorship
again, as by an Oberprasident or supreme college of censors.
Everything that holds good of the relation of the press to the
censorship holds good also of the relation of the censorship to the
supreme censorship and that of the writer to the supreme censor,
although an intermediate link is interposed. It is the same relation
placed on a higher plane, the remarkable error of leaving matters
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alone and wanting to give them another nature through other persons.
If the coercive state wanted to be loyal, it would abolish itself. Every
point would require the same coercion and the same counter-pressure.
The supreme censorship would have to be subjected to censorship in
its turn. In order to escape from this vicious circle, it is decided to be
disloyal; lawlessness now begins in the third or ninety-ninth stage.
Because the bureaucratic state is vaguely conscious of this, it tries at
least to place the sphere of lawlessness so high that it escapes the eye,
and then believes that lawlessness has disappeared.
The real, radical cure for the censorship would be its abolition;
for the institution itself is a bad one, and institutions are more power
ful than people. Our view may be right or not, but in any case the
Prussian writers stand to gain through the new instruction, either in
real freedom, or in freedom of ideas, in consciousness.

Rara temporum felicitas, ubi quae velis sentire et quae sentias dicere licet.a
Written between January 15
K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
and February 10,1842
Works, VoL 1, pp. 119-23, 129-31

a O rare happiness of the times, where it is permitted to think what you
will and to say what you think (Tacitus, Historiae, 1,1 ).—Ed.

KARL MARX

From
DEBATES ON FREEDOM
OF THE PRESS3
r
...In view of the fact that our speaker from the knightly estate
expounded with almost comic seriousness, with almost melancholy
dignity and almost religious pathos, the thesis of the lofty wisdom of
the Assembly of the Estates,4 as also of its medieval freedom and
independence, the uninitiated will be surprised to see him sink in the
question of the freedom o f the press from the lofty wisdom of the
Provincial Assembly to the general lack o f wisdom o f the human race;
from the independence and freedom of the privileged social estates
he had extolled only just before to the fundamental lack o f freedom
and independence o f human nature. We are not surprised to encounter
here one of the present-day numerous champions of the Christianknightly, modem feudal principle, in short the romantic principle.
These gentlemen, because they want to regard freedom not as a
natural gift of the universal sunlight of reason, but as the supernatu
ral gift of a specially favourable constellation of the stars, because
they regard freedom as merely an individual property of certain
persons and social estates, are in consequence compelled to include
universal reason and universal freedom among the bad ideas and
phantoms of i logically constructed systems'\ In order to save the
special freedoms of privilege, they proscribe the universal freedom of
human nature. Since, however, the bad brood of the nineteenth
century, and the very consciousness of the modern knights that has
been infected by this century, cannot comprehend what is in itself
incomprehensible, because devoid of idea, namely, how internal,
essential, universal determinations prove to be linked with certain
human individuals by external, fortuitous, particular features, without
being connected with the human essence, with reason in general, and
therefore common to all individuals—because of this they necessarily
have recourse to the miraculous and the mystical Further, because
the real position of these gentlemen in the modern state does not at
all correspond to the notion they have of that position, because they
live in a world beyond the real one, and because therefore imagina
tion is their head and heart, being dissatisfied with their practical
activity, they necessarily have recourse to theory, but to the theory
o f the other world, to religion, which in their hands, however, is
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given a polemical bitterness impregnated with political tendencies
and becomes more or less consciously only a holy cloak for very
secular, but at the same time fantastic desires.
...In order to combat freedom o f the pressIthe thesis of the perma
nent immaturity of the human race has to be defended. It is sheer
tautology to assert that if absence of freedom is men’s essence, free
dom is contrary to his essence. Malicious sceptics could be daring
enough not to take the speaker at his word.
If the immaturity of the human race is the mystical ground for
opposing freedom of the press, then the censorship at any rate is a
highly reasonable means against the maturity of the human race.
What undergoes development is imperfect. Development ends only
with death. Hence it would be truly consistent to kill man in order to
free him from this state of imperfection. That at least is what the
speaker concludes in order to kill freedom of the press. In his view,
true education consists in keeping a person wrapped up in a cradle
throughout his life, for as soon as he learns to walk, he learns also to
fall, and only by falling does he learn to walk. But if we all remain in
swaddling-clothes, who is to wrap us in them? If we all remain in
the cradle, who is to rock us? If we are all prisoners, who is to be
prison warder?
Man, individually and in the mass, is imperfect by nature. De
principiis non est disputandum.a Granted!, What follows from that?
The arguments of our speaker are imperfect, governments are imper
fect, assemblies are imperfect, freedom of the press is imperfect,
every sphere of human existence is imperfect. Hence if one of these
spheres ought not to exist because of this imperfection, none of them
has the right to exist, man in general has no right to exist.
Given man’s fundamental imperfection—let us assume it is truethen we know in advance that all human institutions are imperfect.
There is no need to touch on that further, it does not speak for them
or against them, it is not their specific character, it is not their distinc
tive mark.
Amid all these imperfections, why should precisely the free press
be perfect? Why does an imperfect provincial estate demand a perfect
press?
The imperfect requires education. Is not education also human
and therefore imperfect? Does not education itself also require educa
tion?
If then, by its very existence, everything human is imperfect, ought
we therefore to lump everything together, have the same respect for
everything, good and evil, truth and falsehood? The true conclusion
must be that as in looking at a picture I have to leave the spot from
a There can be no dispute about principles.—Zitf.
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which I see only blots of colour but not colours, irregularly intersect
ing lines but not a drawing, similarly I must abandon the point of view
which shows me the world and human relations only in their most
external appearance, and recognise that this point of^view is unsuit
able for judging the value of things; for how could I judge, distin
guish things, from a point of view which admits only the one flat
idea about the whole universe that everything in it is imperfect?
This point of view itself is the most imperfect of all the imperfec
tions it sees around it. We must therefore take the essence of the inner
idea as the measure to evaluate the existence of things. Then we shall
less allow ourselves to be led astray by a 6ne-sided and trivial expe
rience, since in such cases the result is indeed that all experience
ceases, all judgment is abolished, all cows are black.
From the standpoint of the idea, it is self-evident that freedom of
the press has a justification quite different from that of censorship
because it is itself an embodiment of the idea, an embodiment of
freedom, a positive good, whereas censorship is an embodiment of
unfreedom, the polemic of a world outlook of semblance against the
world outlook of essence; it has a merely negative nature.
...Freedom is so much the essence of man that even its opponents
implement it while combating its reality; they want to appropriate
for themselves as a most precious ornament what they have rejected as
an ornament of human nature.
No man combats freedom; at most he combats the freedom of
others. Hence every kind of freedom has always existed, only at one
time as a special privilege, at another as a universal right.
The question has now for the first time been given a consistent
meaning. It is not a question whether freedom of the press ought to
exist, for it always exists. The question is whether freedom of the
press is a privilege of particular individuals or whether it is a privilege
of the human mind. The question is whether a right of one side ought
to be a wrong for the other side. The question is whether “freedom
o f the mind” has more right than i freedom against the mind”.
If, however, the “free press” and “freedom o f the press” as the
realisation of “ universal freedom” are to be rejected, then this applies
still more to censorship and the censored press as the realisation of a
special freedom, for how can the species be good if the genus is bad?
If the speaker were consistent he would have to reject not the free
press, but the press as a whole. According to him, the press would
only be good if it were not a product of freedom, i. e., not a human
product. Hence in general only animals or gods would have the right
to a press.
Or ought we perhaps—the speaker dare not say it outright—to
suppose divine inspiration of the government and of the speaker
himself?
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If a private person boasts of divine inspiration, there is only one
speaker in our society who cari refute him officially, viz., the psy
chiatrist.
English history, however, has sufficiently well demonstrated how
the Assertion of divine inspiration from above gives rise to the counter
assertion of divine inspiration from below; Charles I went to the
scaffold as the result of divine inspiration from below.
...The essence of the free press is the characterful, rational, moral
essence of freedom. The character of the censored press is the charac
terless monster of unfreedom; it is a civilised monster, a perfumed
abortion.
Or does it still need to be proved that freedom of the press is in
accord with the essence of the press, whereas censorship contradicts
it? Is it not self-evident that external barriers to a spiritual life are not
part of the inner nature of this life, that they deny this life and do
not affirm it?
In order really to justify censorship, the speaker would have had to
prove that censorship is part of the essence of freedom of the press;
instead he proves that freedom is not part of man’s essence. He
rejects the whole genus in order to obtain one good species, for is
not freedom after all the generic essence of all spiritual existence,
and therefore of the press as well? In order to abolish the possibility
of evil, he abolishes the possibility of good and realises evil, for only
that which is a realisation of freedom can be humanly good.
We shall therefore continue to regard the censored press as a bad
press so long as it has not been proved to us that censorship arises
from the very essence of freedom of the press.
But even supposing that censorship and the nature of the press
come into being together, although no animal, let alone an intelli
gent being, comes into the world in chains, what follows from that?
That freedom of the press, as it exists from the official viewpoint,
that is, the censorship, also needs censorship. And who is to censor
the governmental press, if not the popular press?
True, another speaker thinks that the evil of censorship would be
removed by being tripled, by the local censorship being put under
provincial censorship, and the latter in its turn under Berlin censorship,
freedom of the press being made one-sided, and the censorship manysided. So many roundabout ways merely to live! Who is to censor
the Berlin censorship? Let us therefore return to our speaker.
At the very beginning, he informed us that no light would emerge
from the struggle between the good and the bad press. But, we may
now ask, does he not want to make this useless struggle permanent?
According to his own statement, is not the struggle itself between the
censorship and the press a struggle between the good and the bad
press?
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Censorship does not abolish the struggle, it makes it one-sided, it
converts an open struggle into a hidden one, it converts a struggle over
principles into a struggle of principle without power against power
without principle. The true censorship, based on the very essence of
freedom of the press, is criticism This is the tribunal which freedom
of the press gives rise to of itself. Censorship is criticism as a monopo
ly of the government. But does not criticism iose its rational character
if it is not open but secret, if it is not theoretical but practical, if it is
not above parties but itself a party, if it operates not with the sharp
knife of reason but with the blunt scissors of arbitrariness, if it only
exercises criticism but will not submit to it, if it disavows itself during
its realisation, and, finally, if it is so uncritical as to mistake an in
dividual person for universal wisdom, peremptory orders for rational
statements, ink spots for patches of sunlight, the crooked deletions of
the censor for mathematical constructions, and crude force for
decisive arguments?
...Montesquieu has already taught us that despotism is more
convenient to apply than legality and Machiavelli asserts that for
princes the bad has better consequences than the good. Therefore, if
we do not want to confirm the old Jesuitical maxim that a good end—
and we doubt even the goodness of the end—justifies bad means, we
have above all to investigate whether censorship by its essence is a
good means.
The speaker is right in calling the censorship law a preventive
measure, it is a precautionary measure of the police against freedom,
but he is wrong in calling the press law a repressive measure. It is the
rule of freedom itself which makes itself the yardstick of its own
exceptions. The censorship measure is not a law. The press law is not
a measure.
In the .press law, freedom punishes. In the censorship law, freedom
is punished. The censorship law is a law of suspicion against freedom.
The press law is a vote of confidence which freedom gives itself. The
press law punishes the abuse of freedom. The censorship law punishes
freedom as an abuse. It treats freedom as a criminal, or is it not re
garded in every sphere as a degrading punishment to be under police
supervision? Tlie censorship law has only the form of a law. The press
law is a real law.
The press law is a real law because it is the positive existence of
freedom. It regards freedom as the normal state of the press, the press
as the mode of existence of freedom, and hence only comes into
conflict with a press offence as an exception that contravenes its own
rules and therefore annuls itself. Freedom of the press asserts itself as
a press law, against attacks on freedom of the press itself, i.e., against
press offences. The press law declares freedom to be inherent in the
nature of the criminal. Hence what he has done against freedom he
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has done against himself and this self-injury appears to him as a
punishment in which he sees a recognition of his freedom.
The press law, therefore, is far from being a repressive measure
against freedom of the press, a mere means of preventing the repeti
tion of a crime through fear of punishment. On the contrary, the
absence o f press legislation must be regarded as an exclusion of free
dom of the press from the sphere of legal freedom, for legally recog
nised freedom exists in the state as law. Laws are in no way repressive
measures against freedom, any more than the law of gravity is a
repressive measure against motion, because while, as the law of gravi
tation, it governs the eternal motions of the celestial bodies, as the law
of falling it kills me if I violate it and want to dance in the air. Laws
are rather the positive, clear, universal norms in which freedom has
acquired an impersonal, theoretical existence independent of the
arbitrariness of the individual. A statute-book is a people’s bible of
freedom.
Therefore the press law is the legal recognition o f freedom o f the
press. It constitutes right, because it is the positive existence of free
dom. It must therefore exist, even if it is never put into application,
as in North America, whereas censorship, like slavery, can never
become lawful, even if it exists a thousand times over as a law.
There are no actual preventive laws. Law prevents only as a com
mand. It only becomes effective law when it is infringed, for it is true
law only when in it the unconscious natural law of freedom has be
come conscious state law. Where the law is real law, i. e., a form of
existence of freedom, it is the real existence of freedom for man.
Laws, therefore, cannot prevent a man’s actions, for tiiey are indeed
the inner laws of life of his action itself, the conscious reflections of
his life. Hence law withdraws into the background in the face of man’s
life as a life of freedom, and only when his actual behaviour has
shown that he has ceased to obey the natural law of freedom does
law in the form of state law compel him to be free, just as the laws
of physics confront me as something alien only when my life has
ceased to be the life of these laws, when it has been struck by illness.
Hence a preventive law is a meaningless contradiction.
A preventive law, therefore, has within it no measure, no rational
rule, for a rational rule can only result from the nature of a thing, in
this instance of freedom. It is without measure, for if prevention of
freedom is to be effective, it must be as all-embracing as its object,
i. e., unlimited. A preventive law is therefore the contradiction of an
unlimited limitation, and the boundary where it ceases is fixed not
by necessity, but by the fortuitousness of arbitrariness, as the cen
sorship daily demonstrates ad oculos.a
a Before one’s eyes.—Ed.
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The human body is mortal by nature. Hence illnesses are inevi
table. Why does a man only go to the doctor when he is ill, and not
when he is well? Because not only the illness, but even the doctor is
an evil. Under constant medical tutelage, life would be regarded as an
evil and the human body as an object for treatment by medical insti
tutions. Is not death more desirable than life that is a mere preventive
measure against death? Does not life involve als<$* free movement?
What is any illness except life that is hampered in its freedom? A per
petual physician would be an illness in which one would not even have
the prospect of dying, but only of living. Let life die; death must not
live. Has not the spirit more right than the body? Of course, this
right has often been interpreted to mean that for minds capable jof
free motion physical freedom of movement is even harmful and there
fore they are to be deprived of it. The starting point of the censorship
is that illness is the normal state, or that the normal state, freedom,
is to be regarded as an illness. The censorship continually assures the
press that it, the press, is ill; and even if the latter furnishes the best
proofs of its bodily health, it has to allow itself to be treated. But
the censorship is not even a learned physician who applie’s different
internal remedies according to the illness. It is a country surgeon who
knows only a single mechanical panacea for everything, the scissors. It
is not even a surgeon who aims at restoring my health, it is a surgical
aesthete who considers superfluous everything about my body that
displeases him, and removes whatever he finds repugnant; it is a quack
who drives back a rash so that it is not seen, without caring in the
least whether it then affects more sensitive internal parts.
You think it wrong to put birds in cages. Is not the cage a pre
ventive measure against birds of prey, bullets and storms? You think it
barbaric to blind nightingales but it does not seem to you at all bar
baric to put out the eyes of the press with the sharp pens of the
censorship. You regard it as despotic to cut a free person’s hair against
his will, but the censorship daily cuts into the flesh of thinking people
and allows only bodies without hearts, submissive bodies which show
no reaction, to pass as healthy!
We have shown how the press law expresses a right and the cen
sorship law a wrong. The censorship itself, however, admits that it
is not an end in itself, that it is not something good in and for itself,
that its basis therefore is the principle: “The end justifies the means.”
But an end which requires unjustified means is no justifiable end;
and could not the press also adopt the principle and boast: “The end
justifies the means”?
The censorship law, therefore, is not a law, it is a police measure;
but it is a bad police measure, for it does not achieve what it intends,
and it does not intend what it achieves.
If the censorship law wants to prevent freedom as something
2-773
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objectionable, the result is precisely the opposite. In a country of
censorship, every forbidden piece of printed matter, i. e., printed
without being censored, is an event. It is considered a martyr, and
there is no martyr without a halo and without believers. It is regarded
as an exception, and if freedom can never cease to be of value to
mankind, so much the more valuable is an exception to the general
lack of freedom. Every mystery has its attraction. Where public opin
ion is a mystery to itself, it is won over from the outset by every
piece of writing that formally breaks through the mystical barriers.
The censorship makes every forbidden work, whether good or bad,
into an extraordinary document, whereas freedom of the press depri
ves every written work of an externally imposing effect.
If the censorship is honest in its intention, it would like to prevent
arbitrariness, but it makes aibitrariness into a law. No danger that it
can ^vert is greater than itself. The mortal danger for every being lies
in losing itself. Hence lack of freedom is the real mortal danger for
mankind. For the time being, leaving aside the moral consequences,
bear in mind that you cannot enjoy the advantages of a free press
without putting up with its inconveniences. You cannot pluck the
rose without its thorns! And what do you lose with a free press?
The free press is the ubiquitous vigilant eye of a people’s soul,
the embodiment of a people’s faith in itself, the eloquent link that
connects the individual with the state and the world, the embodied
culture that transforms material struggles into intellectual struggles
and idealises their crude material form. It is a people’s frank confes
sion to itself, and the redeeming power of confession is well known.
It is the spiritual mirror in which a people can see itself, and selfexamination is the first condition of wisdom. It is the spirit of the
state, which can be delivered into every cottage, cheaper than coal
gas. It is all-sided, ubiquitous, omniscient. It is the ideal world which
always wells up out of the real world and flows back into it with
ever greater spiritual riches and renews its soul.
...It is the censored press that has a demoralising effect. Insepa
rable from it is the most powerful vice, hypocrisy, and from this,
its basic vice, come all its other defects, which lack even the rudiments
of virtue, and its vice of passivity, loathsome even from the aesthetic
point of view. The government hears only its own voice, it knows
that it hears only its own voice, yet it harbours the illusion that it
hears the voice of the people, and it demands that the people, too,
should itself harbour this illusion. For its part, therefore, the people
sinks partly into political superstition, partly into political disbelief,
or, completely turning away from political life, becomes a rabble
o f private individuals.
Since the press daily praises the government-inspired creations
in the way that God spoke of His Creations only on the Sixth day:
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“And, behold, it was very good” , and since, however, one day neces
sarily contradicts the other, the press lies continually and has to deny
even any consciousness of lying, and must cast off all shame.
Since the nation is forced to regard free writings as unlawful, it
becomes accustomed to regard what is unlawful as free, freedom as
unlawful and what is lawful as unfree. In this way censorship kills the
state spirit.
r
But our speaker is afraid of freedom of the press owing to his
concern for “private persons” He overlooks that censorship is a
permanent attack on the rights of private persons, and still more on
ideas. He grows passionate about the danger to individual persons,
and ought we not to grow passionate about the danger threatening
society as a whole?
We cannot draw a sharper distinction between his view and ours
than by contrasting his definitions of “bad frames of mind” to ours.
A bad frame of mind, he says, is “pride, which recognises no
authority in church and state”. And ought we not to regard as a bad
frame of mind the refusal to recognise the authority of reason and
law?

“It is envy which preaches abolition of everything that the rabble calls
aristocracy.”

But we say, it is envy which wants to abolish the eternal aristoc
racy of human nature, freedom, an aristocracy about which even the
rabble can have no doubt.
“It is malicious gloating which delights in personalities, whether lies or
truth, and imperiously demands publicity so that no scandal of private life will
remain hidden.”

It is the malicious gloating which extracts tittle-tattle and person
alities from the great life of the peoples, ignores historical reason and
serves up to the public only the scandals of history; being quite inca
pable of judging the essence of a matter, it fastens on single aspects of
a phenomenon and on individuals, and imperiously demands mystery
so that every blot on public life will remain hidden.
“It is the impurity of the heart and imagination which is titillated by ob
scene pictures.”

It is the impurity of the heart and imagination which is titillated by
obscene pictures of the omnipotence of evil and the impotence of
good, it is the imagination which takes pride in sin, it is the impure
heart which conceals its secular arrogance in mystical images.

“It is despair of one’s own salvation which seeks to stifle the voice of con
science by denial of God.”
2*
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It is despair of one’s own salvation which jnakes personal weak
nesses into weaknesses of mankind, in order to rid one’s own con
science of them; it is despair of the salvation of mankind which prevents
mankind from obeying its innate natural laws and preaches the neces
sity of immaturity; it is hypocrisy which shelters behind God without
believing in His reality and in the omnipotence of the good; it is
self-seeking which puts personal salvation above the salvation of all.
These people doubt mankind in general but canonise individuals.
They draw a horrifying picture of human nature and at the same time
demand that we should bow down before the holy image of certain
privileged individuals. We know that man singly is weak, but we know
also that the whole is strong.
...Freedom of trade, freedom of property, of conscience, of the
press, of the courts, are all species of one and the same genus, of
freedom without any specific name. But it is quite incorrect to forget
the difference because of the unity and to go so far as to make a
particular species the measure, the standard, the sphere of other
species. This is an intolerance on the part of one species of freedom,
which is only prepared to tolerate the existence of others if they
renounce themselves and declare themselves to be its vassals.
Freedom of trade is precisely freedom of trade and no other free
dom because within it the nature of the trade develops unhindered
according to the inner rules of its life. Freedom of the courts is free
dom of the courts if they follow their own inherent laws of right and
not those of some other sphere, such as religion. Every particular
sphere of freedom is the freedom of a particular sphere, just as every
particular mode of life is the mode of life of a particular nature. How
wrong it would be to demand that the lion should adapt himself to
the laws of life of the polyp! How false would be my understanding
of the interconnection and unity of the bodily organism if I were to
conclude: since arms and legs function in their specific way, the eye
and ear—organs which take man away from his individuality and
make him the mirror and echo of the universe—must have a still
greater right to activity, and consequently must be intensified armand-leg activity.
As in the universe each planet, while turning on its own axis,
moves only around the sun, so in the system of freedom each of its
worlds, while turning on its own axis, revolves only around the cen
tral sun of freedom. To make freedom of the press a variety of free
dom of trade is a defence that kills it before defending it, for do I
not abolish the freedom of a particular character if I demand that it
should be free in the manner of a different character? Your freedom
is not my freedom, says the press to a trade. As you obey the laws of
your sphere, so will I obey the laws of my sphere. To be free in your
way is for me identical with being unfree, just as a cabinet-maker
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would hardly feel pleased if he demanded freedom for his craft and
was given as equivalent the freedom of the philosopher.
Let us lay bare the thought of the speaker. What is freedom? He
replies: Freedom o f trade, which is as if a student, when asked what is
freedom, were to reply: It is freedom to be out at night.
With as much right as freedom of the press, one could include
every kind of freedom in freedom of trade. The judge practises the
trade of law, the preacher that of religion, the father of a family that
of bringing up children. But does that express the essence of legal,
religious and moral freedom?
One could also put it the other way round and call freedom of
trade merely a variety o f freedom o f the press. Do craftsmen work
only with hands and legs and not with the brain as well? Is the lan
guage of words the only language of thought? Is not the language of
the mechanic through the steam-engine easily perceptible to my ear,
is not the language of the bed manufacturer very obvious to my
back, that of the cook comprehensible to my stomach? Is it not
a contradiction that all these varieties of freedom of the press are
permitted, the sole exception being the one that speaks to my intel
lect through the medium of printer’s ink?
In order to defend, and even to understand, the freedom of a par
ticular sphere, I must proceed from its essential character and not its
external relations. But is the press true to its character, does it act in
accordance with the nobility of its nature, is the press free which
degrades itself to the level of a trade? The writer, of course, must
earn in order to be able to live and write, but he must by no means
live and write to earn.
When Beranger sings:
Je ne vis que pour faire des chansons,
Si vous m’otez ma place Monseigneur,
Je ferai des chansons pour vivre,a

this threat contains the ironic admission that the poet deserts his
proper sphere when for him poetry becomes a means.
The writer does not at all look on his work as a means. It is an
end in itself; it is so little a means for him himself and for others that,
if need be, he sacrifices his existence to its existence. He is, in another
way, like the preacher of religion who adopts the principle: “Obey
God rather than man”, including under man himself with his human
needs and desires. On the other hand, what if a tailor from whom I
had ordered a Parisian frock-coat were to come and bring me a Roman
a I live only to compose songs.
If you dismiss me, Monseigneur,
I shall compose songs in order to live. —Ed.
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toga on the ground that it was more in keeping with the eternal law
of beauty!
The primary freedom o f the press lies in not being a trade. The
writer who degrades the press into being a material means deserves as
punishment for this internal unfreedom the external unfreedom of
censorship, or rather his very existence is his punishment.
Of course, the press exists also as a trade, but then it is not the
affair of writers, but of printers and booksellers. However, we are
concerned here not with the freedom of trade of printers and book
sellers, but with freedom of the press...
Written in April 1842

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 1, pp. 151-52, 15354, 155-56, 158-59, 161-65, 16769, 173-75

KARL MARX

From
CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE
OF HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHY OF LAW5
Resume o f Hegel*s Exposition o f the
Monarch's Authority, or o f the Idea o f
State Sovereignty

...279. In the Remark, p. 367, it is said:

“Sovereignty o f the people may be spoken of, in the sense that a people as
a whole is an independent unit in its external relations and constitutes a state
of its own, like the people of Great Britain. But the people of England, Scot
land or Ireland, or the people of Venice, Genoa, Ceylon, etc., are no longer
sovereign now that they have ceased to have their own rulers or supreme gov
ernments.”

Here, therefore, the sovereignty o f the people is nationality: the
sovereignty of the monarch is nationality, or the monarchical principle
is nationality, which by itself and exclusively forms the sovereignty of
a people. A people whose sovereignty consists solely in nationality has
a monarch. Difference of nationality among peoples cannot be better
established or expressed than by having different monarchs. The same
cleft which separates one absolute individual from another separates
these nationalities.
The Greeks (and Romans) were national because and insofar as
they were the sovereign peoples. The Germans are sovereign because
and insofar as they are national.
“A so-called juridical person,” further says the same Remark, “a society, a
community or a family, however inherently concrete it may be, contains person
ality only as an element, only abstractly; in a juridical person personality has
not attained to the truth of its existence. The state, however, is precisely this
totality in which the elements of the concept achieve the actuality correspond
ing to the truth peculiar to each o f them.”

The juridical person, society, the family, etc., contains personality
only abstractly. In the monarch, on the other hand, the state is contai
ned within the person.
It is only within the juridical person, society, the family, etc., that
the abstract person has truly brought his personality into real exist
ence. But Hegel conceives society, the. family, etc., the juridical
person in general, not as the realisation of the actual empirical person,
but as an actual person, who, however, contains the element of per
sonality as yet only abstractly. Hence, too, in Hegel, actual persons
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do not come to the state; instead, the state must first come to the
actual person. Hence, instead of the state being brought forth as the
supreme actuality of the person, as the supreme social actuality of
man, one single empirical man, the empirical person, is brought forth
as the supreme actuality of the state. This perversion of the subjec
tive into the objective and of the objective into the subjective is a
consequence of Hegel’s wanting to write the biography of abstract
substance, of the idea, man’s activity, etc., thus having to appear as
the activity and result of something else, and of his wanting to make
the human essence operate on its own, as an imaginary individuality,
instead of in its actual human existence. The inevitable outcome of
this is that an empirical existent is uncritically accepted as the actual
truth of the idea; for it is not a question of bringing empirical exist
ence to its truth, but of bringing truth to an empirical existent, and
so what lies to hand is expounded as a real element of the idea.
In this way, too, the impression is produced of something mysti
cal and profound. It is common knowledge that men are bom, and
that what is brought into being by physical birth becomes a social
person, etc., and eventually a citizen of a state; that it is via his birth
that a man comes to be all that he is. But it is very profound, it is
startling, to hear that the idea of the state is bom without interme
diary; that, in the birth of the monarch, this idea has given birth to
its own empirical existence. No content is gained in this way, only
the form of the old content is changed. It has received a philosophi
cal form, a philosophical testimonial.
Another consequence of this mystical speculation is that a partic
ular empirical existent, one individual empirical existent in distinc
tion from the others, is regarded as the embodiment o f the idea.
Again, it makes a deep mystical impression to see a particular empir
ical existent posited by the idea, and thus to meet at every stage an
incarnation of God.
If, for example, in the exposition of the family, civil society, the
state, etc., these social modes of man’s existence are regarded as the
actualisation, the objectification, of his essence, then the family, etc.,
appear as qualities inherent in a subject. The human being remains
always the essence of all these entities, but these entities also appear
as man’s actual generality, and therefore also as something men have
in common. But if on the contrary family, civil society, the state,
etc., are attributes of the idea, of substance as subject, they must be
given an empirical actuality, and that body of people among whom
the idea of civil society unfolds are members of a civil society, that
other body of people among whom the idea of the state unfolds
being state citizens. Since all we have here, really, is allegory, for the
sole purpose of conferring on some empirical existent or other the
significance of being the actualised idea, it is clear that these vessels
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have fulfilled their function as soon as they have become specific
embodiments of elements in the life of the idea. The general, there
fore, appears everywhere as something specific, particular, and indi
viduality, correspondingly, nowhere attains to its true generality.
It therefore necessarily seems that the most profound, most spec
ulative level has been reached when the most abstract attributes, the
natural bases of the state such as birth (in the cafe of the monarch) or
private property (in primogeniture), which have not yet developed
at all into genuine social actualisation, appear as the highest ideas
directly personified.
And it is self-evident. The correct method is stood on its head. The
simplest thing becomes the most complicated, and the most compli
cated the simplest. What ought to be the starting point becomes a
mystical outcome, and what ought to be the rational outcome be
comes a mystical starting point.
However, if the monarch is the abstract person who contains the
state within his own person, this only means that the essence of the
state is the abstract private person. Only in its flower does the state
reveal its secret. The monarch is the one private person in whom the
relation of private persons generally to the state is actualised.
...The general law here appears in the individual. Civil society and
state are separated. Hence the citizen of the state is also separated
from the citizen as the member of civil society. He must therefore
effect a fundamental division with himself. As an actual citizen he
finds himself in a twofold organisation: the bureaucratic organisation,
which is an external, formal feature of the distant state, the execu
tive, which does not touch him or his independent reality, and the
social organisation, the organisation of civil society. But in the latter
he stands as a private person outside the state; this social organisation
does not touch the political state as such. The former is a state organi
sation for whic. he always provides the material The second is a
civil organisation the material of which is not the state. In the former
the state stands as formal antithesis to him, in the second he stands as
material antithesis to the state. Hence, in order to behave as an actual
citizen o f the state, and to attain political significance and effective
ness, he must step out of his civil reality, disregard it, and withdraw
from this whole organisation into his individuality; for the sole exist
ence which he finds for his citizenship of the state is sheer, blank
individuality, since the existence of the state as executive is complete
without him, and his existence in civil society is complete without the
state. He can be a citizen o f the state only in contradiction to these
sole available communities, only as an individual. His existence as a
citizen of the state is an existence outside his communal existences and
is therefore purely individual. For the “legislative power” as “power” is
only the organisation, the common body, which it is to receive. Civil
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society, the civil estate, does not exist as state organisation prior to
the “legislative authority”, and in order to come into existence as
such the real organisation of the civil estate, its real civil life, must
be posited as non-existent, for the estates element of the legislature
has precisely the quality of positing the civil estate, civil society, as
non-existent. The separation of civil society and political state neces
sarily appears as a separation of the political citizen, the citizen of the
state, from civil society, from his own, actual, empirical reality, for
as an idealist of the state he is quite another being, a different, distinct,
opposed being. Civil society here effects within itself the relationship
of state and civil society which already exists on the other side as
bureaucracy. In the estates ..element the general really becomes for
itself what it is in itself, namely, the opposite of the particular. The
citizen must discard his estate, civil society, the civil estate, so as to
acquire political significance and effectiveness, for it is this estate
which stands between the individual and the political state.
If Hegel poses civil society as a whole, as the civil estate, in opposi
tion to the political state, it stands to reason that the differences within
the civil estate, the various civil estates, can in reference to the state
have only a private significance, not a political significance. For the
various civil estates are merely the realisation, the existence, of the
principle, of the civil estate as the principle of civil society. But when
the principle has to be given up, it stands to reason that the divisions
within this principle exist all the less for the political state.
“Only thus,” Hegel concludes the paragraph [303], “is the really particular
in the state truly linked in this respect with the general.”

But Hegel here confuses the state as the whole of the existence of
a people with the political state. This particular is not the “particular
in99 but rather “ outside the state”, namely, the political state. Not
only is it not “the really particular in the state”, it is rather the
“unreality of the state”. Hegel seeks to demonstrate that the estates
of civil society are the political estates, and to prove that, he assumes
that the estates of civil society are the “particularisation of the polit
ical state”, i. e., that civil society is political society. The expression
“the particular in the state” can have here only the meaning “particu
larisation of the state”. Bad conscience prompts Hegel to choose the
vague expression. He himself has not only demonstrated the opposite,
he again confirms this himself in the same paragraph when he de
scribes civil society as the “civil estate”. ITie statement that the
particular “is linked” with the general is also very cautious. One can
link the most heterogeneous things. It is here, however, not a question
of a gradual transition but of a transubstantiation and it is useless to
refuse to see the chasm to be jumped over, which the jump itself
demonstrates.
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Hegel says in the Remark [to para. 303]:
“llils runs counter to another current notion”, etc. We haye just
shown how consistent, how necessary, this current notion is, that it is
a “necessary notion at the present stage of development of the nation” ,
and that Hegel’s notion, although also quite current in certain circles, is
nevertheless an untruth. Returning to the current notion, Hegel says:
“This atomistic, abstract view disappears already within the family”,
etc., etc. “The state, however, is”, etc. This view is indeed abstract,
but it is the “abstraction” of the political state as Hegel himself ex
pounds it. It is also atomistic, but it is the atomism of society itself.
A “view” cannot be concrete when its subject-matter is abstract. The
atomism into which civil society plunges in its political act follows
necessarily from the fact that the community, the communal being
in which the individual exists, is civil society separated from the
state, or that the political state is an abstraction from it.
This atomistic view, although [it] disappears already in the family,
and perhaps (??) in civil society as well, returns in the political state
precisely because it is an abstraction from the family and from civil
society. The reverse is also true. By expressing the strangeness of this
phenomenon Hegel has not eliminated the estrangement.
“The notion,” we read further, “which resolves the communities already
existing in these groupings again into a multitude of individuals at the point
where they enter the political realm, i. e., where they take up the standpoint of
the highest concrete generality, thereby keeps civil and political life separate
and suspends the latter, so to speak, in the air, since its basis would only be the
abstract individuality of caprice and opinion, and thus the accidental, and not
an absolutely solid and legitimate foundation.” [Remark to para. 303.]

That notion does hot keep civil and political life separate; it is
merely the notion o f a really existing separation.
That notion does not suspend political life in the air; it is rather
that political life is life in the airy regions-the ethereal regions of civil
society.
Now let us consider the estates system and the representative
system.
It is an historical advance which has transformed the political
estates into social estates, so that, just as the Christians are equal in
heaven, but unequal on earth, so the individual members of the na
tion are equal in the heaven of their political world, but unequal in
the earthly existence of society. The real transformation of the
political estates into civil estates took place in the absolute monarchy.
The bureaucracy maintained the notion of unity against the various
states within the state. Nevertheless, the social difference of the esta
tes, even alongside the bureaucracy of the absolute executive power,
remained a political difference, political within and alongside the
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bureaucracy of the absolute executive power. Only the French Revolu
tion completed the transformation of the political into social estates,
or changed the differences o f estate of civil society into mere social
differences, into differences of civil life which are without signifi
cance in political life. With that the separation of political life from
civil society was completed.
The estates of civil society likewise were transformed in the process:
civil society was changed by its separation from political society.
Estate in the medieval sense continued only within the bureaucracy
itself, where civil and political position are directly identical. As
against this stands civil society as civil estate. Difference of estate
here is no longer a difference of needs and of work as independent
bodies. The only general, superficial andformal difference still remain
ing here is that of town and country. Within society itself, however,
the difference was developed in mobile and not fixed circles, of which
free choice is the principle. Money and education are the main crite
ria. However, this has to be demonstrated not here but in the cri
tique of Hegel’s presentation of civil society. Enough. The estate of
civil society has for its principle neither need, that is, a natural ele
ment, nor politics. It consists of separate masses which form fleetingly
and whose very formation is fortuitous and does ft#?.amount to an
organisation.
Only one thing is characteristic, namely, that lack o f property and
the estate o f direct labour, of concrete labour, form not so much an
estate of civil society as the ground upon which its circles rest and
move. The estate proper, in which political and civil position coin
cide, is confined to the members o f the executive authority. The pre
sent-day estate of society already shows its difference from the earlier
estate of civil society in that it does not hold the individual as it
formerly did as something communal, as a community, but that it
is partly accident, partly the work and so on of the individual which
does, or does not, keep him in his estate, an estate which is itself
only an external quality of the individual, being neither inherent in
his labour nor standing to him in fixed relationships as an objective
community organised according to rigid laws. It stands, rather, in no
sort of real relation to his material actions, to his real standing* The
physician does not form a special estate within civil society. One
merchant belongs to a different estate from another, to a different
social position For just as civil society is separated from political
society, so civil society has within itself become divided into estate
and social position, however many relations may occur between them.
The principle of the civil estate or of civil society is enjoyment and
a The German word Stand—in this passage mostly rendered as “estate”—
can also mean position, situation, rank, profession, standing, etc.-Ed.
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the capacity to enjoy. In his political significance the member of oivil
society frees himself from his estate, his true civil position; it is only
here that he acquires importance as a human being; or that his quality
as member of the state, as social being, appears as his human quality.
For all his other qualities in civil society appear inessential to the
human being, the individual, as external qualities which indeed are
necessary for his existence in the whole, i. e., as a linfcwith the whole,
but a link that he can just as well throw away again. (Present-day
civil society is the realised principle o f individualism , the individual
existence is the final goal; activity, work, content, etc., are mere
means.)
The estates constitution; where it is not a tradition of the Middle
Ages, is the attempt to some extent in the political sphere itself to
thrust the human being back into the narrowness of his individual
sphere, to turn his particularity into his material consciousness, and
because in the political sphere the differences of estate exist, to turn
them again into social differences.
The real human being is the private individual of the present-day
state constitution.
In general, the estate has the significance that difference and
separation constitute the very existence of the individual. His way
of life, activity, etc., instead of turning him into a member, a function
of society, make of him an exception to society, are his privilege.
That this difference is not merely individual but is established as a
community, estate or corporation, not only does not cancel its exclu
sive nature but is rather an expression of it. Instead of the individual
function being a function of society, it turns, on the contrary, the
individual function into a society for itself.
Not only is the estate based on the separation of society as the
prevailing law; it separates the human being from his general essence,
it turns him into an animal that is directly identical with its function.
The Middle Ages are the animal history of human society, its zoology.
The modem era, civilisation, makes the opposite mistake. It sepa
rates the objective essence of the human being from him as merely
something external material. It does not accept the content of the
human being as his true reality.
This will be further considered in the section on “civil society”.
We pass on to
304. “The political-estates element contains at the same time in its own
significance the distinctions of estates already present in the earlier spheres.”

We have already shown that “the distinctions of estate already
present in the earlier spheres” have either no significance for the
political sphere at all, or only the significance of private, hence non
political, distinctions. According to Hegel, however, this distinction

46 KARL MARX

here does not have its “already existing significance" (the significance
it has in civil society), but it is rather the “political-estates element”,
which, by absorbing it, affirms its essence; and, immersed in the
political sphere, it acquires as its “own” significance a significance
which belongs to this element and not to it [this distinction].
When the structure of civil society was still political and the
political state was civil society, this separation, this doubling of the
significance of the estates, was not present. They did not signify
one thing in civil society and something else in the political world.
They acquired no significance in the political world but signified
themselves. The dualism of civil society and the political state, which
the estates constitution seeks to resolve by a harking-back, appears
in that constitution itself in such a way that the difference o f estate
(the differentiation within civil society) acquires a different signifi
cance in the political and the civil sphere. Here we are seemingly
confronted by something identical, the same subject, but with essen
tially different attributes; hence it is really a twofold subject; and
this illusory identity is artificially preserved by that reflection which
at one time ascribes a character to the civil estate distinctions as such
which is yet to accrue to them from the political sphere, and con
versely, at another time ascribes to the distinctions of estate in the
political sphere a character which does not arise from the political
sphere but from the subject of the civil sphere. (This identity is
illusory if only for the reason that although the human being, the real
subject, does remain himself, whatever forms his essence takes, and
does not lose his identity, here however the human being is not the
subject but is identified with a predicate, the estate; and at the same
time it is maintained that both in this particular determination and
in some other determination, the human being, as this particular,
exclusively limited entity, is something other than this limited entity.)
In order to represent the one limited subject, the particular estate (the
distinctions of estate) as the essential subject of both predicates, or in
order to prove the identity of both predicates, they are both mystified
and presented in an illusory, vague, twofold form.
...Hegel put the essence of the estates element in the concept that
in this element the “empirical generality” becomes the subject of the
intrinsically and actually general. What then should this mean but
that the affairs of the state “are the affairs of all, in which they are
entitled to be involved with their knowledge and volition”, and is it
not just the estates which should be this, their realised right? And is
it then surprising that the all now also want the “reality” of this,
their right?
“That all should individually participate in deliberating and deciding on the
general affairs of the state.”
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In a really rational state one might reply: “All should not individ
ually participate in deliberating and deciding on the general affairs
of the state”, for the “individuals” participate in deliberating and
deciding on the general affairs as “all”, i.e., within the society and as
members of society. Not all individually, but the individuals as all.
Hegel poses this dilemma for himself: Either civil society (the
many, the crowd) participates in deliberating 3hd deciding on the
general affairs of the state through delegates, or all do this as indi
viduals. This is no contrast of essence, as Hegel later seeks to repre
sent it, but of existence, and indeed of existence at the most super
ficial level, of numbers; and hence the reason which Hegel himself
has called “superficiaF—the large number o f members—remains
the best reason that can be advanced against the direct participation
of all. The question whether civil society should participate in the
legislative power either by entering it through delegates or by “all
individually” sharing directly, is itself a question within the abstrac
tion o f the political state or within the abstract-political state, it is
an abstract-political question.
In both cases, as Hegel has himself shown, it is the political mean
ing of “empirical generality”.
In its essential form the contrast is: the individuals all do it, or the
individuals do it as 0 few , as not-all. In both cases the universality
remains only as an external multiplicity or totality of the individuals.
The universality is no essential, spiritual, actual quality of the in
dividual. It is not something through which he would lose the attrib
ute of abstract individuality; rather the universality is only the full
count o f individuality. One individuality, many individualities, all
individualities. One, many or all—none of these descriptions alters the
essence of the subject, individuality.
“All” are to participate “individually” in “deliberating and decid
ing on the general affairs of the state” ; that means then:All shall not
thus participate as all but as “individuals”.
The question appears to stand in contradiction to itself in two
ways.
The general affairs of the state are state affairs, the state as actual
affair. Deliberating and deciding means giving effect to the state as an
actual affair. Hence it appears to be self-evident that all members of
the state have a relation to the state as their actual affair. Already the
concept members o f the state implies that they are members of the
state, a part of it, that it takes them as part o f it. But if they are a part
of the state, then, of course, their social being is already their real
participation in it. They are not only part of the state, but the state is
their portion. To be a conscious part of something means consciously
to acquire a part of it, to take a conscious interest in it. Without this
consciousness the member of the state would be an animal.
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When one says: “the general affairs of the state”, the impression
is given that the “general affairs” and the “state” are two different
things. But the state is the “general affair”, and thus in fact the
“general affairs”.
To participate in the general affairs of the state and to participate
in the state is therefore one and the same thing. It is then a tautology
that a member of the state, a part of the state, participates in the
state and that this participation can only appear as deliberating or
deciding or in some similar form, and hence that every member of the
state participates in deliberating and deciding on the general affairs
of the state (if these functions are understood as functions of the
real participation in the state). Therefore, if one is speaking of real
members of the state, one cannot speak of this participation as some
thing which ought to be. Otherwise one would instead be speaking of
subjects who ought to be and want to be, but are not really members
o f the state.
On the other hand: if one is speaking of definite a ffa ir of a par
ticular act of the state, it is again self-evident that all do not perform
that act individually. Otherwise the individual would be the true
society and would make society superfluous. The individual would
have to do everything at once; whereas society both lets him act
for others arid others for him.
The question whether all should individually “participate in delib
erating and deciding on the general affairs of the state” is a question
which arises from the separation of the political state and civil society.
As we have seen: The state exists only as the political state. The
totality of the political state is the legislature. To take part in the
legislature is therefore to take part in the political state, is to demon
strate and put into effect one’s being as a member of the political
state, as a member o f the state. Hence that all wish individually to
share in the legislature is nothing but the wish of all to be actual
(active) members o f the state, or to give themselves a political being,
or to demonstrate and give effect to their being as a political being.
We have further seen that the estates element is civil society as
legislative power, its political being. Hence, that civil society should
penetrate the legislative power in the mass, if possible in its entirety,
that actual civil society wishes to substitute itself for the fictitious
civil society of the legislative power, this is merely the striving of civil
society to give itself political being or to make political being its actual
being. The striving of civil society to turn itself into political society,
or to turn political society into actual society, appears as the striving
for as general as possible a participation in the legislative power.
Numbers here are not without significance. If the increase of the
estates element is already a physical and intellectual increase of one of
the hostile forces—and we have seen that the different elements of
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the legislative power oppose each other as hostile forces—on the other
hand, the question as to whether all shall individually be members
of the legislative power or whether they shall enter it through deputies
puts in question the representative principle within the representative
principle, within the basic conception of the political state which
finds its existence in the constitutional monarchy.
(1) It is a notion belonging to the abstraction of the political state
that the legislature is the totality of the political state. Because this
single act is the only political act of civil society, all should, and wish
to, share in it at once. (2) All as individuals. In the estates element
the legislative activity is not regarded as a social function, as a func
tion of sociality, but rather as the act through which the individuals
first enter into actual and conscious social function, i. e., into a polit
ical function. The legislative power here is no outcome, no function
of society, but only its formation. The forming of the legislative power
requires that all members of civil society regard themselves as individ
uals; they actually face each other as individuals. The attribute “being
members of the state” is an “abstract definition”, an attribute which
is not realised in their actual life.
Either: Separation of political state and civil society takes place,
in which case all cannot individually share in the legislative power.
The political state is a phenomenal separated from civil society. On
the one hand, civil society would abandon itself if all were legislators;
on the other, the political state, which confronts civil society, can
bear it only in a form appropriate to the scale of the political state.
Or it is precisely the participation of civil society in the political state
through delegates that is the expression of their separation and of
their merely dualistic unity.
Or, conversely: Civil society is actual political society. In this case,
it is nonsense to raise a demand which has arisen only from the notion
of the political state as a phenomenon separated from civil society,
which has-arisen only from the theological notion of the political
state. In this situation the significance of the legislative power as a
representative power completely disappears. The legislative power is
representation here in the sense in which every function is represen
tative—in the sense in which, e. g., the shoemaker, insofar as he sat
isfies a social need, is my representative, in which every particular
social activity as a species-activity merely represents the species, i. e.,
an attribute of my own nature, and in which every person is the
representative of every other. He is here representative not because
of something else which he represents but because of what he is
and does...
Written in the spring and
summer of 1843
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From
LETTERS
FROM THE DEUTSCH-FRANZOSISCHE
JAHRBUCHER6
M. to R.a

Cologne, May 1843
Your letter, my dear friend, is a fine elegy, a funeral song that
takes one’s breath away; but there is absolutely nothing political
about it. No people wholly despairs, and even if for a long time
it goes on hoping merely out of stupidity, yet one day, after many
years, it will suddenly become wise and fulfil all its pious wishes.
Nevertheless, you have infected me, your theme is still not ex
hausted, I want to add the finale, and when everything is at an end,
give me your hand, so that we may begin again from the beginning.
Let the dead bury their dead and mourn them. On the other hand,
it is enviable to be the first to enter the new life alive; that is to be
our lot.
It is true that the old world belongs to the philistine. But one
should not treat the latter as a bugbear from which to recoil in fear.
On the contrary, we ought to keep an eye on him. It is worth-while
to study this lord of the world.
He is lord of the world, of course, only because he fills it with
his society as maggots do a corpse. Therefore the society of these
lords needs no more than a number of slaves, and the owners of
these slaves do not need to be free. Although, as being owners of land
and people, they are called lords, in the sense of being pre-eminent,
for all that they are no less philistines than their servants.
As for human beings, that would imply thinking beings, free men,
republicans. The philistines do not want to be either of these. What
then remains for them to be and to desire?
What they want is to live and reproduce themselves (and no one,
says Goethe, achieves anything more), and that the animal also wants;
at most a German politician would add: Man, however, knows that
he wants this, and the German is so prudent as not to want anything
more.
The self-confidence of the human being, freedom, has first of all
to be aroused again in the hearts of these people. Only this feeling,
which vanished from the world with the Greeks, and under Christian
ity disappeared into the blue mist of the heavens, can again transa Marx to Ruge. —Ed.
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form society into a community of human beings united for their
highest aims, into a democratic state.
On the other hand, people who do not feel that they are human
beings become the property of their masters like a breed of slaves or
horses. The aim of this whole society are the hereditary masters.
This world belongs to them. They accept it as it is and as it feels
itself to be. They accept themselves as they are, Snd place their feet
firmly on the necks of these political animals who know of no other
function than to be “obedient, devoted and attentive” to their mas
ters.
The philistine world is a political world o f animals, and if we have
to recognise its existence, nothing remains for us but simply to agree
to this status quo. Centuries of barbarism engendered and shaped it,
and now it confronts us as a consistent system, the principle of which
is the dehumanised world. Hence the most complete philistine world,
our Germany, was bound, of course, to remain far behind the French
revolution, which once more restored man; and a German Aristotle
who wanted to derive his politics from our conditions would write
at the top of it: “Man is a social animal that is however completely
unpolitical”, but he could not explain the state more correctly than
has already been done by Herr Zopfl, the author of Constitutionellen
Staatsrechts in Deutschland. According to him, the state is a “union
of families” which, we continue, belongs by heredity and property
to a most eminent family called the dynasty. The more prolific the
families, the happier, it is said, are the people, the greater is the state,
and the more powerful the dynasty, for which reason, too, in Prussia,
an ordinary despotic state, a prize of 50 imperial talers is awarded
for a seventh son.
The Germans are such circumspect realists that all their desires
and their loftiest thoughts do not go beyond a bare existence. And
this reality—nothing more—is taken into account by those who rule
over them. These latter people, too, are realists, they are very far
removed from any kind of thoughts and from any human greatness;
they are ordinary officers and country squires, but they are not
mistaken, they are right; just as they are, they are quite capable of
making use of this animal kingdom and ruling over it, for here, as
everywhere, ruling and using are a single conception. And when
homage is paid to them and they survey the swarming mass of these
brainless beings, what is more likely to occur to them than the thought
that Napoleon had at the Berezina? It is said of Napoleon that he
pointed to the crowd of drowning people below him and exclaimed
to his companion: “ Voyez ces crapaudsl”* This is probably a fabrica
tion, but it is nonetheless true. Despotism’s sole idea is contempt
a “Just look at these toads!”—Ed.
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for man, the dehumanised man, and this idea has the advantage over
many others of being at the same time a fact. The despot always sees
degraded people. They drown before his eyes and for his sake in the
mire of ordinary life, from which, like toads, they constantly make
their appearance anew, If such a view comes to be held even by people
who were capable of great aims, such as Napoleon before his dynastic
madness, how can a quite ordinary king in such surroundings be an
idealist?
The monarchical principle in general is the despised, the despicable,
the dehumanised man; and Montesquieu was quite wrong to allege
that it is honour. He gets out of the difficulty by distinguishing be
tween monarchy, despotism and tyranny. But those are names for
one and the same concept, and at most they denote differences in
customs though the principle remains the same. Where the monarchi
cal principle has a majority behind it, human beings constitute the
minority; where the monarchical principle arouses no doubts, there
human beings do not exist at all. Why should someone like the King
of Prussia,a to whom it has never been demonstrated that his role is
problematical, not be guided exclusively by his whims? And when he
acts in that way, what is the result? Contradictory intentions? WelJ,
then nothing will come of it. Impotent trends? They are still'the sole
political reality. Ridiculous and embarrassing situations? There is
only one situation which is ridiculous and only one which is embar
rassing, and that is abdication from the throne. So long as whim
retains its place, it is in the right. It can be as unstable, senseless and
contemptible as it chooses, it is still good enough for ruling a people
that has never known any other law but the arbitrary power of its
kings. I do not say that a brainless system and loss of respect within
the state and outside it will be without consequences, I do not under
take to insure the ship of fools, but I assert: the King of Prussia will
remain the man of his time so long as the topsy-turvy world is the
real world.
As you know, I have given much thought to this man. Already at
the time when he still had only the Berliner politische Wochenblatt
as his organ, I recognised his value and his role. Already when the
oath of allegiance was taken in Konigsberg, he justified my suppose
tion that the question would now become a purely personal one. He
declared that his heart and his turn of mind would be the future
fundamental law of the realm of Prussia, of his state, and in point
vof fact, in Prussia the king is the system. He is the sole political per
son. In 6ne way or another, his personality determines the system.
What he does or is allowed to do, what he thinks or what is attributed
to him, is what in Prussia the state thinks or does. Therefore the
a Frederick William TV.—Ed.
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present king has really performed a service by stating this so unam
biguously.
But the mistake which people made for a time was to attach im
portance to the desires and thoughts that would be expressed by the
king. This could not alter the matter in the slightest: the philistine is
the material of the monarchy, and the monarch always remains only
the king of the philistines; he cannot turn either hinfself or his subjects
into free, real human beings while both sides remain what they are.
The King of Prussia has tried to alter the system by means of a
theory which in this form his father really did not have. The fate of
this attempt is well known. It was a complete failure. This was to be
expected. Once one has arrived at the political world of animals,
reaction can go no farther, and there can be no other advance than
the abandonment of the basis of this world and the transition to the
human world of democracy.
The old king had no extravagant desires, he was a philistine and
made no claim to intellect. He knew that the state of servants and his
possession of it required only a prosaic, tranquil existence. The young
king was more alert and brighter and had a much higher opinion of
the omnipotence of the monarch, who is only limited by his heart
and mind. The old ossified state of servants and slaves disgusted him.
He wanted to enliven it and imbue it wholly and entirely with his
own desires, sentiments and thoughts; and in his state he could de
mand this, if only it could be brought about. Hence his liberal speeches
and the outpourings of his heart. Not dead laws, but the full, vigorous
heart of the king should rule all his subjects. He wanted to set all
hearts and minds into motion for the benefit of his own heart’s desires
and long-cherished plans. A movement did result; but the other hearts
did not beat like that of the king, and those over whom he ruled could
not open their mouths without speaking about the abolition of the
old domination. The idealists, who have the audacity to want to turn
men into human beings, spoke out, and while the^king wove fantasies
in the old German manner, they considered tjiey had the right to
philosophise in the new German manner. Of course, this was shocking
in Prussia. For a moment the old order of things seemed to have been
turned upside-down; indeed things began to be transformed into
human beings, there even appeared renowned persons, although the
mention of names is not permitted in the Diets. But the servants of
the old despotism soon put an end to this un-German activity. It was
not difficult to bring about a marked conflict between the desires of
the king, who is enthusing about a great past full of priests, knights
and feudal serfs,,^afid the intentions of the idealists, who want only
the consequences of the French Revolution and therefore, in the
a Frederick William III.—Ed.
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final count, always a republic and an organisation of free human
beings instead of the system of dead objects. When this conflict had
become sufficiently sharp and unpleasant and the hot-tempered king
was sufficiently aroused, his servants, who previously had so easily
guided the course of affairs, approached him and asserted that he was
not acting wisely in inducing his subjects to make useless speeches,
and that his servants would not be able to rule this race of vocifer
ous people. In addition, the sovereign of all the posterior-Russians
was alarmed by the movement in the minds of the anterior-Russiansa
and demanded the restoration of the old tranquil state of affairs. And
so the result was a new edition of the old proscription of all the de
sires and thoughts of people in regard to human rights and duties,
that is to say, a return to the old ossified state of servants, in which
the slave serves in silence, and the owner of the land and people rules,
as silently as possible, simply through a class of well-bred, submis
sively obedient servants. It is not possible for either of them to say
what he wants: the slave cannot say that he wants to become a human
being, nor can the ruler say that he has no use for human beings in
his country. To be silent, therefore, is the only way out. Muta pecora,
prona et ventri oboedientia.b
That is the unsuccessful attempt to abolish the philistine state on
its own basis; the result has been to make it evident to the whole
world that for despotism brutality is a necessity and humanity an
impossibility. A brutal relationship can only be maintained by means
of brutality. And now I have finished with our common task, that of
taking a close look at the philistine and his state. You will not say that
I have had too high an opinion of the present time; and if, never
theless, I do not despair of it, that is only because it is precisely the
desperate situation which fills me with hope. I am not speaking of the
incapacity of the masters and of the indifference of the servants and
subjects who let everything happen just as God pleases—although both
together would already suffice to bring about a catastrophe. I simply
draw your attention to the fact that the enemies of philistinism, in
short, all people who think and who suffer, have reached an under
standing, for which previously the means were altogether lacking, and
that even the passive system of reproduction of the subjects of the old
type daily enlists recruits tt> serve the new type of humanity. The
system of industry and trade, of ownership and exploitation of people,
howeverj leads even far more rapidly than the increase in population
to a rupture within present-day society, a rupture which the old sys
tem is not able to heal, because it does not heal and create at all, but
a Maix iionicaUy calls the Prussians (in Latin Borussen) Vorderrussen (anterior-Russians), and Nicholas I the sovereign of all the Hinterrussen (poste
rior-Russians). —Ed.
b The herd is dumb, prostrate and obedient to its stomach.—Ed.
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only exists and consumes. But the existence of suffering human
beings, who think, and thinking human beings, who are oppressed,
must inevitably become unpalatable and indigestible to the animal
world of philistinism which passively and thoughtlessly consumes.
For our part, we must expose the old world to the full light of day
and shape the new one in a positive way. The lcmger the time that
events allow to thinking humanity for taking stock of its position,
and to suffering mankind for mobilising its forces, the more perfect
on entering the world will be the product that the present time bears
in its womb.
Written in March, May and
September 1843

