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The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 are 
the rough draft of Marx’s earliest economic study, his first 
attempt at a critical examination, based on his dialectical- 
materialist and communist conclusions, of the economic pil­
lars of bourgeois society and the views of bourgeois econo­
mists. The work reflects the process of synthesis of new philo­
sophical, economic and historical-political ideas, of the in­
tegral world outlook of the proletariat, in which Marx saw 
the key to a theoretical substantiation of communism.

Marx wrote the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts in 
Paris in the summer of 1844. By this time he had studied 
the contemporary Germany, the conditions in other coun­
tries, the history and experience of the French Revolu­
tion, and had critically re-viewed the preceding philo­
sophical doctrines, first and foremost that of Hegel, the 
empirical evidence and theoretical conclusions of bourgeois 
political economy, the views of the Utopian Socialists. This 
led him to conceive some of the essential principles of the 
new revolutionary scientific world outlook of the working 
class. In his Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philos­
ophy of Law (which he wrote in the summer of 1843 in 
Kreuznach) and in articles for the Deutsch-Franzosische 
Jahrbiicher (the sole, double issue of which appeared in 
February 1844) he had shown that the material living re­
lations rather than legal relations or the form of state con­
stituted the basis for the development of society. This placed 
the economic sphere of society in the centre of his investiga­
tion. Not only a political revolution, but above all a deep-
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going social revolution was required to liberate humanity 
from all oppression. Explaining the convictions shaping in 
his mind, Marx demonstrated that the political revolution 
changed nothing but the form of the state power, while the 
deep social revolution affected mainly the social basis. And 
the prime mover of that revolution, Marx had come to un­
derstand, was the proletariat. He expressed—then still in ge­
neral terms—the idea of the great historical liberative mis­
sion of the working class.

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 re­
flected the new step forward made by Marx in the elabora­
tion of his revolutionary teaching. They represent an impor­
tant stage in the elaboration of the theory of scientific 
communism. •

The Paris manuscripts embrace various fields of social 
science. In all these fields Marx used and developed mate­
rialist dialectics as a penetrative instrument of knowledge. 
He achieved a new stage of comprehension of the structure 
and development of society. Here for the first time he em­
phasised the decisive role of production in the social process 
and pointed out that private property and the division of 
labour are the material basis of society’s division into classes. 
Analysing the economic structure of bourgeois society, he 
stressed that the class contradictions of capitalism would 
inevitably grow deeper as wealth became concentrated in 
the hands of capitalist owners. Extremely penetrating are 
Marx’s thoughts on the influence that man’s productive la­
bour and his social relations exercise on science and cul­
ture. He noted in particular the process not only of social 
enslavement, but also of spiritual impoverishment of the 
working man resulting from the domination of private prop­
erty.

In these manuscripts Marx put forward materialist criteria 
for assessing the development of economic thought, a devel­
opment which, he explained, is a reflection in the ideological 
sphere of the evolution of actual economic relations. The 
development of science, according to Marx, repeats the de­
velopment of society itself. He considered the teaching of 
the leading bourgeois economists—Adam Smith, Ricardo
6



and others—as the highest achievement of political economy. 
But although he had not yet undertaken an analysis of the 
labour theory of value, he noted the limitations of their 
views—their failure to understand the true internal connec­
tions and dynamics of the economic phenomena described, 
and their metaphysical approach to them. In their striving 
artificially to perpetuate the basis of capitalism and the re­
lationships of inhuman exploitation, Marx discerned the 
anti-humanist tendencies of the bourgeois economists.

In the manuscripts of 1844, as in his other works of this 
period, Marx used the traditional terminology, partly of 
Feuerbach and partly of Hegel. Thus, in accordance with 
Feuerbach’s usage Marx wrote that “communism, as fully 
developed naturalism, equals humanism, and as fully de­
veloped humanism equals naturalism”. In fact, however, 
Marx gave these terms an essentially new content, and put 
forward views which were in many respects opposed to 
Feuerbach’s abstract humanism and supra-class anti-histori- 
cal anthropologism. His manuscripts are pervaded with a 
sense of history and an understanding of the significance of 
revolutionary practice, and are distinguished by their class 
approach to the social phenomena under consideration. As 
regards Hegel, it can be seen from the manuscripts of 1844 
that Marx had achieved a quite mature understanding of 
the relationship between the rational and conservative as­
pects of his teaching. He showed the fallacy of Hegel’s at­
tempts to treat nature as another mode of existence of the 
mystical Absolute Idea. At the same time, he stressed the 
positive aspects of the Hegelian dialectic and in particular 
the significance of Hegel’s conception—although it was ex­
pressed in an idealistic form—of the development and reso­
lution of contradictions. .

One of the central problems in the Economic and Philo­
sophic Manuscripts of 1844 is the problem of estrangement 
or alienation. Hegel had made extensive use of this concept. 
W ith him, however, it is not real living people but the Ab­
solute Idea that undergoes alienation. Feuerbach operates 
with a similar concept in his theory of the origin of religion, 
reducing it to the alienation of the universal (generic) qual­
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ities of abstract man, which are imputed to an illusory 
divinity.

Marx used the concept of alienation for purposes of a 
profound analysis of social relations. For him alienation was 
characteristic of those social relations under which the con­
ditions of people’s life and activity, that activity itself, and 
the relations between people, appear as a force which is alien 
and hostile to people. So in Marx’s interpretation alienation 
is by no means a supra-historical phenomenon. Marx was 
the first to link alienation with private property and the 
social system it engenders. He saw that alienation could be 
overcome only by the abolition of private property and 
all its consequences.

Marx’s views on alienation appeared in a concentrated form 
in his treatment of “estranged labour”. The concept of “es­
tranged labour” summed up the enslaved condition of the 
worker in capitalist society, his being tied down to a definite 
job, his physical and moral degradation as a result of labour 
which is forced on him, “the loss of his self” (see p. 71 of 
this book).

Labour embodied in an object of labour which has become 
materialised, Marx stressed, is objectification of labour. And 
inevitably in a society dominated by private property, ob­
jectification of labour denies the worker the joys of life, 
makes him the bondman of the object of his labour. The 
product of his labour becomes an alien product. Objectifi­
cation of labour becomes alienation of labour, and objecti­
fied labour becomes alienated labour. The labour process 
loses its creative substance, and is not attractive to the work­
er. The worker has no stimuli to produce by the laws of 
beauty and the universal needs. He does not freely develop 
his body and his mental energy; he suppresses them, morti­
fies his body and ruins his mind. He is reduced to the state 
of an animal with an animal’s primitive needs, while losing 
features implicit in the human species. He belongs not to 
himself, but to the owner of capital. He forges his own 
chains (see p. 71 of this book).

Set forth in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 
1844, the concept of “estranged labour” constituted the ini­



tial expression of the future Marxist theory of the appropria­
tion of the labour of others by capital, a preliminary ap­
proach to the important ideas developed later, especially in 
Capital.

The wide application of the concept of alienation was dis­
tinctive of the initial stage in the shaping of Marx’s econom­
ic teaching. In his subsequent works this concept was su­
perseded to a considerable degree by other, *more concrete 
determinations revealing more completely and more clearly 
the substance of the economic relations of capitalism, the 
exploitation of wage-labour. However, as a philosophically 
generalised expression of the exploiting, inhuman character 
of the social system based on private property, and of the 
destitution of the working masses in that society, it continues 
to be used in M arx’s later works.

The theoretical generalisations contained in the Economic 
and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 are the first attempt 
at a scientific analysis of the capitalist mode of production, 
at determining its antagonistic intrinsic contradictions, at 
examining the law of its movement which is leading capital­
ism to inevitable doom, to its replacement with a higher and 
more sensible social structure. Yet Marx makes clear his 
conclusion that the system of private property can be over­
thrown only as a result of the revolutionary struggle of the 
broad masses. “In order to abolish the idea of private prop­
erty, the idea of communism is quite sufficient. It takes ac­
tual communist action to abolish actual private property” 
(see p. 117 of this book).

As Marx saw it, the future social system represents the an- 
tipode of the existing society of exploitation. At that stage of 
social development man will have become capable of freeing 
himself from social antagonisms and all forms of alienation. 
Marx criticised the various primitive theories of egalitarian 
communism with their tendencies towards asceticism, social 
levelling, and a return to the “unnatural simplicity of the 
poor and crude man who has few needs” (see p. 95 of this 
book). The future society must give scope for the all-round 
satisfaction of man’s requirements and the full flowering of 
the human personality.
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Marx makes some highly penetrating observations about 
the communist reconstruction of agriculture through the con­
version of land from private into public property and the 
introduction of collective forms of labour. Showing the ad­
vantages this holds for the farmers, he wrote: “Association, 
applied to land, shares the economic advantage of large-
scale landed property---- In the same way association also
re-establishes, now on a rational basis, no longer mediated 
by serfdom, overlordship and the silly mysticism of prop­
erty, the intimate ties of man with the earth, since the earth 
ceases to be an object of huckstering, and through free labour 
and free enjoyment becomes once more a true personal 
property of man” (see p. 63 of this book).

The ideas set forth in the Economic and Philosophic Manu­
scripts of 1844 were projected in Marx’s and Engels’ later 
works, notably their joint works, The Holy Family or 
Critique of Critical Criticism, The German Ideology and 
the Manifesto of the Communist Party9 which consummated 
the elaboration of the theoretical bases of the scientific pro­
letarian world outlook. Marx’s first economic work* the 1844 
manuscripts were in many respects the point of departure 
for the Marxist political economy, crowned by the Capital.

The supplement to this volume contains Engels’ article, 
“Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy”, written at the 
end of 1843 and early in 1844. Marx thought very highly of 
this article. So much so that he mentioned it specially in the 
Preface to the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 
1844. Later, too, he referred to the article, which had un­
questionably influenced his own scientific interests, as a work 
of genius. It is remarkable for its profound revolutionary 
dedication, its materialist approach to economic phenomena 
and theories, and its clear understanding of the failure of 
the metaphysical method used by bourgeois economists. It 
was the first experiment in applying the materialist world 
outlook and materialist dialectics to the analysis of economic 
categories.

The work is devoted mainly to a critical examination of 
private property, the economic basis of the capitalist system. 
Engels proved that the main cause of the social antagonisms
10



in the bourgeois world, and of the future social revolution, 
was the development of the contradictions inherent in and 
engendered by private property. He investigated the dialec­
tical interconnections between competition and monopoly 
resulting from the nature of private property, and the pro­
found contradiction between labour and capital.

Though criticising bourgeois economists, Engels made no 
distinction at that time between the representatives of the 
classical school, Smith and Ricardo, and vulgar economists 
of the type of Say, McCulloch, and others. He had not yet 
accepted Smith’s and Ricardo’s labour theory of value and 
was unable properly to assess its place in the development 
of economic teachings. But he did put forward the profound 
thesis of the correspondence between the development of 
political economy and the achieved level of economic rela­
tions. He strongly protested against the unscientific and man- 
hating population theory of Malthus and proved that poverty 
and destitution are in no way to be accounted for by the alleg­
edly limited possibilities of production and of applied 
science. On the contrary, Engels stressed that “the productive 
power at mankind’s disposal is immeasurable” (see pp. 182-83 
of this book). Social calamities, he concluded, are engendered 
by the existing economic system, which must be subjected to 
a revolutionary communist reconstruction.

*r

The translations in this book are taken from Volume 3 of 
the English-language edition of Karl Marx and Frederick 
Engels’ Collected Works, which is a joint publication of 
Lawrence & Wishart Ltd., London, International Publishers 
Co. Inc., New York and Progress Publishers and the Institute 
of Marxism-Leninism, Moscow.
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r 
Preface

11 X X X IX  | I have already announced in the Deutsch- 
Franzdsische Jahrbucher the critique of jurisprudence and 
political science in the form of a critique of the Hegelian 
philosophy of law.a While preparing it for publication, the* 
intermingling of criticism directed only against speculation 
with criticism of the various subjects themselves proved ut­
terly unsuitable, hampering the development of the argument 
and rendering comprehension difficult. Moreover, the wealth 
and diversity of the subjects to be treated could have been 
compressed into one work only in a purely aphoristic style; 
whilst an aphoristic presentation of this kind, for its part, 
would have given the impression of arbitrary systematism. I 
shall therefore publish the critique of law, ethics, politics, 
etc., in a series of distinct, independent pamphlets, and af­
terwards try in a special work to present them again as a 
connected whole showing the interrelationship of the sepa­
rate parts, and lastly attempt a critique of the speculative 
elaboration of that material. For this reason it will be found 
that the interconnection between political economy and the 
state, law, ethics, civil life, etc., is touched upon in the pres­
ent work only to the extent to which political economy it­
self expressly touches upon these subjects.

It is hardly necessary to assure the reader conversant with 
political economy that my results have been attained by

a See Karl Marx, “Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Phi­
losophy of Law. Introduction” (Karl Marx, Frederick Engels, Collected 
Works, Vol. 3, pp. l75-$7).—Ed.
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means of a wholly empirical analysis based on a conscientious 
critical study of political economy.

(Whereas the uninformed reviewer*1 who tries to hide his 
complete ignorance and intellectual poverty by hurling the 
“utopian phrase” at the positive critic’s head, or again such 
phrases as “quite pure, quite resolute, quite critical criti­
cism”, the “not merely legal but social—utterly social—soci­
ety”, the “compact, massy mass”, the “outspoken spokesmen 
of the massy mass”,2 this reviewer has yet to furnish the 
first proof that besides his theological family affairs he has 
anything to contribute to a discussion of wordly matters.)

It goes without saying that besides the French and English 
socialists I have also used German socialist works. The only 
original German works of substance in this science, how­

e v e r—other than Weitling’s writings—are the essays by 
Hess published in Einundzwanzig Bo gen3 and Umrisse zu 
einer Kritik der Nationalokonomie by Engelsh in the Deutsch- 
Franzosische Jahrbiicher, where also the basic elements of 
this work [Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844) 
have been indicated by me in a very general way.

(Besides being indebted to these authors who have given 
critical attention to political economy, positive criticism as 
a whole—and therefore also German positive criticism of 
political economy—owes its true foundation to the discov­
eries of Feuerbach, against whose Philosophie der Zukunft 
and Thesen zur Reform der Philosophie in the Anekdotaf 
despite the tacit use that is made of them, the petty envy of 
some and the veritable wrath of others seem to have insti­
gated a regular conspiracy of silence.

It is only with Feuerbach that positive, humanistic and 
naturalistic criticism begins. The less noise they make, the 
more certain, profound, extensive, and enduring is the effect 
of Feuerbach's writings, the only writings since Hegel’s

a Bruno Bauer.—Ed.
b Frederick Engels, “Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy” 

(see this book, pp. 161-192).—Ed.
c Anekdota zur neuesten deutschen Philosophie und Publicistik.—

Ed.
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Phanomenologie and Logik to contain a real theoretical rev­
olution.

In contrast to the critical theologiana of our day, I have 
deemed the concluding chapter of this work—a critical dis­
cussion of Hegelian dialectic and philosophy as a whole— 
to be absolutely necessary, 11 XL | a task not yet performed. 
This lack of thoroughness is not accidental, since even the 
critical theologian remains a theologian. Hence, either he has 
to start from certain presuppositions of philosophy accepted 
as authoritative; or, if in the process of criticism and as a 
result of other people’s discoveries doubts about these philo­
sophical presuppositions have arisen in him, he abandons 
them in a cowardly and unwarrantable fashion, abstracts 
from them, thus showing his servile dependence on these 
presuppositions and his resentment at this servility merely in 
a negative, unconscious and sophistical manner.

(He does this either by constantly repeating assurances 
concerning the purity of his own criticism, or by trying to 
make it seem as though all that was left for criticism to deal 
with now was some other limited form of criticism outside it­
self—say eighteenth-century criticism—and also the limita­
tions of the masses, in order to divert the observer’s atten­
tion as well as his own from the necessary task of settling 
accounts between criticism and its point of origin—Hegelian 
dialectic and German philosophy as a whole—that is, from 
this necessary raising of modern criticism above its own 
limitation and crudity. Eventually, however, whenever dis­
coveries (such as Feuerbach9s) are made regarding the na­
ture of his own philosophic presuppositions, the critical theo­
logian partly makes it appear as if he were the one who had 
accomplished this, producing that appearance by taking the 
results of these discoveries and, without being able to develop 
them, hurling them in the form of catch-phrases at writers 
still caught in the confines of philosophy. He partly even 
manages to acquire a sense of his own superiority to such 
discoveries by asserting in a mysterious way and in a veiled, 
malicious and sceptical fashion elements of the Hegelian

a Marx has in mind Bruno Bauer.—Ed.
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dialectic which he still finds lacking in the criticism of that 
dialectic (which have not yet been critically served up to 
him for his use) against such criticism—not having tried to 
bring such elements into their proper relation or having 
been capable of doing so, asserting, say, the category of me­
diating proof against the category of positive, self-originat­
ing truth, [.. .]a in a way peculiar to Hegelian dialectic. For 
to the theological critic it seems quite natural that every­
thing has to be done by philosophy, so that he can chatter 
away about purity, resoluteness, and quite critical criticism; 
and he fancies himself the true conqueror of philosophy 
whenever he happens to feel some element4 in Hegel to be 
lacking in Feuerbach—for however much he practises the 
spiritual idolatry of §jself-consciousness” and “mind” the 
theological critic does not get beyond feeling to conscious­
ness.)

On close inspection theological criticism—genuinely pro­
gressive though it was at the inception of the movement— 
is seen in the final analysis to be nothing but the culmination 
and consequence of the old philosophical, and especially the 
Hegelian|  transcendentalism, twisted into a theological cari­
cature. This interesting example of historical justice, which 
now assigns to theology, ever philosophy’s spot of infection, 
the further role of portraying in itself the negative dissolu­
tion of philosophy, i.e., the process of its decay—this histor­
ical nemesis I shall demonstrate on another occasion.5.

(How far, on the other hand, Feuerbach?s discoveries 
about the nature of philosophy still, for their proof at least, 
called for a critical discussion of philosophical dialectic will 
be seen from my exposition itself.) | XL 11

a Three words in the manuscript cannot be deciphered.—Ed.



[FIRST MANUSCRIPT) r
Wages of Labour

11, 1 | Wages are determined through the antagonistic 
struggle between capitalist and worker. Victory goes neces­
sarily to the capitalist. The capitalist can live longer with­
out the worker than can the worker without the capitalist. 
Combination among the capitalists is customary and effec­
tive; workers’ combination is prohibited and painful in its 
consequences for them. Besides, the landowner and the cap­
italist can make use of industrial advantages to augment 
their revenues; the worker has neither rent nor interest on 
capital to supplement his industrial income. Hence the in­
tensity of the competition among the workers. Thus only 
for the workers is the separation of capital, landed property, 
and labour an inevitable, essential and detrimental separa­
tion. Capital and landed property need not remain fixed in 
this abstraction, as must the labour of the workers.

The separation of capital, rent, and labour is thus fatal 
for the worker.

The lowest and the only necessary wage rate is that pro­
viding for the subsistence of the worker for the duration of 
his work and as much more as is necessary for him to sup­
port a family and for the race of labourers not to die out. 
The ordinary wage, according to Smith, is the lowest com­
patible with common humanity,6 that is, with cattle-like 
existence.

The demand for men necessarily governs the production 
of men, as of every other commodity. Should supply greatly 
exceed demand, a section of the workers sinks into beggary 
or starvation. The workers’ existence is thus brought under
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the same condition as the existence of every other commod­
ity. The worker has become a commodity, and it is a bit of 
luck for him if he can find a buyer. And the demand on 
which the life of the worker depends, depends on the whim 
of the rich and the capitalists. Should suply ex[eed]a de­
mand, then one of the constituent] parts of the price—prof­
it, rent or wages—is paid below its rate, [a part of these] 
factors is therefore withdrawn from this application, and 
thus the market price gravitates [towards the] natural price 
as the centre-point. But (1) where there is considerable divi­
sion of labour it is most difficult for the worker to direct his 
labour into other channels; (2) because of his subordinate 
relation to the capitalist, he is the first to suffer.

Thus in the gravitation of market price to natural price it 
is the worker who loses most of all and necessarily. And it 
is just the capacity of the capitalist to direct his capital into 
another channel which either renders the worker, who is 
restricted to some particular branch of labour, destitute, or 
forces him to submit to every demand of this capitalist.

11II, 1 | The accidental and sudden fluctuations in market 
price hit rent less than they do that part of the price which is 
resolved into profit and wages; but they hit profit less than 
they do wages. In most cases, for every wage that rises, one 
remains stationary and one falls.

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

Furthermore, the prices of labour are much more constant 
than the prices of provisions. Often they stand in inverse 
proportion. In a dear year wages fall on account of the de­
crease in demand, but rise on account of the increase in the 
prices of provisions—and thus balance. In any case, a num­
ber of workers are left without bread. In cheap years wages

a The letters and words enclosed in square brackets in this sen­
tence are indecipherable as they are covered by an inkspot.—Ed.
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rise on account of the rise in demand, but decrease on ac­
count of the fall in the prices of provisions—and thus bal­
ance.

Another respect in which the worker is at a disadvantage:
The labour prices of the various hinds of workers show 

much wider differences than the profits in the various branches 
in which capital is applied. In labour all the natural, 
spiritual, and social variety of individual ̂ activity is mani­
fested and is variously rewarded, whilst dead capital always 
keeps the same pace and is indifferent to real individual 
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 pos­
sibility, 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 work­
ing 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?

11 III, 1 | (2) Let us now take a society in which wealth 
is increasing. This condition is the only one favourable to 
the worker. Here competition between the capitalists sets in. 
The demand for workers exceeds their supply. But:

In the first place, the raising of wages gives rise to over- 
work among the workers. The more they wish to earn, the 
more must they sacrifice their time and carry out slave-la- 
bour, 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 working 
class as a whole, for as a result of it an ever-fresh supply of

a Cf. Adam Smith, W ealth of Nations, Vol. I, p. 230 (Gamier, t. II, 
p. 162).—Ed.
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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 condi­
tion of advancing wealth? When the capitals and the rev­
enues 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 tak­
en away from the worker, that 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 increas­
ingly 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. Conversely, 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 dependent on 
labour, and on a particular, very one-sided, machine-like 
labour at that. Just as he is thus depressed spiritually and 
physically to the condition of a machine and from being a 
man becomes an abstract activity and a belly, so he also be­
comes ever more dependent on every fluctuation in market 
price, on the application of capital, and on the whim of 
the rich. Equally, the increase in the 11IV, 1 | class of peo­
ple wholly dependent on work intensifies competition among 
the workers, thus lowering their price. In the factory system 
this situation of the worker reaches its climax.

( y) 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 in­
creases, 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 depression’ 
of wages and passes into a still greater dependence on the 
few big capitalists. The number of capitalists having been
24
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diminished, their competition with respect to the workers 
scarcely exists any longer; and the number of workers hav­
ing been increased, their competition among themselves has 
become all the more intense, unnatural, and violent. Con­
sequently, a section of the working class falls into beggary 
or starvation just as necessarily as a section of the middle 
capitalists falls into the working class.

Hence even in the condition of society rifost favourable 
to the worker, the inevitable result for the worker is over­
work and premature 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, 1 | The raising of wages excites in the worker the 
capitalist’s mania to get rich, which he, however, can only 
satisfy by the sacrifice of his mind and body. The raising of 
wages presupposes and entails 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 dependent, 
bringing with it the competition not only of men but also of 
machines. Since the worker has sunk to the level of a ma­
chine, 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 
of products, which leads to over-production and thus ei­
ther ends by throwing a large section of workers out of 
work or by reducing their wages to the most miserable mini­
mum.

Such are the consequences of a state of society most fa­
vourable to the worker—namely, of a state of growing, ad­
vancing wealth.

Eventually, however, this state of growth must sooner or 
later reach its peak. W hat 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
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barely sufficient to keep up the number of labourers, and, the country 
being already fully peopled, that number could never be augmented.”a

The surplus would have to die.
Thus in a declining state of society—increasing misery 

of the worker; in an advancing state—misery with complica­
tions; and in a fully developed state of society—static 
misery.

11 VI, 1 | Since, however, according to Smith, a society is 
not happy, of which the greater part suffertsb—yet even the 
wealthiest state of society leads to this suffering of the major­
ity—and since the economic system7 (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 un­
happiness of society.

Concerning the relationship between worker and capital­
ist we should add that the capitalist is more than compen­
sated 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 commodities like simple and 
compound interest respectively.

Let us put ourselves now wholly at the standpoint of the 
political economist, and follow him in comparing the theo­
retical and practical claims of the workers.

He tells us that originally and in theory the whole prod­
uct of labour 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 indispensable part of the product—as 
much, only, as is necessary for his existence, not as a human 
being, but as a worker, and for the propagation, not of hu­
manity, but of the slave class of workers.

The political economist tells us that everything is bought 
with labour and that capital is nothing but accumulated la­
bour; but at the same time he tells us that the worker, far 
from being able to buy everything, must sell himself and his 
humanity.

a Adam Smith, W ealth of Nations, Vol. I, p. 84 (Gamier, t. I, 
p. 193).—Ed.

b Op. cit., p. 70 (Garnier, t. I, pp. 159-60).—Ed.
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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.

|| VII, 1-3 | Whilst according to the political economists 
it is solely through labour that man enhanced the value of 
the products of nature, whilst labour is man’s active posses­
sion, according to this same political economy the landowner 
and the capitalist, who qua landowner 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 for­
tuitous 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 so­
ciety, it impoverishes the worker and reduces him to a ma­
chine. Whilst labour brings about the accumulation of capi­
tal and with this the increasing prosperity of society, it 
renders the workers ever more dependent on the capitalist, 
leads him into competition of a new intensity, and drives 
him into the headlong rush of over-production, with its sub­
sequent corresponding slump.

Whilst the interest of the worker,' according to the politi­
cal economists, 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 conse­
quences set forth above; and (2) because in relation to society 
the whole gross product is the net product, and only in rela­
tion to the private individual has the net product any sig­
nificance.

But that labour itself, not merely in present conditions but
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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, with­
out his being aware of it.

In theory, rent of land and profit on capital are deduc­
tions suffered by wages. In actual fact, however, wages are 
a deduction which land and capital allow to go to the work­
er, a concession from the product of labour to the workers, 
to labour.

When society is in a state of decline, the worker suffers 
most severely. The specific severity of his burden he owes 
to his position as a worker, but the burden as such to the 
position of society.

But when society is in a state of progress, the ruin and 
impoverishment of the worker is the product of his labour 
and of the wealth produced by him. The misery results, 
therefore, from the essence of present-day labour itself.

Society in a state of maximum wealth—an ideal, but one 
which is approximately attained, and which at least is the 
aim of political economy as of civil society—means for the 
workers static misery.

It goes without saying that the proletarian, i.e., the man 
who, being without capital and rent, lives purely by labour, 
and by a one-sided, abstract labour, is considered by politi­
cal economy only as a worker. Political economy can there­
fore advance the proposition that the proletarian, the same 
as any horse, must get as much as will enable him to work. 
It does not consider him when he is not working, as a human 
being; but leaves such consideration to criminal law, to doc­
tors, to religion, to the statistical tables, to politics and to 
the poor-house overseer.

Let us now rise above the level of political economy and 
try to answer two questions on the basis of the above expo­
sition, which has been presented almost in the words of the 
political economists:

(1) W hat in the evolution of mankind is the meaning of
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this reduction of the greater part of mankind to abstract 
labour?

(2) What are the mistakes committed by the piecemeal 
reformers, who either want to raise wages and in this way 
to improve the situation of the working class, or regard 
equality of wages (as Proudhon does) as the goal of social 
revolution?

In political economy labour occurs onl^F in the form of 
activity as a source of livelihood.a

: 11VIII, 1| “It can be asserted that those occupations which pre­
suppose specific talents or longer training have become on the whole 
more lucrative; whilst the proportionate reward for mechanically 
monotonous activity in which one person can be trained as easily and 
quickly as another has fallen with growing competition, and was inevi­
tably bound to fall. And it is just this sort of work which in the 
present state of the organisation of labour is still by far the commonest. 
If therefore a worker in the first category now earns seven times as 
much as he did, say, fifty years ago, whilst the earnings of another 
in • the second category have remained unchanged, then of course both 
are earning on the average four times as much. But if the first cate­
gory comprises only a thousand workers in a particular country, and 
the second a million, then 999,000 are no better off than fifty years 
ago—and they are worse off if at the same time the prices of the 
necessaries of life have risen. W ith such superficial calculations of 
averages people try to deceive themselves about the most numerous 
class of the population. Moreover, the size of the wage is only one 
factor in the estimation of the worker s income, because it is essential 
for the measurement of the latter to take into account the certainty 
of its duration—which is obviously out of the question in the anarchy 
of so-called free competition, with its ever-recurring fluctuations and 
periods of stagnation. Finally, the hours of work customary formerly 
and now have to be considered. And for the English cotton-workers 
these have been increased, as a result of the entrepreneurs’ mania for 
profit, 11IX, 1| to between twelve and sixteen hours a day during 
the past twenty-five years or so—that is to say, precisely during the 
period of the introduction of labour-saving machines; and this increase 
in one country and in one branch of industry inevitably asserted itself 
elsewhere to a greater or lesser degree, for the right of the unlimited 
exploitation of the poor by the rich is still universally recognised.” 
(Wilhelm Schulz, Die Bewegung der Production, p. 65.)

“But even if it were as true as it is false that the average income 
of every class of society has increased, the income-differences and 
relative income-distances may nevertheless have become greater and

a In the manuscript a blank space is left here.—Ed.
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the contrasts between wealth and poverty accordingly stand out more 
sharply. For just because total production rises—and in the same 
measure as it rises—needs, desires and claims also multiply and thus 
relative poverty can increase whilst absolute poverty diminishes. The 
Samoyed living on fish oil and rancid fish is not poor because in his 
secluded society all have the same needs. But in a state that is forging 
fihead, which in the course of a decade, say, increased by a third its 
total production in proportion to the population, the worker who is 
getting as much at the end of ten years as at the beginning has not 
remained as well off, but has become poorer by a third.” (op. cit., 
pp. 65-66.)

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

“To develop in great spiritual freedom, a people must break 
their bondage to their bodily needs—they must cease to be the slaves 
of the body. They must, above all, have time at their disposal for 
spiritual creative activity and spiritual enjoyment. The developments 
in the labour organism gain this time. Indeed, with new motive forces 
and improved machinery, a single worker in the cotton mills now 
often performs the work formerly requiring a hundred, or even 250 
to 350 workers. Similar results can be observed in all branches of 
production, because external natural forces are being compelled to 
participate ||X , 1| to an ever-greater degree in human labour. If the 
satisfaction of a given amount of material needs formerly required 
a certain expenditure of time and human effort which has later been 
reduced by half, then without any loss of material comfort the scope 
for spiritual activity and enjoyment has been simultaneously extended 
by as m uch.. . .  But again the way in which the booty, that we win 
from old Cronus himself in his most private domain, is shared out 
is still decided by the dice-throw of blind, unjust Chance. In France 
it .h a s  been calculated that at the present stage in the development 
of production an average working period of five hours a day by every 
person capable of work could suffice for the satisfaction of all the 
material interests of society.. . .  Notwithstanding the time saved by 
the perfecting of machinery, the duration of the slave-labour per­
formed by a large population in the factories has only increased.” 
(Schulz, op. cit., pp. 67, 68.)

“The transition from compound manual labour rests on a break­
down of the latter into its simple operations. A t first, however, only 
some of the uniformly-recurring operations will devolve on machines, 
while some will devolve on men. From the nature of things, and from 
confirmatory experience, it is clear that unendingly monotonous activ­
ity of this kind is as harmful to the mind as to the body; thus this 
combination of machinery with mere division of labour among a 
greater number of hands must inevitably show all the disadvantages 
of the latter. These disadvantages appear, among other things, in the
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greater mortality of factory ||X I, l | w orkers.... Consideration has not 
been given . . .  to this big distinction as to how far men work through 
machines or how far as machines.” (op. cit., p. 69.)

“In the future life of the peoples, however, the inanimate forces of 
nature working in machines will be our slaves and serfs.” (op. cit., p. 74.)

“The English spinning mills employ 196,818 women and only 
158,818 men. For every 100 male workers in the cotton mills of Lan­
cashire there are 103 female workers, and in Scotland as many as 
209. In the English flax mills of Leeds, for every lQj? male workers 
there were found to be 147 female workers. In Druden and on the 
east coast of Scotland as many as 280. In the English silk mills . . .  
many female workers; male workers predominate in the woollen mills 
where the work requires greater physical strength. In 1833, no fewer 
than 38,927 women were employed alongside 18,593 men in the North 
American cotton mills. As a result of the changes in the labour 
organism, a wider sphere of gainful employment has thus fallen to 
the share of the female sex___Women now occupying an economi­
cally more independent position . . .  the two sexes are drawn closer 
together in their social conditions.” (op. cit., pp. 71-72.)

“Working in the English steam- and water-driven spinning mills 
in 1835 were: 20,558 children between the ages of eight and twelve; 
35,867 between the ages of twelve and thirteen, and, lastly, 108,208 
children between the ages of thirteen and eighteen.. . .  Admittedly, 
further advances in mechanisation, by more and more removing all 
monotonous work from human hands, are operating in the direction 
of a gradual ||X II, 1| elimination of this evil. But standing in the 
way of these more rapid advances is the very circumstance that the 
capitalists can, in the easiest and cheapest fashion, appropriate the 
energies of the lower classes down to the children, to be used instead 
of mechanical devices.” (op. cit., pp. 70-71.)

“Lord Brougham’s call to the workers—‘Become capitalists’. . .  .This 
is the evil that millions are able to earn a bare subsistence for them­
selves only by strenuous labour which shatters the body and cripples 
them morally and intellectually; that they are even obliged to consider 
the misfortune of finding such work a piece of good fortune.” (op. cit., 
p. 60.)

“In order to live, then, the non-owners are obliged to place them­
selves, directly or indirectly, at the service of the owners—to put them­
selves, that is to say, into a position of dependence upon them.”a (Pec- 
queur, Theorie nouvelle d*economie soc., etc. p. 409.)

Servants—pay; workers—wages; employees—salary or emoluments.b 
(loc. cit., pp. 409, 410.)

a “Pour vivre done, les non-propri£taires sont obliges de se mettre 
directement ou indirectement au service des proprietaires, c.-a-d. sous 
leur d6pendance.”—Ed.

b Domestiques—gages; ouvriers—salaires; employSs—traitement ou 
emoluments.—Ed.
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“To hire out one’s labour”, “to lend one’s labour at interest”, “to 
work in another’s place”.a

“To hire out the materials of labour”, “to lend the materials of 
labour at interest”, “to make others work in one’s place”> (op. cit., 
p. 411.)

||X III, 1| “Such an economic order condemns men to occupations 
so mean, to a degradation so devastating and bitter, that by comparison
savagery seems like a kingly condition___”c (op. cit., pp. 417, 418.)
“Prostitution of the non-owning class in all its forms.”d (op. cit., 
p. 421 f.) Ragmen.

Charles Loudon, in the book Solution du probleme de la 
population, etc., Paris, 1842,8 declares the number of prosti­
tutes in England to be between sixty and seventy thousand. 
The number of women of doubtful virtue is said to be 
equally large (p. 228).

“The average life of these unfortunate creatures on the streets, 
after they have embarked on their career of vice, is about six or seven 
years. To maintain the number of sixty to seventy thousand prostitutes, 
there must be in the three kingdoms at least eight to nine thousand 
women who commit themselves to this abject profession each year, 
or about twenty-four new victims each day—an average of one per 
hour; and it follows that if the same proportion holds good over the 
whole surface of the globe, there must constantly be in existence one 
and a half million unfortunate women of this kind.”e (op. cit., p. 229.)

a “louer son travail”, “preter son travail a l’int£r£t”, “travailler 
a la place d’autrui”.—Ed.

b “Louer la mati£re du travail”, “preter la matiere du travail h 
I’int6r6t”, “faire travailler autrui a sa place”.—Ed.

c “Cette constitution economique condamne les hommes a des me­
tiers tellement abjects, a une degradation tellement desolante et ame- 
re, que la sauvagerie apparait, en comparaison, comme une royale con­
dition.”—Ed.

d “La prostitution de la chair non-proprittaire sous toutes les for­
mes.”—Ed.

e “La moyenne vie des ces infortuntes creatures sur le pav6, apr£s 
qu’elles sont entrees dans la carriere du vice, est d’environ six ou sept 
ans. De maniere que pour maintenir le nombre de 60 a 70,000 prosti­
tutes, il doit y avoir, dans les 3 royaumes, au moins 8 a 9 000 femmes 
qui se vouent a cet infame metier chaque annee, ou environ vingt-quatre 
nouvelles victimes par jour, ce qui est la moyenne d'une par heure ; et 
constquemment, si la m6me proportion a lieu sur toute la surface 
du globe, il doit y avoir constamment un million et demi de ces mal- 
heureuses.”—Ed.
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“The numbers of the poverty-stricken grow with their poverty, and 
at the extreme limit of destitution human beings are crowded together 
in the greatest numbers contending with each other for the right to 
suffer.. . .  In 1821 the population of Ireland was 6,801,827. In 1831
it had risen to 7,764,010—an increase of 14 per cent in ten years.
In Leinster, the wealthiest province, the population increased by only 
8 per cent; whilst in Connaught, the most poverty-stricken province, 
the increase reached 21 per cent. (Extract from the Enquiries Published 
in England on Ireland, Vienna, 1840.)”a (Buret, De leu misere, etc., 
1 1  pp. 36, 37.)

Political economy considers labour in the abstract as a 
thing; labour is a commodity. If the price is high, then the 
commodity is in great demand; if the price is low, then the
commodity is in great supply: the price of labour as a com­
modity must fall lower and lower. (Buret, op. cit., p. 43.) 
This is made inevitable partly by the competition between 
capitalist and worker, partly by the competition amongst the 
workers.

|  “The working population, the seller of labour, is necessarily reduced
to accepting the most meagre part of the product___  Is the theory
of labour as a commodity anything other than a theory of disguised 
bondage?”b (op. cit., p. 43.) “W hy then has nothing but an exchange- 
value been seen in labour?”0 (op. cit., p. 44.)

The large workshops prefer to buy the labour of women 
and children, because this costs less than that of men. (op. 
cit.)

a “La population des miserables croft avec leur misere, et e’est a la 
limite extreme du denument que les etres humains se pressent en plus 
grand nombre pour se disputer le droit de souffrir.. . .  En 1821, la po­
pulation de Flrlande etait de 6,801,827. En 1831, elle s’etait 61ev6e a 
7,764,010; e’est 14 p.%  d’augmentation en dix ans. Dans le Leinster, 
province oil il y a le plus d’aisance, la  population n’a augmente que 
de 8 p. %  tandis que, dans le Connaught, province la  plus miserable, 
l’augmentation s’est elevee a 21 p. %. (Extraits des Enquetes publiees en 
Angleterre sur Vlrlande, Vienne, 1840.)”—Ed.

b . .La population ouvriere, marchande de travail, ets forc£ment 
reduite a la plus faible part du produit . . .  la theorie du travail mar- 
chandise est-elle autre chose qu’une th6orie de servitude d6guis6e ?”— 
Ed.

c “Pourquoi done n’avoir vu dans le travail qu’une valeur 
d’echange ?”—Ed.
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“The worker is not at all in the position of a free seller vis-a-vis 
the one who employs h im .. . .  The capitalist is always free to employ 
labour, and the worker is always forced to sell it. The value of labour 
is completely destroyed if it is not sold every instant. Labour 
can neither be accumulated nor even be saved, unlike true [commod­
ities].

| (XIV, 1| “Labour is life, and if life is not each day exchanged 
for food, it suffers and soon perishes. To claim that human 
life is a commodity, one must, therefore, admit slavery. ”a (op. cit., 
pp. 49, 50.)

If, then, labour is a commodity, it is a commodity with 
the most unfortunate attributes. But even by the principles 
of political economy it is no commodity, for it is not the 
“free result of a free tra n sa c tio n [op. cit., p. 50.] The pres­
ent economic regime

“simultaneously lowers the price and the remuneration of labour; 
it perfects the worker and degrades the man.”b (op. cit., pp. 52-53.) 
“Industry has become a war, and commerce a gamble.”0 (op. cit., p. 62.)

“The cotton-working machines’’̂  (in England) alone represent 
84,000,000 manual workers, (op. cit., p. 193, note.)

Up to the present, industry has been in a state of war, a 
war of conquest:

“It has squandered the lives of the men who made up its army 
with the same indifference as the great conquerors. Its aim was the 
possession of wealth, not the happiness of men.”e (Buret, op. cit.,

a “Le travailleur n’est point vis-a-vis de celui qui l ’emploie dans 
la position d’un litre  vendeur . . .  le capitaliste est toujours libre d’em- 
ployer le travail, et l’ouvrier est tou jours force de le vendre. La va- 
leur du travail est com plem ent d6truite, s’il n’est pas vendu a chaque 
instant. Le travail n’est susceptible ni d’accumulation, ni meme d’6- 
pargne, a la  diff6rence des veritables [marchandises].

Le travail c’est la vie, et si la vie ne s’£change pas chaque jour con- 
tre des aliments, elle souffre et p6rit bientot. Pour que la vie de l’hom- 
me soit une marchandise, il faut done admettre l’esclavage.”—Ed.

t> “Abaisse a la fois et le prix et la  remuneration du travail; il 
perfectionne l’ouvrier et degrade l’homme.”—Ed.

c “L ’industrie est devenue une guerre et le commerce un jeu.”—
Ed.

d “Les machines a travailler le coton”.—Ed.
c “Elle a prodigue la vie des hommes qui composaient son arm£e 

avec autant d’indifference que les grands conguerants. Son but 6tait 
la possession de la richesse, et non le bonheur des hommes.”—Ed.
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p. 20.) “These interests” (that is, economic interests), “freely left to 
themselves . . .  must necessarily come into conflict; they have no other 
arbiter but war, and the decisions of war assign defeat and death
to some, in order to give victory to the others___It is in the conflict
of opposed forces that science seeks order and equilibrium: perpetual 
war, according to it, is the sole means of obtaining peace; that war 
is called competition.”3 (op. cit., p. 23.)

I “The industrial war, to be conducted with success, demands large 
armies which it can amass on one spot and profusely^ decimate. And 
it is neither from devotion nor from duty that the soldiers of this 
army bear the exertions imposed on them, but only to escape the hard 
necessity of hunger. They feel neither attachment nor gratitude towards 
their bosses, nor are these bound to their subordinates by any feeling 
of benevolence. They do not know them as men, but only as instru­
ments of production which have to yield as much as possible with as 
little cost as possible. These populations of workers, ever more crowded 
together, have not even the assurance of always being employed. 
Industry, which has called them together, only lets them live while 
it needs them, and as soon as it can get rid of them it abandons them 
without the slightest scruple; and the workers are compelled to offer 
their persons and their powers for whatever price they can get. The 
longer, more painful and more disgusting the work they are given, 
the less they are paid. There are those who, with sixteen hours’ work 
a day and unremitting exertion, scarcely buy the right not to die.” 
(op. cit., pp. 68-69.)

11 XV, 1 | “W e are convinced . . .  as are the commissioners charged 
with the inquiry into the condition of the hand-loom weavers, that 
the large industrial towns would in a short time lose their population 
of workers if they were not all the time receiving from the neigh­
bouring rural areas constant recruitments of healthy men, a constant 
flow of fresh blood”b (op. cit., p. 362.) | XV | j

a “Ces interets” (sc. economiques), “librement abandonnes a eux- 
mdmes . . .  doivent necessairement entrer en conflit; ils n’ont d’autre 
arbitre que la guerre, et les decisions de la guerre donnent aux uns 
la defaite et la mort, pour donner aux autres la victoire.. . .  G’est dans 
le conflit des forces opposees que la science cherche l’ordre et l’equi- 
libre: la guerre perpetuelle est selon elle le seul moyen d’obtenir la 
paix; cette guerre s’appelle la concurrence.”—Ed.

b “Nous avons la convictions . . .  partagee par les commissaires 
charges de l’enquete sur la condition des tisserands a la main, que les 
grandes villes industrielles perdraient, en peu de temps, leur popu­
lation de travailleurs, si elles ne recevaient, a  chaque instant des cam- 
pagnes voisines, des recrues continuelles d’hommes sains, de sang nou^ 
veau.”—Ed.
s* 35



Profit of Capital
1. Capital

|| I, 2 | W hat is the basis of capital, that is, of private 
property in the products of other men’s labour?

“Even if capital itself does not merely amount to theft or fraud, 
it still requires the co-operation of legislation to sanctify inheritance.” 
(Say, [Traite cTeconomie politiqueJ  t. I, p. 136, note.)9

How does one become a proprietor of productive stock? 
How does one become owner of the products created by 
means of this stock?

By virtue of positive law. (Say, t. II, p. 4.)
What does one acquire with capital, with the inheritance 

of a large fortune, for instance?
“The person who [either acquires, or) succeeds to a  great fortune, 

does not necessarily [acquire or] succeed to any political power [ . . . . ]  
The power which that possession immediately and directly conveys to 
him, is the power of purchasing; a certain command over all the labour, 
or over all the produce of labour, which is then in the market.” 
[Wealth of Nations, by Adam Smith, Vol. I, pp. 26-27 [Garnier, t. I, 
p. 61].)10

Capital is thus the governing power over labour and its 
products. The capitalist possesses this power, not on account 
of his personal or human qualities, but inasmuch as he is an 
owner of capital. His power is the purchasing power of his 
capital, which nothing can withstand.

Later we shall see first how the capitalist, by means of 
capital, exercises his governing power over labour, then, 
however, we shall see the governing power of capital over 
the capitalist himself.

What is capital?
“A certain quantity of labour stocked and stored up to be em­

ployed.” (Adam Smith* op. cit., p. 295 [Garnier, t. II, p. 312].)
Capital is stored-up labour.



(2) Fonds, or stock,a is any accumulation of products of 
the soil or of manufacture. Stock is called capital only when 
it yields to its owner a revenue or profit. (Adam Smith, op. 
cit., p. 243 [Garnier, t. II, p. 191].)

2. The Profit of Capital r
The profit or gain of capital is altogether different from the wages 

of labour. This difference is manifested in two ways: in the first place, 
the profits of capital are regulated altogether by the value of the capital 
employed, although the labour of inspection and direction associated 
with different capitals may be the same. Moreover in large works the 
whole of this labour is committed to some principal clerk, whose salary 
bears no regular proportion to the || II, 2 | capital of which he oversees 
the management. And although the labour of the proprietor is here re­
duced almost to nothing, he still demands profits in proportion to his 
capital. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 43 [Garnier, t. 1, pp. 97-99].)11

Why does the capitalist demand this proportion between 
profit and capital?

He would have no interest in employing the workers, unless he 
expected from the sale of their work something more than is necessary 
to replace the stock advanced by him as wages and he would have no 
interest to employ a great stock rather than a small one, unless his 
profits were to bear some proportion to the extent of his stock. (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 42 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 96-97].)

The capitalist thus makes a profit, first, on the wages, and 
secondly on the raw materials advanced by him.

What proportion, then, does profit bear to capital?
If it is already difficult to determine the usual average level of 

wages at a particular place and at a particular time, it is even more 
difficult to determine the profit on capitals. A change in the price of 
the commodities in which the capitalist deals, the good or bad fortune 
of his rivals and customers, a thousand other accidcnts to which commod­
ities are exposed both in transit and in the warehouses—all produce 
a daily, almost hourly variation in profit. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, 
pp. 78-79 (Garnier, t. I, pp. 179-80].)

a Marx uses the English word “stock”.—Ed.
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But though it is impossible to determine with precision what are 
the profits on capitals, some notion may be formed of them, from the 
interest o f money. Wherever a great deal can be made by the use 
of money, a great deal will be given for the use of it; wherever little 
can be made by it, little will be given. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, 
p. 79 [Garnier, t. I, p. 181}.)

The proportion which the usual market rate of interest ought to 
bear to the rate of clear profit, necessarily varies as profit rises or 
falls. Double interest is in Great Britain reckoned what the merchants 
call a good, moderate, reasonable profit, terms which mean no more 
than a common and usual profit. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 87 
[Garnier, t. I, p. 198).)

W hat is the lowest rate of profit? And what the highest?
The lowest rate of ordinary profit on capital must always be 

something more than what is sufficient to compensate the occasional 
losses to which every employment of stock is exposed. I t is this surplus 
only which is neat or clear profit. The same holds for the lowest rate 
of interest. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 86 [Garnier, t. I, p. 196].)

11 III, 2 | The highest rate to which ordinary profits can rise is 
that which in the price of the greater part of commodities eats up 
the whole of the rent of the land, and reduces the wages of labour 
contained in the commodity supplied to the lowest rate, the bare sub­
sistence of the labourer during his work. The worker must always 
be fed in some way or other while he is required to work; rent can 
disappear entirely. For example: the servants of the East India Com­
pany in Bengal. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 86-87 (Garnier, 
t. I, pp. 197-98).)

Besides all the advantages of limited competition which 
the capitalist may exploit in this case, he can keep the mar­
ket price above the natural price by quite decorous means.

Fpr one thing, by keeping secrets in trade if the market is at a 
great distance from those who supply it, that is, by concealing a price 
change, its rise above the natural level. This concealment has the 
effect that other capitalists do not follow him in investing their capital 
in this branch of industry or trade.

Then  again by keeping secrets in manufacture, which enable the 
capitalist to reduce the costs of production and supply his commodity 
at the same or even at lower prices than his competitors while obtain­
ing a higher profit. (Deceiving by keeping secrets is not immoral? 
Dealings on the Stock Exchange.) Furthermore, where production is 
restricted to a particular locality (as in the case of a rare wine), 
and where the effective demand can never be satisfied. Finally, through 
monopolies exercised by individuals or companies. Monopoly price is 
the highest possible. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 53-54 [Garnier, 
t. I, pp. 120-24).)
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Other fortuitous causes which can raise the profit on cap­
ital:

The acquisition of new territories, or of new branches of trade, 
often increases the profit on capital even in a wealthy country, because 
they withdraw some capital from the old branches of trade, reduce 
competition, and cause the market to be supplied with fewer commodi­
ties, the prices of which then rise: those who deal, in these commodi­
ties can then afford to borrow at a higher rate of interest. (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 83 [Garnier, t. I, p, 190].)

The more a commodity comes to be manufactured—the more it 
becomes an object of manufacture—the greater becomes that part of 
the price which resolves itself into wages and profit in proportion to 
that which resolves itself into rent. In the progress of the manufacture 
of a commodity, not only the number of profits increases, but every 
subsequent profit is greater than the foregoing; because the capital from 
which || IV, 2 | it is derived must always be greater. The capital which 
employs the weavers, for example, must always be greater than that 
which employs the spinners; because it not only replaces that capital 
with its profits, but pays, besides, the wages of weavers; and the 
profits must always bear some proportion to the capital, (op. cit., Vol. I, 
p. 45 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 102-03].)

Thus the advance made by human labour in converting 
the product of nature into the manufactured product of na­
ture increases, not the wages of labour, but in part the 
number of profitable capital investments, and in part the 
size of every subsequent capital in comparison with the fore- 
going.

More about the advantages which the capitalist derives 
from the division of labour, later.

He profits doubly—first, by the division of labour; and 
secondly, in general, by the advance which human labour 
makes on the natural product. The greater the human share 
in a commodity, the greater the profit of dead capital.

In one and the same society the average rates of profit on capital 
are much more nearly on the same level than the wages of the different 
sorts of labour, (op. cit., Vol. I, p. 100 [Garnier, t. I, p. 228].) In  the 
different employments of capital, the ordinary rate of profit varies 
with the certainty or uncertainty of the returns.

The ordinary profit of stock, though it rises with the risk, does not 
always seem to rise in proportion to it. (op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 99-100 
(Garnier, t. I, pp. 226-27].)
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It goes without saying that profits also rise if the means 
of circulation become less expensive or easier available (e.g., 
paper money).
3. The Rule of Capital Over Labour and the Motives of the Capitalist

The consideration of his own private profit is the sole motive which 
determines the owner of any capital to employ it either in agriculture, 
in manufactures, or in some particular branch of the wholesale or retail 
trade. The different quantities of productive labour which it may put 
into motion, || V, 2 | and the different values which it may add to the 
annual produce of the land and labour of his country, according as 
it is employed in one or other of those different ways, never enter 
into his thoughts. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 335 (Garnier, t. II, 
pp. 400-01].)

The most useful employment of capital for the capitalist is that 
which, risks being equal, yields him the greatest profit. This employ­
ment is not always the most useful for society; the most useful employ­
ment is that which utilises the productive powers of nature. (Say, 
t. II, pp. 130-31.)

The plans and speculations of the employers of capitals regulate 
and direct all the most important operations of labour, and profit is 
the end proposed by all those plans and projects. But the rate of 
profit does not, like rent and wages, rise with the prosperity and fall 
with the decline of the society. On the contrary, it is naturally low 
in rich and high in poor countries, and it is always highest in the 
countries which are going fastest to ruin. The interest of this class, 
therefore, has not the same connection with the general interest of 
the society as that of the other tw o.. . .  The particular interest of the 
dealers in any particular branch of trade or manufactures is always 
in some respects different from, and frequently even in sharp opposi­
tion to, that of the public. To widen the market and to narrow the 
sellers’ competition is always the interest of the dealer.. . .  This is a 
class of people whose interest is never exactly the same as that of 
society, a class of people who have generally an interest to deceive 
and to oppress the public. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 23-
32 (Garnier, t. II, pp. 163-65].)

4. The Accumulation of Capitals and the Competition Among the Capitalists
The increase of stock, which raises wages, tends to lower the capi­

talists’ profit, because of the competition amongst the capitalists. (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 78 (Garnier, t. I, p. 179].)

If, for example, the capital which is necessary for the grocery 
trade of a particular town “is divided between two different grocers,
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their competition will tend to' make both of them sell cheaper than 
if it were in the hands of one only; and if it were divided among 
twenty, 11 VI, 2 | their competition would be just so much the greater, 
and the chance of their combining together, in order to raise the price, 
just so much the less”. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 322 [Garnier, 
t. I, pp. 372-73].)

Since we already know that monopoly prices are as high 
as possible, since the interest of the capitalists, even from 
the point of view commonly held by political economists, 
stands in hostile opposition to society, and since a rise of 
profit operates like compound interest on the price of the 
commodity (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 87-88 [Gar­
nier, t. I, pp. 199-201]), it follows that the sole defence 
against the capitalists is competition, which according to the 
evidence of political economy acts beneficently by both rais­
ing wages and lowering the prices of commodities to the 
advantage of the consuming public.

But competition is only possible if capital multiplies, and 
is held in many hands. The formation of many capital in­
vestments is only possible as a result of multilateral accu­
mulation, since capital comes into being only by accumula­
tion; and multilateral accumulation necessarily turns into 
unilateral accumulation. Competition among capitalists in­
creases the accumulation of capital. Accumulation, where 
private property prevails, is the concentration of capital in 
the hands of a few, it is in general an inevitable consequence 
if capital is left to follow its natural course, and it is precisely 
through competition that the way is cleared for this natural 
disposition of capital.

We have been told that the profit on capital is in propor­
tion to the size of the capital. A large capital therefore ac­
cumulates more quickly than a small capital in proportion to 
its size, even if we disregard for the time being deliberate 
competition. | VI11.

| VIII, 2 |12 Accordingly, the accumulation of large capi­
tal proceeds much more rapidly than that of smaller capital, 
quite irrespective of competition. But let us follow this pro­
cess further.

With the increase of capital the profit on capital dimin-



ishes, because of competition. The first to suffer, therefore, 
is the small capitalist. 

The increase of capitals and a large number of capital 
investments presuppose, further,a a condition of advancing 
wealth in the country.

“In a country which had acquired its full complement of riches 
[ ...]  the ordinary rate of clear profit would be very small, so the
usual [market) rate of interest which could be afforded out of it
would be so low as to render it impossible for any but the very wealth­
iest people to live upon the interest of their money. All people of
[ ...]  middling fortunes would be obliged to superintend themselves
the employment of their own stocks. It would be necessary that almost 
every man should be a man of business, or engage in some sort of 
trade.” Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 86 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 196-97] .)b

This is the situation most dear to the heart of political 
economy.

“The proportion between capital and revenue, therefore, seems 
everywhere to regulate the proportion between industry and idleness; 
wherever capital predominates, industry prevails; wherever revenue, 
idleness/’ (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 301 [Garnier, t. II, p. 325].)

What about the employment of capital, then, in this con­
dition of increased competition?

. “As stock increases, the quantity of stock to be lent at interest0 
grows gradually greater and greater. As the quantity of stock to be 
lent at interest increases, the interest . . .  diminishes.. . . ” (i) because 
the market price of things commonly diminishes as their quantity 
increases . . .  and (ii) because with the increase of capitals in any 
country, “it becomes gradually more and more difficult to , find within 
the country a profitable method of employing any new capital. There 
arises in consequence a competition between different capitals, the 
owner of one endeavouring to get possession of that employment which 
is occupied by another. But upon most occasions he can hope to jostle 
that other out of this employment by no other means but by dealing 
upon more reasonable terms. He must not only sell what he deals in 
somewhat cheaper, but in order to get it to sell, he must sometimes,

a “Further” is not clearly decipherable in the manuscript.—Ed. 
b After this paragraph Marx crossed out the sentence: “The less 

capitals are loaned at interest and the more they are thrown into man­
ufacturing business or commerce, the stronger grows the competition 
between the capitalists.”—Ed.

c Marx’s quotation is in German, but for “stock to be lent at in­
terest” he writes “fonds a prater a interet”.—Ed.



too, buy it dearer. The demand for productive labour, by the increase 
of the funds which are destined for maintaining it, grows every day 
greater and greater. Labourers easily find employment, | IX, 2 || but 
the owners of capitals find it difficult to get labourers to employ. 
Their competition raises the wages of labour and sinks the profits of 
stock.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p'. 316 [Garnier, t. II, pp. 358-59].)

Thus the small capitalist has the choice: (1) either to con­
sume his capital, since he can no longer ltve on the interest 
—and thus cease to be a capitalist; or (2) to set up a business 
himself, sell his commodity cheaper, buy dearer than the 
wealthier capitalist, and pay higher wages—thus ruining 
himself, the market price being already very low as a result 
of the intense competition presupposed. If, however, the big 
capitalist wants to squeeze out the smaller capitalist, he has 
all the advantages over him which the capitalist has as a 
capitalist over the worker. The larger size of his capital com­
pensates him for the smaller profits, and he can even bear 
temporary losses until the smaller capitalist is ruined and he 
finds himself freed from this competition. In this way, he 
accumulates the small capitalist’s profits.

Furthermore: the big capitalist always buys cheaper than 
the small one, because he buys bigger quantities. He can 
therefore well afford to sell cheaper.

But if a fall in the rate of interest turns the middle capi­
talists from rentiers into businessmen, the increase in busi­
ness capital and the resulting smaller profit produce con­
versely a fall in the rate of interest.

“When the profits which can be made by the use of a capital 
are [...]  diminished [...]  the price which can be paid for the use 
of it [. ..] must necessarily be diminished with them.” (Adam Smith, 
loc. cit., Vol. I, p. 316 [Garnier, t. II, p. 359].)

“As riches, improvement, and population have increased, interest 
has declined”, and consequently the profits of capitalists, “after these 
[profits] are diminished, stock may not only continue to increase, but 
to increase much faster than before. [?..] A great stock though with 
small profits, generally increases faster than a small stock with great 
profits. Money, says the proverb, makes money.” (op. cit., Vol. I, p. 83 
[Garnier, t. I, p. 189].)

When, therefore, this large capital is opposed by small 
capitals with small profits, as it is under the presupposed

43



condition of intense competition, it crushes them completely.
The necessary result of this competition is a general de­

terioration of commodities, adulteration, fake production and 
universal poisoning, evident in large towns.

11 X, 2 | An important circumstance in the competition of 
large and small capital is, furthermore, the relation between 
fixed capital and circulating capital.a

Circulating capital is a capital which is “employed in raising” 
provisions, “manufacturing, or purchasing goods, and selling them 
again. [ ...)  The capital employed in this manner yields no revenue 
or profit to its employer, while it either remains in his possession, or 
continues in the same shape. [ ...]  His capital is continually going from 
him in one shape, and returning to him in another, and it is only by 
means of such circulation, or successive exchanges” and transforma­
tions “that it can yield him any profit”. Fixed capital consists of capital 
invested “in the improvement of land, in the purchase of useful ma­
chines and instruments of trade, or in such-like things”. (Adam Smith, 
op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 243-44 [Garnier, t. II, pp. 197-98].)

“Every saving in the expense of supporting the fixed capital is an 
improvement of the net revenue of the society. The whole capital of 
the undertaker of every work is necessarily divided between his fixed 
and his circulating capital. While his whole capital remains the same, 
the smaller the one part, the greater must necessarily be the other. 
It is the circulating capital which furnishes the materials and wages 
of labour, and puts industry into motion. Every saving, therefore, in 
the expense of maintaining the fixed capital, which does not diminish 
the productive powers of labour, must increase the fund which puts 
industry into motion.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 257 [Garnier, 
t. II, p. 226].)

It is clear from the outset that the relation of fixed capital 
and circulating capital is much more favourable to the big 
capitalist than to the smaller capitalist. The extra fixed cap­
ital required by a very big banker as against a very small 
one is insignificant. Their fixed capital amounts to nothing 
more than the office. The equipment of the bigger landowner 
does not increase in proportion to the size of his estate. 
Similarly, the credit which a big capitalist enjoys compared 
with a smaller one means for him all the greater saving in 
fixed capital—that is, in the amount of ready money he must

a Marx uses the French terms capital fixe  and capital circulant. —Ed.



always have at hand. Finally, it is obvious that where in­
dustrial labour has reached a high level, and where therefore 
almost all manual labour has become factory labour, the 
entire capital of a small capitalist does not suffice to provide 
him even with the necessary fixed capital. On sait que les 
travaux de la grande culture noccupent habituellement quun  
petit nombre de bras*

It is generally true that the accumulation df large capital 
is also accompanied by a proportional concentration and 
simplification of fixed capital, as compared to the smaller 
capitalists. The big capitalist introduces for himself some 
kind 11 XI, 2 | of organisation of the instruments of labour.

“Similarly, in the sphere of industry every manufactory and mill 
is already a comprehensive combination of a large material fortune 
with numerous and varied intellectual capacities and technical skills 
serving the common purpose of production.. . .  Where legislation pre­
serves landed property in large units, the surplus of a growing popula­
tion flocks into trades, and it is therefore as in Great Britain in the 
field of industry, principally, that proletarians aggregate in great 
numbers. Where, however, the law permits the continuous division of 
the land, the number of small, debt-encumbered proprietors increases, 
as in France; and the continuing process of fragmentation throws them 
into the class of the needy and the discontented. When eventually 
this fragmentation and indebtedness reaches a higher degree still, big 
landed property once more swallows up small property, just as large- 
scale industry destroys small industry. And as larger estates are formed 
again, large numbers of propertyless workers not required for the culti­
vation of the soil are again driven into industry.” (Schulz, Bewegung 
der Production, pp. 58, 59.)

“Commodities of 'the same kind change in character as a result 
of changes in the method of production, and especially as a result of 
the use of machinery. Only by the exclusion of human power has it 
become possible to spin from a pound of cotton worth 3 shillings and 
8 pence 350 hanks of a total length of 167 English miles (i.e., 36 
German miles), and of a commercial value of 25 guineas.” (op. cit., 
p. 62.)

“On the average the prices of cotton-goods have decreased in 
England during the past 45 years by eleven-twelfths, and according 
to Marshall’s calculations the same amount of manufactured goods for 
which 16 shillings was still paid in 1814 is now supplied at 1 shilling 
and 10 pence. The greater cheapness of industrial products expands 
both consumption at home and the market abroad, and because of this

a As is well known, large-scale cultivation usually provides em­
ployment only for a small number of hands.—Ed.
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the number of workers in cotton has not only not fallen in Great 
Britain after the introduction of machines but has risen from forty 
thousand to one and a half million. 11 X II, 2 | As to the earnings of 
industrial entrepreneurs and workers: the growing competition between 
the factory owners has resulted in their profits necessarily falling rela­
tive to the amount of products supplied by them. In the years 1820-
33 the Manchester manufacturer’s gross profit on a piece of calico fell 
from four shillings IY3 pence to one shilling 9 pence. But to make up 
for this loss, the volume of manufacture, has been correspondingly 
increased. The consequence of this is that separate branches of industry 
experience over-production to some extent,a that frequent bankruptcies 
occur causing property to fluctuate and vacillate unstably within the class 
of capitalists and masters of labour, thus throwing into the proletar­
iat some of those who have been ruined economically; and that, fre­
quently and suddenly, close-downs or cuts in employment become neces­
sary, the painful effects of which are always bitterly felt by the class 
of wage-labourers.” (op. cit., p. 63.)

“To hire out one’s labour is to begin one’s enslavement. To hire 
out the materials of labour is to establish one’s freedom.. . .  Labour 
is man; the materials, on the other hand, contain nothing human.”*5 
(Pecqueur, Theorie sociale, etc., pp. 411-12.)

“The material element, which is quite incapable of creating wealth 
without the other element, labour, acquires the magical virtue of being 
fertile for them [who own this material element] as if by their own 
action they had placed there this indispensable element.”0 (op. cit.)

“Supposing that the daily labour of a worker brings him on the 
average 400 francs a year and that this sum suffices for every adult 
to live some sort of crude life, then any proprietor receiving 2,000 
francs in interest or rent, from a farm, a house, etc., compels indirectly 
five men to work for him; an income of 100,000 francs, represents the 
labour of 250 men, and that of 1,000,000 francs the labour of 2,500 
individuals^ (hence, 300 million [Louis Philippe] therefore the labour 
of 750,000 workers),” (op. cit., pp. 412-13.)

a Schulz has “from time to time” (zeitweise), not “to some extent” 
(teilweise).—Ed.

b “Louer son travail, c’est commencer son esclavage; louer la ma- 
tiere du travail, c’est constituer sa liberte.. . .  Le travail est l’homme, la 
matiere au contraire n’est rien de l’homme.”—Ed.

“L’element matiere, qui ne peut rien pour la creation de la ri- 
chesse sans l’autre element travail, regoit la vertu magique d’etre fe- 
cond pour eux comme s’ils y avaient mis de leur propre fait cet in­
dispensable 616ment.”—Ed.

d “En supposant que le travail quotidien d’un ouvrier lui rapporte 
en moyenne 400 fr. par an, et que Gette somme suffise a chaque adulte 
pour vivre d’une vie grossiere, tout proprietaire de 2 000 fr. de rente,



“The human law has given owners the right to use and to abuse— 
that is to say, the right to do what they will with the materials of 
labour.. . .  They are in no way obliged by law to provide work for 
the propertyless when required and at all times, or to pay them always 
an adequate wage, etc.”a (loc. cit., p. 413.) “Complete freedom con­
cerning the nature, the quantity, the quality and the expediency of 
production; concerning the use and the disposal of wealth; and full 
command over the materials of all labour. Everyone is free to exchange 
what belongs to him as he thinks fit, without considering anything 
other than his own interest as an individual.”*3 (op. cit., p. 413.)

“Competition is merely the expression of the freedom to exchange, 
which itself is the immediate and logical consequence of the individ­
ual’s right to use and abuse all the instruments of production. The right 
to use and abuse, freedom of exchange, and arbitrary competition—these 
three economic moments, which form one unit, entail the following con­
sequences; each produces what he wishes, as he wishes, when he wishes, 
where he wishes, produces well or produces badly, produces too much 01 
not enough, too soon or too late, a t too high a price or too low a price; 
none knows whether he will sell, to whom he will sell, how he will 
sell, when he will sell, where he will sell. And it is the same with re­
gard to purchases. | |X I I I ,  2 |  The producer is ignorant of needs and 
resources, of demand and supply. He sells when he wishes, when he 
can, where he wishes, to whom he wishes, at the price he wishes. And 
he buys in the same way. In all this he is ever the plaything of chance, 
the slave of the law of the strongest, of the least harassed, of the rich­
est. . . .  W hilst a t one place there is scarcity, at another there is 
glut and waste. W hilst one producer sells a lot o r at a very high price,
and at an enormous profit, the other sells nothing or sells at a loss___
The supply does not know the demand, and the demand does not know 
the supply. You produce, trusting to a taste, a fashion, which prevails 
amongst the consuming public. But by the time you are ready to de­
liver the commodity, the whim has already passed and has settled on

de fermage, de loyer, etc., force done indirectement 5 hommes a tra- 
vailler pour lui ; 100 000 fr. de rente representent le travail de 250 
hommes, et 1 000 000 le travail de 2 500 individus.”—Ed.

a “Les propri£taires ont regu de la  loi des hommes le droit d’user 
et d ’abuser, c.-a-d. de faire ce qu’ils veulent de la mati&re de tout 
travail . . .  ils sont nullement obliges par la loi de fournir a propos et 
tou jours du travail aux non-propri6taires, ni de leur payer un salaire 
tou jours suffisant etc.”—Ed.

b “Liberte enti&re quant a la  nature, a la quantity, a la  qualite, a 
l’opportunit6 de la  production, a l’usage, a la consommation des ri- 
chesses, a  la  disposition de la mati&re de tout travail. Chacun est libre 
d’6changer sa chose comme il l’entend, sans autre consideration que son 
propre int6r£t d’individu.”—Ed.
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some other kind of product.. . .  The inevitable consequences: bankrupt­
cies occurring constantly and universally; miscalculations, sudden ruin 
and unexpected fortunes, commercial crises, stoppages, periodic gluts 
or shortages; instability and depreciation of wages and profits, the loss 
or enormous waste of wealth, time and effort in the arena of fierce 
competition.”* (op. cit., pp. 414-16.)

Ricardo in his bookb (rent of land): Nations are merely 
production-shops; man is a machine for consuming and pro­
ducing; human life is a kind of capital; economic laws blindly 
rule the world. For Ricardo men are nothing, the product 
everything. In the 26th chapter of the French translation it 
says:

“To an individual with a capital of £20,000 whose profits were 
£2,000 per annum, it would be a matter quite indifferent whether his

a “La concurrence n’exprime pas autre chose que l’echange facul- 
tatif, qui lui-meme est la consequence prochaine et logique du droit in- 
dividuel d’user et d’abuser des instruments de toute production. Ces 
trois moments 6conomiques, lesquels n’en font qu’un: le droit d’user 
et d’abuser, la liberte d’echanges et la concurrence arbitraire, entrai- 
nent les consequences suivantes: chacun produit ce qu’il veut, comme 
il Veut, quand il veut, ou il veut; produit bien ou produit mal, trop ou 
pas assez, trop tot ou trop tard, trop cher ou a trop bas prix ; chacun 
ignore s’il vendra, a qui il vendra, comment il vendra, quand il ven- 
dra, ou il vendra : et il en est de meme quant aux achats. Le pro- 
ducteur ignore les besoms et les ressources, les demandes et les offres.
II vend quand il veut, quand il peut, ou il veut, a qui il veut, au prix 
qu’il veut. Et il achete de meme. En tout cela, il est toujours le jouet 
du hasard, l’esclave de la loi du plus fort, du moins press6, du plus 
riche.. .  Tandis que sur un point il y a disette d’une richesse, sur l’au- 
tre il y a trop-plein et gaspillage. Tandis qu’un producteur vend beau- 
coup ou tres cher, et a b6n£fice enorme, l’autre ne vend rien ou vend 
a perte .. .  L’offre ignore la demande, et la demande ignore l’offre. Vous 
produisez sur la foi d’un gout, d’une mode qui se manifeste dans le 
public des consommateurs; mais deja, lorsque vous etes pr&ts a livrer 
la marchandise, la fantaisie a passe et s’est fixee sur un autre genre de 
produit . .  . consequences infaillibles la permanence et l ’universalisa- 
tion des banqueroutes, les mecomptes, les ruines subites et les fortu­
nes im provises; les crises commerciales, les chomages, les encombre- 
ments ou les disettes periodiques; l’instabilit6 et l’avilissement des sa- 
laires et des profits, la deperdition ou le gaspillage enorme de riches- 
ses, de temps et d’efforts dans l’arene d’une concurrence acharnee.”— 
Ed.

b On the Principles of Political Economy, and Taxation.—Ed.
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capital would employ a hundred or a thousand m en.. . .  Is not the real 
interest of the nation similar? Provided its net real income, its rent 
and profits be the same, it is of no importance whether the nation 
consists of ten or twelve millions of inhabitants.”3 [t. II, pp. 194, 195.] 
;‘In fact, says M. Sismondi ([Nouveaux principes d’economie politique,] 
t. II, p. 331), nothing remains to be desired but that the King, living quite 
alone on the island, should be continuously turning a crank cause autom­
atons to do all the work of England.”**13 

“The master who buys the worker’s labour at such a l(|w price that it 
scarcely suffices for the worker’s most pressing needs is responsible 
neither for the inadequacy of the wage nor for the excessive duration 
of the labour: he himself has to submit to the law which he imposes.. . .  
Poverty is not so much caused by men as by the power of things.”0 (Buret, 
op. cit., p. 82.)