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 3, pp. 134-41

KARL MARX
From
ON THE JEWISH QUESTION

...We do not assert that they must overcome their religious narrow
ness in order to get rid of their secular restrictions, we assert that
they will overcome iheir religious narrowness once they get rid of
their secular restrictions. We do not turn secular questions into theo
logical questions. We turn theological questions into secular ones.
History has long enough been merged in superstition, we now merge
superstition in history. The question of the relation o f political
emancipation to religion becomes for us the question of the relation
o f political emancipation to human emancipation. We criticise the
religious weakness of the political state by criticising the political
state in its secular form, apart from its weaknesses as regards religion.
The contradiction between the state and a particular religion, for
instance Judaism, is given by us a human form as the contradiction
between the state and particular secular elements; the contradiction
between the state and religion in general as the contradiction between
the state and its presuppositions in general.
The political emancipation of the Jew, the Christian, and in general
of religious man is the emancipation o f the state from Judaism, from
Christianity, from religion in general. In its own form, in the manner
characteristic of its nature, the state as a state emancipates itself
from religion by emancipating itself from the state religion; that is
to say, by the state as a state not professing any religion, but, on the
contrary, asserting itself as a state. The political emancipation from
religion is not a religious emancipation that has been carried through
to completion and is free from contradiction, because political eman
cipation is not a form of human emancipation which has been car
ried through to completion and is free from contradiction.
The limits of political emancipation are evident at once from the
fact that the state can free itself from a restriction without man being
realty free from this restriction, that the state can be a free stat&
without man being a free man. Bauer himself tacitly admits this when
he lays down the following condition for political emancipation:
a A pun on the word Freistaat, i. e., republic, for if it is taken literally, it
means “free state”.—Ed.
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“Every religious privilege, and therefore also the monopoly of a privileged
church, would have been abolished altogether, and if some or many persons, or
even the overwhelming majority, still believed themselves bound to fulfil religious
dutiesthis fulfilment ought to be left to them as a purely private matter

It is possible, therefore, for the state to have emancipated itself
from religion even if the overwhelming majority is mill religious. And
the overwhelming majority does not cease to be religious through
being religious in private.
But the attitude of the state, and of the republic in particular, to
religion is after all only the attitude to religion of the men who
compose the state. It follows from this that man frees himself through
the medium o f the state, that he frees himself politically from a limita
tion when, in contradiction with himself, he raises himself above this
limitation in an abstract, lim ited and partial way. It follows further
that, by freeing himself politically, man frees himself in a roundabout
way, through an intermediary, although an essential intermediary.
It follows, finally, that man, even if he proclaims himself an atheist
through the medium of the state, that is, if he proclaims the state to
be atheist, still remains in the grip of religion, precisely because he
acknowledges himself only by a roundabout route, only through an
intermediary. Religion is precisely the recognition of man in a round
about way, through an intermediary. The state is the intermediary
between man and man’s freedom. Just as Christ is the intermediary to
whom man transfers the burden of all his divinity, all his religious
constraint, so the state is the intermediary to whom man transfers all
his non-divinity and all his human unconstraint.
The political elevation of man above religion shares all the defects
and all the advantages of political elevation in general. The state as a
state annuls, for instance, private property, man declares by political
means that private property is abolished as soon as the property quali
fication for the right to elect or be elected is abolished, as has occurred
in many states of North America. Hamilton quite correctly interprets
this fact from a political point of view as meaning: “the masses have
won a victory over the property owners and financial wealth”* Is
not private property abolished in idea if the non-property owner has
become the legislator for the property owner? The property qualifi
cation for the suffrage is the last political form of giving recognition
to private property.
Nevertheless the political annulment of private property not only
fails to abolish private property but even presupposes it. The state
abolishes, in its own way, distinctions of birth, social rank, education,
occupation, when it declares that birth, social rank, education, occu
pation, are non-political distinctions, when it proclaims, without
regard to these distinctions, that every member of the nation is an
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equal participant in national sovereignty, when it treats all elements
of the real life of the nation from the standpoint of the state. Never
theless, the state allows private property, education, occupation, to
act in their way, i. e., as private property, as education, as occupation,
and to exert the influence of their special nature. Far from abolishing
these real distinctions, the state only exists on the presupposition
of their existence; it feels itself to be a political state and asserts its
universality only in opposition to these elements of its being.
...The perfect political state is, by its nature, man’s species-life,
as opposed to his material life. All the preconditions of this egoistic
life continue to exist in civil society outside the sphere of the state,
but as qualities of civil society. Where the political state has attained
its true development, man—not only in thought, in consciousness,
but in reality, in ///e-leads a twofold life, a heavenly and an earthly
life: life in the political community, in which he considers himself a
communal being; and life in civil society, in which he acts as a private
individual regards other men as a means, degrades himself into a
means, and becomes the plaything of alien powers. The relation of
the political state to civil society is just as spiritual as the relation of
heaven to earth. The political state stands in the same opposition to
civil society, and it prevails over the latter in the same way as religion
prevails over the narrowness of the secular world, i. e., by likewise
having always to acknowledge it, to restore it, and allow itself to be
dominated by it. In his most immediate reality, in civil society, man
is a secular being. Here, where he regards himself as a real individual,
and is so regarded by others, he is a fictitious phenomenon. In the
state, on the other hand, where man is regarded as a species-being, he
is the imaginary member of an illusory sovereignty, is deprived of his
real individual life and endowed with an unreal universality.
Man, as the adherent of a particular religion, finds himself in
conflict with his citizenship and with other men as members of the
community. This conflict reduces itself to the secular division between
the political state and civil society. For man as a bourgeois,a “life in
the state” is “only a semblance or a temporary exception to the
essential and the rule”. Of course, the bourgeois1like the Jew, remains
only sophistically in the sphere of political life, just as the citoyen
only sophistically remains a Jew or a bourgeois. But this sophistry is
not personal. It is the sophistry of the political state itself. The dif
ference between the religious man and the citizen is the difference
between the merchant and the citizen, between the day-labourer and
the citizen, between the landowner and the citizen, between the
living individual and the citizen The contradiction in which the reli
gious man finds himself with the political man is the same contradica Here meaning a member of civil society.—Ed.
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tion in which the bourgeois finds himself with the citoyen, and the
member of civil society with his political lion's skin.
This secular conflict, to which the Jewish question ultimately
reduces itself, the relation between the political state and its precon
ditions, whether these are material elements, such as private property,
etc., or spiritual elements, such as culture or religion, the conflict
between the general interest and private interest; the schism between
the political state and civil society—these secular antitheses Bauer
allows to persist, whereas he conducts a polemic against their religious
expression.
...Political emancipation is, of course, a big step forward. True, it
is not the final form of human emancipation in general, but it is the
final form of human emancipation within the hitherto existing world
order. It goes without saying that we are speaking here of real, practi
cal emancipation.
Man emancipates himself politically from religion by banishing it
from the sphere of public law to that of private law. Religion is no
longer the spirit of the state, in which man behaves—although in a
limited way, in a particular form, and in a particular sphere—as a
species-being, in community with other men. Religion has become
the spirit of civil society, of the sphere of egoism, of bellum omnium
contra omnes. It is no longer the essence of community, but the
essence of difference. It has become the expression of man’s separa
tion from his community, from himself and from other men—as it
was originally. It is only the abstract avowal of specific perversity,
private whimsy, and arbitrariness. The endless fragmentation of
religion in North America, for example, gives it even externally the
form of a purely individual affair. It has been thrust among the mul
titude of private interests and ejected from the community as such.
But one should be under no illusion about the limits of political
emancipation. The division of the human being into a public man
and a private man, the displacement of religion from the state into
• civil society, this is not a stage of political emancipation but its
completion; this emancipation therefore neither abolishes the real
religiousness of man, nor strives to do so.
The decomposition of man into Jew and citizen, Protestant and
citizen, religious man and citizen, is neither a deception directed
against citizenhood, nor is it a circumvention of political emancipa
tion, it is political emancipation itself the political method of eman
cipating oneself from religion. Of course, in periods when the polit
ical state as such is bom violently out of civil society, when politi
cal liberation is the form in which men strive to achieve their libera
tion, the state can and must go as far as the abolition o f religion, the
destruction of religion. But it can do so only in the same way that
it proceeds to the abolition of private property, to the maximum, to
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confiscation, to progressive taxation, just as it gpes as far as the
abolition of life, the guillotine. At times of special self-confidence,
political life seeks to suppress its prerequisite, civil society and the
elements composing this society, and to constitute itself as the real
species-life of man devoid of contradictions. But it can achieve this
only by coming into violent contradiction with its own conditions
of life, only by declaring the revolution to be permanent, and there
fore the political drama necessarily ends with the re-establishment of
religion, private property, and all elements of civil society, just as war
ends with peace.
Indeed, the perfect Christian state is not the so-called Christian
state, which acknowledges Christianity as its basis, as the state religion,
and therefore adopts an exclusive attitude towards other religions. On
the contrary, the perfect Christian state is the atheistic state, the
democratic state, the state which relegates religion to a place among
the other elements of civil society. The state which is still theological,
which still officially professes Christianity as its creed, which still
does not dare to proclaim itself as a state, has, in its reality as a state,
not yet succeeded in expressing the human basis—of which Christian
ity is the high-flown expression—in a secular; human form. The socalled Christian state is simply nothing more than a non-state, since
it is not Christianity as a religion, but only the human background of
the Christian religion, which can find its expression in actual human
creations.
The so-called Christian state is the Christian negation of the state,
but by no means the political realisation of Christianity. The state
which still professes Christianity in the form of religion, does not
yet profess it in the form appropriate to the state, for it still has a
religious attitude towards religion, that is to say, it is not the true
implementation of the human basis of religion, because it still relies
on the unreal imaginary form of this human core. The so-called
Christian state is the imperfect state, and the Christian religion is
regarded by it as the supplementation and sanctification of its imper
fection. For the Christian state, therefore, religion necessarily be
comes a means; hence it is a hypocritical state. It makes a great differ
ence whether the complete state, because of the defect inherent in
the general nature of the state, counts religion among it$ presupposi
tions, or whether the incomplete state, because of the defect inherent
in its particular existence as a defective state, declares that religion is
its basis. In the latter case, religion becomes imperfect politics. In the
former case, the imperfection even of consummate politics becomes
evident in religion. The so-called Christian state needs the Christian
religion in order to complete itself as a state. The democratic state,
the real state, does not need religion for its political completion. On
the contrary, it can disregard religion because in it the human basis
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of religion is realised in a secular manner. The so-called Christian
state, on the other hand, has a political attitude to religion and a
religious attitude to politics. By degrading the forms of the state to
mere semblance, it equally degrades religion to mere semblance.
ih order to make this contradiction clearer, let us consider Bauer’s
projection of the Christian state, a projection based on his observa
tion of the Christian-German state.
r

“Recently,” says Bauer, “in order to prove the impossibility or non-exist
ence of a Christian state, reference has frequently been made to those sayings in
the Gospel with which the present-day state not only does not comply, but
cannot possibly comply, if it does not want to dissolve itself completely [as a
state].” “But the matter cannot be disposed of so easily. What do these Gospel
sayings demand? Supernatural renunciation of self, submission to the authority
of revelation, a turning-away from the state, the abolition of secular conditions.
Well, the Christian state demands and accomplishes all that. It has assimilated
the spirit o f the Gospel, and if it does not reproduce this spirit in the same terms
as the Gospel, that occurs only because it expresses this spirit in political forms,
i. e., in forms which, it is true, are taken from the political system in this world,
but which in the religious rebirth that they have to undergo become degraded
to a mere semblance. This is a turning-away from the state while making use of
political forms for its realisation.” (P. 55.)

Bauer then explains that the people of a Christian state is only a
non-people, no longer having a will of its own, but whose true exist
ence lies in the leader to whom it is subjected, although this leader by
his origin and nature is alien to it, i. e., given by God and imposed on
the people without any co-operation on its part. Bauer declares that
the laws of such a people are not its own creation, but are actual
revelations, that its supreme chief needs privileged intermediaries
with the people in the strict sense, with the masses, and that the
masses themselves are divided into a multitude of particular groupings
which are formed and determined by chance, which are differenti
ated by their interests, their particular passions and prejudices, and
obtain permission, as a privilege, to isolate themselves from one
another, etc. (P. 56.)
However, Bauer himself says:
“Politics, if it is to be nothing but religion, ought not to be politics, just as
the cleaning of saucepans, if it is to be accepted as a religious matter, ought no$
to be regarded as a matter of domestic economy.” (P. 108.)

In the Christian-German state, however, religion is an “economic
matter” just as “economic matters” belong to the sphere of religipn.
The domination of religion in the Christian-German state is the reli
gion of domination.
The separation of the “spirit of the Gospel” from the “letter of
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the Gospel” is an irreligious act. A state which makes the Gospel
speak in the language of politics, that is, in another language than
that of the Holy Ghost, commits sacrilege, if not in human eyes, then
in the eyes of its own religion. The state which acknowledges Chris
tianity as its supreme criterion and the Bible as its Charter; must be
confronted with the words of Holy Scripture, for every word of
Scripture is holy. This state, as well as the human rubbish on which
it is based, is caught in a painful contradiction that is insoluble from
the standpoint of religious consciousness when it is referred to those
sayings of the Gospel with which it “not only does not comply, but
cannot possibly comply, if it does not want to dissolve itself com
pletely as a state”. And why does it not want to dissolve itself com
pletely? The state itself cannot give an answer either to itself or to
others. In its own consciousness the official Christian state is an
imperativef the realisation of which is unattainable, the state can
assert the reality of its existence only by lying to itself, and therefore
always remains in its own eyes an object of doubt, an unreliable,
problematic object. Criticism is therefore fully justified in forcing the
state that relies on the Bible into a mental derangement in which it no
longer knows whether it is an illusion or a reality, and in which the
infamy of its secular&ims, for which religion serves as a cloak, comes
into insoluble conflict with the sincerity of its religious consciousness,
for which religion appears as the aim of the world. This state can only
save itself from its inner torment if it becomes the police agent of the
Catholic Church. In relation to1the church, which declares the secular
power to be its servant, the state is powerless, the secular power
which claims to be the rule of the religious spirit is powerless.
It is indeed estrangement which matters in the so-called Christian
state, but not man. The only man who counts, the king, is a being
specifically different from other men, and is moreover a religious
being, directly linked with heaven, with God. The relationships which
prevail here are still relationships dependent on faith. The religious
spirit, therefore, is still not really secularised.
But, furthermore, the religious spirit cannot be really secularised,
for what is it in itself but the non-secular form of a stage in the
development of the human mind? The religious spirit can only be sec
ularised insofar as the stage of development of the human mind of
which it is the religious expression makes its appearance and becomes
constituted in its secular form. This takes place in the democratic
state. Not Christianity, bpt the human basis of Christianity is the basis
of this state. Religion remains the ideal, non-secular consciousness of
its members, because religion is the ideal form of the stage o f human
development achieved in this state.
The members of the political state are religious owing to the
dualism between individual life and species-life, between the life of
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civil society and political life. They are religious because men treat
the political life of the state, an area beyond their real individuality,
as if it were their true life. They are religious insofar as religion here
is the spirit of civil society, expressing the separation and remoteness
of man from man. Political democracy is Christian since in it man, not
merely one man but every man, ranks as sovereign, as the highest
being, but it is man in his uncivilised, unsocial ^form, man in his
fortuitous existence, man just as he is, man as he has been corrupted
by the whole organisation of our society, who has lost himself, been
alienated, and handed over to the rule of inhuman conditions and
elements—in short, man who is not yet a real species-being. That
which is a creation of fantasy, a dream, a postulate of Christianity,
i. e., the sovereignty of man—but man as an alien being different from
the real man—becomes in democracy tangible reality, present exist
ence, and secular principle.
In the perfect democracy, the religious and theological consciousness
itself is in its own eyes the more religious and the more theological
because it is apparently without political significance, without worldly
aims, the concern of a disposition that shuns the world, the expression
of intellectual narrow-mindedness, the product of arbitrariness and
fantasy, and because it is a life that is really of the other world. Christian
ity attains here the practical expression of its universal-religious sig
nificance in that the most diverse world outlooks are grouped alongside
one another in the form of Christianity and still more because it does
not require other people to profess Christianity, but only religion in
general, any kind of religion. The religious consciousness revels in the
wealth of religious contradictions and religious diversity.
We have thus shown that political emancipation from religion
leaves religion in existence, although not a privileged religion. The
contradiction in which the adherent of a particular religion finds
himself involved in relation to his citizenship is only one aspect of
the universal secular contradiction between the political state and
civil society. The consummation of the Christian state is the state
which acknowledges itself as a state and disregards the religion of its
members. The emancipation of the state from religion is not the
emancipation of the real man from religion.
Therefore we do not say to the Jews as Bauer does: You cannot
be emancipated politically without emancipating yourselves radically
from Judaism. On the contrary, we tell them: Because you can be
emancipated politically without renouncing Judaism completely and
incontrovertibly, political emancipation itself is not human eman
cipation. If you Jews want to be emancipated politically without
emancipating yourselves humanly, the half-hearted approach and
contradiction is not in you alone, it is inherent in the nature and
category of political emancipation. If you find yourself within the
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confines of this category, you share in a general confinement. Just as
the state evangelises when, although it is a state, it adopts a Christian
attitude towards the Jews, so the Jew acts politically when, although
a Jew, he demands civic rights.
But if a man, although a Jew, can be emancipated politically and
receive civic rights, can he lay claim to the so-called rights o f man and
receive them? Bauer denies it.
...According to Bauer, man has to sacrifice the “privilege o f faith"
to be able to receive the universal rights of man. Let us examine for a
moment the so-called rights of man, to be precise, the rights of man
in their authentic form, in the form which they have among those
who discovered them, the North Americans and the French. These
rights of man are in part political rights, rights which can only be
exercised in a community with others. Their content is participation
in the community, and specifically in the political community, in
the life o f the state. They come within the category of political free
dom, the category of civic rights, which, as we have seen, in no way
presuppose the incontrovertible and positive abolition of religion,
nor therefore of Judaism. There remains to be examined the other
part of the rights of man, the droits de Vhomme* insofar as these
differ from the droits du citoyen.b
Included among them is freedom of conscience, the right to prac
tise any religion one chooses. The priviledge o f faith is expressly
recognised either as a right o f man or as the consequence of a right of
man, that of liberty.

Declaration des droits de Vhomme et du citoyen, 1791, article 10: “Nul
ne doit etre inquiete pour ses opinions meme religieuses.”c “La liberte a tout
homme d’exercer le culte religieuX auquel il est attache”** is guaranteed as a
right of man in Section I of the Constitution of 1791.
Declaration des droits de Vhomme, etc., 1793, includes among the rights of
man, Article 7: “Le libre exercice des cultes.e Indeed, in regard to man’s right
to express his thoughts and opinions, to hold meetings, and to exercise his
religion, it is even stated: “La necessite d’enoncer ces droits suppose ou la
presence ou le souvenir recent du despotisme.”* Compare the Constitution of

®Rights of man.-£tf.
Rights of the citizen.—
c Declaration o f the Rights o f Man and o f the Citizen, 1791, Article
10: “No one is to be subjected to annoyance because of his opinions, even
religious opinions.”—Ed.
®“The freedom of every man to practise the religion of which he is an
adherent.”—Ed.
e The Declaration o f the Rights o f Man, etc., 1793, “The free exercise of
religion”.—Ed.
‘ “The necessity of proclaiming these rights presupposes either the existence
or the recent memory of despotism.”—Zsd
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1795, Section XIV, Article 354.
Constitution de Pensylvanie, article 9, §3: “Tous les hommes ont re$u de
la nature le droit imprescriptible d’adorer le Tout-Puissant selon les inspirations
de leur conscience, et nul ne peut legalement etre contraint de suivre, instituer
ou soutenir contre son gre aucun culte ou ministere religieux. Nulle autorite
humaine ne peut, dans aucun cas, intervenir dans les questions de conscience
et controler les pouvoirs de l’ame.”a
Constitution de New-Hampshire, article 5 et 6: “Au nombre des droits naturels, quelques-uns sont inalienables de leur nature, parce que rien n’en peut
etre l’equivalent. De ce nombre sont les droits de conscience.”^ (Beaumont,
op. cit., [t. II,] pp. 213, 214.)

Incompatibility between religion and the rights of man is to such
a degree absent from the concept of the rights of man that, on the
contrary, a man’s right to be religious in any way he chooses, to prac
tise his own particular religion, is expressly included among the rights
of man. The privilege o f faith is a universal right o f man
The droits de Vhomme, the rights of man, are as such distinct from
the droits du citoyen, the rights of the citizen. Who is homme as
distinct from citoyeril None other than the member o f civil society.
Why is the member of civil society called “man”, simply man; why are
his rights called the rights o f man? How is this fact to be explained?
From the relationship between the political state and civil society,
from the nature of political emancipation.
Above all, we note the fact that the so-called rights b f man, the
droits de Vhomme as distinct from the droits du citoyen, are nothing
but the rights of a member o f civil society, i.e., the rights of egoistic
man, of man separated from other men and from the community. Let
us hear what the most radical Constitution, the Constitution of 1793,
has to say:
Declaration des droits de Vhomme et du citoyen.
Article 2: “Ces droits, etc. @es droits naturels et imprescriptibles) sont:
Yegalite, la liberte, la surete, la propriete.,fC

a Constitution o f Pennsylvania, Article 9, § 3: “All men have received from
nature the imprescriptible right to worship the Almighty according to the dic
tates of their conscience, and no one can be legally compelled to follow, estab
lish or support against his will any religion or religious ministry. No human
authority can, in any circumstances, intervene in a matter of conscience or
control the forces of the souL” —Ed.
b Constitution o f New Hampshire, Articles 5 and 6: “Among these natural
rights some are by nature inalienable since nothing can replace them. The
rights of conscience are among them.”—Ed.
c Declaration o f the Rights o f Man and o f the Citizen. Article 2: “These
rights, etc. (the natural and imprescriptible rights) are: equality, liberty, secu
rity,, property. **—EcL
3-773
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What constitutes liberty?

Article 6: “La liberte est le pouvoir qui appartient a l’homme de faire tout
ce qui ne nuit pas aux droits d’autrui”, or, according to the Declaration of the
Rights of Man of 1791: “La liberte consiste a pouvoir faire tout ce qui ne nuit
pas a autrui”8

Liberty, therefore, is the right to do everything that harms no one
else. The limits within which anyone can act without harming someone
else are defined by law, just as the boundary between two fields is
determined by a boundary post. It is a question of the liberty of man
as an isolated monad, withdrawn into himself. Why is the Jew, accord
ing to Bauer, incapable of acquiring the rights of man?

“As long as he is a Jew, the restricted nature which makes him a Jew is
bound to triumph over the human nature which should link him as a man with
other men, and will separate him from non-Jews.”

But the right of man to liberty is based not on the association of
man with man, but on the separation of man from man. It is the
right of this separation, the right of the restricted individual, with
drawn into himself.
The practical application of man’s right to liberty is man’s right
to private property.
What constitutes man’s right to private property?

Article 16 (Constitution de 1793): “Le droit de propriete est celui qui
appartient a tout dtoyen de jouir et de disposer a son gre de ses biens, de ses
revenus, du fruit de son travail et de son industrie.”b

The right of man to private property is, therefore, the right to
enjoy one’s property and to dispose of it at one’s discretion (a son
gre), without regard to other men, independently of society, the right
of self-interest. This individual liberty and its application form the
basis of civil society. It makes every man see in other men not the
realisation of his own freedom, but the barrier to it. But, above all,
it proclaims the right of man
“de jouir et de disposer a son gre de ses biens, de ses revenus, du fruit de
son travail et de son i|idustrie”.c

a Article 6: “Liberty is the power which man has to do everything that does
not harm the rights of others”, or ... “Liberty consists in being able to do
everything which does not harm others.”—Ed.
b Article 16 (Constitution of 1793): “The right of property is that which
every citizen has of enjoying and of disposing at his discretion of his goods
and income, of the fruits of his labour and industry.”—fTct
c “of enjoying and of disposing at his discretion of his goods and income,
of the fruits of his labour and industry
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There remain the other rights of man: egalite and surete.
Egalite, used here in its non-political sense, is nothing but the
equality of the liberte described above, namely: each man is to the
same extent regarded as such a self-sufficient monad. The Consti
tution of 1795 defines the concept of this equality, in accordance
with its significance, as follows:
r
Article 3 (Constitution de 1795): “L’egalite consiste en ce que la loi est la
meme pour tous, soit qu’elle protege, soit qu’elle punisse.”a

And suretel

Article 8 (Constitution de 1793): “La surete consiste dans la protection
accordee par la societe a chacun de ses membres pour la conservation de sa
personne, de ses droits et de ses proprietes.”'’

Security is the highest social concept of civil society, the concept
of police, expressing the fact that the whole of society exists only in
order to guarantee to each of its members the preservation of his
person, his rights, and his property. It is in this sense that Hegel
calls civil society “the state of need and reason” .0
The concept of security does not raise civil society above its
egoism. On the contrary, security is the insurance of its egoism.
None of the so-called rights of man, therefore, go beyond egoistic
man, beyond man as a member of civil society, that is, an individual
withdrawn into himself, into the confines of his private interests and
private caprice, and separated from the community. In the rights of
man, he is far from being conceived as a species-being; on the con
trary, species-life itself, society, appears as a framework external to
the individuals, as a restriction of their original independence. The
sole bond holding them together is natural necessity, need and pri
vate interest, the preservation of their property and their egoistic
selves.
It is puzzling enough that a people which is just beginning to
liberate itself, to tear down all the barriers between its various sections,
and to establish a political community, that such a people solemnly
proclaims (Declaration of 1791) the rights of egoistic man separated
from his fellow men and from the community, and that indeed it
repeats this proclamation at a moment when only the most heroic
devotion can save the nation, and is therefore imperatively called for,
a Article 3 (Constitution of 1795): “Equality consists in the law being the
same for all, whether it protects or punishes. ”-£&
b Article 8 (Constitution of 1793): Security consists in the protection af
forded by society to each of its members for the preservation of his person,
his rights, and his property.”—Ed.
c Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophic des Rechts. Werke. Bd. VIII, S. 242.Ed.
3*
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at a moment when the sacrifice of all the interests of civil society
must be the order of the day, and egoism must be punished as a crime.
(Declaration of the Rights of Man, etc., of 1793.) This fact becomes
still more puzzling when we see that the political emancipators
go so far as to reduce citizenship, and the political community, to a
mere means for maintaining these so-called rights of man, that there
fore the citoyen is declared to be the servant of egoistic homme, that
the sphere in which man acts as a communal being is degraded to a
level below the sphere in which he acts as a partial being, and that,
finally, it is not man as citoyen, but man as bourgeois who is consid
ered to be the essential and true man.
“Le but de toute association politique est la conservation des droits naturels et imprescriptibles de l’homme.” (Declaration des droits, etc., de 1791,
article 2.) “Le gouvernement est institue pour garantir a l’homme la jouissance
de ses droits naturels et imprescriptibles.” (Declaration, etc., de 1793, article l.)a

Hence even in moments when its enthusiasm still has the freshness
of youth and is intensified to an extreme degree by the force of
circumstances, political life declares itself to be a mere means, whose
purpose is the life of civil society. It is true that its revolutionary
practice is in flagrant contradiction with its theory. Whereas, for
example, security is declared one of the rights of man, violation of the
privacy of correspondence is openly declared to be the order of the
day. Whereas the “liberte indefinie de la presse”b (Constitution of
1793, Article 122) is guaranteed as a consequence of the right of man
to individual liberty, freedom of the press is totally destroyed, because
“la liberte de la presse ne doit pas etre permise lorsqu’elle compromet
la liberte publique”.c (Robespierre jeune, Histoire parlementaire de
la Revolution frangaise par Buchez et Roux, T. 28, p. 159.) That is
to say, therefore: The right of man to liberty ceases to be a right as
soon as it comes into conflict with political life, whereas in theory
political life is only the guarantee of human rights, the rights of the
individual, and therefore must be abandoned as soon as it comes into
contradiction with its aim, with these rights of man. But practice is
merely the exception, theory is the rule. But even if one were to
regard revolutionary practice as the correct presentation of the re
lationship, there would still remain the puzzle of why the relationship
a “The aim of all political association is the preservation of the natural and
imprescriptible rights of man.” (Declaration of the Rights, etc., of 1791, Artic
le 2.) “Government is instituted in order to guarantee man the enjoyment of
his natural and imprescriptible rights.” (Declaration, etc., of 1793, Article 1.)Ed.
k “Unlimited freedom of the press”.—Ed.
c “Freedom of the press should not be permitted when it endangers public
liberty.
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is turned upside-down in the minds of the political emancipators
and the aim appears as the means, while the means appears as the
aim. This optical illusion of their consciousness would still remain a
puzzle, although now a psychological, a theoretical puzzle.
The puzzle is easily solved.
Political emancipation is at the same time Jthe dissolution of the
old society on which the state alienated from the people, the sover
eign power, is based. Political revolution is a revolution of civil society.
What was the character of the old society? It can be described in one
word—feudalism. The character of the old civil society was directly
political that is to say, the elements of civil life, for example, prop
erty, or the family, or the mode of labour, were raised to the level
of elements of political life in the form of seigniory, estates, and
corporations. In this form they determined the relation of the individ
ual to the state as a whole, i. e., his political relation, that is, his
relation of separation and exclusion from the other components of
society. For that organisation of national life did not raise property
or labour to the level of social elements; on the contrary, it completed
their separation from the state as a whole and constituted them as
discrete societies within society. Thus, the vital functions and condi
tions of life of civil society remained nevertheless political, although
political in the feudal sense, that is to say, they secluded the individ
ual from the state as a whole and they converted the particular
relation of his corporation to the state as a whole into his general
relation to the life of the nation, just as they converted his particular
civil activity and situation into his general activity and situation. As
a result of this organisation, the unity of the state, and also the con
sciousness, will and activity of this unity, the general power of the
state, are likewise bound to appear as the particular affair of a ruler
isolated from the people, and of his servants.
The political revolution which overthrew this sovereign power
and raised state affairs to become affairs of the people, which con
stituted the political state as a matter of general concern, that is, as a
real state, necessarily smashed all estates, corporations, guilds, and
privileges, since they were all manifestations of the separation of the
people from the community. The political revolution thereby abolished the political character o f civil society. It broke up civil society
into its simple component parts; on the one hand, the individuals;
on the other hand, the material and spiritual elements constituting
the content of the life and social position of these individuals. It set
free the ^political spirit, which had been, as it were, split up, parti
tioned and dispersed in the various blind alleys of feudal society. It
gathered the dispersed parts of the political spirit, freed it from its
intermixture with civil life, and established it as the sphere of the
community, the general concern of the nation, ideally independent
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of those particular elements of civil life. A person’s distinct activity
and distinct situation in life were reduced to a merely individual signif
icance. They no longer constituted the general relation of the individ
ual to the state as a whole. Public affairs as such, on the other hand,
became the general affair of each individual, and the political func
tion became the individual’s general function.
But the completion of the idealism of the state was at the same
time the completion of the materialism of civil society. Throwing off
the political yoke meant at the same time throwing off the bonds
which restrained the egoistic spirit of civil society. Political emancipa
tion was at the same time the emancipation of civil society from
politics, from having even the semblance of a universal content.
Feudal society was resolved into its basic element—man, but man
as he really formed its basis—egoistic man.
This man, the member of civil society, is thus the basis, the precon
dition, of the political state. He is recognised as such by this state in
the rights of man.
The liberty of egoistic man and the recognition of this liberty,
however, is rather the recognition of the unrestrained movement of
the spiritual and material elements which form the content of his life.
Hence man was not freed from religion, he received religious
freedom. He was not freed from property, he received freedom to
own property. He was not freed from the egoism of business, he
received freedom to engage in business.
The establishment o f the political state and the dissolution of
civil society into independent individuals—whose relations with one
another depend on law, just as the relations of men in the system of
estates and guilds depended on privilege—is accomplished by one and
the same act. Man as a member of civil society, unpolitical man, inevit
ably appears, however, as the natural man. The droits de Vhomme
appear as droits naturels, because conscious activity is concentrated
on the political act. Egoistic man is the passive result of the dissolved
society, a result that is simply found in existence, an object of im
mediate certainty, therefore a natural object. The political revolution
resolves civil life into its component parts, without revolutionising
these components themselves or subjecting them to criticism. It
regards civil society, the world of needs, labour, private interests,
civil law, as the basis o f its existence, as a precondition not requiring
further substantiation and therefore as its natural basis. Finally, man
as a member of civil society is held to be man in the proper sense,
homme as distinct from the citoyen, because he is man in his sensuous,
individual, immediate existence, whereas political man is only abstract,
artificial man, man as an allegorical, juridical person. The real man is
recognised only in the shape of the egoistic individual, the true man is
recognised only in the shape of the abstract citoyen.

ON THE JEWISH QUESTION 71

Therefore Rousseau correctly describes the abstract idea of polit
ical man as follows:

“Celui qui ose entreprendre d’instituer uji peuple doit se sentir en etat de
changer pour ainsi dire la nature humaine, de transformer chaque individu, qui
par lui-meme est un tout parfait et solitaire, en partie d’un plus grand tout dont
cet individu re§oive en quelque sorte sa vie et son etreTde substituer une exis
tence partielle et morale a l’existence physique et independante. 11 faut qu’il
ote a Vhomme ses forces propres pour lui en donner qui lui soient etrangeres et
dont il ne puisse faire usage sans le secours d’autrui.”8 (Contrat Social, livre II,
Londres, 1782, p. 67.)

All emancipation is a reduction of the human world and relation
ships to man himself
Political emancipation is the reduction of man, on the one hand,
to a member of civil society, to an egoistic, independent individual,
and, on the other hand, to a citizen, a juridical person.
Only when the real, individual man re-absorbs in himself the abs
tract citizen, and as an individual human being has become a speciesbeing in his everyday life, in his particular work, and in his particular
situation, only when man has recognised and organised his “forces
propres” as social forces, and consequently no longer separates so
cial power from himself in the shape of political power, only then
will human emancipation have been accomplished...
Written in the autumn of 1843

K. Marx, F.. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 3, pp. 151-68

a “Whoever dares undertake to establish a people’s institutions must feel
himself capable of changing, as it were, human nature, of transforming each
individual, who by himself is a complete and solitary whole, into a part of a
larger whole, from which, in a sense, the individual receives his life and his
being, of substituting a limited and mental existence for the physical and
independent existence. He has to take from man his own powers, and give
him in exchange alien powers which he cannot employ without the help of
other men.”—Ed.

KARL MARX

From
CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRITIQUE
OF HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHY OF LAW
Introduction

For Germany the criticism o f religion is in the main complete,
and criticism of religion is the premise of all criticism.
The profane existence of error is discredited after its heavenly
oratio pro aris et foci& has been disproved. Man, who looked for a
superhuman being in the fantastic reality of heaven and found nothing
there but the reflection of himself, will no longer be disposed to find
but the semblance of himself, only an inhuman being, where he seeks
and must seek his true reality.
The basis of irreligious criticism is: Man makes religion, religion
does not make man. Religion is the self-consciousness and self-esteem
of man who has either not yet found himself or has already lost him
self again. But man is no abstract being encamped outside the world.
Man is the world o f man, the state, society. This state, this society,
produce religion, an inverted world-consciousness, because they are an
inverted world. Religion is the general theory of that world, its encyc
lopaedic compendium, its logic in a popular form, its spiritualistic
point d ’honneur, its enthusiasm, its moral sanction, its solemn com
plement, its universal source of consolation and justification. It is the
fantastic realisation of the human essence because the human essence
has no true reality. The struggle against religion is therefore indi
rectly a fight against the world of which religion is the spiritual aroma.
Religious distress is at the same time the expression of real distress
and also the protest against real distress. Religion is the sigh of the
oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless world, just as it is the
spirit of spiritless conditions. It is the opium of the people.
To abolish religion as the illusory happiness of the people is to
demand their real happiness. The demand to give up illusions about
the existing state of affairs is the demand to give up a state o f affairs
which needs illusions. The criticism of religion is therefore in em
bryo the criticism o f the vale o f tears, the halo of which is religion.
Criticism has tom up the imaginary flowers from the chain not so
that man shall wear the unadorned, bleak chain but so that he will
shake off the chain and pluck the living flower. The criticism of
a Speech for the altars and hearths. -Ed,
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religion disillusions man to make him think and act and shape his
reality like a man who has been disillusioned and has come to reason,
so that he will revolve round himself and therefore round his true
sun. Religion is only the illusory sun which revolves round man as
long as he does not revolve round himself.
The task o f history, therefore, once the world faeyond the truth
has disappeared, is to establish the truth o f this world. The immediate
task o f philosophy, which is at the service of history, once the holy
form of human self-estrangement has been unmasked, is to unmask
self-estrangement in its unholy forms. Thus the criticism of heaven
turns into the criticism of the earth, the criticism o f religion into the
criticism o f law and the criticism o f theology into the criticism o f
politics.
...The weapon of criticism cannot, of course, replace criticism by
weapons, material force must be overthrown by material forces but
theory also becomes a material force as soon as it has gripped the
masses. Theory is capable of gripping the masses as soon as it de
monstrates ad hominem, and it demonstrates ad homiriem as soon as
it becomes radical. To be radical is to grasp the root of the matter.
But for man the root is man himself. The evident proof of the radical
ism of German theory, and hence of its practical energy, is that it
proceeds from a resolute positive abolition of religion. The criticism
of religion ends with the teaching that man is the highest being for
man, hence with the categorical imperative to overthrow all relations
in which man is a debased, enslaved, forsaken, despicable being, re
lations which cannot be better described than by the exclamation of
a Frenchman when it.was planned to introduce a tax on dogs: Poor
dogs! They want to treat you like human beings!
Even historically, theoretical emancipation has specific practical
significance for Germany. For Germany’s revolutionary past is theo
retical, it is the Reformation. As the revolution then began in the
brain of the monk, so now it begins in the brain of the philosopher.
Luther, we grant, overcame the bondage of piety by replacing it
by the bondage of conviction. He shattered faith in authority because
he restored the authority of faith. He turned priests into laymen be
cause he turned laymen into priests. He freed man from outer religio
sity because he made religiosity the inner man. He freed the body
from chains because he enchained the heart.
But if Protestantism was not the true solution it was at least the
true setting of the problem. It was no longer a case of the layman’s
struggle against the priest outside himself but of his struggle against
his own priest inside himself his priestly nature. And if the Pro
testant transformation of the German laymen into priests emanci
pated the lay popes, the princes, with the whole of their priestly
clique, the privileged and philistines, the philosophical transformation
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of priestly Germans into men will emancipate the people.
...Where, then, is the positive possibility of a German emancipa
tion?
Answer: In the formation of a class with radical chains, a class of
civil society which is not a class of civil society, an estate which is the
dissolution of all estates, a sphere which has a universal character by
its universal suffering and claims no particular right because no par
ticular wrong but wrong generally is perpetrated against it; which can
no longer invoke a historical but only a human title; which does not
stand in any one-sided antithesis to the consequences but in an all
round antithesis to the premises of the German state; a sphere, finally,
which cannot emancipate itself without emancipating itself from all
other spheres of society and thereby emancipating all other spheres
of society, which, in a word, is the complete loss of man and hence
can win itself only through the complete rewinning o f man. This
dissolution of society as a particular estate is the proletariat.
The proletariat is coming into being in Germany only as a result of
the rising industrial development. For it is not the naturally arising
poor but the artificially impoverished, not the human masses me
chanically oppressed by the gravity of society but the masses resulting
from the drastic dissolution of society, mainly of the middle estate,
that form the proletariat, although it is obvious that gradually the
naturally arising poor and the Christian-Germanic serfs also join its
ranks.
By proclaiming the dissolution o f the hitherto existing world order
the proletariat merely states the secret o f its own existence, for it
is?in fact the dissolution of that world order. By demanding the nega
tion o f private property, the proletariat merely raises to the rank of a
principle o f society what society has made the principle of the prole
tariat, what, without its own co-operation, is already incorporated in
it as the negative result of society. In regard to the world which is
coming into being the proletarian then finds himself possessing the
same right as the German king in regard to the world which has come
into being when he calls the people his people as he calls the horse
his horse* By declaring the people his private property the king simply
states that the property owner is king.
As philosophy finds its material weapons in the proletariat, so the
proletariat finds its spiritual weapons in philosophy. And once the
lightning of thought has squarely struck this ingenuous soil of the
people the emancipation of the Germans into human beings will
take place.
Let us sum up the result:
The only practically possible liberation of Germany is liberation
that proceeds from the standpoint of the theory which proclaims
man to be the highest being for man. In Germany emancipation from
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the Middle Ages is possible only as emancipation from the partial
victories over the Middle Ages as well. In Germany no kind of bond
age can be broken without breaking every kind of bondage. The
thorough Germany cannot make a revolution without making a
thoroughgoing revolution. The emancipation o f the German is the
emancipation o f the human being. The head of this emancipation
is philosophy, its heart is the proletariat. Philosophy cannot be made
a reality without the abolition of the proletariat, the proletariat
cannot be abolished without philosophy being made a reality.
Written at the end of 1843January 1844

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 3, pp. 175-76, 182,
186-87.

FREDERICK ENGELS
From
THE CONDITION OF ENGLAND
I.

The Eighteenth Century

...The English national character is thus substantially different
both from the German and from the French character; the despair of
overcoming the contradiction and the consequent total surrender to
empiricism are its peculiar characteristics. The pure Germanic ele
ment converted its abstract inwardness into abstract outwardness,
but this outwardness never lost the mark of its origin and always
remained subordinate to inwardness and spiritualism. The French too
are to be found on the side of materialism and empiricism; but
because this empiricism is the primary national tendency and not a
secondary consequence of a national consciousness divided within
itself, it asserts itself nationally, generally and finds expression in
political activity. The Germans asserted the absolute justification of
spiritualism and hence sought to set forth the universal interests of
mankind in religious and later in philosophic terms. The French op
posed this spiritualism with materialism as something absolutely jus
tified and consequently considered that the state was the eternal
manifestation of these interests. The English however have no universal
interests, they cannot mention them without touching that sore spot,
the contradiction; they despair of them and have only individual
interests. This absolute subjectivity, the fragmentation of the univer
sal into the many individual parts, is admittedly of Germanic origin,
but, as we have said, it is cut off from its roots and therefore only
takes effect empirically, which is precisely what distinguishes English
social empiricism from French political empiricism. France’s actions
were always national, conscious of their entireness and universality
from the start; England’s actions were the work of independent co
existing individuals—the movement of disconnected atoms—who
rarely acted together as one whole, and even then only from individ
ual motives, and whose lack of unity is at this very time exposed to
the light of day in the universal misery and complete fragmentation
of society.
In other words, only England has a social history. Only in England
have individuals as such, without consciously standing for universal
principles, furthered national development and brought it near to its
conclusion. Only here have the masses acted as masses, for the sake of
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their interests as individuals; only here have principles been turned
into interests before they were able to influence history. The French
and the Germans are gradually attaining a social history, too, but they
have not got one yet. On the Continent too there have been poverty,
misery and social oppression, this however has had no effect on
national development; but the misery and poverty of the working
class in present-day England has national and even world-historical
importance. On the Continent the social aspect is still completely
hidden by the political aspect and has not yet become detached from
it, whilst in England the social aspect has gradually prevailed over the
political one and has made it subservient. The whole of English
politics is fundamentally social in nature, and social questions are
expressed in a political way only because England has not yet advanc
ed beyond the state, and because politics is a necessary expedient
there.
As long as church and state are the only forms in which the univer
sal characteristics of human nature are realised, there can be no ques
tion of social history. Antiquity and the Middle Ages were also
therefore without social development; only the Reformation, the first,
as yet biassed and blundering attempt at a reaction against the Middle
Ages, brought about a major social change, the transformation of serfs
into “free” workers. But even this change remained without much
enduring effect on the Continent, indeed it really took root there
only after the revolution of the eighteenth century; whereas in Eng
land the category of serfs was transformed during the,Reformation
into villeins, bordars and cottars9 and thus into a class of workers
enjoying personal freedom, and as early as the eighteenth century the
consequences of this revolution became evident there. Why this
happened only in England is explained above.
Antiquity, which as yet knew nothing of the rights of the in
dividual, whose whole outlook was essentially abstract, universal and
material, could therefore not exist without slavery. The ChristianGermanic view of the world, by contrast with antiquity, set up ab
stract subjectivity, and hence arbitrariness, inwardness and spiritual
ism, as the basic principle. However this subjectivity, precisely because
it was abstract and one-sided, was bound to turn at once into its
opposite and to engender, not the freedom of the individual, but the
enslavement of the individual. Abstract inwardness became abstract
outwardness, the rejection and alienation of man, and the first conse
quence of the new principle was the restoration of slavery in another
form, that of serfdom, which was less offensive but for that reason
hypocritical and more inhuman. The dissolution of the feudal systejn,
the political Reformation, in other words, the apparent acknowledge
ment of reason, and hence really the culmination of unreason, ap
peared to abolish this serfdom, but in reality only made it more in
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human and more universal. It was the first to declare that mankind
should no longer be held together by force, that is, by political
means, but by self-interest, that is, by social means, and through this
new principle it laid the foundation for social advance. But although
it thus negated the state, on the other hand it actually revived the
state by restoring to it the content which had previously been usurped
by the church, and thus gave the state, which in the Middle Ages had
been an empty form of little consequence, the strength for further
development. The Christian state, the culmination of the political
aspect of the Christian world order, arose from the ruins of feudalism;
another aspect of the Christian world order attained its culmination
by elevating interestedness to a general principle. For interest is es
sentially subjective and egoistical, it is the interest of the individual,
and as such the highest point of the Germanic and Christian principle
of subjectivity and particularisation. The consequence of elevating
interest to the nexus of man to man—that is as long as interest remains
directly subjective and purely egoistical—is bound to be universal
fragmentation, the concentration of each individual upon himself,
isolation, the transformation of mankind into a collection of mutual
ly repelling atoms; and this particularisation is again the ultimate
consequence of the Christian principle of subjectivity, the culmi
nation of the Christian world order.
Moreover, as long as private property, the basic form of alienation,
exists, interest must necessarily be the interest of the individual and
its domination will be the domination of property. The abolition of
feudal servitude has made “cash-payment the sole relation of human
beings”. Property, a natural, spiritless principle, as opposed to the
human and spiritual principle, is thus enthroned, and ultimately, to
complete this alienation, money—the alienated, empty abstraction
of property—is made master of the world. Man has ceased to be the
slave of men and has become the slave of things; the perversion of
the human condition is complete; the servitude of the modern com
mercial world, this highly developed, total, universal venality, is more
inhuman and more all-embracing than the serfdom of the feudal era;
prostitution is more immoral and more bestial than the jus primae
noctis.
The Christian world order cannot be taken any further than this;
it must collapse under its own weight and make way for a humane,
rational order. The Christian state is merely the last possible mani
festation of the state as such; its demise will necessarily mean the
demise of the state as such. The disintegration of mankind into a mass
of isolated, mutually repelling atoms in itself means the destruction
of all corporate, national and indeed of any particular interests and is
the last necessary step towards the free and spontaneous association
of men. The supremacy of money as the culmination of the process
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of alienation is an inevitable stage which has to be passed through,
if man is to return to himself, as he is now on the verge of
doing...
Written in February 1844

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, VoL 3, pp. 473-76.

KARL MARX

From
ECONOMIC
AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF
1844

...In labour all the natural, spiritual, and social variety of individ
ual activity is manifested and is variously rewarded, whilst dead
capital always keeps the same pace and is indifferent to real indi
vidual activity.
In general we should observe that in those cases where worker and
capitalist equally suffer, the worker suffers in his very existence, the
capitalist in the profit on his dead mammon.
The worker has to struggle not only for his physical means of
subsistence; he has to struggle to get work, i.e., the possibility, the
means, to perform his activity.
Let us take the three chief conditions in which society can find
itself and consider the situation of the worker in them:
(1) If the wealth of society declines the worker suffers most of
all, and for the following reason: although the working class cannot
gain so much as can the class of property owners in a prosperous
state of society, no one suffers so cruelly from its decline as the
working class.10
IIIII, 11 (2) Let us now take a society in which wealth is increasing.
This condition is the only one favourable to the worker. Here compe
tition between the capitalists sets in. The demand for workers exceeds
their supply. But:
In the first place, the raising of wages gives rise to overwork among
the workers. The more they wish to earn, the more must they sacrifice
their time and carry out slave-labour, completely losing all their
freedom, in the service of greed. Thereby they shorten their lives. This
shortening of their life-span is a favourable circumstance for the work
ing class as a whole, for as a result of it an ever-fresh supply of labour
becomes necessary. This class has always to sacrifice a part of itself
in order not to be wholly destroyed.
Furthermore: When does a society find itself in a condition of
advancing wealth? When the capitals and the revenues of a country
are growing. But this is only possible:
(a) As the result of the accumulation of much labour, capital being
accumulated labour; as the result, therefore, of the fact that more
and more of his products are being taken away from the worker, that
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to an increasing extent his own labour confronts him as another man’s
property and that the means of his existence and his activity are in
creasingly concentrated in the hands of the capitalist.
(P) The accumulation of capital increases the division of labour,
and the division of labour increases the number of workers. Con
versely, the number of workers increases the division of labour, just
as the division of labour increases the accumulation of capital. With
this division of labour on the one hand and the accumulation of
capital on the other, the worker becomes ever more exclusively de
pendent on labour, and on a particular, very one-sided, machine
like labour at that. Just as he is thus depressed spiritually and phys
ically to the condition of a machine and from being a man becomes
an abstract activity and a belly, so he also becomes ever more de
pendent on every fluctuation in market price, on the application of
capital, and on the whim of the rich. Equally, the increase in the
IIIV, 11 class of people wholly dependent on work intensifies com
petition among the workers, thus lowering their price. In the factory
system this situation of the worker reaches its climax.
(7 ) In an increasingly prosperous society only the richest of the
rich can continue to live on money interest. Everyone else has to
carry on a business with his capital, or venture it in trade. As a result,
the competition between the capitalists becomes more intense. The
concentration of capital increases, the big capitalists ruin the small,
and a section of the erstwhile capitalists sinks into the working class,
which as a result of this supply again suffers to some extent a depres
sion of wages and passes into a still greater dependence on the few big
capitalists. The number of capitalists having been diminished, their
competition with respect to the workers scarcely exists any longer;
and the number of workers having been increased, their competition
among themselves has become all the more intense, unnatural, and
violent. Consequently, a section of the working class falls into beg
gary or starvation just as necessarily as a section of the middle capital
ists falls into the working class.
Hence even in the condition of society most favourable to the
worker, the inevitable result for the worker is overwork and prema
ture death, decline to a mere machine, a bond servant of capital,
which piles up dangerously over and against him, more competition,
and starvation or beggary for a section of the workers.
||V, 11 The raising of wages excites in the worker the capitalist’s
mania to get rich, which he, however, can only satisfy by the sacri
fice of his mind and body . The raising of wages presupposes and en
tails the accumulation of capital, and thus sets the product of labour
against the worker as something ever more alien to him. Similarly,
the division of labour renders him ever more one-sided and depen
dent, bringing with it the competition not only of men but also of
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machines. Since the worker has sunk to the level of a machine, he
can be confronted by the machine as a competitor. Finally, as the
amassing of capital increases the amount of industry and therefore
the number of workers, it causes the* same amount of industry to
manufacture a larger amount o f products, which leads to over-pro
duction and thus either ends by throwing a large section of workers
out of work or by reducing their wages to the most miserable min
imum.
Such are the consequences of a state of society most favourable
to the worker—namely, of a state of growing, advancing wealth.
Eventually, however, this state of growth must sooner or later
reach its peak. What is the worker’s position now?

3) “In a country which had acquired that full complement of riches...
both the wages of labour and the profits of stock would probably be very low ...
the competition for employment would necessarily be so great as to reduce the
wages of labour to what was barely sufficient to keep up the number of labour
ers, and, the country being already fully peopled, that number could never be
augmented.” 11

The surplus would have to die.
Thus in a declining state of society—increasing misery of the
worker; in an advancing state—misery with complications; and in a
fully developed state of society—static misery.
||VI, 11 Since, however, according to Smith,a society is not happy,
of which the greater part suffers—yet even the wealthiest state of
society leads to this suffering of the majority—and since the economic
system12 (and in general a society based on private interest) leads to
this wealthiest condition, it follows that the goal of the economic
system is the unhappiness of society.
Concerning the relationship between worker and capitalist we
should add that the capitalist is more than compensated for rising
wages by the reduction in the amount of labour time, and that rising
wages and rising interest on capital operate on the price of com
modities like simple and compound interest respectively.
Let us put ourselves now wholly at the standpoint of the politi
cal economist, and follow him in comparing the theoretical and prac
tical claims of the workers.
He tells us that originally and in theory the whole product of la
bour belongs to the worker. But at the same time he tells us that in
actual fact what the worker gets is the smallest and utterly indispen
sable part of the product—as much, only, as is necessary for his exist
ence, not as a human being, but as a worker, and for the propagation,
not of humanity, but of the slave class of workers.
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The political economist tells us that everything is bought with
labour and that capital is nothing but accumulated labour; but at the
same time he tells us that the worker, far from being able to buy
everything, must sell himself and his humanity.
Whilst the rent of the idle landowner usually amounts to a third
of the product of the soil, and the profit of the busy capitalist to as
much as twice the interest on money, the “something more” which
the worker himself earns at the best of times amounts to so little that
of four children of his, two must starve and die.
IIVII, 1-31Whilst according to the political economists it is solely
through labour that man enhances the value of the products of na
ture, whilst labour is man’s active possession, according to this same
political economy the landowner and the capitalist, who qua landown
er and capitalist are merely privileged and idle gods, are everywhere
superior to the worker and lay down the law to him.
Whilst according to the political economists labour is the sole
unchanging price of things, there is nothing more fortuitous than the
price of labour, nothing exposed to greater fluctuations.
Whilst the division of labour raises the productive power of labour
and increases the wealth and refinement of society, it impoverishes
the worker and reduces him to a machine. Whilst labour brings about
the accumulation of capital and with this the increasing prosperity
of society, it renders the worker ever more dependent on the capital
ist, leads him into competition of a new intensity, and drives him into
the headlong rush of over-production, with its subsequent correspond
ing slump.
Whilst the interest of the worker, according to the political econ
omists, never stands opposed to the interest of society, society always
and necessarily stands opposed to the interest of the worker.
According to the political economists, the interest of the worker
is never opposed to that of society: ( 1 ) because the rising wages are
more than compensated by the reduction in the amount of labour
time, together with the other consequences set forth above; and (2 )
because in relation to society the whole gross product is the net prod
uct, and only in relation to the private individual has the net product
any significance.
But that labour itself, not merely in present conditions but insofar
as its purpose in general is the mere increase of wealth—that labour
itself, I say, is harmful and pernicious—follows from the political
economist’s line of argument, without his being aware of it.
...Political economy conceals the estrangement inherent in the
nature o f labour by not considering the direct relationship between
the worker (labour) and production. It is true that labour produces
wonderful things for the rich—but for the worker it produces priva
tion. It produces palaces—but for the worker, hovels. It produces
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beauty—but for the worker, deformity. It replaces labour by ma
chines, but it throws one section of the workers back to a barbarous
type of labour, and it turns the other section into a machine. It
produces intelligence—but for the worker, stupidity, cretinism.
The direct relationship o f labour to its products is the relationship
o f the worker to the objects o f 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 confirms it.
We shall consider this other aspect later. When we ask, then, what is
the essential relationship of labour we are asking about the relation
ship of the worker to production.
Till now we have been considering the estrangement, the alienation
of the worker only in one of its aspects, i.e., the worker’s relation
ship to the products o f his labour. But the estrangement is manifested
not only in the result but in the act o f production, within the pro
ducing activity itself. How could the worker come to face the product
of his activity as a stranger, were it not that in the very act of produc
tion he was estranging himself from himself? The product is after all
but the summary of the activity, of production. If then the product
of labour is alienation, production itself must be active alienation,
the alienation of activity, the activity of alienation. In the estrange
ment of the object of labour is merely summarised the estrangement,
the alienation, in the activity of labour itself.
What, then, constitutes the alienation of labour?
First, the fact that labour is external to the worker, i.e., it does not
belong to his intrinsic nature; that in his work, therefore, he does not
affirm himself but denies himself, does not feel content but unhappy,
does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies
his body and ruins his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself
outside his work, and in his work feels outside himself. He feels at
home when he is not working, and when he is working he does not
feel at home. His labour is therefore not voluntary, but coerced; it is
forced labour. It is therefore not the satisfaction of a need; it is
merely a means to satisfy needs external to it. Its alien character
emerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no physical or other compul
sion exists, labour is shunned like the plague. External labour, labour
in which man alienates himself, is a labour of self-sacrifice, of mortifi
cation. Lastly, the external character of labour for the worker appears
in the fact that it is not his own, but someone else’s, that it does not
belong to him, that in it he belongs, not to himself, but to another.
Just as in religion the spontaneous activity of the human imagination,
of the human brain and the human heart, operates on the individual
independently of him—that is, operates as an alien, divine or diabolical
activity—so is the worker’s activity not his spontaneous activity.1 3 It
belongs to another; it is the loss of his self.
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As a result, therefore, man (the worker) only feels himself freely
active in his animal functions—eating, drinking, procreating, or at
most in his dwelling and in dressing-up, etc.; and in his human func
tions he no longer feels himself to be anything but an animal. What
is animal becomes human and what is human becomes animal.
Certainly eating, drinking, procreating, etc., are also genuinely
human functions. But taken abstractly, separated from the sphere
of all other human activity and turned into sole and ultimate ends,
they are animal functions.
We have considered the act of estranging practical human activity,
labour, in two of its aspects. (1) The relation of the worker to the
product o f labour as an alien object exercising power over him. This
relation is at the same time the relation to the sensuous external
world, to the objects of nature, as an alien world inimically opposed
to him. (2) The relation of labour to the act o f production within the
labour process. This relation is the relation of the worker to his own
activity as an alien activity not belonging to him; it is activity as suf
fering, strength as weakness, begetting as emasculating, the worker’s
own physical and mental energy, his personal life—for what is life
but activity?—as an activity which is turned against him, independent
of him and not belonging to him. Here we have self estrangement,
as previously we had the estrangement of the thing
HXXIV | We have still a third aspect of estranged labour to deduce
from the two already considered.
Man is a species-being, not only because in practice and in theory
he adopts the species (his own as well as those of other things) as his
object, but—and this is only another way of expressing it—also be
cause he treats himself as the actual, living species; because he treats
himself as a universal and therefore a free being.14
The life of the species, both in man and in animals, consists physi
cally in the fact that man (like the animal) lives on inorganic nature;
and the more universal man (or the animal) is, the more universal is
the sphere of inorganic nature on which he lives. Just as plants, ani
mals, stones, air, light, etc., constitute theoretically a part of human
consciousness, partly as objects of natural science, partly as objects of
art—his spiritual inorganic nature, spiritual nourishment which he
must first prepare to make palatable and digestible—so also in the
realm of practice they constitute a part of human life and human
activity. Physically man lives only on these products of nature,
whether they appear in the form of food, heating, clothes, a dwelling,
etc. The universality of man appears in practice precisely in the
universality which makes all nature his inorganic body—both inas
much as nature is ( 1 ) his direct means of life, and (2 ) the material, the
object, and the instrument of his life activity. Nature is man’s inorgan
ic body—nature, that is, insofar as it is not itself human body. Man
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lives on nature—means that nature is his body, with which he must
remain in continuous interchange if he is not to die. That man’s
physical and spiritual life is linked to nature means simply that
nature is linked to itself, for man is a part of nature.
In estranging from man (1) nature, and (2) himself, his own active
functions, his life activity, estranged labour estranges the species
from man. It changes for him the life o f the species into a means of
individual life. First it estranges the life of the species and individual
life, and secondly it makes individual life in its abstract form the
purpose of the life of the species, likewise in its abstract and estranged
form.15
For labour, life activity, productive life itself, appears to man in
the first place merely as a means of satisfying a need—the need to
maintain physical existence. Yet the productive life is the life of the
species. It is life-engendering life. The whole character of a species—
its species-character—is contained in the character of its life activity;
and free, conscious activity is man’s species-character. Life itself
appears only as a means to life.
The animal is immediately one with its life activity. It does not
distinguish itself from it. It is its life activity. Man makes his life
activity itself the object of his will and of his consciousness. He
has conscious life activity. It is not a determination with which he
directly merges. Conscious life activity distinguishes man immediately
from animal life activity. It is just because of this that he is a speciesbeing. Or it is only because he is a species-being that he is a conscious
being, i.e., that his own life is an object for him. Only because of that
is his activity free activity. Estranged labour reverses this relationship,
so that it is just because man is a conscious being that he makes his
life activity, his essential being, a mere means to his existence.
In creating a world o f objects by his practical activity, in his work
upon inorganic nature, man proves himself a conscious species-being,
i.e., as a being that treats the species as its own essential being, or that
treats itself as a species-being. Admittedly animals also produce. They
build themselves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beavers, ants, etc.
But an animal only produces what it immediately needs for itself or
its young. It produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces universally.
It produces only under the dominion of immediate physical need,
whilst man produces even when he is free from physical need and
only truly produces in freedom therefrom. An animal produces only
itself, whilst man reproduces the whole of nature. An animal’s prod
uct belongs immediately to its physical body, whilst man freely
confronts his product. An animal forms objects only in accordance
with the standard and the need of the species to which it belongs,
whilst man knows how to produce in accordance with the standard
of every species, and knows how to apply everywhere the inherent
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standard to the object. Man therefore also forms objects in accord
ance with the laws of beauty.
It is just in his work upon the objective world, therefore, that
man really proves himself to be a species-being. This production is
his active species-life. Through this production, nature appears as his
work and his reality. The object of labour is, therefore, the objec
tification o f man's species-life: for he duplicates Himself not only,
as in consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, in reality, and
therefore he sees himself in a world that he has created. In tearing
away from man the object of his production, therefore, estranged
labour tears from him his species-life, his real objectivity as a meipber
of the species, and transforms his advantage over animals into the
disadvantage that his inorganic body, nature, is taken away from him.
Similarly, in degrading spontaneous, free activity to a means,
estranged labour makes man’s species-life a means to his physical
existence.
The consciousness which man has of his species is thus trans
formed by estrangement in such a way that species-life becomes for
him a means.
Estranged labour turns thus:
(3)Man's species-being, both nature and his spiritual speciesproperty, into a being alien to him, into a means for his individual
existence. It estranges from man his own body, as well as external
nature and his spiritual aspect, his human aspect.
(4)
An immediate consequence of the fact that man is estranged
from the product of his labour, from his life activity, from his speciesbeing is the estrangement o f man from man. When man confronts
himself, he confronts the other man. What applies to a man’s rela
tion to his work, to the product of his labour and to himself, also
holds of a man’s relation to the other man, and to the other man’s
labour and object of labour.
In fact, the proposition that man’s species-nature is estranged
from him means that one man is estranged from the other, as each
of them is from man’s essential nature.
The estrangement of man, and in fact every relationship in which
man [stands] to himself, is realised and expressed only in the relation
ship in which a man stands to other men.
Hence within the relationship of estranged labour each man views
the other in accordance with the standard and the relationship in
which he finds himself as a worker.
||XXV| We took our departure from a fact of political economy—
the estrangement of the worker and his product. We have formulated
this fact in conceptual terms as estranged, alienated labour. We have
analysed this concept—hence analysing merely a fact of political
economy.
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Let us now see, further, how the concept of estranged, alienated
labour must express and present itself in real life.
If the product of labour is alien to me, if it confronts me as an
alien power, to whom, then, does it belong?
If my own activity does not belong to me, if it is an alien, a
coerced activity, to whom, then does it belong?
To a being other than myself.
Who is this being?
The gods1. To be sure, in the earliest times the principal produc
tion (for example, the building of temples, etc., in Egypt, India and
Mexico) appears to be in the service of the gods, and the product
belongs to the gods. However, the gods on their own were never the
lords of labour. No more was nature. And what a contradiction it
would be if, the more man subjugated nature by his labour and the
more the miracles of the gods were rendered superfluous by the
miracles of industry, the more man were to renounce the joy of pro
duction and the enjoyment of the product to please these powers.
The alien being, to whom labour and the product of labour be
longs, in whose service labour is done and for whose benefit the prod
uct of labour is provided, can only be man himself.
If the product of labour does not belong to the worker, if it
confronts him as an alien power, then this can only be because it
belongs to some other man than the worker. If the worker’s activity
is a torment to him, to another it must give satisfaction and pleasure.
Not the gods, not nature, but only man himself can be this alien
power over man.
We must bear in mind the previous proposition that man’s relation
to himself only becomes for him objective and actual through his
relation to the other man. Thus, if the product of his labour, his
labour objectified, is for him an alien, hostile, powerful object inde
pendent of him, then his position towards it is such that someone else
is master of this object, someone who is alien, hostile, powerful, and
independent of him. If he treats his own activity as an unfree activity,
then he treats it as an activity performed in the service, under the
dominion, the coercion, and the yoke of another man.
Every self-estrangement of man, from himself and from nature,
appears in the relation in which he places himself and nature to men
other than and differentiated from himself. For this reason religious
self-estrangement necessarily appears in the relationship of the lay
man to the priest, or again to a mediator, etc., since we are here deal
ing with the intellectual world. In the real practical world self-estrangement can only become manifest through the real practical relation
ship to other men. The medium through which estrangement takes
place is itself practical. Thus through estranged labour man not only
creates his relationship to the object and to the act of production as
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to powers that are alien and hostile to him; he also creates the rela
tionship in which other men stand to his production and to his prod
uct, and the relationship in which he stands to these other men.
Just as he creates his own production as the loss of his reality, as his
punishment; his own product as a loss, as a product not belonging to
him; so he creates the domination of the person who does not pro
duce over production and over the product. Just as he estranges his
own activity from himself, so he confers upon the stranger an activity
which is not his own.
r
We have until now considered this relationship only from the
standpoint of the worker and later we shall be considering it also from
the standpoint of the non-worker.
Through estranged\ alienated labour, then, the worker produces*
the relationship to this labour of a man alien to labour and standing
outside it. The relationship of the worker to labour creates the rela
tion to it of the capitalist (or whatever one chooses to call the master
of labour). Private property is thus the product, the result, the neces
sary consequence, of alienated labour, of the external relation of
the worker to nature and to himself.
Private property thus results by analysis from the concept of
alienated labour, i.e., of alienated man, of estranged labour, of estran
ged life, of estranged man.
True, it is as a result of the movement o f private property that we
have obtained the concept of alienated labour {of alienated life) in
political economy. But analysis of this concept shows that though
private property appears to be the reason, the cause of alienated
labour, it is rather its consequence, just as the gods are originally
not the cause but the.effect of man’s intellectual confusion. Later
this relationship becomes reciprocal.
Only at the culmination of the development of private property
does this, its secret, appear again, namely, that on the one hand it is
the product of alienated labour, and that on the other it is the means
by which labour alienates itself, the realisation o f this alienation.
This exposition immediately sheds light on various hitherto un
solved conflicts.
(1) Political economy starts from labour as the real soul of pro
duction; yet to labour it gives nothing, and to private property every
thing. Confronting this contradiction, Proudhon has decided in favour
of labour against private property. We understand, however, that this
apparent contradiction is the contradiction of estranged labour with
itself, and that political economy has merely formulated the laws of
estranged labour.
We also understand, therefore, that wages and private property are
identical. Indeed, where the product, as the object of labour, pays
for labour itself, there the wage is but a necessary consequence of
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labour’s estrangement. Likewise, in the wage of labour, labour does
not appear as an end in itself but as the servant of the wage. We shall
develop this point later, and meanwhile will only draw some con||XXVI| elusions.
An enforced increase o f wages (disregarding all other difficulties,
including the fact that it would only be by force, too, that such an
increase, being an anomaly, could be maintained) would therefore
be nothing but better payment for the slave, and would not win either
for the worker or for labour their human status and dignity.
Indeed, even the equality o f wages, as demanded by Proudhon,
only transforms the relationship of the present-day worker to his
labour into the relationship of all men to labour. Society is then
conceived as an abstract capitalist.
Wages are a direct consequence of estranged labour, and estranged
labour is the direct cause of private property. The downfall of the one
must therefore involve the downfall of the other,
(2) From the relationship of estranged labour to private property
it follows further that the emancipation of society from private prop
erty, etc., from servitude, is expressed in the political form of the
emancipation o f the workers; not that their emancipation alone is at
stake, but because the emancipation of the workers contains universal
human emancipation—and it contains this, because the whole of hu
man servitude is involved in the relation of the worker to production,
and all relations of servitude are but modifications and consequences
of this relation.
Just as we have derived the concept of private property from the
concept of estranged, alienated labour by analysis, so we can develop
every category of political economy with the help of these two fac
tors; and we shall find again in each category, e.g., trade, competi
tion, capital, money, only a particular and developed expression
of these first elements.
Before considering this phenomenon, however, let us try to solve
two other problems.
(1) To define the general nature o f private property, as it has arisen
as a result of estranged labour, in its relation to truly human and
social property.
(2) We have accepted the estrangement o f labour, its alienation,
as a fact, and we have analysed this fact. How, we now ask, does
man come to alienate, to estrange, his labour? How is this estrange
ment rooted in the nature of human development? We have already
gone a long way to the solution of this problem by transforming the
question of the origin o f private property into the question of the
relation of alienated labour to the course of humanity’s develop
ment. For when one speaks of private property, one thinks of dealing
with something external to man. When one speaks of labour, one is
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directly dealing with man himself. This new formulation of the
question already contains its solution.
As to (1): The general nature o f private property and its relation
to truly human property.
Alienated labour has resolved itself for us into two components
which depend on one another, or which are but different expressions
of one and the same relationship. Appropriation appears as estrange
ment, as alienation\ and alienation appears as appropriation, estrange
ment as truly becoming a citizen.
We have considered the one side—alienated labour in relation to
the worker himself, i.e., the relation o f alienated labour to itself
The product, the necessary outcome of this relationship, as we have
seen, is the property relation o f the non-worker to the worker and to
labour. Private property, as the material, summary expression of
alienated labour, embraces both relations—the relation o f the worker
to labour and to the product o f his labour and to the non-worker,
and the relation of the non-worker to the worker and to the prod
uct o f his labour.
Having seen that in relation to the worker who appropriates
nature by means of his labour, this appropriation appears as estrange
ment, his own spontaneous activity as activity for another and as
activity of another, vitality as a sacrifice of life, production of the
object as loss of the object to an alien power, to an alien person—we
shall now consider the relation to the worker, to labour and its ob
ject of this person who is alien to labour and the worker.
First it has to be noted that everything which appears in the
worker as an activity o f alienation, o f estrangement, appears in the
non-worker as a state o f alienation, o f estrangement.
Secondly, that the worker’s real, practical attitude in production
and to the product (as a state of mind) appears in the non-worker
confronting him as a theoretical attitude.
||XXVII| Thirdly, the non-worker does everything against the
worker which the worker does against himself; but he does not do
against himself what he does against the worker.
...Finally, communism is the positive expression of annulled private
property—at first as universal private property.16 By embracing this
relation as a whole, communism is:
(1) In its first form only a generalisation and consummation of it
[of this relation]. As such it appears in a twofold form: on the one
hand, the dominion of material property bulks so large that it wants
to destroy everything which is not capable of being possessed by all as
private property. It wants to disregard talent, etc., in an arbitrary
manner. For it the sole purpose of life and existence is direct, physical
possession. The category of the worker is not done away with, but ex
tended to all men. The relationship of private property persists as the
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relationship of the community to the world of things. Finally, this
movement of opposing universal private property to private property
finds expression in the brutish form of opposing to marriage (certainly
a form o f exclusive private property) the community o f women, in
which a woman becomes a piece of communal and common property.
It may be said that this idea of the community o f women gives away
the secret of this as yet completely crude and thoughtless commu
nism.1 7 Just as woman passes from marriage to general prostitution,a
so the entire world of wealth (that is, of man’s objective substance)
passes from the relationship of exclusive marriage with the owner of
private property to a state of universal prostitution with the commu
nity. This type of communism—since it negates the personality of man
in every sphere—is but the logical expression of private property,
which is this negation. General envy constituting itself as a power is
the disguise in which greed re-establishes itself and satisfies itself,
only in another way. The thought of every piece of private property
as such is at least turned against wealthier private property in the form
of envy and the urge to reduce things to a common level, so that this
envy and urge even constitute the essence of competition. Crude
communism is only the culmination of this envy and of this levellingdown proceeding from the preconceived minimum. It has a definite,
limited standard. How little this annulment of private property is
really an appropriation is in fact proved by the abstract negation of
the entire world of culture and civilisation, the regression to the un
natural [IV] simplicity of the poor and crude man who has few needs
and who has not only failed to go beyond private property, but has
not yet even reached it.
The community is only a community of labour, and equality of
wages paid out by communal capital—by the community as the
universal capitalist. Both sides of the relationship are raised to an
imagined universality—labour as the category in which every person
is placed, and capital as the acknowledged universality and power of
the community.
In the approach to woman as the spoil and handmaid of communal
lust is expressed the infinite degradation in which man exists for him
self, for the secret of this approach has its unambiguous, decisive,
plain and undisguised expression in the relation of man to woman
and in the manner in which the direct and natural species-relationship is conceived. The direct, natural, and necessary relation of per
son to person is the relation o f man to woman. In this natural speciesrelationship man’s relation to nature is immediately his relation to
a Prostitution is only a specific expression of the general prostitution of the
labourer, and since it is a relationship in which falls not the prostitute alone,
but also the one who prostitutes—and the Iatter’s abomination is still greater—
the capitalist, etc., also comes under this head.—Note by Marx.
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man, just as his relation to man is immediately his relation to nature—
his own natural destination. In this relationship, therefore, is sen
suously manifested, reduced to an observable fact, the extent to
which the human essence has become nature to man, or to which
nature to him has become the human essence of man. From this
relationship one can therefore judge man’s whole level of develop
ment. From the character of this relationship follows how much man
as a species-being, as man, has come to be himself and to comprehend
himself; the relation of man to woman is the most natural relation
of human being to human being. It therefore reveals the extent to
which man’s natural behaviour has become human, or the extent to
which the human essence in him has become a natural essence—the
extent to which his human nature has come to be natural to him. This
relationship also reveals the extent to which man’s need has become a
human need; the extent to which, therefore, the other person as a
person has become for him a need—the extent to which he in his
individual existence is at the same time a social being.
The first positive annulment of private property—crude commu
nism—is thus merely a manifestation of the vileness of private property,
which wants to set itself up as the positive community system .
(2) Communism (a) still political in nature—democratic or despot
ic; 03) with the abolition of the state, yet still incomplete, and being
still affected by private property, i.e., by the estrangement of man.
In both forms communism already is aware of being reintegration or
return of man to himself, the transcendence of human self-estrangement; but since it has not yet grasped the positive essence of private
property, and just as little the human nature of need, it remains
captive to it and infected by it. It has, indeed, grasped its concept, but
not its essence.
(3) Communism as the positive transcendence of private property
as human self-estrangement, and therefore as the real appropriation
of the human essence by and for man; communism therefore as the
complete return of man to himself as a social (i.e., human) being—a
return accomplished consciously and embracing the entire wealth of
previous development. This communism, as fully developed natural
ism, equals humanism, and as fully developed humanism equals natur
alism; it is the genuine resolution of the conflict between man and
nature and between man and man—the true resolution of the strife
between existence and essence, between objectification and selfconfirmation, between freedom and necessity, between the individual
and the species. Communism is the riddle of history solved, and it
knows itself to be this solution.1 8
||V| The entire movement of history, just as its [communism’s]
actual act of genesis—the birth act of its empirical existence—is,
therefore, also for its thinking consciousness the comprehended
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and known process of its becoming. Whereas the still immature com
munism seeks an historical proof for itself—a proof in the realm of
what already exists—among disconnected historical phenomena op
posed to private property, tearing single phases from the historical
process and focusing attention on them as proofs of its historical
pedigree (a hobby-horse ridden hard especially by Cabet, Villegardelle, etc.). By so doing it simply makes clear that by far the greater
part of this process contradicts its own claim, and that, if it has ever
existed, precisely its being in the past refutes its pretension to reality.
It is easy to see that the entire revolutionary movement necessarily
finds both its empirical and its theoretical basis in the movement of
private property—more precisely, in that of the economy.
This material, immediately perceptible private property is the
material perceptible expression of estranged human life. Its move
ment—production and consumption—is the perceptible revelation of
the movement of all production until now, i.e., the realisation or the
reality of man. Religion, family, state, law, morality, science, art,,
etc., are only particular modes of production, and fall under its gener
al law. The positive transcendence of private property, as the appro
priation of human life, is therefore the positive transcendence of all
estrangement—that is to say, the return of man from religion, family,
state, etc., to his human, i.e., social, existence. Religious estrangement
as such occurs only in the realm of consciousness, of man’s inner life,
but economic estrangement is that of real life; its transcendence there
fore embraces both aspects. It is evident that the initial stage of the
movement amongst the various peoples depends on whether the true
recognised life of the people manifests itself more in consciousness or
in the external world—i$ more ideal or real. Communism begins from
the outset (6hve«)19 with atheism; but atheism is at first far from
being communism; indeed, that atheism is still mostly an abstraction.
The philanthropy of atheism is therefore at first only philosophi
cal, abstract philanthropy, and that of communism is at once real
and directly bent on action.
We have seen how on the assumption of positively annulled private
property man produces man—himself and the other man; how the
object, being the direct manifestation of his individuality, is simulta
neously his own existence for the other man, the existence of the
other man, and that existence for him. Likewise, however, both the
material of labour and man as the subject, are the point of departure
as well as the result of the movement (and precisely in this fact, that
they must constitute the point o f departure, lies the historical neces
sity of private property). Thus the social character is the general
character of the whole movement: just as society itself produces
man as man, so is society produced by him. Activity and enjoyment,
both in their content and in their mode o f existence, are social: social
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activity and social enjoyment. The human aspect of nature exists
only for social man; for only then does nature exist for him as a
bond with man—as his existence for the other and the other’s exist
ence for him—and as the life-element of human reality. Only then
does nature exist as the foundation of his own human existence. Only
here has what is to him his natural existence become his human
existence, and nature become man for him. ThmQociety is the com
plete unity of man with nature—the true resurrection of nature—the
accomplished naturalism of man and the accomplished humanism of
nature.
IIVII Social activity and social enjoyment exist by no means only
in the form of some directly communal activity and directly commu
nal enjoyment, although communal activity and communal enjoy
ment—i.e., activity and enjoyment which are manifested and affirmed
in actual direct association with other men—will occur wherever such
a direct expression o f sociability stems from the true character of the
activity’s content and is appropriate to the nature of the enjoyment.
But also when I am active scientifically, etc.—an activity which
I can seldom perform in direct community with others—then my
activity is social, because I perform it as a man. Not only is the
material of my activity given to me as a social product (as is even the
language in which the thinker is active): my own existence is social
activity, and therefore that which I make of myself, I make of my
self for society and with the consciousness of myself as a social being.
My general consciousness is only the theoretical shape of that of
which the living shape is the real community, the social fabric, al
though at the present day general consciousness is an abstraction from
real life and as such confronts it with hostility. The activity of my
general consciousness, as an activity, is therefore also my theoretical
existence as a social being.
Above all we must avoid postulating “society” again as an abstrac
tion vis-a-vis the individual. The individual is the social being. His
manifestations of life—even if they may not appear in the direct form
of communal manifestations of life carried out in association with
others—are therefore an expression and confirmation of social life.
Man’s individual and species-life are not different, however much—
and this is inevitable—the mode of existence of the individual is a
more particular or more general mode of the life of the species, or
the life of the species is a more particular or more general individual
life.
In his consciousness o f species man confirms his real social life
and simply repeats his real existence in thought, just as conversely the
being of the species confirms itself in species consciousness and exists
for itself in its generality as a thinking being.
Man, much as he may therefore be a particular individual (and
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it is precisely his particularity which makes him an individual, and
a real individual social being), is just as much the totality—the ideal
totality—the subjective existence of imagined and experienced society
for itself; just as he exists also in the real world both as awareness
and real enjoyment of social existence, and as a totality of human
manifestation of life.
Thinking and being are thus certainly distinct, but at the same time
they are in unity with each other.
Death seems to be a harsh victory of the species over the particular
individual and to contradict their unity. But the particular individual
is only a particular species-being, and as such mortal.
(4) Just as private property is only the perceptible expression o
the fact that man becomes objective for himself and at the same time
becomes to himself a strange and inhuman object; just as it expresses
the fact that the manifestation of his life is the alienation of his life,
that his realisation is his loss of reality, is an alien reality: so, the
positive transcendence of private property—i.e., the perceptible
appropriation for and by man of the human essence and of human
life, of objective man, of human achievements—should not be con
ceived merely in the sense of immediate, one-sided enjoyment, merely
in the sense of possessing, of having. Man appropriates his compre
hensive essence in a comprehensive manner, that is to say, as a whole
man. Each of his human relations to the world—sering, hearing,
smelling, tasting, feeling, thinking, observing, experier jing, wanting,
acting, loving—in short, all the organs of his individ aal being, like
those organs which are directly social in their forn, ||VII| are in
their objective orientation, or in their orientation to the object,
the appropriation of the object, the appropriation of human reality.
Their orientation to the object is the manifestation o f the human
reality it is human activity and human suffering, for suffering,
humanly considered, is a kind of self-enjoyment of man.
Private property has made us so stupid and one-sided that an
object is only ours when we have it—when it exists for us as capital,
or when it is directly possessed, eaten, drunk, worn, inhabited, etc.,—
in short, when it is used by us. Although private property itself again
conceives all these direct realisations of possession only as means o f
life, and the life which they serve as means is the life o f private prop
erty-labour and conversion into capital.
In the place of all physical and mental senses there has therefore
come the sheer estrangement of all these senses, the sense of having.
The human being had to be reduced to this absolute poverty in order
that he might yield his inner wealth to the outer world. (On the

,a

a For this reason it is just as highly varied as the determinations of human
essence and activities.—Note by Marx.

ECONOMIC AND PHILOSOPHIC MANUSCRIPTS OF 1844 97

category of “ having’, see Hess in the EinundzwanzigBogen.)
The abolition of private property is therefore the complete emanci
pation of all human senses and qualities,' but it is this emancipation
precisely because these senses and attributes have become, subjective
ly and objectively, human. The eye has become a human eye, just as
its object has become a social, human object—an object made by man
for man. The senses have therefore become directly in tj&eir practice
theoreticians. They relate themselves to the thing for the sake of the
thing, but the thing itself is an objective human relation to itself and
to man,a and vice versa. Need or enjoyment has consequently lost
its egotistical nature, and nature has lost its mere utility by use be
coming human use.
In the same way, the senses and enjoyment of other men have
become my own appropriation. Besides these direct organs, therefore,
social organs develop in the form of society; thus, for instance, activ
ity in direct association with others, etc., has become an organ for
expressing my own life, and a mode of appropriating human life.
It is obvious that the human eye enjoys things in a way different
from the crude, non-human eye; the human ear different from the
crude ear, etc.
We have seen that man does not lose himself in his object only
when the object becomes for him a human object or objective man.
This is possible only when the object becomes for him a social object,
he himself for himself a social being, just as society becomes a being
for him in this object.
On the one hand, therefore, it is only when the objective world
becomes everywhere for man in society the world of man’s essential
powers—human reality, and for that reason the reality of his own
essential powers—that all objects become for him the objectification
of himself, become objects which confirm and realise his individuality,
become his objects: that is, man himself becomes the object. The
manner in which they become his depends on the nature o f the ob
jects and on the nature of the essential power corresponding to it;
for it is precisely the determinate nature of this relationship which
shapes the particular, real mode of affirmation. To the eye an object
comes to fee other than it is to the ear, and the object of the eye is
another object than the object of the ear. The specific character of
each essential power is precisely its specific essence, and therefore
also the specific mode of its objectification, of its objectively actual,
living being. Thus man is affirmed in the objective world not only in
the act of thinking, IIVIIII but with all his senses.
On the other hand, let us look at this in its subjective aspect.
a In practice I can relate myself to a thing humanly only if the thing relates
itself humanly to the human being.—Note by Marx.
4-773
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Just as only music awakens in man the sense of music, and just as
the most beautiful music has no sense for the unmusical ear—is no
object for it, because my object can only be the confirmation of one
of my essential powers—it can therefore only exist for me insofar as
my essential power exists for itself as a subjective capacity; because
the meaning of an object for me goes only so far as my sense goes
(has only a meaning for a sense corresponding to that object)—for
this reason the senses of the social man differ from those of the
non-social man. Only through the objectively unfolded richness of
man’s essential being is the richness of subjective human sensibility
(a musical ear, an eye for beauty of form—in short, senses capable
of human gratification, senses affirming themselves as essential powers
of man) either cultivated or brought into being. For not only the
five senses but also the so-called mental senses, the practical senses
(will, love, etc.), in a word, human sense, the human nature of the
senses, comes to be by virtue of its object, by virtue of humanised
nature. The forming of the five senses is a labour of the entire history
of the world down to the present. The sense caught up in crude prac
tical need has only a restricted sense. For the starving man, it is not
the human form of food that exists, but only its abstract existence as
food. It could just as well be there in its crudest form, and it would
be impossible to say wherein this feeding activity differs from that
of animals. The care-burdened, poverty-stricken man has no sense
for the finest play; the dealer in minerals sees only the commercial
value but not the beauty and the specific character of the mineral:
he has no mineralogical sense. Thus, the objectification of the human
essence, both in its theoretical and practical aspects, is required to
make man’s sense human, as well as to create the human sense cor
responding to the entire wealth of human and natural substance.
Just as through the movement of private property, of its wealth
as well as its poverty—of its material and spiritual wealth and pov
erty—the budding society finds at hand all the material for this
development, so established society produces man in this entire rich
ness of his being—produces the rich man profoundly endowed with
all the senses—as its enduring reality.
We see how subjectivity and objectivity, spirituality and material
ity, activity and suffering, lose their antithetical character, and thus
their existence as such antitheses only within the framework of so
ciety; we see how the resolution of the theoretical antitheses is only
possible in a practical way, by virtue of the practical energy of man.
Their resolution is therefore by no means merely a problem of under
standing, but a real problem of life, which philosophy could not solve
precisely because it conceived this problem as merely a theoretical
one.
i
We see how the history of industry and the established objective
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existence of industry are the open book of man’s essential powers,
the perceptibly existing human psychology.20 Hitherto this was not
conceived in its connection with man’s essential being, but only in
an external relation of utility, because, moving in the realm of estrang
ement, people could only think of man’s general mode of being—
religion or history in its abstract-general character as politics, art,
literature, etc.—||IX| as the reality of man’s^essential powers and
man's species-activity. We have before us the objectified essential
powers of man in the form of sensuous, alien, useful objects, in the
form of estrangement, displayed in ordinary material industry (which
can be conceived either as a part of that general movement, or that
movement can be conceived as a particular part of industry, since all
human activity hitherto has been labour—that is, industry—activity
estranged from itself).
...Natural science has invaded and transformed human life all
the more practically through the medium of industry; and has prepar
ed human emancipation, although its immediate effect had to be the
furthering of the dehumanisation of man. Industry is the actual,
historical relationship of nature, and therefore of natural science, to
man. If, therefore, industry is conceived as the exoteric revelation of
man’s essential powers, we also gain an understanding of the human
essence of nature or the natural essence of man. In consequence,
natural science will lose its abstractly material—or rather, its ideal
istic—tendency, and will become the basis of human science, as it
has already become—albeit in an estranged form—the basis of actual
human life, and to assume one basis for life and a different basis for
science i \ as a matter of course a lie. The nature which develops in
human history—the genesis of human society—is man’s real nature;
hence nature as it develops through industry, even though in an
estranged form, is true anthropological nature.
Sense-perception (see Feuerbach) must be the basis of all science.
Only when it proceeds from sense-perception in the twofold form of
sensuous consciousness and sensuous need—that is, only when science
proceeds from nature—is it true science. All history is the history of
preparing and developing “man” to become the object of sensuous
consciousness, and turning the requirements of “man as man” into
his needs. History itself is a real part of natural history—of nature
developing into man. Natural science will in time incorporate into
itself the science of man, just as the science of man will incorporate
into itself natural science: there will be one science.
||X| Man is the immediate object of natural science; for immediate,
sensuous nature for man is, immediately, human sensuousness (the
expressions are identical)—presented immediately in the form of the
other man sensuously present for him. Indeed, his own sense-percep
tion first exists as human sensuousness for himself through the other
4*
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man. But nature is the immediate object of the science o f man:
the first object of man—man—is nature, sensuousness; and the partic
ular human sensuous essential powers can only find their self-understanding in the science of the natural world in general, just as they
can find their objective realisation only in natural objects. The ele
ment of thought itself—the element of thought’s living expression—
language—is of a sensuous nature. The social reality of nature, and
human natural science, or the natural science o f man, are identical
terms.
It will be seen how in place of the wealth and poverty of political
economy come the rich human being and the rich human need. The
rich human being is simultaneously the human being in need o f a
totality of human manifestations of life—the man in whom his own
realisation exists as an inner necessity, as need. Not only wealth, but
likewise the poverty of man—under the assumption of socialism2 1 —
receives in equal measure a human and therefore social significance.
Poverty is the passive bond which causes the human being to experi
ence the need of the greatest wealth—the other human being. The
dominion of the objective being in me, the sensuous outburst of my
life activity, is passion, which thus becomes here the activity of my
being.
(5) A being only considers himself independent when he stands
on his own feet; and he only stands on his own feet when he owes his
existence to himself. A man who lives by the grace of another regards
himself as a dependent being. But I live completely by the grace of
another if I owe him not only the maintenance of my life, but if he
has, moreover, created my life—if he is the source of my life. When it
is not of my own creation, my life has necessarily a source of this kind
outside of it. The Creation is therefore an idea very difficult to
dislodge from popular consciousness.
...Now it is certainly easy to say to the single individual what
Aristotle has already said: You have been begotten by your father
and your mother; therefore in you the mating of two human beings—a
species-act of human beings—has produced the human being. You
see, therefore, that even physically man owes his existence to man.
Therefore you must not only keep sight of the one aspect—the in
finite progression which leads you further to inquire: Who begot my
father? Who his grandfather? etc. You must also hold on to the
circular movement sensuously perceptible in that progress by which
man repeats himself in procreation, man thus always remaining the
subject. You will reply, however: I grant you this circular movement;
now grant me the progress which drives me ever further until I ask:
Who begot the first man, and nature as a whole? I can only answer
you: Your question is itself a product of abstraction. Ask yourself
how you arrived at that question. Ask yourself whether your question
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is riot posed from a standpoint to which I cannot reply, because it
is wrongly put. Ask yourself whether that progress as such exists for
a reasonable mind. When you ask about the creation of nature and
man, you are abstracting, in so doing, from man and nature. You
postulate them as non-existent, and yet you want me to prove them
to you as existing. Now I say to you: Give up your abstraction and
you will also give up your question. Or if you v/apt to hold on to your
abstraction, then be consistent, and if you think of man and nature
as non-existent, ||XI| then think of yourself as non-existent, for you
too are surely nature and man. Don’t think, don’t ask me, for as soon
as you think and ask, your abstraction from the existence of nature
and man has no meaning. Or are you such an egotist that you conceive
everything as nothing, and yet want yourself to exist?
You can reply: I do not want to postulate the nothingness of
nature, etc. I ask you about its genesis, just as I ask the anatomist
about the formation of bones, etc.
But since for the socialist man the entire so-called history o f the
world is nothing but the creation of man through human labour,
nothing but the emergence of nature for man, so he has the visible,
irrefutable proof of his birth through himself, of his genesis. Since
the real existence of man and nature has become evident in practice,
through sense experience, because man has thus become evident for
man as the being of nature, and nature for man as the being of man,
the question about an alien being, about a being above nature and
man—a question which implies the admission of the unreality of
nature and of man—has become impossible in practice. Atheism , as
the denial of this unreality, has no longer any meaning, for atheism
is a negation o f God, and postulates the existence o f man through
this negation; but socialism as socialism no longer stands in any need
of such a mediation. It proceeds from the theoretically and practically
sensuous 'consciousness of man and of nature as the essence. Socialism
is man’s positive self-consciousness, no longer mediated through the
abolition of religion, just as real life is man’s positive reality, no longer
mediated through the abolition of private property, through commu
nism. Communism is the position as the negation of the negation, and
is hence the actual phase necessary for the next stage of historical
development in the process of human emancipation and rehabilita
tion. Communism is the necessary form and the dynamic principle
of the immediate future, but communism as such is not the goal of
human development, the form of human society.22 IXIII
...The extent to which money, which appears as a means, consti
tutes true power and the sole end—the extent to which in general
the means which turns me into a being, which gives me possession of
the alien objective being, is an end in itself ...can be clearly seen
from the fact that landed property, wherever land is the source of

102 KARL MARX

life, and horse and sword, wherever these are the true means o f life,
are also acknowledged as the true political powers in life. In the
Middle Ages a social estate is emancipated as soon as it is allowed to
carry the sword. Amongst nomadic peoples it is the horse which
makes me a free man and a participant in the life of the community.
We have said above that man is regressing to the cave dwelling,
etc.—but he is regressing to it in an estranged, malignant form. The
savage in his cave—a natural element which freely offers itself for his
use and protection—feels himself no more a stranger, or rather feels
as much at home as a fish in water. But the cellar dwelling of the
poor man is a hostile element, “a dwelling which remains an alien
power and only gives itself up to him insofar as he gives up to it his
own blood and sweat*’—a dwelling which he cannot regard as his
own hearth—where he might at last exclaim: “Here I am at home”—
but where instead he finds himself in someone elsefs house, in the
house of a stranger who always watches him and throws him out if
he does not pay his rent. He is also aware of the contrast in quality
between his dwelling and a human dwelling that stands in the other
world, in the heaven of wealth.
Estrangement is manifested not only in the fact that my means
of life belong to someone else, that which / desire is the inaccessible
possession of another, but also in the fact that everything is itself
something different from itself—that my activity is something else
and that, finally (and this applies also to the capitalist), all is under
[the sway] of inhuman power.
There is a form of inactive, extravagant wealth given over wholly
to pleasure, the enjoyer of which on the one hand behaves as a mere
ephemeral individual frantically spending himself to no purpose, and
also regards the slave-labour of others (human sweat and blood) as
the prey of his cupidity. He therefore knows man himself, and hence
also his own self, as a sacrificed and futile being. With such wealth
contempt of man makes its appearance, partly as arrogance and as
squandering of what can give sustenance to a hundred human lives,
and partly as the infamous illusion that his own unbridled extrava
gance and ceaseless, unproductive consumption is the condition of
the other’s labour and therefore of his subsistence. He regards the
realisation of the essential powers of man only as the realisation of
his own excesses, his whims and capricious, bizarre notions. This
wealth which, on the other hand, again knows wealth as a mere
means, as something that is good for nothing but to be annihilated...
...Division of labour bestows on labour infinite productive capa
city. It stems from the propensity to exchange and barter, a specifical
ly human propensity which is probably not accidental, but is condi
tioned by the use of reason and speech. The motive of those who en
gage in exchange is not humanity but egoism. The diversity of human
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talents is more the effect than the cause of the division of labour,
i.e., of exchange. Besides, it is only the latter which makes such diver
sity useful. The particular attributes of the different breeds within
a species of animal are by nature much more marked than the degrees
of difference in human aptitude and activity. But because animals
are unable to engage in exchange, no individual animal benefits from
the difference in the attributes of animals of theTsame species but of
different breeds. Animals are unable to combine the different attrib
utes of their species, and are unable to contribute anything to the
common advantage and comfort of the species. It is otherwise with
men, amongst whom the most dissimilar talents and forms of activity
are of use to one another, because they can bring their different
products together into a common stock, from which each can pur
chase. As the division of labour springs from the propensity to ex
change, so it grows and is limited by the extent o f exchange—by
the extent o f the market. In advanced conditions, every man is a
merchant, and society is a commercial society.
Say regards exchange as accidental and not fundamental. Society
could exist without it. It becomes indispensable in the advanced state
of society. Yet production cannot take place without it. Division of
labour is a convenient, useful means—a skilful deployment of human
powers for social wealth; but it reduces the ability o f each person
taken individually.
...Money as the external, universal medium and faculty (not
springing from man as man or from human society ,as society) for
turning an image into reality mdreality into a mere image, transforms
the real essentialpowers o f man and nature into what are merely abstract
notions and therefore imperfections and tormenting chimeras, just as
it transforms real imperfections and chimeras—essential powers which
are really impotent, which exist only in the imagination of the in
dividual—into real essential powers and faculties. In the light of this
characteristics alone, money is thus the general distorting of individu
alities which turns them intc^their opposite and confers contradictory
attributes upon their attributes.
Money, then, appears as this distorting power both against the
individual and against the bonds of society, etc., which claim to be
entities in themselves. It transforms fidelity into infidelity, love into
hate, hate into love, virtue into vice, vice into virtue, servant into
master, master into servant, idiocy into intelligence, and intelligence
into idiocy.
Since money, as the existing and active concept of value, con
founds and confuses all things, it is the general confounding and
confusing of all things—the world upside-down—the confounding and
confusing of all natural and human qualities.
He who can buy bravery is brave, though he be a coward. As mon
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ey is not exchanged for any one specific quality, for any one specific
thing, or for any particular human essential power, but for the entire
objective world of man and nature, from the standpoint of its pos
sessor it therefore serves to exchange every quality for every other,
even contradictory, quality and object: it is the fraternisation of
impossibilities. It makes contradictions embrace.
Assume man to be man and his relationship to the world to be
a human one: then you can exchange love only for love, trust for
trust, etc. If you want to enjoy art, you must be an artistically culti
vated persoh; if you want to exercise influence over other people, you
must be a person with a stimulating and encouraging effect on other
people. Every one of your relations to man and to nature must be a
specific expression, corresponding to the object of your will, of your
real individual life. If you love without evoking love in return—that
is, if your loving as loving does not produce reciprocal love; if through
a living expression of yourself as a loving person you do not make
yourself a beloved one, then your love is impotent—a misfortune.
IIXLIIII ...
Written between April
and August 1844
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...Industry can be regarded as a great workshop in which man
first takes possession of his own forces and the forces of nature,
objectifies himself and creates for himself the conditions for a human
existence. When industry is regarded in this way, one abstracts from
the circumstances in which it operates today, and in which it exists
as industry; one’s standpoint is not from within the industrial epoch,
but above it; industry is regarded not by what it is for man today,
but by what present-day man is for human history, what he is histori
cally; it is not its present-day existence (not industry as such) that is
recognised, but rather the power which industry has without knowing
or willing it and which destroys it and creates the basis for a human
existence. (To hold that every nation goes through this development
internally would be as absurd as the idea that every nation is bound
to go through the political development of France or, the philosophi
cal .development of Germany. What the nations have done as nations,
they have done for human society; their whole value consists only
in the fact that each single nation has accomplished for the benefit
of other nations one of the main historical aspects (one of the main
determinations) in the framework of which mankind has accom
plished its development, and therefore after industry in England,
politics in France and philosophy in Germany have been developed,
they have been developed for the world, and their world-historic
significance, as also that of these nations, has thereby come to an end.)
This assessment of industry is then at the same time the recogni
tion that the hour has come for it to be done away with, or for the
abolition of the material and social conditions in which mankind
has had to develop its abilities as a slave. For as soon as industry is
no longer regarded as a huckstering interest, but as the development
of man, man, instead of huckstering interest, is made the principle
and what in industry could develop only in contradiction with in
dustry itself is given the basis which is in harmony with that which
is to be developed...
Written in March 1845

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 4, pp. 281-82
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...Equality is man’s consciousness of himself in the element of
practice, i.e., man’s consciousness of other men as his equals and
man’s attitude to other men as his equals. Equality is the French
expression for the unity of human essence, for man’s consciousness
of his species and his attitude towards his species, for the practical
identity of man with man, i.e., for the social or human relation of
man to man. Hence, just as destructive criticism in Germany, before
it had progressed in Feuerbach to the consideration of real man,
tried to resolve everything definite and existing by the principle
of self-consciousness, destructive criticism in France tried to do
the same by the principle of equality >
...Proudhon was the first to draw attention to the fact that the
sum of the wages of the individual workers, even if each individual
labour be paid for completely, does not pay for the collective power
objectified in its product, that therefore the worker is not paid as a
part of the collective labour power [gemeinschaftlichen Arbeitskraft) .
Herr Edgar twists this into the assertion that the worker is nothing
but an individual paid man. Critical Criticism thus opposes a general
thought of Proudhon’s to the further concrete development that
Proudhon himself gives to the same thought. It takes possession of
this thought after the fashion of Criticism and expresses the secret of
Critical socialism in the following sentence:
“The modern worker thinks only of himself, i.e., he allows himself to be
paid only for his own person. It is he himself who fails to take into account the
enormous, the immeasurable power which arises from his co-operation with
other powers.’’

According to Critical Criticism, the whole evil lies only in the
workers’ “thinkings It is true that the English and French workers
have formed associations in which they exchange opinions not only
on their immediate needs as workers, but on their needs as human
beings. In their associations, moreover, they show a very thorough and
comprehensive consciousness of the “enormous” and “immeasurable”
power which arises from their co-operation. But these mass-minded,
communist workers, employed, for instance, in the Manchester or
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Lyons workshops, do not believe that by “pure thinking' they will
be able to argue away their industrial masters and their own practical
debasement. They are most painfully aware of the difference between
being and thinking, between consciousness and life. They know that
property, capital, money, wage-labour and the like are no ideal fig
ments of the brain but very practical, very objective products of their
self-estrangement and that therefore they must be £bolished in a
practical, objective way for man to become man not only in thinking,
in consciousness, but in mass being, in life. Critical Criticism, on the
contrary, teaches them that they cease in reality to be wage-workers
if in thinking they abolish the thought of wage-labour; if in thinking
they cease to regard themselves as wage-workers and, in accordance
with that extravagant notion, no longer let themselves be paid for
their person. As absolute idealists, as ethereal beings, they will then
naturally be able to live on the ether of pure thought. Critical Criti
cism teaches them that they abolish real capital by overcoming in
thinking the category Capital, that they really change and transform
themselves into real human beings by changing their “abstract ego”
in consciousness and scorning as an un-Critical operation all real
change of their real existence, of the real conditions of their existence,
that is to say, of their real ego. The “spirit”, which sees in reality
only categories, naturally reduces all human activity and practice to
the dialectical process of thought of Critical Criticism. That is what
distinguishes its socialism from mass-type socialism and communism.
...The relation between “Spirit and Mass” has, however, also a*
hidden meaning, which will be completely revealed in the course of
the reasoning. We only indicate it here. That relation discovered
by Herr Bruno is, in fact, nothing but a Critically caricatured consum
mation o f Hegel's conception o f history, which, in turn, is nothing but
the speculative expression of the Christian-Germanic dogma of the
antithesis between Spirit and Matter, between God and the world.
This antithesis finds expression in history, in the human world itself
in such a way that a few chosen individuals as the active Spirit are
counterposed to the rest of mankind, as the spiritless Mass, as Matter.
Hegel's conception of history presupposes an Abstract or Absolute
Spirit which develops in such a way that mankind is a mere mass that
bears the Spirit with a varying degree of consciousness or unconsci
ousness. Within empirical, exoteric history, therefore, Hegel makes a
speculative, esoteric history, develop. The history of mankind be
comes the history of the Abstract Spirit of mankind, hence a spirit
far removed from the real man.
Parallel with this doctrine of Hegel’s there 'developed in France
the theory of the doctrinaires24 proclaiming the sovereignty o f
reason in opposition to the sovereignty o f the people, in order to
exclude the masses and rule alone. .This was quite consistent. If the
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activity of real mankind is nothing but the activity of a mass of
human individuals, then abstract generality, Reason, the Spirit, on
the contrary, must have an abstract expression restricted to a few in
dividuals. It then depends on the situation and imaginative power
of each individual whether he will claim to be this representative of
“the Spirit”.
Already in Hegel the Absolute Spirit of history has its material in
the Mass and finds its appropriate expression only in philosophy.
The philosopher, however, is only the organ through which the maker
of history, the Absolute Spirit, arrives at self-consciousness retrospec
tively after the movement has ended. The participation of the philoso
pher in history is reduced to this retrospective consciousness, for
the real movement is accomplished by the Absolute Spirit uncort
sciously. Hence the philosopher appears on the scene post festum.
Hegel is guilty of being doubly half-hearted: firstly in that, while
declaring that philosophy is the mode of existence of the Absolute
Spirit, he refuses to recognise the actual philosophical individual
as the Absolute Spirit; secondly, in that he lets the Absolute Spirit
as Absolute Spirit make history only in appearance. For since the
Absolute Spirit becomes conscious of itself as the creative World
Spirit only post festum in the philosopher, its making of history
exists only in the consciousness, in the opinion and conception of
the philosopher, i.e., only in the speculative imagination. Herr Bruno
Bauer overcomes Hegel’s half-heartedness.
Firstly, he proclaims Criticism to be the Absolute Spirit and
himself to be Criticism. Just as the element of Criticism is banished
from the Mass, so the element of the Mass is banished from Criticism.
Therefore Criticism sees itself incarnate not in a mass, but exclusively
in a handful of chosen men, in Herr Bauer and his disciples.
Herr Bauer furthermore overcomes Hegel’s other half-heartedness.
No longer, like the Hegelian Spirit, does he make history post festum
and in imagination. He consciously plays the part of the World Spirit
in opposition to the mass of the rest of mankind; he enters into a
contemporary dramatic relation with that mass; he invents and exe
cutes history with a purpose and after mature reflection.
On the one side is the Mass as the passive, spiritless, unhistorical,
material element of history. On the other is the Spirit, Criticism,
Herr Bruno and Co. as the active element from which all historical
action proceeds. The act of transforming society is reduced to the
cerebral activity of Critical Criticism.
...Who annihilated the dialectics of concepts, the war of the gods
that was known to the philosophers alone? Feuerbach. Who substi
tuted for the old lumber and for “infinite self-consciousness” if not,
indeed, “the significance o f man99—as though man had another signif
icance than that of being man!—at any rate “Man”? Feuerbach,
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and only Feuerbach. And he did more. Long ago he did away with
the very categories with which “ Criticism” now operates—the “real
wealth of human relations, the immense content of history, the strug
gle of history, the fight of the Mass against the Spirit”, etc., etc.
Once man is recognised as the essence, the basis of all human ac
tivity and situations, only “ Criticism99 can invent new categories and
transform man himself into a category and into tHe principle of a
whole series of categories, as it is doing now. It is true that in so doing
it takes the only road to salvation that has remained for frightened
and persecuted theological inhumanity. History does nothing, it
“possesses no immense wealth”, it “wages no battles”. It is man,
real, living man who does all that, who possesses and fights; “his
tory” is not, as it were, a person apart, using man as a means to
achieve its own aims; history is nothing but the activity of man
pursuing his aims. ..Absolute Criticism, after Feuerbach’s brilliant
expositions, still dares to reproduce all the old trash in a new form,
at the same time abusing it as “mass-type” trash—which it has all the
less right to do as it never stirred a finger to dissolve philosophy...
...Just as industrial activity is not abolished when the privileges o f
the trades, guilds and corporations are abolished, but, on the contrary,
real industry begins only after the abolition of these privileges; just as
ownership o f the land is not abolished when privileged landownership is abolished, but, on the contrary, begins its universal movement
only with the abolition of privileges and with the free division and
free sale of land; just as trade is not abolished by the abolition of
trade privileges, but finds its true realisation in free trade; so religion
develops in its practical universality only where there is no privileged
religion (cf. the North American States).
The modern “public system”, the developed modem state, is not
based, as Criticism thinks, on a society of privileges, but on a society
in which privileges have been abolished and dissolved, on developed
civil society in which the vital elements which were still politically
bound under the privilege system have been set free. Here no “privi
leged exclusivity”, stands opposed either to any other exclusivity or
to the public system. Free industry and free trade abolish privileged
exclusivity and thereby the struggle between the privileged exclusiv
ities. They replace exclusivity with man freed from privilege—which
isolates from the general totality but at the same time unites in a
smaller exclusive totality—man no longer bound to other men even
by the semblance of a common bond. Tlius they produce the universal
struggle of man against man, individual against individual. In the same
way civil society as a whole is this war against one another of all in
dividuals, who are no longer isolated from one another by anything
but their individuality, and the universal unrestrained movement of
the elementary forces of life freed from the fetters of privilege. The
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contradiction between the democratic representative state and civil
society is the completion of the classic contradiction between public
commonweal and slavery. In the modem world each person is at
the same time a member of slave society and of the public common
weal. Precisely the slavery o f civil society is in appearance the greatest
freedom because it is in appearance the fully developed independ
ence of the individual, who considers as his own freedom the un
curbed movement, no longer bound by a common bond or by man,
of the estranged elements of his life, such as property, industry,
religion, etc., whereas actually this is his fully developed slavery
and inhumanity. Law has here taken the place of privilege.
It is therefore only here, where we find no contradiction between
free theory and the practical validity of privilege, but, on the con
trary, the practical abolition of privilege, free industry, free trade,
etc., conform to “free theory”, where the public system is not op
posed by any privileged exclusivity, where the contradiction expound
ed by Criticism is abolished—only here is the fully developed modem
state to be found.
Here also reigns the reverse of the law which Herr Bauer, on the
occasion of the debates in the French Chamber, formulated in perfect
agreement with Monsieur Martin (du Nord):

“Just as M. Martin (du Nord) saw the proposal to omit mention of Sunday
in the law as a motion to declare that Christianity has ceased to exist, with
equal reason (and this reason is very well founded)—the declaration that the
law o f the Sabbath is no longer binding on the Jews would be a proclamation
abolishing Judaism.”

It is just the opposite in the developed modem state. The state
declares that religion, like the other elements of civil life, only begins
to exist in its full scope when the state declares it to be non-political
and therefore leaves it to itself. To the dissolution of the political
existence of these elements, as for example, the dissolution of prop
erty by the abolition of the property qualification for electors,
the dissolution of religion by the abolition of the state church, to
this proclamation of their civil death corresponds their most vigorous
life, which henceforth obeys its own laws undisturbed and develops
to its full scope.
Anarchy is the law of civil society emancipated from divisive
privileges, and the anarchy o f civil society is the basis of the modem
public system, just as the public system in its turn is the guarantee
of that anarchy. To the same great extent that the two are opposed
to each other they also determine each other.
...The narrow-mindedness o f the Mass forced the “Spirit” , Criti
cism, Herr Bauer, .to consider the French Revolution not as the time
of the revolutionary efforts of the French in the “prosaic sense” but
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“only” as the “ symbol and fantastic expression” of the Critical
figments of his own brain. Criticism does penance for its “ oversight’
by submitting the Revolution to a fresh examination. At the same
time it punishes the seducer of its innocence—“the Mass”—by com
municating to it the results of this “fresh examination” .

“The French Revolution was an experiment which &ill belonged entirely
to the eighteenth century.”

The chronological truth that an experiment of the eighteenth
century like the French Revolution is still entirely an experiment of
the eighteenth century, and not, for example, an experiment of the
nineteenth, seems “still entirely” to be one of those truths which
“are self-evident from the start”. But in the terminology of Criti
cism, which is very prejudiced against “crystal-clear” truths, a truth
like that is called an “ examination” and therefore naturally has its
place in a “fresh examination of the Revolution” .
“The ideas to which the French Revolution gave rise did not, however, lead
beyond the order o f things that it wanted to abolish by force.”

Ideas can never lead beyond an old world order but only beyond
the ideas of the old world order. Ideas cannot carry out anything at
all. In order to carry out ideas men are needed who can exert practical
force. In its literal sense the Critical sentence is therefore another
truth that is self-evident, and therefore another “ examination”.
Undeterred by this examination, the French Revolution gave rise
to ideas which led beyond the ideas of the entire old world order.
The revolutionary movement which began in 1789 in the Cercle
social?5 which in the middle of its course had as its chief represen
tatives Leclerc and Roux , and which finally with Babeuf s conspiracy
was temporarily defeated, gave rise to the communist idea which
Babeufs friend Buonarroti re-introduced in France after the Revolu
tion of 1830. This idea, consistently developed, is the idea of the
new world order.
...Nationalism [Nationalitat] led to the downfall of Rome and
Greece. Criticism therefore says nothing specific about the French
Revolution when it maintains that nationalism caused its downfall,
and it says just as little about the nation when it defines its egoism
as pure. This pure egoism appears rather to be a very dark, sponta
neous egoism, combined with flesh and blood, when compared, for
example, with the pure egoism of Fichte's “ego”. But if, in contrast
to the egoism of the feudal classes, its purity is only relative, no “fresh
examination of the revolution” was needed to see that the egoism
which has a nation as its content is more general or purer than that
which has as its content a particular social class or a particular cor
poration.
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Criticism's explanations about the general state system are no less
instructive. They are confined to saying that the general state system
must hold together the individual self-seeking atoms.
Speaking exactly and in the prosaic sense, the members of civil
society are not atoms. The specific property of the atom is that it
has /tt? properties and is therefore not connected with beings outside
it by any relationship determined by its own natural necessity. The
atom has no needs, it is self sufficient; the world outside it is an abso
lute vacuum, i.e., is contentless, senseless, meaningless, just because
the atom has all fullness in itself. The egoistic individual in civil so
ciety may in his non-sensuous imagination and lifeless abstraction
inflate himself into an atom , i.e., into an unrelated, self-sufficient,
wantless, absolutely full, blessed being. Unblessed sensuous reality
does not bother about his imagination, each of his senses compels
him to believe in the existence of the world and of individuals outside
him, and even his profane stomach reminds him every day that the
world outside him is not empty, but is what really fills. Every ac
tivity and property of his being, every one of his vital urges, becomes
a need, a necessity, which his self-seeking transforms into seeking
for other things and human beings outside him. But since the need
of one individual has no self-evident meaning for another egoistic
individual capable of satisfying that need, and therefore no direct
connection with its satisfaction, each individual has to create this
connection; it thus becomes the intermediary between the need
of another and the objects of this need. Therefore, it is natural neces
sity, the essential human properties however estranged they may seem
to be, and interest that hold the members of civil society together;
civil, not political life is their real tie. It is therefore not the state
that holds tfre atoms of civil society together, but the fact that they
are atoms only in imagination, in the heaven of their fancy, but in
reality beings tremendously different from atoms, in other words,
not divine egoists, but egoistic human beings. Only political super
stition still imagines today that civil life must be held together by the
state, whereas in reality, on the contrary, the state is held together
by civil life.
...Robespierre, Saint-Just and their party fell because they con
fused the ancient, realistic-democratic commonweal based on real
slavery with the modern spiritualistic-democratic representative state,
which is based on emancipated slavery, bourgeois society. What a
terrible illusion it is to have to recognise and sanction in the rights
o f man modern bourgeois society, the society of industry, of universal
competition, of private interest freely pursuing its aims, of anarchy,
of self-estranged natural and spiritual individuality, and at the same
time to want afterwards to annul the manifestations o f the life of
this society in particular individuals and simultaneously to want to
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model the political head of that society in the manner of antiquity!
The illusion appears tragic when Saint-Just, on the day of his
execution, pointed to the large table of the Rights o f Man hanging
in the hall of the Conciergerie and said with proud dignity: “C’est
pourtant mdi qui ai fait cela.”a It was just this table that proclaimed
the right of a man who cannot be the man of the ancient common
weal any more than his economic and industrial Conditions are those
of ancient times.
This is not the place to vindicate the illusion of the Terrorists
historically.

“After the fall of Robespierre the political enlightenment and movement
hastened to the point where they became the prey of Napoleon who, shortly
after 18 Brumaire,26 could say: ‘With my prefects, gendarmes and priests I
can do what I like with France.’”