“The inhabitants of many different parts of Great Britain have not 
capital sufficient to improve and cultivate all their lands. The wool of 
the southern4 countries of Scotland is, a great part of it, after a long 
land carriage through very bad roads, manufactured in Yorkshire, for 
want of capital to manufacture it at home. There are many little manu­
facturing towns in Great Britain, of which the inhabitants have not cap­
ital sufficient to transport the produce of their own industry to those 
distant markets where there is demand and consumption for it. If there 
are any merchants among them, 11 XIV, 2 | they are properly only the 
agents of wealthier merchants who reside in some of the greater commer­
cial cities.” (Adam Smith, W ealth of Nations, Vol. I, pp. 326-27 [Gar- 
nier, t. II, p. 382].)

“The annual produce of the land and labour of any nation can be 
increased in its value by no other means but by increasing either the 
number of its productive labourers, or the productive powers of those 
labourers who had before been employed__. In either case an addi­

a “II serait tout-a-fait indifferent pour une personne qui sur un 
capital de 20 000 fr. ferait 2 000 fr. par an de profit, que son capital
employat cent hommes ou inille___L’interet reel d’une nation n’est-il
pas le meme ? pourvu que son revenu net et reel, et que ses ferma- 
ges et ses profits soient les memes, qu’importe qu’elle se compose de dix 
ou de douze millions d’individus ?”—Ed.

b “En verite, dit M. de Sismondi, il ne reste plus qu’a desirer que 
le roi, demeure tout seul dans l’ile, en tournant constamment une ma- 
nivelle, fasse accomplir, par des automates, tout l’ouvrage de l’Angle- 
terre.”—Ed.

c “Le maitre, qui achete le travail de l’ouvrier a un prix si bas, 
qu’il suffit a peine aux besoins les plus pressants, n’est responsable ni 
de l’insuffisance des salaires, ni de la trop longue duree du tra v a il: il 
subit lui-meme la  loi qu’il impose . . .  ce n’est pas tant des hommes que 
vient la misere, que de la puissance des choses.”—Ed. 

d In the manuscript: “eastern”.—Ed.
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tional capital is almost always required.”4 (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, 
pp. 306-07 [Garnier, t. II, p. 338).)

“As the accumulation of stock must, in the nature of things, be pre­
vious to the division of labour, so labour can be more and more subdivid­
ed in proportion only as stock is previously more and more accumu­
lated. The quantity of materials which the same number of people can 
work up, increases in a great proportion as labour comes to be more 
and more subdivided; and as the operations of each workman are grad­
ually reduced to a greater degree of simplicity, a variety of new ma­
chines come to be invented for facilitating and abridging those opera­
tions. As the division of labour advances, therefore, in order to give 
constant employment to an equal number of workmen, an equal stock of 
provisions, and a greater stock of materials and tools than what would 
have been necessary in a ruder state of things, must be accumulated be­
forehand. But the number of workmen in every branch of business gener­
ally increases with the division of labour in that branch, or rather it is 
the increase of their number which enables them to class and subdivide 
themselves in this manner.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 241-42 
[Garnier, t. II, pp. 193-94).)

“As the accumulation of stock is previously necessary for carrying 
on this great improvement in the productive powers of labour, so that 
accumulation naturally leads to this improvement. The person who em­
ploys his stock in maintaining labour, necessarily wishes to employ it in 
such a manner as to produce as great a quantity of work as possible. 
He endeavours, therefore, both to make among his workmen the most 
proper distribution of employment, and to furnish them with the best 
machines [...] . His abilities in both these respects || XV, 2 | are gener­
ally in proportion to the extent of his stock, or to the number of peo­
ple whom it can employ. The quantity of industry, therefore, not only 
increases in every country with the increase of the stock which employs 
it, but, in consequence of that increase, the same quantity of industry 
produces a much greater quantity of work.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. 
1, p. 242 [Garnier, t. II, pp. 194-95).)

Hence over-production.
“More comprehensive combinations of productive forces . . .  in indus­

try and trade by uniting more numerous and more diverse human and 
natural powers in larger-scale enterprises. Already here and there, closer 
association of the chief branches of production. Thus, big manufacturers 
will try to acquire also large estates in order to become independent of 
others for at least a part of the raw materials required for their in-

a “Pour augmenter la valeur du produit annuel de la terre et du 
travail, il n’y a pas d’autres moyens que d’augmenter, quant au nom- 
brey les ouvriers productifs, ou d’augmenter, quant a la puissance, la 
faculte productive des ouvriers precedemment employds . . .  Dans l’un 
et dans l’autre cas il faut presque toujours un surcroit de capital.”—Ed.
50



dustry; or they will go into trade in conjunction with their industrial 
enterprises, not only to sell their own manufactures, but also to pur­
chase other kinds of products and to sell these to their workers. In  En­
gland, where a single factory owner sometimes employs ten to twelve 
thousand workers . . .  it is already not uncommon to find such combina­
tions of various branches of production controlled by the one brain, 
such smaller states or provinces within the state. Thus, the mine owners 
in the Birmingham  area have recently taken over the whole process of 
iron production, which was previously distributed among various entre­
preneurs and owners. (See “Der bergmannische Distrikt Dei Birming­
ham”, Deutsche Vierteljahrs-Schrift No. 3, 1838.) Finally in the large 
joint-stock enterprises which have become so numerous, we see far-reach­
ing combinations of the financial resources of many participants with the 
scientific and technical knowledge and skills of others to whom the car­
rying-out of the work is handed over. The capitalists are thereby en­
abled to apply their savings in more diverse ways and perhaps even to 
employ them simultaneously in agriculture, industry and commerce. As 
a consequence their interest becomes more comprehensive, 11 XVI, 2 | 
and the contradictions between agricultural, industrial, and commercial 
interests are reduced and disappear. But this increased possibility of ap­
plying capital profitably in the most diverse ways cannot but intensify 
the antagonism between the propertied and the non-propertied classes.” 
(Schulz, op. cit., pp. 40-41.)

The enormous profit which the landlords of houses make 
out of poverty. House rent stands in inverse proportion to 
industrial poverty. 

So does the interest obtained from the vices of the ruined 
proletarians. (Prostitution, drunkenness, pawnbroking.) 

The accumulation of capital increases and the competition 
between capitalists decreases, when capital and landed prop­
erty are united in the same hand, also when capital is en­
abled by its size to combine different branches of production. 

Indifference towards men. Smith’s twenty lottery-tickets.14
Say’s net and gross revenue. | XVI11

Rent of Land
|| I, 3 | Landlords* right has its origin in robbery. (Say, t. I, p. 136, 

note.) The landlords, like all other men, love to reap where they never 
sowed, and demand a rent even for the natural produce of the earth. 
(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 44 [Garnier, t. I, p. 99].)

“The rent of land, it may be thought, is frequently no more than a 
reasonable profit or interest for the stock laid out by the landlord upon
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its improvement. This, no doubt, may be partly the case upon some oc­
casions-----The landlord demands” (1) “a rent even for unimproved
land, and the supposed interest or profit upon the expense of improve­
ment is generally an addition to this original rent.” (2) “Those improve­
ments, besides, are not always made by the stock of the landlord, but 
sometimes by that of the tenant. When the lease comes to be renewed, 
however, the landlord commonly demands the same augmentation of rent 
as if they had been all made by his own.” (3) “He sometimes demands 
rent for what is altogether incapable of human improvement.” (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 131 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 300-01].)

Smith cites as an instance of the last case kelp,a
“a species of seaweed, which, when burnt, yields an alkaline salt, 

useful for making glass, soap, etc. It grows in several parts of Gseat 
Britain, particularly in Scotland, upon such rocks only as lie within the 
high-water mark, which are twice every day covered with the sea, and 
of which the produce, therefore, was never augmented by human indus­
try. The landlord, however, whose estate is bounded by a kelp shore of 
this kind, demands a rent for it as much as for his corn fields. The sea 
in the neighbourhood of the Islands of Shetland1* is more than commonly 
abundant in fish, which make a* great part of the subsistence of their in­
habitants, 11 II, 3 | But in order to profit by the produce of the water they 
must have a habitation upon the 'neighbouring land. The rent of the 
landlord is in proportion, not to what the farmer can make by the land, 
but to what he can make both by the land and by the water.” (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 131 (Garnier, t. I, pp. 301-02].)

“This rent may be considered as the produce of those powers of na­
ture, the use of which the landlord lends to the farmer. It is greater or 
smaller according to the supposed extent of those powers, or in other 
words, according to the supposed natural or improved fertility of the 
land. It is the work of nature which remains after deducting or com­
pensating everything which can be regarded as the work of man.” (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 324-25 [Garnier, t. II, pp .377-78].)

“The rent of land, therefore, considered as the price paid for the 
use of the land, is naturally a monopoly price. I t is not at all propor­
tioned to what the landlord may have laid out upon the improvement of 
the land, or to what he can afford to take; but to what the farmer can 
afford to give.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., p. 131 [Garnier, t. I, p. 302].)

Of the three original classes, that of the landlords is the one “whose 
revenue costs them neither labour nor care, but comes to them, as it

a Adam Smith uses the general term “kelp”. Marx writes “Salz- 
kraut (Seekrapp, Salicorne)1* which indicates species of saltwort 
(Salsola) or glasswort (Salicornia).—Ed. 

b In  the m anuscript: “Scotland”.—Ed.
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were, of its own accord, and independent of any plan or projecta of 
their own”. (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 230 [Garnier, t. II, p. 161].)

We have already learnt that the size of the rent depends 
on the degree of fertility of the land.

Another factor in its determination is situation.
“The rent of land not only varies with its fertility , whatever be its 

produce, but with its situation, whatever be its fertility.” (Adam Smith, 
op. cit., Vol. I, p. 133 [Garnier, t. I, p. 306].)

“The produce of land, mines, and fisheries, when their natural fer­
tility is equal, is in proportion to the extent and proper 11 III, 3 | applica­
tion of the capitals employed about them. W hen the capitals are equal 
and equally well applied, it is in proportion to their natural fertility.” 
(op. cit., Vol. I, p. 249 [Garnier, t. II, p. 210].)

These propositions of Smith are important, because, given 
equal costs of production and capital of equal size, they re­
duce the rent of land to the greater or lesser fertility of the 
soil. Thereby showing clearly the perversion of concepts in 
political economy, which turns the fertility of the land into, 
an attribute of the landlord.

Now, however, let us consider the rent of land as it is 
formed in real life.

The rent of land is established as a result of the struggle 
between tenant and landlord. We find that the hostile antag­
onism of interests, the struggle, the war is recognised 
throughout political economy as the basis of social organi­
sation.

Let us see now what the relations are between landlord 
and tenant.

“In adjusting the terms of the lease, the landlord endeavours to leave 
him no greater share of the produce than what is sufficient to keep up 
the stock from which he furnishes the seed, pays the labour, and pur­
chases and maintains the cattle and other instruments of husbandry, to­
gether with the ordinary profits of farming stock in the neighbourhood. 
This is evidently the smallest share with which the tenant can content him­
self without being a loser, and the landlord seldom means to leave him 
any more. W hatever part of the produce, or, what is the same thing, 
whatever part of its price is over and above this share, he naturally 
endeavours to reserve to himself as the rent of his land, which is evi-

a In the manuscript Einsicht, (understanding) instead of Absicht 
(purpose, intention, project).—Ed.
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dently the highest the tenant can afford to pay in the actual circumstances 
of the land. 11 IV, 3 | [ . . .]  This portion, however, may still be con­
sidered as the natural rent of land, or the rent for which it is naturally 
meant that land should for the most part be let.” (Adam Smith, op. 
cit., Vol. I, pp. 130-31 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 299-300].)

“The landlords,” says Say, “operate a certain kind of monopoly 
against the tenants. The demand for their commodity, site and soil, 
can go on expanding indefinitely; but there is only a given, limited 
amount of their commodity.. . .  The bargain struck between landlord 
and tenant is always advantageous to the former in the greatest 
possible degree.. . .  Besides the advantage he derives from the nature 
of the case, he derives a further advantage from his position, his 
larger fortune and greater credit and standing. But the first by itself 
suffices to enable him and him alone to profit from the favourable 
circumstances of the land. The opening of a canal, or a road; the 
increase of population and of the prosperity of a district, always 
raises the ren t.. . .  Indeed, the tenant himself may improve the ground 
at his own expense; but he only derives the profit from this capital 
for the duration of his lease, with the expiry of which it remains 
with the proprietor of the land; henceforth it is the latter who reaps
the interest thereon, without having made the outlay, for there is now
a proportionate increase in the rent.” (Say, t. II, pp. 142-43.)

“Rent, considered as the price paid for the use of land, is natu­
rally the highest which the tenant can afford to pay in the actual 
circumstances of the land.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 130 
[Garnier, t. I, p. 299].)

“The rent of an estate above ground commonly amounts to what 
is supposed to be a third of the gross produce; and it is generally 
a rent certain and independent of the occasional variations 11 V, 3 | in 
the crop.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 153 [Garnier, t. I, p. 351].) 
This rent “is seldom less than a fourth ^ . .  of the whole produce”,
(op. cit., Vol. I, p. 325 (Garnier, t. II, p. 378].)

Rent cannot be paid on all commodities; For instance, in 
many districts51 no rent is paid for stones.

“Such parts only of the produce of land can commonly be brought
to market of which the ordinary price is sufficient to replace the
stock which must be employed in bringing them thither, together with 
its ordinary profits. If the ordinary price is more than this, the sur­
plus part of it will naturally go to the rent of the land. If it is not
more, though the commodity may be brought to market, it can afford 
no rent to the landlord. W hether the price is or is not more depends 
upon the demand.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 132 [Gamier, 
t. I, pp. 302-03].)

a In the manuscript Gegenstanden (objects) instead of Gegenden 
(districts).—Ed.
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“Rent, it is to be observed, therefore, enters into the composition 
of the price of commodities in a different way from wages and profit. 
High or low wages and profit are the causes of high or low price; 
high or low rent is the effect of it.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, 
p. 132 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 303-04].)

Food belongs to the products which always yield a rent.
“As men, like all other animals, naturally multiply in propor­

tion to the means of their subsistence, food is afWays, more or less, 
in demand. It can always purchase or command a greater or smaller
11 VI, 3 | quantity of labour, and somebody can always be found who 
is willing to do something in order to obtain it. The quantity of 
labour, indeed, which it can purchase is not always equal to what 
it could maintain, if managed in the most economical manner, on 
account of the high wages which are sometimes given to labour. But 
it can always purchase such a quantity of labour as it can maintain, 
according to the rate at which the sort of labour is commonly main­
tained in the neighbourhood.

“But land, in almost any situation, produces a greater quantity of 
food than what is sufficient to maintain all the labour necessary for 
bringing ita to market [ . . . . ]  The surplus, too, is always more than 
sufficient to replace the stock which employed that labour, together 
with its profits. Something, therefore, always remains for a rent to 
the landlord.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 132-33 [Garnier, 
1.1, pp. 305-06].)

“Food is in this manner not only the original source of rent, but 
every other part of the produce of land which afterwards affords 
rent derives that part of its value from the improvement of the 
powers of labour in producing food by means of the improvement 
and cultivation of land.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 150 [Garnier, 
t. I, p. 345].)

“Human food seems to be the only produce of land which always 
and necessarily affords some rent to the landlord.” (op. cit., Vol. I, 
p. 147 [Garnier, t. I, p. 337].)

“Countries are populous not in proportion to the number of people 
whom their produce can clothe and lodge, but in proportion to that 
of those whom it can feed.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 149 
[Garnier, t. I, p. 342].)

“After food, clothing and lodging are the two great wants of 
mankind.” They usually yield a rent, but not inevitably, (op. cit., 
Vol. I, p. 147 [Garnier, 1.1, pp. 337-38].) | VI ||

|| VIII, 3 |15 Let us now see how the landlord exploits 
everything from which society benefits.------- - •

a “It” refers to food, the manuscript however has Arbeit 
(labour).—Ed.

55



(1) The rent of land increases with population. (Adam 
Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 146 [Garnier, t. I, p. 335].)

(2) We have already learnt from Say how the rent of 
land increases with railways, etc., with the improvement, 
safety, and multiplication of the means of communication.

(3) “Every improvement in the circumstances of the society tends 
either directly or indirectly to raise the real rent of land, to increase 
the real wealth of the landlord, his power of purchasing the labour, 
or the produce of the labour of other people.

“The extension of improvement and cultivation fends to raise it 
directly. The landlord’s share of the produce necessarily increases 
with the increase of the produce.

“That rise in the real price of those parts of the rude produce 
of land { ...] the rise in the price of cattle, for example, tends too to 
raise the rent of land directly, and in a still greater proportion. The 
real value of the landlord’s share, his real command of the labour of 
other people, not only rises with the real value of the produce, but 
the proportion of his share to the whole produce rises with it. That 
produce, after the rise in its real price, requires no more labour 
to collect it than before. A smaller proportion of it will, therefore, 
be sufficient to replace, with the ordinary profit, the stock which em­
ploys that labour. A greater proportion of it must, consequently, belong 
to the landlord.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 228-29 [Garnier, 
t. II, pp. 157-59].)

| IX, 3 | The greater demand for raw produce, and there­
fore the rise in value, may in part result from the increase 
of population and from the increase of their needs. But every 
new invention, every new application in manufacture of 
a previously unused or little-used raw material, augments 
rent. Thus, for example, there was a tremendous rise in the 
rent of coal mines with the advent of the railways, steam­
ships, etc.

Besides this advantage which the landlord derives from 
manufacture, discoveries, and labour, there is yet another, 
as we shall presently see.

(4) “All those improvements in the productive powers of labour, 
which tend directly to reduce the real price of manufactures, tend 
indirectly to raise the real rent of land. The landlord exchanges that 
part of his rude produce, which is over and above his own consump­
tion,* or what comes to the same thing, the price of that part of it, 
for manufactured produce. W hatever reduces the real price of the 
latter, raises that of the former. An equal quantity of the former
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becomes thereby equivalent to a greater quantity of the latter; and the 
landlord is enabled to purchase a greater quantity of the conveniencies, 
ornaments, or luxuries, which he has occassion for.” (Adam Smith, 
op. cit., Vol. I, p. 229 [Garnier, t. II, p. 159].)

But it is silly to conclude as Smith does, that since the 
landlord exploits every benefit which comes to society | |. X, 
3 | the interest of the landlord is always identical with that 
of society, (op. cit., Vol. I, p. 230 [Garnier, t. H, p. 161].) In 
the economic system, under the rule of private property, the 
interest which an individual has in society is in precisely in­
verse proportion to the interest society has in him—just as 
the interest of the usurer in the spendthrift is by no means 
identical with the interest of the spendthrift.

We shall mention only in passing the landlord’s obsession 
with monopoly directed against the landed property of for­
eign countries, from which the Corn Laws,16 for instance, 
originate. Likewise, we shall here pass over medieval serf­
dom, the slavery in the colonies, and the miserable condition 
of the country folk, the day-labourers, in Great Britain. Let 
us confine ourselves to the propositions of political economy 
itself.

(1) The landlord being interested in the welfare of society 
means, according to the principles of political economy, that 
he is interested in the growth of its population and manu­
facture, in the expansion of its needs—in short, in the in­
crease of wealth; and this increase of wealth is, as we have al­
ready seen, identical with the increase of poverty and slavery. 
The relation between increasing house rent and increasing 
poverty is an example of the landlord’s interest in society, 
for the ground rent, the interest obtained from the land 
on which the house stands, goes up with the rent of the 
house.

(2) According to the political economists themselves, the 
landlord’s interest is inimically opposed to the interest of the 
tenant farmer—and thus already to a significant section of 
society.

11 XI, 3 | (3) As the landlord can demand all the more 
rent from the tenant farmer the less wages the farmer pays, 
and as the farmer forces down wages all the lower the more
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rent the landlord demands, it follows that the interest of 
the landlord is just as hostile to that of the farm workers 
as is that of the manufacturers to their workers. He likewise 
forces down wages to the minimum.

(4) Since a real reduction in the price of manufactured 
products raises the rent of land, the landowner has a direct 
interest in lowering the wages of industrial workers, in com­
petition amongst the capitalists, in over-production, in all 
the misery associated with industrial production.

(5) While, thus, the landlord’s interest, far from being 
identical with the interest of society, stands inimically op­
posed to the interest of tenant farmers, farm labourers, facto- * 
ry workers and capitalists, on the other hand, the interest 
of one landlord is not even identical with that of another, on 
account of the competition which we will now consider.

In general the relationship of large and small landed prop­
erty is like that of big and small capital. But in addition, 
there are special circumstances which lead inevitably to the 
accumulation of large landed property and to the absorption 
of small property by it.

| X II, 3 | (1) Nowhere does the relative number of work­
ers and implements decrease more with increases in the size 
of the stock than in landed property. Likewise, the possibility 
of all-round exploitation, of economising production costs, 
and of effective division of labour, increases nowhere more 
with the size of the stock than in landed property. However 
small a field may be, it requires for its working a certain 
irreducible minimum of implements (plough, saw, etc.), whilst 
the size of a piece of landed property can be reduced far 
below this minimum.

(2) Big landed property accumulates to itself the interest 
on the capital which the tenant farmer has employed to im­
prove the land. Small landed property has to employ its own 
capital, and therefore does not get this profit at all.

(3) While every social improvement benefits the big estate, 
it harms small property, because it increases its need for 
ready cash.

(4) Two important laws concerning this competition re­
main to be considered:



( a) The rent of the cultivated3 land, of which the produce is human 
food, regulates the rent of the greater part of other cultivated land. 
(Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 144 [Garnier, t. I, p. 331].)

Ultimately, only the big estate can produce such food as 
cattle, etc. Therefore it regulates the rent of other land and 
can force it down to a minimum.

The small landed proprietor working on his own land 
stands then to the big landowner in the same relation as an 
artisan possessing his own tool to the factory owner. Small 
property in land has become a mere instrument of labour. 
|| XVI, I |17 Rent entirely disappears for the small propri­
etor; there remains to him at the most the interest on his cap­
ital, and his wages. For rent can be driven down by com­
petition till it is nothing more than the interest on capital 
not invested by the proprietor.

( p) In addition, we have already learnt that with equal 
fertility and equally efficient exploitation of lands, mines 
and fisheries, the produce is proportionate to the size of the 
capital. Hence the victory of the big landowner. Similarly, 
where equal capitals are employed the product is proportion­
ate to the fertility. Hence, where capitals are equal, victory 
goes to the proprietor of the more fertile soil.

( y)“A mine of any kind may be said to be either fertile or barren, 
according as the quantity of mineral which can be brought from it by 
a certain quantity of labour is greater or less than what can be brought 
by an equal quantity from the greater part of other mines of the 
same kind.” (Adam Smith, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 151 [Gamier, t. I, pp. 345- 
46].)

“The most fertile coal-mine, too, regulates the price of coalsb at all 
the other mines in its neighbourhood. Both the proprietor and the un­
dertaker of the work find, the one that he can get a greater rent, the 
other that he can get a greater profit, by somewhat underselling all 
their neighbours. Their neighbours are soon obliged to sell at the same 
price, though they cannot so well afford it, and though it always dimin­
ishes, and sometimes takes away altogether both their rent and their 
profit. Some works are abandoned altogether; others can afford no 
rent, and can be wrought only by the proprietor.” (Adam Smith, op. 
cit., Vol. I, pp. 152-53 [Garnier, t. I, p. 350].).

a The manuscript has “produced” instead of “cultivated”.—Ed. 
b The manuscript has “mine” instead of “coals”.—Ed.
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“After the discovery of the mines of Peru, the silver mines of Eu­
rope were, the greater part of them, abandoned.. . .  This was the case, 
too, with the mines of Cuba and St. Domingo, and even with the an­
cient mines of Peru, after the discovery of those of Potosi.” (op. cit., 
Vol. I, p. 154 [Garnier, t. I, p. 353].)

W hat Smith here says of mines applies more or less to 
landed property generally:

(8) “The ordinary market price of land, it is to be observed, depends 
everywhere upon the ordinary market rate of interest.. . .  If the rent 
of land should fall short of the interest of money by a greater differ­
ence, nobody would buy land, which would soon reduce its ordinary 
price. On the contrary, if the advantages should much more than com­
pensate the difference, everybody would buy land, which again would 
soon raise its ordinary price.” op. cit., Vol. I, p. 320 [Garnier, t. II, 
pp. 367-68].)

From this relation of rent of land to interest on money it 
follows that rent must fall more and more, so that eventually 
only the wealthiest people can live on rent. Hence the ever- 
greater competition between landowners who do not lease 
their land to tenants. Ruin of some of these; further accu­
mulation of large landed property,

11 XVII, 2 | This competition has the further consequence 
that a large part of landed property falls into the hands of 
the capitalists and that capitalists thus become simultane­
ously landowners, just as the smaller landowners are on the 
whole already nothing more than capitalists. Similarly, a 
section of large landowners become at the same time in­
dustrialists.

The final consequence is thus the abolition of the distinc­
tion between capitalist and landowner, so that there remain 
altogether only two classes of the population—the working 
class and the class of capitalists. This huckstering with land­
ed property, the transformation of landed property into a 
commodity, constitutes the final overthrow of the old and the 
final establishment of the money aristocracy.

(1) We will not join in the sentimental tears wept over 
this by romanticism. Romanticism always confuses the 
shamefulness of huckstering the land with the perfectly ra­
tional consequence, inevitable and desirable within the realm



of private property, of the huckstering of private property 
in land. In the first place, feudal landed property is already 
by its very nature huckstered land—the earth which is es­
tranged from man and hence confronts him in the shape of 
a few great lords.

The domination of the land as an alien power over men 
is already inherent in feudal landed property. The serf is 
the adjunct of the land. Likewise, the lorcr of an entailed 
estate, the first-born son, belongs to the land. It inherits him. 
Indeed, the domination of private property begins with prop­
erty in land—that is its basis. But in feudal landed proper­
ty the lord at least appears as the king of the estate. Simi­
larly, there still exists the semblance of a more intimate con­
nection between the proprietor and the land than that of 
mere material wealth. The estate is individualised with its 
lord: it has his rank, is baronial or ducal with him, has his 
privileges, his jurisdiction, his political position, etc. It ap­
pears as the inorganic body of its lord. Hence the proverb 
nulle terre sans maitre, which expresses the fusion of nobility 
and landed property. Similarly, the rule of landed property 
does not appear directly as the rule of mere capital. For 
those belonging to it, the estate is more like their fatherland. 
It is a constricted sort of nationality.

| XVIII, 2 | In the same way, feudal landed property gives 
its name to its lord, as does a kingdom to its king. His fam­
ily history, the history of his house, etc.—all this individual­
ises the estate for him and makes it literally his house, per­
sonifies it. Similarly those working on the estate have not the 
position of day-labourers; but they are in part themselves 
his property, as are serfs; and in part they are bound to him 
by ties of respect, allegiance, and duty. His relation to them 
is therefore directly political, and has likewise a human, 
intimate side. Customs, character, etc., vary from one estate 
to another and seem to be one with the land to which they 
belong; whereas later, it is only his purse and not his char­
acter, his individuality, which connects a man with an estate. 
Finally, the feudal lord does not try to extract the utmost 
advantage from his land. Rather, he consumes what is there 
and calmly leaves the worry of producing to the serfs and
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the tenants. Such is nobility's relationship to landed property, 
which casts a romantic glory on its lords.

It is necessary that this appearance be abolished—that 
landed property, the root of private property, be dragged 
completely into the movement of private property and that 
it become a commodity; that the rule of the proprietor ap­
pear as the undisguised rule of private property, of capital, 
freed of all political tincture; that the relationship between 
proprietor and worker be reduced to the economic relation­
ship of exploiter and exploited; that all [.. .]a personal rela­
tionship between the proprietor and his property cease, prop­
erty becoming merely objective, material wealth; that the 
marriage of convenience should take the place of the mar­
riage of honour with the land; and that the land should like­
wise sink to the status of a commercial value, like man. It is 
essential that that which is the root of landed property— 
filthy self-interest—make its appearance, too, in its cynical 
form. It is essential that the immovable monopoly turn into 
the mobile and restless monopoly, into competition; and that 
the idle enjoyment of the products of other people’s blood 
and sweat turn into a bustling commerce in the same com­
modity. Lastly, it is essential that in this competition landed 
property, in the form of capital, manifest its dominion over 
both the working class and the proprietors themselves who 
are either being ruined or raised by the laws governing the 
movement of capital. The medieval proverb nulle terre sans 
seigneur is thereby replaced by that other proverb, Vargent 
n a  pas de maitre, wherein is expressed the complete domi­
nation of dead matter over man.

11 XIX, 2 | (2) Concerning the argument of division or 
non-division of landed property, the following is to be ob­
served.

The division of landed property negates the large-scale 
monopoly of property in land—abolishes it; but only by 
generalising this monopoly. It does not abolish the source 
of monopoly, private property. It attacks the existing form,

a A word in the manuscript cannot be deciphered.—Ed.
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but not the essence, of monopoly. The consequence is that 
it falls victim to the laws of private property. For the divi­
sion of landed property corresponds to the movement of 
competition in the sphere of industry. In addition to the 
economic disadvantages of such a dividing-up of the instru­
ments of labour, and the dispersal of labour (to be clearly 
distinguished from the division of labour: in separated la­
bour the work is not shared out amongst m an^  but each car­
ries on the same work by himself, it is a multiplication of 
the same work), this division (of land], like that competition 
(in industry], necessarily turns again into accumulation.

Therefore, where the division of landed property takes 
place, there remains nothing for it but to return to monopoly 
in a still more malignant form, or to negate, to abolish the 
division of landed property itself. To do that, however, is 
not to return to feudal ownership, but to abolish private 
property in the soil altogether. The first abolition of monop­
oly is always its generalisation, the broadening of its exis-̂  
tence. The abolition of monopoly, once it has come to exist 
in its utmost breadth and inclusiveness, is its total annihila­
tion. Association, applied to land, shares the economic ad­
vantage of large-scale landed property, and first3 brings to 
realisation the original tendency inherent in [land] division, 
namely, equality. In the same way association also re-estab- 
lishes, now on a rational basis, no longer mediated by serf­
dom, overlordship and the silly mysticism of property, the 
intimate ties of man with the earth, since the earth ceases 
to be an object of huckstering, and through free labour and 
free enjoyment becomes once more a true personal property 
of man. A great advantage of the division of landed property 
is that the masses, which can no longer resign themselves to 
servitude, perish through property in a different way than 
in industry.

As for large landed property, its defenders have always, 
sophistically, identified the economic advantages offered by 
large-scale agriculture with large-scale landed property, as

a In the manuscript the word “first” [erst] cannot be clearly deci­
phered.—Ed.
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if it were not precisely as a result of the abolition of prop­
erty, that this advantage, for one thing, would receive its 
11 XX, 2 | greatest possible extension, and, for another, only 
then would be of social benefit. In the same way, they have 
attacked the huckstering spirit of small landed property, as 
if large landed property did not contain huckstering latent 
within it, even in its feudal form—not to speak of the mod­
ern English form, which combines the landlord’s feudal­
ism with the tenant farmer’s huckstering and industry.

Just as large landed property can return the reproach of 
monopoly levelled against it by partitioned land, since par­
titioned land is also based on the monopoly of private prop­
erty, so can partitioned landed property likewise return to 
large landed property the reproach of partition, since parti­
tion also prevails there, though in a rigid and frozen form. 
Indeed, private property rests altogether on partitioning. 
Moreover, just as division of the land leads back to large 
landed property as a form of capital wealth, so must feudal 
landed property necessarily lead to partitioning or at least 
fall into the hands of the capitalists, turn and twist as it may.

For large landed property, as in England, drives the over­
whelming majority of the population into the arms of in­
dustry and reduces its own workers to utter wretchedness. 
Thus, it engenders and enlarges the power of its enemy, cap­
ital, industry, by throwing poor people and an entire activ­
ity of the country on to the other side. It makes the majority 
of the people of the country industrial and thus opponents 
of large landed property. Where industry has attained to 
great power, as in England at the present time, it progres­
sively forces from large landed property its monopoly against 
foreign countries3 and throws it into competition with land­
ed property abroad. For under the sway of industry landed 
property could keep its feudal grandeur secure only by 
means of monopolies against foreign countries, thereby pro­
tecting itself against the general laws of trade, which are 
incompatible with its feudal character. Once thrown into

a Originally it was “against the monopoly of foreign countries”, 
then Marx crossed out “the monopoly of”.—Ed.
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competition, landed property obeys the laws of competition, 
like every other commodity subjected to competition. It be­
gins thus to fluctuate, to decrease and to increase, to fly from 
one hand to another; and no law can keep it any longer in 
a few predestined hands. 11 XXI, 2 | The immediate conse­
quence is the splitting-up of the land amongst many hands, 
and in any case subjection to the power of industrial capi­
tals.

Finally, large landed property which has been forcibly 
preserved in this way and which has begotten by its side a 
tremendous industry leads to crisis even more quickly than 
the partitioning of land, in comparison with which the power 
of industry remains constantly of second rank.

Large landed property, as we see in England, has already 
cast off its feudal character and adopted an industrial char­
acter insofar as it is aiming to make as much money as pos­
sible. To the owner it yields the utmost possible rent, to the 
tenant farmer the utmost possible profit on his capital. The 
workers on the land, in consequence, have already been re­
duced to the minimum, and the class of tenant farmers al­
ready represents within landed property the power of in­
dustry and capital. As a result of foreign competition, rent 
in most cases can no longer form an independent income. 
A large number of landowners are forced to displace tenant 
farmers, some of whom in this way [.. .)a sink into the pro­
letariat. On the other hand, many tenant farmers will take 
over landed property; for the big proprietors, who with the 
comfortable incomes have mostly given themselves over to 
extravagance and for the most part are not competent to 
conduct large-scale agriculture, often possess neither the 
capital nor the ability for the exploitation of the land. Hence 
a section of this class, too, is completely ruined. Eventually 
wages, which have already been reduced to a minimum, 
must be reduced yet further, to meet the new competition. 
This then necessarily leads to revolution.

Landed property had to develop in each of these two ways 
so as to experience in both its necessary downfall, just as

a Here one word in the manuscript cannot be deciphered.—Ed.
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industry both in the form of monopoly and in that of com­
petition had to ruin itself so as to learn to believe in man.
I X X I ||

[Estranged Labour]
|| X X II | We have proceeded from the premises of politi­

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

Political economy starts with the fact of private property; 
i t  does not explain it to us. It expresses in general, abstract 
formulas the materialprocess through which private property 
actually passes, and these formulas it then takes for laws. 
It does not comprehend these laws, i.e., it does not demon­
strate how they arise from the very nature of private prop­
erty, Political economy throws no light on the cause of the 
division between labour and capital, and between capital 
and land. When, for example, it defines the relationship of 
wages to profit, it takes the interest of the capitalists to be 
the ultimate cause, i.e., it takes for granted what it is sup­
posed to explain. Similarly, competition comes in every­
where. It is explained from external circumstances. As to 
how far these external and apparently accidental circum­
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stances are but the expression of a necessary course of de­
velopment, political economy teaches us nothing. We have 
seen how exchange itself appears to it as an accidental fact. 
The only wheels which political economy sets in motion are 
greed and the war amongst the greedy—competition.a

Precisely because political economy does not grasp the 
way the movement is connected, it was possible to oppose, 
for instance, the doctrine of competition to ^he doctrine of 
monopoly, the doctrine of the freedom of the crafts to the 
doctrine of the guild, the doctrine of the division of landed 
property to the doctrine of the big estate—for competition, 
freedom of the crafts and the division of landed property 
were explained and comprehended only as accidental, pre­
meditated and violent consequences of monopoly, of the 
guild system, and of feudal property, not as their necessary, 
inevitable and natural consequences.