Profane history, on the other hand, reports: After the fall of
Robespierre, the political enlightenment, which formerly had been
overreaching itself and had been extravagant, began for the first time
to develop prosaically. Under the government of the Directory,27
bourgeois society, freed by the Revolution itself from the, trammels
of feudalism and officially recognised in spite of the Terror*s wish
to sacrifice it to an ancient form of political life, broke out in power
ful streams of life. A storm and stress of commercial enterprise,
a passion for enrichment, the exuberance of the new bourgeois
life, whose first self-enjoyment is pert, light-hearted, frivolous and
intoxicating; a real enlightenment of the land of France, the feudal
structure of which had been smashed by the hammer of the Revolu
tion and which, by the first feverish efforts of the numerous new
owners, had become the object of all-round cultivation; the first
moves of industry that had now become free—these were some of
the signs of life of the newly emerged bourgeois society. Bourgeois
society is positively represented by the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie,
therefore, begins its rule. The rights o f man cease to exist merely
in theory.
It was not the revolutionary movement as a whole that became the
prey of Napoleon on 18 Brumaire, as Criticism in its faith in a Herr
von Rotteck or Welcker believes; it was the liberal bourgeoisie. One
only needs to read the speeches of the legislators of the time to be
convinced of this. One has the impression of coming from the Na
tional Convention into a modern Chamber of Deputies.
Napoleon represented the last battle of revolutionary terror against
the bourgeois society which had been proclaimed by this same Revo
lution, and against its policy. Napoleon, of course, already discerned
a “Yet it was I who made that.”—Ed.
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the essence of the modem state; he understood that it is based on the
unhampered development of bourgeois society, on the free movement
of private interest, etc. He decided to recognise and protect this basis.
He was no terrorist with his head in the clouds. Yet at the same time
he still regarded the state as an end in itself and civil life only as a
treasurer and his subordinate which must have no will o f its own.
He perfected the Terror by substituting permanent war for perma
nent revolution. He fed the egoism of the French nation to complete
satiety but demanded also the sacrifice of bourgeois business, enjoy
ments, wealth, etc., whenever this was required by the political aim
of conquest. If he despotically suppressed the liberalism of bourgeois
society—the political idealism of its daily practice—he showed no
more consideration for its essential material interests, trade and in
dustry, whenever they conflicted with his political interests. His
scorn of industrial hommes d'affaires was the complement to his
scorn of ideologists. In his home policy, too, he combated bourgeois
society as the opponent of the state which in his own person he still
held to be an absolute aim in itself. Thus he declared in the State
Council that he would not suffer the owner of extensive estates to
cultivate them or not as he pleased. Thus, too, he conceived the plan
of subordinating trade to the state by appropriation of roulage.a
French businessmen took steps to anticipate the event that first shook
Napoleon’s power. Paris exchange brokers forced him by means of
an artificially created famine to delay the opening of the Russian
campaign by nearly two months and thus to launch it too late in
the year.
...There is no need for any great penetration to see from the teach
ing of materialism on the original goodness and equal intellectual
endowment of men, the omnipotence of experience, habit and educa
tion, and the influence of environment on man, the great significance
of industry, the justification of enjoyment, etc., how necessarily
materialism is connected with communism and socialism. If man
draws all his knowledge, sensation, etc., from the world of the senses
and the experience gained in it, then what has to be done is to arrange
the empirical world in such a way that man experiences and becomes
accustomed to what is truly human in it and that he becomes aware
of himself as man. If correctly understood interest is the principle
of all morality, man’s private interest must be made to coin' ide with
the interest of humanity. If man is unfree in the materialist ; sense,
i.e., is free not through the negative power to avoid this or that,
but through the positive power to assert his true individuality, crime
must not be punished in the individual, but the anti-social sources
of crime must be destroyed, and each man must be given social scope
a Road haulage.—Zstf.
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for the vital manifestation of his being. If man is shaped by environ
ment, his environment must be made human. If man is social by na
ture, he will develop his true nature only in society, and the power
of his nature must be measured not by the power of the separate in
dividual but by the power of society.
These and similar propositions are to be found almost literally even
in the oldest French materialists. This is not the place to assess them.
The apologia of vices by Mandeville, one of Locke’s early English
followers, is typical of the socialist tendencies of materialism. He
proves that in modern society vice is indispensable and useful. This
was by no means an apologia for modem society.
Fourier proceeds directly from the teaching of the French ma
terialists. Tlie Babouvists were crude, uncivilised materialists, but
developed communism, too, derives directly from French material
ism. The latter returned to its mother-country, England, in the form
Helvetius gave it. Bentham based his system of correctly understood
interest on Helvetius’ morality, and Owen proceeded from Bentham’s
system to found English communism. Exiled to England, the French
man Cabet came under the influence of communist ideas there and
on his return to France became the most popular, if the most superfi
cial, representative of communism. Like Owen, the more scientific
French Communists, Dezamy, Gay and others, developed the teach
ing of materialism as the teaching of real humanism and the logical
basis of communism.
...The criticism of the French and the English is not an abstract,
preternatural personality outside mankind; it is the real human
activity of individuals who are active members of society and who
suffer, feel, think and act as human beings. That is why their criti
cism is at the same time practical, their communism a socialism in
which they give practical, concrete measures, and in which they not
only think but even more act; it is the living, real criticism of existing
society, the recognition of the causes of “the decay”.
...In Hegel’s Phanomenologie the material\ sensuously perceptible,
objective foundations of the various estranged forms of human selfconsciousness are allowed to remain. The whole destructive work
results in the most conservative philosophy because it thinks it has
overcome the objective world, the sensuously perceptible real world,
by transforming it into a “Thing of Thought”, a mere determinate
ness o f self-consciousness, and can therefore also dissolve its op
ponent, which has become ethereal, in the “ ether o f pure thought”.
The Phanomenologie is therefore quite consistent in that it ends by
replacing human reality by “absolute knowledge”—knowledge,
because this is the only mode of existence of self-consciousness, and
because self-consciousness is considered the only mode of existence
of man—absolute knowledge for the very reason that self-conscious
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ness knows only itself and is no longer disturbed by any objective
world. Hegel makes man the man o f self consciousness instead of
making self-consciousness the selfconsciousness o f man, of real
man, i.e., of man living also in a real, objective world and determined
by that world. He stands the world on its head and can therefore
in his head also dissolve all limitations, which nevertheless remain in
existence for bad sensuousness, for real man. Moreover, everything
that betrays the limitations o f general self consciousness—all sensuous
ness, reality, individuality of men and of their world—is necessarily
held by him to be a limit. The whole of the Phanomenologie is in
tended to prove that self consciousness is the only reality and all
reality.
Herr Bauer has recently re-christened absolute knowledge Criti
cism, and given the more profane sounding name standpoint to the
determinateness of self-consciousness. In the Anekdota both names
are still to be found side by side, and standpoint is still explained as
the determinateness of self-consciousness.
Since the “ religious world as such” exists only as the world of
self consciousness, the Critical Critic—the theologian ex professo—
cannot by any means entertain the thought that there is a world in
which consciousness and being are distinct; a world which continues
to exist when I merely abolish its existence in thought, its existence
as a category or as a standpoint; i.e., when I modify my own sub
jective consciousness without altering the objective reality in a real
ly objective way, that is to say, without altering my own objective
reality and that of other men. Hence the speculative mystical identity
of being and thinking is repeated in Criticism as the equally mystical
identity of practice and theory. That is why Criticism is so vexed with
practice which wants to be something distinct from theory, and with
theory which wants to be something other than the dissolution of
a definite category in the “ boundless generality o f self consciousness”. Its own theory is confined to stating that everything determi
nate is an opposite of the boundless generality of self-consciousness
and is, therefore, of no significance; for example, the state, private
property, etc. It must be shown, on the contrary, how the state,
private property, etc., turn human beings into abstractions, or are
products of abstract man, instead of being the reality of individual,
concrete human beings...
Written in SeptemberNovember, 1844
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FREDERICK ENGELS

From
THE CONDITION
OF THE WORKING-CLASS
IN ENGLAND
r
...A town, such as London, where a man may wander for hours
together without reaching the beginning of the end, without meet
ing the slightest hint which could lead to the inference that there is
open country within reach, is a strange thing. This colossal central
isation, this heaping together of two and a half millions of human
beings at one point, has multiplied the power of this two and a half
millions a hundredfold; has raised London to the commercial capital
of the world, created the giant docks and assembled the thousand ves
sels that continually cover the Thames. I know nothing more imposing
than the view which the Thames offers during the ascent from the
sea to London Bridge. The masses of buildings, the wharves on both
sides, especially from Woolwich upwards, the countless ships along
both shores, crowding ever closer and closer together, until, at last,
only a narrow passage remains in the middle of the river, a passage
through which hundreds of steamers shoot by one another; all this is
so vast, so impressive, that a man cannot collect himself, but is lost in
the marvel of England’s greatness before he sets foot upon English
soil.a
But the sacrifices which all this has cost become apparent later.
After roaming the streets of the capital a day or two, making head
way with difficulty through the human turmoil and the endless lines
of vehicles, after visiting the slums of the metropolis, one realises for
the first time that these Londoners have been forced to sacrifice the
best qualities of their human nature, to bring to pass all the marvels
of civilisation which crowd their city; that a hundred powers which
slumbered within them have remained inactive, have been suppressed
in order that a few might be developed more fully and multiply
through union with those of others. The very turmoil of the streets
has something repulsive, something against which human nature re
bels. The hundreds of thousands of all classes and ranks crowding
past each other, are they not all human beings with the same qual-

a (1892) Thii was written nearly fifty years ago, in the days of the pic
turesque sailing vessels. In so far as such ships still ply to and from London they
are now to be found only in the docks, while the river itself is covered with
ugly, sooty steamers.—Afote by Engels to the German edition o f1892.
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ities and powers, and with the same interest in being happy? And have
they not, in the end, to seek happiness in the same way, by the same
means? And still they crowd by one another as though they had
nothing in common, nothing to do with one another, and their only
agreement is the tacit one, that each keep to his own side df the
pavement, so as not to delay the opposing streams of the crowd,
while it occurs to no man to honour another with so much as a
glance. The brutal indifference, the unfeeling isolation of each in
his private interest, becomes the more repellent and offensive, the
more these individuals are crowded together, within a limited space.
And, however much one may be aware that this isolation of the in
dividual, this narrow self-seeking, is the fundamental principle of our
society everywhere, it is nowhere so shamelessly barefaced, so selfconscious as just here in the crowding of the great city. The dissolu
tion of mankind into monads, of which each one has a separate
principle, the world of atoms, is here carried out to its utmost
extreme.
Hence it comes, too, that the social war, the war of each against
all, is here openly declared. Just as in Stirner’s recent book, people
regard each other only as useful objects; each exploits the other, and
the end of it all is that the stronger treads the weaker under foot,
and that the powerful few, the capitalists, seize everything for them
selves, while to the weak many, the poor, scarcely a bare existence
remains.
What is true of London, is true of Manchester, Birmingham,
Leeds, is true of all great towns. Everywhere barbarous indiffer
ence, hard egotism on one hand, and nameless misery on the other,
everywhere social warfare, every man’s house in a state of siege,
everywhere reciprocal plundering under the protection of the law,
and all so shameless, so openly avowed that one shrinks before the
consequences of our social state as they manifest themselves here
undisguised, and can only wonder that the whole crazy fabric still
hangs together.
...Competition is the completest expression of the battle of all
against all which rules in modem civil society. This battle, a battle
for life, for existence, for everything, in case of need a battle of life
and death, is fought not between the different classes of society only,
but also between the individual members of these classes. Each is
in the way of the other, and each seeks to crowd out all who are in
his way, and to put himself in their place. The workers are in con
stant competition among themselves as the members of the bour
geoisie among themselves. The power-loom weaver is in competition
with the hand-loom weaver, the unemployed or ill-paid hand-loom
weaver with him who has work or is better paid, e^ch trying to sup
plant the other. But this competition of the workers among them
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selves is the worst side of the present state of things in its effect upon
the worker, the sharpest weapon against the proletariat in the hands
of the bourgeoisie. Hence the effort of the workers to nullify this
competition by associations, hence the hatred of the bourgeoisie
towards these associations, and its triumph in every defeat which
befalls them.
The proletarian is helpless; left to himself, he canrfot live a single
day. The bourgeoisie has gained a monopoly of all means of existence
in the broadest sense of the word. What the proletarian needs, he
can obtain only from this bourgeoisie, which is protected in its mo
nopoly by the power of the state. The proletarian is, therefore, in
law and in fact, the slave of the bourgeoisie, which can decree his
life or death. It offers him the means of living, but only for an “equi
valent”, for his work. It even lets him have the appearance of acting
from a free choice, of making a contract with free, unconstrained
consent, as a responsible agent who has attained his majority.
Fine freedom, where the proletarian has no other choice than that
of either accepting the conditions which the bourgeoisie offers him,
or of starving, of freezing to death, of sleeping naked among the
beasts of the forests! A fine “equivalent” valued at pleasure by the
bourgeoisie! And if one proletarian is such a fool as to starve rather
than agree to the “equitable” propositions of the bourgeoisie, his
“natural superiors”,a another is easily found in his place; there are
proletarians enough in the world, and not all so insane as to prefer
dying to living.
...It is sufficiently clear that the instruction in morals can have no
better effect than the religious teaching, with which in all English
schools it is mixed up. The simple principles which, for plain human
beings, regulate the relations of man to man, brought into the direst
confusion by our social state, our war of each against all, necessarily
remain confiised and foreign to the working-man when mixed with in
comprehensible dogmas, and preached in the religious form of an
arbitrary and dogmatic commandment. The schools contribute,
according to the confession of all authorities, and especially of the
Children’s Employment Commission, almost nothing to the moral
ity of the working-class. So short-sighted, so stupidly narrow-minded
is the English bourgeoisie in its egotism, that it does not even take the
trouble to impress upon the workers the morality of the day, which
the bourgeoisie has patched together in its own interest for its own
protection! Even this precautionary measure is too great an effort
for the enfeebled and sluggish bourgeoisie. A time must come when
it will repent its neglect, too late. But it has no right to complain that
a A favourite expression of the English manufacturers.-Note by Engels.
(In the American edition of 1887 and die English edition of 1892 this note is
omitted.—
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the workers know nothing of its system of morals, and do not act
in accordance with it.
Thus are the workers cast out and ignored by the class in power,
morally as well as physically and mentally. The only provision made
for them is the law, which fastens upon them when they become ob
noxious to the bourgeoisie. Like the dullest of the brutes, they are
treated to but one form of education, the whip, in the shape of force,
not convincing but intimidating. There is, therefore, no cause for sur
prise if the workers, treated as brutes, actually become such; or if
they can maintain their consciousness of manhood only by cherishing
the most glowing hatred, the most unbroken inward rebellion against
the bourgeoisie in power. They are men so long only as they burn
with wrath against the reigning class. They become brutes the mo
ment they bend in patience under the yoke, and merely strive to
make life endurable while abandoning the effort to break the yoke.
This, then, is all that the bourgeoisie has done for the education
of the proletariat—and when we take into consideration all the cir
cumstances in which this class lives, we shall not think the worse of
it for the resentment which it cherishes against the ruling class. The
moral training which is not given to the worker in school is not sup
plied by the other conditions of his life; that moral training, at least,
which alone has worth in the eyes of the bourgeoisie; his whole posi
tion and environment involves the strongest temptation to immoral
ity. He is poor, life offers him no charm, almost every enjoyment is
denied him, the penalties of the law have no further terrors for him;
why should he restrain his desires, why leave to the rich the enjoy
ment of his birthright, why not seize a part of it for himself? What
inducement has the proletarian not to steal? It is all very pretty and
very agreeable to the ear of the bourgeois to hear the “sacredness of
property” asserted; but for him who has none, the sacredness of prop
erty dies out of itself. Money is the god of this world; the bourgeois
takes ^the proletarian’s money from him and so makes a practical
atheist of him. No wonder, then, if the proletarian retains his atheism
and no longer respects the sacredness and power of the earthly God.
And when the poverty of the proletarian is intensified to the point
of actual lack of the barest necessaries of life, to want and hunger,
the temptation to disregard all social order does but gain power...
Written in September 1844March 1845
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...What gives rise to the ruin of the middle class, to the glaring con
tradiction between rich and poor, to stagnation in trade and the waste
of capital resulting therefrom? Nothing else than the divergence of
interests. All of us work each for his own advantage, unconcerned
about the welfare of others and, after all, it is an obvious, self-evident
truth that the interest, the well-being, the happiness of every individ
ual is inseparably bound up with that of his fellow-men. We must all
acknowledge that we cannot do without our fellow-men, that our
interests, if nothing else, bind us all to one another, and yet by our
actions we fly in the face of this truth: and yet we arrange our society
as if our interests were not identical but completely and utterly
opposed. We have seen what the results of this fundamental mistake
were; if we want to eliminate these unpleasant consequences then we
must correct this fundamental mistake, and that is precisely the <}im
of communism.
In communist society, where the interests of individuals are not
opposed to one another but, on the contrary, are united, compe
tition is eliminated. As is self-evident, there can no longer be any
question of the ruin of particular classes, nor of the very existence
of classes such as the rich and the poor nowadays. As soon as private
gain, the aim of the individual to enrich himself on his own, disap
pears from the production and distribution of the goods necessary to
life, trade crises will also disappear of themselves. In communist
society it will be easy to be informed about both production and
consumption. Since we know how much, on the average, a person
needs, it is easy to calculate how much is needed by a given number
of individuals, and since production is no longer in the hands of
private producers but in those of the community and its administra
tive bodies, it is a trifling matter to regulate production according to
needs.
...Present-day society, which breeds hostility between the individ
ual man and everyone else, thus produces a social war of all against
all which inevitably in individual cases, notably among uneducated
people, assumes a brutal, barbarously violent form—that of crime.
In order to protect itself against crime, against direct acts of violence,
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society requires an extensive, complicated system of administrative
and judicial bodies which requires an immense labour force. In com
munist society this would likewise be vastly simplified, and precisely
because—strange though it may sound—precisely because the admin
istrative body in this society would have to manage not merely indi
vidual aspects of social life, but the whole of social life, in all its
various activities, in all its aspects. We eliminate the contradiction
between the individual man and all others, we counterpose social
peace to social war, we put the axe to the root of crime—and thereby
render the greatest, by far the greatest, part of the present activity of
the administrative and judicial bodies superfluous. Even now crimes of
passion are becoming fewer and fewer in comparison with calculated
crimes, crimes of interest—crimes against persons are declining,
crimes against property are on the increase. Advancing civilisation
moderates violent outbreaks of passion even in our present-day so
ciety, which is on a war footing; how much more will this be the case
in communist, peaceful society! Crimes against property cease of
their own accord where everyone receives what he needs to satisfy
his natural and his spiritual urges, where social gradations and distinc
tions cease to exist. Justice concerned with criminal cases ceases of
itself, that dealing with civil cases, which are almost all rooted in the
property relations or at least in such relations as arise from the situ
ation of social war, likewise disappears; conflicts can then be only rare
exceptions, whereas they are now the natural result of general hostil
ity, and will be easily settled by arbitrators. The activities of the
administrative bodies at present have likewise their source in the
continual social war—the police and the entire administration do
nothing else but see to it that the war remains concealed and indirect
and does not erupt into open violence,~ihto crimes. But if it is in
finitely easier to maintain peace than to keep war within certain lim
its, so it is vastly more easy to administer a communist community
rather than a competitive one. And if civilisation has already taught
men to seek their interest in the maintenance of public order, public
security, and the public interest, and therefore to make the police,
administration and justice as superfluous as possible, how much more
will this be the case in a society in which community of interests has
become the basic principle, and in which the public interest is no
longer distinct from that of each individual! What already exists
now, in spite o f the social organisation, how much more will it exist
when it is no longer hindered, but supported by the social institu
tions! We may thus also in this regard count on a considerable in
crease in the labour force through that part of the labour force of
which society is deprived by the present social condition.
One of the most expensive institutions which present-day society
cannot dispense with are the standing armies, by which the nation is
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deprived of the most vigorous and useful section of the population
and compelled to feed it since it thereby becomes unproductive. We
know from our own budget what the standing army costs—twentyfour million a year and the withdrawal from production of twice one
hundred thousand of the most muscular arms. In communist society
it would not occur to anyone to have a standing army. What for,
anyhow? To maintain peace in the country? Astwe saw above, it will
not occur to anyone to disturb internal peace. Fear of revolutions is,
of course, the consequence only of the opposition of interests; where
the interests of all coincide, such fears are out of the question.—For
aggressive wars? But how could a communist society conceive the idea
of undertaking an aggressive war?—this society which is perfectly well
aware that in war it will only lose men and capital while the most
it could gain would be a couple of recalcitrant provinces, which would
as a consequence be disruptive of social order—For a war of defence?
For that there is no need of a standing army, as it will be easy to train
every fit member of society, in addition to his other occupations, in
real, not barrack-square handling of arms to the degree necessary for
the defence of the country. And, gentlemen, consider this, that in
the event of a war, which anyway could only be waged against anti
communist nations, the member of such a society has a real Father
land, a real hearth and home to defend, so that he will fight with an
enthusiasm, endurance and bravery before which the mechanically
trained soldiers of a modern army must be scattered like chaff. Con
sider what wonders were worked by the enthusiasm of the revolu
tionary armies from 1792 to 1799, which only fought for an illusion,
for the semblance o f a Fatherland, and you will be bound to realise
how powerful an army must be which fights, not for an illusion, but
for a tangible reality. Thus these immense masses of labour power
of which the civilised nations are now deprived by the armies, would
be returned to labour in a communist society; they would not only
produce as much as they consume, but would be able to supply to the
public storehouses a great many more products than those necessary
for their own sustenance.
...If... these conclusions are correct, if the social revolution aifti
practical communism are the necessary result of our existing condi
tions—then we will have to concern ourselves above all with the meas
ures by which we can avoid a violent and bloody overthrow of the
social conditions. Arid there is only one means, namely, the peaceful
introduction or at least preparation of communism. If we do not
want the bloody solution of the social problem, if we do not want
to permit the daily growing contradiction between the education
and the condition of our proletarians to come to a head, which,
according to all our experience of human nature, will mean that this
contradiction will be solved by brute force, desperation and thirst
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for revenge, then, gentlemen, we must apply ourselves seriously and
without prejudice to the social problem; then we must make it our
business to contribute our share towards humanising the condition
of the modem helots. And if it should perhaps appear to some of you
that the raising of the hitherto abased classes will not be possible
without an abasement of your own condition, then you ought to
bear in mind that what is involved is to create for all people such a
condition that everyone can freely develop his human nature and
live in a human relationship with his neighbours, and has no need to
fear any violent shattering of his condition; it must be borne in mind
that what some individuals have to sacrifice is not their real human
enjoyment of life, but only the semblance of this enjoyment produced
by our bad conditions, something which conflicts with the reason
and the heart of those who now enjoy these apparent advantages.
Far from wishing to destroy real human life with all its requirements
and needs, we wish on the contrary really to bring it into being.
And if, even apart from this, you will only seriously consider for a
moment what the consequences of our present situation are bound
to be, into what labyrinths of contradictions and disorders it is lead
ing us—then, gentlemen, you will certainly find it worth the trouble
to study the social question seriously and thoroughly. And if I can
induce you to do this, I shall have achieved the purpose of my talk.
Delivered in Elberfeld
on February 8 and 15, 1845
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1

The chief defect of all previous materialism (that of Feuerbach
included) is that things [Gegenstand], reality, sensuousness are con
ceived only in the form of the object, or o f contemplation, but not
as sensuous human activity, practice, not subjectively. Hence, in
contradistinction to materialism, the active side was set forth ab
stractly by idealism—which, of course, does not know real, sensuous
activity as such. Feuerbach wants sensuous objects, really distinct
from conceptual objects, but he does not conceive human activity
itself as objective activity. In Das Wesen des Christenthums, he there
fore regards the theoretical attitude as the only genuinely human
attitude, while practice is conceived and defined only in its dirtyJewish form of appearance. Hence he does not grasp the significance
of “revolutionary”, of “practical-critical”, activity.
2
The question whether objective truth can be attributed to human
thinking is not a question of theory but is a practical question. Man
must prove the truth, i.e., the reality and power, the this-worldliness
of his thinking in practice. The dispute over the reality or non-reality
of thinking which is isolated from practice is a purely scholastic
question.
3

The materialist doctrine concerning the changing of circumstances
and upbringing forgets that circumstances are changed by men and
that the educator must himself be educated. This doctrine must,
therefore, divide society into two parts, one of which is superior to
society.
The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and of human
activity or self-change can be conceived and rationally understood
only as revolutionary practice.
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4
Feuerbach starts out from the fact of religious self-estrangement,
of the duplication of the world into a religious world and a secular
one. His work consists in resolving the religious world into its secular
basis. But that the secular basis lifts off from itself and establishes
itself as an independent realm in the clouds can only be explained by
the inner strife and intrinsic contradictoriness of this secular basis.
The latter must, therefore, itself be both understood in its contra
diction and revolutionised in practice. Thus, for instance, once the
earthly family is discovered to be the secret of the holy family, the
former must then itself be destroyed in theory and in practice.
5
Feuerbach, not satisfied with abstract thinking, wants [sensuous]
contemplation; but he does not conceive sensuousness as practical,
human-sensuous activity.
6

Feuerbach resolves the essence of religion into the essence of
man. But the essence of man is no abstraction inherent in each
single individual. In its reality it is the ensemble of the social rela
tions.
Feuerbach, who does not enter upon a criticism of this real es
sence, is hence obliged:
1. To abstract from the historical process and to define the reli
gious sentiment [Gemtit] by itself, and to presuppose an abstract—
isolated—human individual.
2. Essence, therefore, can be regarded only as “species”, as an in
ner, mute, general character which unites the many individuals in
a natural way.
7
Feuerbach, consequently, does not see that the “religious senti
ment” is itself a social product, and that the abstract individual which
he analyses belongs to a particular form of society.
8

All social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which lead
theory to mysticism find their rational solution in human practice
and in the comprehension of this practice.
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9

The highest point reached by contemplative materialism, that is,
materialism which does not comprehend sensuousness as practical
activity, is the contemplation of single individuals and of civil so
ciety.
r
10
The standpoint of the old materialism is civil society; the stand
point of the new is human society, or social humanity.
11

The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways;
the point is to change it.
Written in the spring of 1845

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 5, pp. 3-5
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From
THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY

Critique o f Modem German Philosophy According
to Its Representatives Feuerbach, B. Bauer
and Stimer, and o f German Socialism According
to Its Various Prophets

...The first premise of all human history is, of course, the exist
ence of living human individuals.a Thus the first fact to be established
is the physical organisation 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.b All historical writing must set out from these natural
bases and their modification in the course of history through the
action of men.
Men can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by reli
gion or anything else you like. They themselves begin to distinguish
themselves from animals as soon as they begin to produce their
means of subsistence, a step which is conditioned by their physical
organisation. By producing their means of subsistence men are in
directly producing their material life.
The way in which men produce their means of subsistence de
pends first of all on the nature of the means of subsistence they
actually find in existence and have to reproduce.
This mode of production must not be considered simply as being
the reproduction of the physical existence of the individuals. Rather
it is a definite form of activity of these individuals, a definite form of
expressing their life, a definite mode o f life on their part. As individ
uals express their life, so they are. What they are, therefore, coin
cides with their production., both with what they produce and with
how they produce. Hence what individuals are depends on the material
conditions of their production.
This production only makes its appearance with the increase o f
population. In its turn this presupposes the intercourse [Verkehr]

a [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The first histo
rical act of these individuals distinguishing them from animals is not that they
think, but that they begin to produce their means o f subsistence!
b [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] These condi
tions determine not only the original, spontaneous organisation of men, espe
cially racial differences, but also the entire further development, or lack of
development, of men up to the present time.
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of individuals with one another. The form of this intercourse is again
determined by production.29
The relations of different nations among themselves depend upon
the extent to which each has developed its productive forces, the
divisibn of labour and internal intercourse. This proposition is general
ly recognised. 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 divi
sion of labour has been carried. Each new productive force, insofar
as it is not merely a quantitative extension of productive forces al
ready 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 separa
tion of industrial and commercial from agricultural labour, and
hence to the separation 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 va
rious divisions among the individuals co-operating in definite kinds
of labour. The relative position of these individual groups is determin
ed by the way work is organised in agriculture, industry and com
merce (patriarchalism, slavery, estates, classes). These same condi
tions 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 property, i.e., the existing stage in
the division of labour determines also the relations of individuals to
one another with reference to the material, instrument and product
of labour.
The first form of property is tribal property [Stammeigentum] .30
It corresponds to the undeveloped stage of production, at which a
people lives by hunting and fishing, by cattle-raising or, at most, by
agriculture. In the latter case it presupposes a great mass of unculti
vated 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 chief
tains, 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
intercourse, both of war and of barter.
The second form is the ancient communal and state property,
which proceeds especially from the union of several tribes into a
5-773
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city by agreement or by conquest, and which is still accompanied by
slavery. Beside communal property we already find movable, and later
also immovable, private property developing, but as an abnormal
form subordinate to communal property. The citizens hold power
over their labouring slaves only in their community, and even on this
account alone they are bound to the form of communal property.
It constitutes the communal private property of the active citizens
who, in relation to their slaves, are compelled to remain in this spon
taneously derived form of association. For this reason the whole
structure of society based on this communal property, and with it
the power of the people, decays in the same measure in which immov
able private property evolves. The division of labour is already more
developed. We already find the opposition of toWn and country;
later the opposition between those states which represent town inter
ests and those which represent country interests, and inside the
towns themselves the opposition between industry and maritime
commerce. The class relations between citizens and slaves are now
completely developed.
...The fact is, therefore, that definite individuals who are pro
ductively 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 evolv
ing out of the life-process of definite individuals, however, of these
individuals, not as they may appear in their own or other people’s
imagination, but as they actually are, i.e., as they act, produce ma
terially, and hence as they work under definite material limits, pre
suppositions and conditions independent of their will.8
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 at this stage still appear as the direct
efflux of their material behaviour. The same applies to mental pro
duction as expressed in the language of the politics, laws, moral* [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] The ideas which
these individuals form are ideas either about their relation to nature or about
their mutual relations or about their own nature. It is evident that in all these
cases their ideas are the conscious expression—real or illusory—of their real
relations and activities, of their production, of their intercourse, of their social
and political conduct. The opposite assumption is only possible if in addition to
the spirit of the real, materially evolved individuals a separate spirit is presup
posed. If the conscious expression of the real relations of these individuals is
illusory, if in their imagination they turn reality upside-down, then this in its
turn is the result of their limited material mode of activity and their limited
social relations arising from it.
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ity, religion, metaphysics, etc., of a people. Men are the producers
of their conceptions, ideas, etc., that is, 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 [das Bewusstsein] can never be anything else
than conscious being [das bewusste Sein], and the being of men is
their actual life-process. If in all ideology meij. and their relations
appear upside-down as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon arises
just as much from their historical life-process as the inversion of ob
jects on the retina does from their physical life-process.
In direct contrast to German philosophy which descends from
heaven to earth, here it is a matter of ascending from earth to heaven.
That is to say, not of setting out from what men say, imagine, con
ceive, nor from men as narrated, thought of, imagined, conceived,
in,order to arrive at men in the flesh; but setting out from real, active
men, and on the basis of their real life-process demonstrating the
development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life-process.
The phantoms formed in the brains of men are also, necessarily,
sublimates of their material life-process, which is empirically verifiable
and bound to material premises. Morality, religion, metaphysics,
and all the rest of ideology as well as the forms of consciousness
corresponding to these, thus no longer retain the semblance of in
dependence. They have no history, no development; but men, de
veloping their material production and their material intercourse,
alter, along with this their actual world, also their thinking and the
products of their thinking. It is not consciousness that determines
life, but life that determines consciousness. For the first manner of
approach the starting-point is consciousness taken as the living in
dividual; for the second manner of approach, which conforms to real
life, it is the real living individuals themselves, and consciousness is
considered solMy as their consciousness.
This manner of approach is not devoid of premises. It starts out
from the real premises and does not abandon them for a moment.
Its premises are men, not in any fantastic isolation and fixity, but
in their actual, empirically perceptible 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 empiri
cists (themselves still abstract), or an imagined activity of imagined
subjects, as with the idealists.
Where speculation ends, where real life starts, there consequently
begins real, positive science, the expounding of the practical activity,
of the practical process of development of men. Empty phrases about
consciousness end, and real knowledge has to take their place. When
the reality is described, a self-sufficient philosophy [die selbstandige
Philosophie] loses its medium of existence. At the best its place can
5“
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only be taken by a summing-up of the most general results, abstrac
tions which are derived from the observation of the historical devel
opment of men. These abstractions in themselves, divorced from real
history, have 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, the difficulties begin only when one sets about the examina
tion and arrangement of the material—whether of a past epoch or of
the present—and its actual presentation. The removal of these diffi
culties is governed by premises which certainly cannot be stated here,
but which only the study of the actual life-process and the activity
of the individuals of each epoch will make evident. We shall select
here some of these abstractions, which we use in contradistinction
to ideology, and shall illustrate them by historical examples.
...Since we are dealing with the Germans, who are devoid of prem
ises, we must begin by stating the first premise of all human exist
ence and, therefore, of all history, the premise, 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, housing,
clothing and various other things.a 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 reduced to a minimum, to a stick
as with Saint Bruno, it presupposes the action of producing this
stick. Therefore in any conception of history one has first of all to
observe this fundamental fact in all its significance and all its impli
cations 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 a 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, especially since they remained in the toils of political ideol
ogy, have nevertheless made the first attempts to give the writing 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 satisfying and the instrument of satisfaction which has been
acquired, leads to new needs; and this creation of new needs is the
first historical act. Here we recognise immediately the spiritual ana [Marginal note by Marx:] Hegel. Geological, hydrographical, etc., condi
tions. Human bodies. Needs, labour.
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cestry of the great historical wisdom of the Germans who, when they
run out of positive material and when they can serve up neither theo
logical nor political nor literary rubbish, assert that this is not history
at all, but the “prehistoric age”. 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 hypo
theses by the thousand.
The third circumstance which, from the very outset, enters into
historical development, is that men, who daily re-create 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 relation, becomes later,
when increased needs create new social relations and the increased
population new needs, a subordinate one (except in Germany), and
must then be treated and analysed according to the existing empirical
data, not according to “the concept of the family”, as is the custom in
Germany.8
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 Germans, 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 twofold relation: on the one
a The building of houses. With savages each family has as matter of course its
own cave or hut like the separate family tent of the nomads. This separate do
mestic economy is made only the more necessary for the further development
of private property. With the agricultural peoples a communal domestic econo
my is just as impossible as a communal cultivation of the soil. A great advance
was the building of towns. In all previous periods, however, the abolition
[Aufhebung] of individual economy, which is inseparable from the abolition
of private property, was impossible for the simple reason that the material
conditions required were not present. The setting up of a communal domestic
economy presupposes the development of machinery, the use of natural forces
and of many other productive forces—e.g., of water-supplies, gas-lighting, steamheating, etc., the supersession [Aufhebung] of town and country. Without
these conditions a communal economy would not in itself form a new produc
tive force; it would lack material basis and rest on a purely theoretical founda
tion, in other words, it would be a mere freak and would amount to nothing
more than a monastic economy.—What was possible can be seen in the towns
brought into existence by concentration and in the construction of communal
buildings for various definite purposes (prison, barracks, etc.). That the super
session of individual economy is inseparable from the supersession of the fa
mily is self-evident.
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hand as a natural, on the other as a social relation—social in the sense
that it denotes the co-operation of several individuals, no matter un
der 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 co-operation, or social stage, and
this mode of co-operation is itself a “productive force” . Further,
that the aggregate of productive forces accessible to men determines
the condition of society, hence, the “history of humanity” must
always be studied and treated in relation to the history of industry
and exchange. But it is also clear that in Germany it is impossible to
write this sort of history, because the Germans lack not only the
necessary power of comprehension and the material but also the
“sensuous certainty” , for across the Rhine one cannot have any
experience of these things since there history has stopped happening.
Thus it is quite obvious from the start that there exists a materialist
connection of men with one another, which is determined by their
needs and their mode of production, and which is as old as men them
selves. This connection is ever taking on new farms, and thus pre
sents a “history” irrespective of the existence of any political or
religious nonsense which would especially hold men together.
Only now, after having considered four moments; four aspects of
primary historical relations, do we find that man also possesses “con
sciousness”^ But even from the outset this is not “pure” conscious
ness. The “mind” is from the outset 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, real consciousness that
exists for other men as well, and only therefore does it also exist
for me; language, like consciousness, only arises from the need, the
necessity, of intercourse with other men.*5 Where there exists a rela
tionship, it exists for me: the animal does not “ relate” itself to any
thing, it does not “ relate” itself 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 con
sciousness concerning the immediate sensuous environment and con
sciousness 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 confronts men as a coma [Marginal note by Marx:] Men have history because they must produce
their life, and because they must produce it moreover in a certain way: this
is determined by their physical organisation; their consciousness is determined
in just the same way.
b [The following words are crossed out in the manuscript:] My relation to
my surroundings is my consciousness.
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pletely alien, all-powerful and unassailable force, with which men’s
relations are purely animal and by which they are overawed like
beasts; it is thus a purely animal consciousness of nature (natural
religion) precisely because nature is as yet hardly altered by historyon the other hand, it is man’s consciousness of the necessity of asso
ciating with the individuals around him, the beginnmg of the con
sciousness that he is living in society at all. This beginning is as animal
as social life itself at this stage. It is mere herd-consciousness, and
at this point man is distinguished from sheep only 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 the 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.3 From this moment onwards consciousness can
really flatter itself that it is something other than consciousness of
existing practice, that is really represents something without repre
senting 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, morality, etc. But even if
this theory, theology, philosophy, morality, etc., come into contra
diction with the existing relations, this can only occur because exist
ing social relations have come into contradiction with existing pro
ductive forces; moreover, in a particular national sphere of relations
this can also occur through the contradiction, arising not within the
national orbit, but between this national consciousness and the prac
tice of other nations,b i.e., between the national and the general
consciousness of a nation (as is happening now in Germany)...
...Incidentally, it is quite immaterial what consciousness starts to
do on its own: out of all this trash we get only the one inference that
these three moments, the productive forces, the state of society and
consciousness, can and must come into contradiction with one anoth
er, because the division o f labour implies the possibility, nay the
fact, that intellectual and material activity, that enjoyment and la
bour, production and consumption, devolve on different individuals,
and that the only possibility of their not coming into contradiction
a [Marginal note by Marx:] The first form of ideologists, priests, is coin
cident.
b [Marginal note by Marx:] Religions. The Germans and ideology as such.
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lies in negating in its turn the division of labour. It is self-evident,
moreover, that “spectres”, “bonds”, “the higher being”, “concept”,
“scruple”, are merely idealist, speculative, mental expressions, the
concepts apparently of the isolated individual, the mere images of
very empirical fetters and limitations, within which move the mode
of production of life, and the form of intercourse coupled with it.
The division of labour in which all these contradictions are im
plicit, 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, simultaneously implies the distribution,
and indeed the unequal distribution, both quantitative and qualita
tive, of labour and its products, hence property, the nucleus, the first
form of which lies in the family, where wife and children are the
slaves of the husband. This latent slavery in the family, though still
very crude, is the first form of property, but even at this stage it
corresponds perfectly to the definition of modern economists, who
call it the power of disposing of the labour-power of others. Division
of labour and private property are, after all, identical expressions:
in the one the same thing is affirmed with reference to activity as
is affirmed in the other with reference to the product of the ac
tivity.
Further, the division of labour also implies the contradiction be
tween the interest of the separate individual or the individual family
and the common interest of all individuals who have intercourse with
one another. And indeed, this common interest does not exist merely
in the imagination, as the “general interest”, but first of all in reality,
as the mutual interdependence of the individuals among whom the
labour is divided.
Out of this very contradiction between the particular and the
common interests, the common interest assumes an independent
form as the state, which is divorced from the real individual and
collective interests, and at the same time as an illusory community,
always based, however, on the real ties existing in every family con
glomeration and tribal conglomeration—such as flesh and blood,
language, division of labour on a larger scale, and other interests—
and especially, as we shall show later, on the classes, already implied
by the division of labour, which in every such mass of men separate
out, and one of which dominates all the others. It follows from this
that all struggles within the state, the struggle between democracy,
aristocracy, and monarchy, the struggle for the franchise, etc., etc.,
are merely the illusory forms—altogether the general interest is the
illusory form of common interests—in which the real struggles of the
different classes are fought out among one another (of this the Ger
man theoreticians have not the faintest inkling, although they have
received a sufficient initiation into the subject in the Deutsch-Fran-
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zosische Jahrbiicher31 and Die heilige Familie). Further, it follows
that every class which is aiming at domination, even when its domina
tion, as is the case with the proletariat, leads to the abolition of the
old form of society in its entirety and of domination in general,
must first conquer political power in order to represent its interest
in turn as the general interest, which in the first moment it is forced
to do.
r
Just because individuals seek only their particular interest, which
for them does not coincide with their common interest, the latter is
asserted as an interest “alien” [“fremd”] to them, and “indepen
dent” of them, as in its turn a particular and distinctive “general”
interest; or they themselves must remain within this discord, as in
democracy. On the other hand, too, the practical struggle of these
particular interests, which actually constantly run counter to the com
mon and illusory common interests, necessitates practical inter
vention and restraint by the illusory “general” interest in the form
of the state.
And finally, the division of labour offers us the first example of
the fact that, as long as man remains in naturally evolved society,
that is, as long as a cleavage exists between the particular and the com
mon interest, as long, therefore, as activity is not voluntarily, but
naturally, divided, man’s own deed becomes an alien power opposed
to him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by him. For
as soon as the division of labour comes into being, each man has a
particular, exclusive sphere of activity, which is forced upon him
and from which he cannot escape.^He is a hunter, a fisherman, a shep
herd, or a critical critic, and must remain so if he does not want to
lose his means of livelihood; whereas in communist society, where
nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become
accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the general
production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today
and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, ]
rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner, just as I have a mind,}
without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic.
This fixation of social activity, this consolidation of what we our
selves produce into a material power above us, growing out of our
control, thwarting our expectations, bringing to naught our calcula
tions, is one of the chief factors in historical development up till
now. The social power, i.e., the multiplied productive force, which
arises through the co-operation of different individuals as it is caused
by the division of labour, appears to these individuals, since their co
operation is not voluntary but has come about naturally, not as their
own united power, but as an alien force existing outside them, of the
origin and goal of which they are ignorant, which they thus are no
longer able to control, which on the contrary passes through a pecu-
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liar series of phases and stages independent of the will and the action
of man, nay even being the prime governor of these. How otherwise
could for instance property have had a history at all, have taken on
different forms, and landed property, for example, according to the
different premises given, have proceeded in France from parcellation to centralisation in the hands of a few, in England from centrali
sation in the hands of a few to parcellation, as is actually the case to
day? Or how does it happen that trade, which after all is nothing more
than the exchange of products of various individuals and countries,
rules the whole world through the relation of supply and demand—a
relation which, as an English economist says, hovers over the earth
like the fate of the ancients, and with invisible hand allots fortune
and misfortune to men, sets up empires and wrecks empires, causes
nations to rise and to disappear—whereas with the abolition of the
basis, private property, with the communistic regulation of produc
tion (and, implicit in this, the abolition of the alien attitude [Fremdheit\ of men to their own product), the power of the relation of sup
ply and demand is dissolved into nothing, and men once more gain
control of exchange, production and the way they behave to one
another?
This “estrangement” [“Entfremdung”] (to use a term which
will be comprehensible to the philosophers) can, of course, only
be abolished given two practical premises. In order to become an
“unendurable” power, i.e., a power against which men make a revolu
tion, it must necessarily have rendered the great mass of humanity
“propertyless” , and moreover in contradiction to an existing world
of wealth and culture; both these premises presuppose a great increase
in productive power, a high degree of its development. And, on the
other hand’ this development of productive forces (which at the
same time implies the actual empirical existence of men in their
world-historical, instead of local, being) is an absolutely necessary
practical premise, because without it privation, want is merely made
general, and with want the struggle for necessities would begin again,
and all the old filthy business would necessarily be restored; and
furthermore, because only with this universal development of pro
ductive forces is a universal intercourse between men established,
which on the one side produces in all nations simultaneously the
phenomenon of the “propertyless” mass (universal competition),
making each nation dependent on the revolutions of the others,
and finally puts world-historical, empirically universal individuals
in place of local ones. Without this, 1) communism could only exist
as a local phenomenon; 2) the forces of intercourse themselves could
not have developed as universal, hence unendurable powers: they
would have remained home-bred “conditions” surrounded by su
perstition; and 3) each extension of intercourse would abolish local

THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY 139

communism. Empirically, communism is only possible as the act
of the dominant peoples “all at once” and simultaneously,32 which
presupposes the universal development of productive forces and the
world intercourse bound up with them.
..Moreover, the mass of workers who are nothing but workers—
labour-power on a mass scale cut off from capital or from even a
limited satisfaction [of their needs] and, hence, as a result of compe
tition their utterly precarious position, the no longer merely tempo
rary loss of work as a secure source of life—presupposes the world
market. The proletariat can thus only exist world-historically, just
as communism, its activity, can only have a “world-historical” exist
ence. World-historical existence of individuals, i.e., existence of in
dividuals which is directly linked up with world history.
Communism is for us not a state o f affairs which is to be estab
lished, an ideal to which reality [will] have to adjust itself. We call
communism the real movement which abolishes the present state of
things. The conditions of this movement result from the now existing
premise.
The form of intercourse determined by the existing productive
forces at all previous historical stages, and in its turn determining
these, is civil society. The latter, as is clear from what we have said
above, has as its premise and basis the simple family and the mul
tiple, called the tribe, and the more precise definition of this society
is given in our remarks above. Already here we see that this civil
society is the true focus and theatre of all history , and how absurd
is the conception of history held hitherto, which neglects the real
relations and confines itself to spectacular historical events.3
...In history up to the present it is certainly likewise an empirical
fact that separate individuals have, with the broadening of their activ
ity into world-historical activity, become more and more enslaved
under a power alien to them (a pressure which they have conceived
of as a dirty trick on the part of the so-called world spirit, etc.), a
power which has become more and more enormous and, in the last
instance, turns out to be the world market...But it is just as empirical
ly established that, by the overthrow o f the existing state of so
ciety by the communist revolution (of which more below) and the
abolition of private property which is identical with it, this power,
which so baffles the German theoreticians, will be dissolved; and that
then the liberation of each single individual will be accomplished in
the measure in which history becomes wholly transformed into world
history. From the above it is clear that the real intellectual wealth of
a There is a note in the manuscript: “In the main we have so far considered
only one aspect of human activity, the reshaping o f nature by men. The other
aspect, the reshaping o f men by men....
Origin of the state and the relation of the state to civil society.”—£&
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the individual depends entirely on the wealth of his real connections.
Only this will liberate the separate individuals from the various na
tional and local barriers, bring them into practical connection with
the production (including intellectual production) of the whole world
and make it possible for them to acquire the capacity to enjoy this
all-sided production of the whole earth (the creations of man). All
round dependence, this primary natural form of the world-historical
co-operation of individuals, will be transformed by this communist
revolution into the control and conscious mastery of these powers,
which, born of the action of men on one another, have till now over
awed and ruled men as powers completely alien to them. Now this
view can be expressed again in a speculative-idealistic, i.e., fantastic,
way as “self-generation of the species” (“society as the subject”),
and thereby the consecutive series of interrelated individuals can be
regarded as a single individual, which accomplishes the mystery
of generating itself. In this context it is evident that individuals un
doubtedly make one another, physically and mentally, but do not
make themselves, either in the nonsense of Saint Bruno, or in the
sense of the “unique”, of the “made” man.
This conception of history thus relies on expounding the real
process of production—starting from the material production of life
itself—and comprehending the form of intercourse connected with
and created by this mode of production, i.e., civil society in its various
stages, as the basis of all history; describing it in its action as the
state, and also explaining how all the different theoretical products
and forms of consciousness, religion, philosophy, morality, etc., etc.,
arise from it, and tracing the»process of their formation from that
basis; thus the whole thing can, of course, be depicted in its totality
(and therefore, too, the reciprocal action of these various sides on one
another). It has not, like the idealist view of history, to look for a
category in every period, but remains constantly on the real ground
of history; it does not explain practice from the idea but explains the
formation of ideas from material practice, and accordingly it comes
to the conclusion that all forms and products of consciousness cannot
be dissolved by mental criticism, by resolution into “self-consciousness” or transformation into “apparitions”, “spectres”, “whimsies”,
etc., but only by the practical overthrow of the actual social relations
which gave rise to this idealistic humbug; that not criticism but revo
lution is the driving force of history, also of religion, of philosophy
and all other kinds of theory. It shows that history does not end by
being resolved into “seif-consciousness” as “spirit of the spirit”, but
that each stage contains a material result, a sum of productive forces,
a historically created relation to nature and of individuals to one
another, which is handed down to each generation from its prede
cessor; a mass of productive forces, capital funds and circumstances,
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which on the one hand is indeed modified by-the new generation,
but on the other also prescribes for it its conditions of life and gives
it a definite development, a special character. It shows that circumstan
ces make men just as much as men make circumstances.
This sum of productive forces, capital funds and social forms
of intercourse, which every individual and eve^y generation finds in
existence as something given, is the real basis of what the philoso
phers have conceived as “substance” and “essence of man” , and what
they have deified and attacked: a real basis which is not in the least
disturbed, in its effect and influence on the development of men, by
the fact that these philosophers revolt against it as “self-consciousness” and the “unique”. These conditions of life, which different
generations find in existence, determine also whether or not the
revolutionary convulsion periodically recurring in history will be
strong enough to overthrow the basis of everything that exists. And if
these material elements of a complete revolution are not present—
namely, on the one hand the existing productive forces, on the other
the formation of a revolutionary mass, which revolts not only against
separate conditions of the existing society, but against the existing
“production of life” itself, the “total activity” on which it was
based—then it is absolutely immaterial for practical development
whether the idea of this revolution has been expressed a hundred
times already, as the history of communism proves.
In the whole conception of history up to the present this real
basis of history has either been totally disregarded or else considered
as a minor matter quite irrelevant to the course of history. History
must, therefore, always be written according to an extraneous stand
ard; the real production of life appears as non-historical, while the
historical appears as something separated from ordinary life, some
thing extra-superterrestrial. With this the relation of man to nature
is excluded from history and hence the antithesis of nature and
history is created. The exponents of this conception of history have
consequently only been able to see in history the spectacular political
events and religious and other theoretical struggles, and in particular
with regard to each historical epoch they were compelled to share
the illusion o f that epoch. For instance, if an epoch imagines itself
to be actuated by purely “political” or “religious” motives, although
“religion” and “politics” are only forms of its true motives, the histor
ian accepts this opinion. The “fancy”, the “conception” of the
people in question about their real practice is transformed into the
sole determining and effective force, which dominates and determines
their practice. When the crude form of the division of labour which
is to be found among the Indians and Egyptians calls forth the castesystem in their state and religion, the historian believes that the castesystem is the power which has produced this crude social form.
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While the French and the English at least stick to the political
illusion, which is after all closer to reality, the Germans move in the
realm of the “pure spirit”, and make religious illusion the driving
force of history...
...The advent of the town implies, at the same time, the necessity
of administration, police, taxes, etc., in short, of the municipality
[des Gemeindewesens] , and thus of politics in general. Here first
became manifest the division of the population into two great classes,
which is directly based on the division of labour and on the instru
ments of production. The town is in actual fact already the con
centration of the population, of the instruments of production,
of capital, of pleasures, of needs, while the country demonstrates
just the opposite fact, isolation and separation. The contradiction
between town and country can only exist within the framework of
private property. It is the most crass expression of the subjection of
the individual under the division of labour, under a definite activity
forced upon him—a subjection which makes one man into a restricted
town-animal, another into a restricted country-animal, and daily
creates anew the conflict between their interests. Labour is here
again the chief thing, power over individuals, and as long as this power
exists, private property must exist. The abolition of the contradiction
between town and country is one of the first conditions of communal
life, a condition which again depends on a mass of material premises
and which cannot be fulfilled by the mere will, as anyone can see
at the first glance.
...The contradiction between the productive forces and the form
of intercourse, which, as we saw, has occurred several times in past
history, without, however, endangering its basis, necessarily on each
occasion burst out in a .revolution, taking on at the same time various
subsidiary forms, such as all-embracing collisions, collisions of various
classes, contradictions of consciousness, battle of ideas, political
struggle, etc. From a narrow point of view one may isolate one
of these subsidiary forms and consider it as the basis of these re
volutions; and this is all the more easy as the individuals who start
ed the revolutions had illusions about their own activity accord
ing to their degree of culture and the stage of historical develop
ment.
Thus all collisions in history have their origin, according to our
view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and the form
of intercourse. Incidentally, to lead to collisions in a country, this
contradiction need not necessarily have reached its extreme limit in
that particular country. The competition with industrially more
advanced countries, brought about by the expansion of international
intercourse, is sufficient to produce a similar contradiction in coun
tries with a less advanced industry (e.g., the latent proletariat in Ger-
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many brought into more prominence by the competition of English
industry).
...The separate individuals form a class only insofar as they have
to carry on a common battle against another class; in other respects
they are on hostile terms with each other as competitors. On the other
hand, the class in its turn assumes an independent existence as against
the individuals, so that the latter find their conditions of life prede
termined, and have their position in life and nence their personal
development assigned to them by their class, thus becoming subsumed
under it. This is the same phenomenon as the subjection of the sep
arate individuals to the division of labour and can only be removed
by the abolition of private property and of labour itself.
...If this development of individuals, which proceeds within the
common conditions of existence of estates and classes, historically
following one another, and the general conceptions thereby forced
upon them—if this development is considered from a philosophical
point of view, it is certainly very easy to imagine that in these individ
uals the species, or man, has evolved, or that they evolved man—and
in this way one can give history some hard clouts on the ear.b One
can then conceive these various estates and classes to be specific terms
of the general expression, subordinate varieties of the species, or evo
lutionary phases of man.
This subsuming of individuals under definite classes cannot be abol
ished until a class has evolved which has no longer any particular class
interest to assert against a ruling class.
The transformation, through the division of labour, of personal
powers (relations) into material powers, cannot be dispelled by
dismissing the general idea of it from one’s mind, but can only be
abolished by the individuals again subjecting these material powers to
themselves and abolishing the division of labour.0 This is not possible
without the community. Only within the community has each indi-j
vidual the means of cultivating his gifts in all directions; hence personal freedom becomes possible only within the community. In the pre
vious substitutes for the - community, in the state, etc., personal
freedom has existed only fpr the individuals who developed under the
conditions of the ruling class, and only insofar as they were individ
uals of this class. The illusory community in which individuals have
up till now combined always took on an independent existence in
a Regarding the meaning of “abolition of labour” (Aufhebung der Arbeit)
see this collection, pp. 145,148-5 l.-^tf.
b The statement which frequently occurs with Saint Max that each man
is all that he is through the state is fundamentally the same as the statement
that the bourgeois is only a specimen of the bourgeois species; a statement
which presupposes that the bourgeois class existed before the individuals con
stituting it.
c [Marginal note by Engels:] (Feuerbach: being and essence).
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relation to them, and since it was the combination of one class over
against another, it was at the same time for the oppressed class not
only a completely illusory community, but a new fetter as well.
In the real community the individuals obtain their freedom in and
through their association.
Individuals have always proceeded from themselves, but of course
from themselves within their given historical conditions and rela
tions, not from the “pure” individual in the sense of the ideologists.
But in the course of historical development, and precisely through the
fact that within the division of labour social relations inevitably take
on an independent existence, there appears a cleavage in the life
of each individual, insofar as it is personal and insofar as it is deter
mined by some branch of labour and the conditions pertaining to it.
(We do not mean it to be understood from this that, for example,
the rentier, the capitalist, etc., cease to be persons; but their person
ality is conditioned and determined by quite definite class relations,
and the cleavage appears only in their opposition to another class and,
for themselves, only when they go bankrupt.) In the estate (and even
more in the tribe) this is as yet concealed: for instance, a nobleman
always remains a nobleman, a commoner always a commoner, a qual
ity inseparable from his individuality irrespective of his other rela
tions. The difference between the private individual and the class
individual, the accidental nature of the conditions of life for the in
dividual, appears only with the emergence of the class, which is it
self a product of the bourgeoisie. This accidental character as such is
only engendered and developed by competition and the struggle of
individuals among themselves. Thus, in imagination, individuals seem
freer under the dominance of the bourgeoisie than before, because
their conditions of life seem accidental; in reality, of course, they are
less free, because they are to a greater extent governed by material
forces. The difference from the estate comes out particularly in the
antagonism between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. When the
estate of the urban burghers, the corporations, etc., emerged in op
position to the landed nobility, their condition of existence—movable
property and craft labour, which had already existed latently before
their separation from the feudal institutions—appeared as something
positive, which was asserted against feudal landed property, and,
therefore, in its own way at first took on a feudal form. Certainly
the fugitive serfs treated their previous servitude as something ex
traneous to their personality. But here they only were doing what;
every class that is freeing itself from a fetter does; and they i d not
free themselves as a class but individually. Moreover, they did not
break loose from the system of estates, but only formed a new estate,
retaining their previous mode of labour even in their new situation,
and developing it further by freeing it from its earlier fetters, which
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no longer corresponded to the development already attained.3
For the proletarians, on the other hand, the condition of their
life, labour, and with it all the conditions of existence of modem so
ciety, have become something extraneous, something over which they,
as separate individuals, have no control, and over which no social
organisation can give them control. The contradiction between the
individuality of each separate proletarian and lalfour, the condition
of life forced upon him, becomes evident to him, for he is sacrificed
from youth onwards and, within his own class, has no chance of arriv
ing at the conditions which would place him in the other class.
Thus, while the fugitive serfs only wished to have full scope to
develop and assert those conditions of existence which were already
there, and hence, in the end, only arrived at free labour, the prole
tarians, if they are to assert themselves as individuals, have to abolish
the hitherto prevailing condition of their existence (which has, more
over, been that of all society up to then), namely, labour. Thus they
find themselves directly opposed to the form in which, hitherto, the
individuals, of which society consists, have given themselves collec
tive expression, that is, the state; in order, therefore, to assert them
selves as individuals, they must overthrow the state.
It follows from all we have been saying up till now that the com
munal relation into which the individuals of a class entered, and which
was determined by their common interests as against a third party,
was always a community to which these individuals belonged only
as average individuals, only insofar as they lived within the condi
tions of existence of their class—a relation in which they participated
not as individuals but as members of a class. With the community of
revolutionary proletarians, on the other hand, who take their condi
tions of existence and those of all members of society under their
control, it is just the reverse; it is as individuals that the individuals
participate in it. For it is the association of individuals (assuming
the advanced stage of modem productive forces, of course) which
puts the conditions of the free development and movement of indi
viduals under their control—conditions which were previously left
to chance and had acquired an independent existence over against
the separate individuals precisely because of their separation as in
dividuals and because their inevitable association, which was detera NB. It must not be forgotten that the serfs very need of existing and the
impossibility of a large-scale economy involved the distribution of allotments
among the serfs and very soon reduced the services of the serfs to their lords
to an average of payments in kind and labour-services. This made it possible
for the serf to accumulate movable property and hence facilitated his escape
from his lord and gave him the prospect of making his way as a townsman; it
also created gradations among the serfs, so that the runaway serfs were already
half burghers. It is likewise obvious that the serfs who were versed in a craft
had the best chance of acquiring movable property.
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mined by the division of labour, had, as a result of their separation,
become for them an alien bond. Up till now association (by no means
an arbitrary one, such as is expounded for example in the Contrat
social,33 but a necessary one) was simply an agreement about those
conditions, within which the individuals were free to enjoy the freaks
of fortune (compare, e.g., the formation of the North American state
and the South American republics). This right to the undisturbed
enjoyment, within certain conditions, of fortuity and chance has up
till now been called personal freedom. These conditions of existence
are, of course, only the productive forces and forms of intercourse
at any particular time.
Communism differs from all previous movements in that it over
turns the basis of all earlier relations of production and intercourse,
and for the first time consciously treats all naturally evolved premises
as the creations of hitherto existing men, strips them of their natural
character and subjugates them to the power of the united individuals.
Its organisation is, therefore, essentially economic, the material pro
duction of the conditions of this unity; it turns existing conditions
into conditions of unity. The reality which communism creates is
precisely the true basis for rendering it impossible that anything
should exist independently of individuals, insofar as reality is never
theless only a product of the preceding intercourse of individuals.
Thus the Communists in practice treat the conditions created up to
now by production and intercourse as inorganic conditions, without,
however, imagining that it was the plan of the destiny of previous
generations to give them material, and without believing that these
conditions were inorganic for the individuals creating them.
The difference between the individual as a person and whatever is
extraneous to him is not a conceptual difference but a historical fact.
This distinction has a different significance at different times—e.g.,
the estate as something extraneous to the individual in the eighteenth
century, and so too, more or less, the family. It is not a distinction
that we have to make for each age, but one which each age itself
makes from among the different elements which it finds in existence,
and indeed not according to any idea, but compelled by material col
lisions in life.
What appears accidental to a later age as opposed to an earlier—
and this applies also to the elements handed down by an earlier age—
is a form of intercourse which corresponded to a definite stage of
development of the productive forces. The relation of the productive
forces to the form of intercourse is the relation of the form of inter
course to the occupation or activity of the individuals. (The funda
mental form of this activity is, of course, material, on which depend
all other forms—mental, political, religious, etc. ITie different forms
of material life are, of course, in every case dependent on the needs
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which are already developed, and the production, as well as the satis
faction, of these needs is an historical process, which is not found in
the case of a sheep or a dog (Stimer’s refractory principal argument
ad v e r s us hominem), although sheep and dogs in their present
form certainly, but in spite of themselves, are products of an historic
al process). The conditions under which individuals have intercourse
with each other, so long as this contradiction is absent, are condi
tions appertaining to their individuality, in no way external to them;
conditions under which alone these definite individuals, living under
definite relations, can produce their material life and what is con
nected with it, are thus the conditions of their self-activity and are
produced by this self-activity.a The definite condition under which
they produce thus corresponds, as long as the contradiction has not
yet appeared, to the reality of their conditioned nature, their one
sided existence, the one-sidedness of which only becomes evident
when the contradiction enters on the scene and thus exists solely
for those who live later. Then this condition appears as an accidental
fetter, and the consciousness that it is a fetter is imputed to the ear
lier age as well.
These various conditions, which appear first as conditions of self
activity, later as fetters upon it, form in the whole development of
history a coherent series of form of intercourse, the coherence of
which consists in this: an earlier form of intercourse, which has be
come a fetter, is replaced by a new one corresponding to the more
developed productive forces and, hence, to the advanced mode of the
self-activity of individuals—a form which in its turn becomes a fetter
and is then replaced by another. Since these conditions correspond
at every stage to the simultaneous development of the productive
forces, their history is at the same time the history of the evolving
productive forces taken over by each new generation, and is there
fore the history of the development of the forces of the individuals
themselves.
Since this development takes place spontaneously, i.e.* is not
subordinated to a general plan of freely combined individuals, it
proceeds from various localities, tribes, nations, branches of labour,
etc., each of which to start with develops independently of the others
and only gradually enters into relation with the others. Furthermore,
this development proceeds only very slowly; the various stages and in
terests are never completely overcome, but only subordinated to the
prevailing interest and trail along beside the latter for centuries after
wards. It follows from this that even within a nation the individuals,
even apart from their pecuniary circumstances, have quite diverse
a [Marginal note by Marx:] Production of the form of intercourse itself.
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developments, and that an earlier interest, the peculiar form of in
tercourse of which has already been ousted by that belonging to a
later interest, remains for a long time afterwards in possession of a
traditional power in the illusory community (state, law), which has
won an existence independent of the individuals; a power which in
the last resort can only be broken by a revolution. This explains why,
with reference to individual points which allow of a more general
summing-up, consciousness can sometimes appear further advanced
than the contemporary empirical conditions, so that in the struggles
of a later epoch one can refer to earlier theoreticians as authorities.
On the other hand, in countries like North America, which start
from scratch in an already advanced historical epoch, the development
proceeds very rapidly. Such countries have no other natural premises
than the individuals who have settled there and were led to do so be
cause the forms of intercourse of the old countries did not correspond
to their requirements. Thus they begin with the most advanced in
dividuals of the old countries, and, therefore, with the correspondingly
most advanced form of intercourse, even before this form of inter
course has been able to establish itself in the old countries.3
...In large-scale industry and competition the whole mass of con
ditions of existence, limitations, biases of individuals, are fused to
gether into the two simplest forms: private property and labour.
With money every form of intercourse, and intercourse itself, be
comes fortuitous for the individuals. Thus money implies that all
intercourse up till now was only intercourse of individuals under par
ticular conditions, not of individuals as individuals. Thes§-conditions
are reduced to two: accumulated labour or private property, and ac
tual labour. If both or one of these ceases, then intercourse comes to
a standstill. The modem economists themselves, e.g., Sismondi,
Cherbuliez, etc., oppose association des individus^ to association des
capitaux.c On the other hand, the individuals themselves are entirely
subordinated to the division of labour and hence are brought into
the most complete dependence on one another. Private property,
insofar as within labour it confronts labour, evolves out of the neces
sity of accumulation, and is in the beginning still mainly a communal
form, but in its further development it approaches more and more
the modem form of private property. The division of labour im
plies from the outset the division of the conditions of labour, of
tools and materials, and thus the fragmentation of accumulated cap-