Now, therefore, we have to grasp the intrinsic connection 
between private property, avarice, the separation of labour, 
capital and landed property; the connection of exchange 
and competition, of value and the devaluation of men, of 
monopoly and competition, etc.—we have to grasp this whole 
estrangement connected with the money system.

Do not let us go back to a fictitious primordial condition 
as the political economist does, when he tries to explain. Such 
a primordial condition explains nothing; it merely pushes 
the question away into a grey nebulous distance. The econ­
omist assumes in the form of a fact, of an event, what he is 
supposed to deduce—namely, the necessary relationship be­
tween two things—between, for example, division of labour 
and exchange. Thus the theologian explains the origin of 
evil by the fall of man; that is, he assumes as a fact, in his­
torical form, what has to be explained.

We proceed from an actual economic fact.
The worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he 

produces, the more his production increases in power and

a After the paragraph the following sentence is crossed out in the 
manuscript: “W e now have to examine the nature of this material 
movement of property.”—Ed.
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size. The worker becomes an ever cheaper commodity the 
more commodities he creates. The devaluation of the world 
of men is in direct proportion to the increasing value of 
the world of things. Labour produces not only commodities: 
it produces itself and the worker as a commodity—and this 
at the same rate at which it produces commodities in general.

This fact expresses merely that the object which labour 
produces—labour’s product—confronts it as something alien, 
as a power independent of the producer. The product of 
labour is labour which has been embodied in an object, 
which has become material: it is the objectification of la­
bour. Labour’s realisation is its objectification. Under these 
economic conditions this realisation of labour appears as 
loss of realisation for the workers18; objectification as loss 
of the object and bondage to it; appropriation as estrange­
ment, as alienation.19

So much does labour’s realisation appear as loss of reali­
sation that the worker loses realisation to the point of starv­
ing to death. So much does objectification appear as loss of 
the object that the worker is robbed of the objects most nec­
essary not only for his life but for his work. Indeed, labour 
itself becomes an object which he can obtain only with the 
greatest effort and with the most irregular interruptions. So 
much does the appropriation of the object appear as estrange­
ment that the more objects the worker produces the less 
he can possess and the more he falls under the sway of his 
product, capital.

All these consequences are implied in the statement that 
the worker is related to the product of his labour as to an 
alien object. For on this premise it is clear that the more the 
worker spends himself, the more powerful becomes the alien 
world of objects which he creates over and against himself, 
the poorer he himself—his inner world—becomes, the less 
belongs to him as his own. It is the same in religion. The 
more man puts into God, the less he retains in himself. The 
worker puts his life into the object; but now.his life no lon­
ger belongs to him but to the object. Hence, the greater this 
activity, the more the worker lacks objects. Whatever the 
product of his labour is, he is not. Therefore the greater this



product, the less is he himself. The alienation of the worker 
in his product means not only that his labour becomes an 
object, an external existence, but that it exists outside him, 
independently, as something alien to him, and that it becomes 
a power on its own confronting him. It means that the life 
which he has conferred on the object confronts him as some­
thing hostile and alien.

11 X X III | Let us now look more closely afthe objectifica­
tion, at the production of the worker; and in it at the 
estrangement, the loss of the object, of his product.

The worker can create nothing without nature, without 
the sensuous external world. It is the material on which his 
labour is realised, in which it is active, from which and by 
means of which it produces.

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

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

In both respects, therefore, the worker becomes a servant 
of his object, first, in that he receives an object of labour, 
i.e., in that he receives work; and secondly, in that he re­
ceives means of subsistence. This enables him to exist, first, 
as a worker; and, second, as a physical subject. The height 
of this servitude is that it is only as a worker that he can 
maintain himself as a physical subject, and that it is only 
as a physical subject that he is a worker.

(According to the economic laws the estrangement of the 
worker in his object is expressed thus: the more the worker 
produces, the less he has to consume; the more values he 
creates, the more valueless, the more unworthy he becomes;
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the better formed his product, the more deformed becomes 
the worker; the more civilised his object, the more barba­
rous becomes the worker; the more powerful labour becomes, 
the more powerless becomes the worker; the more ingenious 
labour becomes, the less ingenious becomes the worker and 
the more he becomes nature’s servant.)

Political economy conceals the estrangement inherent in 
the nature of labour by not considering the direct relation­
ship between the worker (labour) and production. It is true 
that labour produces wonderful things for the rich—but for 
the worker it produces privation. It produces palaces—but 
for the worker, hovels. It produces beauty—but for the work­
er, deformity. It replaces labour by machines, but it throws 
one section of the workers back to a barbarous type of la­
bour, and it turns the other section into a machine. It pro­
duces intelligence—but for the worker, stupidity, cretinism.

The direct relationship of labour to its product? is the re­
lationship of the worker to the objects of his production. The 
relationship of the man of means to the objects of production 
and to production itself is only a consequence of this first 
relationship—and confirms it. We shall consider this other 
aspect later. When we ask, then, what is the essential rela­
tionship of labour we are asking about the relationship 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 relationship to the products of his labour. But the 
estrangement, is manifested not only in the result but in the 
act of production, within the producing activity, itself. How 
could the worker come to face the product of His activity as 
a stranger, were it not that in the very act of production he 
wg£ 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 estrangement 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, atid \fhen he is work­
ing he does not feel at home. His labour is therefore not 
voluntary, biit 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 compulsion 
exists, labour is shunned like the plague. External labour, 
labour in which man alienates himself, is a labour of self- 
sacrifice, of mortification. 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. It belongs to another; 
it is the loss of his self.

As a result, therefore, man (the worker) only feels him­
self 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 but an animal. W hat is animal becomes hu­
man and what is human becomes animal.

Certainly eating, drinking, procreating, etc., are also gen­
uinely 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) This relation of the 
worker to the product of labour as an alien object exercising 
power over him. This relation is at the same time the rela­
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tion to the sensuous external world, to the objects of nature, 
as an alien world iniixiically opposed to him. (2) The relation 
of labour to the act of production within the labour process. 
This relation is the relation of the worker to his own activity 
as an alien activity not belonging to him; it is activity as 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.

11 XXIV | We have still a third aspect of estranged la­
bour to deduce from the two already considered.

Man is a species-being,20 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 because he treats himself as the actual, 
living species; because he treats himself as a universal and 
therefore a free being.

The life of the species, both in man and in animals, con­
sists physically 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 na­
ture on which he lives. Just as plants, animals, stones, air, 
light, etc., constitute theoretically a part of human conscious­
ness, 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 digest­
ible—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 inasmuch as na­
ture is (1) his direct means of life, and (2) the material, the 
object, and the instrument of his life activity. Nature is 
man’s inorganic body—nature, that is, insofar as it is not 
itself human body. Man lives on nature—means that nature 
is his body, with which he must remain in continuous in­



terchange if he is not to die. That man’s physical and spiri­
tual 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 es­
tranges the species from man. It changes for him the life of 
the species into a means of individual life. First it estranges 
the life of the species and individual life, and secondly it 
makes individual life in its abstract form the purpose of the 
life of the species, likewise in its abstract and estranged form.

For 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 pro­
ductive 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 ap­
pears 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 de­
termination with which he directly merges. Conscious life 
activity distinguishes man immediately from animal life ac­
tivity. It is just because of this that he is a species-being. Or 
it is only because he is a species-being that he is a conscious 
being, i.e., that his own life is an object for him. Only be­
cause 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 of objects by his practical activity, in 
his work upon inorganic nature, man proves himself a con­
scious 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 ani­
mal only produces what it immediately needs for itself or 
its young. It produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces uni-
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______[__________  ___

versally. I t  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 re­
produces the whole of nature. An animal’s product 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 standard to the object. Man there­
fore also forms objects in accordance 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 la­
bour is, therefore, the objectification of Man’s species-life: for 
he duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness, intellectu­
ally, but also actively, in reality, and therefore he sees him­
self 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 member 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 
transformed by estrangement in such a way that species 
[-life] becomes for him a means. ■ ,i

Estranged labour turns thus:
(3) Man s species-being, both nature and his spiritual spe-

cies-property, 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;- - *•*? d

(4) An immediate consequence of the fact that man is 
estranged from the product of his labour, from his life ac­
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tivity, from his species-being is the estrangement of man 
from man. When man confronts himself, he confronts the 
other man. W hat applies to a man’s relation 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 es­
tranged 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 relationship in which a man stands to other men.

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

11 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.

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 gods? To be sure, in the earliest times the principal 

production (for example, the building of temples, etc., in 
Egypt, India and Mexico) appears to be in the service of 
the gods, and the product belongs to the gods. However, the 
gods on their own were never the lords of labour. No more 
was nature. And what a contradiction it would be if, the 
more man subjugated nature by his labour and the more the 
miracles of the gods were rendered superfluous by the mir­
acles of industry, the more man were to renounce the joy of 
production and the enjoyment of the product to please these 
powers.
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The alien being, to whom labour and the product of la­
bour belongs, in whose service labour is done and for whose 
benefit the product 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 mari 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 ac­
tual through his relation to the other man. Thus, if the prod­
uct of his labour, his labour objectified, is for him an alien, 
hostile, powerful object independent of him, then his posi­
tion towards it is such that someone else is master of this 
object, someone who is alien, hostile, powerful, and inde­
pendent of him. If he treats his own activity as an unfree 
activity, then he treats it as an activity performed in the ser­
vice, under the dominion, the coercion, and the yoke of an- 
other 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 him­
self. For this reason religious self-estrangement necessarily 
appears in the relationship of the layman to the priest, or 
again to a mediator, etc., since we are here dealing with the 
intellectual world. In the real practical world self-estrange­
ment can only become manifest through the real practical 
relationship to other men. The medium through which es­
trangement takes place is itself practical. Thus through es­
tranged labour man not only creates his relationship to the 
object and to the act of production as to powers3 that are 
alien and hostile to him; he also creates the relationship in 
which other men stand to his production and to his product, 
and the relationship in which he stands to these other men. 
Just as he creates his own production as the loss of his real-

a In the manuscript Menschen (men) instead of Machte (powers).—Ed.
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ity, as his punishment; his own product as a loss, as a prod­
uct not belonging to him; so he creates the domination of 
the person who does not produce over production and over 
the product. Just as he estranges his own activity from him­
self, so he confers upon the stranger an activity which is not 
his own.

We have until now considered this relationship only from 
the standpoint of the worker and later we shafl 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 work­
er to labour creates the relation to it of the capitalist (or 
whatever one chooses to call the master of labour). Private 
property is thus the product, the result, the necessary con­
sequence, 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 la­
bour, of estranged life, of estranged man.

True, it is as a result of the movement of private property 
that we have obtained the concept of alienated labour {of 
alienated life) in political economy. But analysis of this con­
cept shows that though private property appears to be the 
reason, the cause of alienated labour, it is rather its conse­
quence, 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 of this alienation.

This exposition immediately sheds light on various hith­
erto unsolved conflicts.

(1) Political economy starts from labour as the real soul 
of production; yet to labour it gives nothing, and to private 
property everything. Confronting this contradiction, Proud­
hon has decided in favour of labour against private proper­
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ty.2l We understand, however, that this apparent contradic­
tion is the contradiction of estranged labour with itself, and 
that political economy has merely formulated the laws of es­
tranged labour.

We also understand, therefore, that wages and private 
property are identical. Indeed, where the product, as the ob­
ject of labour, pays for labour itself, there the wage is but a 
necessary consequence of labour’s estrangement. Likewise, in 
the wage of labour, labour does not appear as an end in it­
self but as the servant of the wage. We shall develop this 
point later, and meanwhile will only draw some conclusions.I xxvi ip |1 \ . g lli

An enforced increase of wages (disregarding all other dif­
ficulties, including the fact that it would only: be by force, 
too, that such an increase, being an anomaly, could be main­
tained) 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 of 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 property, etc., from servitude, is expressed in 
the political form of the emancipation of the workers; not 
that their emancipation alone is at stake, but because the 
emancipation of the workers contains universal human eman­
cipation—and it contains this, because the whole of human 
servitude is involved in the relation of the worker to pro­
duction, 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 oi estranged, alienated labour by analysis, 
so we can develop every category of political economy with



the help of these two factors; and we shall find again in 
each category, e.g., trade, competition, 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 of 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 of labour, its 
alienation, as a fact, and we have analysed this fact. How, 
we now ask, does man come to alienate, to estrange, his la­
bour? How is this estrangement rooted in the nature of hu­
man development? We have already gone a long way to the 
solution of this problem by transforming the question of the 
origin of private property into the question of the relation 
of alienated labour to the course of humanity’s development. 
For when one speaks of private property, one thinks of deal­
ing with something external to man. When one speaks of 
labour, one is directly dealing with man himself. This new 
formulation of the question already contains its solution.

As to (1): The general nature of private property and its 
relation to truly human property.

Alienated labour has resolved itself for us into two com­
ponents which depend on one another, or which are but dif­
ferent expressions of one and the same relationship. Appro­
priation appears as estrangement, as alienation; and aliena­
tion appears as appropriation, estrangement as truly becom­
ing a citizen.23

We have considered the one side—alienated labour in re­
lation to the worker himself, i.e., the relation of alienated 
labour to itself. The product, the necessary outcome of this 
relationship, as we have seen, is the property relation of the 
non-worker to the worker and to labour. Private property, 
as the material, summary expression of alienated labour, 
embraces both relations—the relation of the worker to labour 
and to the product of his labour and to the non-worker, and 
the relation of the non-worker to the worker and to the prod­
uct of his labour.
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Having seen that in relation to the worker who appropri­
ates nature by means of his labour, this appropriation appears 
as estrangement, 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 rela­
tion to the worker, to labour and its object 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 of alienation, of estrangement, ap­
pears in the non-worker as a state of alienation, of estrange­
ment.

Secondly, that the worker’s real, practical attitude in pro­
duction and to the product (as a state of mind) appears in 
the non-worker confronting him as a theoretical attitude.

| | XXVII I 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.

Let us look more closely at these three relations.3 
| XXVII11

a At this point the first manuscript breaks off unfinished.—Ed.



[SECOND MANUSCRIPT]
r[Antithesis of Capital and Labour. Landed Property and Capital]

[...] |j XL | forms the interest on his capital?' The worker 
is the subjective manifestation of the fact that capital is man 
wholly lost to himself, just as capital is the objective mani­
festation of the fact that labour is man lost to himself. But 
the worker has the misfortune to be a living capital, and 
therefore an indigent capital, one which loses its interest, 
and hence its livelihood, every moment it is not working. 
The value of the worker as capital rises according to demand 
and supply, and physically too his existence, his life, was 
and is loked upon as a supply of a commodity like any other. 
The worker produces capital, capital produces him—hence 
he produces himself, and man as worker, as a commodity, 
is the product of this entire cycle. To the man who is nothing 
more than a worker—and to him as a worker—his human 
qualities only exist insofar as they exist for capital alien to 
him. Because man and capital are alien, foreign to each 
other, however, and thus stand in an indifferent, external 
and accidental relationship to each other, it is inevitable that 
this foreignness should also appear as something real. As 
soon, therefore, as it occurs to capital (whether from neces­
sity or caprice) no longer to be for the worker, he himself is 
no longer for himself: he has no work, hence no wages, and 
since he has no existence as a human being but only as a 
worker, he can go and bury himself, starve to death, etc. 
The worker exists as a worker only when he exists for him-

a W ith these words page XL of the second manuscript begins; the 
preceding pages have not been preserved.—Ed.
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self as capital; and he exists as capital only when some cap­
ital exists for him. The existence of capital is his existence, 
his life ; as it determines the tenor of his life in a manner in­
different to him.

Political economy, therefore, does not recognise the unem­
ployed worker, the workingman, insofar as he happens to 
be outside this labour relationship. The rascal, swindler, beg­
gar, the unemployed, the starving, wretched and criminal 
workingman—these are figures who do not exist for political 
economy but only for other eyes, those of the doctor, the 
judge, the grave-digger, and bum-bailiff, etc.; such figures 
are spectres outside its domain. For it, therefore, the work­
er’s needs are but the one need—to maintain him whilst he 
is working and insofar as may be necessary to prevent the * 
race of labourers from [dying] out. The wages of labour 
have thus exactly the same significance as the maintenance 
and servicing of any other productive instrument, or as the 
consumption of capital in general, required for its reproduc­
tion with interest, like the oil which is applied to wheels to 
keep them turning. Wages, therefore, belong to capital’s and 
the capitalist’s necessary costs, and must not exceed the 
bounds of this necessity. It was therefore quite logical for 
the English factory owners, before the Amendment Bill of 
1834,a to deduct from the wages of the worker the public 
charity which he was receiving out of the Poor Rate and to 
consider this to be an integral part of wages.24

Production does not simply produce man as a commodity, 
the human commodity, man in the role of commodity; it 
produces him in keeping with this role as a mentally and 
physically dehumanised being.—Immorality, deformity, and 
dulling of the workers and the capitalists.—Its product is 
the self-conscious and self-acting commodity . . .  the human 
commodity.. . .  Great advance of Ricardo, Mill, etc., on 
Smith and Say, to declare the existence of the human being 
—the greater or lesser human productivity of the commod­
ity—to be indifferent and even harmful. Not how many

a See Karl Marx, “Critical Marginal Notes on the Article ‘The 
King of Prussia and Social Reform. By a Prussian’ ” (Karl Marx and 
Frederick Engels, Collected Works, Vol. 3, pp. 194-95).—Ed^
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workers are maintained by a given capital, but rather how 
much interest it brings in, the sum-total of the annual sav­
ings, is said to be the true purpose of production.

It was likewise a great and consistent advance of modern 
| XLI | English political economy, that, whilst elevating 

labour to the position of its sole principle, it should at the 
same time expound with complete clarity the inverse rela­
tion between wages and interest on capital, and the fact that 
the capitalist could normally only gain by pressing down 
wages, and vice versa. Not the defrauding of the consumer, 
but the capitalist and the worker taking advantage of each 
other, is shown to be the normal relationship.

The relations of private property contain latent within 
them the relation of private property as labour, the relation 
of private property as capital, and the mutual relation of 
these two to one another. There is the production of human 
activity as labour—that is, as an activity quite alien to itself, 
to man and to nature, and therefore to consciousness and 
the expression of life—the abstract existence of man as a 
mere workman who may therefore daily fall from his filled 
void into the absolute void—into his social, and therefore 
actual, non-existence. On the other hand, there is the pro­
duction of the object of human activity as capital—in which 
all the natural and social characteristic of the object is ex­
tinguished; in which private property has lost its natural 
and social quality (and therefore every political and social 
illusion, and is not associated with any apparently human 
relations); in which the selfsame capital remains the same 
in the most diverse natural and social manifestations, totally 
indifferent to its real content. This contradiction, driven to 
the limit, is of necessity the limit, jthe culmination, and the 
downfall of the whole private-property relationship.

It is therefore another great achievement of modern En­
glish political economy to have declared rent of land to be 
the difference in the interest yielded by the worst and the 
best land under cultivation; to have [exposed]3 the land­
owner’s romantic illusions—his alleged social importance

a The manuscript is damaged here.—Ed.
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and the identity of his interest with the interest of society, a 
view still maintained by Adam Smith after the Physiocrats; 
and to [have]* anticipated and prepared the movement of 
the real world which will transform the landowner into an 
ordinary, prosaic capitalist, and thus simplify and sharpen 
the contradiction [between capital and labour] and hasten its 
resolution. Land as land, and rent as rent, have lost their 
distinction of rank and become insignificant capital and in­
terest—or rather, capital and interest that signify only money.

The distinction between capital and land, between profit 
and rent, and between both and wages, and industry, and 
agriculture, and immovable and movable private property— 
this distinction is not rooted in the nature of things, but is a 
historical distinction, a fixed historical moment in the forma­
tion and development of the contradiction between capital 
and labour. In industry, etc., as opposed to immovable land­
ed property, is only expressed the way in which [industry] 
came into being and the contradiction to agriculture in which 
industry developed. This distinction only continues to exist 
&s a special sort of work—as an essential, important and 
life-embracing distinction—so long as industry (town life) 
develops over and against landed property (aristocratic feu­
dal life) and itself continues to bear the feudal character of 
its opposite in the form of monopoly, craft, guild, corpora­
tion, etc., within which labour still has a seemingly social 
significance, still the significance of the real community, and 
has not yet reached the stage of indifference to its content, 
of complete being-for-self,25 i.e., of abstraction from all other 
being, and hence has not yet become liberated capital.

11 XLII | But liberated industry, industry constituted for 
itself as such, and liberated capital, are the necessary de­
velopment of labour. The power of industry over its oppo­
site is at once revealed in the emergence of agriculture as 
a  real industry, while previously it left most of the work to 
the soil and to the slave of the soil, through whom the land 
cultivated itself. With the transformation of the slave into a 
free worker—i.e., into a hireling—the landlord himself is

a The manuscript is damaged here.—Ed.



transformed into a captain of industry, into a capitalist—a 
transformation which takes place at first through the inter­
mediacy of the tenant farmer. The tenant farmer, however, 
is the landowner’s representative—the landowner’s revealed 
secret: it is only through him that the landowner has his 
economic existence—his existence as a private proprietor— 
for the rent of his land only exists due to the competition 
between the farmers. V

Thus, in the person of the tenant farmer the landlord has 
already become in essence a common capitalist. And this 
must come to pass, too, in actual fact: the capitalist engaged 
in agriculture—the tenant—must become a landlord, or vice 
versa. The tenant’s industrial hucksterism is the landowner s 
industrial hucksterism, for the being of the former postulates 
the being of the latter.

But mindful of their contrasting origin, of their line of 
descent, the landowner knows the capitalist as his insolent, 
liberated, enriched slave of yesterday and sees himself as 
a capitalist who is threatened by him. The capitalist knows 
the landowner as the idle, cruel, egotistical master of yes­
terday; he knows that he injures him as a capitalist, but 
that it is to industry that he owes all his present social sig­
nificance, his possessions and his pleasures; he sees in him 
a contradiction to free industry and to free capital—to cap­
ital independent of every natural limitation. This contra­
diction is extremely bitter, and each side tells the truth about 
the other. One need only read the attacks of immovable on 
movable property and vice versa to obtain a clear picture 
of their respective worthlessness. The landowner lays stress 
on the noble lineage of his property, on feudal souvenirs or 
reminiscences, the poetry of recollection, on his romantic 
disposition, on his political importance, etc.; and when he 
talks economics, it is only agriculture that he holds to be 
productive. At the same time he depicts his adversary as a 
sly, hawking, carping, deceitful, greedy, mercenary, rebel­
lious, heartless and spiritless person who is estranged from 
the community and freely trades it away, who breeds, nour­
ishes and cherishes competition, and with it pauperism, 
crime, and the dissolution of all social bonds, an extorting,
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pimping, servile, smooth, flattering, fleecing,* dried-up rogue 
without honour, principles, poetry, substance, or anything 
else. (Amongst others see the Physiocrat Bergasse, whom 
Camille Desmoulins flays in his journal, Revolutions de 
France et de Brabant26; see von Vincke, Lancizolle, Haller, 
Leo, Kosegarten* and also Sismondi.)

Movable property, for its part, points to the miracles of 
industry and progress. It is the child of modern times, whose 
legitimate, native-born son it is. It pities its adversary as a 
simpleton, unenlightened about his own nature (and in this 
it is completely right), who wants to replace moral capital 
and free labour by brute, immoral violence and serfdom. It 
depicts him as a Don Quixote, who under the guise of 
bluntness, respectability, the general interest, and stability, 
conceals incapacity for progress, greedy self-indulgence, self­
ishness, sectional interest, and evil intent. It declares him 
an artful monopolist; it pours cold water on his reminis­
cences, his poetry, and his romanticism by a historical and 
sarcastic enumeration of the baseness, cruelty, degradation, 
prostitution, infamy, anarchy and rebellion, of which ro­
mantic castles were the workshops.

11 XLIII | It claims to have obtained political freedom 
for everybody; to have loosed the chains which fettered civil 
society; to have linked together different worlds; to have 
created trade promoting friendship between the peoples; to 
have created pure morality and a pleasant culture; to have 
given the people civilised needs in place of their crude wants, 
and the means of satisfying them. Meanwhile, it claims, the 
landowner—this, idle, parasitic grain-profiteer—raises the

* See on the other hand the garrulous, old-Hegelian theologian 
Funke who tells, after H err Leo, with tears in his eyes how a slave 
had refused, when serfdom was abolished, to cease being the property 
o f the gentry.21 See also the patriotic visions of Justus Moser, which 
distinguish themselves by the fact that they never for a moment [.. J a 
abandon the respectable, petty-bourgeois “home-baked'% ordinary, 
narrow horizon of the philistine, and which nevertheless remain pure 
fancy. This contradiction has given them such an appeal to the German 
heart.—Note by Marx.

a A few words cannot be deciphered here.—Ed.
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price of the people’s basic necessities and so forces the cap­
italist to raise wages without being able to increase produc­
tivity, thus impeding [the growth of] the nation’s annual 
income, the accumulation of capital, and therefore the pos­
sibility of providing work for the people and wealth for the 
country, eventually cancelling it, thus producing a general 
decline—whilst he parasitically exploits every advantage 
of modern civilisation without doing the least thing for it, 
and without even abating in the slightest his feudal preju­
dices. Finally, let him—for whom the cultivation of the 
land and the land itself exist only as a source of money, 
which comes to him as a present—let him just take a look at 
his tenant farmer and say whether he himself is not a 
downright, fantastic, sly scoundrel who in his heart and in 
actual fact has for a long time belonged to free industry 
and to lovely trade, however much he may protest and 
prattle about historical memories and ethical or political 
goals. Everything which he can really advance to justify 
himself is true only of the cultivator of the land (the cap­
italist and the labourers), of whom the landoimer is rather 
the enemy. Thus he gives evidence against himself. (Mov­
able property claims that] without capital landed property is 
dead, worthless matter; that its civilised victory has discov­
ered and made human labour the source of wealth in 
place of the dead thing. (See Paul Louis Courier, Saint- 
Simon, Ganilh, Ricardo, Mill, McCulloch and Destutt de 
Tracy, and Michel Chevalier.)

The real course of development (to be inserted at this 
point) results in the necessary victory of the capitalist over 
the landowner—that is to say, of developed over undevelop* 
ed, immature private property—just as in general, movement 
must triumph over immobility; open, self-conscious baseness 
over hidden, unconscious baseness; cupidity over self-in­
dulgence; the avowedly restless, adroit self-interest of en­
lightenment over the parochial, worldly-wise, respectable, 
idle and fantastic self-interest of superstition; and money 
over the other forms of private property.

Those states which sense something of the danger attach­
ing to fully developed free industry, to fully developed
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pure morality and to fully developed philanthropic trade, 
try, but in vain, to hold in check the capitalisation of landed 
property.

Landed property in its distinction from capital is private 
property—capital—still afflicted with local and political 
prejudices; it is capital which has not yet extricated itself 
from its entanglement with the world and found the form 
proper to itself—capital not yet fully developed. It must 
achieve its abstract, that is, its pure, expression in the course 
of its cosmogony.

The character of private property is expressed by labour, 
capital, and the relations between these two. The movement 
through which these constituents have to pass is:

First. Unmediated or mediated unity of the two.
Capital and labour are at first still united. Then, though 

separted and estranged, they reciprocally develop and 
promote each other as positive conditions.

[Second.) The two in opposition, mutually excluding each 
other. The worker knows the capitalist as his own non-exis­
tence, and vice versa: each tries to rob the other of his 
existence.

[Third], Opposition of each to itself. Capital=stored-up 
labour=labour. As such it splits into capital itself and its in­
terest, and this latter again into interest and profit. The cap­
italist is completely sacrificed. He falls into the working 
class, whilst the worker (but only exceptionally) becomes a 
capitalist. Labour as a moment of capital—its costs. Thus 
the wages of labour—a sacrifice of capital.

Splitting of labour into labour itself and the wages of la­
bour. The worker himself a capital, a commodity.

Clash of mutual contradictions. | X LIII |



[7HIRD M A N U SC R IP T]
[Private Property and Labour. 
Political Economy as a Product of the Movement 
of Private Property]

| 11 Re p. XXXVI.a The subjective essence of private 
property—private property as activity for itself,29 as subject, 
as person—is labour. It is therefore evident that only the 
political economy which acknowledged labour as its prin­
ciple—Adam Smith—and which therefore no longer looked 
upon private property as a mere condition external to man— 
that it is this political economy which has to be regarded 
on the one hand as a product of the real energy and the 
real movement of private property (it is a movement of pri­
vate property become independent for itself in conscious­
ness—the modern industry as Self)—as a product of mod­
ern industry—and on the other hand, as a force which has 
quickened and glorified the energy and development of 
modern industry and made it a power in the realm of con­
sciousness.

To this enlightened political economy, which has discov­
ered—within private property—the subjective essence of 
wealth, the adherents of the monetary and mercantile sys­
tem, who look upon private property only as an objective 
substance confronting men, seem therefore to be fetishists, 
Catholics. Engels was therefore right to call Adam Smith 
the Luther of Political Economy.b Just as Luther recognised 
religion—faith—as the substance of the external world and 
in consequence stood opposed to Catholic paganism—just as 
he superseded external religiosity by making religiosity the

a This refers to the missing part of the second manuscript.—Ed. 
b Cf. Frederick Engels, “Outlines of a Critique of Political Econ­

omy” (see this book p. 166).—Ed.
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inner substance of man—just as he negated the priests out­
side the layman because he transplanted the priest into lay­
men’s hearts, just so with wealth: wealth as something out­
side man and independent of him, and therefore as some­
thing to be maintained and asserted only in an external 
fashion, is done away with; that is, this external, mindless 
objectivity of wealth is done away with, with private prop­
erty being incorporated in man himself and with man him­
self being recognised as its essence. But as a result man is 
brought within the orbit of private property, just as with 
Luther he is brought within the orbit of religion. Under the 
semblance of recognising man, the political economy whose 
principle is labour rather carries to its logical conclusion the 
denial of man, since man himself no longer stands in an ex­
ternal relation of tension to the external substance of pri­
vate property, but has himself become this tense essence of 
private property. W hat was previously being external to 
brought within the orbit of private property, just as with 
oneself—man’s actual externalisation—has merely become 
the act of externalising—the process of alienating. This 
political economy begins by seeming to acknowledge 
man (his independence, spontaneity, etc.); then, locating pri­
vate property in man’s own being, it can no longer be con­
ditioned by the local, national or other characteristics of 
private property as oi something existing outside itself. This 
political economy, consequently, displays a cosmopolitan, 
universal energy which overthrows every restriction and bond 
so as to establish itself instead as the sole politics, the sole 
universality, the sole limit and sole bond. Hence it must 
throw aside this hypocrisy in the course of its further de­
velopment and come out in its complete cynicism. And this 
it does—untroubled by all the apparent contradictions in 
which it becomes involved as a result of this theory—by 
developing the idea of labour much more one-sidedly, and 
therefore more sharply and  ̂ more consistently, as the sole 
essence of wealth; by proving the implications of this theory 
to be anti-human in character, in contrast to the other, orig­
inal approach. Finally, by dealing the death-blow to rent 
—that last, individual, natural mode of private property and
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source of wealth existing independently of the movement 
of labour, that expression of feudal property, an expression 
which has already become wholly economic in character 
and therefore incapable of resisting political economy. (The 
Ricardo school.) There is not merely a relative growth in the 
cynicism of political economy from Smith through Say to 
Ricardo, Mill etc.,. inasmuch as the implications of industry 
appear more developed and more contradictory in the eyes 
of the last-named; there later economists also advance in a 
positive sense constantly and consciously further than their 
predecessors in their estrangement from man. They do so, 
however, only because their science develops more consis­
tently and truthfully. Because they make private property in 
its active form the subject, thus simultaneously turning man 
into the essence—and at the same time turning man as non­
essentiality into the essence—the contradiction of reality cor­
responds completely to the contradictory being which they 
accept as their principle. Far from refuting it, the ruptured 
11II | world of industry confirms their self-ruptured prin­
ciple. Their principle is, after all, the principle of this rup­
ture.

The physiocratic doctrine of Dr. Quesnay forms the tran­
sition from the mercantile system to Adam Smith. Physio­
cracy represents directly the decomposition of feudal prop­
erty in economic terms, but it therefore just as directly 
represents its economic metamorphosis and restoration, save 
that now its language is no longer feudal but economic. All 
wealth is resolved into land and cultivation (agriculture). 
Land is not yet capital: it is still a special mode of its exis­
tence, the validity of which is supposed to lie in, and to 
derive from, its natural peculiarity. Yet land is a general 
natural element whilst the mercantile system admits the 
existence of wealth only in the form of precious metal. Thus 
the object of wealth—its matter—has straightway obtained 
the highest degree of universality within the bounds of na­
ture, insofar as even as nature, it is immediate objective 
wealth. And land only exists for man through labour, 
through agriculture.

Thus the subjective essence of wealth has already been
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transferred to labour. But at the same time agriculture is tjhe 
only productive labour. Hence, labour is not yet grasped in 
its generality and abstraction: it is still bound to a particu­
lar natural element as its matter, and it is therefore only 
recognised in a particular mode of existence determined by 
nature. It is therefore still only a specific, particular aliena­
tion of man, just as its product is likewise conceived nearly 
[as] a specific form of wealth—due more to nature than to 
labour itself. The land is here still recognised as a phenom­
enon of nature independent of man—not yet as capital, 
i.e., as an aspect of labour itself. Labour appears, rather, as 
an aspect of the land. But since the fetishism of the old ex­
ternal wealth, of wealth existing only as an object, has been 
reduced to a very simple natural element, and since its es­
sence—even if only partially and in a particular form—has 
been recognised within its subjective existence, the neces­
sary step forward has been made in revealing the general 
nature of wealth and hence in the raising of labour in its 
total absoluteness (i.e., its abstraction) as the principle. It is 
argued against physiocracy that agriculture, from the eco­
nomic point of view—that is to say, from the only valid 
point of view—does not differ from any other industry; and 
that the essence of wealth, therefore, is not a specific form 
of labour bound to a particular element—a particular ex­
pression of labour—but labour in general.

Physiocracy denies particular, external, merely objective 
wealth by declaring labour to be the essence of wealth. But 
for physiocracy labour is at first only the subjective essence 
of landed property. (It takes its departure frorti the type of 
property which historically appears as the dominant and 
acknowledged type.) It turns only landed property into alien­
ated man. It annuls its feudal character by declaring in­
dustry (agriculture) as its essence. But it disavows the world 
of industry and acknowledges the feudal system by declar­
ing agriculture to be the only industry.

It is clear that if the subjective essence of industry is 
now grasped (of industry in opposition to landed property, 
i.e., of industry constituting itself as industry), this essence 
includes within itself its opposite. For just as industry incor­



porates annulled landed property, the subjective essence of 
industry at the same time incorporates the subjective es­
sence of landed property.

Just as landed property is the first form of private prop­
erty, with industry at first confronting it historically merely 
as a special kind of property—or * rather, as landed proper­
ty’s liberated slave—so this process repeats itself in the scien­
tific analysis of the subjective essence of pfivate property, 
labour. Labour appears at first only as agricultural labour; 
but then asserts itself as labour in general.

11 III | All wealth has become industrial wealth, the wealth 
of labour; and industry is accomplished labour, just as the 
factory system is the perfected essence of industry, that is of 
labour, and just as industrial capital is the accomplished 
objective form of private property.

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

[Private Property and Communism]
Re p. X X X IX .a The antithesis between lack of property 

and property, so long as it is not comprehended as the an­
tithesis of labour and capital, still remains an indifferent 
antithesis, not grasped in its active connection, in its internal 
relation, not yet grasped as a contradiction. It can find ex­
pression in this first form even without the advanced de­
velopment of private property (as in ancient Rome, Turkey, 
etc.). It does not yet appear as having been established by 
private property itself. But labour, the subjective essence of 
private property as exclusion of property, and capital, objec­
tive labour as exclusion of labour, constitute private property 
as its developed state of contradiction—hence a dynamic 
relationship driving towards resolution.