a Personal energy of the individuals of various nations-Germans and Ameri
cans—energy even as a result of miscegenation-hence the cretinism of the Ger
mans; in France, England, etc., foreign peoples transplanted to an already
developed soil, in America to an entirely new soil; in Germany the indigenous
population quietly stayed were it was.
h Association of individuals.—
c Association of capitals.—Ed.
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ital among different owners, and thus, also, the fragmentation be
tween capital and labour, and the different forms of property itself.
The more the division of labour develops and accumulation grows,
the further fragmentation develops. Labour itself can only exist on
the premise of this fragmentation.
...Thus two facts are here revealed.3 First the productive forces
appear as a world for themselves, quite independent of and divorced
from the individuals, alongside the individuals; the reason for this is
that the individuals, whose forces they are, exist split up and in op
position to one another, whilst, on the other hand, these forces are
only real forces in the intercourse and association of these individuals.
Thus, on the one hand, we have a totality of productive forces, which
have, as it were, taken on a material form and are for the individuals
themselves no longer the forces of the individuals but of private prop
erty, and hence of the individuals only insofar as they are owners of
private property. Never, in any earlier period, have the productive
forces taken on a form so indifferent to the intercourse of individuals
as individuals, because their intercourse itself was still a restricted
one. On the other hand, standing against these productive forces, we
have the majority of the individuals from whom these forces have
been wrested away, and who, robbed thus of all real life-content,
have become abstract individuals, who are, however, by this very fact
put into a position to enter into relation with one another as in
dividuals.
Labour, the only connection which still links them with the pro
ductive forces and with their own existence, has lost all semblance of
self-activity and only sustains their life by stunting it. While in the
earlier periods self-activity and the production of material life were
separated since they devolved on different persons, and while, on ac
count of the narrowness of the individuals themselves, the produc
tion of material life was considered a subordinate mode of self
activity, they now diverge to such an extent that material life ap
pears as the end, and what produces this material life, labour (which
is now the only possible but, as we see, negative form of self-activity),
as the means.
Thus things have now come to such a pass that the individuals
must appropriate the existing totality of productive forces, not only
to achieve self-activity, but, also, merely to safeguard their very exist
ence.
This appropriation is first determined by the object to be appro
priated, the productive forces, which have been developed to a total
ity and which only exist within a universal intercourse. Even from this
aspect alone, therefore, this appropriation must have a universal
8 [Marginal note by Engels:] Sismondi.
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character corresponding to the productive forces and the intercourse.
The appropriation of these forces is itself nothing more than the
development of the individual capacities corresponding to the material
instruments of production. The appropriation of a totality of instru
ments of production is, for this very reason, the development of a
totality of capacities in the individuals themselves.
This appropriation is further determined by the persons appro
priating. Only the proletarians of the present day, who are completely
shut off from all self-activity, are in a position to achieve a complete
and no longer restricted self-activity, which consists in the appropria
tion of a totality of productive forces and in the development of a
totality of capacities entailed by this. All earlier revolutionary appro
priations were restricted; individuals, whose self-activity was restricted
by a crude instrument of production and a limited intercourse, ap
propriated this crude instrument of production, and hence merely
achieved a new state of limitation. Their instrument of production
became their property, but they themselves remained subordinate to
the division of labour and their own instrument of production. In
all appropriations up to now, a mass of individuals remained subser
vient to a single instrument of production; in the appropriation by
the proletarians, a mass of instruments of production must be made
subject to each individual, and property to all. Modem universal in
tercourse cannot be controlled by individuals, -unless it is control
led by all.
This appropriation is further determined by the manner in which
it must be effected. It can only be effected through a union, which
by the character of the proletariat itself can again only be a universal
one, and through a revolution, in which, on the one hand, the power
of the earlier mode of production and intercourse and social organi
sation is overthrown, and, on the other hand, there develops the
universal character and the energy of the proletariat, which are re
quired to accomplish the appropriation, and the proletariat moreover
rids itself of everything that still clings to it from its previous posi
tion in society.
Only at this stage does self-activity coincide with material life,
which corresponds to the development of individuals into com
plete individuals and the casting-off of all natural limitations. The
transformation of labour into self-activity corresponds to the trans
formation of the previously limited intercourse into the intercourse
of individuals as such.. With the appropriation of the total prod
uctive forces by the united individuals, private property comes to
an end. Whilst previously in history a particular condition always
appeared as accidental, now the isolation of individuals and each
person’s particular way of gaining his livelihood have themselves
become accidental.
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The individuals, who are no longer subject to the division of la
bour, have been conceived by the philosophers as an ideal, under the
name “man”, and the whole process which we have outlined has
been regarded by them as the evolutionary process of “man”, so that
at every historical stage “man” was substituted for the individuals
existing hitherto and shown as the motive force of history. The whole
process was thus conceived as a process of the**self-estrangement
[Selbstentfremdungsprozess] of “man”, and this was essentially due
to the fact that the average individual of the later stage was always
foisted on to the earlier stage, and the consciousness of a later age on
to the individuals of an earlier. Through this inversion, which from the
first disregards the actual conditions, it was possible to transform the
whole of history into an evolutionary process of consciousness.
Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of individuals
within a definite stage of the development of productive forces.
It embraces the whole commercial and industrial life of a given stage
and, insofar, transcends the state and the nation, though, on the other
hand again, it must assert itself in its external relations as nationality
and internally must organise itself as state. The term “civil society”
emerged in the eighteenth century, when property relations had
already extricated themselves from the ancient and medieval com
munity. Civil society as such only develops with the bourgeoisie; the
social organisation evolving directly out of production and inter
course, which in all ages forms the basis of the state and of the rest of
the idealistic superstructure, has, however, always been designated by
the same name.
...How is it that personal interests always develop, against the will
of individuals, into class interests, into common interests which ac
quire independent existence in relation to the individual persons,
and in their independence assume the form of general interests? How
is it that as such they come into contradiction with the actual indi
viduals and in this contradiction, by which they are defined as general
interests, they can be conceived by consciousness as ideal and even
as religious, holy interests? How is it that in this process of private in
terests acquiring independent existence as class interests the personal
behaviour of the individual is bound to be objectified [sich versachlichen], estranged [sich entfremden], and at the same time exists as
a power independent of him and without him, created by intercourse,
and is transformed into social relations, into a series of powers which
determine and subordinate the individual, and which, therefore, ap
pear in the imagination as “holy” powers? Had Sancho understood
the fact that within the framework of definite modes o f production,
which, of course, are not dependent on the will, alien [fremde]
practical forces, which are independent not only of isolated individ
uals but even of all of them together, always come to stand above
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people-then he could be fairly indifferent as to whether this fact
is presented in a religious form or distorted in the fancy of the egoist,
above whom everything is placed in imagination, in such a way that
he places nothing above himself. Sancho would then have descended
from the realm of speculation into the realm of reality, from what
people fancy to what they actually are, from what they imagine to
how they act and are bound to act in definite circumstances. What
seems to him a product of thought, he would have understood to be
a product of life. He would not then have arrived at the absurdity
worthy of him—of explaining the division between personal and
general interests by saying that people imagine this division also
in a religious way and seem to themselves to be such and such, which
is, however, only another word for “imagining”.
Incidentally, even in the banal, petty-bourgeois German form in
which Sancho perceives the contradiction of personal and general
interests, he should have realised that individuals have always started
out from themselves, and could not do otherwise, and that therefore
the two aspects he noted are aspects of the personal development of
individuals; both are equally engendered by the empirical conditions
under which the individuals live, both are only expressions of one
and the same personal development of people and are therefore only
in seeming contradiction to each other. As regards the positiondetermined by the special circumstances of development and by
division of labour—which falls to the lot of the given individual,
whether he represents to a greater extent one or the other aspect of
the antithesis, whether he appears more as an egoist or more as self
less—that was a quite subordinate question, which could only acquire
any interest at all if it were raised in definite epochs of history in
relation to definite individuals. Otherwise this question could only
lead to morally false, charlatan phrases. But as a dogmatist Sancho
falls into error here and finds no other way out than by declaring
that the Sancho Panzas and Don Quixotes are born such, and that
then the Don Quixotes stuff all kinds of nonsense into the heads of
the Sanchos; as a dogmatist he seizes on one aspect, conceived in a
school-masterly manner, declares it to be characteristic of individuals
as such, and expresses his aversion to the other aspect. Therefore,
too, as a dogmatist, the other aspect appears to him partly as a mere
state o f mind, devoument,a partly as a mere “principle”, and not as
a relation necessarily arising from the preceding natural mode of life
of individuals. One has, therefore, only to “get this principle out of
one’s head”, although, according to Sancho’s ideology, it creates all
kinds of empirical things. Thus, for example, on page 180 “social
life, all sociability, all fraternity and all that ...was created by the
a Devotion, self-sacrifice.—Ed.
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life principle or social principle”. It is better the other way round:
life created the principle.
Communism is quite incomprehensible to our saint because the
communists do not oppose egoism to selflessness or selflessness to
egoism, nor do they express this contradiction theoretically either
in its sentimental or in its highflown ideological form; they rather
demonstrate its material source, with which it disappears of itself.
The communists do not preach morality at all, as Stirner does so
extensively. They do not put to people the moral demand: love one
another, do not be egoists, etc.; on the contrary, they are very well
aware that egoism, just as much as selflessness, is in definite circum
stances a necessary form of the self-assertion of individuals. Hence,
the communists by no means want, as Saint Max believes, and as his
loyal Dottore Graziano (Arnold Ruge) repeats after him (for which
Saint Max calls him “an unusually cunning and politic mind”, Wigand,
p. 19234), to do away with the “private individual” for the sake of
the “general”, selfless man. That is a figment of the imagination con
cerning which both of them could already have found the necessary
explanation in the Deutsch-Franzdsische Jahrbucher. Communist
theoreticians, the only communists who have time to devote to the
study of history, are distinguished precisely by the fact that they
alone have discovered that throughout history the “general interest”
is created by individuals who are defined as “private persons” . They
know that this contradiction is only a seeming one because one side
of it, what is called the “general interest” , is constantly being pro
duced by the other side, private interest, and in relation to the latter
it is by no means an independent force with an independent history—
so that this contradiction is in practice constantly destroyed and re
produced.. Hence it is not a question of the Hegelian “negative unity”
of two sides of a contradiction, but of the materially determined
destruction of the preceding materially determined mode of life
of individuals, with the disappearance of which this contradiction
together with its unity also disappears.
Thus we see how the “egoist in agreement with himself’ as op
posed to the “egoist in the ordinary sense” and the “selfless egoist”,
is based from the outset on an illusion about both of these and about
the real relations of real people. The representative of personal inter
ests is merely an “egoist in the ordinary sense” because of his neces
sary contradiction to communal interests which, within the existing
mode of production and intercourse, are given an independent
existence as general interests and are conceived and vindicated in the
form of ideal interests. The representative of the interests of the
community is merely “selfless” because of his opposition to personal
interests, fixed as private interests, and because the interests of the
community are defined as general and ideal interests.
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...[In general], it is an [absurdity to assume], as Saint [Max
does], that one could satisfy one [passion], apart from all others,
that one could satisfy it without at the same time satisfying one
self, the entire living individual. If this passion assumes an abstract,
isolated character, if it confronts me as an alien power, if, therefore,
the satisfaction of the individual appears as the one-sided satisfaction
of a single passion—this by no means depends on consciousness or
“good will” and least of all on lack of reflection on the concept of
this quality, as Saint Max imagines.
It depends not on consciousness, but on being, not on thought,
but on life; it depends on the individual’s empirical development and
manifestation of life, which in turn depends on the conditions obtain
ing in the world. If the circumstances in which the individual lives
allow him only the [one]-sided development of one quality at the
expense of all the rest, [if] they give him the material and time to
develop only that one quality, then this individual achieves only a
one-sided, crippled development. No moral preaching avails here.
And the manner in which this one, pre-eminently favoured quality
develops depends again, on the one hand, on the material available
for its development and, on the other hand, on the degree and manner
in which the other qualities are suppressed. Precisely because thought,
for example, is the thought of a particular, definite individual, it
remains his definite thought, determined by his individuality and the
conditions in which he lives. The thinking individual therefore has no
need to resort to prolonged reflection about thought as such in order
to declare that his thought is his own thought, his property; from
the outset it is his own, peculiarly determined thought and it was
precisely his peculiarity which [in the case of Saint] Sancho [was
found to be] the “opposite” of this, a peculiarity which is peculiarity
“as such”. In the case of an individual, for example, whose life em
braces a wide circle of varied activities and practical relations to the
world, and who, therefore, lives a many-sided life, thought has the same character of universality as every other manifestation of his
life. Consequently, it neither becomes fixed in the form of abstract
thought nor does it need complicated tricks of reflection when the
individual passes from thought to some other manifestation of life.
From the outset it is always a factor in the total life of the individual,
one which disappears and is reproduced as required.
...We have already seen above how Saint Sancho separates the
ideas of individuals from the conditions of their life, from their
practical collisions and contradictions, in order then to transform
them into the holy. Now these ideas appear in the form of designa
tion, vocation, task. For Saint Sancho vocation has a double form;
firstly as the vocation which others choose for me—examples of which
we have already had above in the case of the newspapers that are
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full of politics and the prisons that our saint mistook for houses of
moral correction.a Afterwards vocation appears also as a vocation
in which the individual himself believes. If the ego is divorced from
all its empirical conditions of life, its activity, the conditions of its
existence, if it is separated from the world that forms its basis and
from its own body, then, of course, it has no other vocation and
no other designation than that of representing the^aius of the logical
proposition and to assist Saint Sancho in arriving at the equations
given above. In the real world, on the other hand, where individuals
have needs, they thereby already have a vocation and task', and at the
outset it is still immaterial whether they make this their vocation in
their imagination as well. It is clear, however, that because the in
dividuals possess consciousness they form an idea of this vocation
which their empirical existence has given them and, thus, furnish Saint
Sancho with the opportunity of seizing on the word vocation, that
is, on the mental expression of their actual conditions of life, and of
leaving out of account these conditions of life themselves. The pro
letarian, for example, who like every human being has the vocation
of satisfying his needs and who is not in a position to satisfy even the
needs that he has in common with all human beings, the proletarian
whom the necessity to work a 14-hour day debases to the level of a
beast of burden, whom competition degrades to a mere thing, an
article of trade, who from his position as a mere productive force,
the sole position left to him, is squeezed out by other, more power
ful productive forces—this proletarian is, if only for these reasons,
confronted with the real task of revolutionising his conditions. He
can, of course, imagine this to be his “vocation”, he can also, if he
likes to engage in propaganda, express his “vocation” by saying that
to do this or that is the human vocation of the proletarian, the more
so since his position does not even allow him to satisfy the needs
arising directly from his human nature. Saint Sancho does not concern
himself with the reality underlying this idea, with the practical aim
of this proletarian—he clings to the word “vocation” and declares it
to be the holy, and the proletarian to be a servant of the holy—the
easiest way of considering himself superior and “proceeding further”.
Particularly in the relations that have existed hitherto, when one
class always ruled, when the conditions of life of an individual always
coincided with the conditions of life of a class, when, therefore, the
practical task of each newly emerging class was bound to appear to
a [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript: ] We have already
earlier discussed at length this kind of vocation where one of the conditions of
the life of a class is singled out by the individuals constituting this class and put
forward as a general demand to all men, where the bourgeois makes politics
and morals, the existence of which is indispensable to him, the vocation of all
men.

156 KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

each of its members as a universal task, and when each class could
actually overthrow its predecessor only by liberating the individuals
of all classes from certain chains which had hitherto fettered them—
under these circumstances it was essential that the task of the indi
vidual members of a class striving for domination should be described
as a universal human task.
Incidentally, when for example the bourgeois tells the proletarian
that his, the proletarian’s, human task is to work fourteen hours a day,
the proletarian is quite justified in replying in the same language that
on the contrary his task is to overthrow the entire bourgeois system.
...The material life of individuals, which by no means depends
merely on their “will”, their mode of production and form of inter
course, which mutually determine each other—this is the real basis
of the state and remains so at all the stages at which division of labour
and private property are still necessary, quite independently of the
will of individuals. These actual relations are in no way created by
the state power; on the contrary they are the power creating it. The
individuals who rule in these conditions—leaving aside the fact that
their power must assume the form of the state—have to give their will,
which is determined by these definite conditions, a universal expres
sion as the will of the state, as law, an expression whose content is
always determined by the relations of this class, as the civil and crim
inal law demonstrates in the clearest possible way. Just as the weight
of their bodies does not depend on their idealistic will or on their
arbitrary decision, so also the fact that they enforce their own will
in the form of law, and at the same time make it independent of the
personal arbitrariness of each individual among them, does not depend
on their idealistic will. Their personal rule must at the same time
assume the form of average rule. Their personal power is based on
conditions of life which as they develop are common to many indi
viduals, and the continuance of which they, as ruling individuals,
have to maintain against others and, at the same time, to maintain
that they hold good for everybody. The expression of this will, which
is determined by their common interests, is the law. It is precisely
because individuals who are independent of one another assert them
selves and their own will, and because on this basis their attitude to
one another is bound to be egoistical, that self-denial is made neces
sary in law and right, self-denial in the exceptional case, and selfassertion of their interests in the average case (which, therefore, not
they, but only the “egoist in agreement with himself’ regards as
self-denial). The same applies to the classes which are ruled, whose
will plays just as small a part in determining the existence of law
and the state. For example, so long as the productive forces are still
insufficiently developed to make competition superfluous, and there
fore would give rise to competition over and over again, for so long
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the classes which are ruled would be wanting the impossible if they
had the “will” to abolish competition and with it the state and the
law. Incidentally, too, it is only in the imagination of the ideologist
that this “will” arises before relations have developed far enough to
make the emergence of such a will possible. After relations have
developed sufficiently to produce it, the ideologist is able to imagine
this will as being purely arbitrary and therefore as conceivable at all
times and under all circumstances.
Like right, so crime, i.e., the struggle of the isolated individual
against the predominant relations, is not the result of pure arbitra
riness. On the contrary, it depends on the same conditions as that
domination. The same visionaries who see in right and law the domi
nation of some independently existing general will can see in crime
the mere violation of right and law. Hence the state does not exist
owing to the dominant will, but the state, which arises from the ma
terial mode of life of individuals, has also the form of a dominant
will. If the latter loses its domination, it means that not only the will
has changed but also the material existence and life of the individuals,
and only for that reason has their will changed. It is possible for rights
and laws to be “inherited”,3 but in that case they are no longer
dominant, but nominal, of which striking examples are furnished
by the history of ancient Roman law and English law. We saw ear
lier how a theory and history of pure thought could arise among
philosophers owing to the separation of ideas from the individuals
and their empirical relations which serve as the basis of these ideas.
...Sancho is again unlucky with his practical examples. He thinks
that “no one can compose your music for you, complete the sketches
for your paintings. No one can do Raphael’s works for him” . San
cho could surely have known, however, that it was not Mozart him
self, but someone else who composed the greater part of Mozart’s
Requiem and finished it, and that Raphael himself “completed”
only an insignificant part of his own frescoes.
He imagines that the so-called organisers of labour35 wanted to
organise the entire activity of each individual, and yet it is precisely
they who distinguish between directly productive labour, which has
to be organised, and labour which is not directly productive. In regard
to the latter, however, it was not their view, as Sancho imagines, that
each should do the work of Raphael, but that anyone in whom there
is a potential Raphael should be able to develop without hindrance.
Sancho imagines that Raphael produced his pictures independently of
the division of labour that existed in Rome at the time. If he were to
a Paraphrase of a passage from Goethe’s Faust, I. Teil, 2. “Studierzimmerszene”, where Mephistopheles says: “Laws and rights are inherited like an eter
nal malady.”—Ed.
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compare Raphael with Leonardo da Vinci and Titian, he would see
how greatly Raphael’s works of art depended on the flourishing of
Rome at that time, which occurred under Florentine influence, while
the works of Leonardo depended on the state of things in Florence,
and the works of Titian, at a later period, depended on the totally
different development of Venice. Raphael as much as any other artist
was determined by the technical advances in art made before him, by
the organisation of society and the division of labour in his locality,
and, finally, by the division of labour in all the countries with which
his locality had intercourse. Whether an individual like Raphael
succeeds in developing his talent depends wholly on demand, which in
turn depends on the division of labour and the conditions of human
culture resulting from it.
In proclaiming the uniqueness of work in science and art, Stimer
adopts a position far inferior to that of the bourgeoisie. At the present
time it has already been found necessary to organise this “unique”
activity. Horace Vernet would not have had time to paint even a tenth
of his pictures if he regarded them as works which “only this unique
person is capable of producing”. In Paris, the great demand for vaude
villes and novels brought about the organisation of work for their
production; this organisation at any rate yields something better than
its “unique” competitors in Germany. In astronomy, people like
Arago, Herschel, Encke and Bessel considered it necessary to organise
joint observations and only after that obtained some moderately good
results. In historical science, it is absolutely impossible for the
“unique” to achieve anything at all, and in this field, too, the French
long ago surpassed all other nations thanks to organisation of labour.
Incidentally, it is self-evident that all these organisations based on
modern division of labour still lead to extremely limited results,
and they represent a step forward only compared with the previous
narrow isolation.
Moreover, it must be specially emphasised that Sancho confuses
the organisation of labour with communism and is even surprised that
“communism” gives him no reply to his doubts about this organi
sation. Just like a Gascon village lad is surprised that Arago cannot
tell him on which star God Almighty has built his throne.
The exclusive concentration of artistic talent in particular in
dividuals, and its suppression in the broad mass which is bound up
with this, is a consequence of division of labour. Even if in certain
social conditions, everyone were an excellent painter, that would
by no means >exclude the possibility of each of them being also an
original painter, so that here too the difference between “human” and
“unique” labour amounts to sheer nonsense. In any case, with a
communist organisation of society, there disappears the subordination
of the artist to local and national narrowness, which arises entirely
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from division of labour, and also the subordination of the individual
to some definite art, making him exclusively a painter, sculptor, etc.;
the very name amply expresses the narrowness of his professional
development and his dependence on division of labour. In a com
munist society there are no painters but only people who engage
in painting among other activities.
Sancho’s organisation of labour shows clearly how much all these
philosophical knights of “substance” content themselves with mere
phrases. The subordination of “substance” to the “subject” about
which they all talk so grandiloquently, the reduction of “substance”
which governs the “subject” to a mere “accident” of this subject,
is revealed to be mere “empty talk”.a Hence they wisely refrain from
examining division of labour, material production and material inter
course, which in fact make individuals subordinate to definite rela
tions and modes of activity.
...The philosophy which preaches enjoyment is as old in Europe
as the Cyrenaic school. Just as in antiquity it was the Greeks who
were the protagonists of this philosophy, so in modem times it is the
French, and indeed for the same reason, because their temperament
and their society made them most capable of enjoyment. The philos
ophy of enjoyment was never anything but the clever language of
certain social circles who had the privilege of enjoyment. Apart from
the fact that the manner and content of their enjoyment was always
determined by the whole structure of the rest of society and suffered
from all its contradictions, this philosophy became a mere phrase as
soon as it began to lay claim to a universal character and proclaimed
itself the outlook on life of society as a whole. It sank then to the
level of edifying moralising, to a sophistical palliation of existing
society, or it was transformed into its opposite, by declaring com
pulsory asceticism to be enjoyment.
In modem times the philosophy of enjoyment arose with the de
cline of feudalism and with the transformation of the feudal landed
nobility into the pleasure-loving and extravagant nobles of the court
under the absolute monarchy. Among these nobles this philosophy
still has largely the form of a direct, naive outlook on life which
.finds expression in memoirs, poems, novels, etc. It only becomes a
a [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] If Sancho had
taken his phrases seriously he would have had to analyse the division of labour.
But he wisely refrained from doing this and unhesitatingly accepted the exist
ing division of labour in order to exploit it for his “union”. A closer examina
tion of the subject would, of course, have shown him that the division of labour
is not abolished by “getting it out of one’s head”. The fight of the philosophers
against “substance” and their utter disregard of the division of labour, the
material basis which has given rise to the phantom of substance, merely prove
that for these heroes it is a matter only of abolishing phrases and by no means
of changing the conditions from which these phrases were bound to arise.
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real philosophy in the hands of a few writers of the revolutionary
bourgeoisie, who, on the one hand, participated in the culture and
mode of life of the court nobility and, on the other hand, shared
the more general outlook of the bourgeoisie, based on the more
general conditions of existence of this class. This philosophy was,
therefore, accepted by both classes, although from totally different
points of view. Whereas among the nobility this language was restrict
ed exclusively to its estate and to the conditions of life of this estate,
it was given a generalised character by the bourgeoisie and addressed
to every individual without distinction. The conditions of life of these
individuals were thus disregarded and the theory of enjoyment there
by transformed into an insipid and hypocritical moral doctrine.
When, in the course of further development, the nobility was over
thrown and the bourgeoisie brought into conflict with its opposite,
the proletariat, the nobility became devoutly religious, and the
bourgeoisie solemnly moral and strict in its theories, or else suc
cumbed to the above-mentioned hypocrisy, although the nobility in
practice by no means renounced enjoyment, while among the bour
geoisie enjoyment even assumed an official, economic form—that of
luxury.a
It was only possible to discover the connection between the kinds
of enjoyment open to individuals at any particular time and the class
relations in which they live, and the conditions of production and
a [The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript:] In the Middle
Ages the pleasures were strictly classified; each estate had its own distinct forms
of pleasure and its distinct manner of enjoyment. The nobility was the estate
privileged to devote itself exclusively to pleasure, while the separation of work
and enjoyment already existed for the bourgeoisie and pleasure was subordina
ted to work. The serfs, the class destined exclusively to labour, had only ex
tremely few and restricted pleasures, which came their way mostly by chance,
depended on the whim of their masters and other contingencies, and are hardly
worth considering.
Under the rule of the bourgeoisie the nature of the pleasures depended on
the classes of society. The pleasures of the bourgeoisie are determined by the
material brought forth by this class at various stages of its development and
they have acquired the tedious character which they still retain from the indi
viduals and from the continuous subordination of pleasure to money-making.
The present crude form of proletarian pleasure is due, on the one hand, to the
long working hours, which led to the utmost intensification of the need for
enjoyment, and, on the other hand, to the restriction-both qualitative and
quantitative-of the means of pleasure accessible to the proletarian.
In general, the pleasures of all hitherto existing estates and classes had to be
either childish, exhausting or crude, because they were always completely di
vorced from the vital activity, the real content of the life of the individuals,
and more or less reduced to imparting an illusory content to a meaningless ac
tivity. The hitherto existing forms of enjoyment could, of course, only be cri
ticised when the contradiction between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat had
developed to such an extent that the existing mode of production and inter
course could be criticised as well.
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intercourse which give rise to these relations, the narrowness of the
hitherto existing forms of enjoyment, which were outside the actual
content of the life of people and in contradiction to it, the connection
between every philosophy of enjoyment and the enjoyment actually
present and the hypocrisy of such a philosophy which treated all
individuals without distinction—it was, of course, only possible to
discover all this when it became possible to criticise the conditions
of production and intercourse in the hitherto existing world, i.e.,
when the contradiction between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat
had given rise to communist and socialist views.
...In reality, of course, what happened was that people won free
dom for themselves each time to the extent that was dictated and
permitted not by their ideal of man, but by the existing productive
forces. All emancipation carried through hitherto has been based,
however, on restricted productive forces. The production which these
productive forces could provide was insufficient for the whole of so
ciety and made development possible only if some persons satisfied
their needs at the expense of others, and therefore some—the minor
ity-obtained the monopoly of development, while others—the major
ity-owing to the constant struggle to satisfy their most essential
needs, were for the time being (i.e., until the creation of new revolu
tionary productive forces) excluded from any development. Thus,
society has hitherto always developed within the framework of a
contradiction—in antiquity the contradiction between free men and
slaves, in the Middle Ages that between nobility and serfs, in modem
times that between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. This explains,
on the one hand, the abnormal, “inhuman” way in which the oppres
sed class satisfies its needs, and, on the other hand, the narrow limits
within which intercourse, and with it the whole ruling class, develops.
Hence this restricted character of development consists not only in
the exclusion of one class from development, but also in the narrow
mindedness of the excluding class, and the “inhuman” is to fie found
also within the ruling class. This so-called “inhuman” is just as much
a product of present-day relations as the “human” is; it is their neg
ative aspect, the rebellion—which is not based on any new revolu
tionary productive force—against the prevailing relations brought
about by the existing productive forces, and against the way of
satisfying needs that corresponds to these relations. The positive
expression “human” corresponds to the definite relations predomi
nant at a certain stage of production and to the way of satisfying
needs determined by them, just as the negative expression “inhuman”
corresponds to the attempt to negate these predominant relations and
the way of satisfying needs prevailing under them without changing
the existing mode of production, an attempt that this stage of pro
duction daily engenders afresh.
6-773
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...Individuals have always and in all circumstances “proceeded from
themselves”, but since they were not unique in the sense of not need
ing any connections with one another, and since their needs, conse
quently their nature, and the method of satisfying their needs, con
nected them with one another (relations between the sexes, exchange,
division of labour), they had to enter into relations with one another.
Moreover, since they entered into intercourse with one another not
as pure egos, but as individuals at a definite stage of development
of their productive forces and requirements, and since this inter
course, in its turn, determined production and needs, it was, there
fore, precisely the personal, individual behaviour of individuals, their
behaviour to one another as individuals, that created the existing re
lations and daily reproduces them anew. They entered into inter
course with one another as what they were, they proceeded “from
themselves”, as they were, irrespective of their “outlook on life”.
This “outlook on life”—even the warped one of the philosophers—
could, of course, only be determined by their actual life. Hence it
certainly follows that the development of an individual is determined
by the development of all the others with whom he is directly or in
directly associated, and that the different generations of individuals
entering into relation with one another are connected with one
another, that the physical existence of the later generations is deter
mined by that of their predecessors, and that these later generations
inherit the productive forces and forms of intercourse accumulated
by their predecessors, their own mutual relations being determined
thereby. In short, it is clear that development takes place and that
the history of a single individual cannot possibly be separated from
the history of preceding or contemporary individuals, but is deter
mined by this history.
The transformation of the individual relationship into its op
posite, a purely material relationship, the distinction of individuality
and fortuity by the individuals themselves, is a historical process, as we
have already shown, and at different stages of development it assumes
different, ever sharper and more universal forms. In the present epoch,
the domination of material relations over individuals, and the suppres
sion of individuality by fortuitous circumstances, has assumed its
sharpest and most universal form, thereby setting existing individuals
a very definite task. It has set them the task of replacing the domina
tion of circumstances and of chance over individuals by the domination
of individuals over chance and circumstances. It has not, as Sancho
imagines, put forward the demand that “I should develop myself’,
which up to now every individual has done without Sancho’s good
advice; it has on the contrary called for liberation from a quite definite
mode of development. This task, dictated by present-day relations,
coincides with the task of organising society in a communist way.

THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY 163

We have already shown above that the abolition of a state of affairs
in which relations become independent of individuals, in which in
dividuality is subservient to chance and the personal relations of in
dividuals are subordinated to general class relations, etc—that the
abolition of this state of affairs is determined in the final analysis by
the abolition of division of labour. We have also shown that tjie
abolition of division of labour is determined by tke development of
intercourse and productive forces to such a degree of universality that
private property and division of labour become fetters on them. We
have further shown that private property can be abolished only on
condition of an all-round development of individuals, precisely be
cause the existing form of intercourse and the existing productive
forces are all-embracing and only individuals that are developing in an
all-round fashion can appropriate them, i.e., can turn them into free
manifestations of their lives. We have shown that at the present time
individuals must abolish private property, because the productive forces
and forms of intercourse have developed so far that, under the domina
tion of private property, they have become destructive forces, and be
cause the contradiction between the classes has reached its extreme
limit. Finally, we have shown that the abolition of private property
and of the division of labour is itself the association of individuals on
the basis created by modem productive forces and world intercourse.
Within communist society, the only society in which the genuine
and free development of individuals ceases to be a mere phrase, this
development is determined precisely by the connection of individuals,
a connection which consists partly in the economic prerequisites and
partly in the necessary solidarity of the free development of all, and,
finally, in the universal character of the activity of individuals on the
basis of the existing productive forces. We are, therefore, here con
cerned with individuals at a definite historical stage of development
and by no means merely with individuals chosen at random, even
disregarding the indispensable communist revolution, which itself is
a general condition for their free development. The individuals’
consciousness of their mutual relations will, of course, likewise be
completely changed, and, therefore, will no more be the “principle
of love” or devoument than it will be egoism...
Written in 1845-1846
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FREDERICK ENGELS
DRAFT
OF A COMMUNIST CONFESSION
OF FAITH36

Question 1: Are you a Communist?
Answer: Yes.
Question 2: What is the aim o f the Communists?
Answer: To organise society in such a way that every member of it
can develop and use all his capabilities and powers in com
plete freedom and without thereby infringing the basic
conditions of this society.
Question 3: How do you wish to achieve this aim?
Answer: By the elimination of private property and its replacement
by community of property.
Question 4: On what do you base your community o f property?
Answer: Firstly, on the mass of productive forces and means of sub
sistence resulting from the development of industry, agri
culture, trade and colonisation, and on the possibility inher
ent in machinery, chemical and other resources of their in
finite extension.
Secondly, on the fact that in the consciousness or feeling
of every individual there exist certain irrefutable basic prin
ciples which, being the result of the whole of historical
development, require no proof.
Question 5: What are such principles?
Answer: For example, every individual strives to be happy. The happi
ness of the individual is inseparable from the happiness of’
all, etc.
Question 6: How do you wish to prepare the way for your com
munity o f property? .
Answer: By enlightening and uniting the proletariat.
Question 7: What is the proletariat?
Answer: The proletariat is that class of society which lives exclusively
by its labour and not on the profit from any kind of capital;
that class whose weal and woe, whose life and death, there
fore, depend on the alternation of times of good and bad
business; in a word, on the fluctuations of competition.
Question 8: Then there have not always been proletariansI
Answer: No. There have always been poor and working classes; and
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those who worked were almost always the poor. But there
have not always been proletarians, just as competition has
not always been free.
Question 9: How did the proletariat arise?
Answer: The proletariat came into being as a result of the introduc
tion of the machines which have been invented since the
middle of the last century and the most important of which
are: the steam-engine, the spinning machine' and the power
loom. These machines, which were very expensive and could
therefore only be purchased by rich people, supplanted the
workers of the time, because by the use of machinery it was
possible to produce commodities more quickly and cheaply
than could the workers with their imperfect spinning wheels
and hand-looms. The machines thus delivered industry entire
ly into the hands of the big capitalists and rendered the
workers’ scanty property which consisted mainly of their
tools, looms, etc., quite worthless, so that the capitalist was
left with everything, the worker with nothing. In this way
the factory system was introduced. Once the capitalists saw
how advantageous this was for them, they sought to extend
it to more and more branches of labour. They divided work
more and more between the workers so that workers who
formerly had made a whole article now produced only a part
of it. Labour simplified in this way produced goods more
quickly and therefore more cheaply and only now was it
found in almost every branch of labour that here also ma
chines could be used. As soon as any branch of labour went
over to factory production it ended up, just as in the case
of spinning and weaving, in the hands of the big capitalists,
and the workers were deprived of the last remnants of their
independence.
v We have gradually arrived at the position where almost
all branches of labour are run on a factory basis. This has
increasingly brought about the ruin of the previously existing
middle class, especially of the small master craftsmen, com
pletely transformed the previous position of the workers,
and two new classes which are gradually swallowing up all
other classes have come into being, namely:
I. The class of the big capitalists, who in all advanced
countries are in almost exclusive possession of the means of
subsistence and those means (machines, factories, workshops,
etc.) by which these means of subsistence are produced.
This is the bourgeois class, or the bourgeoisie.
II. The class of the completely propertyless, who are
compelled to sell their labour to the first class, the bourgeois,
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simply to obtain from them in return their means of sub
sistence. Since the parties to this trading in labour are not
equal, but the bourgeois have the advantage, the propertyless
must submit to the bad conditions laid down by the bour
geois. This class, dependent on the bourgeois, is called the
class of the proletarians or the proletariat.
Question 10: In what way does the proletarian differ from the slave?
Answer: The slave is sold once and for all, the proletarian has to sell
himself by the day and by the hour. The slave is the property
of one master and for that very reason has a guaranteed
subsistence, however wretched it may be. The proletarian is,
so to speak, the slave of the entire bourgeois class, not of
one master, and therefore has no guaranteed subsistence,
since nobody buys his labour if he does not need it. The
slave is accounted a thing and not a member of civil society.
The proletarian is recognised as a person, as a member of
civil society. The slave may, therefore, have a better sub
sistence than the proletarian but the latter stands at a higher
stage of development. The slave frees himself by becoming
a proletarian, abolishing from the totality of property rela
tionships only the relationship of slavery. The proletarian
can free himself only by abolishing property in general.
Question 11: In what way does the proletarian differ from the serf?
Answer: The serf has the use of a piece of land, that is, of an instru
ment of production, in return for handing over a greater or
lesser portion of the yield. The proletarian works with in
struments of production which belong to someone else who,
in return for his labour, hands over to him a portion, deter
mined by competition, of the products. In the case of the
serf, the share of the labourer is determined by his own
labour, that is, by himself. In the case of the proletarian it
is determined by competition, therefore in the first place
by the bourgeois. The serf has guaranteed subsistence, the
proletarian has not. The serf frees himself by driving out his
feudal lord and becoming a property owner himself, thus
entering into competition and joining for the time being the
possessing class, the privileged class. The proletarian frees
himself by doing away with property, competition, and all
class differences.
Question 12: In what way does the proletarian differ from the hand
icraftsman?
Answer: As opposed to the proletarian, the so-called handicraftsman,
who still existed nearly everywhere during the last century
and still exists here and there, is at most a temporary pro
letarian. His aim is to acquire capital himself and so to ex
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ploit other workers. He can often achieve this aim where
the craft guilds still exist or where freedom to follow a trade
has not yet led to the organisation of handwork on a factory
basis and to intense competition. But as soon as the factory
system is introduced into handwork and competition is in
full swing, this prospect is eliminated and the handicrafts
man becomes more and more a proletalian. The handicrafts
man therefore frees himself either by becoming a bourgeois
or in general passing over into the middle class, or, by be
coming a proletarian as a result of competition (as now hap
pens in most cases) and joining the movement of the pro
letariat—i.e., the more or less conscious communist move
ment.
Question 13: Then you do not believe that community o f property
has been possible at any time?
Answer: No. Communism has only arisen since machinery and other
inventions made it possible to hold out the prospect of an
all-sided development, a happy existence, for all members of
society. Communism is the theory of a liberation which was
not possible for the slaves, the serfs, or the handicraftsmen,
but only for the proletarians and hence it belongs of neces
sity to the 19th century and was not possible in any earlier
period.
Question 14: Let us go back to the sixth question. As you wish
to prepare for community o f property by the enlighten
ing and uniting of the proletariat, then you reject revolu
tion?
Answer: We are convinced not only of the uselessness but even of
the harmfulness of all conspiracies. We are also aware that
revolutions are not made deliberately and arbitrarily but
that everywhere and at all times they are the necessary con
sequence of circumstances which are not in any way what
ever dependent either on the will or on the leadership of
individual parties or of whole classes. But we also see that the
development of the proletariat in almost all countries of the
world is forcibly repressed by the possessing classes and that
thus a revolution is being forcibly worked for by the op
ponents of communism. If, in the end, the oppressed prole
tariat is thus driven iiito a revolution, then we will defend
the cause of the proletariat just as well by our deeds as now
by our words.
Question 15: Do you intend to replace the existing social order by
community o f property at one stroke?
Answer: We have no such intention. The development of the masses
cannot be ordered by decree. It is determined by the devel
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opment of the conditions in which these masses live, and
therefore proceeds gradually.
Question 16: How do you think the transition from the present
situation to community o f property is to be effected?
Answer: The first, fundamental condition for the introduction of
community of property is the political liberation of the
proletariat through a democratic constitution.
Question 17: What will be your first measure once you have estab
lished democracy?
Answer: Guaranteeing the subsistence of the proletariat.
Question 18: How will you do this?
Answer: I. By limiting private property in such a way that it gradual
ly prepares the way for its transformation into social
property, e.g., by progressive taxation, limitation of the
right of inheritance in favour of the state, etc., etc.
II. By employing workers in national workshops and facto
ries and on national estates.
III. By educating all children at the expense of the state.
Question 19: How will you arrange this kind o f education during
the period o f transition?
Answer: All children will be educated in state establishments from
the time when they can do without the first maternal care.
Question 20: Will not the introduction o f community o f property
be accompanied by the proclamation o f the community o f
women?
Answer: By no means. We will only interfere in the personal relation
ship between men and women or with the family in general
to the extent that the maintenance of the existing insti
tution would disturb the new social order. Besides, we are
well aware that the family relationship has been modified in
the course of history by the property relationships and by
periods of development, and that consequently the ending
of private property will alsoiiave a most important influence
on it.
Question 21: Will nationalities continue to exist under communism?
Answer: The nationalities of the peoples who join together according
to the principle of community will be just as much compel
led by this union to merge with one another and thereby
supersede themselves as the various differences between
estates and classes disappear through the superseding of
their basis—private property.
Question 22: Do Communists reject the existing religions?
Answer: All religions, which have existed hitherto were expressions of
historical stages of development of individual peoples or
groups of peoples. But communism is that stage of historical
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development which makes all existing religions superfluous
and supersedes them.a
In the name and on the mandate of the Congress.
Secretary:
President:
Heideb
tKarl SchilF
London, June 9,1847

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 6, pp, 96-103

a .o

Here the text written in Engels’ hand ends. —Ed.
Alias of Wilhelm Wolff in the League of the Just.—Ed.
c Alias of Karl Schapper in the League of the Just.—Ed.

FREDERICK ENGELS
From
PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNISM37

...Question 13: What conclusions can be drawn from these reg
ularly recurring trade crises?
Answer: Firstly, that although in the initial stages of its develop
ment large-scale industry itself created free competition, it has now
nevertheless outgrown free competition; that competition and in
general the carrying on of industrial production by individuals have
become a fetter upon large-scale industry which it must and will
break; that large-scale industry, so long as it is conducted on its pres
ent basis, can only survive through a general confusion repeating
itself every seven years which each time threatens all civilisation,
not merely plunging the proletarians into misery but also ruining a
great number of bourgeois; therefore that either large-scale industry
itself must be given up, which is utterly impossible, or that it absolute
ly necessitates a completely new organisation of society, in which
industrial production is no longer directed by individual factory
owners, competing one against the other, but by the whole of society
according to a fixed plan and according to the needs of all.
Secondly, that large-scale industry and the unlimited expansion of
production which it makes possible can bring into being a social order
in which so much of all the necessities of life will be produced that
every member of society will thereby be enabled to develop and
exercise all his powers and abilities in perfect freedom. Thus, precisely
that quality of large-scale industry which in present society produces
all misery and all trade crises is the very quality which under a differ
ent social organisation will destroy that same misery and these disas
trous fluctuations.
Thus it is most clearly proved:
1. that from now on all these ills are to be attributed only to the
social order which no longer corresponds to the existing conditions;
2. that the means are available to abolish these ills completely
through a new social order.
Question 14: What kind of new social order will this have to be?
Answer: Above all, it will have to take the running of industry and
all branches of production in general out of the hands of separate
individuals competing with each other and instead will have to ensure
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that all these branches of production are run by society as a whole,
i.e., for the social good, according to a social plan and with the partic
ipation of all members of society. It will therefore do away with com
petition and replace it by association. Since the running of industry
by individuals had private ownership as its necessary consequence and
since competition is nothing but the manner in which industry is run
by individual private owners, private ownership cannot be separated
from the individual running of industry and competition. Hence,
private ownership will also have to be abolished, and in its stead there
will be common use of all the inftruments of production and the
distribution of all products by common agreement, or the so-called
community of property. The abolition of private ownership is indeed
the most succinct and characteristic summary of the transformation
of the entire social system necessarily following from the development
of industry, and it is therefore rightly put forward by the Commu
nists as their main demand.
...Question 20: What will be the consequences of the final aboli
tion of private ownership?
Answer: Above all, through society’s taking out of the hands of
the private capitalists the use of all the productive forces and means
of communication as well as the exchange and distribution of prod
ucts and managing them according to a plan corresponding to the
means available and the needs of the whole of society, all the evil
consequences of the present running of large-scale industry will be
done away with. There will be an end of crises; the extended produc
tion, which under the present system of society means overproduction
and is such a great cause of misery, will then not even be adequate
and will have to be expanded much further. Instead of creating
misery, overproduction beyond the immediate needs of society wifi
mean the satisfaction of the needs of all, create new needs and at the
same time the means to satisfy them. It will be the condition and the
cause of new advances, and it will achieve these advances without
thereby, as always hitherto, bringing the order of society into con
fusion. Once liberated from the pressure of private ownership, largescale industry will develop on a scale that will make its present level
of development seem as paltry as seems the manufacturing system
compared with the large-scale industry of our time. This development
of industry will provide society with a sufficient quantity of products
to satisfy the needs of all. Similarly agriculture, which is also hindered
by the pressure of private ownership and the parcelling of land from
introducing the improvements already available and scientific advance
ments, will be given a quite new impulse, and place at society’s
disposal an ample quantity of products. Thus society will produce
enough products to be able so to arrange distribution that the needs
of all its members will be satisfied. The division of society into various
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antagonistic classes will thereby become superfluous. Not only will it
become superfluous, it is even incompatible with the new social order.
Classes came into existence through the division of labour and the
division of labour in its hitherto existing form will entirely disappear.
For in order to bring industrial and agricultural production to the
level described, mechanical and chemical aids alone are not enough;
the abilities of the people who set these aids in motion must also be
developed to a corresponding degree. Just as in the last century the
peasants and the manufactory workers changed their entire way of
life, and themselves became quite different people when they were
drawn into large-scale industry, so also will the common management
of production by the whole of society and the resulting new devel
opment 'of production require and also produce quite different
people. The common management of production cannot be effected
by people as they are today, each one being assigned to a single
branch of production, shackled to it, exploited by it,-each having
developed only one of his abilities at the cost of all the others and
knowing only one branch, or only a branch of a branch of the total
production. Even present-day industry finds less and less use for such
people. Industry carried on in common and according to plan by the
whole of society presupposes moreover people of all-round devel
opment, capable of surveying the entire system of production. Thus
the division of labour making one man a peasant, another a shoe
maker, a third a factory worker, a fourth a stockjobber, which has al
ready been undermined by machines, will completely disappear. Edu
cation will enable young people quickly to go through the whole
system of production, it will enable them to pass from one branch of
industry to another according to the needs of society or their own
inclinations. It will therefore free them from that one-sidedness which
the present division of labour stamps on each one of them. Thus the
communist organisation of society will give its members the chance
of an all-round exercise of abilities that have received all-round
development. With this, the various classes will necessarily disap
pear. Thus the communist organisation of society is, on the one hand,
incompatible with the existence of classes and, on the other, the
very establishment of this society furnishes the means to do away
with these class differences.
It follows from this that the antagonism between town and coun
try will likewise disappear. The carrying on of agriculture and in
dustrial production by the same people, instead of by two different
classes, is already for purely material reasons an essential condition
of communist association. The scattering of the agricultural popu
lation over the countryside, along with the crowding of the industrial
population into the big towns, is a state which corresponds only to
an undeveloped stage of agriculture and industry, an obstacle to all
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further development which is already now making itself very keenly
felt.
The general association of all members of society for the common
and planned exploitation of the productive forces, the expansion of
production to a degree where it will satisfy the needs of all, the ter
mination of the condition where the needs of some are satisfied at
the expense of others, the complete annihilation of classes and their
antagonisms, the all-round development of the abilities of all the
members of society through doing away with the hitherto existing
division of labour, through industrial education, through change of
activity, through the participation of all in the enjoyments provided
by all, through the merging of town and country—such are the main
results of the abolition of private property.
Question 21: What influence will the communist order of society
have upon the family?
Answer: It will make the relation between the sexes a purely
private relation which concerns only the persons involved, and in
which society has no call to interfere. It is able to do this because it
abolishes private property and educates children communally, thus
destroying the twin foundation of hitherto existing marriage—the
dependence through private property of the wife upon the husband
and of the children upon the parents. Here also is the answer to the
outcry of moralising philistines against the communist community
of women. Community of women is a relationship that belongs al
together to bourgeois society and is completely realised today in
prostitution. But prostitution is rooted in private property and falls
with it. Thus instead of introducing the community of women,
communist organisation puts an end to it...
Written at the end of
October-November, 1847

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 6, pp. 347-48, 35254

KARL MARX

From
SPEECH ON THE QUESTION
OF FREE TRADE

...So long as you let the relation of wages-labor to capital exist,
no matter how favorable the conditions under which you accomplish
the exchange of commodities, there will always be a class which ex
ploits and a class which is exploited. It is really difficult to under
stand the presumption of the Free Traders who imagine that the more
advantageous application of capital will abolish the antagonisms
between industrial capitalist and wage-workers. On the contrary. The
only result will be that the antagonism of these two classes will stand
out more clearly.
Let us assume for a moment that there are no more Com Laws38
or national and municipal import duties; that in a word all the ac
cidental circumstances which to-day the workingman may look upon
as a cause of his miserable condition have vanished, and we shall have
removed so many curtains that hide from his eyes his true enemy.
He will see that capital released from all trammels will make him
no less a slave than capital trammelled by import duties.
Gentlemen! Do not be deluded by the abstract word Freedom!
whose freedom? Not the freedom of one individual in relation to an
other, but freedom of Capital to crush the worker...
K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 6, p. 463

KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS

MANIFESTO
OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY

r
...We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abol
ishing 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 prop
erty that preceded 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 modem bourgeois private property?
But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer? Not
a bit. It creates capital, Le., 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. Prop
erty, in its present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and
wage-labour. Let us examine both sides of this antagonism.
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 isva social power.
When, therefore, capital is converted into common property,
into the property of all members of society, personal property is not
thereby transformed into social property. It is only the social charac
ter 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, ie., 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 suf
fices to prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no means
intend to abolish this personal appropriation of the products of la
bour, an appropriation that is made for the maintenance and repro
duction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to com
mand the labour of others. All that we want to do away with is the
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miserable character 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 Communist society, the present dominates the past. In bourgeois
society capital is independent and has individuality, while the living
person independent and has no individuality.
And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bour
geois abolition of individuality and freedom! And rightly so. The
abolition of bourgeois individuality, 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 disap
pears 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 prop
erty. But in 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 monop
olised, le ., from the moment when individual property can no longer
be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, from that mo
ment, 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 prop
erty. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way, and made
impossible.
Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the prod
ucts of society, all that it does is to deprive him of the power to
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subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation.
...The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with trad
itional 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 capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of pro
duction in the hands of the State, Le., of the proletariat organised as
the ruling class; and to increase the total of productive forces as
rapidly as possible.
Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by
means of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the con
ditions 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 fur
ther inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means
of entirely revolutionising the mode of production.
These measures will of course be different in different countries.
Nevertheless, in the most advanced countries, the following will
be pretty generally applicable:
1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of
land to public purposes.
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.
3. Abolition of all right of inheritance.
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.
5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by means of
a national bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.
6. Centralisation of the means of communication and transport
in the hands of the State.
7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by
the State; the bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and the im
provement 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 .a
10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of
a In the editions of 1848, point 9 reads: “Combination of agriculture with
industry, promotion of the gradual elimination of the contradictions between
town and countryside.” In subsequent German editions the word “contradic
tions” was replaced by “distinctions”.—Ed.
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children’s factory labour in its present form. Combination of educa
tion with industrial production, &c., &c.
When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disap
peared, and all production has been concentrated in the hands of a
vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its
political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the
organised power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat
during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of
circumstances, to organise itself as a class, if, by means of a revolu
tion, 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 develop
ment of each is the condition for the free development of all.
Written in December 1847January 1848