Re the same page. The transcendence of self-estrange­
ment follows the same course as self-estrangement. Private

a This refers to the missing part of the second manuscript.—Ed.
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property is first considered only in its objective ajspect— 
but nevertheless with labour as its essence. Its form of exis­
tence is therefore capital, which is to be annulled “as such” 
(Proudhon). Or a particular form  of labour—labour levelled 
down, fragmented, and therefore unfree—is conceived as the 
source of private property’s perniciousness and of its exis­
tence in estrangement from men. For instance, Fourier, who, 
like the Physiocrats, also conceives agricultural labour to be 
at least the exemplary type, whereas Saint-Simon declares 
in contrast that industrial labour as such is the essence, and 
accordingly aspires to the exclusive rule of the industrialists 
and the improvement of the workers’ condition. Finally, 
communism is the positive expression of annulled private 
property—at first as universal private property. By embrac­
ing this relation as a whole, communism is:

(1) In its first form only a generalisation and consumma­
tion 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. I t 
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 extended to all men. The relationship of private 
property persists as the relationship of the community to 
the world of things. Finally, this movement of opposing uni­
versal private property to private property finds expression in 
the brutish form of opposing to marriage (certainly a form, 
of exclusive private property) the community of women, in 
which a woman becomes a piece of communal and common 
property. It may be said that this idea of the community of 
women gives away the secret of this as yet completely crude 
and thoughtless communism.30 Just as woman passes from 
marriage to general prostitution,* so the entire world of

* Prostitution is only a specific expression of the general prostitu­
tion of the labourer, and since it is a relationship in which falls not 
the prostitute alone, but also the one who prostitutes—and the latter’s 
abomination is still greater—the capitalist, etc., also comes under this 
head.—Note by Marx?1



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 commun­
ity. This type of communism—since it negates the personality 
of man in every sphere—is but the logical expression of pri­
vate property, which is this negation. General envy consti­
tuting itself as a power is the disguise in which greed re­
establishes itself and satisfies itself, only ifi 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 com­
petition. Crude communism51 is only the culmination of this 
envy and of this levelling-down proceeding from the precon­
ceived minimum. It has a definite, ^limited standard. How 
little this annulment of private property is really an appro­
priation is in fact proved by the abstract negation of the en­
tire world of culture and civilisation, the regression to the 
unnatural 11 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 equal­
ity of wages paid out by communal capital—by the com­
munity as the universal capitalist. Both sides of the relation­
ship 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 himself, 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 person to person is 
the relation of man to woman. In this natural species-rela- 
tionship man’s relation to nature is immediately his relation 
to man, just as his relation to man is immediately his rela-

a The manuscript has “Kommunist”.—Ed.



tion to nature—his own natural destination. In this rela­
tionship, therefore, is sensuously 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 be­
come the human essence of man. From this relationship 
one can therefore judge man’s whole level of development. 
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 es­
sence 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 
communism—is thus merely a manifestation of the vileness 
of private property, which wants to set itself up as the pos­
itive community system.

(2) Communism ( a ) still political in nature—democratic 
or despotic; ( p) with the abolition of the state, yet still in­
complete, and being still affected by private property, i.e., 
by the estrangement of man. In both forms communism al­
ready 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 re­
mains 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 him­
self as a social (i.e.* human) being—a return accomplished 
consciously and embracing the entire wealth of previous de­
96



velopment. This communism, as fully developed naturalism, 
equals humanism, and as fully developed humanism equals 
naturalism; it is the genuine resolution of the conflict be­
tween man and nature and between man and man—the true 
resolution of the strife between existence and essence, be­
tween objectification and self-confirmation, between freedom 
and necessity, between the individual and the species. Com­
munism is the riddle of history solved, and it knows itself 
to be this solution.
i l l  V | The entire movement of history, just as its [commun­

ism’s] actual act of genesis—the birth act of its empirical ex­
istence—is, therefore, for its thinking consciousness the com­
prehended and known process of its becoming. Whereas the 
still immature communism seeks an historical proof for itself 
—a proof in the realm of what already exists—among dis­
connected historical phenomena opposed to private property, 
tearing single phases from the historical process and focus­
ing 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 great­
er 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 movement—production and consumption—is the per­
ceptible revelation of the movement of all production until 
now, i.e.j the realisation or the reality of man. Religion, fam­
ily, state, law* morality, science, art, etc., are only partic­
ular modes of production, and fall under its general law. 
The positive transcendence of private property as the ap­
propriation of human life, is therefore the positive transcen­
dence 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
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realm of consciousness, of man’s inner life, but economic es­
trangement is that of real life; its transcendence therefore 
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 it­
self more in consciousness or in the external world—is more 
ideal or real. Communism begins from the outset (Owen) 
with atheism; but atheism is at first far from being commu­
nism; indeed, that atheism is still mostly an abstraction.

The philanthropy of atheism is therefore at first only phil­
osophical, abstract philanthropy, and that of communism is 
at once real and directly bent on action.

We have seen how on the assumption of positively an­
nulled private property man produces man—himself and the 
other man; how the object, being the direct manifestation 
of his individuality, is simultaneously his own existence for 
the other man, the existence of the other man, and that exis­
tence for him. Likewise, however, both the material of la­
bour 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 of departure, lies the his­
torical necessity of private property). Thus the social char­
acter 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 of existence, are social: sociala 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 
existence for him—and as the life-element of human real­
ity. Only then does nature exist as the foundation of his 
own human existence. Only here has what is to him his nat­
ural existence become his human existence, and nature be­
come man for him. Thus society is the complete unity of man 
with nature—the true resurrection of nature—the consis­
tent naturalism of man and the consistent humanism of na­
ture.

a This word is crossed out in the manuscript.—Ed.



11 VI | Social activity and social enjoyment exist by no 
means only in the form of some directly communal activity 
and directly communal enjoyment, although communal ac­
tivity and communal enjoyment—i.e., activity and enjoy-? 
ment which are manifested and affirmed in actual direct as- 
sociation with other men—will occur wherever such a direct 
expression of sociability stems from the true character of the 
activity’s content and is appropriate to the natiQre of the en­
joyment.

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 there­
fore that which I make of myself, I make of myself 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, although at the present day general conscious­
ness 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 
abstraction 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 individ­
ual 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 of species man confirms his real so­
cial life and simply repeats his real existence in thought, just 
as conversely the being of the species confirms itself in spe­
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cies consciousness and exists for itself in its generality as a 
thinking being.

Man, much as he may therefore be a particular individual 
(and it is precisely his particularity which makes him an in­
dividual, 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)a Just as private property is only the perceptible ex­
pression of the fact that man becomes objective for himself 
and at the same time becomes to himself a strange and in­
human object; just as it expresses the fact that the manifes­
tation of his life is the alienation of his life, that his realisa­
tion is his loss of reality, is an alien reality: so, the positive 
transcendence of private property—i.e., the perceptible ap­
propriation for and by man of the human essence and of 
human life, of objective man, of human achievements— 
should not be conceived merely in the sense of immediate, 
one-sided enjoyment, merely in the sense of possessing, of 
having. Man appropriates his comprehensive essence in a 
comprehensive manner, that is to say, as a whole man. Each 
of his human relations to the world—seeing, hearing, smell­
ing, tasting, feeling, thinking, observing, experiencing, want­
ing, acting, loving—in short, all the organs of his individual 
being, like those organs which are directly social in their 
form, 11 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

a In the manuscript: “5”.-—Ed. 
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object is the manifestation of the human reality * it is hu­
man 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. Al­
though private property itself again conceives all these di­
rect realisations of possession only as means of life, and the 
life which they serve as means is the life of private property 
—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 category of “having”, 
see Hess* in the Einundzwanzig Bogen.)

The abolition of private property is therefore the com­
plete emancipation of all human senses and qualities, but it 
is this emancipation precisely because these senses and attri­
butes have become, subjectively 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 their 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,** and vice versa. Need or en­
joyment have consequently lost its egotistical nature, and 
nature has lost its mere utility by use becoming human use.

In the same way, the senses and enjoyment of other men 
have become my own appropriation. Besides these direct or­
gans, therefore, social organs develop in the form of society; 
thus, for instance, activity in direct association with others,

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

** In practice I can relate myself to a thing humanly only if the 
thing relates itself humanly to the human being.—Note by Marx.

a Moses Hess, “Philosophic der Tat”,—Ed.
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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 ob­
ject only when the object becomes for him a human object 
or objective man. This is possible only when the object be­
comes for him a social object, he himself for himself a so­
cial 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 be­
come for him the objectification of himself, become objects 
which confirm and realise his individuality, become his ob­
jects: that is, man himself becomes the object. The manner 
in which they become his depends on the nature of the ob­
jects and on the nature of the essential power correspond­
ing to it; for it is precisely the determinate nature of this 
relationship which shapes the particular, real mode of af­
firmation. To the eye an object comes to be 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, 11 VIII | but with all his 
senses.

On the other hand, let us look at this in its subjective as­
pect. 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—i t  
can therefore only exist for me insofar as my essential power 
exists for itself as a subjective capacity; because the mean­
ing of an object for me goes only so far as my sense goes 
(has only a meaning for a sense corresponding to that ob-
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ject)—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 na­
ture 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 practical 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 activ­
ity differs from that of animals. The care-burdened, pover­
ty-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 miner- 
alogical 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 corresponding to the entire wealth of human and nat­
ural substance.

Just as through the movement of private property, of 
its wealth as well as its poverty—of its material and spiri­
tual wealth and poverty;—the budding society finds at hand 
all the material for this development, so established society 
produces man in this entire richness 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 
materiality, activity and suffering, lose their antithetical 
character, and thus their existence as such antitheses only 
within the framework of society; <w e see how the resolution 
of the theoretical antitheses is only possible in a practical 
way, by virtue of the practical energy of man. Their reso­

l a
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lution 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.

We see how the history of industry and the established 
objective existence of industry are the open book of mans 
essential powers, the perceptibly existing human psychology. 
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 estrangement, people could 
only think of man’s general mode of being—religion or his­
tory in its abstract-general character as politics, art, litera­
ture, etc.—11IX | 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, use­
ful objects, in the form of estrangement, displayed in ordi­
nary 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).

A psychology for which this book, the part of history ex­
isting in the most perceptible and accessible form, remains 
a closed book, cannot become a genuine, comprehensive and 
real science. W hat indeed are we to think of a science 
which airily abstracts from this large part of human labour 
and which fails to feel its own incompleteness, while such 
a wealth of human endeavour, unfolded before it, means 
nothing more to it than, perhaps, what can be expressed in 
one word—“need”, “vulgar need”?

The natural sciences have developed an enormous activity 
and have accumulated an ever-growing mass of material. 
Philosophy, however, has remained just as alien to them as 
they remain to philosophy. Their momentary unity was only 
a chimerical illusion. The will was there, but the power was 
lacking. Historiography itself pays regard to natural science 
only occasionally, as a factor of enlightenment, utility, and 
of some special great discoveries. But natural science has in­
vaded and transformed human life all the more practically
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through the medium of industry; and has prepared 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 nat­
ural 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,rnatural science 
will lose its abstractly material—or rather, its idealistic— 
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 is as a matter of course a 
lie. <The nature which develops in human history—the gen­
esis 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 develop­
ing “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 na­
ture developing into man. Natural science will in time in­
corporate 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, hu­
man sensuousness (the expressions are identical)—presented 
immediately in the form of the other man sensuously present 
for him. Indeed, his own sense-perception first exists as hu­
man sensuousness for himself through the other man. But 
nature is the immediate object of the science of man: the 
first object of man—man—is nature, sensuousness; and the 
particular human sensuous essential powers can only find 
their self-understanding in the science of the natural world
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in general, just as they can find their objective realisation 
only in natural objects. The element 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 of 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 of 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 socialism32—re­
ceives in equal measure a human and therefore social signifi­
cance. Poverty is the passive bond which causes the human 
being to experience 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, mare- 
over, 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. The 
fact that nature and man exist on their own account is in­
comprehensible to it, because it contradicts everything tan­
gible in practical life.

The creation of the earth has received a mighty blow from 
geognosy—i.e., from the science which presents the forma­
tion of the earth, the development of the earth, as a process, 
as a self-generation. Generatio aequivoca is the only prac­
tical refutation of the theory of creation.33

Now it is certainly easy to say to the single individual 
what Aristotle has already said: You have been begotten by
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your father and your mother; therefore in you the mating of 
two human beings—a species-act of human beings—has pro­
duced the human being. You see, therefore, that even phys­
ically man owes his existence to man. Therefore you must 
not only keep sight of the one aspect—the infinite progres­
sion which leads you further to inquire: Who begot my fa­
ther? Who his grandfather? etc. You must also hold on to 
the circular movement sensuously perceptible in that pro­
gress 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 prog­
ress 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 is not posed from a standpoint to 
which I cannot reply, because it is wrongly put. Ask your­
self 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 want to hold on to your abstraction, then be consistent, 
and if you think of man and nature as non-existent, 11 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 your­
self to exist?You can reply: I do not want to postulate the nothingness 
of nature, etc. I ask you about its gene sis, just as I ask the 
anatomist about the formation of bones, etc.

But since for the socialist man the entire so-called history 
of the world is nothing but the creation of man through hu­
man labour, nothing but the emergence of nature for man, 
so he has the visible, irrefutable proof of his birththrough 
himself, of his genesis. Since the real existence of man and
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nature has become evident in practice, through sense ex­
perience, 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 un­
reality of nature and of man—has become impossible in prac­
tice. Atheism , as the denial of this unreality, has no longer 
any meaning, for atheism is a negation of God, and postulates 
the existence of 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 con­
sciousness 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 communism. 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 rehabilitation. Commun­
ism 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.34 | X I ||

[Human Requirements and Division of 
Labour Under the Rule of Private Property]

11 XIV |35 (7) We have seen what significance, given so­
cialism, the wealth of human needs acquires, and what sig­
nificance, therefore, both a new mode of production and a 
new object of production obtain: a new manifestation of the 
forces of human nature and a new enrichment of human 
nature. Under private property their significance is reversed: 
every person speculates on creating a new need in an­
other, so as to drive him to fresh sacrifice, to place him in 
a new dependence and to seduce him into a new mode of 
enjoyment and therefore economic ruin. Each tries to estab­
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lish over the other an alien power, so as thereby to find 
satisfaction of his own selfish need. The increase in the 
quantity of objects is therefore accompanied by an exten­
sion of the realm of the alien powers to which man is sub­
jected, and every new product represents a new potentiality 
of mutual swindling and mutual plundering. Man becomes 
ever poorer as man, his need for money becomes ever greater 
if he wants to master the hostile power. TBe power of his 
money declines in inverse proportion to the increase in the 
volume of production: that is, his neediness grows as the 
power of money increases.

The need for money is therefore the true need produced 
by the economic system, and it is the only need which the 
latter produces. The quantity of money becomes to an ever 
greater degree its sole effective quality. Just as it reduces 
everything to its abstract form, so it reduces itself in the 
course of its own movement to quantitative being. Excess 
and intemperance come to be its true norm.

Subjectively, this appears partly in the fact that the ex­
tension of products and needs becomes a contriving and 
ever-calculating subservience to inhuman, sophisticated, un­
natural and imaginary appetites. Private property does not 
know how to change crude need into human need. Its ideal­
ism is fantasy, caprice and whim ; and no eunuch flatters his 
despot more basely or uses more despicable means to stimu­
late his dulled capacity for pleasure in order to sneak a fa­
vour for himself than does the industrial eunuch—the pro­
ducer—in order to sneak for himself a few pieces of silver, in 
order to charm the golden birds out of the pockets of his 
dearly beloved neighbours in Christ. He puts himself at the 
service of the other’s most depraved fancies, plays the pimp 
between him and his need, excites in him morbid appetites, 
lies in wait for each of his weaknesses—all so that he can 
then demand the cash for this service of love. (Every prod­
uct is a bait with which to seduce away the other’s very 
being, his money; every real and possible need is a weak­
ness which will lead the fly to the glue-pot. General exploita­
tion of communal human nature, just as every imperfec­
tion in man, is a bond with heaven—an avenue giving the
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priest access to his heart; every need is an opportunity to 
approach one’s neighbour under the guise of the utmost amia­
bility and to say to him: Dear friend, I give you what you 
need, but you know the conditio sine qua non; you know 
the ink in which you have to sign yourself over to me; in 
providing for your pleasure, I fleece you.)

This estrangement manifests itself in part in that the soph­
istication of needs and of the means [of their satisfaction] on 
the one side produces a bestial barbarisation, a complete, cru­
de, abstract simplicity of need, on the other; or rather in that 
it merely reproduces itself in its opposite. Even the need 
for fresh air ceases to be a need for the worker. Man re­
turns to a cave dwelling, which is now, however, contami­
nated with the pestilential breath of civilisation, and which 
he continues to occupy only precariously, it being for him 
an alien habitation which can be withdrawn from him any 
day—a place from which, if he does 11 XV | not pay, he can 
be thrown out any day. For this mortuary he has to pay. A 
dwelling in the light, which Prometheus in Aeschylus desig­
nated as one of the greatest boons, by means of which he 
made the savage into a human being,a ceases to exist for 
the worker. Light, air, etc.—the simplest animal cleanliness 
—ceases to be a need for man. Filth, this stagnation and 
putrefaction of man—the sewage of civilisation (speaking 
quite literally)—comes to be the element of life for him. 
Utter, unnatural depravation, putrefied nature, comes to be 
his life-element. None of his senses exist any longer, and 
[each has ceased to function] not only in its human fashion, 
but in an inhuman fashion, so that it does not exist even in 
an animal fashion. The crudest methods (and instruments) 
of human labour are coming back: the treadmill of the Ro­
man slaves, for instance, is the means of production, the 
means of existence, of many English workers. It is not only 
that man has no human needs—even his animal needs cease 
to exist. The Irishman no longer knows any need now but 
the need to eat, and indeed only the need to eat potatoes— 
and scabby potatoes at that, the worst kind of potatoes. But

a Aeschilus, Prometheus Bound.—Ed.
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in each of their industrial towns England and France have 
already a little Ireland. The savage and the animal have at 
least the need to hunt, to roam, etc.—the need of companion­
ship. The simplification of the machine, of labour is used to 
make a worker out of the human being still in the making, 
the completely immature human being, the child—whilst the 
worker has become a neglected child. The machine accom­
modates itself to the weakness of the human being in order 
to make the weak human being into a machine.

<How the multiplication of needs and of the means [of 
their satisfaction] breeds the absence of needs and of means 
is demonstrated by the political economist (and by the capi­
talist: in general it is always empirical businessmen we are 
talking about when we refer to political economists, [who 
represent] their scientific creed and form of existence) as 
follows:

(1) By reducing the worker’s need to the barest and most 
miserable level of physical subsistence, and by reducing his 
activity to the most abstract mechanical movement; thus he 
says: Man has no other need either of activity or of enjoy­
ment. For he declares that this life, too, is human life and 
existence.

(2) By counting the most meagre form of life (existence) 
as the standard, indeed, as the general standard—general 
because it is applicable to the mass of men. He turns the 
worker into an insensible being lacking all needs, just as 
he changes his activity into a pure abstraction from all ac­
tivity. To him, therefore, every luxury of the worker seems 
to be reprehensible, and everything that goes beyond the 
most abstract need—be it in the realm of passive enjoyment, 
or a manifestation of activity—seems to him a luxury. Po­
litical economy, this science of wealth, is therefore simul­
taneously the science of renunciation, of want, of saving— 
and it actually reaches the point where it spares man the 
need of either fresh air or physical exercise. This science 
of marvellous industry is simultaneously the science of as­
ceticism, and its true ideal is the ascetic but extortionate 
miser and the ascetic but productive slave. Its moral ideal 
is the worker who takes part of his wages to the savings-
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bank, and it has even found ready-made a servile art which 
embodies this pet idea: it has been presented, bathed in sen­
timentality, on the stage. Thus political economy—despite 
its worldly and voluptuous appearance—is a true moral 
science, the most moral of all the sciences. Self-renunciation, 
the renunciation of life and of all human needs, is its prin­
cipal thesis. The less you eat, drink and buy books; the less 
you go to the theatre, the dance hall, the public house; the 
less you think, love, theorise, sing, paint, fence, etc., the more 
you save—the greater becomes your treasure which neither 
moths nor rust will devour—your capital. The less you are, 
the less you express your own life, the more you have, i.e., 
the greater is your alienated life, the greater is the store of 
your estranged being. Everything 11 XVI | which the politi­
cal economist takes from you in life and in humanity, he re­
places for you in money and in wealth; and all the things 
which you cannot do, your money can do. It can eat and 
drink, go to the dance hall and the theatre; it can travel, it 
can appropriate art, learning, the treasures of the past, polit­
ical power—all this it can appropriate for you—it can buy 
all this: it is true endowment. Yet being all this, it wants to 
do nothing but create itself, buy itself; for everything else 
is after all its servant, and when I have the master I have 
the servant and do not need his servant. All passions and 
all activity must therefore be submerged in avarice. The 
worker may only have enough for him to want to live, and 
may only want to live in order to have that.>

It is true that a controversy now arises in the field of polit­
ical economy. The one side (Lauderdale, Malthus, etc.) re­
commends luxury and execrates thrift. The other (Say, Ri­
cardo, etc.) recommends thrift and execrates luxury. But 
the former admits that it wants luxury in order to produce 
labour (i.e., absolute thrift); and the latter admits that it 
recommends thrift in order to produce wealth (i.e., luxury). 
The Lauderdale-Malthus school has the romantic notion that 
avarice alone ought not to determine the consumption of 
the rich, and it contradicts its own laws in advancing ex­
travagance as a direct means of enrichment. Against it, 
therefore, the other side very earnestly and circumstantially
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proves that I do not increase but reduce my possessions by 
being extravagant. The Say-Ricardo school is hypocritical 
in not admitting that it is precisely whim and caprice which 
determine production. It forgets the “refined needs” ; it for­
gets that there would be no production without consumption; 
it forgets that as a result of competition production can only 
become more extensive and luxurious. It forgets that, ac­
cording to its views, a thing’s value is determined by use, 
and that use is determined by fashion. It wishes to see only 
“useful things” produced, but it forgets that production of 
too many useful things produces too large a useless popu­
lation. Both sides forget that extravagance and thrift, luxury 
and privation, wealth and poverty are equal.

And you must not only stint the gratification of your im­
mediate senses, as by stinting yourself on. food, etc.: you 
must also spare yourself all sharing of general interests, all 
sympathy, all trust, etc., if you want to be economical, if you 
do not want to be ruined by illusions.

You must make everything that is yours saleable, i.e., use­
ful. If I ask the political economist: Do I obey economic 
laws if 1 extract money by offering my body for sale, by 
surrendering it to another’s lust? (The factory workers in 
France call the prostitution of their wives and daughters 
the nth working hour, which is literally correct.)—Or am
I not acting in keeping with political economy if I sell my 
friend to the Moroccans? (And the direct sale of men in the 
form of a trade in conscripts, etc., takes place in all civilised 
countries.)—Then the political economist replies to me: 
You do not transgress my laws; but see what Cousin Ethics 
and Cousin Religion have to say about it. My political eco­
nomic ethics and religion have nothing to reproach you with, 
but—But whom am I now to believe, political economy or 
ethics?—The ethics of political economy is acquisition, work, 
thrift, sobriety—but political economy promises to satisfy 
my needs.—The political economy of ethics is the opulence 
of a good conscience, of virtue, etc.; but how can I live vir­
tuously if I do not live? And how can I have a good con­
science if I do not know anything? It stems from the very 
nature of estrangement that each sphere applies to me a
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different and opposite yardstick—ethics one and political 
economy another; for each is a specific estrangement of man 
and> 11 XVII | focuses attention on a particular field of es­
tranged essential activity, and each stands in an estranged 
relation to the other. Thus M. Michel Chevalier reproaches 
Ricardo with having ignored ethics.a But Ricardo is allow­
ing political economy to speak its own language, and if it 
does not sj>eak ethically, this is not Ricardo’s fault. M. Che­
valier takes no account of political economy insofar as he 
moralises, but he really and necessarily ignores ethics in­
sofar as he practises political economy. The relationship of 
political economy to ethics, if it is other than an arbitrary, 
contingent and therefore unfounded and unscientific rela­
tionship, if it is not being posited for the sake of appearance 
but is meant to be essential, can only be the relationship of 
the laws of political economy to ethics. If there is no such 
connection, or if the contrary is rather the case, can Ri­
cardo help it? Moreover, the opposition between political 
economy and ethics is only an apparent opposition and just 
as much no opposition as it is an opposition. All that hap­
pens is that political economy expresses moral laws in its own 
way.

<Frugality as the principle of political economy is most 
brilliantly shown in its theory of population. There are too 
many people. Even the existence of men is a pure luxury; 
and if the worker is “ethical”, he will be sparing in procrea­
tion. (Mill suggests public acclaim for those who prove them­
selves continent in their sexual relations, and public rebuke 
for those who sin against such barrenness of marriage.. .  .b 
Is this not ethics, the teaching of asceticism?) The produc­
tion of people appears as public destitution.>

The meaning which production has in relation to the rich 
is seen revealed in the meaning which it has for the poor. 
Looking upwards the manifestation is always refined, veiled,

a Cf. Michel Chevalier, Des interets materiels en France.—Ed. 
b James Mill, Elements of Political Economy, London, 1821, p. 44 

(Marx quotes from the French edition, Siemens d’economie politique. 
Trad, par J . T. Parisot, Paris, 1823, p. 59).—Ed.
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ambiguous—outward appearance; downwards, it is rough, 
straightforward, frank—the real thing. The worker’s crude 
need is a far greater source of gain than the refined need of 
the rich. The cellar dwellings in London bring more to those 
who let them than do the palaces; that is to say, with re­
ference to the landlord they constitute greater wealth, and 
thus (to speak the language of political economy) greater 
social wealth.

Industry speculates on the refinement of needs, it specu­
lates however just as much on their crudeness, but on their 
artificially produced crudeness, whose true enjoyment, there­
fore, is self-stupefaction—this illusory satisfaction of need— 
this civilisation contained within the crude barbarism of 
need. The English gin shops are therefore the symbolical 
representations of private property. Their luxury reveals the 
true relation of industrial luxury and wealth to man. They 
are therefore rightly the only Sunday pleasures of the peo­
ple which the English police treats at least mildly. | XVII11

|| XVIII |36 We have already seen how the political econ­
omist establishes the unity of labour and capital in a variety 
of ways: (1) Capital is accumulated labour. (2) The purpose 
of capital within production—partly, reproduction of capital 
with profit, partly, capital as raw material (material of la­
bour), and partly, as an automatically working instrument 
(the machine is capital directly equated with labour)—is 
productive labour, (3) The worker is a capital. (4) Wages 
belong to costs of capital. (5) In relation to the worker, la­
bour is the reproduction of his life-capital. (6) In relation to 
the capitalist, labour is an aspect of his capital’s activity.

Finally, (7) the political economist postulates the original 
unity of capital and labour as the unity of the capitalist and 
the worker; this is the original state of paradise. The way 
in which these two aspects, 11 X IX  | as two persons, con­
front each other is for the political economist an accidental 
event, and hence only to be explained by reference to ex­
ternal factors. (See Mill.a)

a James Mill, Elements of Political Economy, p. 45 sqq. (Parisot, 
p. 60 sqq.).—Ed



The nations which are still dazzled by the sensuous glit­
ter of precious metals, and are therefore still fetish-worship- 
pers of metal money, are not yet fully developed money-na- 
tions. Contrast of France and England.

The extent to which the solution of theoretical riddles is 
the task of practice and effected through practice, the extent 
to which true practice is the condition of a real and positive 
theory, is shown, for example, in fetishism. The sensuous 
consciousness of the fetish-worshipper is different from that 
of the Greek, because his sensuous existence is different. The 
abstract enmity between sense and spirit is necessary so long 
as the human feeling for nature, the human sense of nature, 
and therefore also the natural sense of man, are not yet pro­
duced by man’s own labour.

Equality is nothing but a translation of the Geiman “Ich= 
Ich”a37 into the French, i.e., political form. Equality as the 
basis of communism is its political justification, and it is the 
same as when the German justifies it by conceiving man as 
universal self-consciousness. Naturally, the transcendence of 
the estrangement always proceeds from that form of the 
estrangement which is the dominant power: in Germany, 
self-consciousness; in France, equality, because it is politics; 
in England, real, material, practical need taking only itself 
as its standard. It is from this standpoint that Proudhon is 
to be criticised and appreciated.

If we characterise communism itself because of its char­
acter as negation of the negation, as the appropriation of 
the human essence through the intermediary of the negation 
of private property—as being not yet the true, self-originat- 
ing position but rather a position originating from private 
property [.. .]b in old-German fashion—in the way of He­
gel’s phenomenology—[. ♦.] finished as a conquered moment 
and [...) one might be satisfied by it, in his consciousness 
(.,.] of the human being only by real [...] transcendence of 
his thought now as before [...], since with himc therefore the

a The English equivalent of ich is “I”.—Ed. 
b A part of this section of the manuscript is torn off.—Ed. 
c Or maybe “it”—the German pronoun ihm  can be either.—Ed.
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real estrangement of the life of man remains, and remains 
all the more, the more one is conscious of it as such, hence 
it [the negation of this estrangement] can be accomplished 
solely by bringing about communism.

In order to abolish the idea of private property, the idea 
of communism is quite sufficient. It takes actual communist 
action to abolish actual private property. History will lead 
to it; and this movement, which in theory we*already know 
to be a self-transcending movement, will constitute in ac­
tual fact a very rough and protacted process. But we must 
regard it as a real advance to have at the outset gained a 
consciousness of the limited character as well as of the goal 
of this historical movement—and a consciousness which 
reaches out beyond it.

When communist artisans associate with one another, 
theory, propaganda, etc., is their first end. But at the same 
time, as a result of this association, they acquire a new need 
—the need for society—and what appears as a means be­
comes an end. In this practical process the most splendid 
results are to be observed whenever French socialist workers 
are seen together. Such things as smoking, drinking, eating, 
etc., are no longer means of contact or means that bring 
them together. Association, society and conversation, which 
again has association as its end, are enough for them; the 
brotherhood of man is no mere phrase with them, but a fact 
of life, and the nobility of man shines upon us from their 
work-hardened bodies.

11 X X  | <5When political economy claims that demand 
and supply always balance each other, it immediately for­
gets that according to its own claim (theory of population) 
the supply of people always exceeds the demand, and that, 
therefore, in the essential result of the whole production proc­
ess—the existence of man—the disparity between demand 
and supply gets its most striking expression.

The extent to which money, which appears as a means, 
constitutes 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
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property, wherever land is the source of life, and horse and 
sword, wherever these are the true means of 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 else9s house, in the house of a stranger who al­
ways 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 I  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]a of in­
human 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 spend­
ing himself to no purpose, and also regards the slave-labour 
of others (human sweat and blood) as the prey of his cupid­
ity. 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

a The manuscript is damaged here.—Ed.
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and as squandering of what can give sustenance to a hun­
dred human lives, and partly as the infamous illusion that 
his own unbridled extravagance and ceaseless, unproductive 
consumption is the condition of the other’s labour and there­
fore of his subsistence. He regards the realisation of the es­
sential 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 and which is therefore at once slave and 
master, at once magnanimous and base, capricious, presump­
tuous, conceited, refined, cultured and witty—this wealth 
has not yet experienced wealth as an utterly alien power over 
itself: it sees in it, rather, only its own power, and [not]'a 
wealth but enjoyment [is its final]a aim.

This [.. .]b || X X I | and the glittering illusion about the 
nature of wealth, blinded by sensuous appearances, is con­
fronted by the working, sober, prosaic, economical indus­
trialist who is quite enlightened about the nature of wealth, 
and who, while providing a wider sphere for the other’s self- 
indulgence and paying fulsome flatteries to him in his prod­
ucts (for his products are just so many base compliments 
to the appetites of the spendthrift), knows how to appro­
priate for himself in the only useful way the other’s waning 
power. If, therefore, industrial wealth appears at first to 
be the result of extravagant, fantastic wealth, yet its motion, 
the motion inherent in it, ousts the latter also in an active 
way. For the fall in the rate of interest is a necessary con­
sequence and result of industrial development. The extrav­
agant rentier’s means therefore dwindle day by day in in­
verse proportion to the increasing possibilities and pitfalls 
of pleasure. Consequently, he must either consume his capi­
tal, thus ruining himself, or must become an industrial cap­
italist. . . .  In the other hand, there is a direct, constant rise 
in the rent of land as a result of the course of industrial de­
velopment; nevertheless, as we have already seen, there must

a The manuscript is damaged here.—Ed.
b A part of this page of the manuscript is ripped off, about three 

lines are missing.—Ed.
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come a time when landed property, like every other kind 
of property, is bound to fall within the category of profit­
ably self-reproducing capital*—and this in fact results from 
the same industrial development. Thus the squandering 
landowner, too, must either consume his capital, and thus be 
ruined, or himself become the farmer of his own estate—an 
agricultural industrialist.

The diminution in the interest on money, which Proudhon 
regards as the annulling of capital and as a tendency to so­
cialise capital, is therefore in fact rather only a symptom 
of the total victory of working capital over squandering 
wealth—i.e., the transformation of all private property into 
industrial capital. It is a total victory of private property 
over all those of its qualities which are still in appearance 
human, and the complete subjection of the owner of pri­
vate property to the essence of private property—labour. To 
be sure, the industrial capitalist also takes his pleasures. He 
does not by any means return to the unnatural simplicity of 
need; but his pleasure is only a side-issue—recreation—some­
thing subordinated to production; at the same time it is a 
calculated and, therefore, itself an economical pleasure. For 
he debits it to his capital’s expense account, and what is 
squandered on his pleasure must therefore amount to no 
more than will be replaced with profit through the repro­
duction of capital. Pleasure is therefore subsumed under cap­
ital, and the pleasure-taking individual under the capital- 
accumulating individual, whilst formerly the contrary was 
the case. The decrease in the interest rate is therefore a symp­
tom of the annulment of capital only inasmuch as it is a 
symptom of the growing domination of capital—of the es­
trangement which is growing and therefore hastening to its 
annulment. This is indeed the only way in which that which 
exists affirms its opposite.^

The quarrel between the political economists about lux­
ury and thrift is* therefore, only the quarrel between that 
political economy which has achieved clarity about the na­
ture of wealth, and that political economy which is still af-

a See this book, pp. 60-66.—Ed.
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flicted with romantic, anti-industrial memories. Neither side, 
however, knows how to reduce the subject of the contro­
versy to its simple terms, and neither therefore can make 
short work of the other. I XXIII

| j XXXIV |38 Moreover, rent of land qua rent of land has 
been overthrown, since, contrary to the argument of the Phy­
siocrats which maintains that the landowne? is the only true 
producer, modern political economy has proved that the 
landowner as such is rather the only completely unproduc­
tive rentier. According to this theory, agriculture is the busi­
ness of the capitalist, who invests his capital in it provided 
he can expect the usual profit. The claim of the Physiocrats 
—that landed property, as the sole productive property, 
should alone pay state taxes and therefore should alone ap­
prove them and participate in the affairs of state—is trans­
formed into the opposite position that the tax on the rent 
of land is the only tax on unproductive income, and is there­
fore the only tax not detrimental to national production. It 
goes without saying that from this point of view also the 
political privilege of landowners no longer follows from their 
position as principal tax-payers.

Everything which Proudhon conceives as a movement of 
labour against capital is only the movement of labour in the 
determination of capital, of industrial capital, against cap­
ital not consumed as capital, i.e., not consumed industrial­
ly. And this movement is proceeding along its triumphant 
road—the road to the victory of industrial capital. It is clear, 
therefore, that only when labour is grasped as the essence of 
private property, can the economic process as such be ana­
lysed in its real concreteness.

Society, as it appears to the political economist, is civil 
society39 in which every individual is a totality of needs and 
only 11 X XX V  | exists for the other person, as the other 
exists for him, insofar as each becomes a means for the other. 
The political economist reduces everything (just as does pol­
itics in its Rights of Man) to man, i.e., to the individual 
whom he strips of all determinateness so as to class him as 
capitalist or worker.



The division of labour is the economic expression of the 
social character of labour within the estrangement. Or, since 
labour is only an expression of human activity within aliena­
tion, of the manifestation of life as the alienation of life, the 
division of labour, too, is therefore nothing else but the es­
tranged, alienated positing of human activity as a real activ­
ity of the species or as activity of man as a species-being.

As for the essence of the division of labour—and of course 
the division of labour had to be conceived as a major driv­
ing force in the production of wealth as soon as labour was 
recognised as the essence of private property—i.e., as for the 
estranged and alienated form of human activity as an activ­
ity of the species—the political economists are very vague 
and self-contradictory about it.

Adam Smith : “This division of labour [.. 1  is not originally the 
effect of any human wisdom It is the necessary, [ ...]  slow and
gradual consequence of [ . ..]  the propensity to truck, barter, and ex­
change one thing for another. [ . ..]  This propensity” to trade is prob­
ably a “necessary consequence of the use of reason and of speech [.. .]. 
It is common to all men, and to be found in no other race of animals.” 
The animal, when it is grown up, is entirely independent. “Man has 
almost constant occasion for the help of others, and it is in vain for 
him to expect it from their benevolence only. He will be more likely 
to prevail if he can appeal to their personal interest, and show them 
that it is for their own advantage to do for him what he requires of 
them. [ . ..]  W e address ourselves, not to their humanity but to their 
self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their 
advantages. [ . ..]

“As it is by treaty, by barter, and by purchase that we obtain from 
one another the greater part of those mutual good offices which we 
stand in need of, so it is this same trucking disposition which original­
ly gives occasion to the division of labour. In  a tribe of hunters or 
shepherds a particular person makes bows and arrows, for example, 
with more readiness and dexterity than any other. He frequently ex­
changes them for cattle or for venison with his companions; and he 
finds at last that he can in this manner get more cattle and venison 
than if he himself went to the field to catch them. From a regard to 
his own interest, therefore, the making of bows, etc., grows to be his 
chief business [ . . . . )

“The difference of natural talents in different men [.. J  is not [ ...]  
so much the cause as the effect of the division of labour.. . .  W ithout the 
disposition to truck [ ...]  and exchange, every man must have procured 
to himself every necessary and conveniency of life [ . . . . ]  All must have 
had [ ...]  the same work to do, and there could have been no such
1 2 2



difference of employment as could alone give occasion to any great 
difference of talents.

“As it is this disposition which forms that difference of talents [ ...)  
among men [ . ..]  so it is this same disposition which renders that differ­
ence useful. Many tribes of animals [ ...]  of the same species derive 
from nature a much more remarkable distinction of genius, than what, 
antecedent to custom and education, appears to take place among men. 
By nature a philosopher is not in talent and in intelligence half so 
different from a street porter, as a mastiff is from a oreyhound, or a 
greyhound from a spaniel, or this last from a shepherd’s dog. Those 
different tribes of animals, however, though all of the same species, 
are of scarce any use to one another. The mastiff cannot add to the 
advantages of his strength 11 X X X V I | by making use of the swiftness 
of the greyhound, etc. The effects of these different talents or grades 
of intelligence, for want of the power or disposition to barter and ex­
change, cannot be brought into a common stock, and do not in the 
least contribute to the better accommodation and conveniency of the 
species. Each animal is still obliged to support and defend itself, sepa­
rately and independently, and derives no sort of advantage from that 
variety of talents with which nature has distinguished its fellows. Among 
men, on the contrary, the most dissimilar geniuses are of use to one 
another; the different produces of their respective talents, by the gen­
eral disposition to truck, barter, and exchange, being brought, as it 
were, into a common stock, where every man may purchase whatever 
part of the produce of other men’s industry he has occasion for. [ ...]

“As it is the power of exchanging that gives occasion to the division 
of labour, so the extent of this division must always be limited by the 
extent o f that power, or, in other words, by the extent of the market. 
W hen the market is very small, no person can have any encourage­
ment to dedicate himself entirely to one employment, for want of the 
power to exchange all that surplus part of the produce of his own la­
bour, which is over and above his own consumption, for such parts of the 
produce of other men's labour as he has occasion fo r .. .

In an advanced state of society “every man thus lives by exchang­
ing and becomes in some measure a merchant, and the society itself 
grows to be what is properly a commercial society”. (See Destutt de 
Tracy [piemens d*ideologic, Paris, 1826, pp. 68 and 78]: “Society is a 
series of reciprocal exchanges; commerce contains the whole essence of 
society.") . . .  The accumulation of capitals mounts with the division of 
labour, and vice versa.

So much for Adam Smith.*
“If every family produced all that it consumed, society could keep 

going although no exchange of any sort took place; without being fun-
a Adam Smith, W ealth of Nations, Book I, chs. II-IV, pp. 12-25 

(Garnier, t. 1, 1, I, chs. II-IV, pp. 29-46), quoted with omissions and 
alterations.—Ed.
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damental, exchange is indispensable in our advanced state of society. 
The division of labour is a skilful deployment of man’s powers; it in­
creases society’s production—its power and its pleasures—but it cur­
tails, reduces the ability of every person taken individually. Production 
cannot take place without exchange.”

Thus J. B. Say.*
“The powers inherent in man are his intelligence and his physical 

capacity for work. Those which arise from the condition of society 
consist of the capacity to divide up labour and to distribute different 
jobs amongst different people . . .  and the power to exchange mutual 
services and the products which constitute these means. The motive 
which impels a man to give his services to another is self-interest—he 
requires a reward for the services rendered. The right of exclusive pri­
vate property is indispensable to the establishment of exchange amongst 
men.” “Exchange and division of labour reciprocally condition each 
other.”

Thus Skarbek.h
Mill present developed exchange—trade—as a consequence 

of the division of labour.
“The agency of man can be traced to very simple elements. He can, 

in fact, do nothing more than produce motion. He can move things 
towards one another, and he can separate them from one another: 
|| X X X V II | the properties of matter perform all the rest.” “In the 
employment of labour and machinery, it is often found that the effects 
can be increased by skilful distribution, by separating all those opera­
tions which have any tendency to impede one another, and by bring­
ing together all those operations which can be made in any way to aid 
one another. As men in general cannot perform many different opera­
tions with the same quickness and dexterity with which they can by 
practice learn to perform a few, it is always an advantage to limit as 
much, as possible the number of operations imposed upon each. For divid­
ing labour, and distributing the powers of men and machinery, to the 
greatest advantage, it is in most cases necessary to operate upon a 
large scale; in other words, to produce the commodities in greater 
masses. It is this advantage which gives existence to the great manufac­
tories; a few of which, placed in the most convenient situations, fre­
quently supply not one country, but many countries, with as much as 
they desire of the commodity produced.”

a Jean-Baptiste Say, Traite d9economie politique, Paris, 1817, t. I, 
pp. 300, 76-77; t. II, p. 6.—Ed.

b Fr6d6ric Skarbek, Theorie des richesses sociales, Paris, 1829, t. I, 
pp. 25-27, 75 and 121-32.—Ed.
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Thus Mill.a
The whole of modern political economy agrees, however, 

that division of labour and wealth of production, division of 
labour and accumulation of capital, mutually determine each 
other; just as it agrees that only private property which is 
at liberty to follow its own course can produce the most 
useful and comprehensive division of labour.

Adam Smith9s argument can be summarised as follows: 
Division of labour bestows on labour infinite productive ca­
pacity. It stems from the propensity to exchange and barter, a 
specifically human propensity which is probably not accident­
al, but is conditioned by the use of reason and speech. The 
motive of those who engage in exchange is not humanity 
but egoism. The diversity of human 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 diversity use­
ful. 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 attrib­
utes of animals of the same species but of different breeds. 
Animals are unable to combine the different attributes of 
their species, and are unable to contribute anything to the 
common advantage and comfort of the species. It is other­
wise with men9 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 purchase. As the division of la­
bour springs from the propensity to exchange, so it grows and 
is limited by the extent of exchange—by the extent of 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

a James Mill, Elements of Political Economy, pp. 5-6 and 8-9 
(Parisot, pp. 7, 11-12).—Ed.
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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 of each person taken individ­
ually. The last remark is a step forward on the part of Say.

Skarbek distinguishes the individual powers inherent in 
man—intelligence and the physical capacity for work—from 
the powers derived from society—exchange and division of 
labour, which mutually condition one another. But the nec­
essary premise of exchange is private property. Skarbek 
here expresses in an objective form what Smith, Say, Ricar­
do, etc, say when they designate egoism and self-interest as 
the basis of exchange, and buying and selling as the essen­
tial and adequate form of exchange.

Mill presents trade as the consequence of the division of 
labour. With him human activity is reduced to mechan­
ical motion. Division of labour and use of machinery 
promote wealth of production. Each person must be entrust­
ed with as small a sphere of operations as possible. Division 
of labour and use of machinery, in their turn, imply large- 
scale production of wealth, and hence of products. This is 
the reason for large manufactories.

11 XXXVIII | The examination of division of labour and 
exchange is of extreme interest, because these are perceptib­
ly alienated expressions of human activity and essential 
power as a species activity and species power.

To assert that division of labour and exchange rest on 
private property is nothing but asserting that labour is the 
essence of private property—an assertion which the politi­
cal economist cannot prove and which we wish to prove for 
him. Precisely in the fact that division of labour and exchange 
are aspects of private property lies the twofold proof, on 
the one hand that human life required private property for 
its realisation, and on the other hand that it now requires 
the supersession of private property.

Division of labour and exchange are the two phenomena 
which lead the political economist to boast of the social 
character of his science, while in the same breath he gives 
unconscious expression to the contradiction in his science— 
the motivation of society by unsocial, particular interests.
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The factors we have to consider are: Firstly, the propen­
sity to exchange—the basis of which is found in egoism— 
is regarded as the cause or reciprocal effect of the division 
of labour. Say regards exchange as not fundamental to the 
nature of society. Wealth—production—is explained by di­
vision of labour and exchange. The impoverishment of in­
dividual activity, and its loss of character as a result of the 
division of labour, are admitted. Exchange and division of 
labour are acknowledged as the sources of the great diver­
sity of human talents—a diversity which in its turn becomes 
useful as a result of exchange. Skarbek divides man’s essen­
tial powers of production—or productive powers—into two 
parts: (1) those which are individual and inherent in him— 
his. intelligence and his special disposition, or capacity, for 
work; and (2) those derived from society and not from the 
actual individual—division of labour and exchange.

Furthermore, the division of labour is limited by the mar­
ket. Human labour is simple mechanical motion: the main 
work is done by the material properties of the objects. The 
fewest possible operations must be apportioned to any one 
individual. Splitting-up of labour and concentration of cap­
ital; the insignificance of individual production and the 
production of wealth in large quantities. Meaning of free 
private property within the division of labour. | XXXV III | |a

[The Power of Money]
11 XLI |40 If man’s feelings, passions, etc., are not mere­

ly anthropological phenomena in the [narrower]13 sense, but 
truly ontological41 affirmation of being (of nature), and if 
they are only really affirmed because their object exists for 
them as a sensual object, then it is clear that:

a That part of the third manuscript which serves as .a supplement 
to p. X X X IX  of the second manuscript breaks off at this point on the 
left side of p. X X X V III. The right-hand side of p. X X X V III is empty. 
Then follows the “Introduction” (pp. X X X IX -X L) and the passage on 
money (pp. X LI-X LIII).—Ed.

b This word cannot be clearly deciphered in the manuscript.—Ed.
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(1) They have by no means merely one mode of affirma­
tion, but rather that the distinct character of their existence, 
of their life, is constituted by the distinct mode of their af­
firmation. In what manner the object exists for them, is the 
characteristic mode of their gratification.

(2) Wherever the sensuous affirmation is the direct an­
nulment of the object in its independent form (as in eating, 
drinking, working up of the object, etc.), this is the affir­
mation of the object.

(3) Insofar as man, and hence also his feeling, etc., is 
human, the affirmation of the object by another is likewise 
his own gratification.

(4) Only through developed industry—i.e., through the 
medium of private property—does the ontological essence of 
human passion come into being, in its totality as well as in 
its humanity; the science of man is therefore itself a prod­
uct of man’s own practical activity.

(5) The meaning of private property—apart from its es­
trangement—is the existence of essential objects for man, 
both as objects of enjoyment and as objects of activity.

By possessing the property of buying everything, by pos­
sessing the property of appropriating all objects, money is 
thus the object of eminent possession. The universality of 
its property is the omnipotence of its being. It is therefore 
regarded as omnipotent.. . .  Money is the procurer between 
man’s need and the object, between his life and his means 
of life. But that which mediates my life for me, also mediates 
the existence of other people for me. For me it is the other 
person.

“W hat, man! confound it, hands and feet 
And head and backside, all are yours!
And what we take while life is sweet,
Is that to be declared not ours?

Six stallions, say, I can afford,
Is not their strength my property?
I tear along, a sporting lord,
As if their legs belonged to me.”

Goethe: Faust (Mephistopheles)a
a Goethe, Faust, Part 1, Faust’s Study; (the English translation is 

taken from Goethe’s Faust, Part 1, translated by Philip Wayne, Penguin, 
1949, p. 91).—Ed.
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Shakespeare in Timon of Athens:
“Gold? Yellow, glittering, precious gold? No, Gods,
I am no idle votarist! . . .
Thus much of this will make black white, foul fair,
W rong right, base noble, old young, coward valiant.
. . .  Why, this
W ill lug your priests and servants from your sides,
Pluck stout men’s pillows from below their heads:
This yellow slave
W ill knit and break religions, bless the accursed;
Make the hoar leprosy adored, place thieves 
And give them title, knee and approbation 
W ith senators on the bench: This is it 
That makes the wappen’d widow wed again;
She, whom the spital-house and ulcerous sores 
Would cast the gorge at, this embalms and spices 
To the April day again. Come, damned earth,
Thou common whore of mankind, that put’st odds 
Among the rout of nations.”

And also later:
“O thou sweet king-killer, and dear divorce 
’Twixt natural son and sire! thou bright defiler 
Of Hymen’s purest bed! thou valiant Mars!
Thou ever young, fresh, loved and delicate wooer,
Whose blush doth thaw the consecrated snow 
That lies on Dian’s lap! Thou visible God\
That solder'st close impossibilities,
And makest them kiss! That speak’st with every tongue,
|| X L II [ To every purpose! 0  thou touch of hearts!
Think, thy slave man rebels, and by thy virtue 
Set them into confounding odds, that beasts 
May have fche world in empire !”a

Shakespeare excellently depicts the real nature of money. 
To understand him, let us begin, first of all, by expounding 
the passage from Goethe.

That which is for me through the medium of money—that 
for which I can pay (i.e., which money can buy)—that am
I myself, the possessor of the money. The extent of the power

a Shakespeare, Timon of Athens, Act IV, Scene 3. (Marx quotes 
the Schlegel-Tieck translation.)—Ed.
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of money is the extent of my power. Money’s properties are 
my—the possessor’s—properties and essential powers. Thus, 
what I am and am capable of is by no means determined by 
my individuality. I am ugly, but I can buy for myself the 
most beautiful of women. Therefore I am not ugly, for the 
effect of ugliness—its deterrent power—is nullified by money.
I, according to my individual characteristics, am lame, but 
money furnishes me with twenty-four feet. Therefore I am 
not lame. I am bad, dishonest, unscrupulous, stupid; but 
money is honoured, and hence its possessor. Money is the 
supreme good, therefore its possessor is good. Money, be­
sides, saves me the trouble of being dishonest: I am there­
fore presumed honest. I am brainless, but money is the real 
brain of all things and how then should its possessor be 
brainless? Besides, he can buy clever people for himself, and 
is he who hasa power over the clever not more clever than 
the clever? Do not I, who thanks to money am capable of 
all that the human heart longs for, possess all human capac­
ities? Does not my money, therefore, transform all my in­
capacities into their contrary?

If money is the bond binding me to human life, binding 
society to me, connecting me with nature and man, is not 
money the bond of all bonds? Can it not dissolve and bind 
all ties? Is it not, therefore, also the universal agent of sep­
aration? It is the coin that really separates as well as 
the real binding agent—the [.. .]b chemical power of so­
ciety.

Shakespeare stresses especially two properties of mon­
ey:

(1) It is the visible divinity—the transformation of all hu­
man and natural properties into their contraries, the uni­
versal confounding and distorting of things: impossibilities 
are soldered together by it.

(2) It is the common whore, the common procurer of peo­
ple and nations.

The distorting and confounding of all human and natural
a In the manuscript: “is”.—Ed.
b In the manuscript one word cannot be deciphered.—Ed.
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qualities, the fraternisation of impossibilities—the divine 
power of money—lies in its character as men’s estranged, 
alienating and self-disposing species-nature. Money is the 
alienated ability of mankind.

That which I am unable to do as a man, and of which 
therefore all my individual essential powers are incapable,
I am able to do by means of money. Money thus turns each 
of these powers into something which in itself ft is not—turns 
it, that is, into its contrary.

If I long for a particular dish or want to take the mail- 
cojach because I am not strong enough to go by foot, money 
fetches me the dish and the mail-coach: that is, it converts 
my wishes from something in the realm of imagination, trans­
lates them from their meditated, imagined or desired exis­
tence into their sensuous, actual existence—from imagination 
to life, from imagined being into real being. In effecting this 
mediation, [money] is the truly creative power.

No doubt the demand also exists for him who has no 
money, but his demand is a mere thing of the imagination 
without effect or existence for me, for a third party, for the 
[others], 11 X LIII | and which therefore remains even for 
me unreal and objectless. The difference between effective 
demand based on money and ineffective demand based on 
my need, my passion, my wish, etc., is the difference between 
being and thinking, between the idea which merely exists 
within me and the idea which exists as a real object outside 
of me.

If I have no money for travel, I have no need—that is, no 
real and realisable need—to travel. If I have the vocation 
for study but no money for it, I have no vocation for study 
—that is, no effective, no true vocation. On the other hand, 
if I have really no vocation for study but have the will and 
the money for it, I have an effective vocation for it. Money 
as the external, universal medium and faculty (not spring­
ing from man as man or from human society as society) for 
turning an image into reality and reality into a mere image, 
transforms the real essential powers of man and nature into 
what are merely abstract notions and therefore imperfections 
and tormenting chimeras, just as it transforms real imperfec­
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tions and chimeras—essential powers which are really im­
potent, which exist only in the imagination of the individ­
ual—into real essential powers and faculties. In the light of 
this characteristic alone, money is thus the general distort­
ing of individualities which turns them into their op­
posite and confers contradictory attributes upon their attri­
butes.

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, 
confounds and confuses all things, it is the general confound­
ing 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 money 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 na­
ture, from the standpoint of its possessor it therefore serves 
to exchange every quality for every other, even contra­
dictory, quality and object: it is the fraternisation of impos­
sibilities. 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 cultivated person; 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 re­
turn—that is, if your loving as loving does not produce re­
ciprocal 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. 11 X LIII |
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[Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy as a Whole]
11 X I | (6) This is perhaps the place at which, by way of 

explanation and justification, we might offer some consider­
ations in regard to the Hegelian dialectic generally and es­
pecially its exposition in the Phanomenologie and Logika and 
also, lastly, the relation [to it) of the moder£ critical move­
ment.42

So powerful was modern German criticism’s preoccupa­
tion with the past—so completely was its development en­
tangled with the subject-matter—that here prevailed a com­
pletely uncritical attitude to the method of criticising, to­
gether with a complete lack of awareness about the appar­
ently formal, but really vital question: how do we now stand 
as regards the Hegelian dialectic? This lack of awareness 
about the relationship of modern criticism to the Hegelian 
philosophy as a whole and especially to the Hegelian dialec­
tic has been so great that critics like Strauss and Bruno Bauer 
still remain within the confines of the Hegelian logic; the 
former completely so and the latter at least implicitly so in 
his Synoptikerh (where, in opposition to Strauss, he replaces 
the substance of “abstract nature” by the “self-conscious- 
ness” of abstract man), and even in Das entdeckte Christen- 
thum. Thus in Das entdeckte Christenthum, for example, 
you get:

“As though in positing the world, self-consciousness does not posit 
that which is different [from itself] and in what it is creating it does 
not create itself, since it in turn annuls the difference between what 
it has created and itself, since it itself has being only in creating0 and 
in the movement—as though its purpose were not this movement?” 
etc.; or again: “They” (the French materialists) “have not yet been 
able to see that it is only as the movement of self-consciousness that

a Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phanomenologie des Geistes and 
Wissenschaft der Logik.—Ed.

b Bruno Bauer, Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte der Synoptiker, 
—,Ed.

c In the manuscript: “in movement”.—Ed.
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the movement of the universe has actually come to be for itself, and 
achieved unity with itself.” [Pp. 113, 114-15.]

Such expressions do not even show any verbal divergence 
from the Hegelian approach, but on the contrary repeat it 
word for word.

11 X II | How little consciousness there was in relation to 
the Hegelian dialectic during the act of criticism (Bauer, 
the Synoptiker), and how little this consciousness came into 
being even after the act of material criticism, is proved by 
Bauer when, in his Die gute Sache der Freiheit, he dismis­
ses the brash question put by Herr Gruppe—“W hat about 
logic now?”—by referring him to future critics.43

But even now—now that Feuerbach both in his “Thesen” 
in the Anekdotaa and, in detail, in the Philosophie der Zu- 
kunft has in principle overthrown the old dialectic and phi­
losophy; now that that school of criticism, on the other hand, 
which was incapable of accomplishing this, has all the same 
seen it accomplished and has proclaimed itself pure, resolute, 
absolute criticism that has come into the clear with itself; 
now that this criticism, in its spiritual pride, has reduced 
the whole process of history to the relation between the rest 
of the world and itself (the rest of the world, in contrast to 
itself, falling under the category of “the masses”) and dis­
solved all dogmatic antitheses into the single dogmatic an­
tithesis of its own cleverness and the studipity of the world 
—the antithesis of the critical Christ and Mankind, the “rab­
ble”; now that daily and hourly it has demonstrated its own 
excellence against the dullness of the masses; now, finally, 
that it has proclaimed the critical’Larf Judgment in the shape 
of an announcement that the day is approaching when the 
whole of decadent humanity will assemble before it and be 
sorted by it into groups, each particular mob receiving its 
testimonium paupertatish; now that it has made known in 
print0 its superiority to human feelings as well as its superi-

a Ludwig Feuerbach, “Vorlaufige Thesen zur Reformation ,der Phi­
losophie” in Anekdota zur neuesten deutschen Philosophie und Publi- 
cistik.—Ed.

b Certificate of poverty.—Ed.
c This refers to the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung. —Ed.
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ority to the world, over which it sits enthroned in sublime 
solitude, only letting fall from time to time from its sar­
castic lips the ringing laughter of the Olympian Gods—even 
now, after all these delightful antics of idealism (i.e., of 
Young Hegelianism) expiring in the guise of criticism— 
even now it has not expressed the suspicion that the time 
was ripe for a critical settling of accounts with the mother 
of Young Hegelianism—the Hegelian dialectic—and even 
had nothing to say about its critical attitude towards the 
Feuerbachian dialectic. This shows a completely uncritical 
attitude to itself.

Feuerbach is the only one who has a serious, critical at­
titude to the Hegelian dialectic and who has made genuine 
discoveries in this field. He is in fact the true conqueror of 
the old philosophy. The extent of his achievement, and the 
unpretentious simplicity with which he, Feuerbach, gives it 
to the world, stand in striking contrast to the opposite atti­
tude [of the others).

Feuerbach’s great achievement is:
(1) The proof that philosophy is nothing else but religion 

rendered into thought and expounded by thought, i.e., another 
form and manner of existence of the estrangement of the es­
sence of man; hence equally to be condemned;

(2) The establishment of true materialism and of real sci­
ence, by making the social relationship of “man to man” the 
basic principle of the theory;

(3) His opposing to the negation of the negation, which 
claims to be the absolute positive, the self-supporting posi­
tive, positively based on itself.

Feuerbach explains the Hegelian dialectic (and thereby 
justifies starting out from the positive facts which we know 
by the senses) as follows:

Hegel sets out from the estrangement of substance (in logic, 
from the infinite, the abstractly universal)—from the absolute 
and fixed abstraction; which means, put in a popular way, 
that he sets out from religion and theology.

Secondly, he annuls the infinite, and posits the actual, sen­
suous, real, finite, particular (philosophy, annulment of reli­
gion and theology).
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Thirdly, he again annuls the positive and restores the ab­
straction, the infinite—restoration of religion and theology.

Feuerbach thus conceives the negation of the negation only 
as a contradiction of philosophy with itself—as the philos­
ophy which affirms theology ( the transcendent, etc.) after 
having denied it, and which it therefore affirms in opposi­
tion to itself.

The positive position or self-affirmation and self-confir- 
mation contained in the negation of the negation is taken 
to be a position which is not yet sure of itself, which is there­
fore burdened with its opposite, which is doubtful of itself 
and therefore in need of proof, and which, therefore, is not 
a position demonstrating itself by its existence—not an ac­
knowledged || X III | position; hence it is directly and im­
mediately confronted by the position of sense-certainty 
based on itself.*

But because Hegel has conceived the negation of the ne­
gation, from the point of view of the positive relation in­
herent in it, as the true and only positive, and from the point 
of view of the negative relation inherent in it as the only true 
act and spotaneous activity of all being, he has only found 
the abstract, logical, speculative expression for the movement 
of history, which is not yet the real history of man as a given 
subject, but only the act of creation, the history of the origin 
of man.

We shall explain both the abstract form of this process 
and the difference between this process as it is in Hegel in 
contrast to modern criticism, in contrast to the same pro­
cess in Feuerbach’s Wesen des Christenthums, or rather the 
critical form of this in Hegel still uncritical process.

Let us take a look at the Hegelian system. One must be­
gin with Hegel’s Phanomenologie, the true point of origin 
and the secret of the Hegelian philosophy.

Phenomenology.
A. Self-consciousness.

* Feuerbach also defines the negation of the negation, the definite
concept, as thinking surpassing itself in thinking and as thinking 
wanting to be directly awareness, nature, reality.—Note by Marx.**
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I. Consciousness. (a) Certainty at the level of sense- 
experience; or the “this” and “meaning”. (P) Perception, or 
the thing with its properties, and deception. (y) Force and 
understanding, appearance and the supersensible world.

II. Self'-consciousness. The truth of certainty of self, (a) 
Independence and dependence of self-consciousness; lord­
ship and bondage, (b) Freedom of self-consciousness. Stoi­
cism, scepticism, the unhappy consciousness.**

III. Reason. Reason’s certainty and reason’s truth, (a) Ob­
servation as a process of reason. Observation of nature and 
of self-consciousness, (b) Realisation of rational self-con- 
sciousness through its own activity. Pleasure and necessity. 
The law of the heart and the insanity of self-conceit. Virtue 
and the course of the world, (c) The individuality which is 
real in and for itself. The spiritual animal kingdom and the 
deception or the real fact. Reason as lawgiver. Reason which 
tests laws.

B. Mind.I. True mind; ethics. II. Mind in self-estrangement, cul­
ture. III. Mind certain of itself, morality.

C. Religion. Natural religion; religion of art; revealed re­
ligion.

D. Absolute knowledge.
Hegel’s Enzyklopadie,a beginning as it does with logic, 

with pure speculative thought, and ending with absolute 
knowledge—with' the self - conscious, self - comprehend ing 
philosophic or absolute (i.e., superhuman) abstract mind— 
is in its entirety nothing but the display, the self-objectifica­
tion, of the essence of the philosophic mind, and the philo­
sophic mind is nothing but the estranged mind of the world 
thinking within its self-estrangement—i.e., comprehending 
itself abstractly.

Logic—mind’s coin of the realm, the speculative or men- 
tal value of man and nature—its essence which has grown 
totally indifferent to all real determinateness, and hence 
unreal—is alienated thinking, and therefore thinking

a Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Encyclopadie der philosophischen 
Wissenschaften im Grundrisse.—Ed.
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which abstracts from nature and from real man: abstract 
thinking.

Then: The externality of this abstract thinking . . .  nature, 
as it is for this abstract thinking. Nature is external to it— 
its self-loss; and it apprehends nature also in an external 
fashion, as abstract thought, but as alienated abstract think­
ing. Finally, mind, this thinking returning home to its own 
point of origin—the thinking which as the anthropological, 
phenomenological, psychological, ethical, artistic and reli­
gious mind is not valid for itself, until ultimately it finds it­
self, and affirms itself, as absolute knowledge and hence ab­
solute, i.e., abstract, mind, thus receiving its conscious em­
bodiment in the mode of existence corresponding to it. For 
its real mode of existence is abstraction.

There is a double error in Hegel.
The first emerges most clearly in the Phanomenologie, 

the birth-place of the Hegelian philosophy. When, for in­
stance, wealth, state power, etc., are understood by Hegel 
as entities estranged from the human being, this only hap­
pens in their form as thoughts__ They are thought-entities,
and therefore merely an estrangement of pure, i.e., abstract, 
philosophical thinking. The whole process therefore ends 
with absolute knowledge. It is precisely abstract thought 
from which these objects are estranged and which they con­
front with their presumption of reality. The philosopher— 
who is himself an abstract form of estranged man—takes 
himself as the criterion of the estranged world. The whole 
history of the alienation process and the whole process of the 
retraction of the alienation is therefore nothing but the his­
tory of the production of abstract (i.e., absolute) || XVII I45 
thought—of logical, speculative thought. The estrangement, 
which therefore forms the real interest of this alienation and 
of the transcendence of this alienation, is the opposition of 
in itself and for itself, of consciousness and self-conscious- 
ness, of object and subject—that is to say, it is the opposi­
tion between abstract thinking and sensuous reality or real 
sensuousness within thought itself. All other oppositions and 
movements of these oppositions are but the semblance, the 
cloak, the exoteric shape of these oppositions which alone
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matter, and which constitute the meaning of these other, 
profane oppositions. It is not the fact that the human being 
objectifies himself inhumanly, in opposition to himself, but 
the fact that he objectifies himself in distinction from and 
in opposition to abstract thinking, that constitutes the. 
posited essence of the estrangement and the thing to be 
superseded.

11 XVIII | The appropriation of man’s essential powers, 
which have become objects—indeed, alien objects—is thus 
in the first place only an appropriation occurring in con­
sciousness, in pure thought, i.e., in abstraction: it is the ap­
propriation of these objects as thoughts and as movements 
of thought. Consequently, despite its thoroughly negative and 
critical appearance and despite the genuine criticism con­
tained in it, which often anticipates far later development, 
there is already latent in the Phdnomenologie as a germ, 
a potentiality, a secret, the uncritical positivism and the 
equally uncritical idealism of Hegel’s later works—that 
philosophic dissolution and restoration of the existing empir­
ical world.

In the second place: the vindication of the objective world 
for man—for example, the realisation that sensuous con­
sciousness is not an abstractly sensuous consciousness but a 
humanly sensuous consciousness, that religion, wealth, etc., 
are but the estranged world of human objectification, of man’s 
essential powers put to work and that they are therefore but 
the path to the true human world—this appropriation or the 
insight into this process appears in Hegel therefore in this 
form, that sense, religion, state power, etc., are spiritual en­
tities; for only mind is the true essence of man, and the true 
form of mind is thinking mind, the logical, speculative mind. 
The human character of nature and of the nature created 
by history—man’s products—appears in the form that they 
are products of abstract mind and as such, therefore, phases 
of mind—thought-entities. The Phdnomenologie is, therefore, 
a hidden, mystifying and still uncertain criticism; but inas­
much as it depicts man’s estrangement, even though man 
appears only as mind, there lie concealed in it all the ele­
ments of criticism, already prepared and elaborated in a
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manner often rising far above the Hegelian standpoint. The 
“unhappy consciousness”, the “honest consciousness”, the 
struggle of the “noble and base consciousness”, etc., etc.— 
these separate sections contain, but still in an estranged form, 
the critical elements of whole spheres such as religion, the 
state, civil life, etc. Just as entities, objects, appear as 
thought-entities, so the subject is always consciousness or 
self-consciousness; or rather the object appears only as ab­
stract consciousness, man only as self-consciousness: the dis­
tinct forms of estrangement which make their appearance 
are, therefore, only various forms of consciousness and self- 
consciousness. Just as in itself abstract consciousness (the 
form in which the object is conceived) is merely a moment 
of distinction of self-consciousness, what appears as the result 
of the movement is the identity of self-consciousness with 
consciousness—absolute knowledge—the movement of ab­
stract thought no longer directed outwards but proceeding 
now only within its own self: that is to say, the dialectic of 
pure thought is the result. | XVIII 11

|| X X III |46 The outstanding achievement of Hegel’s Pha­
nomenologie and of its final outcome, the dialectic of nega­
tivity as the moving and generating principle, is thus first 
that Hegel conceives the self-creation of man as a process, 
conceives objectification as loss of the object, as alienation 
and as transcendence of this alienation; that he thus grasps 
the essence of labour and comprehends objective man—true, 
because real man—as the outcome of man’s own labour. The 
real, active orientation of man to himself as a species-being, 
or his manifestation as a real species-being (i.e., as a human 
being), is only possible if he really brings out all his species- 
powers—something which in turn is only possible through 
the co-operative action of all of mankind, only as the result 
of history—and treats these powers as objects: and this, to 
begin with, is again only possible in the form of estrange­
ment.

We shall now demonstrate in detail Hegel’s one-sided­
ness and limitations as they are displayed in the final chap­
ter of the Phanomenologie, “Absolute Knowledge”—a chap­
ter which contains the condensed spirit of the Phanomeno-
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logie, the relationship of the Phanomenologie to speculative 
dialectic, and also Hegel’s consciousness concerning both 
and their relationship to one another.

Let us provisionally say just this much in advance: He­
gel’s standpoint is that of modern political economy.47 He 
grasps labour as the essence of man—as man’s essence which 
stands the test: he sees only the positive, not die negative 
side of labour. Labour is m ans coming-to-be for himself 
within alienation, or as alienated man. The only labour 
which Hegel knows and recognises is abstractly mental 
labour. Therefore, that which constitutes the essence of phi­
losophy—the alienation of man who knows himself, or alien­
ated science thinking itself—Hegel grasps as its essence; 
and in contradistinction to previous philosophy he is there­
fore able to combine its separate aspects, and to present his 
philosophy as the philosophy. W hat the other philosophers 
did—that they grasped separate phases of nature and of 
human life as phases of self-consciousness, namely, of ab­
stract self-consciousness—is known to Hegel as the doings 
of philosophy. Hence his science is absolute.

Let us now turn to our subject.
“Absolute Knowledge”. The last chapter of the “Phano­

menologie
The main point is that the object of consciousness is noth­

ing else but self-consciousness, or that the object is only 
objectified self-consciousness—self-consciousness as object. 
(Positing of man=self-consciousness).

The issue, therefore, is ta  surmount the object of conscious­
ness. Objectivity as such is regarded as an estranged human 
relationship which does not correspond to the essence of man, 
to self-consciousness. The reappropriation of the objective 
essence of man, produced within the orbit of estrangement 
as something alien, therefore denotes not only the annul­
ment of estrangement, but of objectivity as well. Man, 
that is to say, is regarded as a non-objective9 spiritual 
being.

The movement of surmounting the object of consciousness 
is now described by Hegel in the following way:
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The object reveals itself not merely as returning into the 
self—this is according to Hegel the one-sided way of ap­
prehending this movement, the grasping of only one side. 
Man is equated with self. The self, however, is only the ab­
stractly conceived man—man created by abstraction. Man is 
selfish. His eye, his ear, etc., are ^selfish. In him every one 
of his essential powers has the quality of selfhood. But it is 
quite false to say on that account “self-consciousness has 
eyes, ears, essential powers”. Self-consciousness is rather a 
quality of human nature, of the human eye, etc.; it is not 
human nature that is a quality of || XXIV | self-conscious- 
ness.

The self-abstracted entity, fixed for itself, is man as 
abstract egoist—egoism raised in its pure abstraction 
to the level of thought. (We shall return to this point 
later.)

For Hegel the human being—man—equals self-conscious- 
ness. All estrangement of the human being is therefore noth­
ing but estrangement of self-consciousness. The estrange­
ment of self-consciousness is not regarded as an expression— 
reflected in the realm of knowledge and thought—of the real 
estrangement of the human being. Instead, the actual estran­
gement—that which appears real—is according to its inner­
most, hidden nature (which is only brought to light by phi­
losophy) nothing but the manifestation of the estrangement of 
the real human essence, of self-consciousness. The science 
which comprehends this is therefore called phenomenology. 
All reappropriation of the estranged objective essence ap­
pears, therefore, as incorporation into self-consciousness: The 
man who takes hold of his essential being is merely the self- 
consciousness which takes hold of objective essences. Return 
of the object into the self is therefore the reappropriation of 
the object.