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 6, pp. 498-500, 504-06

FREDERICK ENGELS
From
THE PEASANT WAR IN GERMANY

r
...Directly after the outbreak of the first movement in Swabia,
Thomas Miinzer again hurried to Thuringia, and in late February or
early March stayed in the free imperial town of Muhlhausen, where
his party was stronger than elsewhere. He held the threads of the
whole movement and knew that a storm was brewing in South Ger
many. So he set out to turn Thuringia into the centre of the move
ment in North Germany. He found the soil extremely fertile. Thurin
gia itself, the main scene of the Reformation movement, was in great
ferment. The misery of the downtrodden peasants and the prevailing
revolutionary, religious and political doctrines had also made a general
uprising imminent in the neighbouring provinces of Hesse and Saxony,
and in the Harz region. In Muhlhausen itself the bulk of the petty
burgherdom was won over to Munzer’s extreme standpoint and could
hardly wait to assert its superiority over the arrogant honourables. To
prevent premature action, Miinzer was compelled to act as a moderator,
but his disciple, Pfeifer, who held the reins of the movement there,
had committed himself so greatly that he could not hold back the.
outbreak, and as early as March 17, 1525, before the general uprising
in South Germany, Muhlhausen made its revolution. The old patrician
Council was overthrown and the government handed over to the new
ly elected “eternal council”, with Miinzer as president,39
The worst thing that can befall the leader of an extreme party is
to be compelled to assume power at a time when the movement is
not yet ripe for the domination of the class he represents and for
the measures this domination implies. What he can do depends not on
his will but on the degree of antagonism between the various classes,
and on the level of development of the material means of existence,
of the conditions of production and commerce upon which the degree
of intensity of the class contradictions always reposes. What he ought
to do, what his party demands of him, again depends not on him,
but also not on the degree of development of the class struggle and its
conditions. He is bound to the doctrines and demands hitherto pro
pounded which, again, do not follow from the class relations of the
moment, or from the more or less accidental level of production and
commerce, but from his more or less penetrating insight into the
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general result of the social and political movement. Thus, he neces
sarily finds himself in an unsolvable dilemma. What he can do contra
dicts all his previous actions and principles and the immediate inter
ests of his party, and what he ought to do cannot be done. In a word,
he is compelled to represent not his party or his class, but the class
for whose .domination the movement is then ripe. In the interests of
the movement he is compelled to advance the interests of an alien
class, and to feed his own class with talk and promises, and with
the asseveration that the interests of that alien class are their own
interests. He who is put into this awkward position is irrevocably
lost. We have seen examples of this in recent times, and need only
recall the position in the last French Provisional Government of the
representatives of the proletariat,40 though they themselves represent
ed only a very low stage of development of the proletariat. He who
can still speculate with official posts after the experiences of the
February government—to say nothing of our noble German provision
al governments and imperial regencies—is either foolish beyond meas
ure or belongs to the extreme revolutionary party at best in word
only.
Miinzer’s position at the head of the “eternal council” of Muhlhau
sen was indeed much more precarious than that of any modem rev
olutionary regent. Not only the movement of his time, but also the
age, were not ripe for the ideas of which he himself had only a faint
notion. The class which he represented was still in its birth throes.
It was far from developed enough to assume leadership over, and to
transform,a society. The social changes of his fancy had little root in
the then existing economic conditions. What is more, these condi
tions were paving the way for a social system that was diametrically
opposite to what he envisioned. Nevertheless, he was still committed
to his early sermons of Christian equality and evangelical community
of property, and was compelled at least to attempt their realisation.
Community of property, the equal obligation of all to work, and
abolition of all authority were proclaimed. But in reality Muhlhausen
remained a republican imperial city with a somewhat democratised
constitution, a senate elected by universal suffrage and controlled
by a forum, and with a hastily improvised system of care for the
poor. The social upheaval that so horrified its Protestant burgher
contemporaries actually never went beyond a feeble, unconscious
and premature attempt to establish the bourgeois [burgerliche]
society of a later period.
Miinzer himself seems to have sensed the chasm between his
theories and the surrounding realities; a cliasm that he must have
felt the more keenly, the more his visionary aspirations were distorted
a The words “and to transform” are missing in the 1850 edition.—Ed.
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in the crude minds of his mass of followers. He devoted himself to
extending and organising the movement with a zeal rare even for him.
He wrote letters and sent messengers and emissaries in all directions.
His writings and sermons breathed a revolutionary fanaticism aston
ishing even when compared with his former works. The naive youthful
humour of Mlinzer’s revolutionary3 pamphlets was totally gone. The
placid explicative language of the thinker typical of b$s earlier years
was gone too. Miinzer became a positive prophet of the revolution.
He untiringly fanned hatred against the ruling classes, he stimulated
the wildest passions, and used only the forceful language that the
religious and nationalist delirium had put into the mouths of the Old
Testament prophets. The style he now had to adopt reflected the edu
cational level of the public he sought to influence...
Written in the summer of 1850

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 10, pp. 469-71

Ed a The 1850 edition has “prerevolutionary” instead of “revolutionary

FREDERICK ENGELS

From
REVOLUTION
AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION
IN GERMANY

...Everyone knows nowadays, that wherever there is a revolution
ary convulsion, there must be some social want in the background,
which is prevented by outworn institutions from satisfying itself.
The want may not yet be felt as strongly, as generally, as might in
sure immediate success, but every attempt at forcible repression will
only bring it forth stronger and stronger, until it bursts its fetters.
If^then, we have been beaten, we have nothing else to do but to
begin again from the beginning. And, fortunately, the probably very
short interval of rest which is allowed us between the close of the
first and the beginning of the second act of the movement, gives us
time for a very necessary piece of work: the study of the causes that
necessitated both the late outbreak, and its defeat; causes that are
not to be sought for in the accidental efforts, talents, faults, errors
or treacheries of some of the leaders, but in the general social state
and condition^^existence.of each o£#tJi^ Qonvulsed nations. That
the sudden m w ^ e j]j|^ f^
not the
work of sin^indivfi$ig|^^
of national Wants ana ^ectf&ftles, more br*less clearly understood,
but very distinctly felt by numerous classes in every country, is a fact
recognised everywhere; but when you inquire into the causes of the
counter-revolutionary successes, there you arjt met on every hand
with the ready reply that it was Mr. This or CSize^^fcat, who “be
trayed” the people. Which reply may be very true, or not, according
to circumstances, but under no circumstances does it explain any
thing—not even show how it came to pass that the “people” allowed
themselves to be thus betrayed. And what a poor chance stands a
political party whose entire stock-in-trade consists in a knowledge of
the solitary fact, that Citizen So-and-so is not#t&J;e trusted.
The inquiry into, and the exposition of,~ifi'e causes both of the
revolutionary convulsion and its suppression, are, besides, of para
mount importance in a historical point of view. All these petty
personal quarrels and recriminations—all these contradictory asser
tions, that it was Marrast, or Ledru-Rollin, or Louis Blanc, or any
other member of the Provisional Government, or the whole of them,
that steered the revolution amidst the rocks upon which it foun
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dered—of what interest can they be, what light can they afford to the
American or Englishman, who observed all these various movements
from a distance too great to allow of his distinguishing any of the
details of operations? No man in his senses will ever believe that
eleven men, mostly of very indifferent capacity, either for good or
evil, were able in three months to ruin a nation of thirty-six millions,
unless those thirty-six millions, saw as little of tfrieir way before them
as the eleven did. But how it came to pass that these thirty-six mil
lions were at once called upon to decide for themselves which way
to go, although partly groping in dim twilight, and how then they
got lost and their old leaders-were for a moment allowed to return
to their leadership, that is just the questibn...
Written in August 1851September 1852

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 11, pp. 5-7

a Members of the French Provisional Government.—Ed

KARL MARX
From
THE BRITISH RULE IN INDIA

...These small stereotyped forms of social organism have been to
the greater part dissolved, and are disappearing, not so much through
the brutal interference of the British tax-gatherer and the British
soldier, as to the working of English steam and English free trade.
Those family-communities were based on domestic industry, in that
peculiar combination of hand-weaving, hand-spinning and handtilling agriculture which gave them self-supporting power. English
interference having placed the spinner in Lancashire and the weaver
in Bengal, or sweeping away both Hindoo spinner and weaver, dis
solved these small semi-barbarian, semi-civilized communities, by
blowing up their economical basis, and thus produced the greatest,
and to speak the truth, the only social revolution ever heard of in
Asia.
Now, sickening as it must be to human feeling to witness those
myriads of industrious patriarchal and inoffensive social organiza
tions disorganized and dissolved into their units, thrown into a sea of
woes, and their individual members losing at the same time their
ancient form of civilization and their hereditary means of subsistence,
we must not forget that these idyllic village-communities, inoffensive
though they may appear, had always bfeen the solid foundation of
Oriental despotism, that they restrained the human mind within the
smallest possible compass, making it the unresisting tool of supersti
tion, enslaving it beneath traditional rules, depriving it of all grandeur
and historical energies. We must not forget the barbarian egotism
which, concentrating on some miserable patch of land, had quietly
witnessed the ruin of empires, the perpetration of unspeakable cruel
ties, the massacre of the population of large towns, with no other
consideration bestowed upon them than on natural events, itself
the helpless prey of any aggressor who deigned to notice it at all.
We must not forget that this undignified, stagnatory and vegetative
life, that this passive sort of existence evoked on the other part, in
contradistinction, wild, aimless? unbounded forces of destruction and
rendered murder itself a religious rite in Hindostan. We must not
forget that these little communities were contaminated by distinctions
of caste and by slavery, that they subjugated man to external cir

THE BRITISH RULE IN INDIA 185

cumstances instead of elevating man the sovereign of circumstances,
that they transformed a self-developing social state into never chang
ing natural destiny, and thus brought about a brutalizing worship
of nature, exhibiting its degradation in the fact that man, the sover
eign of nature, fell down on his knees in adoration of Kanuman, the
monkey, and Sabbala, the cow.
England, it is true, in causing a social revolution in Hindostan,
was actuated only by the vilest interests, and was stupid in her manner
of enforcing them. But that is not the question. The question is, can
mankind fulfil its destiny without a fundamental revolution in the
social state of Asia? If not, whatever may have been the crimes of
England she wa^ the unconscious tool of history in bringing about
this revolution...
Written on June 10,1853

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 12, pp. 131-32

KARL MARX

SPEECH AT THE ANNIVERSARY
OF THE PEOPLE’S PAPER41
Delivered in London, April 14,1856

The so-called revolutions of 1848 were but poor incidents—small
fractures and fissures in the dry crust of European society. However,
they denounced the abyss. Beneath the apparently solid surface, they
betrayed oceans of liquid matter, only needing expansion to rend
into fragments continents of hard rock. Noisily and confusedly they
proclaimed the emancipation of the Proletarian, i.e. the secret of the
19th century, and of the revolution of that century.
That social revolution, it is true, was no novelty invented in 1848.
Steam, electricity, and the self-acting mule were revolutionists of a
rather more dangerous character than even citizens Barbes, Raspail
and Blanqui. But, although the atmosphere in which we live, weighs
upon every one with a 20,000 lb. force, do you feel it? No more than
European society before 1848 felt the revolutionary atmosphere
enveloping and pressing it from all sides.
There is one great fact, characteristic of this our 19th century,
a fact which no party dares deny. On the one hand, there have started
into life industrial and scientific forces, which no epoch of the former
human history had ever suspected. On the other hand, there exist
symptoms of decay, far surpassing the horrors recorded of the latter
times of the Roman Empire.
In our days, everything seems pregnant with its contrary. Machin
ery, gifted with the wonderful power of shortening and fructifying
human labour, we behold starving and overworking it. The new
fangled sources of wealth, by some strange weird spell, are turned into
sources of want. The victories of art seem bought by the loss of char
acter. At the same pace that mankind masters nature, man seems to
become enslaved to other men or to his own infamy. Even the pure
light of science seems unable to shine but on the dark background of
ignorance. All our invention and progress seem to result in endowing
material forces with intellectual life, and in stultifying human life
into a material force. This antagonism between modem industry and
science on the one hand, modem misery and dissolution on the other
hand; this antagonism between the productive powers and the social
relations of our epoch is a fact, palpable, overwhelming, and not to
be controverted. Some parties may wail over it pothers may wish to
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get rid of modem arts, in order to get rid of modem conflicts. Or
they may imagine that so signal a progress in industry wants to be
completed by as signal a regress in politics. On our part, we do not
mistake the shape of the shrewd spirit that continues to mark all
these contradictions. We know that to work well the new-fangled
forces of society, they only want to be mastered by new-fangled
men—and such are the working men. They are as mifCh the invention
of modem time as machinery itself. In the signs that bewilder the
middle class, the aristocracy and the poor prophets of regression, we
do recognise our brave friend, Robin Goodfellow,a the old mole that
can work in the earth so fast, that worthy pioneer—the Revolution.
The English working men are the first-bom sons of modem industry.
They will then, certainly, not be the last in aiding the social revolution
produced by that industry, a revolution, which means the emanci
pation of their own class all over the world, which is as universal as
capital-rule and wages-slavery. I know the heroic struggles the English
working class have gone through since the middle of the last century—
struggles less glorious, because they are shrouded in obscurity, and
burked by the middle-class historian. To revenge the misdeeds of the
ruling class, there existed in the middle ages, in Germany, a secret
tribunal, called the “Vehmgericht”. If a red cross was seen marked
on a house, people knew that its owner was doomed by the “Vehm”.
All the houses of Europe are now marked with the mysterious red
cross. History is the judge—its executioner, the proletarian.
K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, Vol. 14, pp. 655-56

* A character in Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream. —Ed.
b The Vehmgericht, derived from Vehme (judgment, punishment) and
Gericht (court), was a secret tribunal which exercised great power in West
phalia from the end of the twelfth to the middle of the sixteenth century. Ed.
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Introduction
...(a) To begin with, the question under discussion is material
production.
Individuals producing in a society, and hence the socially deter
mined production of individuals, is of course the point of departure.
The solitary and isolated hunter or fisherman, who serves Adam
Smith and Ricardo as a starting point, is one of the unimaginative
fantasies of eighteenth-century romances a la Robinson Crusoe; and
despite the assertions of social historians, these by no means signify
simply a reaction against over-refinement and reversion to a mis
conceived natural life. No more is Rousseau’s contrat social,42 which
by means of a contract establishes a relationship and connection be
tween subjects that are by nature independent, based on this kind of
naturalism. This is an illusion and nothing but the aesthetic illusion
of the small and big Robinsonades. It is, on the contrary, the anticipa
tion of “bourgeois society”, which began to evolve in the sixteenth
century and in the eighteenth century made giant strides towards
maturity. The individual in this society of free competition seems to
be rid of natural ties, etc., which made him an appurtenance of a
particular, limited aggregation of human beings in previous historical
epochs. The prophets of the eighteenth century, on whose shoul
ders Adam Smith and Ricardo were still wholly standing, envisaged
this 18th-century individual—a product of the dissolution of feudal
society on the one hand and of the new productive forces evolved
since the sixteenth century on the other—as an ideal whose existence
belonged to the past. They saw this individual not as an historical
result, but as the starting point of history; not as something evolving
in the course of history, but posited by nature, because for them
this individual was in conformity with nature, in keeping with their
idea of human nature. This delusion has been characteristic of every
new epoch hitherto. Steuart, who in some respect was in opposition
to the eighteenth century and as an aristocrat tended rather to re
gard things from an historical standpoint, avoided this naive view.
The further back we trace the course of history, the more does the
individual, and accordingly also the producing individual, appear to
be dependent and to belong to a larger whole. At first, the individual
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in a still quite natural manner is part of the family and of the tribe
which evolves from the family; later he is part of a community, of
one of the different forms of the community which arise from the
conflict and the merging of tribes. It is not until the eighteenth cen
tury that in bourgeois society the various forms of the social texture
confront the individual as merely means towards his private ends, as
external necessity. But the epoch which produces thisrstandpoint,
namely that of the solitary individual, is precisely the epoch of the
(as yet) most highly developed social (according to this standpoint,
general) relations. Man is a ov 1rokmxtoP in the most literal sense:
he is not only a social animal, but an animal that can be individual
ised only within society. Production by a solitary individual outside
society—a rare event, which might occur when a civilised person who
has already absorbed the dynamic social forces is accidentally cast
into the wilderness—is just as preposterous as the development of
speech without individuals who live together and talk to one another.
It is unnecessary to dwell upon this point further. It need not have
been mentioned at all, if this inanity, which had rhyme and reason
in the works of eighteenth-century writers, were not expressly in
troduced once more into modem political economy by Bastiat,
Carey, Proudhon, etc. It is of course very pleasant for Proudhon,
for instance, to be able to explain the origin of an economic relation
ship—whose historical evolution he does not know—in an historicophilosophicai manner by means of mythology; alleging that Adam
or Prometheus hit upon the ready-made idea, which was then put into
practice, etc. Nothing is more tedious and dull than the fantasies of
locus communis.
Thus when we speak of production, we always have in mind
production at a definite stage of social development, production by
individuals in a society. It might therefore seem that, in order to
speak of production at all, we must either trace the various phases
in the historical process of development, or else declare from the very
beginning that we are examining one particular historical period, as
for instance modem bourgeois production, which is indeed our real
subject-matter. All periods of production, however, have certain
features in common: they have certain common categories. Produc
tion in general is an abstraction, but a sensible abstraction in so far
as it actually emphasises and defines the common aspects and thus
avoids repetition. Yet this general concept, or the common aspect
which has been brought to light by comparison, is itself a multifa
rious compound comprising divergent categories. Some elements
are found in all epochs, others are common to a few epochs. The
Ed.

a Zoon politikon-social animal. Aristoteles, De Republica, Lib. I, Cap. 2.-
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most modem period and the most ancient period will have certain
categories in common. Production without them is inconceivable.
But although the most highly developed languages have laws and
categories in common with the most primitive languages, it is precisely
their divergence from these general and common features which
constitutes their development.
...The quite obvious conception is this:—In the process of pro
duction members of society appropriate (produce, fashion) natural
products in accordance with human requirements; distribution deter
mines the share the individual receives of these products; exchange
supplies him with the particular products into which he wants to
convert the portion accorded to him as a result of distribution; fi
nally, in consumption the products become objects of use, le. they
are appropriated by individuals. Production creates articles corre
sponding to requirements; distribution allocates them according to
social laws; exchange in its turn distributes the goods, which have
already been allocated, in conformity with individual needs; final
ly, in consumption the product leaves this social movement, it be
comes the direct object and servant of an individual need, which its
use satisfies. Production thus appears as the point of departure, con
sumption as the goal, distribution and exchange as the middle, which
has a dual form since, according to the definition, distribution is
actuated by society and exchange is actuated by individuals. In
production persons acquire an objective aspect, and in consumption
objects acquire a subjective aspect; in distribution it is society which
by means of dominant general rules mediates between production
and consumption; in exchange this mediation occurs as a result of
random decisions of individuals.
Distribution determines the proportion (the quantity) of the prod
ucts accruing to the individual, exchange determines the products
in which the individual claims to make up the share assigned to him
by distribution.
Production, distribution, exchange and consumption thus form
a proper syllogism; production represents* the general, distribution
and exchange the particular, and consumption the individual case
which sums up the whole. This is indeed a sequence, but a very
superficial one. Production is determined by general laws of na
ture; distribution by random social factors, it may therefore exert
a more of less beneficial influence on production; exchange, a formal
social movement, lies between these two; and consumption, as the
concluding act, which is regarded not only as the final aim but as the
ultimate purpose, falls properly outside the sphere of economy,
except in so far as it in turn exerts a reciprocal action on the point of
departure thus once again initiating the whole process.
The opponents of the economists who accuse the latter of crudely
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separating interconnected elements, either argue from the same stand
point or even from a lower one, no matter whether these opponents
come from within or without the domain of political economy.
Nothing is more common than the reproach that the economists
regard production too much as a goal in itself, and that distribution is
equally important. This argument is based on the concept of the
economists that distribution is a separate and independent sphere
alongside production. Another argument is that the different factors
are not considered as a single whole; as though this separation had
forced its way from the textbook into real life and not, on the con
trary, from real life into the textbooks, and as though it were a
question of the dialectical reconciliation of concepts and not of the
resolution of actually existing conditions.
...It is moreover wrong to consider society as a single subject,
for this is a speculative approach. With regard to one subject, pro
duction and consumption appear as phases of a single operation.
Only the most essential point is emphasised here, that production
and consumption, if considered as activities of one subject or of
single individuals, appear in any case as phases of one process whose
actual point of departure is production which is accordingly the
decisive factor. Consumption, as a necessity and as a need, is itself
an intrinsic aspect of productive activity; the latter however is the
point where the realisation begins and thus also the decisive phase,
the action epitomising the entire process. An individual produces
an object and by consuming it returns again to the point of depar
ture: he returns however as a productive individual and an individual
who reproduces himself. Consumption is thus a phase of produc
tion.
But in society, the relation of the producer to the product after
its completion is extrinsic, and the return of the product to the subject
depends on his relations to other individuals. The product does not
immediately come into his possession. Its immediate appropriation,
moreover, is not his aim, if he produces within society. Distribution,
which on the basis of social laws determines the individual’s share in
the world of products, intervenes between the producer and the
products, Le., between production and consumption.
...An individual whose participation in production takes the form
of wage-labour will receive a share in the product, the result of pro
duction, in the form of wages. The structure of distribution is en
tirely determined by the structure of production. Distribution itself
is a product of production, not only with regard to the content, for
only the results of production can be distributed, but also with re
gard to the form, since the particular mode of men’s participation
in production determines the specific form of distribution, the form
in which they share in distribution. It is altogether an illusion to
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speak of land in the section on production, and of rent in the section
on distribution, etc.
Economists like Ricardo who are mainly accused of having paid
exclusive attention to production, have accordingly regarded distrib
ution as the exclusive subject of political economy, for they have
instinctively treated the forms of distribution as the most precise
expression in which factors of production manifest themselves in a
given society.
To the single individual distribution naturally appears as a social
law, which determines his position within the framework of produc
tion, within which he produces; distribution thus being antecedent
to production. An individual who has neither capital nor landed prop
erty of his own is dependent on wage-labour from his birth as a
consequence of social distribution. But this dependence is itself the
result of the existence of capital and landed property as independent
factors of production.
When one considers whole societies, still another aspect of distrib
ution appears to be antecedent to production and to determine it,
as though it were an ante-economic factor. A conquering nation may
divide the land among the conquerors and in this way imposes a
distinct mode of distribution and form of landed property, thus
determining production. Or it may turn the population into slaves,
thus making slave-labour the basis of production. Or in the course
of a revolution, a nation may divide large estates into plots, thus alter
ing the character of production in consequence of the new distribu
tion. Or legislation may perpetuate land ownership in certain fami
lies, or allocate labour as a hereditary privilege, thus consolidating it
into a caste system. In all these cases, and they have all occurred in
history, it seems that distribution is not regulated and determined by
production but, on the contrary, production by distribution...
Written between the end of
August and the middle of
September 1857

K. Marx, A Contribution to the
Critique o f Political Economy,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1978,
pp. 188-90, 193-95, 199, 200-01
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From
A CONTRIBUTION
TO THE CRITIQUE
OF POLITICAL ECONOMY
r

...In the social production of their existence, men inevitably
enter into definite relations, which are independent of their will,
namely relations of production appropriate to a given stage in the
development of their material forces of production. The totality
of these relations of production constitutes the economic structure
of society, the real foundation, on which arises a legal and political
superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social con
sciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the
general process of social, political and intellectual life. It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social
existence that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of
development, the material productive forces of society come into
conflict with the existing relations of production or—this merely
expresses the same thing in legal terms—with the property relations
within the framework of which they have operated hitherto. From
forms of development of the productive forces these relations turn
into their fetters. Then begins an era of social revolution. The changes
in the economic foundation lead sooner or later to the transformation
of the whole immense superstructure. In studying such transforma
tions it is always necessary to distinguish between the material trans
formation of the economic conditions of production, which can be
determined with the precision of natural science, and the legal,
political, religious, artistic or philosophic—in short, ideological forms
in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out.
Just as one does not judge an individual by what he thinks about
himself, so one cannot judge such a period of transformation by its
consciousness, but, on the contrary, this consciousness must be ex
plained from the contradictions of material life, from the conflict
existing between the social forces of production and the relations
of production. No social order is ever destroyed before all the pro
ductive forces for which it is sufficient have been developed, and new
superior relations of production never replace older ones before the
material conditions for their existence have matured within the frame
work of the old society. Mankind thus inevitably sets itself only such
tasks as it is able to solve, since closer examination will always show
7-773
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that the problem itself arises only when the material conditions for
its solution are already present or at least in the course of formation.
In broad outline, the Asiatic, ancient, feudal and modem bourgeois
modes of production may be designated as epochs marking progress
in the economic development of society. The bourgeois mode of pro
duction is the last antagonistic form of the social process of pro
duction-antagonistic not in the sense of individual antagonism but
of an antagonism that emanates from the individuals’ social condi
tions of existence—but the productive forces developing within
bourgeois society create also the material conditions for a solution
of this antagonism. The prehistory of human society accordingly
closes with this social formation.
...From the analysis of exhange-value it follows that the condi
tions of labour which creates exchange-value are social categories
of labour or categories of social labour, social however not in the
general sense but in the particular sense, denoting a specific type
of society. Uniform simple labour implies first of all that the labour
of different individuals is equal and that their labour is treated as
equal by being in fact reduced to homogeneous labour. The labour
of every individual in so far as it manifests itself in exchange-values
possesses this social character of equality, and it manifests itself in
exchange-value only in so far as it is equated with the labour of all
other individuals.
Furthermore, in exchange-value the labour-time of a particular
individual is directly represented as labour-time in general, and this
general character of individual labour appears as the social character
of this labour. The labour-time expressed in exchange-value is the
labour-time of an individual, but of an individual in no way differing
from the next individual and from <dl other individuals in so far as
they perform equal labour; the labour-time, therefore, which one
person requires for the production of a given commodity is the neces
sary labour-time which any other person would require to produce
the same commodity. It is the labour-time of an individual, his labour
time, but only as labour-time common to all; consequently it is quite
immaterial whose individual labour-time this is. This universal labourtime finds its expression in a universal product, a universal equivalent,
a definite amount of materialised labour-time, for which the distinct
form of the use-value in which it is manifested as the direct product
of one person is a matter of complete indifference, and it can be
converted at will into any other form of use-value, in which it appears
as the product of any other person. Only as such a universal magnitude
does it represent a social magnitude. The labour of an individual can
produce exchange-value only if it produces universal equivalents, that
is to say, if the individual’s labour-time represents universal labourtime or if universal.labour-time ,represents individual labour-time.
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The effect is the same as if the different individuals had amalgamated
their labour-time and allocated different portions of the labour-time
at their joint disposal to the various use-values. The labour-time of the
individual is thus, in fact, the labour-time required by society to
produce a particular use-value, that is to satisfy a particular want. But
what matters here is only the specific manner in which the social
character of labour is established. A certain amount* of a spinner’s
labour-time is materialised, say, in 100 lbs. of linen yam. The same
amount of labour-time is assumed to be represented in 100 yards of
linen, the product of a weaver. Since these two products represent
equal amounts of universal labour-time, and are therefore equivalents
of any use-value which contains the same amount of labour-time,
they are equal to each other.* Only because the labour-time of the
spinner and the labour-time of the weaver represent universal labour
time, and their products are thus universal equivalents, is the social
aspect of the labour of the two individuals represented for each of
them by the labour of the other, that is to say, the labour of the
weaver represents it for the spinner, and the labour of the spinner
represents it for the weaver. On the other hand, under the rural
patriarchal system of production, when spinner and weaver lived unr
der the same roof—the women of the family spinning and the men
weaving, say for the requirements of the family—yam and linen were
social products, and spinning and weaving social labour within the
framework of the family. But their social character did not appear
in the form of yam becoming a universal equivalent exchanged for
linen as a universal equivalent, i. e., of the two products exchanging
for each other as equal and equally Valid expressions of the same
universal labour-time. On the contrary, the product of labour bore
the specific social imprint of the family relationship with its natural
ly evolved division of labour. Or let us take the services and dues in
kind of the Middle Ages. It was the distinct labour of the individual
in its original form, the particular features of his labour and not its
universal aspect that formed the social ties at that time. Or finally
let us take communal labour in its spontaneously evolved form as
we find it among all civilised nations at the dawn of their history .a
In this case the social character of labour is evidently not effected
a At present an absurdly biased view is widely held, namely that primitive
communal property is a specifically Slavonic, of even an exclusively Russian,
phenomenon, ft is an early form which can be found among Romans, Teutons
and Celts, and of which a whole collection of diverse patterns (thougjh some
times only remnants survive) is still in existence in India. A careful study of
Asiatic,, particularly Indian, forms of communal property would indicate that
the disintegration of different forms of primitive communal ownership gives
rise to diverse forms of property. For instance, various prototypes of Roman
and Germanic private property can be traced back to certain forms of Indian
communal property.
7*
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by the labour of the individual assuming the abstract form of univer
sal labour or his product assuming the form of a universal equivalent.
The communal system on which this mode of production is based
prevents the labour of an individual from becoming private labour
and his product the private product of a separate individual; it causes
individual labour to appear rather as the direct function of a member
of the social organisation. Labour which manifests itself in exchangevalue appears to be the labour of an isolated individual. It becomes
social labour by assuming the form of its direct opposite, of abstract
universal labour.
Lastly, it is a characteristic feature of labour which posits exchange-value that it causes the social relations of individuals to appear
in the perverted form of a social relation between things. The labour
of different persons is equated and treated as universal labour only by
bringing one use-value into relation with another one in the guise
of exchange-value. Although it is thus correct to say that exchangevalue is a relation between persons,a it is however necessary to add
that it is a relation hidden by a material veil. Just as a pound of iron
and a pound of gold have the same weight despite their different phys
ical and chemical properties, so two commodities which have differ
ent use-values but contain the same amount of labour-time have the
same exchange-value. Exchange-value thus appears to be a social
determination of use-values, a determination which is proper to them
as things and in consequence of which they are able in definite pro
portions to take one another’s place in the exchange process, i.e.,
they are equivalents, just as simple chemical elements combined in
certain proportions form chemical equivalents. Only the conventions
of our everyday life make it appear commonplace and ordinary that
social relations of production should assume the shape of things,
so that the relations into which people enter in the course of their
work appear as the relations of things to one another and of things
to people. This mystification is still a very simple one in the case of
a commodity. Everybody understands more or less clearly that the
relations of commodities as exchange-values are really the relations
of people to the productive activities of one another. The semblance
of simplicity disappears in more advanced relations of production.
All the illusions of the Monetary System arise from the failure to
perceive that money, though a physical object with distinct proper
ties, represents a social relation of production. As soon as the mod
em economists, who sneer at the illusions of the Monetary System,
deal with the more complex economic categories, such as capital,
8 “La ricchezza e una ragione tra due persone.” Galiani, Della Moneta,
p. 221. In Volume III of Custodi’s collection of Scrittori classici Italiani di
Economic Politico. Parte Moderna, Milano, 1803.
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they display the same illusions. This emerges clearly in their con
fession of naive astonishment when the phenomenon that they have
just ponderously described as a thing reappears as a social relation
and, a moment later, having been defined as a social relation, teases
them once more as a thing.
Since the exchange-value of commodities is indeed nothing but
a mutual relation between various kinds of labourr of individuals
regarded as equal and universal labour, Le., nothing but a material
expression of a specific social form of labour, it is a tautology to say
that labour is the only source of exchange-value and accordingly of
wealth in so far as this consists of exchange-value...
Written in August 1858January 1859

K. Marx, A Contribution to the
Critique o f Political Economy,
pp. 20-22, 31-35
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From
ENGLISH

“Eccentricity” or “individuality” are the marks of insular John
Bull in the minds of continentals. On the whole, this notion con
fuses the Englishman of the past with the Englishman of the pres
ent. Intense class development, extreme division of labour and
what is called “public opinion”, manipulated by the Brahmins of the
press, have, on the contrary, produced a monotony of character that
would make it impossible for a Shakespeare, for example, to recognise
his own countrymen. The differences no longer belong to the individ
uals, but to their “profession” and class. Apart from his profession,
in everyday life one “respectable” Englishman is so like another that
even Leibnitz could hardly discover a difference, a differentia specif
ica, between them. The individuality, so highly praised, is banished
from every sphere of politics and society and finds its last refuge in
the crotchets and whims of private life, asserting itself there now and
then sans-genea and with unconscious humour. Hence it is chiefly
in the courts o f justice—those great public arenas in which private
whims clash with one another—that the Englishman still appears as
a being st// generis...b
Written about February 3, 1862

? Brusquely. —Ed.
Unique of its kin<L-£tt

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, VoL 19, p. 163
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COMMENTS ON THE NORTH
AMERICAN EVENTS
r

...Lincoln’s proclamation is even more important than the Mary
land campaign. Lincoln is a sui generisa figure in the annals of history.
He has no initiative, no idealistic impetus, no cothurnus, no historical
trappings. He gives his most important actions always the most com
monplace form. Other people claim to be “fighting for an idea”,
when it is for them a matter of square feet of land. Lincoln, even
when he is motivated by an idea, talks about “square feet”. He sings
the bravura aria of his part hesitatively, reluctantly and unwillingly,
as though apologising for being compelled by circumstances “to
act the lion”. The most redoubtable decrees—which will always re
main remarkable historical documents—flung by him at the enemy
all look like, and are intended to look like, routine summonses sent
by a lawyer to the lawyer of the opposing party, legal chicaneries,
involved, hidebound actiones jurist His latest proclamation, which is
drafted in the same style, the manifesto abolishing slavery, is the most
important document in American history since the establishment of
the Union, tantamount to the tearing up of the old American Constitu
tion.
Nothing is simpler than to show that Lincoln’s principal political
actions contain much that is aesthetically repulsive, logically inade-,
quate, farcical in form and politically contradictory, as is done by the
English Pindars of slavery, The Times, The Saturday Review and tutti
quanti c But Lincoln’s place in the history of the United States and
of mankind will, nevertheless, be next to that of Washington! Nowa
days, when the insignificant struts about melodramatically on this
side of the Atlantic, is it of no significance at all that the significant
is clothed in everyday dress in the new world?
Lincoln is not the product of a popular revolution. This plebeian,
who worked his way up from stone-breaker to Senator in Illinois,
without intellectual brilliance, without a particularly outstanding
character, without exceptional importance—an average person of good
a Unique. —Ed.
b Juridical acts.—Ed.
c The rest.—Ed.
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will, was placed at the top by the interplay of the forces of universal
suffrage unaware of the great issues at stake. The new world has never
achieved a greater triumph than by this demonstration that, given its
political and social organisation, ordinary people of good will can
accomplish feats which only heroes could accomplish in the old
world!
Hegel once observed that comedy is in fact superior to tragedy
and humorous reasoning superior to grandiloquent reasoning. Al
though Lincoln does not possess the grandiloquence of historical
action, as an average man of the people he has its humour. When
does he issue the proclamation declaring that from January 1, 1863,
slavery in the Confederacy shall be abolished? At the very moment
when the Confederacy as an independent state decided on “peace
negotiations” at its Richmond Congress. At the very moment when
the slave-owners of the border states believed that the invasion of
Kentucky by the armies of the South had made “the peculiar institution”a just as safe as was their domination over their compatriot,
President Abraham Lincoln in Washington.
Written on October 7, 1862

a Slavery. —Ed

K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, VoL 19, pp. 249-51

KARL MARX
From
WAGES, PRICE AND PROFIT
r

...Like that of every other commodity, its value [labour power’s]
is determined by the quantity of labour necessary to produce it. The
labouring power of a man exists only in his living individuality. A
certain mass of necessaries must be consumed by a man to grow up
and maintain his life. But the man, like the machine, will wear out,
and must be replaced by another man. Beside the mass of necessaries
required for his own maintenance, he wants another amount of neces
saries to bring up a certain quota of children that are to replace him
on the labour market and to perpetuate the race of labourers. More
over, to develop his labouring power, and acquire a given skill, another
amount of values must be spent. For our purpose it suffices to consid
er only average labour, the costs of whose education and devel
opment are vanishing magnitudes. Still I must seize upon this occa
sion to state that, as the costs of producing labouring powers of dif
ferent quality differ, so must differ the values of the labouring powers
employed in different trades. The cry for an equality o f wages rests,
therefore, upon a mistake, is an insane wish never to be fulfilled. It
is an offspring of that false and superficial radicalism that accepts
premises and tries to evade conclusions. Upon the basis of the wages
system the value of labouring power is settled like that of every other
commodity; and as different kinds of labouring power have different
values, or require different quantities of labour for their production,
they must fetch different prices in the labour market. To clamour
for equal or even equitable retribution on the basis of the wages
system is the same as to clamour for freedom on the basis of the
slavery system. What you think just or equitable is out of the ques
tion. The question is: What is necessary and unavoidable with a given
system of production?
After what has been said, it will be seen that the value o f labouring
power is determined by the value o f the necessaries required to pro
duce, develop, maintain, and perpetuate the labouring power.
...In their attempts at reducing the working day to its former
rational dimensions, or, where they cannot enforce a legal fixation
of a normal working day, at checking overwork by a rise of wages,
—a rise not only in proportion to the surplus time exacted, but in a
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greater proportion, working men fulfil only a duty to themselves and
their race. They only set limits to the tyrannical usurpations of cap
ital. Time is the room of human development. A man who has no
free time to dispose of, whose whole lifetime, apart from,the mere
physical interruptions by sleep, meals, and so forth, is absorbed by
his labour for the capitalist, is less than a beast of burden. He is a
mere machine for producing Foreign Wealth, broken in body and
brutalised in mind. Yet the whole history of modem industry shows
that capital, if not checked, will recklessly and ruthlessly work to
cast down the whole working class to the utmost state of degrada
tion...
Written at the end of MayJune 27, 1865

K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works in 3 vols., Vol. 2, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1969, pp. 5657,68-69

KARL MARX

From
OUTLINES OF THE CIVIL WAR
IN FRANCE
r
...Men completely ignorant of the existing economical system are
of course still less able to comprehend the workmen’s negation of that
system. They can of course not comprehend that the social transfor
mation the working class aims at is the necessary, historical, unavoid
able birth of the present system itself. They talk in deprecatory tones
of the threatened abolition of “property”, because in their eyes their
present class form of property—a transitory historical form—is prop
erty itself, and the abolition of that form would therefore be the
abolition of property. As they now defend the “eternity” of capital
ist rule and the wages-system, if they had lived in feudal times or in
times of slavery, they would have defended the feudal system and
the slave system, as founded on the nature of things, as springing from
nature, fiercely declaiming against their “abuses”, but at the same
time from the height of their ignorance answering to the prophecies
of their abolition by the dogma of their “eternity” righted by “moral
checks” (“constraints”).
They are as right in their appreciation" of the aims of the Paris
working classes as is M. Bismarck in declaring that what the Com
mune wants is the Prussian municipal order.
Poor men! They do not even know that every social form of
property has “morals” of its own, and that the form of social prop
erty which makes property the attribute of labour far from creat
ing individual “moral constraints” will emancipate the “morals”
of the individual from its class constraints...
Written in April-May,
1871

K. Marx and F. Engels, On the
Paris Commune, Progress Publishers,
Moscow, 1976, p. 171

FREDERICK ENGELS
From
THE HOUSING QUESTION

...At a certain, very primitive state of the development of society,
the need arises to bring under a common rule the daily recurring
acts of production, distribution and exchange of products, to see to
it that the individual subordinates himself to the common conditions
of production and exchange. This rule, which at first is custom, soon
becomes law. With law, organs necessarily arise which are entrusted
with its maintenance-public authority, the state. With further social
development, law develops into a more or less comprehensive legal
system. The more intricate this legal system becomes, the more is
its mode of expression removed from that in which the usual econo
mic conditions of the life of society are expressed. It appears as an
independent element which derives the justification for its existence
and the substantiation of its further development not from the eco
nomic relations but from its own inner foundations or, if you like,
from “the concept of the will.” People forget that their right derived
from their economic conditions of life, just as they have forgotten
that they themselves derive from the animal world. With the develop
ment of the legal system into an intricate, comprehensive whole a
new social division of labour becomes necessary; an order of profes
sional jurists develops and with these legal science comes into being.
In its further development this science compares the legal systems
of various peoples and various times not as a reflection of the given
economic relationships, but as systems which find their substantia
tions in themselves. The comparison presupposes points in common,
and these are found by the jurists compiling what is more or less
common to all these legal systems and calling it natural right. And the
stick used to measure what is natural right and what is not is the most
abstract expression of right itself, namely, justice. Henceforth, there
fore, the development of right for the jurists, and for those who
take their word for everything, is nothing more than a striving to bring
human conditions, so far as they are expressed in legal, terms, ever
closer to the ideal of justice, eternal justice. And always this justice
is but the ideologised, glorified expression of the existing economic
relations, now from their conservative, and now from their revolu
tionary angle. The justice of the Greeks and Romans held slavery
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to be just; the justice of the bourgeois of 1789 demanded the abol
ition of feudalism on the ground that it was unjust. For the Prus
sian Junker even the miserable District Ordinance is a violation of
eternal justice. The conception of eternal justice, therefore, varies
not only with time and place, but also with the persons concerned...
Written in May 1872-January
1873

K. Marx and F. Engels* Selected
Works in 3 vols., VoL 2, pp. 364-65

FREDERICK ENGELS
ON AUTHORITY

A number of Socialists have latterly launched a regular crusade
against what they call the principle o f authority. It suffices to tell
them that this or that act is authoritarian for it to be condemned.
This summary mode of procedure is being abused to such an extent
that it has become necessary to look into the matter somewhat more
closely. Authority, in the sense in which the word is used here, means:
the imposition of the will of another upon ours; on the other hand,
authority presupposes subordination. Now, since these two words
sound bad and the relationship which they represent is disagreeable
to the subordinated party, the question is to ascertain whether there
is any way of dispensing with it, whether—given the conditions of
present-day society—we could not create another social system, in
which this authority would be given no scope any longer and would
consequently have to disappear. On examining the economic, in
dustrial and agricultural conditions which form the basis of presentday bourgeois society, we find that they tend more and more to
replace isolated action by combined action of individuals. Modem
industry with its big factories and mills, where hundreds of workers
supervise complicated machines driven by steam, has superseded the
small workshops of the separate producers; the carriages and wagons
of the highways have been substituted by railway trains, just as the
small schooners and sailing feluccas have been by steam-boats. Even
agriculture falls increasingly under the dominion of the machine and
of steam, which slowly but relentlessly put in the place of the small
proprietors big capitalists, who with the aid of hired workers culti
vate vast stretches of land. Everywhere combined action, the complica
tion of processes-dependent upon each other, displaces independent
action by individuals. But whoever mentions combined action speaks
of organisation; now, is it possible to have organisation without au
thority?
Supposing a social revolution dethroned the capitalists, who now
exercise their authority over the production and circulation of wealth.
Supposing, to adopt entirely the point of view of the anti-authoritarians, that the land and the instruments of labour had become the
collective property of the workers who use them. Will authority have
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disappeared or will it only have changed its form? Let us see.
Let us take by way of example a cotton spinning mill. The cotton
must pass through at least six successive operations before it is
reduced to the state of thread, and these operations take place for the
most part in different rooms. Furthermore, keeping the machines
going requires an engineer to look after the steam engine, mechanics
to make the current repairs, and many other labourers Whose-business
it is to transfer the products from one room to another, and so forth.
All these workers, men, women and children, are obliged tp begin and
finish their work at the hours fixed by the authority of the steam,
which cares nothing for individual autonomy. The workers must,
therefore, first come to an understanding on the hours of work; and
these hours, once they are fixed, must be observed by all, without any
exception. Thereafter particular questions arise in each room and at
every moment concerning the mode of production, distribution of
materials, etc., which must be settled at once on pain of seeing all
production immediately stopped; whether they are settled by deci
sion of a delegate placed at the head of each branch of labour or, if
possible, by a majority vote, the will of the single individual will
always have to subordinate itself, which means that questions are
settled in an authoritarian way. The automatic machinery of a big
factory is much more despotic than the small capitalists who employ
workers ever have been. At least with regard to the hours of work
one may write upon the portals of these* factories: Lasciate ogni
autonomia, voi che entrateia If man, by dint of his knowledge and
inventive genius, has subdued the forces of nature, the latter avenge
themselves upon him by subjecting him, in so far as he employs them,
to a veritable despotism independent of all social organisation. Want
ing to abolish authority in large-scale industry is tantamount to want
ing to abolish industry itself, to destroy the power loom in order to
return to the spinning wheel.
Let us take another example—the railway. Here too the co-opera
tion of an infinite number of individuals is absolutely necessary,
and this co-operation must be practised during precisely fixed hours
so that no accidents may happen. Here, too, the first condition of
the job is a dominant will that settles all subordinate questions,
whether this will is represented by a single delegate or a committee
charged with the execution of the resolutions of the majority of
persons interested. In either case there is very pronounced authority.
Moreover, what would happen to the first train dispatched if the
authority of the railway employees over the Hon. passengers were
abolished?
But the necessity of authority, and of imperious authority at that,

a “Leave, ye that enter in, all autonomy behind! ” (Dante, The Divine
Comedy, Hell, Song III, Verse 3—paraphrased).—Ed.
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will nowhere be found more evident than on board a ship on the high
seas. There, in time of danger, the lives of all depend on the instan
taneous and absolute obedience of all to the will of one.
When I submitted arguments like these to the most rabid anti
authoritarians the only answer they were able to give me was the fol
lowing: Yes, that’s true, but here it is not a case of authority which
we confer on our delegates, but o f a commission entrusted! These
gentlemen think that when they have changed the names of things
they have changed the things themselves. This is how these profound
thinkers mock at the whole world.
We have thus seen that, on the one hand, a certain authority, no
matter how delegated, and, on the^other hand, a certain subordina
tion, are things which, independently of all social organisation, are
imposed upon us together with the material conditions under which
we produce and make products circulate.
We have seen, besides, that the material conditions of production
and circulation inevitably develop with large-scale industry and
large-scale agriculture, and increasingly tend to enlarge the scope of
this authority. Hence it is absurd to speak of the principle of author
ity as being absolutely evil, and of the principle of autonomy as being
absolutely good. Authority and autonomy are relative things whose
spheres vary with the various phases of the development of society.
If the autonomists confined themselves to saying that the social
organisation of the future would restrict authority solely to the limits
within which the conditions of production render it inevitable, we
could understand each other; but they are blind to all facts that make
the thing necessaiy and they passionately fight the word.
Why do the anti-authoritarians not confine themselves to crying
out against political authority, the state? All Socialists are agreed that
the political state, and with it political authority, will disappear as
a result of the coming social revolution, that is, that public functions
will lose their political character and be transformed into the simple
administrative functions of watching over the true interests of society.
But the anti-authoritarians demand that the authoritarian political
state be abolished at one stroke, even before the social conditions
that gave birth to it have been destroyed. They demand that the first
act of the social revolution shall be the abolition of authority. Have
these gentlemen ever seen a revolution? A revolution is certainly the
most authoritarian thing there is; it is the act whereby one part of the
population imposes its will upon the other part by means of rifles,
bayonets and cannon—authoritarian means, if such there be at all;
and if the victorious party does not want to have fought in vain, it
must maintain this rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire
in the reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted a single
day if it had not made use of this authority of the armed people
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against the bourgeois? Should we not, on the contrary, reproach it
for not having used it freely enough?
Therefore, either one of two things: either the anti-authoritarians
don’t know what they are talking about, in which case they are
creating nothing but confusion; or they do know, and in that case
they are betraying the movement of the proletariat. In either case
they serve the reaction.
Written in October
1872-March 1873

K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works in 3 vols., VoL 2, pp. 376-79

KARL MARX
From
CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME43
Marginal Notes to the Programme
of the German Workers' Party

I

1. “Labour is the source of all
wealth and all culture, and since
useful labour is possible only in society
and through society, the proceeds of
labour belong undiminished with equal
right to all members of society.”

First Part o f the Paragraph: “Labour is the source of all wealth
and all culture.”
Labour is not the source of all wealth. Nature is just as much the
source of use values (and it is surely of such that material wealth
consists!) as labour, which itself is only the manifestation of a force
of nature, human labour power. The above phrase is to be found
in all children’s primers and is correct in so far as it is implied that
labour is performed with the appurtenant subjects and instruments.
But a socialist programme cannot allow such bourgeois phrases to
pass over in silence the conditions that alone give them meaning.
And in so far as man from the beginning behaves towards nature, the
primary^source of all instruments and subjects of labour, as an owner,
treats her as belonging to him, his labour becomes the source of use
values, therefore also of wealth. The bourgeois have very good
grounds for falsely ascribing supernatural creative power to labour;
since precisely from the fact that labour depends on nature it fol
lows that the man who possesses no other property than his labour
power must, in all conditions of society and culture, be the slave of
other men who have made themselves the owners of the material
conditions of labour. He can work only with their permission, hence
live only with their permission.
Let us now leave the sentence as it stands, or rather limps. What
would one have expected in conclusion? Obviously this:
“Since labour is the source of all wealth, no one in society can
appropriate wealth except as the product of labour. Therefore, if
he himself does not work, he lives by the labour of others and also
acquires his culture at the expense of the labour of others.”
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Instead of this, by means of the verbal rivet “and since” a second
proposition is added in order to draw a conclusion from this and not
from the first one.
Second Part o f the Paragraph: “Useful labour is possible only
in society and through society.”
According to the first proposition, labour was the source of all
wealth and all culture; therefore no society is possible without labour.
Now we learn, conversely, that no “useful” labour is possible without
society.
One could just as well have said that only in society can useless
and even socially harmful labour become a branch of gainful occupa
tion, that only in society can one live by being idle, etc., etc.—in
short, one could just as well have copied the whole of Rousseau.
And what is “useful” labour? Surely only labour which produces
the intended useful result. A savage—and man was a savage after he
had ceased to be an ape—who kills an animal with a stone, who col
lects fruits, etc., performs “useful” labour.
Thirdly. The Conclusion: “And since useful labour is possible only
in society and through society, the proceeds of labour belong undimin
ished with equal right to all members of society.”
A fifte conclusion! If useful labour is possible only in society and
through society, the proceeds of labour belong to society—and only
so much therefrom accrues to the individual worker as is not required
to maintain the “condition” of labour, society.
In fact, this proposition has at all times been made use of by the
champions of the state o f society prevailing at any given time. First
come the claims of the government and everything that sticks to it,
since it is the social organ for the maintenance of the social order;
then come the claims of the various kinds of private property, for
the various kinds of private property are the foundations of society,
etc. One sees that such hollow phrases can be twisted and turned
as desired.
The first and second parts of the paragraph have some intelli
gible connection only in the following wording:
“Labour becomes the source of wealth and culture only as social
labour,” or, what is the same thing, “in and through society.”
This proposition is incontestably correct, for although isolated
labour (its material conditions presupposed) can create use values,
it can create neither wealth nor culture.
But equally incontestable is this other proposition:
“In proportion as labour develops socially, and becomes thereby
a source of wealth and culture, poverty and destitution develop
among the workers, and wealth and culture among the non-workers.”
This is the law of all history hitherto. What, therefore, had to be
done here, instead of setting down general phrases about “labour”

212 KARL MARX

and “society”, was to prove concretely how in present capitalist so
ciety the material, etc., conditions have at last been created which
enable and compel the workers to lift this social curse.
...Within the co-operative society based on common ownership
of the means of production, the producers do not exchange their
products; just as little does the labour employed on the products
appear here as the value of these products, as a material quality pos
sessed by them, since now, in contrast to capitalist society, individ
ual labour no longer exists in an indirect fashion but directly as a
component part of the total labour. The phrase “proceeds of labour”,
objectionable also today on account of its. ambiguity, thus loses all
meaning.
What we have to deal with here is a communist society, not as it
has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary, just as
it emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in every respect,
economically, morally and intellectually, still stamped with the
birth marks of the old society from whose womb it emerges. Ac
cordingly, the individual producer receives back from society—after
the deductions have been made—exactly what he gives to it. What he
has given to it is his individual quantum of labour. For example,
the social working day consists of the sum of the individual hours
of work; the individual labour time of the individual producer is the
part of the social working day contributed by him, his share in it.
He receives a certificate from society that he has furnished such and
such an amount of labour (after deducting his labour for the common
funds), and with this certificate he draws from the social stock of
means of consumption as much as costs the same amount of labour.
The same amount of labour which he has given to society in one form
he receives back in another.
Here obviously the same principle prevails as that which regulates
the exchange of commodities, as far as this is exchange of equal
values. Content and form are changed, because under the altered
circumstances no one can give anything except his labour, and be
cause, on the other hand, nothing can pass to the ownership of in
dividuals except individual means of consumption. But, as far as the
distribution of the latter among the individual producers is concerned,
the same principle prevails as in the exchange of commodity-equivalents: a given amount of labour in one form is exchanged for an
equal amount of labour in another form.
Hence, equal right here is still in principle—bourgeois right, al
though principle and practice are no longer at loggeiheads, while the
exchange of equivalents in commodity exchange only exists on the
average and not in the individual case.
In spite of this advance, this equal right is still constantly stigma
tised by a bourgeois limitation. The right of the producers is propor
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tional to the labour they supply; the equality consists in the fact that
measurement is made with an equal standard, labour.
But one man is superior to another physically or mentally and so
supplies more labour in the same time, or can labour for a longer
time; and labour, to serve as a measure, must be defined by its dura
tion or intensity, otherwise it ceases to be a standard of measurement.
This equal right is an unequal right for unequaMabqpr. It recognises
no class differences, because everyone is only a worker like everyone
else; but it tacitly recognises unequal individual endowment and
thus productive capacity as natural privileges. It is, therefore, a right
o f inequality, in its content, like every right. Right by its very nature
can consist only in the application of an equal standard; but un
equal individuals (and they would not be different individuals if they
were not unequal) are measurable only by an equal standard in so
far as they are brought under an equal point of view, are taken from
one definite side only, for instance, fr^the present case, are regarded
only as workers and nothing more is seen in them, everything else
being ignored. Further, one worker is married, another not; one has
more children than another, and so on and so forth. Thus, with an
equal performance of labour, and hence an equal share in the social
consumption fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one
will be richer than another, and so on. To avoid all these defects,
right instead of being equal would have to be unequal.
But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist
society as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged birth pangs
from capitalist society. Right can never be higher than the economic
structure of society and its cultural development conditioned thereby.
In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordi
nation of the individual to the division of labour, and therewith also
the antithesis between mental and physical labour, has vanished; after
labour has become not only a means of life but life’s prime want;
after the productive forces have also increased with the all-round
development of the individual, and all the springs of co-operative
wealth flow more abundantly—only then can the narrow horizon of
bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety and society inscribe on
its banners: From each according to his ability, to each according
to his needs!...
Written in April or
early May 1875

K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
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FREDERICK ENGELS

From
SOCIALISM: UTOPIAN
AND SCIENTIFIC

...And although, upon the whole, the bourgeoisie, in their strug
gle with the nobility, could claim to represent at the same time the
interests of the different working classes of that period, yet in every
great bourgeois movement there were independent outbursts of that
class which was the forerunner, more or less developed, of the modem
proletariat. For example, at the time of the German Reformation
and the Peasants’ War, the Anabaptists44 and Thomas Miinzer; in the
great English Revolution, the Levellers45; in the great French Revo
lution, Babeuf.
There were theoretical enunciations corresponding with these rev
olutionary uprisings of a class not yet developed; in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, Utopian pictures of ideal social condi
tions46 ; in the eighteenth, actual communistic theories (Morelly and
Mably). The demand for equality was no longer limited to political
rights; it was extended also to the social conditions of individuals.
It was not simply class privileges that were to be abolished, but class
distinctions themselves. A communism, ascetic, denouncing all the
pleasures of life, Spartan, was the first form of the new teaching.
Then came the three great Utopians: Saint-Simon, to whom the mid
dle-class movement, side by side with the proletarian, still had a
certain significance; Fourier; and Owen, who in the country where
capitalist production was most developed, and under the influence
of the antagonisms begotten of this, worked out his proposals for
the removal of class distinctions systematically and in direct relation
to French materialism.
One thing is common to all three. Not one of them appears as a
representative of the interests of that proletariat which historical
development had, in the meantime, produced. Like the French phil
osophers, they do not claim to emancipate a particular class to begin
with, but all humanity at once. Like them, they wish to bring in the
kingdom of reason and eternal justice, but this kingdom, as they see
it, is as far as heaven from earth, from that of the French philoso
phers.
For, to our three social reformers, the bourgeois world, based upon
the principles of these philosophers, is quite as irrational and unjust,
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and, therefore, finds its way to the dust-hole quite as readily as
feudalism and all the earlier stages of society. If pure reason and jus
tice have not, hitherto, ruled the world, this has been the case only
because men have not rightly understood them. What was wanted
was the individual man of genius, who has now arisen and who under
stands the truth. That he has now arisen, that the truth has now been
clearly understood, is not an inevitable event, following of necessity
in the chain of historical development, but a mere happy accident.
He might just as well have been bom 500 years earlier, and might
then have spared 1umanity 500 years of error, strife, and suffering.
We saw how the French philosophers of the eighteenth century,
the forerunners of the Revolution, appealed to reason as the sole
judge of all that is. A rational government, rational society, were to
be founded; everything that ran counter to eternal reason was to be
remorselessly done away with. We saw also that this eternal reason
was in reality nothing but the idealised understanding of the eigh
teenth-century citizen, just then evolving into the bourgeois. The
French Revolution had realised this rational society and government.
But the new order of things, rational enough as compared with
earlier conditions, turned out to be by no means absolutely rational.
The state based upon reason completely collapsed. Rousseau’s Contrat Social had found its realisation in the Reign of Terror, from
which the bourgeoisie, who had lost confidence in their own polit
ical capacity, had taken refuge first in the corruption of the Director
ate,47 and, finally, under the wing of Napoleonic despotism. The
promised eternal peace was turned into an endless war of conquest.
The society based upon reason had fared no better. The antagonism
between rich and poor, instead of dissolving into general prosperity,
had become intensified by the removal of the guild and other privi
leges, which had to some extent bridged it over, and by the removal of
the charitable institutions of the Church. The “freedom of property”
from feudal fetters, now veritably accomplished, turned out to be,
for the small capitalists and small proprietors, the freedom to sell
their small property, crushed under the overmastering competition
of the large capitalists and landlords, to these great lords, and thus,
as far as the small capitalists and peasant proprietors were concerned,
became “freedom from property”. The development of industry upon
a capitalistic basis made poverty and misery of the working masses
conditions of existence of society.
...Active social forces work exactly like natural forces: blindly,
forcibly, destructively, so long as we do not understand, and reckon
with them. But when once we understand them, when once we
grasp their action, their direction, their effects, it depends only upon
ourselves to subject them itiore and more to our own will, and by
means of them* to reach our own ends. And this holds quite especial
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ly of the mighty productive forces of today. As long as we obstinately
refuse to understand the nature and the character of these social
means of action—and this understanding goes against the grain of the
capitalist mode of production and its defenders—so long these forces
are at work in spite of us, in opposition to us, so long they master
us, as we have shown above in detail.
But when once their nature is understood, they can, in the hands
of the producers working together, be transformed from master de
mons into willing servants. The difference is as that between the
destructive force of electricity in the lightning of the storm, and
electricity under command in the telegraph and the voltaic arc; the
difference between a conflagration, and fire working in the service of
man. With this recognition, at last, of the real nature of the productive
forces of today, the social anarchy of production gives place to a
social regulation of production upon a definite plan, according to the
needs of the community and of each individual. Then the capitalist
mode of appropriation, in which the product enslaves first the produ
cer, and then the appropriator, is replaced by the mode of appro
priation of the products that is based upon the nature of the modem
means of production; upon the one hand, direct social appropriation,
as means to the maintenance and extension of production—on the
other, direct individual appropriation, as means of subsistence and of
enjoyment.
Whilst the capitalist mode of production more and more complete
ly transforms the great majority of the population into proletarians,
it creates the power which, under penalty of its own destruction, is
forced to accomplish this revolution. Whilst it forces on more and
more the transformation of the vast means of production, already
socialised, into state property, it shows itself the way to accom
plishing this revolution. The proletariat seizes political power and
turns the means o f production into state property.
But, in doing this, it abolishes itself as proletariat, abolishes all
class distinctions and class antagonisms, abolishes also the state as
state. Society thus far, based upon class antagonisms, had need of
the state. That is, of an organisation of the particular class which
was pro tempore the exploiting class, an organisation for the pur
pose of preventing any interference from without with the existing
conditions of production, and, therefore, especially, for the purpose
of forcibly keeping the exploited classes in the condition of oppres
sion corresponding with the given mode of production (slavery,
serfdom, wage-labour). The state was the official representative of
society as a whole; the gathering of it together into a visible em
bodiment. But it was this only in so far as it was the state of that
class which itself represented, for the time being, society as a whole:
in ancient times, the state of slave-owning citizens; in the Middle
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Ages, the feudal lords; in our own time, the bourgeoisie. When at
last it becomes the real representative of the whole of society, it
renders itself unnecessary. As soon as there is no longer any social
class to be held in subjection; as soon as class rule, and the individual
struggle for existence based upon our present anarchy in production,
with the collisions and excesses arising from these, are removed,
nothing more remains to be repressed, and a special Repressive force,
a state, is no longer necessary. The first act by virtue of which the
state really constitutes itself the representative of the whole of so
ciety—the taking possession of the means of production in the name
of society—this is, at the same time, its last independent act as a state.
State interference in social relations becomes, in one domain after
another, superfluous, and then dies out of itself; the government of
persons is replaced by the administration of things, and by the con
duct of processes of production. The state is not “abolished”. It dies
out.
...The possibility of securing for every member of society, by
means of socialised production, an existence not only fully sufficient
materially, and becoming day by day more full, but an existence guar
anteeing to all the free development and exercise of their physical
and mental faculties—this possibility is now for the first time here,
but it is here?
With the seizing of the means of production by society, produc
tion of commodities is done away with, and, simultaneously, the
mastery of the product over the producer. Anarchy in social pro
duction is replaced by systematic, definite organisation. The struggle
for individual existence disappears. Then for the first time man, in
a certain sense, is finally marked off from the rest of the animal
kingdom, and emerges from mere animal conditions of existence into
really human ones. The whole sphere of the conditions of life which
environ man, and which have hitherto ruled man, now comes under
the dominion and control of man, who for the first time becomes
the real, conscious lord of Nature, because he has now become master
of his own social organisation. The laws of his own social action,
hitherto standing face to face with man as laws of Nature foreign to,
a A few figures may serve to give an approximate idea of the enormous
expansive force of the modern means of production, even under capitalist
pressure. According to Mr Giffen, the total wealth of Great Britain and Ireland
amounted, in round numbers, in
1814 to £ 2,200,000,000.
1865 to £ 6,100,000,000.
1875 to £ 8,500,000,000.
As an instance of the squandering of means of production and of products
during a crisis, the total loss in the German iron industry alone, in the crisis
1873-78, was given at the second German Industrial Congress (Berlin,
February 21,187848) as £ 22,750,000. [Note by Engels. ]
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and dominating him, will then be used with full understanding, and
so mastered by him. Man’s own social organisation, hitherto con
fronting him as a necessity imposed by Nature and history, now be
comes the result of his own free action. The extraneous objective
forces that have hitherto governed history pass under the control
of man himself. Only from that time will man himself, more and
more consciously, make his own history—only from that time will
the social causes set in movement by him have, in the main and in
a constantly. growing measure, the results intended by him. It is
the ascent of man from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom
of freedom.
Let us briefly sum up our sketch of historical evolution.
I.Mediaeval Society—Individual production on a small scale.
Means of production adapted for individual use; hence primitive,
ungainly, petty, dwarfed in action. Production for immediate con
sumption, either of the producer himself or of his feudal lord. Only
where ail excess of production over this consumption occurs is such
excess offered for sale, enters into exchange. Production of com
modities, therefore, only in its infancy. But already it contains within
itself, in embryo, anarchy in the production o f society at large.
II. Capitalist Revolution—Transformation of industry, at first by
means of simple cooperation and manufacture. Concentration of the
means of production, hitherto scattered, into great workshops. As
a consequence, their transformation from individual to social means
of production—a transformation which does not, on the whole, affect
the form of exchange. The old forms of appropriation remain in force.
The capitalist appears. In his capacity as owner of the means of pro
duction, he also appropriates the products and turns them into com
modities. Production has become a social act. Exchange and appro
priation continue to be individual acts, the acts of individuals. The
social product is appropriated by the individual capitalist. Funda
mental contradiction, whence arise all the contradictions in which
our present-day society moves, and which modem industry brings
to light.
A. Severance of the producer from the means of production.
Condemnation of the worker to wage-labour for life. Antagonism
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.
B. Growing predominance and increasing effectiveness of the laws
governing the production of commodities. Unbridled competition.
Contradiction between socialised organisation in the individual fac
tory and social anarchy in production as a whole.
C. On the one hand, perfecting of machinery, made by competi
tion compulsory for each individual manufacturer, and complement
ed by a constantly growing displacement of labourers. Industrial
reserve army. On the other hand, unlimited extension of production,
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also compulsory under competition for every manufacturer. On both sides, unheard-of development of productive forces, excess of supply
over demand, over-production, glutting of the markets, crises every
ten years, the vicious circle: excess here, o f means o f production and
products—excess there, o f labourers, without employment and
without means of existence. But these two levers of production and
of social well-being are unable to work together, becauseFthe capital
ist form of production prevents the productive forces from working
and the products from circulating, unless they are first turned into
capital—which their very superabundance prevents. The contradiction
has grown into an absurdity. The mode o f production rises in rebel
lion against the form o f exchange. The bourgeoisie are convicted of
incapacity further to manage their own social productive forces.
D. Partial recognition of the social character of the productive
forces forced upon the capitalists themselves. Taking over of the great
institutions for production and communication, first by joint-stock
companies, later on by trusts, then by the state. The bourgeoisie
demonstrated to be a superfluous class. All its social functions are
now performed by salaried employees.
Ill .Proletarian Revolution—Solution of the contradictions. The
proletariat seizes the public power, and by means of this transforms
the socialised means of production, slipping from the hands of the
bourgeoisie, into public property. By this act, the proletariat frees
the means of production from the character of capital they have thus
far borne, and gives their socialised character complete freedom to
work itself out. Socialised production upon a predetermined plan
becomes henceforth possible. The development of production makes
the existence of different classes of society thenceforth an anachron
ism. In proportion as anarchy in social production vanishes, the polit
ical authority of the state dies out. Man, at last the master of his
own form of social organisation, becomes at the same time the lord
over Nature, his own master—free.
To accomplish this act of universal emancipation is the historical
mission of the modem proletariat. To thoroughly comprehend the
historical conditions and thus the very nature of this act, to impart
to the now oppressed proletarian class a full knowledge of the condi
tions and of the meaning of the momentous act it is called upon
to accomplish, this is the task of the theoretical expression of the
proletarian movement, scientific socialism.
Written between
January and the first half of
March 1880

K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works in 3 vols., VoL 3, pp. 11618, 146-47, 149-51
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From
ANTI-DUHRING

Herr Eugen Duhring’s Revolution in Science

...Is human thought sovereign? Before we can answer yes or no
we must first enquire: what is human thought? Is it the thought of the
individual man? No. But it exists only as the individual thought of
many milliards of past, present and future men. If, then, I say that
the total thought of all these human beings, including the fiiture ones,
which is embraced in my idea, is sovereign, able to know the world as
it exists, if only mankind lasts long enough and in so far as no limits
are imposed on its knowledge by its perceptive organs or the objects
to be known, then I am saying something which is pretty banal and,
in addition, pretty barren. For the most valuable result from it would
be that it should make us extremely distrustful of our present knowl
edge, inasmuch as in all probability we are just about at the begin
ning of human history, and the generations which will put us right
are likely to be far more numerous than those whose knowledge
we—often enough with a considerable degree of contempt—have the
opportunity to correct.
Herr Diihring himself proclaims it to be a necessity that conscious
ness, and therefore also thought and knowledge, can become manifest
only in a series of individual beings. We can only ascribe sovereignty
to the thought of each of these individuals in so far as we are not
aware of any power which would be able to impose any idea forcibly
on him, when he is of sound mind and wide awake. But as for the
sovereign validity of the knowledge obtained by each individual
thought, we all know that there can be no talk of such a thing, and
that all previous experience shows that without exception such know
ledge always contains much more that is capable of being improved
upon than that which cannot be improved upon, or is correct.
In other words, the sovereignty of thought is realized in a series
of extremely unsovereignly-thinking human beings; the knowledge
which has an unconditional claim to truth is realized in a series of
relative errors; neither the one nor the other can be fully realized
except through an unending duration of human existence.
Here once again we find the same contradiction as we found above,
between the character of human thought, necessarily conceived as
absolute, and its reality in individual human beings, all of whom think
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only limitedly. This is a contradiction which can be resolved only in
the course of infinite progress, in what is—at least practically for us—
an endless succession of generations of mankind. In this sense human
thought is just as much sovereign as not sovereign, and its capacity for
knowledge just as much unlimited as limited. It: is sovereign and un
limited in its disposition, its vocation, its possibilities and its historical
ultimate goal; it is not sovereign and it is limited in Its individual reali
zation and in reality at any particular moment.
...Men, consciously or unconsciously, derive their ethical ideas
in the last resort from the practical relations on which their class
position is based—from the economic relations in which" they cany
on production and exchange.
...At similar or approximately similar stages of economic develop
ment moral theories must of necessity be more or less in agreement.
From the moment when private ownership of movable property devel
oped, all societies in which this private ownership existed had to have
this moral injunction in common: Thou shalt not steal. Does this
injunction thereby become an eternal moral injunction? By no means.
In a society in which all motives for stealing have been done away
with, in which therefore at the very most only lunatics would ever
steal, how the preacher of morals would be laughed at who tried
solemnly to proclaim the eternal truth: Thou shalt not steal!
We therefore reject every attempt to impose on us any moral
dogma whatsoever as an eternal, ultimate and for ever immutable
ethical law on the pretext that the moral world, too, has its perma
nent principles which stand above history and the differences between
nations. We maintain on the contrary that all moral theories have
been hitherto the product, in the last analysis, of the economic con
ditions of society obtaining at the time. And as society has hitherto
moved in class antagonisms, morality has always been class morality;
it has either justified the domination and the interests of the ruling
class, or, ever since the oppressed class became powerful enough, it
has represented its indignation against this domination and the future
interests of the oppressed. That in this process there has on the whole
been progress in morality, as in all other branches of human knowl
edge, no one will doubt. But we have not yet passed beyond class
morality. A really human morality which stands above class antago
nisms and above any recollection of them becomes possible only at
a stage of society which has not only overcome class antagonisms but
has even forgotten them in practical life.
...The idea that all men, as men, have something in common, and
that to that extent they are equal, is of course primeval. But the mod
em demand for equality is something entirely different from that;
this consists rather in deducing from that common quality of being
human, from that equality of men as men, a claim to equal political
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and social status for all human beings, or at least for all citizens of
a state or all members of a society. Before that original conception
of relative equality could lead to the conclusion that men should
have equal rights in the state and in society/before that conclusion
could even appear to be something natural and self-evident, thousands
of years had to pass and did pass. In the most ancient, primitive com
munities equality of rights could apply at most to members of the
community; women slaves and foreigners were excluded from this
equality as a matter of course. Among the Greeks and Romans the
inequalities of men were of much greater importance than their equal
ity in any respect. It would necessarily have seemed insanity to the
ancients that Greeks and barbarians, freemen and slaves, citizens and
peregrines, Roman citizens and Roman subjects (to use a comprehen
sive term) should have a claim to equal political status. Under the Ro
man Empire all these distinctions gradually disappeared, except the
distinction between freemen and slaves, and in this way there arose,
for the freemen at least, that equality as between private individuals
on the basis of which Roman law developed—the completest elab
oration of law based on private property which we know. But so long
as the antithesis between freemen and slaves existed, there could be
no talk of drawing legal conclusions from a general equality of
mankind; we saw this even recently, in the slave-owning states of the
North American Union.
Christianity knew only one point in which all men were equal:
that all were equally bom in original sin—which corresponded per
fectly to its character as the religion of the slaves and the oppressed.
Apart from this it recognized, at most, the equality of the elect, which
however was only stressed at the very beginning. The traces of com
mon ownership which are also found in the early stages of the new
religion can be ascribed to solidarity among the proscribed rather than
to real equalitarian ideas. Within a very short time the establishment
of the distinction between priests and laymen put an end even to this
incipient Christian equality.
The overrunning of Western Europe by the Germans abolished
for centuries all ideas of equality, through the gradual building up of
such a complicated social and political hierarchy as had never existed
before. But at the same time the invasion drew Western and Central
Europe into the course of historical development, created for the
first time a compact cultural area, and within this area also for the
first time a system of predominantly national states exerting mutual
influence on each other and mutually holding each other in check.
Thereby it prepared the ground on which alone the question of the
equal status of men, of the rights of man, could at a later period be
raised.
The feudal middle ages also developed in its womb the class which
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was destined, in the course of its further development, to become the
standard-bearer of the modem demand for equality: the bourgeoisie.
Originally itself a feudal estate, the bourgeoisie developed the pre
dominantly handicraft industry and the exchange of products within
feudal society to a relatively high level, when at th&end of the fif
teenth century the great maritime discoveries opened to it a new
career of wider scope. Trade beyond the confines <ff Europe, which
had previously been carried on only between Italy and the Levant,
was now extended to America and India, and soon surpassed in im
portance both the mutual exchange between the various European
countries and the internal trade within each individual country.
American gold and silver flooded Europe and forced its way like a
disintegrating element into every fissure, rent and pore of feudal
society. Handicraft industry could no longer satisfy the rising demand;
in the leading industries of the most advanced countries it was re
placed by manufacture.
But this mighty revolution in the conditions of the economic life
of society was, however, not followed by any immediate correspond
ing change in its political structure. The political order remained
feudal, while society became more and more bourgeois. Trade on a
large scale, that is to say, particularly international and, even more
so, world trade, requires free owners of commodities who are unre
stricted in their movements and as such enjoy equal rights; who may
exchange their commodities on the basis of laws that are equal for
them all, at least in each particular place. The transition from hand
icraft to manufacture presupposes the existence of a number of free
workers—free on the one hand from the fetters of the build and on
the other from the means whereby they could themselves utilize their
labour-power—workers who can contract with the manufacturer
for the hire of their labour-power, and hence, as parties to the con
tract, have rights equal to his. And finally the equality and equal
status of all human labour, because and in so far as it is human la
bour,49 found its unconscious but clearest expression in the law of
value of modem bourgeois political economy, according to which the
value of a commodity is measured by the socially necessary labour
embodied in it.a
However, where economic relations required freedom and equality
of rights, the political system opposed them at every step with guild
restrictions and special privileges. Local privileges, differential duties,
exceptional laws of all kinds affected in trade not only foreigners
and people living in the colonies, but often enough also whole categoa This derivation of the modern ideas of equality from the economic condi
tions of bourgeois society was first demonstrated by Marx in Capital [Note by
Engels. ]
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ries of the nationals of the country concerned; everywhere and ever
anew the privileges of the guilds barred the development of manu
facture. Nowhere was the road clear and the chances equal for the
bourgeois competitors—and yet that this be so was the prime and
ever more pressing demand.
The demand for liberation from feudal fetters and the establish
ment of equality of rights by the abolition of feudal inequalities
was bound soon to assume wider dimensions, once the economic
advance of society had placed it on the order of the day. If it was
raised in the interests of industry and trade, it was also necessary to
demand the same equality of rights for the great mass of the peasantry
who, in every degree of bondage, from total serfdom onwards, were
compelled to give the greater part of their labour-time to their graci
ous feudal lord without compensation and in addition to render in
numerable other dues to him and to the state. On the other hand, it
was inevitable that a demand should also be made for the abolition
of the feudal privileges, of the freedom from taxation of the nobility,
of the politick privileges of the separate estates. And as people were
no longer living in a world empire such as the Roman Empire had
been, but in a system of independent states dealing with each other
on an equal footing and at approximately the same level of bourgeois
development, it was a matter of course that the demand for equality
should assume a general character reaching out beyond the individual
state, that freedom and equality should be proclaimed human rights.
And it is significant of the specifically bourgeois character of these
human rights that the American constitution, the first to recognize
the rights of man, in the same breath confirms the slavery of the
coloured races existing in America: class privileges are proscribed,
race privileges sanctioned.
As is well known, however, from the moment when the bourgeoisie
emerged from feudal burgherdom, when this estate of the Middle
Ages developed into a modem class, it was always and inevitably
accompanied by its shadow, the proletariat. And in the same way
bourgeois demands for equality were accompanied by proletarian
demands for equality. From the moment when the bourgeois demand
for the abolition of class privileges was put forward, alongside it ap
peared the proletarian demand for the abolition of th e classes them
selves—at first in religious form, leaning towards primitive Chris
tianity, and later drawing support from the bourgeois equalitarian
theories themselves. The proletarians took the bourgeoisie at its
word: equality must not be merely apparent, must not apply merely
to the sphere of the state, but must also be real, must also be extend
ed to the social, economic sphere. And especially since the French
bourgeoisie, from the great revolution on, brought civil equality to
the forefront, the French proletariat has answered blow for blow with

ANTI-DUHRING 225

the demand for social, economic equality, and equality has become
the battle-cry particularly of the French proletariat.
The demand for equality in the mouth of the proletariat has
therefore a double meaning. It is either—as was the case especially
at the very start, for example in the Peasant War—the spontaneous
reaction against the crying social inequalities, against the contrast
between rich and poor, the feudal lords and their serfs, the surfeiters
and the starving; as such it is simply an expression of the revolu
tionary instinct, and finds its justification in that, and in that only.
Or, on the other hand, this demand has arisen as a reaction against
the bourgeois demand for equality, drawing more or less correct and
more far-reaching demands from this bourgeois demand, and serving
as an agitational means in order to stir up the workers against the
capitalists with the aid of the capitalists’ own assertions; and in this
case it stands or falls with bourgeois equality itself. In both cases
the real content of the proletarian demand for equality is the demand
for the abolition o f classes.
...The idea of equality, both in its bourgeois and in its proletarian
form, is therefore itself a historical product, the creation of which
required definite historical conditions that in turn themselves pre
suppose a long previous history.
...Freedom does not consist in the dream of independence from
natural laws, but in the knowledge of these laws, and in the pos
sibility this gives of systematically making them work towards definite
ends. This holds good in relation both to the laws of external nature
and to those which govern the bodily and mental existence of men
themselves—two classes of laws which we can separate from each
other at most only in thought but not in reality. Freedom of the will
therefore means nothing but the capacity to make decisions with
knowledge of the subject. Therefore the freer a man’s judgment is
in relation to a definite question, the greater is the necessity with
which the content of this judgment will be determined; while the un
certainty, founded on ignorance, which seems to make an arbitrary
choice among many different and conflicting possible decisions,
shows precisely by this that it is not free, that it is controlled by the
very object it should itself control. Freedom therefore consists in the
control over ourselves and over external nature, a control founded on
knowledge of natural necessity; it is therefore necessarily a product
of historical development. The first men who separated themselves
from the animal kingdom were in all essentials as unfree as the animals
themselves, but each step forward in the field of culture was a step
towards freedom. On the threshold of human history stands the dis
covery that mechanical motion can be transformed into heat: the
production of fire by friction; at the close of the development so far
gone through stands the discovery that heat can be transformed into
8-773
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mechanical motion: the steam-engine.
And, in spite of the gigantic liberating revolution in the social
world which the steam-engine is carrying through—and which is not
yet half completed-it is beyond all doubt that the generation of
fire by friction has had an even greater effect on the liberation of
mankind. For the generation of fire by friction gave man for the first
time control over one of the forces of nature, and thereby separated
him for ever from the animal kingdom. The steam-engine will never
bring about such a mighty leap forward in human development,
however important it may seem in our eyes as representing all those
immense productive forces dependent on it—forces which alone make
possible a state of society in which there are no longer class distinc
tions or anxiety over the means of subsistence for the individual, and
in which for the first time there can be talk of real human freedom,
of an existence in harmony with the laws of nature that have become
known.
...As men originally made their exit from the animal world—in
the narrower sense of the term—so they made their entry into history:
still half animal, brutal, still helpless in face of the forces of nature,
still ignorant of their own strength; and consequently as poor as the
animals and hardly more productive than they. There prevailed a
certain equality in the conditions of existence, and for the heads of
families also a kind of equality of social position—at least an absence
of social classes—which continued among the primitive agricultural
communities of the civilized peoples of a later period. In each such
community there were from the beginning certain common inter
ests the safeguarding of which had to be handed over to individuals,
true, under the control of the community as a whole: adjudication
of disputes; repression of abuse of authority by individuals; control
of water supplies, especially in hot countries; and finally, when con
ditions were still absolutely primitive, religious functions. Such of
fices are found in aboriginal communities of every period—in the
oldest German marks and even today in India. They are naturally
endowed with a certain measure of authority and are the begin
nings of state power. The productive forces gradually increase; the
increasing density of the population creates at one point common in
terests, at another conflicting interests, between the separate com
munities, whose grouping into larger units brings about in turn a new
division of labour, the setting up of organs to safeguard common in
terests. and combat conflicting interests. These organs which, if only
because they represent the common interests of the whole group,
hold a special position in relation to each individual community—in
certain circumstances even one of opposition—soon make themselves
still more independent, partly through heredity of functions, which
comes about almost as a matter of course in a world where everything
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occurs spontaneously, and partly because they become increasingly
indispensable owing to the growing number of conflicts with other
groups. It is not necessary for us to examine here how this inde
pendence of social functions in relation to society increased with
time until it developed into domination over society; how he who was
originally the servant, where conditions were favourable, changed
gradually into the lord; how this lord, dependinfon the conditions,
emerged as an Oriental despot or satrap, the dynast of a Greek tribe,
chieftain of a Celtic clan, and so on; to what extent he subsequently
had recourse to force in the course of this transformation; and how
finally the individual rulers united into a ruling class. Here we are
only concerned with establishing the fact that the exercise of a social
function was everywhere the basis of political supremacy; and further
that political supremacy has existed for any length of time only when
it discharged its social functions.
...And when we examine these questions, we are compelled to say—
however contradictory and heretical it may sound—that the intro
duction of slavery under the conditions prevailing at that time was a
great step forward. For it is a fact that man sprang from the beasts,
and had consequently to use barbaric and almost bestial means to
extricate himself from barbarism. Where the ancient communes have
continued to exist, they have for thousands of years formed the basis
of the cruelest form of state, Oriental despotism, from India to
Russia. It was only where these communities dissolved that the
peoples made progress of themselves, and their next economic ad
vance consisted in the increase and development of production by
means of slave labour. It is clear that so long as human labour was
still so little productive that it provided but a small surplus over and
above the necessary means of subsistence, any increase of the pro
ductive forces, extension of trade, development of the state and of
law, or foundation of art and science, was possible only by means of
a greater division of labour. And the necessary basis for this was the
great division of labour between the masses discharging simple manual
labour and the few privileged persons directing labour, conducting
trade and public affairs, and, at a later stage, occupying themselves
with art and science. The simplest and most natural form of this
division of labour was in fact slavery. In the historical conditions of
the ancient world, and particularly of Greece, the advance to a society
based on class antagonisms could be accomplished only in the form
of slavery. This was an advance even for the slaves; the prisoners of
war, from whom the mass of the slaves was recruited, now at least
saved their lives, instead of being killed as they had been before, or
even roasted, as at a still earlier period.
We may add at this point that all historical antagonisms between
exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes to this very day
8*
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find their explanation in this same relatively undeveloped productivity
of human labour. So long as the really working population were so
much occupied with their necessary labour that they had no time left
for looking after the common affairs of society—the direction of la
bour, affairs of state, legal matters, art, science, etc.—so long was it
necessary that there should constantly exist a special class, freed from
actual labour, to manage these affairs; and this class never failed, for
its own advantage, to impose a greater and greater burden of labour
on the working masses. Only the immense increase of the productive
forces attained by modem industry has made it possible to distribute
labour among all members of society without exception, and thereby
to limit the labour-time of each individual member to such an extent
that all have enough free time left to take part in the general—both
theoretical and practical—affairs of society. It is only now, therefore,
that every ruling and exploiting class has become superfluous and
indeed a hindrance to social development, and it is only now, too,
that it will be inexorably abolished, however much it may be in pos
session of “direct force”.
...In every society in which production has developed sponta
neously—and our present society is of this type—the situation is not
that the producers control the means of production, but that the
means of production control the producers. In such a society each
new lever of production is necessarily transformed into a new means
for the subjection of the producers to the means of production. This
is most of all true of that lever of production which, prior to the
introduction of modem industry, was far the most powerful—the
division of labour. The first great division of labour, the separation of
town and country, condemned the rural population to thousands of
years of mental torpidity, and the people of the towns each to subjec
tion to his own individual trade. It destroyed the basis of the intellec
tual development of the former and the physical development of the
latter. When the peasant appropriates his land, and the townsman his
trade, his land appropriates the peasant and his trade the townsman
to the very same extent. In the division of labour, man is also divided.
All other physical and mental faculties are sacrificed to the develop
ment of one single activity. This stunting of man grows in the same
measure as the division of labour, which attains its highest develop
ment in manufacture. Manufacture splits up each trade into its separ
ate partial operations, allots each of these to an individual labourer
as his life calling, and thus chains him for life to a particular detail
function and a particular tool. “It converts the labourer into a crip
pled monstrosity, by forcing his detail dexterity at the expense of
a world of productive capabilities and instincts.... The individual
himself is made the automatic motor of a fractional operation”
(Marx)50 —a motor which in many cases is perfected only by literally
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crippling the labourer physically and mentally. The machinery of
modem industry degrades the labourer from a machine to the mere
appendage of a machine. “The lifelong speciality of handling one and
the same tool, now becomes the lifelong speciality of serving one and
the same machine. Machinery is put to a wrong use, with the object
of transforming the workman, from his very childhood, into a part of
a detail-machine” (Marx).51 And not only the labourers, but also the
classes directly or indirectly exploiting the labourers are made subject,
through the division of labour, to the tool of their function: the
empty-minded bourgeois to his own capital and his own insane craving
for profits; the lawyer to his fossilized legal conceptions, which dom
inate him as an independent power; the “educated classes” in gener
al to their manifold species of local narrow-mindedness and one-sided
ness, to their own physical and mental short-sightedness, to their
stunted growth due to their narrow specialized education and their
being chained for life to this specialized activity—even when this
specialized activity is merely to do nothing.
The Utopians were already perfectly clear in their minds as to the
effects of the division of labour, the stunting on the one hand of the
labourer, and on the other of the labour function, which is restricted
to the lifelong, uniform, mechanical repetition of one and the same
operation. The abolition of the antithesis between town and country
was demanded by Fourier, as by Owen, as the first prerequisite for
the abolition of the old division of labour altogether. Both of them
thought that the population should be scattered through the country
in ,groups of sixteen hundred to three thousand persons; each group
was to occupy a gigantic palace, with a household run on communal
lines, in the centre of their area of land. It is true that Fourier occa
sionally refers to towns, but these were to consist in turn of only
four or five such palaces situated near each other. Both writers would
have each member of society occupied in agriculture as well as in
industry ; with Fourier, industry covers chiefly handicrafts and manu
facture, while Owen assigns the main role to modem industry and
already demands the introduction of steam-power and machinery in
domestic work. But within agriculture as well as industry both of
them also demand the greatest possible variety of occupation for each
individual, and in accordance with this, the training of the youth for
the utmost possible all-round technical functions. They both consider
that man should gain universal development through universal prac
tical activity and that labour should recover the attractiveness of
which the division of labour has despoiled it, in the first place through
this variation of occupation, and through the correspondingly short
duration of the “sitting”—to use Fourier’s expression—devoted to
each particular kind of work. Both Fourier and Owen are far in
advance of the mode of thought of the exploiting classes inherited by
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Herr Duhring, according to which the antithesis between town and
country is inevitable in the nature of things; the narrow view that a
number of “entities” must in any event be condemned to the produc
tion of one single article, the view that desires to perpetuate the
“economic species” of men distinguished by their way of life—people
who take pleasure in the performance of precisely this and no other
thing, who have therefore sunk so low that they rejoice in their own
subjection and one-sidedness. In comparison with the basic concep
tions even the “idiot” Fourier’s most recklessly bold fantasies; in
comparison even with the paltriest ideas of the “crude, feeble, and
paltry” Owen—Herr Duhring, himself still completely dominated by
the division of labour, is no more than an impertinent dwarf.
In making itself the master of all the means of production to use
them in accordance with a social plan, society puts an end to the
former subjection of men to their own means of production. It goes
without saying that society cannot free itself unless every individual
is freed. The old mode of production must therefore be revolutionized
from top to bottom, and in particular the former division of labour
must disappear. Its place must be taken by an organization of pro
duction in which, on the one hand, no individual can throw on the
shoulders of others his share in productive labour, this natural con
dition of human existence; and in which, on the other hand, pro
ductive labour, instead of being a means of subjugating men, will
become a means of their emancipation, by offering each individual
the opportunity to develop all his faculties, physical and mental, in
all directions and exercise them to the full—in which, therefore,
productive labour will become a pleasure instead of being a burden.
Today this is no longer a fantasy, no longer a pious wish. With
the present development of the productive forces, the increase in pro
duction that will follow from the very fact of the socialization of pro
ductive forces, coupled with the abolition of the barriers and disturb
ances, and of the waste of products and means of production, result
ing from the capitalist mode of production, will suffice, with every
body doing his share of work, to reduce the time required for labour
to a point which, measured by our present conceptions, w^l be small
indeed.
...All religion, however, is nothing but the fantastic reflection in
men’s minds of those external forces which control their daily life,
a reflection in which the terrestrial forces assume the form of super
natural forces. In the beginnings of history it was the forces of nature
which were first so reflected, and which in the course of further evo
lution underwent the most manifold and varied personifications
among the various peoples. This early process has been traced back
by comparative mythology, at least in the case of the Indo-European
peoples, to its origin in the Indian Vedas, and in its further evolution
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it has been demonstrated in detail among the Indians, Persians,
Greeks, Romans, Germans and, so far as material is available, also
among the Celts, Lithuanians and Slavs. But it is not long before,
side by side with the forces of nature, social forces begin to be activeforces which confront man as equally alien and at first equally inex
plicable, dominating him with the same apparent natural necessity
as the forces of nature themselves. The fantastic figufes, which at first
only reflected the mysterious forces of nature, at this point acquire
social attributes, become representatives of the forces of history.a
At a still further stage of evolution, all the natural and social attrib
utes of the numerous gods are transferred to one almighty god, who
is but a reflection of the abstract man. Such was the origin of mono
theism, which was historically the last product of the vulgarized phi
losophy of the later Greeks and found its incarnation in the exclusively
national god of the Jews, Jehovah. In this convenient, handy and uni
versally adaptable form, religion can continue to exist as the im
mediate, that is, the sentimental form of men’s relation to the alien,
natural and social, forces which dominate them, so long as men re
main under the control of these forces. However, we have seen re
peatedly that in existing bourgeois society men are dominated by the
economic conditions created by themselves, by the means of produc
tion which they themselves have produced, as if by an alien force.
The actual basis of the reflective activity that gives rise to religion
therefore continues to exist, and with it the religious reflection it
self. And although bourgeois political economy has given a certain
insight into the causal connection of this alien domination, this
makes no essential difference. Bourgeois economics can neither pre
vent crises in general, nor protect the individual capitalists from losses,
bad debts and bankruptcy, nor secure the individual workers against
unemployment and destitution. It is still true that man proposes and
God (that is, the alien domination of the capitalist mode of pro
duction) disposes. Mere knowledge, even if it went much further and
deeper than that of bourgeois economic science, is not enough to
bring social forces under the domination of society. What is above
all necessary for this, is a social act. And when this act has been
accomplished, when society, by taking possession of all means of pro
duction and using them on a planned basis, has freed itself and all its
members from the bondage in which they are now held by these

a This twofold character assumed later on by the divinities was one of the
causes of the subsequently widespread confusion of mythologies—a cause which
comparative mythology has overlboked, as it pays attention exclusively to their
character as reflections of the forces of nature. Thus in some Germanic tribes
the war-god is called Tyr (Old Nordic) or Zio (Old High German) and so cor
responds to the Greek Zeus, Latin Jupiter for Diu-piter; in other Germanic
tribes, Er, Eor, corresponds therefore to the Greek Ares, Latin Mars. [Note by
Engels. ]
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means of production which they themselves have produced but
which confront them as an irresistible alien force; when therefore man
no longer merely proposes, but also disposes—only then will the last
alien force which is still reflected in religion vanish; and with it will
also vanish the religious reflection itself, for the simple reason that
then there will be nothing left to reflect.
Written in September 1876June 1878

F. Engels, Anti-Diihring, Progress
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DIALECTICS OF NATURE
Introduction

r
Modem research into nature, which alone has achieved a scientific,
systematic, all-round development, in contrast to the brilliant naturalphilosophical intuitions of antiquity and the extremely important but
sporadic discoveries of the Arabs, which for the most part vanished
without results—this modem research into nature dates, like all more
recent history, from that mighty epoch which we Germans term the
Reformation, from the national misfortune that overtook us at that
time, and which the French term the Renaissance and the Italians
the Cinquecento, although it is not fully expressed by any of these
names. It is the epoch which had its rise in the latter half of the fif
teenth century. Royalty, with the support of the burghers of the
towns, broke the power of the feudal nobility and established the
great monarchies, based essentially on nationality, within which the
modem European nations and modem bourgeois society came to
development. And while the burghers and nobles were still fighting
one another, the German Peasant War pointed prophetically to future
class struggles, by bringing on to the stage not only the peasants in
revolt—that was no longer anything new—but behind them the beginn
ings of the modem proletariat, with the red flag in their hands and the
demand for common ownership of goods on their lips. In the ma
nuscripts saved from the fall of Byzantium, in the antique statues dug
out of the ruins of Rome, a new world was revealed to the astonished
West, that of ancient Greece; the ghosts of the Middle Ages vanished
before its shining forms; Italy rose to an undreamt-of flowering of art,
which was like a reflection of classical antiquity and was never attained
again. In Italy, France, and Germany a new literature arose, the first
modem literature; shortly afterwards came the classical epochs of
English and Spanish literature. The bounds of the old orbis terrarum
were pierced, only now for the first time was the world really discov
ered and the basis laid for subsequent world trade and the transition
from handicraft to manufacture, which in its turn formed the start
ing-point for modem large-scale industry. The dictatorship of the
Church over men’s minds was shattered; it was directly cast off by
the majority of the Germanic peoples, who adopted Protestantisir
while among the Latins a cheerful spirit of free thought, taken ove.
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from the Arabs and nourished by the newly-discovered Greek philos
ophy, took root more and more and prepared the way for the mate
rialism of the eighteenth century.
It was the greatest progressive revolution that mankind had so far
experienced, a time which called for giants and produced giants—
giants in power of thought, passion and character, in universality and
learning. The men who founded the modem rule of the bourgeoisie
had anything but bourgeois limitations. On the contrary, the adven
turous character of the time inspired them to a greater or lesser de
gree. There was hardly any man of importance then living who had
not travelled extensively, who did not speak four or five languages,
who did not shine in a number of fields. Leonardo da Vinci was not
only a great painter but also a great mathematician, mechanician, and
engineer, to whom the most diverse branches of physics are indebted
for important discoveries. Albrecht Diihrer was painter, engraver, sculp
tor, and architect, and in addition invented a system of fortifica
tion embodying many of the ideas that much later were again taken
up by Montalembert and the modem German science of fortification.
Machiavelli was statesman, historian, poet, and at the same time the
first notable military author of modem times. Luther not only cleaned
the Augean stable of the Church but also that of the German language;
he created modern German prose and composed the text and melody
of that triumphal hymn imbued with confidence in victory which
became the Marseillaise of the sixteenth century.52 The heroes of that
time were not yet in thrall to the division of labour, the restricting
effects of which, with its production of one-sidedness, we so often
notice in their successors. But what is especially characteristic of them
is that they almost all live and pursue their activities in the midst of
the contemporary movements, in the practical struggle; they take
sides and join in the fight, one by speaking and writing, another with
the sword, many with both. Hence the fullness and force of character
that makes them complete men. Men of the study are the exception—
either persons of second or third rank or cautious philistines who do
not want to burn their fingers.
At that time natural science also developed in the midst of the gen
eral revolution and was itself thoroughly revolutionary; it had indeed
to win in struggle its right of existence. Side by side with the great Ita
lians from whom modem philosophy dates, it provided its martyrs
for the stake and the dungeons of the Inquisition.
...Man, too, arises by differentiation. Not only individually—by
development from a single egg-cell to the most complicated organism
that nature produces—but also historically. When after thousands of
years of struggle the differentiation of hand from foot, and erect
gait, were finally established, man became distinct from the ape and
the basis was laid for the development of articulate speech and the
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mighty development of the brain that has since made the gulf between
man and the ape an unbridgeable one. The specialisation of the
hand—this implies the tool, and the tool implies specific human activ
ity, the transforming reaction of man on nature, production. Animals
in the narrower sense also have tools, but only as limbs of their bo
dies: the ant, the bee, the beaver; animals also produce, but their
productive effect on surrounding nature, in relation to nature,
amounts to nothing at all. Man alone has succeeded in impressing his
stamp on nature, not only by shifting plant and animal species from
one place to another, but also by so altering the aspect and climate
of his dwelling-place, and even the plants and animals themselves, that
the consequences of his activity can disappear only with the general
extinction of the terrestrial globe. And he has accomplished this pri
marily and essentially by means of the hand. Even the steam-engine,
so far his most powerful tool for the transformation of nature, de
pends, because it is a tool, in the last resort on the hand. But step by
step with the development of the hand went that of the brain; first
of all came consciousness of the conditions for separate practically
useful actions, and later, artiong the more favoured peoples and aris
ing from that consciousness, insight into the natural laws governing
them. And with the rapidly growing knowledge of the laws of na
ture the means for reacting on nature also grew; the hand alone
would never have achieved the steam-engine if, along with and parallel
to the hand, and partly owing to it, the brain of man had not corre
spondingly developed.
With man we enter history. Animals also have a history, that of
their descent and gradual evolution to their present position. This
history, however, is made for them, and in so far as they themselves
take part in it, this occurs without their knowledge and desire. On the
other hand, the more that human beings become removed from ani
mals in the narrower sense of the word, the more they make their
history themselves, consciously, the less becomes the influence of
unforeseen effects and uncontrolled forces on this history, and the
more accurately does the historical result correspond to the aim laid
down in advance. If, however, we apply this measure to human
history, to that of even the most developed peoples of the present
day, we find that there still exists here a colossal disproportion be
tween the proposed aims and the results arrived at, that unforeseen ef
fects predominate, and that the uncontrolled forces are far more pow
erful than those set into motion according to plan. And this cannot
be otherwise as long as the most essential historical activity of men,
the one which has raised them from the animal to the human state
and which forms the material foundation of all their other activities,
namely the production of their requirements of life, Le., in our day
social production, is above all subject to the interplay of unintended
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effects from uncontrolled forces and achieves its desired end only by
way of exception, but much more frequently the exact opposite.
In the most advanced industrial countries we have subdued the for
ces of nature and pressed them into the service of mankind; we have
thereby infinitely multiplied production, so that a child now produ
ces more than a hundred adults previously did. And what is the result?
Increasing overwork and increasing misery of the masses, and every
ten years a great collapse. Darwin did not know what a bitter satire
he wrote on mankind, and especially on his countrymen, when he
showed that free competition, the struggle for existence, which the
economists celebrate as the highest historical achievement, is the nor
mal state of the animal kingdom. Only conscious organisation of so
cial production, in which production and distribution are carried on
in a planned way, can lift mankind above the rest of the animal world
as regards the social aspect, in the same way that production in gener
al has done' this for mankind in the specifically biological aspect.
Historical evolution makes such an organisation daily more indis
pensable, but also with every day more possible. From it will date a
new epoch of history, in which mankind itself, and with mankind all
branches of its activity, and particularly natural science, will experi
ence an advance that will put everything preceding it in the deepest
shade...
Written in 1873-1876

F. Engels, Dialectics o f Nature,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1982,
pp. 19-22,33-35
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...The gentile constitution in full bloom, as we have seen it in
America, presupposed an extremely undeveloped form of production,
that is, an extremely sparse population spread over a wide territory,
and therefore the almost complete domination of man by external
nature, alien, opposed, incomprehensible to him, a domination re
flected in his childish religious ideas. The tribe remained the boundary
for man, in relation to himself as well as to outsiders: the tribe, the
gens and their institutions were sacred and inviolable, a superior pow
er, instituted by nature, to which the individual remained absolute
ly subject in feeling, thought and deed. Impressive as the people of
this epoch may appear to us, they differ in no way one from another,
they are still bound, as Marx says, to the umbilical cord of the primor
dial community. The power of these primordial communities had to
be broken, and it was broken. But it was broken by influences which
from the outset appear to us as a degradation, a fall from the simple
moral grandeur of the ancient gentile society. The lowest interests—
base greed, brutal sensuality, sordid avarice, selfish plunder of
common possessions—usher in the new, civilised society, class society;
the most outrageous means—theft, rape, deceit and treachery—
undermine and topple the old, classless, gentile society. And the new
society, during all the 2,500 years of its existence, has never been
anything but the development of the small minority at the expense
of the exploited and oppressed great majority ; and it is so today more
than ever before.
...Thus, in the Grecian constitution of the Heroic Age, we still find
the old gentile system full of vigour; but we also see the beginning of
its decay: father right and the inheritance of property by the children,
which favoured the accumulation of wealth in the family and gave the
latter power as against the gens; differentiation in wealth affecting in
turn the social constitution by creating first rudiments of a hereditary
nobility and monarchy; slavery, first limited to prisoners of war, but
already paving the way to the enslavement of fellow members of the
tribe and even of the gens; the degeneration of the old intertribal
warfare to systematic raids, on land and sea, for the purpose of cap
turing cattle, slaves, and treasure as a regular means of gaining a live
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lihood. In short, wealth is praised and respected as the highest treas
ure, and the old gentile institutions are perverted in order to justify
forcible robbery of wealth. Only one thing was missing: an institu
tion that would not only safeguard the newly-acquired property of
private individuals against the communistic traditions of the gentile
order, would not only sanctify private property, formerly held in such
light esteem, and pronounce this sanctification the highest purpose
of human society, but would also stamp the gradually developing new
forms of acquiring property, and consequently, of constantly acceler
ating increase in wealth, with the seal of general public recognition;
an institution that would perpetuate, not only the newly-rising class
division of society, but also the right of the possessing class to exploit
the non-possessing classes and the rule of the former over the latter.
And this institution arrived. The state was invented.
...Production at all former stages of society was essentially collec
tive and, likewise, consumption took place by the direct distribution
of the products within larger or smaller communistic communities.
This production in common was carried on within the narrowest
limits, but concomitantly the producers were masters of their process
of production and of their product. They knew what became of the
product: they consumed it, it did not leave their hands; and as long
as production was carried on on this basis, it could not grow beyond
the control of the producers, and it could not raise any strange, phan
tom powers against them, as is the case regularly and inevitably un
der civilisation.
But, slowly, division of labour crept into this process of production.
It undermined the collective nature of production and appropriation,
it made appropriation by individuals the largely prevailing rule, and
thus gave rise to exchange between individuals—how, we examined
above. Gradually, the production of commodities became the domi
nant form.
With the production of commodities, production no longer for
one’s own consumption but for exchange, the products necessarily
pass from hand to hand. The producer parts with his product in the
course of exchange; he no longer knows what becomes of it. As soon
as money, and with it the merchant, steps in as a middleman between
the producers, the process of exchange becomes still more compli
cated, the ultimate fate of the product still more uncertain. The
merchants are numerous and none of them knows what the other is
doing. Commodities now pass not only from hand to hand, but also
from market to market. The producers have lost control of the aggre
gate production of the conditions of their own life, and the merchants
have not acquired it. Products and production become the playthings
of chance.
But chance is only one pole of an interrelation, the other pole of
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which is called necessity. In nature, where chance also seems to reign,
we have long ago demonstrated in each particular field the inherent
necessity and regularity that asserts itself in this chance. What is true
of nature holds good also for society. The more a social activity, a
series of social processes, becomes too powerful for conscious human
control, grows beyond human reach, the more it seems to have been
left to pure chance, the more do its peculiar and innate laws assert
themselves in this chance, as if by natural necessity. Such laws also
control the fortuities of the production and exchange of commod
ities: these laws confront the individual producer and exchanger as
strange and, in the beginning, even as unknown powers, the nature of
which must first be laboriously investigated and ascertained. These
economic laws of commodity production are modified at the differ
ent stages of development of this form of production; on the whole,
however, the entire period of civilisation has been dominated by
these laws. To this day, the product is master of the producer; to this
day, the total production of society is regulated, not by a collective
ly thought-out plan, but by blind laws, which operate with ele
mental force, in the last resort in the storms of periodic commercial
crises.
We saw above how human labour power became able, at a rath
er early stage of development of production, to produce considera
bly more than was needed for the producer’s maintenance, and how
this stage, in the main, coincided with that of the first appearance of
the division oi labour and of exchange between individuals. Now, it
was not long before the great “truth” was discovered that man, too,
may be a commodity; that human power may be exchanged and uti
lised by converting man into a slave. Men had barely started to engage
in exchange when they themselves were exchanged. The active be
came a’passive, whether man wanted it or not.
With slavery, which reached its fullest development in civilisation,
came the first great cleavage of society into an exploiting and an ex
ploited class. This cleavage has continued during the whole period of
civilisation. Slavery was the first form of exploitation, peculiar to the
world of antiquity; it was followed by serfdom in the Middle Ages,
and by wage labour in modem times. These are the three great forms
of servitude, characteristic of the three great epochs of civilisation;
open, and, latterly, disguised slavery, are its steady companions.
Written at the end of
March-May 26, 1884
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...Only very exceptionally, and by no means to his and other peo
ple’s profit, can an individual satisfy his urge towards happiness by
preoccupation with himself. Rather it requires preoccupation with the
outside world, means to satisfy his needs, that is to say, food, an in
dividual of the opposite sex, books, conversation, argument, activi
ties, objects for use and working up. Feuerbach’s morality either pre
supposes that these means and objects of satisfaction are given to
every individual as a matter of course, or else it offers only inappli
cable good advice and is, therefore, not worth a brass farthing to
people who are without these means. And Feuerbach himself states
this in plain terms:
“Man thinks differently in a palace and in a hut.” “If because of hunger,
of misery, you have no stuff in your body, you likewise have no stuff for moral
ity in your head, in your mind or heart.”

Do matters fare any better in regard to the equal right of others
to satisfy their urge towards happiness? Feuerbach posed this claim
as absolute, as holding good for all times and circumstances. But since
when has it been valid? Was there ever in antiquity between slaves
and masters, or in the Middle Ages between serfs and barons, any talk
about an equal right to the urge towards happiness? Was not the urge
towards happiness of the oppressed class sacrificed ruthlessly and
“by right of law” to that of the ruling class? Yes, that was indeed im
moral; nowadays, however, equality of rights is recognised. Recog
nised in words ever since and inasmuch as the bourgeoisie, in its fight
against feudalism and in the development of capitalist production,
was compelled to abolish all privileges of estate, that is, personal priv
ileges, and to introduce the equality of all individuals before the law,
first in the sphere of private law, then gradually also in the sphere of
public law. But the urge towards happiness thrives only to a trivial ex
tent on ideal rights. To the greatest extent of all it thrives on mate
rial means; and capitalist production takes care to ensure that the
great majority of those with equal rights shall get only what is essen
tial for bare existence. Capitalist production has, therefore, little more
respect, if indeed any more, for the equal right to the urge towards
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happiness of the majority than had slavery or serfdom. And are we
better off in regard to the mental means of happiness, the education
al means? Is not even “the schoolmaster of Sadowa” a mythical
person?
More. According to Feuerbach’s theory of morals the Stock Ex
change is the highest temple of moral conduct, provided only that one
always speculates right. If my urge towards happiness leads me to the
Stock Exchange, and if there I correctly gauge the consequences of
my actions so that only agreeable results and no disadvantages ensue,
that is, if I always win, then I am fulfilling Feuerbach’s precept.
Moreover, I do not thereby interfere with the equal right of another
person to pursue his happiness; for that other man went to the Ex
change just as voluntarily as I did and in concluding the speculative
transaction with me he has followed his urge towards happiness as I
have followed mine. If he loses his money, his action is ipso facto
proved to have been unethical, because of his bad reckoning, and since
I have given him the punishment he deserves, I can even slap my
chest proudly, like a modem Rhadamanthus. Love, too, rules on the
Stock Exchange, in so far as it is not simply a sentimental figure of
speech, for each finds in others the satisfaction of his own urge
towards happiness, which is just what love ought to achieve and how
it acts in practice. And if I gamble with correct prevision of the con
sequences of my operations, and therefore with success, I fulfil all the
strictest injunctions of Feuerbachian morality— and become a rich
man into the bargain. In other words, Feuerbach’s morality is cut
exactly to the pattern of modem capitalist society, little as Feuerbach
himself might desire or imagine it.
But love! —yes, with Feuerbach love is everywhere and at all times
the wonder-working god who should help to surmount all diffi
culties of practical life—and at that in a society which is split into clas
ses with diametrically opposite interests. At this point the last relic
of its revolutionary character disappears from his philosophy, leav
ing only the old cant: Love one another—fall into each other’s arms
regardless of distinctions of sex or estate—a universal orgy of recon
ciliation!
In short, the Feuerbachian theory of morals fares like all its prede
cessors. It is designed to suit all periods, all peoples and all conditions,
and precisely for that reason it is never and nowhere applicable. It re
mains, as regards the real world, as powerless as Kant’s categorical
imperative. In reality every class, even every profession, has its own
morality, and even this it violates whenever it can do so with impu
nity.
...In the history of society, on the contrary, the actors are all en
dowed with consciousness, are men acting with deliberation or pas
sion, working towards definite goals; nothing happens without a con
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scious purpose, without an intended dm. But this distinction, impor
tant as it is for historical investigation, particularly of single epochs
and events, cannot alter the fact that the course of history is gov
erned by inner general laws. For here, also, on the whole, in spite of
the consciously desired aims of all individuals, accident apparently
reigns on the surface. That which is willed happens but rarely; in the
majority of instances the numerous desired ends cross and conflict
with one another, or these ends themselves are from the outset
incapable of realisation or the means of attaining them are insuffi
cient. Thus the conflicts of innumerable individual wills and individual
actions in the domain of history produce a state of affairs entirely
analogous to that prevailing in the realm of unconscious nature. The
ends of the actions are intended, but the results which actually follow
from these actions are not intended; or when they do seem to corre
spond to the end intended, they ultimately have consequences quite
other than those intended. Historical events thus appear on the whole
to be likewise governed by chance. But where on the surface acci
dent holds sway, there actually it is always governed by inner, hidden
laws and it is only a matter of discovering these laws.
Men make their own history, whatever its outcome may be, in that
each person follows his own consciously desired end, and it is precise
ly the resultant of these many wills operating in different directions
and of their manifold effects upon the outer world that constitutes
history. Thus it is also a question of what the many individuals de
sire. The will is determined by passion or deliberation. But the levers
which immediately determine passion or deliberation are of very dif
ferent kinds. Partly they may be external objects, partly ideal motives,
ambition, “enthusiasm for truth and justice”, personal hatred or even
purely individual whims of all kinds. But, on the one hand, we have
seen that the many individual wills active in history for the most part
produce results quite other than those intended-often quite the
opposite; that their motives, therefore, in relation to the total result
are likewise of only secondary importance. On the other hand, the
further question arises: What driving forces in turn stand behind these
motives? What are the historical causes which transform themselves
into these motives in the brains of the actors?
The old materialism never put this question to itself. Its con
ception of history, in so far as it has one at all, is therefore essentially
pragmatic; it judges everything according to the motives of the action;
it divides men who act in history into noble and ignoble and then
finds that as a rule the noble are defrauded and the ignoble are victo
rious. Hence, it follows for the old materialism that nothing very edi
fying is to be got from the study of history, and for us that in the
realm of history the old materialism becomes untrue to itself because
it takes the ideal driving forces which operate there as ultimate causes,
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instead of investigating what is behind them, what are the driving
forces of these driving forces. The inconsistency does not lie in the
fact that ideal driving forces are recognised, but in the investigation
not being carried further back behind these into their motive causes.
On the other hand, the philosophy of history, particularly as repre
sented by Hegel, recognises that the ostensible and also the really oper
ating motives of men who act in history are by normeans the ultimate
causes of historical events; that behind these motives are other motive
powers, which have to be discovered. But it does not seek these pow
ers in history itself, it imports them rather from outside, from philo
sophical ideology, into history. Hegel, for example, instead of explain
ing the history of ancient Greece out of its own inner interconnec
tions, simply maintains that it is nothing more than the working out
of “forms of beautiful individuality”, the realisation of a “work of
art” as such. He says much in this connection about the old Greeks
that is fine and profound, but that does not prevent us today from
refusing to be put off with such an explanation, which is a mere
manner of speech.
When, therefore, it is a question of investigating the driving powers
which—consciously or unconsciously, and indeed very often uncon
sciously—lie behind the motives of men who act in history and which
constitute the real ultimate driving forces of history, then it is not a
question so much of the motives of single individuals, however emi
nent, as of those motives which set in motion great masses, whole
peoples, and again whole classes of the people in each people; and
this, too, not momentarily, for the transient flaring up of a straw-fire
which quickly dies down, but for a lasting action resulting in a great
historical transformation. To ascertain the driving causes which here
in the minds of acting masses and their leaders—the so-called great
men—are reflected as conscious motives, clearly or unclearly, directly
or in ideological, even glorified, form—that is the only path which
can put us on the track of the laws holding sway both in history as
a whole, and at particular periods and in particular lands. Everything
which sets men in motion must go through their minds; but what
form it will take in the mind will depend very much upon the cir
cumstances...
Written at the beginning of
1886

K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected
Works in 3 vols., VoL 3, pp. 358-60,
365-68

FREDERICK ENGELS

ON THE ASSOCIATION
OF THE FUTURE

The hitherto existing associations, spontaneously evolved or spe
cially established, served essentially economic ends, but these were
hidden and buried under ideological accessories. The polis53 of anti
quity, the medieval town or guild, the feudal union of the landed
nobility—all had ideological accessory purposes, which they hallow
ed and which in the union of patrician families and in guild sprang
from memories, traditions and patterns of the gens system no less
than in the ancient polis.
It is only the capitalist commercial societies that are thoroughly
matter-of-fact and practical—but also vulgar. The association of the
future will combine the matter-of-factness of the latter with the for
mer’s concern for the common social welfare, and thereby fulfil its
purpose.
Written in 1884

Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 21, Dietz
Verlag, Berlin, S. 391
Translated from the'German

FREDERICK ENGELS

From
INTRODUCTION TO K. MARX’S
WAGE LABOUR AND CAPITAL, 1891
r
...The division of society into a small, excessively rich class and a
large, propertyless class of wage-workers results in a society suf
focating from its own superfluity, while the great majority of its mem
bers is scarcely, or even not at all, protected from extreme want. This
state of affairs becomes daily more absurd and—more unnecessary. It
must be abolished, it can be abolished. A new social order is possi
ble in which the present class differences will have disappeared and in
which—perhaps after a short transitional period involving some pri
vation, but at any rate of great value morally—through the planned
utilisation and extension of the already existing enormous productive
forces of all members of society, and with uniform obligation to
work, the means for existence, for enjoying life, for the development
and employment of all bodily and mental faculties will be available in
an equal measure and in ever-increasing fullness...
Written on April 30,1891