Expressed in all its aspects, the surmounting of the ob­
ject of consciousness means:

(1) That the object as such presents itself to conscious­
ness as something vanishing.

(2) That it is the alienation of self-consciousness which 
posits thinghood.f8



(3) That this alienation has not merely a negative but 
a positive significance.

(4) That it has this meaning not merely for us or intrin­
sically, but for self-consciousness itself.

(5) For self-consciousnessy the negative of the object, or 
its annulling of itself, has positive significance—or it knows 
this futility of the object—because of the fact that it alien­
ates itself, for in this alienation it posits itself *as object, or, 
for the sake of the indivisible unity of being-for-self, posits 
the object as itself.

(6) On the other hand, this contains likewise the other 
moment, that self-consciousness has also just as much super­
seded this alienation and objectivity and resumed them into 
itself, being thus at home in its other-being as such.

(7) This is the movement of consciousness and this is 
therefore the totality of its moments.

(8) Consciousness must similarly be related to the ob­
ject in the totality of its determinations and have compre­
hended it in terms of each of them. This totality of its de­
terminations makes the object intrinsically a spiritual being; 
and it becomes so in truth for consciousness through the ap­
prehending of each one of the determinations as self, or 
through what was called above the spiritual attitude to 
them.49

As to (1): That the object as such presents itself to con­
sciousness as something vanishing—this is the above-men­
tioned return of the object into the self.

As to (2): The alienation of self-consciousness posits thing­
hood. Because man equals self-consciousness, his alienated, 
objective essence, or thinghood, equals alienated self-con­
sciousness, and thinghood is thus posited through this alien­
ation (thinghood being that which is an object for man and 
an object for him is really only that which is to him an es­
sential object, therefore his objective essence. And since it 
is not real man, nor therefore nature—man being human na­
ture—who as such is made the subject, but only the abstrac­
tion of man, self-consciousness, so thinghood cannot be any­
thing but alienated self-consciousness). It is only to be ex­
pected that a living, natural being equipped and endowed
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with objective (i.e., material) essential powers should of his 
essence have real natural objects; and that his self-alienation 
should lead to the positing of a real, objective world, but 
within the framework of externality, and, therefore, an over­
whelming world not belonging to his own essential being. 
There is nothing incomprehensible or mysterious in this. It 
would be mysterious, rather, if it were otherwise. But it is 
equally clear that a self-consciousness by its alienation can 
posit only thinghood, i.e., only an abstract thing, a thing of 
abstraction and not a real thing. It is || XXVI I50 clear, fur­
ther, that thinghood is therefore utterly without any inde­
pendence, any essentiality vis-a-vis self-consciousness; that 
on the contrary it is a mere creature—something posited by 
self-consciousness. And what is posited, instead of confirm­
ing itself, is but confirmation of the act of positing which for 
a moment fixes its energy as the product, and gives it the 
semblance—but only for a moment—of an independent, real 
substance.

Whenever real, corporeal man, man with his feet firmly 
on the solid ground, man exhaling and inhaling all the forces 
of nature, posits his real, objective essential powers as 
alien objects by his externalisation, it is not the act 
of positing which is the subject in this process: it is the 
subjectivity of objective essential powers, whose action, 
therefore, must also be something objective. An objective 
being acts objectively, and he would not act objectively if 
the objective did not reside in the very nature of his being. 
He only creates or posits objects, because he is posited by 
objects—because at bottom he is nature. In the act of posit­
ing, therefore, this objective being does not fall from his 
state of “pure activity” into a creating of the object; on the 
contrary, his objective product only confirms his objective 
activity, his activity as the activity of an objective, natural 
being.

Here we see how consistent naturalism or humanism is 
distinct from both idealism and materialism, and constitutes 
at the same time the unifying truth of both. We see also 
how only naturalism is capable of comprehending the action 
of world history.
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KMan is directly a natural being. As a natural being and 
as a living natural being he is on the one hand endowed with 
natural powers, vital powers—he is an active natural being. 
These forces exist in him as tendencies and abilities—as in­
stincts. On the other hand, as a natural, corporeal, sensuous, 
objective being he is a suffering, conditioned and limited 
creature, like animals and plants. That is to say, the ob­
jects of his instincts exist outside him, as objects independent 
of him; yet these objects ar<e objects that he needs—essential 
objects, indispensable to the manifestation and confirmation 
of his essential powers. To say that man is a corporeal, liv­
ing, real, sensuous, objective being full of natural vigour is 
to say that he has real, sensuous objects as the object of his 
being or of his life, or that he can only express his life in 
real, sensuous objects. To be objective, natural and sensuous, 
and at the same time to have object, nature and sense out­
side oneself, or oneself to be object, nature and sense for a 
third party, is one and the same thing.> Hunger is a natural 
need; it therefore needs a nature outside itself, an object out­
side itself, in order to satisfy itself, to be stilled. Hunger is 
an acknowledged need of my body for an object existing 
outside it, indispensable to its integration and to the expres­
sion of its essential being. The sun is the object of the plant 
—an indispensable object to it, confirming its life—just as 
the plant is an object of the sun, being an expression of the 
life-awakening power of the sun, of the sun’s objective es­
sential power.

A being which does not have its nature outside itself is 
not a natural being, and plays no part in the system of 
nature. A being which has no object outside itself is not an 
objective being. A being which is not itself an object for 
St>me third being has no being for its object; i.e., it is not 
objectively related. Its being is not objective.

j| XXVII | A non-objective being is a non-being.
Suppose a being which is neither an object itself, nor has 

an object. Such a being, in the first place, would be the unique 
being: there would exist no being outside it—it would 
exist solitary and alone. For as soon as there are objects 
outside me, as soon as I am not alone, I am another—another
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reality than the object outside me. For this third object I am 
thus a different reality than itself; that is, I am its object. 
Thus, to suppose a being which is not the object of another 
being is to presuppose that no objective being exists. As soon 
as I have an object, this object has me for an object. But a 
non-objective being is an unreal, non-sensuous thing—a prod­
uct of mere thought (i.e., of mere imagination)—an ab­
straction. To be sensuous, that is, to be really existing, means 
to be an object of sense, to be a sensuous object, and thus 
to have sensuous objects outside oneself—objects of one’s 
sensuousness. To be sensuous is to suffer.

Man as an objective, sensuous being is therefore a suffer­
ing being—and because he feels that he suffers, a passionate 
being. Passion is the essential power of man energetically 
bent on its object.

<But man is not merely a natural being: he is a human 
natural being. That is to say, he is a being for himself. There­
fore he is a species-being, and has to confirm and manifest 
himself as such both in his being and in his knowing. There­
fore, human objects are not natural objects as they immedi­
ately present themselves, and neither is human sense as it 
immediately is—as it is objectively—human sensibility, hu­
man objectivity. Neither nature objectively nor nature sub­
jectively is directly given in a form adequate to the human 
being.> And as everything natural has to come into being, 
man too has his act of origin—history—which, however, is 
for him a known history, and hence as an act of origin it 
is a conscious self-transcending act of origin. History is the 
true natural history of man (on which more later).

Thirdly, because this positing of thinghood is itself only 
an illusion, an act contradicting the nature of pure activity, 
it has to be cancelled again and thinghood denied.

Re 3, 4, 5 and 6. (3) This externalisation of consciousness 
has not merely a negative but a positive significance, and (4) 
it has this meaning not merely for us or intrinsically, but for 
consciousness itself. (5) For consciousness the negative of the 
object, its annulling of itself, has positive signifiance—i.e., 
consciousness knows this nullity of the object—because it 
alienates itself; for in this alienation it knows itself as object,
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or, for the sake of the indivisible unity of being-for-itself, 
the object as itself. (6) On the other hand, there is also this 
other moment in the process, that consciousness has also just 
as much superseded this alienation and objectivity and re­
sumed them into itself, being thus at home in its other-being 
as such.

As we have already seen, the appropriation of what is 
estranged and objective, or the annulling of objectivity in 
the form of estrangement (which has to advance from indif­
ferent strangeness to real, antagonistic estrangement), means 
likewise or even primarily for Hegel that it is objectivity 
which is to be annulled, because it is not the determinate 
character of the object, but rather its objective character that 
is offensive and constitutes estrangement for self-conscious- 
ness. The object is therefore something negative, self-annul- 
ling—a nullity. This nullity of the object has not only a neg­
ative but a positive meaning for consciousness, since this 
nullity of the object is precisely the self-confirmation of the 
non-objectivity, of the || X XVIII | abstraction of itself. For 
consciousness itself the nullity of the object has a positive 
meaning because it knows this nullity, the objective being, as 
its self-alienation; because it knows that it exists only as a 
result of its own self-alienation.. . .

The way in which consciousness is, and in which some­
thing is for it, is knowing. Knowing is its sole act. Some­
thing therefore comes to be for consciousness insofar as the 
latter knows this something. Knowing is its sole objective 
relation.

It [consciousness) then knows the nullity of the object 
(i.e., knows the non-existence of the distinction between the 
object and itself, the non-existence of the object for it) be­
cause it knows the object as its self-alienation; that is, it 
knows itself—knows knowing as object—because the object 
is only the semblance of an object, a piece of mystification, 
which in its essence, however, is nothing else but knowing 
itself, which has confronted itself with itself and hence has 
confronted itself with a nullity—a something which has no 
objectivity outside the knowing. Or: knowing knows that in 
relating itself to an object it is only outside itself—that it
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only externalises itself; that it itself only appears to itself as 
an object—or that that which appears to it as an object is 
only itself.

On the other hand, says Hegel, there is here at the same 
time this other moment, that consciousness has just as much 
annulled and reabsorbed this externalisation and objectivity, 
being thus at home in its other-being as such.

In this discussion all the illusions of speculation are 
brought together.

First of all: consciousness, self-consciousness, is at home 
in its other-being as such. It is therefore—or if we here ab­
stract from the Hegelian abstraction and put the self-con­
sciousness of man instead of self-consciousness—it is at home 
in its other-being as such. This implies, for one thing, that 
consciousness (knowing as knowing, thinking as thinking) 
pretends to be directly the other of itself—to be the world 
of sense, the real world, life—thought surpassing itself in 
thought (Feuerbach).51 This aspect is contained herein, inas­
much as consciousness as mere consciousness takes offense not 
at estranged objectivity, but at objectivity as such.

Secondly, this implies that self-conscious man, insofar 
as he has recognised and superseded the spiritual world (or 
his world’s spiritual, general mode of being) as self-alien­
ation, nevertheless again confirms it in this alienated shape 
and passes it off as his true mode of being—re-establishes 
it, and pretends to be at home in his other-being as such. 
Thus, for instance, after superseding religion, after recog­
nising religion to be a product of self-alienation, he yet finds 
confirmation of himself in religion as religion. Here is the 
root of Hegel’s false positivism, or of his merely apparent 
criticism: this is what Feuerbach designated as the positing, 
negating and re-establishing of religion or theology—but it 
has to be expressed in more general terms. Thus reason is at 
home in unreason as unreason. The man who has recognised 
that he is leading an alienated life in law, politics, etc., is 
leading his true human life in this alienated life as such. 
Self-affirmation, self-confirmation in contradiction with it­
self—in contradiction with both the knowledge and the es­
sential being of the object—is thus true knowledge and life.
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There can therefore no longer be any question about an 
act of accommodation on Hegel’s part vis-a-vis religion, the 
state, etc., since this lie is the lie of his principle.

| X X IX  | If I know religion as alienated human self- 
consciousness, then what I know in it as religion is not my 
self-consciousness, but my alienated self-consciousness con­
firmed in it. I therefore know my self-consciousness that be­
longs to itself, to its very nature, confirmed not in religion 
but rather in annihilated and superseded religion.

In Hegel, therefore, the negation of the negation is not 
the confirmation of the true essence, effected precisely through 
negation of the pseudo-essence. With him the negation of 
the negation is the confirmation of the pseudo-essence, or of 
the self-estranged essence in its denial; or it is the denial 
of this pseudo-essence as an objective being dwelling outside 
man and independent of him, and its transformation into the 
subject.

A peculiar role, therefore, is played by the act of super­
seding in which denial and preservation, i.e., affirmation, are 
bound together.

Thus, for example, in Hegel’s philosophy of law, civil law 
superseded equals morality, morality superseded equals the 
family, the family superseded equals civil society, civil so­
ciety superseded equals the state, the state superseded equals 
world history. In the actual world civil law, morality, the 
family, civil society, the state, etc., remain in existence, only 
they have become moments—modes of the existence and be­
ing of man—which have no validity in isolation, but dis­
solve and engender one another, etc. They have become mo­
ments of motion.

In their actual existence this mobile nature of theirs is 
hidden. It appears and is made manifest only in thought, 
in philosophy. Hence my true religious existence is my exis­
tence in the philosophy of religion; my true political exis­
tence is my existence in the philosophy of law ; my true nat­
ural existence, existence in the philosophy of nature; my 
true artistic existence, existence in the philosophy of art; my 
true human existence, my existence in philosophy. Likewise 
the true existence of religion, the state, nature, art, is the
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philosophy of religion, of nature, of the state and of art. 
If, however, the philosophy of religion, etc., is for me the 
sole true existence of religion then, too, it is only as a phi­
losopher of religion that I am truly religious, and so I deny 
real religious sentiment and the really religious man. But 
at the same time I assert them, in part within my own exis­
tence or within the alien existence which I oppose to them 
—-for this is only their philosophic expression—and in part
I assert them in their distinct original shape, since for me 
they represent merely the apparent other-being, allegories, 
forms of their own true existence (i.e., of my philosophical 
existence) hidden under sensuous .disguises.

In just the same way, quality superseded equals quantity, 
quantity superseded equals measure, measure superseded 
equals essence, essence superseded equals appearance, ap­
pearance superseded equals actuality, actuality superseded 
equals the concept, the concept superseded equals objectivi­
ty, objectivity superseded equals the absolute idea, the ab­
solute idea superseded equals nature, nature superseded 
equals subjective mind, subjective mind superseded equals 
ethical objective mind, ethical mind superseded equals art, 
art superseded equals religion, religion superseded equals 
absolute knowledge.*>2

On the one hand, this act of superseding is a transcend­
ing of a conceptual entity; thus, private property as a con­
cept is transcended in the concept of morality. And because 
thought imagines itself to be directly the other of itself, 
to be sensuous reality—and therefore takes its own action 
for sensuous, real action—this superseding in thought, which 
leaves its object in existence in the real world, believes that 
it has really overcome it. On the other hand, because the 
object has now become for it a moment of thought, thought 
takes it in its reality too to be self-confirmation of itself—- 
of self-consciousness, of abstraction.

11 X X X  | From the one point of view the entity which He­
gel supersedes in philosophy is therefore not real religion, 
the real state, or real nature, but religion itself already as 
an object of knowledge, i.e., dogmatics; the same with juris­
prudence, political science and natural science. From the
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one point of view, therefore, he stands in opposition both 
to the real thing and to immediate, unphilosophic science or 
the unphilosophic conceptions of this thing. He therefore 
contradicts their conventional conceptions.3

On the other hand, the religious, etc., man can find in 
Hegel his final confirmation.

It is now time to formulate the positive aspects of the He­
gelian dialectic within the realm of estrangemeriE.

(a) Supersession as an objective movement of retracting 
the alienation into self. This is the insight, expressed with­
in the estrangement, concerning the appropriation of the ob­
jective essence through the supersession of its estrangement; 
it is the estranged insight into the real objectification of man, 
into the real appropriation of his objective essence through 
the annihilation of the estranged character of the objective 
world, through the supersession of the objective world in its 
estranged mode of being. In the same way atheism, being 
the supersession of God, is the advent of theoretical human­
ism, and communism, as the supersession of private prop­
erty, is the vindication of real human life as man’s pos-' 
session and thus the advent of practical humanism, or athe­
ism is humanism mediated with itself through the superses­
sion of religion, whilst communism is humanism mediated 
with itself through the supersession of private property. Only 
through the supersession of this mediation—which is itself, 
however, a necessary premise—does positively self-deriving 
humanism, positive humanism, come into being.

But atheism and communism are no flight, no abstraction; 
no loss of the objective world created by man—of man’s es­
sential powers born to the realm of objectivity; they are not 
a returning in poverty to unnatural, primitive simplicity. On 
the contrary, they are but the first real emergence, the ac­
tual realisation for man of man’s essence and of his essence 
as something real.

Thus, by grasping the positive meaning of self-ref erred 
negation (although again in estranged fashion) Hegel grasps

a The conventional conceptions of theology, jurisprudence, political 
science, natural science, etc.—Ed.
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man’s self-estrangement, the alienation of man’s essence, 
man’s loss of objectivity and his loss of realness as self-dis- 
covery, manifestation of his nature, objectification and real­
isation. < In  short, within the sphere of abstraction, Hegel 
conceives labour as man’s act of self-genesis—conceives 
man’s relation to himself as an alien being and the manifes­
tation of himself as an alien being to be the emergence of 
species-consciousness and species-life.>

(b) However, apart from, or rather in consequence of, the 
reversal already described, this act appears in Hegel:

First as a merely formal, because abstract, act, because 
the human being itself is taken to be only an abstract, think­
ing being, conceived merely as self-consciousness. And, 

Secondly, because the exposition is formal and abstract, 
the supersession of the alienation becomes a confirmation of 
the alienation; or for Hegel this movement of self-genesis 
and self-objectification in the form of self-alienation and 
self-estrangement is the absolute, and hence final, expres­
sion of human life— with itself as its aim, at peace with 
itself, and in unity with its essence.

This movement, in its abstract 11 X X X I | form as dia­
lectic, is therefore regarded as truly human life, and because 
it is nevertheless an abstraction—an estrangement of human 
life—it is regarded as a divine process, but as the divine 
process of man, a process traversed by man’s abstract, pure, 
absolute essence that is distinct from himself.

Thirdly, this process must have a bearer, a subject. But 
the subject only comes into being as a result. This result— 
the subject knowing itself as absolute self-consciousness— 
is therefore God, absolute Spirit, the self-knowing and self- 
manifesting idea. Real man and real nature become mere 
predicates—symbols of this hidden, unreal man and of this 
unreal nature. Subject and predicate are therefore related 
to each other in absolute reversal—a mystical subject-object 
or a subjectivity reaching beyond the object—absolute 
subject as a process, as subject alienating itself and return­
ing from alienation into itself, but at the same time retract­
ing this alienation into itself, arid the subject as this process; 
a pure, incessant revolving within itself.
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First. Formal and abstract conception of man’s act of 
self-creation or self-objectification.

Hegel having posited man as equivalent to self-conscious- 
ness, the estranged object—the estranged essential reality 
of man—is nothing but consciousness, the thought of 
estrangement merely—estrangement’s abstract and there­
fore empty and unreal expression, negation. The superses­
sion of the alienation is therefore likewise nothing but an 
abstract, empty supersession of that empty abstraction—the 
negation of the negation. The rich, living, sensuous, con­
crete activity of self-objectification is therefore reduced to 
its mere abstraction, absolute negativity—an abstraction 
which is again fixed as such and considered as an indepen­
dent activity—as sheer activity. Because this so-called nega­
tivity is nothing but the abstract, empty form of that real 
living act, its content can in consequence be merely a formal 
content produced by abstraction from all content. As a 
result therefore one gets general, abstract forms of abstrac­
tion pertaining to every content and on that account indif­
ferent to, and, consequently, valid for, all content—the 
thought-forms or logical categories torn from real mind and 
from real nature. (We shall unfold the logical content of 
absolute negativity further on.)

Hegel’s positive achievement here, in his speculative 
logic, is that the definite concepts, the universal fixed 
thought-forms in their independence vis-d-vis nature and 
mind are a necessary result of the general estrangement of 
the human being and therefore also of human thought, and 
that Hegel has therefore brought these together and present­
ed them as moments of the abstraction-process. For example, 
superseded being is essence, superseded essence is concept, 
the concept superseded is . . .  absolute idea. But what, then, 
is the absolute idea? It supersedes its own self again, if it 
does not want to perform once more from the beginning 
the whole act of abstraction, and to satisfy itself with being 
a totality of abstractions or the self-comprehending abstrac­
tion. But abstraction comprehending itself as abstraction 
knows itself to be nothing: it must abandon itself—abandon 
abstraction—and so it arrives at an entity which is its exact



opposite—at nature. Thus, the entire logic is the demonstra­
tion that abstract thought is nothing in itself; that the 
absolute idea is nothing for itself; that only nature is 
something.

| X X X II | The absolute idea, the abstract idea, which
“considered with regard to its unity with itself is intuiting (Hegel, 
Encyclopadie, 3rd edition, p. 222 [§ 244]), and which (loc. cit.) “in its 
own absolute truth resolves to let the moment of its particularity or of 
initial characterisation and other-being, the immediate idea, as its re­
flection, go forth freely from itself as nature” (loc. cit.),
this whole idea which behaves in such a strange and 
bizarre way, and which has given the Hegelians such terrible 
headaches, is from beginning to end nothing else but abstrac­
tion (i.e., the abstract thinker), which, made wise by expe­
rience and enlightened concerning its truth, resolves under 
various (false and themselves still abstract) conditions to 
abandon itself and to replace its self-absorption, nothing­
ness, generality and indeterminateness by its other-being, 
the particular, and the determinate; resolves to let nature, 
which it held hidden in itself only as an abstraction, as a 
thought-entity, go forth freely from itself: that is to say, 
this idea resolves to forsake abstraction and to have a look 
at nature free of abstraction. The abstract idea, which with­
out mediation becomes intuiting, is indeed nothing else but 
abstract thinking that gives itself up and resolves on intu­
ition. This entire transition from logic to natural philosophy 
is nothing else but the transition—so difficult to effect 
for the abstract thinker, who therefore describes it in 
such a far-fetched way—from abstracting to intuiting. The 
mystical feeling which drives the philosopher forward from 
abstract thinking to intuiting is boredom—the longing for a 
content.

(The man estranged from himself is also the thinker es­
tranged from his essence—that is, from the natural and 
human essence. His thoughts are therefore fixed mental 
forms dwelling outside nature and man. Hegel has locked 
up all these fixed mental forms together in his logic, inter­
preting each of them first as negation—that is, as an alien­
ation of human thought—and then as negation of the nega­
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tion—that is, as a superseding of this alienation, as a real 
expression of human thought. But as this still takes place 
within the confines of the estrangement, this negation of 
the negation is in part the restoring of these fixed forms in 
their estrangement; in part a stopping at the last act—the 
act of self-reference in alienation—as the true mode of being 
of these fixed mental forms*; and in part, to the extent that 
this abstraction apprehends itself and experfences an infi­
nite weariness with itself, there makes its appearance in 
Hegel, in the form of the resolution to recognise nature as 
the essential being and to go over to intuition, the abandon­
ment of abstract thought—the abandonment of thought re­
volving solely within the orbit of thought, of thought sans 
eyes, sans teeth, sans ears, sans everything.)

11 X X X III | But nature too, taken abstractly, for itself— 
nature fixed in isolation from man—is nothing for man. It 
goes without saying that the abstract thinker who has com­
mitted himself to intuiting, intuits nature abstractly. Just 
as nature lay enclosed in the thinker in the form of the abso­
lute idea, in the form of a thought-entity—in a shape which 
was obscure and enigmatic even to him—so by letting it 
emerge from himself he has really let emerge only this 
abstract nature, only nature as a thought-entity—but now 
with the significance that it is the other-being of thought,

* (This means that what Hegel does is to put in place of these 
fixed abstractions the act of abstraction which revolves in its own 
circle. W e must therefore give him the credit for having indicated 
the source of all these inappropriate concepts which originally apper­
tained to particular philosophers; for having brought them together; 
and for having created the entire compass of abstraction as the object 
of criticism, instead of some specific abstraction.) (Why Hegel sepa­
rates thought from the subject we shall see later; at this stage it is 
already clear, however, that when man is not, his characteristic ex­
pression cannot be human either, and so neither could thought be 
grasped as an expression of man as a human and natural subject 
endowed with eyes, ears, etc., and living in society, in the world, and 
in nature.)—Note by Marx.
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that it is real, intuited nature—nature distinguished from 
abstract thought. Or, to talk in human language, the abstract 
thinker learns in his intuition of nature that the entities 
which he thought to create from nothing, from pure abstrac­
tion—the entities he believed he was producing in the divine 
dialectic as pure products of the labour of thought, for ever 
shuttling back and forth in itself and never looking outward 
into reality—are nothing else but abstractions from charac­
teristics of nature. To him, therefore, the whole of nature 
merely repeats the logical abstractions in a sensuous, exter­
nal form. He once more resolves nature into these abstrac­
tions. Thus, his intuition of nature is only the act of con­
firming his abstraction from the intuition of nature3—is only 
the conscious repetition by him of the process of creating 
his abstraction. Thus, for example, time equals negativity 
referred to itself (op. cit.,b p. 238). To the superseded be­
coming as being there corresponds, in natural form, super­
seded movement as matter. Light is reflection-in-itself, the 
natural form. Body as moon and comet is the natural form 
of the antithesis which according to logic is on the one side 
the positive resting on itself and on the other side the nega­
tive resting on itself. The earth is the natural form of the 
logical ground, as the negative unity of the antithesis, etc.

Nature as nature—that is to say, insofar as it is still 
sensuously distinguished from that secret sense hidden with­
in it—nature isolated, distinguished from these abstractions 
is nothing—a nothing proving itself to be nothing—is devoid 
of sense, or has only the sense of being an externality which 
has to be annulled.

“In the finitz-teleological position is to be found the correct pre­
mise that nature does not contain within itself the absolute purpose.” 
P. 225 [§245].

a The following passage is crossed out in the manuscript: “Let us 
consider for a moment Hegel’s characteristics of nature and the transi­
tion from nature to the mind. Nature has resulted as the idea in the 
form of the other-being. Since the id [ea].. . . ”—Ed.

b Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Encyclopadie der philosophischen 
Wissenschaften im Grundrisse.—Ed.
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Its purpose is the confirmation of abstraction.
“Nature has shown itself to be the idea in the form of other-being. 

Since the idea is in this form the negative of itself or external to it­
self, nature is not just relatively external vis-d-vis this idea, but exter­
nality constitutes the form in which it exists as nature.” P. 277 [§ 247].

rExternality here is not to be understood as the world of 
sense which manifests itself and is accessible to the light, 
to the man endowed with senses. It is to be taken here in 
the sense of alienation, of a mistake, a defect, which ought 
not to be. For what is true is still the idea. Nature is only 
the form of the idea’s other-being. And since abstract 
thought is the essence, that which is external to it is by its 
essence something merely external. The abstract thinker 
recognises at the same time that sensuousness—externality 
in contrast to thought shuttling back and forth within itself 
—is the essence of nature. But he expresses this contrast in 
such a way as to make this externality of nature, its contrast 
to thought, its defect, so that inasmuch as it is distinguished 
from abstraction, nature is something defective. 11 XXX IV  | 
An entity which is defective not merely for me or in my 
eyes but in itself—intrinsically—has something outside itself 
which it lacks. That is, its essence is different from it itself. 
Nature has therefore to supersede itself for the abstract 
thinker, for it is already posited by him as a potentially 
superseded being.

‘T or us, mind has nature for its premise, being nature’s truth and 
for that reason its absolute prius. In  this truth nature has vanished, 
and mind has resulted as the idea arrived at being-for-itself, the object 
of which, as well as the subject, is the concept. This identity is absolute 
negativity, for whereas in nature the concept has its perfect external 
objectivity, this its alienation has been superseded, and in this alien­
ation the concept has become identical with itself. But it is this identity 
therefore, only in being a return out of nature.” P. 392 [§381].

“As the abstract idea, revelation is unmediated transition to, the 
coming-to-be of, nature; as the revelation of the mind, which is free, 
it is the positing of nature as the mind*s world—a positing which, being 
reflection, is at the same time, a presupposing of the world as indepen­
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dently existing nature. Revelation in conception is the creation of na­
ture as the mind’s being, in which the mind procures the affirmation 
and the truth of its freedom.” “The absolute is mind. This is the high­
est definition of the absolute.” [P. 393, § 384.] | X X X IV  ||
W ritten between April and Printed according to the
August 1844 manuscript
First published in full in:
Marx/Engels, Gesamtausgabe.
Bd. 3, Abt. 1, 1932





Frederick Engels

Outlines of a Critique of Political r Economy53

Political economy came into being as a natural result of 
the expansion of trade, and with its appearance elementary, 
unscientific huckstering was replaced by a developed system 
of licensed fraud, an entire science of enrichment.

This political economy or science of enrichment born of 
the merchants’ mutual envy and greed, bears on its brow 
the mark of the most loathsome selfishness. People still lived 
in the naive belief that gold and silver were wealth, and 
therefore considered nothing more urgent than the prohibi­
tion everywhere of the export of the “precious” metals. The 
nations faced each other like misers, each clasping to himself 
with both arms his precious money-bag, eyeing his neigh­
bours with envy and distrust. Every conceivable means was 
employed to lure from the nations with whom one had 
commerce as much ready cash as possible, and to retain 
snugly within the customs-boundary all which had happily 
been gathered in.

If this principle had been rigorously carried through trade 
would have been killed. People therefore began to go beyond 
this first stage. They came to appreciate that capital locked 
up in a chest was dead capital, while capital in circulation 
increased continuously. They then became more sociable, 
sent off their ducats as call-birds to bring others back with 
them, and realised that there is no harm in paying A too 
much for his commodity so long as it can be disposed of to 
B at a higher price.

On this basis the mercantile system was built. The avari­
cious character of trade was to some extent already begin­
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ning to be hidden. The nations drew slightly nearer to one 
another, concluded trade and friendship agreements, did 
business with one another and, for the sake of larger profits, 
treated one another with all possible love and kindness. 
But in fact there was still the old avarice and selfishness 
and from time to time this erupted in wars, which in that 
day were all based on trade jealousy. In these wars it also 
became evident that trade, like robbery, is based on the 
law of the strong hand. No scruples whatever were felt about 
exacting by cunning or violence such treaties as were held 
to be the most advantageous.

The cardinal point in the whole mercantile system is the 
theory of the balance of trade. For as it still subscribed to 
the dictum that gold and silver constitute wealth, only such 
transactions as would finally bring ready cash into the 
country were considered profitable. To ascertain this, exports 
were compared with imports. When more had been exported 
than imported, it was believed that the difference, had come 
into the country in ready cash, and that the country was 
richer by that difference. The art of the economists, there­
fore, consisted in ensuring that at the end of each year 
exports should show a favourable balance over imports; and 
for the sake of this ridiculous illusion thousands of men have 
been slaughtered! Trade, too, has had its crusades and 
inquisitions.

The eighteenth century, the century of revolution, also 
revolutionised economics. But just as all the revolutions of 
this century were one-sided and bogged down in anti­
theses-^ just as abstract materialism was set in opposition to. 
abstract spiritualism, the republic to monarchy, the social 
contract to divine right—likewise the economic revolution 
did not get beyond antithesis. The premises remained every­
where in force: materialism did not attack the Christian 
contempt for and humiliation of Man, and merely posited 
Nature instead of the Christian God as the Absolute confront­
ing Man. In politics no one dreamt of examining the premises 
of the state as such. It did not occur to economics to ques­
tion the validity of private property. Therefore, the new 
economics was only half an advance. It was obliged to
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betray and to disavow its own premises, to have recourse to 
sophistry and hypocrisy so as to cover up the contradictions 
in which it became entangled, so as to reach the conclusions 
to which it was driven not by its premises but by the humane 
spirit of the century. Thus economics took on a philanthropic 
character. It withdrew its favour from the producers and 
bestowed it on the consumers. It affected a solemn abhor­
rence of the bloody terror of the mercantile system, and pro­
claimed trade to be a bond of friendship and union among 
nations as among individuals. All was pure splendour and 
magnificence—yet the premises reasserted themselves soon 
enough, and in contrast to this sham philanthropy produced 
the Malthusian population theory—the crudest, most bar­
barous theory that ever existed, a system of despair which 
struck down all those beautiful phrases about philanthropy 
and world citizenship. The premises begot and reared the 
factory system and modern slavery, which yields nothing 
in inhumanity and cruelty to ancient slavery. Modern eco­
nomics—the system of free trade based on Adam Smith’s 
Wealth of Nationsa—reveals itself to be that same hypo­
crisy, inconsistency and immorality which now confront free 
humanity in every sphere.

But was Smith’s system, then, not an advance? Of course 
it was, and a necessary advance at that. It was necessary 
to overthrow the mercantile system with its monopolies and 
hindrances to trade, so that the true consequences of pri­
vate property could come to light. It was necessary for all 
these petty, local and national considerations to recede into 
the background, so that the struggle of our time could become 
a universal human struggle. It was necessary for the theory 
of private property to leave the purely empirical path of 
merely objective inquiry and to acquire a more scientific 
character which would also make it responsible for the con­
sequences, and thus transfer the matter to a universally 
human sphere. It was necessary to carry the immorality 
contained in the old economics to its highest pitch, by at-

a Adam Smith, A n Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the 
Wealth of Nations.—Ed.
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tempting to deny it and by the hypocrisy introduced (a 
necessary result of that attempt). All this lay in the nature 
of the matter. We gladly concede that it is only the justifica­
tion and accomplishment of free trade that has enabled 
us to go beyond the economics of private property; but we 
must at the same time have the right to expose the utter 
theoretical and practical nullity of this free trade.

The nearer to our time the economists whom we have to 
judge, the more severe must our judgment become. For 
while Smith and Malthus found only scattered fragments, 
the modern economists had the whole system complete 
before them: the consequences had all been drawn; the con­
tradictions came clearly enough to light; yet they did not 
come to examining the premises, and still accepted the re­
sponsibility for the whole system. The nearer the economists 
come to the present time, the further they depart from 
honesty. With every advance of time, sophistry necessarily 
increases, so as to prevent economics from lagging behind 
the times. This is why Ricardo, for instance, is more guilty 
than Adam Smith, and McCulloch and Mill more guilty 
than Ricardo.

Even the mercantile system cannot be correctly judged 
by modern economics since the latter is itself one-sided and 
as yet burdened with that very system’s premises. Only that 
view which rises above the opposition of the two systems, 
which criticises the premises common to both and proceeds 
from a purely human, universal basis, can assign to both 
their proper position. It will become evident that the protag­
onists of free trade are more inveterate monopolists than 
the old Mercantilists themselves. It will become evident that 
the sham humanity of the modern economists hides a bar­
barism of which their predecessors knew nothing; that the 
older economists’ conceptual confusion is simple and con­
sistent compared with the double-tongued logic of their at­
tackers, and that neither of the two factions can reproach 
the other with anything which would not recoil upon them­
selves.

This is why modern liberal economics cannot comprehend 
the restoration of the mercantile system by List, whilst
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for us the matter is quite simple. The inconsistency and 
ambiguity of liberal economics must of necessity dis­
solve again into its basic components. Just as theology must 
either regress to blind faith or progress towards free philos­
ophy, free trade must produce the restoration of monopo­
lies on the one hand and the abolition of private property 
on the other.

The only positive advance which liberal economics has 
made is the elaboration of the laws of private property. 
These are contained in it, at any rate, although not yet 
fully elaborated and clearly expressed. It follows that on 
all points where it is a question of deciding which is the 
shortest road to wealth—i.e., in all strictly economic contro­
versies—the protagonists of free trade have right on their 
side. That is, needless to say, in controversies with the 
monopolists—not with the opponents of private property, 
for the English Socialists have long since proved both practi­
cally and theoretically that the latter are in a position to 
settle economic questions more correctly even from an eco­
nomic point of view.

In the critique of political economy, therefore, we shall 
examine the basic categories, uncover the contradiction in­
troduced by the free-trade system, and bring out the conse­
quences of both sides of the contradiction.

The term national wealth has only arisen as a result of 
the liberal economists’ passion for generalisation. As long 
as private property exists, this term has no meaning. The 
“national wealth” of the English is very great and yet they 
are the poorest people under the sun. One must either 
discard this term completely, or accept such premises as 
give it meaning. Similarly with the terms national economy 
and political or public economy. In the present circumstances 
that science ought to be called private economy, for its public 
connections exist only for the sake of private property.