K. Marx, Wage Labour and Capital,
Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1979,
p. 13

KARL MARX

From
CAPITAL
Volume I

...One nation can and should learn from others. And even when
a society has got upon 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 capital
ist 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 eco
nomic 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.
...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, laymen and clergy. Personal depen
dence here characterises the social relations of production just as
much as it does the other spheres of life organised on the basis of that
production. But for the very reason that personal dependence forms
the ground-work of society, there is no necessity for labour and its
products 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 production of commodities, its gen
eral abstract form is the immediate social form of labour. Compul
sory labour is just as properly measured by time, as commodity-producing labour; but every serf knows that what he expends in the ser
vice of his lord, is a definite quantity of his own 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
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relations between individuals in the performance of their labour,
appear at all events as their own mutual personal relations, and
are not disguised under the shape of social relations between the prod
ucts 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 civilised races.a
We have one close at hand in the patriarchal industries of a peasant
family, that produces corn, cattle, yam, 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 tend
ing, spinning, weaving and making clothes, which result in the
various products, are in themselves, and such as they are, direct so
cial functions, because functions of the family, which, just as much
as a society based on the production of commodities, possesses a
spontaneously developed system of division of labour. The distribu
tion 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 produc
tion in common, in which the labour-power of all the different indi
viduals is consciously applied as the combined labour-power of the
community. All the characteristics of Robinson’s labour are here re
peated, but with this difference, that they are social, instead of indi
vidual. Everything produced by him was exclusively the result of his
own personal labour, and therefore simply an object of use for him
self. 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 subsista “A ridiculous presumption has latterly got abroad that common property
in its primitive form is specifically a Slavonian, or even exclusively Russian
form. It is the primitive form that we can prove to have existed amongst Ro
mans, Teutons, and Celts, and even to this day we find numerous examples,
ruins though they be, in India. A more exhaustive study of Asiatic, and espe
cially of Indian forms of common property, would show how from the diffe
rent forms of primitive common property, different forms of its dissolution
have been developed. Thus, for instance, the various original types of Roman
and Teutonic private property are deducible from different forms of Indian
common property.” (Karl Marx, “Zur Kritik, &c.,” p. 10)
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ence. A distribution of this portion amongst them is consequently
necessary. The mode of this distribution will vary with the produc
tive organisation 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
relations of the individual producers, with regard both to their labour
and to its products, are in this case perfectly simple and intelligible,
so 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 pro
ducers in general enter into social relations with one another by treat
ing their products as commodities and values, whereby they reduce
their individual private labour to the standard of homogeneous hu
man labour—for such a society, Christianity with its cultus of abstract
man, more especially in its bourgeois developments, Protestantism,
Deism, &c., 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 commodities, holds a subordinate place, which,
however, increases in importance as the primitive communities
approach nearer and nearer to their dissolution. Trading nations, prop
erly so called, exist in the ancient world only in its interstices,54
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 transpar
ent. 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 fellow-men 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 re
flected in the ancient worship 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
every-day life offer to man none but perfectly intelligible and reason
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able relations with regard to his fellow-men and to Nature.
The life-process of society, which is based on the process of mate
rial production, 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 ground-work or set of conditions of
existence which in their turn are the spontaneous ^product of a long
and painful process of development.
...This sphere that we are deserting, within whose boundaries the
sale and purchase of labour-power goes on, is in fact a very Eden of
the innate rights of man. There alone rule Freedom, Equality, Proper
ty and Bentham. Freedom, because both buyer and seller of a com
modity, say of labour-power, are constrained only by their own free
will. They contract as free agents, and the agreement they come to, is
but the form in which they give legal expression to their common will.
Equality, because each enters into relation with the other, as with a
simple owner of commodities, and they exchange equivalent for
equivalent. Property, because each disposes only of what is his own.
And Bentham, because each looks only to himself. The only force
that brings them together and puts them in relation with each other,
is the selfishness, the gain and the private interests of each. Each looks
to himself only, and no one troubles himself about the rest, and just
because they do so, do they all, in accordance with the pre-established
harmony of things, or under the auspices of an all-shrewd providence,
work together to their mutual advantage, for the common weal and
in the interest of all.
...Labour is, in the first place, a process in which both man and
Nature participate, and in which man of his own accord starts, regu
lates, and controls the material reactions between himself and Nature.
He opposes himself to Nature as one of her own forces, setting in mo
tion arms and legs, head and hands, the natural forces of his body, in
order to appropriate Nature’s productions in a form adapted to his
own wants. By thus acting on the external world and changing it, he
at the same time changes his own nature. He develops his slumbering
powers and compels them to act in obedience to his sway. We are not
now dealing with those primitive instinctive forms of labour that re
mind us of the mere animal. An immeasurable interval of time separ
ates the state of things in which a man brings his labour-power to
market for sale as a commodity, from that state in which human
labour was still in its first instinctive stage. We presuppose labour in a
form that stamps it as exclusively human. A spider conducts operations
that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an
architect in the construction of her cells. But what distinguishes the
worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the architect raises
his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality. At the end of
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every labour-process, we get a result that already existed in the imag
ination of the labourer at its commencement. He not only effects
a change of form in the material on which he works, but he also real
ises a purpose of his own that gives the law to his modus operandi,
and to which he must subordinate his will. And this subordination
is no mere momentary act. Besides the exertion of the bodily or
gans, the process demands that, during the whole operation, the work
man’s wifi be steadily in consonance with his purpose. This means
close attention. The less he is attracted by the nature of the work,
and the mode in which it is carried on, and the less, therefore, he
enjoys it as something which gives play to his bodily and mental pow
ers, the more close his attention is forced to be.
...“What is a working-day? What is the length of time during which
capital may consume the labour-power whose daily value it buys?
How far may the working-day be extended beyond the working-time
necessary for the reproduction of labour-power itself?” It has been
seen that to these questions capital replies: the working-day contains
the full 24 hours, with the deduction of the few hours of repose
without which labour-power absolutely refuses its services again.
Hence it is self-evident that the labourer is nothing else, his whole life
through, than labour-power, that therefore all his disposable time is
by nature and law labour-time, to be devoted to the self-expansion of
capital. Time for education, for intellectual development, for the
fulfilling of social functions and for social intercourse, for the freeplay of his bodily and mental activity, even the rest time of Sunday
(and that in a country of Sabbatarians! )a—moonshine! But in its
blind unrestrainable passion, its were-wolf hunger for surplus-labour, capital oversteps not only the moral, but even the merely phys
ical maximum bounds of the working-day. It usurps the time for
growth, development, and healthy maintenance of the body. It steals
the time required for the consumption of fresh air and sunlight.
It higgles over a meal-time, incorporating it where possible with the
a In England even now occasionally in rural districts a labourer is condem
ned to imprisonment for desecrating the Sabbath, by working in his front gar
den. The same labourer is punished for breach of contract if he remains away
from his metal, paper, or glass works on the Sunday, even if it be from a reli
gious whim. The orthodox Parliament will hear nothing of Sabbath-breaking
if it occurs in the process of expanding capital. A memorial (August 1863),
in which the London day-labourers in fish and poultry shops asked for the
abolition of Sunday labour, states that their work lasts for the first 6 days of
the week on an average 15 hours a-day, and on Sunday 8-10 hours. From this
same memorial we learn also that the delicate gourmands among the aristocra
tic hypocrites of Exeter Hall, especially encourage this “Sunday labour”. These
“holy ones”, so zealous in cute curanda, show their Christianity by the humility
with which they bear the overwork, the privations, and the hunger of others.
Obsequium ventris istis (the labourers) perniciosius est.
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process of production itself, so that food is given to the labourer as
to a mere means of production, as coal is supplied to the boiler, grease
and oil to the machinery. It reduces the sound sleep needed for the
restoration, reparation, refreshment of the bodily powers to just so
many hours of torpor as the revival of an organism, absolutely exhaust
ed, renders essential. It is not the normal maintenance of the labourpower which is to determine the limits of the working-day; it is the
greatest possible daily expenditure of labour-power, no matter how
diseased, compulsory, and painful it may be, which is to determine
the limits of the labourers’ period of repose. Capital cares nothing for
the length of life of labour-power. All that concerns it is simply and
solely the maximum of labour-power, that can be rendered fluent in
a working-day. It attains this end by shortening the extent of the
labourer’s life, as a greedy farmer snatches increased produce from the
soil by robbing it of its fertility.
The capitalistic mode of production (essentially the production of
surplus-value, the absorption of surplus-labour), produces thus, with
the extension of the working-day, not only the deterioration of
human labour-power by robbing it of its normal, moral and physical,
conditions of development and function. It produces also the prema
ture exhaustion and death of this labour-power itself.3 It extends the
labourer’s time of production during a given period by shortening his
actual life-time.
...Division of labour in a society, and the corresponding tying down
of individuals to a particular calling, develops itself, just as does the
division of labour in manufacture, from opposite starting-points.
Within a family,b and after further development within a tribe, there
springs up naturally a division of labour, caused by differences of sex
and age, a division that is consequently based on a purely physiolog
ical foundation, which division enlarges its materials by the expan
sion of the community, by the increase of population, and more
especially, by the conflicts between different tribes, and the sub
jugation of one tribe by another. On the other hand, as I have before
remarked, the exchange of products springs up at the points where
different families, tribes, communities, come in contact; for, in the bea “We have given in our previous reports the statements of several expe
rienced manufacturers to the effect that over-hours ... certainly tend prematu
rely to exhaust the working power of the men” (“Children’s Employment
Commission. 4th Report”, 1865, No. 64, p. XIII).
h Note to the third edition.-Subsequent very searching study of the pri
mitive condition of man, led the author to the conclusion, that it was not the
family that originally developed into the tribe, but that, on the contrary, the
tribe was the primitive and spontaneously developed form of human associa
tion, on the basis of blood relationship, and that out of the first incipient loos
ening of the tribal bonds, the many and various forms of the family were after
wards developed. —F. E.
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ginning of civilisation, it is not private individuals but families, tribes,
&c., that meet on an independent footing.
...Some crippling of body and mind is inseparable even from divi
sion of labour in society as a whole. Since, however, manufacture car
ries this social separation of branches of labour much further, and
also, by its peculiar division, attacks the individual at the very roots of
his life, it is the first to afford the materials for, and to give a start to,
industrial pathology.a
...At the same time that factory work exhausts the nervous system
to the uttermost, it does away with the many-sided play of the mus
cles, and confiscates every atom of freedom, both in bodily and in
tellectual activity. The lightening of the labour, even, becomes a sort
of torture, since the machine does not free the labourer from work,
but deprives the work of all interest. Every kind of capitalist produc
tion, in so far as it is not only a labour-process but also a process
of creating surplus-value, has this in common, that it is not the work
man that employs the instruments of labour, but the instruments of
labour that employ the workman. But it is only in the factory system
that this inversion for the first time acquires technical and palpa
ble reality. By means of its conversion into an automaton, the instru
ment of labour confronts the labourer, during the labour-process,
in the shape of capital, of dead labour, that dominates, and pumps
dry, living labour-power. The separation of the intellectual powers of
production from the manual labour, and the conversion of those
powers into the might of capital over labour, is, as we have already
shown, finally completed by modem industry erected on the founda
tion of machinery.
...Capitalist production completely tears asunder the old bond of
union which held together agriculture and manufacture in their in
fancy. But at the same time it creates the material conditions for
a higher synthesis in the future, viz., the union of agriculture and in
dustry on the basis of the more perfected forms they have each aca Ramazzini, professor of the practical medicine at Padua, published in
1713 his work “De morbis artificum”, which was translated into French in
1781, reprinted in 1841 in the “Encyclopedic des Sciences Medicales. 7me
Dis. Auteurs Classiques”. The period of Modern Mechanical Industry has, of
course, very much enlarged his catalogue of labour’s diseases. See “Hygiene
physique et morale de l’ouvrier dans les grandes villes en general, et dans la
ville de Lyon en particulier. Par le Dr. A. L. Fonteret, Paris, 1858,” and “Die
Krankheiten, welche verschiednen Standen, Altern und Geschlechtern eigenthiimlich sind. 6 Vols. Ulm, 1860”, and others. In 1854 the Society of Arts
appointed a Commission of Inquiry into industrial pathology. The list of docu
ments collected by this commission is to be seen in the catalogue of the
“Twickenham Economic Museum”. Very important are the official “Reports
on Public Health”. See also Eduard Reich, M. D. “Ueber die Entartung des
Menschen”, Erlangen, 1868.
b F. Engels, if c., p. 216.
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quired during their temporary separation. Capitalist production, by
collecting the population in great centres, and causing an ever-increasing preponderance of town population, on the one hand concentrates
the historical motive power of society; on the other hand, it dis
turbs the circulation of matter between man and the soil, | j | pre
vents the return to the soil of its elements consumed by man in the
form of food and clothing; it therefore violates the conditions neces
sary to lasting fertility of the soil. By this action fit destroys at the
same time the health of the town labourer and the intellectual life of
the rural labourer.3 But while upsetting the naturally grown conditions
for the maintenance of that circulation of matter, it imperiously calls
for its restoration as a system, as a regulating law of social production,
and under a form appropriate to the full development of the human
race. In agriculture as in manufacture, the transformation of pro
duction under the sway of capital, means, at the same time, the
martyrdom of the producer; the instrument of labour becomes the
means of enslaving, exploiting, and impoverishing the labourer; the
social combination and organisation of labour-processes is turned into
an organised mode of crushing out the workman’s individual vitality,
freedom, and independence.
...Only by suppressing the capitalist form of production could the
length of the working-day be reduced to the necessary labour-time.
But, even in that case, the latter would extend its limits. On the one
hand, because the notion of “means of subsistence” would consid
erably expand, and the labourer would lay claim to an altogether dif
ferent standard of life. On the other hand, because a part of what is
now surplus-labour, would then count as necessary labour; I mean the
labour of forming a fund for reserve and accumulation.
The more the productiveness of labour increases, the more can the
working-day be shortened; and the more the working-day is short
ened, the more can the intensity of labour increase. From a social
point of view, the productiveness increases in the same ratio as the
economy of labour, which, in its turn, includes not only economy of
the means of production, but also the avoidance of all useless labour.
The capitalist mode of production, while on the one hand, enforcing
economy in each individual business, on the other hand, begets, by its
anarchical system of competition, the most outrageous squandering of
a “You divide the people into two hostile camps of clownish boors and
emasculated dwarfs. Good heavens! a nation divided into agricultural and
commercial interests, calling itself sane; nay, styling itself enlightened and
civilised, not only in spite of, but in consequence of this monstrous and unna
tural division” (David Urquhart, 1. c., p. 119). This passage shows, at one and
the same time, the strength and the weakness of that kind of criticism which
knows how to judge and condemn the present, but not how to comprehend
it.
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labour-power and of the social means of production, not to mention
the creation of a vast number of employments, at present indispen
sable, but in themselves superfluous.
The intensity and productiveness of labour being given, the time
which society is bound to devote to material production is shorter,
and as a consequence, the time at its disposal for the free development,
intellectual and social, of the individual is greater, in proportion as the
work is more and more evenly divided among all the able-bodied
members of society, and as a particular class is more and more
deprived of the power to shift the natural burden of labour from its
own shoulders to those of another layer of society. In this direction,
the shortening of the working-day finds at last a limit in the genera-,
lisation of labour. In capitalist society spare, time is acquired for one
class by converting the whole life-time of the masses into labour-time.
...As personified capital, the capitalist has no historical value, and
no right to that historical existence, which, to use an expression of the
witty Lichnowsky, “hasn’t got no date”. And so far only is the neces
sity for his own transitory existence iifiplied in the transitory neces
sity for the capitalist mode of production. But, so far as he is personi
fied capital, it is not values in use and the enjoyment of them, but
exchange-value and its augmentation, that spur him into action. Fan
atically bent on making value expand itself, he ruthlessly forces the
human race to produce for production’s sake; he thus forces the de
velopment of the productive powers of society, and creates those ma
terial conditions, which alone can form the real basis of a higher form
of society, a society in which the full and free development of every
individual forms the ruling principle.
...Within the capitalist system all methods for raising the social
productiveness of labour are brought about at the cost of the individ
ual labourer; all means for the development of production transform
themselves into means of domination over, and exploitation of, the
producers; they mutilate the labourer into a fragment of a man,
degrade him to the level of an appendage of a machine, destroy every
remnant of charm in his work and turn it into a hated toil; they
estrange from him the intellectual potentialities of the labour-process
in the same proportion as science is incorporated in it as an indepen
dent power; they distort the conditions under which he works, subject
him during the labour-process to a despotism the more hateful for its
meanness; they transform his life-time into working-time, and drag his
wife and child beneath the wheels of the Juggernaut55 of capital. But
all methods for the production of surplus-value are at the same time
methods of accumulation; and every extension of accumulation
becomes again a means for the development of those methods. It
follows therefore that in proportion as capital accumulates, the lot of
the labourer, be his payment high or low, must grow worse. The law,
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finally, that always equilibrates the relative surplus-population, or
industrial reserve army, to the extent and energy of accumulation,
this law rivets the labourer to capital more firmly than the
wedges of Vulcan did Prometheus to the rock. It establishes an ac
cumulation of misery, corresponding with accumulation of capital.
Accumulation of wealth at one pole is, therefore, at the same time
accumulation of misery, agony of toil slavery, ignorance, brutali
ty, mental degradation, at the opposite pole, i.e., on the side of the
class that produces its own product in the form of capital...
First published in the book:
K. Marx, Das Kapital. Kritik
derpolitischen Oekonomie,
Erster Band, Hamburg, 1867

K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1983, pp. 2021, 81-84, 172, 173-74, 252-53,
332, 342-43, 398-99, 474, 496,
555,604
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...However, it is not only the alienation and indifference that arise
between the labourer, the bearer of living labour, and the economical,
i.e., rational and thrifty, use of the material conditions of his labour.
In line with its contradictory and antagonistic nature, the capitalist
mode of production proceeds to count the prodigious dissipation of
the labourer’s life and health, and the lowering of his living condi
tions, as an economy in the use of constant capital and thereby as a
means of raising the rate of profit.
Since the labourer passes the greater portion of his life in the pro
cess of production, the conditions of the production process are
largely the conditions of his active living process, or his living condi
tions, and economy in these living conditions is a method of raising
the rate of profit; just as we saw earlier56 that overwork, the transfor
mation of the labourer into a work horse, is a means of increasing
capital, or speeding up the production of surplus-value. Sue** economy
extends to overcrowding close and unsanitary premises wit 1 labourers,
or, as capitalists put it, to space saving; to crowding dangerous ma
chinery into close quarters without using safety devices; to neglecting
safety rules in production processes pernicious to health, or, as in
mining, bound up with danger, etc. Not to mention the absence of all
provisions to render the production process human, agreeable, or at
least bearable. From the capitalist point of view this would be quite a
useless and senseless waste. The capitalist mode of production is
generally, despite all its niggardliness, altogether too prodigal with its
human material, just as, conversely, thanks to its method of distribu
tion of products through commerce and manner of competition, it is
very prodigal with its material means, and loses for society what it
gains for the individual capitalist.
...Capitalist production, when considered in isolation from the pro
cess of circulation and the excesses of competition, is very economical
with the materialised labour incorporated in commodities. Yet, more
than any other mode of production, it squanders human lives, or
living labour, and not only blood and flesh, but also nerve and brain.
Indeed, it is only by dint of the most extravagant waste of individual
development that the development of the human race is at all safe
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guarded and maintained in the epoch of history immediately preced
ing the conscious reorganisation of society. Since all of the^economis
ing here discussed arises from the social nature of labour, it is indeed
just this directly social nature of labour which causes the waste of life
and health.
...The actual wealth of society, and the possibility of constantly
expanding its reproduction process, therefore, do not sdepend upon
the duration of surplus-labour, but upon its productivity and the more
or less copious conditions of production under which it is performed.
In fact, the realm of freedom actually begins only where labour which
is determined T)y necessity and mundane considerations ceases; thus
in the very nature of things it lies beyond the sphere of actual material
production. Just as the savage must wrestle with Nature to satisfy his
wants, to maintain and reproduce life, so must civilised man, and
he must do so in all social formations and under all possible modes of
production. With his development this realm of physical necessity
expands as a result of his wants; but, at the same time, the forces of
production which satisfy these wants also increase. Freedom in this
field can only consist in socialised man, the associated producers, ra
tionally regulating their interchange with Nature, bringing it under
their common control, instead of being ruled by it as by the blind for
ces of Nature; and achieving this with the least expenditure of energy
and under conditions most favourable to, and worthy of, their human
nature. But it nonetheless still remains the realm of
necessity. Beyond it begins that development of human energy which
is an end in itself, the true realm of freedom, which, however, can
blossom forth only with this realm of necessity as its basis. The
shortening of the working-day is its basic prerequisite.....
First published in the book:
K. Marx, Das Kapital. Kritik
der politischen Oekonomie,
Dritter Band, Hamburg, 1894
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KARL MARX
From
THEORIES OF SURPLUS-VALUE

...Man himself is the basis of his material production, as of any
other production that he carries on. All circumstances, therefore,
which affect man, the subject of production, more or less modify
all his functions and activities, and therefore too his functions and ac
tivities as the creator of material wealth, of commodities. In this re
spect it can in fact be shown that all human relations and functions,
however and in whatever form they may appear, influence mate
rial production and have a more or less decisive influence on it.
...If everybody has to work, if the contradiction between those
who have to work too much and those who are idlers dis
appears—and this would in any case be the result of capital ceasing
to exist, of the product ceasing to provide a title to alien surplus la
bour—and if, in addition, the development of the productive forces
brought about by capitalism is taken into account, society will pro
duce the necessary abundance insix hours, producing more than it
does now in twelve, and,moreover, all will have six hours of “dis
posable time”, that is; real wealth; time which will not be absorbed
in direct productive labour, but will be available for enjoyment, for
leisure, thus giving scope for free activity and development. Time
is scope for the development of man’s faculties, etc. The economists
themselves justify the slave-labour of the wage-labourers by saying
that it creates leisure, free time for others, for another section of so
ciety—and thereby also for the society of wage-labourers.
Written in January 1862-June 1863

K. Marx, Theories o f Surplus-Value,
Part I, Progress Publishers, Moscow,
1975, p. 288; Part III, 1975, p. 256

KARL MARX

From
LETTER TO PAVEL VASILYEVICH ANNENKOV
r28 December [1846]
...To be frank, I must admit that I find the book3 on the whole
poor, if not very poor. You yourself make fun in your letter of the
“little bit of German philosophy” paraded by Mr Proudhon in this
amorphous and overweening work, but you assume that the economic
argument has remained untainted by the philosophic poison. There
fore I am by no means inclined to ascribe the faults of the economic
argument to Mr Proudhon’s philosophy. Mr Proudhon does not pro
vide a false critique of political economy because his philosophy is
absurd—he produces an absurd philosophy because he has not un
derstood present'Social conditions in their engrenement, to use a word
which Mr Proudhon borrows from Fourier, like so much else.
Why does Mr Proudhon speak of God, of universal reason, of man
kind’s impersonal reason which is never mistaken, which has at all
times been equal to itself and of which one only has to be correctly
aware in order to arrive at truth? Why does he indulge in feeble Hegel
ianism in order to set himself up as an esprit fort*}
He himself provides the key to this enigma. Mr Proudhon sees in
history a definite series of social developments; he finds progress
realised in history; finally, he finds that men, taken as individuals,
did not know what they were about, were mistaken as to their own
course, i.e. that their social development appears at first sight to be
something distinct, separate and independent of their individual de
velopment. He is unable to explain these facts, and the hypothesis of
universal reason made manifest is ready to hand. Nothing is easier
than to invent mystical causes, i.e. phrases in which common sense is
lacking.
But in admitting his total incomprehension of the historical de
velopment of mankind—and he admits as much in making use of
high-flown expressions such as universal reason, God, etc.—does not
Mr Proudhon admit, implicitly and of necessity, his inability to u n 
derstand economic development?
What is society, irrespective of its form? The product of man’s
interaction upon man. Is man free to choose this or that form of soa P. J. Proudhon, Philosophy o f Poverty.
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ciety? By no means. If you assume a given state of development of
man’s productive faculties, you will have a corresponding form of
commerce and consumption. If you assume given stages of develop
ment in production, commerce or consumption, you will have a cor
responding form of social constitution, a corresponding organisation,
whether of the family, of the estates or of the classes—in a word, a
corresponding civil society. If you assume this or that civil society,
you will have this or that political system, which is but the official
expression of civil society. This is something Mr Proudhon will never
understand, for he imagines he’s doing something great when he
appeals from the state to civil society, i.e. to official society from the
official epitome of society.
Needless to say, man is not free to choose his productive forces—
upon which his whole history is based—for every productive force
is an acquired force, the product of previous activity. Thus the pro
ductive forces are the result of man’s practical energy, but that
energy is in turn circumscribed by the conditions in which man is
placed by the productive forces already acquired, by the form of
society which exists before him, which he does not create, which is
the product of the preceding generation. The simple fact that every
succeeding generation finds productive forces acquired by the preced
ing generation and which serve it as the raw material of further pro
duction, engenders a relatedness in the history of man, engenders a
history of mankind, which is all the more a history of mankind as
man’s productive forces, and hence his social relations, have expand
ed. From this it can only be concluded that the social history of man
is never anything else than the history of his individual development,
whether he is conscious of this or not. His material relations form the
basis of all his relations. These material relations are but the neces
sary forms in which his material and individual activity is realised.
Mr Proudhon confuses ideas and things. Man never renounces what
he has gained, but this does not mean that he never renounces the
form of society in which he has acquired certain productive forces. On
the contrary. If he is not to be deprived of the results obtained or to
forfeit the fruits of civilisation, man is compelled to change all his
traditional social forms as soon as the mode of commerce ceases to
correspond to the productive forces acquired. Here I use the word
commerce in its widest sense—as we would say Verkehr in German.
For instance, privilege, the institution of guilds and corporations, the
regulatory system of the Middle Ages, were the only social relations
that corresponded to the acquired productive forces and to the
pre-existing social conditions from which those institutions had
emerged. Protected by the corporative and regulatory system, capital
had accumulated, maritime trade had expanded, colonies had been
founded—and man would have lost the very fruits of all this had he
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wished to preserve the forms under whose protection those fruits had
ripened. And, indeed, two thunderclaps occurred, the revolutions of
1640 and 1688. In England, all the earlier economic forms, the social
relations corresponding to them, arid the political system which was
the official expression of the old civil society, were destroyed. Thus,
the economic forms in which man produces, consumes and exchanges
are transitory and historical With the acquisition of ffew productive
faculties man changes his mode of production and with the mode of
production he changes all the economic relations which were but the
necessary relations of that particular mode of production...
K. Marx, F. Engels, Collected
Works, VoL 38, pp. 95-97

FREDERICK ENGELS
From

LETTER TO THEODOR CUNO

January 24, 1872

...Becker writes he will let you know about Bakunin’s intrigues.
However I shall not rely on that and am telling you briefly the most
necessary information. Bakunin, who up to 1868 had intrigued against
the International, joined it after he had suffered a fiasco at the Berne
Peace Congress57 and at once began to plot within it against the Gen
eral Council. Bakunin has a peculiar theory of his own, a medley of
Proudhonism and communism. The chief point concerning the for
mer is that it does not regard capital, i.e., the class antagonism
between capitalists and wage workers which has arisen through social
development, but the state as the main evil to be abolished. While the
great mass of the Social-Democratic workers are of the same opinion
as we, i.e., that the state is nothing more than the organisation which
the ruling classes—landowners and capitalists—have established in or
der to protect their social privileges, Bakunin maintains that it is the
state which has created capital, that the capitalist has his capital
only by the grace o f the state. As, therefore, the state is the chief
evil, it is above all the state which must be abolished and then capital
ism will go to blazes of itself. We, on the contrary, say: abolish capi
tal, the appropriation of all the means of production by a few, and the
state will collapse of itself. The difference is an essential one: Without
a previous social revolution the abolition of the state is nonsense; the
abolition of capital is precisely the social revolution and involves
a change in the whole mode of production. But since for Bakunin the
state is the main evil, nothing must be done whfch can keep the state—
that is, any state, whether it be a republic, a monarchy or anything
else—alive. Hence complete abstention from all politics. To commit
a political act, especially to take part in an election, would be a
betrayal of principle. The thing to do is to carry on propaganda, heap
abuse upon the state, organise, and when all the workers, hence
the majority, are won over, all the authorities are to be deposed,
the state abolished and replaced with the organisation of the Inter
national. This great act, with which the millennium begins, is called
social liquidation.
All this sounds extremely radical and is so simple that it can be
learnt by heart in five minutes; that is why the Bakuninist theory
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has speedily found favour in Italy and Spain among young lawyers,
doctors, and other doctrinaires. But the mass of the workers will
never allow itself to be persuaded that the public affairs of their
countries are not also their own affairs, they are by nature politically-minded and whoever tries to make them believe that they
should leave politics alone will in the end be dropped by them.
To preach to the workers that they should in all circumstances ab
stain from politics is to drive them into the arms of the priests or
the bourgeois republicans.
Now, as the International, according to Bakunin, was not formed
for political struggle but to replace the old state organisation as
soon as social liquidation takes place, it follows that it must come as
near as possible to the Bakuninist ideal of future society. In this
society there will above all be no authority, for authority = state =
absolute evil. (How these people propose to run a factory, operate a
railway or steer a ship without a will that decides in the last resort,
without a central administration, they of course do not tell us.)
The authority of the majority over the minority also ceases. Every in
dividual and every community is autonomous; but as to how a society
of even only two people is possible unless each gives up some of his
autonomy, Bakunin again maintains silence.
And so the International too must be arranged according to this
pattern. Every section, and in every section every individual, is to be
autonomous. To hell with the Basle resolutions58, which confer upon
the General Council a pernicious authority demoralising even to
itself! Even if this authority is conferred voluntarily it must
cease just because it is authority!
Here you have in brief the main points of this swindle.
Marx and Engels, Selected Cor
respondence, Progress Publishers,
Moscow, 1982, pp. 257-58

FREDERICK ENGELS
From
LETTER
TO PYOTR LAVROVICH LAVROV

November 12 [-17], 1875

...4) The essential difference between human and animal society
consists in the fact that animals at most collect while men produce.
This sole but cardinal difference alone precludes the simple transfer
of laws of animal societies to human societies. It enables man, as you
properly remark,

“to wage a struggle not only for existence but also for pleasures and for
the increase o f his pleasures,... to be ready to renounce his lower pleasures so
as to gain a higher pleasure.”

Without disputing the other conclusions you draw from this, I
would, proceeding from my premises, make the following inferences:
At a certain stage the production of man thus attains such a high level
that not only necessaries but also luxuries, although at first, only for a
minority, are produced. The struggle for existence—if we here accept
this category for the moment—is thus transformed into a struggle for
pleasures, no longer for mere means of subsistence but for means of
development, socially produced means of development, and to this
stage the categories derived from the animal kingdom are no longer
applicable. But if, as has now happened, production in its capitalist
form produces a far greater quantity of means of subsistence and
means of development than capitalist society can consume because it
keeps the great mass of real producers artificially away from these
means of subsistence and development; if this society is forced by its
own law of life constantly to increase this output which is already
too big for it and therefore periodically, every ten years, reaches the
point where it destroys not only a mass of products but even produc
tive forces—what sense is there left in all this talk of “struggle for
existence”? The struggle for existence can then consist only in this:
that the producing class takes over the management of production and
distribution from the class that was hitherto entrusted with it but has
now become incompetent to handle it, and there you have the so
cialist revolution.
Incidentally even the mere fact that one regards previous his
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tory as a series of class struggles suffices to make clear the utter shal
lowness of the conception of this history as a feeble variety of the
“struggle for existence”. I would therefore never do this favour to
these false naturalists.
5) For the same reason I would have differently worded the follow
ing proposition of yours, which is essentially quite correct:
“that the idea of solidarity evolved to facilitate theIT struggle could finally
... grow to a point where it would embrace all mankind and would oppose
it-a society of brothers living in solidarity-to the rest of the world, the world
of minerals, plants, and animals.”

6) On the other hand I cannot agree with you that the bellum
omnimum contra omnes was the first phase of human development.
In my opinion, the social instinct was one of the most essential lev
ers of the evolution of man from the ape. The first men must have
lived in bands and as far as we can peer into the past we find that this
was the case.
Marx and Engels, Selected Corre
spondence, pp. 284-85

FREDERICK ENGELS
From

LETTER TO KARL KAUTSKY

February 1,1881

...There is of course the abstract possibility that the human popula
tion will become so numerous that its further increase will have to be
checked. If it should become necessary for communist society to regu
late the production of men, just as it will have already regulated the
production of things, then it, and it alone, will be able to do this
without difficulties. It seems to me that it should not be too diffi
cult for such a society to achieve in a planned way what has already
come about naturally, without planning, in France and Lower Austria.
In any case it will be for those people to decide if, when and what
they want to do about it, and what means to employ. I don’t feel
qualified to offer them any advice or counsel in this matter. They will
presumably be at least as clever as we are...
Marx and Engels, Selected Corre
spondence, p. 315

FREDERICK ENGELS
From

LETTER TO JOSEPH BLOCH
r
September 21 [-22], 1890

...According to the materialist conception of history, the ultimate
ly determining factor in history is the production and reproduction
of real life. Neither Marx nor I have ever asserted more than this. Hence
if somebody twists this into saying that the economic factor is the
only determining one, he transforms that proposition into a mean
ingless, abstract, absurd phrase. The economic situation is the basis,
but the various elements of the superstructure-political forms of the
class struggle and its results, such as constitutions established by the
victorious class after a successful battle, etc., juridical forms, and espe
cially the reflections of all these real struggles in the brains of the
participants, political, legal, philosophical theories, religious views
and their farther development into systems of dogmas—also exer
cise their influence upon the course of the historical struggles and in
many cases determine their form in particular. There is an interac
tion of all these elements in which, amid all the endless host of acci
dents (that is, of things and events whose inner interconnection is so
remote or so impossible of proof that we can regard it as non-existent
and neglect it), the economic movement is finally bound to assert
itself. Otherwise the application of the theory to any period of his
tory would be easier than the solution of a simple equation of the
first degree.
We make our history ourselves, but, in the first place, under very
definite antecedents and conditions. Among these the economic
ones are ultimately decisive. But the political ones, etc., and indeed
even the traditions which haunt human minds also play a part, al
though not the decisive one. The Prussian state also arose and
developed from historical, ultimately economic, causes. But it could
scarcely be maintained without pedantry that among the many small
states of North Germany, it was precisely Brandenburg that had to
become the great power embodying the economic, linguistic and,
after the Reformation, also the religious differences between North
and South, because of economic necessity and not also because of
other factors (above all its entanglement with Poland, owing to the
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possession of Prussia, and hence with international political relations—
which were indeed also decisive in the formation of the Austrian dyn
astic power). It is hardly possible, without making oneself ridiculous,
to explain in terms of economics the existence of every small state
in Germany, past and present, or the origin of the High German con
sonant shift, which widened the geographic partition formed
by the mountain ranges, from the Sudetes to the Taunus, into a reg
ular fissure running across Germany.
In the second place, however, history proceeds in such a way that
the final result always arises from conflicts between many individual
wills, and every one of them is in turn made into what it is by a
host of particular conditions of life. Thus there are innumerable in
tersecting forces, an infinite series of parallelograms of forces which
give rise to one resultant—the historical event. This may in its turn
again be regarded as the product of a power which operates as a whole
unconsciously and without volition. For what each individual wills
is obstructed by everyone else, and what emerges is something that no
one intended. Thus history has proceeded hitherto in the manner of
a natural process and is essentially subject to the same laws of motion.
But from the fact that the wills of individuals—each of whom desires;
what he is impelled to by his physical constitution and external, in the
last resort economic, circumstances (either his own personal circum
stances or those of society in general)—do not achieve what they
want, but are merged into an aggregate mean, a common resultant, (
it must not be concluded that they are equal to zero. On the contra- \
ry, each contributes to the resultant and is to this extent includ
ed in it.
I would furthermore ask you to study this theory from its original
sources and not at second-hand; it is really much easier. Marx tiardly
wrote anything in which it did not play a part. But especially Der 18.
Brumaire des Louis Bonaparte [The Eighteenth Brumaire o f Louis
Bonaparte] is a most excellent example of its application. There are
also many allusions to it in Kapital. Perhaps I may also refer you to
my writings: Herm Eugen Diihring’s Umwalzung der Wissenschaft
[Herr Eugen Duhring’s Revolution in Science] and Ludwig Feuerbach
und der Ausgang der klassischen deutschen Philosophie [Ludwig
Feuerbach and the End o f Classical German Philosophy] , in which
I have given the most detailed account of historical materialism which,
as far as I know, exists.*
Marx and I are ourselves partly to blame for the fact that the
younger people sometimes lay more stress on the economic side than
is due to it. We had to emphasise the main principle vis-d-vis our ad
versaries, who denied it, and we had not always the time, the place
or the opportunity to give their due to the other factors involved in
the interaction. But when it came to presenting a section of history,
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that is, to applying the theory in practice, it was a different matter
and there no error was permissible. Unfortunately, however, it happens
only too often that people think they have fully understood a new
theory and can apply it without more ado as soon as they have
assimilated its main principles, and even those not always correctly.
And I cannot exempt many of the more recent “Marxists” from this
reproach, for the most amazing stuff has been froduced in that
quarter, too...
Marx and Engels, Selected Corre
spondence, pp. 394-96

FREDERICK ENGELS
From

LETTER TO FRANZ MEHRING

July 14, 1893

Dear Mr. Mehring,
Today is my first opportunity to thank you for the Lessing-Legende you were kind enough to send nie. I did not want to reply with
a bare formal acknowledgment of receipt of the book but intended at
the same time to say something about it, about its contents. Hence
the delay.
I shall begin at the end—the appendix “Ober den historischen Ma
te rialismus”^ [“On Historical Materialism”], in which you have
summarised the main points excellently and for any unprejudiced
person convincingly. If I find anything to object to it is that you
give me more credit than I deserve, even if I count everything which
I might perhaps have found out for myself—in time—but which Marx
with his more rapid coup d'oeil and wider vision discovered much
more quickly. When one had the good fortune to work for forty
years with a man like Marx, one usually does not during his lifetime
get the recognition one thinks one deserves. Then, when the greater
man dies, the lesser easily gets overrated and this seems to me to be
just my case at present; history will set all this right in the end and
by that time one has managed to kick the bucket and does no longer
know anything about anything.
Otherwise only one more point is lacking, which, however, Marx
and I always failed to stress enough in our writings anjd in regard to
which we are all equally guilty. That is to say, in the first instance
we all laid, and were bound to lay, the main emphasis on the der
ivation of political, juridical and other ideological notions, and of
actions arising through the medium of these notions, from basic eco
nomic facts. But at the same time we have on account of the con
tent neglected the formal side—the manner in which these notions,
etc., come about. This has given our adversaries a welcome opportun
ity for misunderstandings and distortions, of which Paul Barth is
a striking example.60
Ideology is a process which is indeed accomplished consciously by
the so-called thinker, but it is the wrong kind of consciousness. The
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real motive forces impelling him remain unknown to the thinker;
otherwise it simply would not be an ideological process. Hence he
imagines false or illusory motive forces. Because it is a rational process
he derives its form as well a$ its content from pure reasoning, either
his own or that of his predecessors. He works exclusively with thought
material, which he accepts without examination as something produ
ced by reasoning, and does not investigate further for a more remote
source independent of reason; indeed this is a matter of course to him,
because, as all action is mediated by thought, it appears to him to be
ultimately based upon thought.
The historical ideologist (historical is here simply a comprehen
sive term comprising political, juridical, philosophical, theological—in
short, all the spheres belonging to society and not only to nature)
thus possesses in every sphere of science material which has arisen in
dependently out of the thought of previous generations and has gone
through its own independent course of development in the brains of
these successive generations. True, external facts belonging to one or
another sphere may have exercised a codetermining influence on this
development, but the tacit presupposition is that these facts them
selves are also only the fruits of a process of thought, and so we still
remain within that realm of mere thought, which apparently has
successfully digested even the hardest facts.
It is above all this semblance of an independent history of state
constitutions, of systems of law, of ideological conceptions in every
separate domain that dazzles most people. If Luther and Calvin
“overcome” the official Catholic religion, or Hegel “overcomes”
Fichte and Kant, or Rousseau with his republican Contrat social61
indirectly “overcomes” the constitutional Montesquieu, this is a
process which remains within theology, philosophy or political
science, represents a stage in the history of these particular spheres of
thought and never passes beyond the sphere of thought. And since the
bourgeois illusion of the eternity and finality of capitalist production
has been added to this, even the overcoming of the mercantilists by
the physiocrats and Adam Smith is regarded as a sheer victory of
thought; not as the reflection in thought of changed economic facts
but as the finally achieved correct understanding of actual conditions
subsisting always and everywhere—in fact, if Richard Coeur-de-Lion
and Philip Augustus had introduced free trade instead of getting
mixed up in the crusades we should have been spared five hundred
years of misery and stupidity.
This aspect of the matter, which I can only indicate here, we have
all, I think, neglected more than it deserves. It is the old story: form is
always neglected at first for content. As I say, I have done that too
and the mistake has always struck me only later. Hence I am not
only far from reproaching you with this in any way—as the older

272 FREDERICK ENGELS

of the guilty parties I certainly have no right to do so, on the
contrary, but I would like all the same to draw your attention to this
point for the future.
Connected with this is the fatuous notion of the ideologists that
because we deny an independent historical development to the various
ideological spheres which play a part in history we also deny them any
effect upon history. The basis of this is the common undialectical con
ception of cause and effect as rigidly opposite poles, the total disre
gard of interaction. These gentlemen often almost deliberately forget
that once an historic element has been brought into the world by
other, ultimately economic causes, it reacts, and can react on its en
vironment and even on the causes that have given rise to it. For in
stance, Barth when he speaks of the priesthood and religion, your
page 475. I was very glad to see how you settled this fellow, whose
banality exceeds all expectations; and such a man is made professor
of history in Leipzig! Old Wachsmuth—also rather a bonehead but
greatly appreciative of facts—was after all quite a different chap...
Marx and Engels, Selected Corre
spondence, pp. 433-35

FREDERICK ENGELS
From

LETTER TO W. BORGIUS
r
January 25, 1894

...a) Political, legal, philosophical, religious, literary, artistic, etc.,
development is based on economic development. But all these react
upon one another and also upon the economic basis. One must think
that the economic situation is cause, and solely active, whereas every
thing else is only passive effect. On the contrary, interaction takes
place on the basis of economic necessity, which ultimately always
asserts itself. The state, for instance, exercises an influence by pro
tective tariffs, free trade, good or bad fiscal system; and even the ex
treme debility and impotence of the German philistine, arising from
the wretched economic condition* of Germany from 1648 to 1830
and expressing themselves at first in pietism, then in sentimentality
and cringing servility to princes and nobles, were not without econom
ic effect. That was one of the greatest obstacles to recovery and
was not shaken until the revolutionary and Napoleonic wars made
the chronic misery an acute one. The economic situation therefore
does not produce an automatic effect as people try here and there
conveniently to imagine, but men make their history themselves, they
do so however in a given environment, which conditions them, and on
the basis of actual, already existing relations, among which the eco
nomic relations—however much they may be influenced by other,
political and' ideological, relations—are still ultimately the decisive
ones, forming the keynote which alone leads to understanding.
b) Men make their history themselves, but not as yet with a col
lective will according to a collective plan or even in a clearly defined
given society. Their aspirations clash, and for that very reason all
such societies are governed by necessity, whose complement and man
ifestation is accident The necessity which here asserts itself through
all accident is again ultimately economic necessity. In this connection
one has to deal with the so-called great men. That such and such
a man and precisely that man arises at a particular time in a particu
lar country is, of course, pure chance. But if one eliminates him there
is a demand for a substitute, and this substitute will be found, good
or bad, but in the long run he will be found. That Napoleon, just that
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particular Corsican, should have been the military dictator whom the
French Republic, exhausted by its own warfare, had rendered neces
sary, was chance; but that, if a Napoleon had been lacking, another
would have filled the place, is proved by the fact that a man was
always found as soon as he became necessary: Caesar, Augustus,
Cromwell, etc. While Marx discovered the materialist conception of
history, Thierry, Mignet, Guizot and all the English historians up
to 1850 are evidence that it was being striven for, and the discovery
of the same conception by Morgan proves that the time was ripe for
it and that it simply had to be discovered.
So with all the other contingencies, and apparent contingencies, of
history. The further the particular sphere which we are investigating
is removed from the economic sphere and approaches that of pure
abstract ideology, the more shall we find it exhibiting accidents in
its development, the more will its curve run zigzag. But if you plot
the average axis of the curve, you will find that this axis will run more
and more nearly parallel to the axis of economic development the
longer the period considered and the wider the field dealt with...
Marx and Engels, Selected Corre
spondence, pp. 441-43
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Hegel’s views: “Proceeding from the Hegelian philosophy of law, Marx came
to the conclusion that it was not the state which Hegel had described as the
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Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher was published in Paris under the editor
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“Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law. Introduction”
and Engels’ articles “Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy” and “The
Condition of England. Past and Present by Thomas Carlyle”. They show
Marx’s and Engels’ turn to materialism and communism. Disagreements
between Marx and the bourgeois radical Ruge were largely responsible for
the journal ceasing publication.
p. 50
7 Here Marx quotes from Bruno Bauer’s book Die Judenfrage, Brunswick,
1843.
p. 57
8 MarX quotes from Thomas Hamilton’s book Die Menschen und die Sitten
in den VereinigtenStaatenvon Nordamerika, Bd. I, Mannheim, 1834,
S. 146.
p. 57
9 When Engels wrote this article, the history of agrarian relations in England
had not yet been studied. According to later historical research, in the 15th
to 17th centuries, most English peasants who had freed themselves from
serfdom were copyholders (peasants holding land by copy—life and heredi
tary tenants who paid feudal rent). Modem science uses the terms villeins,
bordars and cottars to denote the various categories of serf in mediaeval
England.
p. 77
10 Adam Smith, Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la richesse des nations.
Traduction nouvelle par Germain Gamier. Tome II, Paris, 1802, p. 162.
p. 80
11 Adam Smith, Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la richesse des nations.
Traduction nouvelle par Germain Gamier. Tome I, Paris, 1802, p. 193
p. 82
12 Marx uses the German term “Nationalokonomie” to denote both economic
system in the sense of science or theory, and the economic system itself, p.82
13 The idea expressed here has much in common with the views of Feuerbach
who saw estrangement of human existence and spiritual activity in religion
and idealist philosophy.
p. 84
14 In this and following paragraphs Marx uses Feuerbach’s terminology and
creatively interprets his ideas: in religion the “species essence”, the social
character are estranged from man, religion is based on the essential differ
ence between man and animal, on consciousness, which, in the strict sense, is
evident only when the species is the object, the very essence of being; man is
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p. 85
15 Species, the life o f the species, species essence are Feuerbach’s terms, expres
sing the notion of man and genuine human life, implying friendship and
virtuous relations, love as the self-awareness of a species or an effective
realisation of an individual’s belonging to a community of men. The species
essence of man, Feuerbach believed, made it possible for each individual to
realise himself in an infinite number of other individuals. He recognised that
mutual hostility exists and that the interests of some people conflict with
those of others, but he held that the reasons for this lay not in the actual
historical conditions obtaining in class society (as the economic conditions
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of bourgeois society), but in the fact that man’s species essence was being
estranged from him.
p. 86
16 Here, by “communism” Marx means the utopian concepts elaborated by
Babeuf, Cabet and DSzamy in France, by Owen in Britain and by Weitling
in Germany. Marx first used the term “communism” in his own particular
sense only in The Holy Family,
p. 91
17 Marx is referring to primitive, crude equalitarian tendencies manifested
among the representatives of utopian communism in She early stages of its
development. Among the mediaeval religious communistic communities, in
particular, a notion was current of women as common property being a
feature of the future society depicted in the spirit of consumer communism
ideals. In 1534-35 the German Anabaptists, who seized power in Miinster,
tried to introduce polygamy in accordance with this view. Tommaso Campanella, the author of Civitas Solis (City of the Sun) (early 17th century),
rejected monogamy in his ideal society. The primitive communistic com
munities were also characterised by asceticism and hostility towards science
and works of art. Some of these primitive egalitarian features, the negative
attitude to the arts in particular, were inherited by the communist trends of
the first half of the 19th century, for example, by the members of the
French secret societies of the 1830s and 1840s (“egalitarian-workers”,
“humanitarians”, and so on), consisting of Babeuf s followers.
p. 92
18 Using Feuerbach’s terminology, Marx is here outlining his dialectical-materialist conception of communism, which offers the solution to “the riddle of
history”, i.e., the inevitability of communism arising from the development
of objective contradictions of a society based on private property.
p. 93
19 This refers to Owen’s critical remarks on all religions, which, according to
him, aroused dangerous and harmful attitudes and spread artificial animosity
in society; religious intolerance, Owen pointed out, was a direct obstacle to
universal harmony and joy. Owen considered all religious ideas to be gross
delusions.
p. 94
20 Feuerbach called his theory of knowledge psychology. Perhaps the term is
used here in this sense.
p. 99
21 This part of the manuscript shows clearly the specific terminology Marx
used in his works. At that time he had not yet worked out terms suitably ex
pressing the concepts of scientific communism; he was still under the in
fluence of Feuerbach in this respect. The undeveloped terminology cor
responded to the incompleteness of Marx’s theory. Hence the difference in
the usage of words in his early and subsequent, mature writings. In the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts o f 1844, the word “socialism” is
used to denote not the development of social thought, but the stage of
society that, has carried out a revolutionary transformation, abolished private
property, class antagonisms, alienation and so on. Marx used the expression
“communism equals humanism” in the same sense. At that time he under
stood the term “communism as such” not as the final goal of revolutionary
transformation, but as the very process of this transformation, the devel
opment leading up to that goal, a lower stage of the process.
p. 100
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22 This statement is interpreted differently by researchers. Many of them main
tain that Marx here meant crude equalitarian communism, such as that
advocated by Babeuf and his followers. While recognising the historic role of
that communism, he believed its weak points should not be ignored. It seems
more justifiable, however, to interpret this passage proceeding from the
specific nature of the terms used in the manuscript. Here Marx used the term
“communism” to mean not the higher ohase of classless society (which he
denoted at the time as “socialism” or “communism equalling humanism”),
but movement (in various forms, including primitive forms of egalitarian
communism at the early stage) directed at its attainment, a revolutionary
transformatory process of transition to it. Marx emphasised that this process
should not be considered an end in itself, that it is a necessary, though
transitional, stage of the future social system, which will be characterised by
qualitatively new features distinct from those inherent in this stage, p. 101
23 “The Holy Family” is a sarcastic nickname for the Bauer brothers and their
followers, who supported the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung. In this paper,
Bauer and his group renounced the “radicalism of 1842” and the Rheinische
Zeitung which expressed it most vividly and turned to subjective idealism—to
the “theory” that only chosen individuals, exponents of “the Spirit” and
“pure Criticism” were the creators of history, while the people were only an
inert mass in the historical process. Marx and Engels devoted their first joint
work to exposing these reactionary ideas and to defending their own new
materialist outlook.
p. 106
24 Doctrinaires—a. group of French bourgeois politicians during the Restoration
(1815-30). They were constitutional monarchists, hostile to the democratic
and revolutionary movement and wished to unite the bourgeoisie and
nobility after the English model. The best known Doctrinaires were the
historian Francois Guizot and the philosopher Pierre Paul Royer-Collard,
who opposed the French materialism of the 18th century and democratic
ideas of the French bourgeois revolution.
p. 107
25 Cercle social-an organisation established by democratic intellectuals in
Paris in the first years of the French Revolution. Its chief spokesman, Claude
Fauchet, demanded an egalitarian division of the land, restrictions on large
fortunes and employment for all able-bodied citizens. Fauchet’s criticism of
the formal equality proclaimed in the documents of the French Revolution
prepared the ground for bolder action for this cause by Jacques Roux, leader
of the radical-plebeian “Enrages”.
p. I l l
26 Brumaire—a month in the French Republican calendar. On tfie 18th of
Brumaire (November 9) 1799, Napoleon Bonaparte staged a coup d'etat and
set up a military dictatorship.
p. 113
27 The Directory (consisting of five directors, one of whom was elected an
nually)—the supreme executive body in France from 1795 to 1799. Main
tained the regime of terror against democratic forces and advocated the
interests of the big bourgeoisie.
p. 113
28 Marx wrote the “Theses on Feuerbach” in Brussels in the spring of 1845,
when he had virtually completed the development of his materialist theory
of history.
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According to Engels, it is ”the first document in which is deposited the
brilliant germ of new world outlook”.
p. 125
In The German Ideology the term “ Verkehr” (“intercourse”) is used in a
very broad sense. It comprises both the material and the spiritual intercourse
between individuals, social groups and whole countries. Marx and Engels
show that material intercourse, and above all the intercourse between men in
the production process, provides the basis for all other forms of intercourse.
The terms Verkehrsform (form of intercourse), Verktfirsweise (mode of
intercourse), Verkehrsverhaltnisse (relations of intercourse) and Produktionsund Verkehrsverhaltnisse (relations of production and intercourse) are used
by Marx and Engels in The German Ideology to express the concept “re
lations of production”, which was taking shape in their minds at that time.
p. 129
30 The term “Stamm”, which has been translated as “tribe” in The German
Ideology, had a wider range of meaning in the 1840s than it has at present. It
was used to denote a community of people descended from a common
ancestor, and comprised the modern concepts of “genus” and “tribe”. The
first to define and differentiate these concepts was Lewis Henry Morgan in
his main work Ancient Society (1877). Morgan showed for the first time the
significance of the genus as the primary cell of the primitive communal
system, thereby laying the scientific foundations for the history of primitive
society as a whole. Engels showed the far-reaching significance of Morgan’s
discoveries and gave a detailed explanation of his concepts “genus” and
“tribe” in his The Origin o f the Family, Private Property and the State.
p. 129
31 See Note 6.
p. 137
32 The conclusion that theproletarian revolution could only triumph if carried
out in all the advanced capitalist countries simultaneously, and hence that
the victory of the revolution in a single country was impossible, expressed
even more definitely in the “Principles of Communism” written by Engels in
1847 (see present edition) was correct only for the period of pre-monopoly
capitalism. Under the new historical conditions and proceeding from the law
of uneven economic and political development of capitalism in the age of
imperialism Lenin came to the conclusion that socialist revolution could
triumph first in a few or even a single country and that the simultaneous
victory of the revolution in all countries or in most of them was impos
sible.
p. 139
33 Contrat social is one of the basic works by Jean Jacques Rousseau. The full
title is: Du Contrat social, ou, Principes du droit politique. The main idea
contained in it is that any social system should be the result of free agree
ment between people. Being, in the main, idealist, the theory of the “con
trat social”, put forward on the eve of the French Revolution of the 18th
century, nevertheless played a revolutionary role. It demanded bourgeois
equality, called for abolition of feudal social privileges and for establishment
of a bourgeois republic.
p. 146
34 This refers to Max Stirner’s book Der Einzige und sein Eigenthum, Leipzig,
Verlag von Otto Wigand, 1845,S. 192.
p. 153
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35 This refers to the utopian socialists (Fourier and his followers), who advocat
ed that society be transformed by reform, by means of the so-called “orga
nisation of labour”, in contrast to the anarchy of production under capi
talism.
p . 157
36 The “Draft of a Communist Confession of Faith” was a programmatic docu
ment, discussed at the First Congress of the Communist League, held in
London from June 2 to 9,1847.
p. 164
37 Engels’ work Principles o f Communism is the draft programme of the Com
munist League.
p. 170
3® The Corn Laws restricted and banned the import of com and operated in
England in the 15th to 19th centuries.
p. 174
39 Later research has proved that Miinzer held no official post on the “Eternal
Council”, but his presence at its sittings and his advice to'the council made
him the virtual head of the new revolutionary government.
p. 179
40 Enfels is referring to Louis Blanc and Albert (Alexandre Martin), who
represented the proletariat in the bourgeois ProvisionalGovernment of the
French Republic instituted in February 1848.
p. 180
41 The People's Paper-a Chartist weekly published in London from May 1852
to June 1858. Marx and Engels contributed to itfrom October 1852 to
December 1856 and helped edit it.
p. 186
42 See Note 33.
p. 188
43 Critique o f the Gotha Programme, written by Marx in 1875, contains critic
ism of the draft programme for a United Workers’ Party of Germany. This
draft contained serious errors and made concessions of principle to Lassalleanism. Marx and Engels approved the idea of founding a united socialist
party of Germany, but denounced the ideological compromise with the
Lassalleans and subjected it to withering criticism, hi this work, Marx
formulated many ideas on the major theoretical issues of scientific com
munism.
p. 210
44 Anabaptists—members of a sect which held that those baptised in infancy
must be baptised again.
p. 214
45 Engels is here referring to theTrue Levellers, orDiggers, ultra-left forces in
the_period of the 17th-century English bourgeois revolution, who voiced the
interests of the poor population in town and country. They demanded that
private landownership be abolished, propagated the ideas of primitive,
egalitarian communism and attempted to implement them in practice
through the collective ploughing of communallands.
p. 214
46 Engels is here referring to the works by utopian communists—Utopia by
Thomas More and Civitas Solis (City of the Sun) by Tommaso Campanella.
p. 214
47 See Note 27.
p. 215
48 The Second German Industrial Congress took place in Berlin on February
21 and 22, 1878.
p. 217
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49 Here Engels is quoting from Marx’s Capital (see Vol. I, Moscow, 1977,
p. 65).
p. 223
50 See K. Marx, Capital', Vol. I, Moscow, 1977, p. 340.
p. 228
51 See K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, p. 398.
p. 229
Engels is referring to Luther’s choral “Ein’ feste Burg ist unser Gott” (“God
is our firm stronghold”). Heine calls the choral the “Marseillaise of Reforma
tion”.
f
P* 234
53 Polis—city-state, a form of socio-economical and political organisation of a
slave-owning society developed most typically in Ancient Greece in the 8th
to 6th centuries B.C. Each poHs was a community consisting of the town
itself and a small district around. Only native inhabitants who owned land
and slaves were considered full citizens.
p. 244
54 According to Epicurus, an infinite number of worlds exist. They emerge and
exist according to their own, natural laws. Gods, however, exist only outside
worlds, in their interstices, and have no influence either on the development
of the universe or human life.
p . 248
55 During the traditional celebrations in honour of Juggernaut (Jagannatha),
a cult-title of the Hindu god Vishnu, believers, seized by extreme religious
fanaticism, hurled themselves under the wheels of the Juggernaut, which
carried the image of Vishnu.
p. 254
56 See K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1977, pp. 222-86.
p. 256
57 This refers t6 Bakunin’s attempt to have his muddled socialist programme
(“social and economic equalisation of classes”, abolition of the state and the
right to inherit and so on) accepted at the Congress of the League of Peace
and Freedom, held in Berne in September 1868. When his programme was
rejected by the majority, Bakunin left the League of Peace and founded the
International Alliance of Socialist Democracy.
p. 262
58 This refers to the organisational resolutions of the Basle Congress, which ex
tended the rights of the General Council.
p. 263
59 Mehring’s article “Ober den historischen Materialismus” {“On Historical
Materialism”) was published in 1893, as an appendix to his book LessingLegende.
p. 270
60 This refers to Paul Barth’s book Die Geschichtsphilosophie Hegels und Hegelianer bis aufMarx und Hartmann, published in Leipzig in 1890.
p. 270
61 See Note 33.
p. 271
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