The immediate consequence of private property is trade 
—exchange of reciprocal requirements—buying and selling. 
This trade, like every activity, must under the dominion of 
private property become a direct source of gain for the 
trader; i.e., each must seek to sell as dear as possible and 
buy as cheap as possible. In every purchase and sale, there­
fore, two men with diametrically opposed interests confront 
each other. The confrontation is decidedly antagonistic, for 
each knows the intentions of the other—knows that they are 
opposed to his own. Therefore, the first consequence is 
mutual mistrust, on the one hand, and the justification of 
this mistrust—the application of immoral means to attain 
an immoral end—on the other. Thus, the first maxim in 
trade is secretiveness—the concealment of everything which 
might reduce the value of the article in question. The result 
is that in trade it is permitted to take the utmost advantage 
of the ignorance, the trust, of the opposing party, and like­
wise to impute qualities to one’s commodity which it does 
not possess. In a word, trade is legalised fraud. Any mer­
chant who wants to give truth its due can bear me witness 
that actual practice conforms with this theory.

The mercantile system still had a certain artless Catholic 
candour and did not in the least conceal the immoral nature 
of trade. We have seen how it openly paraded its mean 
avarice. The mutually hostile attitude of the nations in the 
eighteenth century, loathsome envy and trade jealousy, were 
the logical consequences of trade as such. Public opinion 
had not yet become humanised. Why, therefore, conceal 
things which resulted from the inhuman, hostile nature of 
trade itself?

But when the economic Luther ,a Adam Smith, criticised 
past economics things had changed considerably. The cen­
tury had been humanised; reason had asserted itself; moral­
ity began to claim its eternal right. The extorted trade trea­
ties, the commercial wars, the strict isolation of the nations, 
offended too greatly against advanced consciousness. Prot-

a Cf. Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, 
p. 89 of this book.—Ed.
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estant hypocrisy took the place of Catholic candour. Smith 
proved that humanity, too, was rooted in the nature of 
commerce; that commerce must become “among nations, as 
among individuals, a bond of union and friendship” instead 
of being “the most fertile source of discord and animosity” 
(cf. Wealth of Nations, Bk. 4, Ch. 3, §2); that after all it 
lay in the nature of things for trade, taken overall, to be 
advantageous to all parties concerned.

Smith was right to eulogise trade as humane. There is 
nothing absolutely immoral in the world. Trade, too, has 
an aspect wherein it pays homage to morality and human­
ity. But what homage! The law of the strong hand, the 
open highway robbery of the Middle Ages, became human­
ised when it passed over into trade; and trade became 
humanised when its first stage characterised by the prohibi­
tion of the export of money passed over into the mercantile 
system. Then the mercantile system itself was humanised. 
Naturally, it is in the interest of the trader to be on good 
terms with the one from whom he buys cheap as well 
as with the other to whom he sells dear. A nation 
therefore acts very imprudently if it fosters feelings of 
animosity in its suppliers and customers. The more 
friendly, the more advantageous. Such is the humanity of 
trade. And this hypocritical way of misusing morality 
for immoral purposes is the pride of the free-trade system. 
“Have we not overthrown the barbarism of the monopo­
lies?” exclaim the hypocrites. “Have we not carried civilisa­
tion to distant parts of the world? Have we not brought 
about the fraternisation of the peoples, and reduced the 
number of wars?” Yes, all this you have done—but howl 
You have destroyed the small monopolies so that the one 
great basic monopoly, property, may function the more 
freely and unrestrictedly. You have civilised the ends of the 
earth to win new terrain for the deployment of your vile 
avarice. You have brought about the fraternisation of the 
peoples—but the fraternity is the fraternity of thieves. You 
have reduced the number of wars—to earn all the bigger 
profits in peace, to intensify to the utmost the enmity be­
tween individuals, the ignominious war of competition!
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When have you done anything out of pure humanity, from 
consciousness of the futility of the opposition between the 
general and the individual interest? When have you been 
moral without being interested, without harbouring at the 
back of your mind immoral, egoistical motives?

By dissolving nationalities, the liberal economic system 
had done its best to universalise enmity, to transform man­
kind into a horde of ravenous beasts (for what else are 
competitors?) who devour one another just because each has 
identical interests with all the others—after this prepara­
tory work there remained but one step to take before the 
goal was reached, the dissolution of the family. To accom­
plish this, economy’s own beautiful invention, the factory 
system, came to its aid. The last vestige of common inter­
ests, the community of goods in the possession of the family, 
has been undermined by the factory system and—at least 
here in England—is already in the process of dissolution. 
It is a common practice for children, as soon as they are 
capable of work (i.e., as soon as they reach the age of 
nine), to spend their wages themselves, to look upon their 
parental home as a mere boarding-house, and hand over 
to their parents a fixed amount for food and lodging. How 
can it be otherwise? W hat else can result from the separa­
tion of interests, such as forms the basis of the free-trade 
system? Once a principle is set in motion, it works by its 
own impetus through all its consequences, whether the 
economists like it or not.

But the economist does not know himself what cause he 
serves. He does not know that with all his egoistical rea­
soning he nevertheless forms but a link in the chain of 
mankind’s universal progress. He does not know that by 
his dissolution of all sectional interests he merely paves the 
way for the great transformation to which the century is 
moving—the reconciliation of mankind with nature and 
with itself.

The next category established by trade is value. There 
is no dispute between the old and the modern economists
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over this category, just as there is none over all the others, 
since the monopolists in their obsessive mania for getting 
rich had no time left to concern themselves with catego­
ries. All controversies over such points stem from the modern 
economists.

The economist who lives by antitheses has also of course 
a double value—abstract or real value and exchange-value. 
There was a protracted quarrel over the nature of real 
value between the English, who defined the costs of produc­
tion as the expression of real value, and the Frenchman 
Say, who claimed to measure this value by the utility of an 
object. The quarrel hung in doubt from the beginning of 
the century, then became dormant without a decision having 
been reached. The economists cannot decide anything.

The English—McCulloch and Ricardo in particular— 
thus assert that the abstract value of a thing is determined 
by the costs of production. Nota bene the abstract value, 
not the exchange-value, the exchangeable value,* value in 
exchange—that, they say, is something quite different. Why 
are the costs of production the measure of value? Because— 
listen to this!—because no one in ordinary conditions and 
leaving aside the circumstance of competition would sell 
an object for less than it costs him to produce it. Would 
sell? W hat have we to do with “selling” here, where it is 
not a question of value in exchange? So we find trade 
again, which we are specifically supposed to leave aside— 
and what trade! A trade in which the cardinal factor, the 
circumstance of competition, is not to be taken into account! 
First, an abstract value; now also an abstract trade—a trade 
without competition, i.e., a man without a body, a thought 
without a brain to produce thoughts. And does the economist 
never stop to think that as soon as competition is left out 
of account there is no guarantee at all that the producer 
will sell his commodity just at the cost of production? What 
confusion!

Furthermore: Let us concede for a moment that every­
thing is as the economist says. Supposing someone were to

a English term quoted by Engels.—Ed,
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make with tremendous exertion and at enormous cost some­
thing utterly useless, something which no one desires—is 
that also worth its production costs? Certainly not, says the 
economist: Who will want to buy it? So we suddenly have 
not only Say’s much decried utility but alongside it—with 
“buying”—the circumstance of competition. It can’t be done 
—the economist cannot for one moment hold on to his 
abstraction. Not only what he painfully seeks to remove— 
competition—but also what he attacks—utility—crops up at 
every moment. Abstract value and its determination by the 
costs of production are, after all, only abstractions, nonen­
tities.

But let us suppose once more for a moment that the econ­
omist is correct—how then will he determine the costs of 
production without taking account of competition? When 
examining the costs of production we shall see that this 
category too is based on competition, and here once more 
it becomes evident how little the economist is able to sub­
stantiate his claims.

If we turn to Say, we find the same abstraction. The 
utility of an object is something purely subjective, some­
thing which cannot be decided absolutely, and certainly 
something which cannot be decided at least as long as one 
still roams about in antitheses. According to this theory, the 
necessities of life ought to possess more value than luxury 
articles. The only possible way to arrive at a more or less 
objective, appareiitly general decision on the greater or lesser 
utility of an object is, under the dominion of private proper­
ty, by competition; and yet it is precisely that circumstance 
which is to be left aside. But if competition is admitted pro­
duction costs come in as well; for no one will sell for less than 
what he has himself invested in production. Thus, here, too, 
the one side of the opposition passes over involuntarily into 
the other.

Let us try to introduce clarity into this confusion. The 
value of an object includes both factors, which the contend­
ing parties arbitrarily separate—and, as we have seen, 
unsuccessfully. Value is the relation of production costs to 
utility. The first application of value is the decision as to
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whether a thing ought to be produced at all; i.e., as to 
whether utility counterbalances production costs. Only then 
can one talk of the application of value to exchange. The 
production costs of two objects being equal, the deciding 
factor determining their comparative value will be utility.

This basis is the only just basis of exchange. But if one 
proceeds from this basis, who is to decide the utility of the 
object? The mere opinion of the parties concerned? Then 
in any event one will be cheated. Or are we to assume a 
determination grounded in the inherent utility of the object 
independent of the parties concerned, and not apparent to 
them? If so, the exchange can only be effected by coercion1 
and each party considers itself cheated. The contradiction 
between the real inherent utility of the thing and the deter­
mination of that utility, between the determination of utili­
ty and the freedom of those who exchange, cannot be super­
seded without superseding private property; and once this 
is superseded, there can no longer be any question of ex­
change as it exists at present. The practical application of 
the concept of value will then be increasingly confined to 
the decision about production, and that is its proper sphere.

But how do matters stand at present? We have seen that 
the concept of value is violently torn asunder, and that 
each of the separate sides is declared to be the whole. Pro­
duction costs, distorted from the outset by competition, are 
supposed to be value itself. So is mere subjective utility— 
since no other kind of utility can exist at present. To help 
these lame definitions on to their feet, it is in both cases 
necessary to have recourse to competition; and the best of 
it is that with the English competition represents utility, in 
contrast to the costs of production, whilst inversely with 
Say it introduces the costs of production in contrast to 
utility. But what kind of utility, what kind of production 
costs, does it introduce? Its utility depends on chance, on 
fashion, on the whim of the rich; its production costs fluc­
tuate with the fortuitous relationship of demand and supply.

The difference between real value and exchange-value 
is based on a fact—namely, that the value of a thing differs 
from the so-called equivalent given for it in trade; i.e., that
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this equivalent is not an equivalent. This so-called equiva­
lent is the price of the thing, and if the economist were 
honest, he would employ this term for “value in exchange”. 
But he has still to keep up some sort of pretence that price 
is somehow bound up with value, lest the immorality of 
trade become too obvious. It is, however, quite correct, and 
a fundamental law of private property, that price is deter­
mined by the reciprocal action of production costs and com­
petition. This purely empirical law was the first to be dis­
covered by the economist; and from this law he then 
abstracted his “real value”, i.e., the price at the time when 
competition is in a state of equilibrium, when demand and 
supply cover each other. Then, of course, what remains over 
are the costs of production and it is these which the econ­
omist proceeds to call “real value”, whereas it is merely a 
definite aspect of price. Thus everything in economics stands 
on its head. Value, the primary factor, the source of price, 
is made dependent on price, its own product. As is well 
known, this inversion is the essence of abstraction; on which 
see Feuerbach.

According to the economists, the production costs of a 
commodity consist of three elements: the rent for the piece 
of land required to produce the raw material; the capital 
with its profit, and the wages for the labour required for 
production and manufacture. But it becomes immediately 
evident that capital and labour are identical, since the econ­
omists themselves confess that capital is “stored-up la­
bour”. We are therefore left with only two sides—the 
natural, objective side, land; and the human, subjective 
side, labour, which includes capital and, besides capital, a 
third factor which the economist does not think about—I 
mean the mental element of invention, of thought, along­
side the physical element of sheer labour. W hat has the 
economist to 4 do with inventiveness? Have not all inven­
tions fallen into his lap without any effort on his part? Has 
one of them cost him anything? Why then should he bother
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about them in the calculation of production costs? Land, 
capital and labour are for him the conditions of wealth, 
and he requires nothing else. Science is no concern of his. 
W hat does it matter to him that he has received its gifts 
through Berthollet, Davy, Liebig, Watt, Cartwright, etc.— 
gifts which have benefited him and his production immeasur­
ably? He does not know how to calculate such things; the 
advances of science go beyond his figures. But ffit a rational 
order which has gone beyond the division of interests as it 
is found with the economist, the mental element certainly 
belongs among the elements of production and will find its 
place, too, in economics among the costs of production. And 
here it is certainly gratifying to know that the promotion 
of science also brings its material reward; to know that a 
single achievement of science like James W att’s steam- 
engine has brought in more for the world in the first fifty 
years of its existence than the world has spent on the promo­
tion of science since the beginning of time.

We have, then, two elements of production in operation— 
nature and man, with man again active physically and 
mentally, and can now return to the economist and his 
production costs.

W hat cannot be monopolised has no value, says the econ­
omist—a proposition which we shall examine more closely 
later on. If we say “has no price”, then the proposition is 
valid for the order which rests on private property. If land 
could be had as easily as air, no one would pay rent. Since 
this is not the case, but since, rather, the extent of a piece 
of land to be appropriated is limited in any particular case, 
one pays rent for the appropriated, i.e., the monopolised 
land, or one pays down a purchase price for it. After this 
enlightenment about the origin of the value of land it is, 
however, very strange to have to hear from the economist 
that the rent of land is the difference between the yield 
from the land for which rent is paid and from the worst 
land worth cultivating at all. As is well known, this is the



definition of rent fully developed for the first time by Ri­
cardo. This definition is indeed correct in practice if one 
presupposes that a fall in demand reacts instantaneously on 
rent, and at once puts a corresponding amount of the worst 
cultivated land out of cultivation. This, however, is not the 
case, and the definition is therefore inadequate. Moreover, 
it does not cover the causation of rent, and is therefore 
even for that reason untenable. In opposition to this defini­
tion, Col. T. P. Thompson, the champion of the Anti-Corn 
Law League,54 revived Adam Smith’s definition, and sub­
stantiated it. According to him, rent is the relation between 
the competition of those striving for the use of the land 
and the limited quantity of available land. Here at least 
is a return to the origin of rent; but this explanation does 
not take into account the varying fertility of the soil, just 
as the previous explanation leaves out competition.

Once more, therefore, we have two one-sided and hence 
only partial definitions of a single object. As in the case 
of the concept of value, we shall again have to combine 
these two definitions so as to find the correct definition 
which follows from the development of the thing itself and 
thus embraces all practice. Rent is the relation between the 
productivity of the land, the natural side (which in turn 
consists of natural fertility and human cultivation—labour 
applied to effect improvement), and the human side, competi­
tion. The economists may shake their heads over this “defi­
nition” ; they will discover to their horror that it embraces 
everything relevant to this matter.

The landowner has nothing with which to reproach the 
merchant.

He practises robbery in monopolising the land. He prac­
tises robbery in exploiting for his own benefit the increase 
in population which increases competition and thus the value 
of his estate; in turning into a source of personal advantage 
that which has not been his own doing—that which is his 
by sheer accident. He practises robbery in leasing his land, 
when he eventually seizes for himself the improvements 
effected by his tenant. This is the secret of the ever-increas- 
ing wealth of the big landowners.
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The axioms which qualify as robbery the landowner’s 
method of deriving an income—namely, that each has a 
right to the product of his labour, or that no one shall reap 
where he has not sown—are not advanced by us. The first 
excludes the duty of feeding children; the second deprives 
each generation of the right to live, since each generation 
starts with what it inherits from the preceding generation. 
These axioms are, rather, consequences of private property. 
.One should either put into effect the consequences or aban­
don private property as a premise.

Indeed, the original act of appropriation itself is justified 
by the assertion of the still earlier existence of common 
property rights. Thus, wherever we turn, private property 
leads us into contradictions.

To make land an object of huckstering—the land which 
is our one and all, the first condition of our existence—was 
the last step towards making oneself an object of huckster­
ing. It was and is to this very day an immorality surpassed 
only by the immorality of self-alienation. And the original 
appropriation—the monopolisation of the land by a few, the 
exclusion of the rest from that which is the condition of 
their life—yields nothing in immorality to the subsequent 
huckstering of the land.

If here again we abandon private property, rent is reduced 
to its truth, to the rational notion which essentially lies 
at its root. The value of the land divorced from it as rent 
then reverts to the land itself. This value, to be measured 
by the productivity of equal areas of land subjected to equal 
applications of labour, is indeed taken into account as part 
of the production costs when determining the value of 
products; and like rent, it is the relation of productivity to 
competition—but to true competition, such as will be devel­
oped when its time comes.

We have seen that capital and labour are initially iden­
tical; we see further from the explanations of the economist 
himself, that, in the process of production, capital, the result
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of labour, is immediately. transformed again into the sub­
stratum, into the material of labour; and that therefore 
the momentarily postulated separation of capital from labour 
is immediately superseded by the unity of both. And yet 
the economist separates capital from labour, and yet clings 
to the division without giving any other recognition to their 
unity than by his definition of capital as “stored-up labour”. 
The split between capital and labour resulting from private 
property is nothing but the inner dichotomy of labour 
corresponding to this divided condition and arising out of 
it. And after this separation is accomplished, capital is di­
vided once more into the original capital and profit—the 
increment of capital, which it receives in the process of 
production; although in practice profit is immediately lumped 
together with capital and set into motion with it. Indeed, 
even profit is in its turn split into interest and profit proper. 
In the case of interest, the absurdity of these splits is carried 
to the extreme. The immorality of lending at interest, of 
receiving without working, merely for making a loan, 
though already implied in private property, is only too 
obvious, and has long ago been recognised for what it is 
by unprejudiced popular consciousness, which in such matters 
is usually right. All these subtle splits and divisions stem 
from the original separation of capital from labour and from 
the culmination of this separation—the division of mankind 
into capitalists and workers—a division which daily becomes 
ever more acute, and which, as we shall see, is bound to 
deepen. This separation, however, like the separation al­
ready considered of land from capital and labour, is in the 
final analysis an impossible separation. What share land, 
capital and labour each have in any particular product 
cannot be determined. The three magnitudes are incommen­
surable. The land produces the raw material, but not with­
out capital and labour. Capital presupposes land and labour. 
And labour presupposes at least land, and usually also 
capital. The functions of these three elements are completely 
different, and are not to be measured by a fourth common 
standard. Therefore, when it comes to dividing the proceeds 
among the three elements under existing conditions, there
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is no inherent standard; it is an entirely alien and with 
regard to them fortuitous standard that decides—competi­
tion, the cunning right of the stronger. Rent implies com­
petition; profit on capital is solely determined by competi­
tion; and the position with regard to wages we shall see 
presently.

If we abandon private property, then all these unnatural 
divisions disappear. The difference between interest and 
profit disappears; capital is nothing without labour, with­
out movement. The significance of profit is reduced to the 
weight which capital carries in the determination of the 
costs of production; and profit thus remains inherent in 
capital, in the same way as capital itself reverts to its orig­
inal unity with labour.

Labour—the main factor in production, the “source of 
wealth”, free human activity—comes off badly with the 
economist. Just as capital has already been separated from 
labour, so labour is now in turn split for a second time: 
the product of labour confronts labour as wages, is separated 
from it, and is in its turn as usual determined by competi­
tion—there being, as we have seen, no firm standard deter­
mining labour’s share in production. If we do away with 
private property, this unnatural separation also disappears. 
Labour becomes its own reward, and the true significance 
of the wages of labour, hitherto alienated, comes to light— 
namely, the significance of labour for the determination of 
the production costs of a thing.

We have seen that in the end everything comes down to 
competition, so long as private property exists. It is the 
economist’s principal category—his most beloved daughter, 
whom he ceaselessly caresses—and look out for the Medu­
sa’s head which she will show you!

The immediate consequence of private property was the 
split of production into two opposing sides—the natural and



the human sides, the soil which without fertilisation by man 
is dead and sterile, and human activity, the first condition 
of which is that very soil. Furthermore we have seen how 
human activity in its turn was dissolved into labour and 
capital, and how these two sides antagonistically confronted 
each other. Thus we already had the struggle of the three 
elements against one another, instead of their mutual sup­
port; now we have to add that private property brings in 
its wake the fragmentation of each of these elements. One 
piece of land stands confronted by another, one capital by 
another, one labourer by another. In other words, because 
private property isolates everyone in his own crude solitari­
ness, and because, nevertheless, everyone has the same 
interest as his neighbour, one landowner stands antagonisti­
cally confronted by another, one capitalist by another, one 
worker by another. In this discord of identical interests 
resulting precisely from this identity is consummated the 
immorality of mankind’s condition hitherto; and this con­
summation is competition.

The opposite of competition is monopoly. Monopoly was 
the war-cry of the Mercantilists; competition the battle-cry 
of the liberal economists. It is easy to see that this anti­
thesis is again a quite hollow antithesis. Every competitor 
cannot but desire to have the monopoly, be he worker, cap­
italist or landowner. Each smaller group of competitors 
cannot but desire to have the monopoly for itself against all 
others. Competition is based on self-interest, and self-interest 
in turn breeds monopoly. In short, competition passes over 
into monopoly. On the other hand, monopoly cannot stem 
the tide of competition—indeed, it itself breeds competi­
tion; just as a prohibition of imports, for instance, or high 
tariffs positively breed the competition of smuggling. The 
contradiction of competition is exactly the same as that of 
private property. It is in the interest of each to possess every­
thing, but in the interest of the whole that each possess an 
equal amount. Thus, the general and the individual interest
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are diametrically opposed to each other. The contradic­
tion of competition is that each cannot but desire the 
monopoly, whilst the whole as such is bound to lose by 
monopoly and must therefore remove it. Moreover, com­
petition already presupposes monopoly—namely, the monop­
oly of property (and here the hypocrisy of the liberals 
comes once more to light); and so long as the~monopoly of 
property exists, for so long the possession of monopoly is 
equally justified—for monopoly, once it exists, is also prop­
erty. W hat a pitiful half-measure, therefore, to attack the 
small monopolies, and to leave untouched the basic monop­
oly! And if we add to this the economist’s proposition 
mentioned above, that nothing has value which cannot bfe 
monopolised—that nothing, therefore, which does not permit 
of such monopolisation can enter this arena of competition 
—then our assertion that competition presupposes monopo­
ly is completely justified.

The law of competition is that demand and supply al­
ways strive to complement each other, and therefore never 
do so. The two sides are torn apart again and transformed 
into flat opposition. Supply always follows close on demand 
without ever quite covering it. It is either too big or too 
small, never corresponding to demand; because in this un­
conscious condition of mankind no one knows how big supply 
or demand is. If demand is greater than supply the price 
rises and, as a result, supply is to a certain degree stimu­
lated. As soon as it comes on to the market, prices fall; and 
if it becomes greater than demand, then the fall in prices 
is so significant that demand is once again stimulated. So it 
goes on unendingly—a permanently unhealthy state of 
affairs—a constant alternation of over-stimulation and flag­
ging which precludes all advance—a state of perpetual 
fluctuation without ever reaching its goal. This law with 
its constant adjustment, in which whatever is lost here is 
gained there, is regarded as something excellent by the 
economist. It is his chief glory—he cannot see enough of it,
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and considers it in all its possible and impossible applica­
tions. Yet it is obvious that this law is purely a law of 
nature and not a law of the mind. It is a law which produces 
revolution. The economist comes along with his lovely theo­
ry of demand and supply, proves to you that “one can never 
produce too much”, and practice replies with trade crises, 
which reappear as regularly as the comets, and of which 
we have now on the average one every five to seven years. 
For the last eighty years these trade crises have arrived 
just as regularly as the great plagues did in the past—and 
they have brought in their train more misery and more 
immorality than the latter. (Compare Wade: History of the 
Middle and Working Classes, London, 1835, p. 211.) Of 
course, these commercial upheavals confirm the law, confirm 
it exhaustively—but in a manner different from that which 
the economist would have us believe to be the case. What 
are we to think of a law which can only assert itself through 
periodic upheavals? It is certainly a natural law based on 
the unconsciousness of the participants. If the producers as 
such knew how much the consumers required, if they were 
to organise production, if they were to share it out amongst 
themselves, then the fluctuations of competition and its 
tendency to crisis would be impossible. Carry on produc­
tion consciously as human beings—not as dispersed atoms 
without consciousness of your species—and you have over­
come all these artificial and untenable antitheses. But as 
long as you continue to produce in the present unconscious, 
thoughtless manner, at the mercy of chance—for just so 
long trade crises will remain; and each successive crisis is 
bound to become more universal and therefore worse than 
the preceding one; is bound to impoverish a larger body 
of small capitalists, and to augment in increasing propor­
tion the numbers of the class who live by labour alone, thus 
considerably enlarging the mass of labour to be employed 
(the major problem of our economists) and finally causing 
a social revolution such as has never been dreamt of in 
the philosophy3 of the economists.

a Gf. Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act I, Scene 5, lines 166-67.—Ed.
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The perpetual fluctuation of prices such as is created by 
the condition of competition completely deprives trade of 
its last vestige of morality. It is no longer a question of 
value; the same system which appears to attach such impor­
tance to value, which confers on the abstraction of value in 
money form the honour of having an existence of its own— 
this very system destroys by means of competition the in­
herent value of all things, and daily and houfly changes 
the value-relationship of all things to one another. Where is 
there any possibility remaining in this whirlpool of an ex­
change based on a moral foundation? In this continuous up- 
and-down, everyone must seek to hit upon the most favour­
able moment for purchase and sale; everyone must become 
a speculator—that is to say, must reap where he has not 
sown; must enrich himself at the expense of others, must 
calculate on the misfortune of others, or let chance win 
for him. The speculator always counts on disasters, partic­
ularly on bad harvests. He utilises everything—for instance, 
the New York fire in its time55—and immorality’s culminat­
ing point is the speculation on the Stock Exchange, where 
history, and with it mankind, is demoted to a means of 
gratifying the avarice of the calculating or gambling specu­
lator. And let not the honest “respectable” merchant rise 
above the gambling on the Stock Exchange with a Phari­
saic “I thank thee, O Lord. . etc. He is as bad as the 
speculators in stocks and shares. He speculates just as much 
as they do. He has to: competition compels him to. And his 
trading activity therefore implies the same immorality as 
theirs. The truth of the relation of competition is the rela­
tion of consumption to productivity. In a world worthy of 
mankind there will be no other competition than this. The 
community will have to calculate what it can produce with 
the means at its disposal; and in accordance with the rela­
tionship of this productive power to the mass of consumers 
it will determine how far it has to raise or lower produc­
tion, how far it has to give way to, or curtail, luxury. But 
so that they may be able to pass a correct judgment on this 
relationship and on the increase in productive power to be 
expected from a rational state of affairs within the com­
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munity, I invite my readers to consult the writings of the 
English Socialists, and partly also those of Fourier.

Subjective competition—the contest of capital against cap­
ital, of labour against labour, etc.—will under these condi­
tions be reduced to the spirit of emulation grounded in 
human nature (a concept tolerably set forth so far only 
by Fourier), which after the transcendence of opposing inter­
ests will be confined to its proper and rational sphere.

The struggle of capital against capital, of labour against 
labour, of land against land, drives production to a fever- 
pitch at which production turns all natural and rational rela­
tions upside-down. No capital can stand the competition of 
another if it is not brought to the highest pitch of activity. 
No piece of land can be profitably cultivated if it does not 
continuously increase its productivity. No worker can hold 
his own against his competitors if he does not devote all 
his energy to labour. No one at all who enters into the 
struggle of competition can weather it without the utmost 
exertion of his energy, without renouncing every truly 
human purpose. The consequence of this over-exertion on the 
one side is, inevitably, slackening on the other. When the 
fluctuation of competition is small, when demand and sup­
ply, consumption and production, are almost equal, a stage 
must be reached in the development of production where 
there is so much superfluous productive power that the great 
mass of the nation has nothing to live on, that the people 
starve from sheer abundance. For some considerable time 
England has found herself in this crazy position, in this 
living absurdity. When production is subject to greater 
fluctuations, as it is bound to be in consequence of such a 
situation, then the alternation of boom and crisis, over­
production and slump, sets in. The economist has never 
been able to find an explanation for this mad situation. In 
order to explain it, he invented the population theory, which 
is just as senseless—indeed even more senseless than the 
contradiction of coexisting wealth and poverty. The econ­
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omist could not afford to see the truth; he could not afford 
to admit that this contradiction is a simple consequence of 
competition; for in that case his entire system would have 
fallen to bits.

For us the matter is easy to explain. The productive 
power at mankind’s disposal is immeasurable. The productiv­
ity of the soil can be increased ad infinitum by the appli­
cation of capital, labour and science. Accordingrto the most 
able economists and statisticians (cf. Alison’s Principles of 
Population> Vol. I, Chs. 1 and 2), “over-populated” Great 
Britain can be brought within ten years to produce a corn 
yield sufficient for a population six times its present size. 
Capital increases daily; labour power grows with popula­
tion; and day by day science increasingly makes the forces 
of nature subject to man. This immeasurable productive 
capacity, handled consciously and in the interest of all, 
would soon reduce to a minimum the labour falling to the* 
share of mankind. Left to competition, it does the same, 
but within a context of antitheses. One part of the land is 
cultivated in the best possible manner, whilst another part— 
in Great Britain and Ireland thirty million acres of good 
land—lies barren. One part of capital circulates with colossal 
speed; another lies dead in the chest. One part of the 
workers works fourteen or sixteen hours a day, whilst 
another part stands idle and inactive, and starves. Or the 
partition leaves this realm of simultaneity: today trade is 
good; demand is very considerable; everyone works; capital 
is turned over with miraculous speed; farming flourishes; the 
workers work themselves sick. Tomorrow stagnation sets in. 
The cultivation of the land is not worth the effort; entire 
stretches of land remain untilled; the flow of capital sudden­
ly freezes; the workers have no employment, and the whole 
country labours under surplus wealth and surplus popula­
tion.

The economist cannot afford to accept this exposition of 
the subject as correct; otherwise, as has been said, he would 
have to give up his whole system of competition. He would 
have to recognise the hollowness of his antithesis of produc­
tion and consumption, of surplus population and surplus
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wealth. To bring fact and theory into conformity with each 
other—since this fact simply could not be denied—the 
population theory was invented.

Malthus, the originator of this doctrine, maintains that 
population is always pressing on the means of subsistence; 
that as soon as production increases, population increases in 
the same proportion; and that the inherent tendency of the 
population to multiply in excess of the available means of 
subsistence is the root of all misery and all vice. For, when 
there are too many people, they have to be disposed of in 
one way or another: either they must be killed by violence 
or they must starve. But when this has happened, there is 
once more a gap which other multipliers of the population 
immediately start to fill up once more: and so the old misery 
begins all over again. What is more, this is the case in all 
circumstances—not only in civilised, but also in primitive 
conditions. In New Holland,a with a population density of 
one per square mile, the savages suffer just as much from 
over-population as England. In short, if we want to be 
consistent, we must admit that the earth was already over- 
populated when only one man existed. The implications* of 
this line of thought are that since it is precisely the poor 
who are the surplus, nothing should be done for them ex­
cept to make their dying of starvation as easy as possible, 
and to convince them that it cannot be helped and that there 
is no other salvation for their whole class than keeping 
propagation down to the absolute minimum. Or if this proves 
impossible, then it is after all better to establish a state insti­
tution for the painless killing of the children of the poor, 
such as “Marcus”56 has suggested, whereby each working- 
class family would be allowed to have two and a half 
children, any excess being painlessly killed. Charity is to 
be considered a crime, since it supports the augmentation 
of the surplus population. Indeed, it will be very advanta­
geous to declare poverty a crime and to turn poor-houses 
into prisons, as has already happened in England as a result 
of the new “liberal” Poor Law.57 Admittedly it is true that

a The old name for Australia.—Ed.
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this theory ill conforms with the Bible’s doctrine of the 
perfection of God and of His creation; but “it is a poor 
refutation to enlist the Bible against facts”.

Am I to go on any longer elaborating this vile, infamous 
theory, this hideous blasphemy against nature and mankind? 
Am I to pursue its consequences any further? Here at last 
we have the immorality of the economist brought to its 
highest pitch. W hat are all the wars and Horrors of the 
monopoly system compared with this theory! And it is just 
this theory which is the keystone of the liberal system 
of free trade, whose fall entails the downfall of the entire 
edifice. For if here competition is proved to be the cause 
of misery, poverty and crime, who then will still dare to 
speak up for it?

In his above-mentioned work, Alison has shaken the 
Malthusian theory by bringing in the productive power of 
the land and by opposing to the Malthusian principle the 
fact that each adult can produce more than he himself 
needs—a fact without which mankind could not multiply, 
indeed could not even exist; if it were not so how could 
those still growing up live? But Alison does not go to the 
root of the matter, and therefore in the end reaches the 
same conclusion as Mai thus. True enough, he proves that 
Malthus’ principle is incorrect, but cannot gainsay the facts 
which have impelled Malthus to his principle.

If Malthus had not considered the matter so one-sidedly, 
he could not have failed to see that surplus population or 
labour-power is invariably tied up with surplus wealth, 
surplus capital and surplus landed property. The popula­
tion is only too large where the productive power as a 
whole is too large. The condition of every over-populated 
country, particularly England, since the time when Malthus 
wrote, makes this abundantly clear. These were the facts 
which Malthus ought to have considered in their totality, 
and whose consideration was bound to have led to the 
correct conclusion. Instead, he selected one fact, gave no 
consideration to the others, and therefore arrived at his crazy 
conclusion. The second error he committed was to confuse 
means of subsistence with [means of] employment. That



population is always pressing on the means of employment 
—that the number of people produced depends on the 
number of people who can be employed—in short, that the 
production of labour-power has been regulated so far by 
the law of competition and is therefore also exposed to 
periodic crises and fluctuations—this is a fact whose estab­
lishment constitutes Malthus’ merit. But the means of em­
ployment are not the means of subsistence. Only in their 
end-result are the means of employment increased by the 
increase in machine-power and capital. The means of sub­
sistence increase as soon as productive power increases even 
slightly. Here a new contradiction in economics comes to 
light. The economist’s “demand” is not the real demand; his 
“consumption” is an artificial consumption. For the econ­
omist, only that person really demands, only that person 
is a real consumer, who has an equivalent to offer for what 
he receives. But if it is a fact that every adult produces 
more than he himself can consume, that children are like 
trees which give superabundant returns on the outlays in­
vested in them—and these certainly are facts, are they 
not?—then it must be assumed that each worker ought to 
be able to produce far more than he needs and that the 
community, therefore, ought to be very glad to provide him 
with everything he needs; one must consider a large family 
to be a very welcome gift for the community. But the econ­
omist, with his crude outlook, knows no other equivalent 
than that which is paid to him in tangible ready cash. He 
is so firmly set in his antitheses that the most striking facts 
are of as little concern to him as the most scientific prin­
ciples.

We destroy the contradiction simply by transcending it. 
With the fusion of the interests now opposed to each other 
there disappears the contradiction between excess popula­
tion here and excess wealth there; there disappears the mirac­
ulous fact (more miraculous than all the miracles of all 
the religions put together) that a nation has to starve from 
sheer wealth and plenty; and there disappears the crazy 
assertion that the earth lacks the power to feed men. This 
assertion is the pinnacle of Christian economics—and that
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our economics is essentially Christian I could have proved 
from every proposition, from every category, and shall in 
fact do so in due course.58 The Malthusian theory is but 
the economic expression of the religious dogma of the contra­
diction of spirit and nature and the resulting corruption of 
both. As regards religion, and together with religion, this 
contradiction was resolved long ago, and I hope that in 
the sphere of economics I have likewise demonstrated the 
utter emptiness of this contradiction. Moreover, I shall not 
accept as competent any defence of the Malthusian theory 
which does not explain to me on the basis of its own prin­
ciples how a people can starve from sheer plenty and bring 
this into harmony with reason and fact.

At the same time, the Malthusian theory has certainly 
been a necessary point of transition which has taken us an 
immense step further. Thanks to this theory, as to econom­
ics as a whole, our attention has been drawn to the 
productive power of the earth and of mankind; and after 
overcoming this economic despair we have been made for 
ever secure against the fear of over-population. We derive 
from it the most powerful economic arguments for a social 
transformation. For even if Mai thus were completely right, 
this transformation would have to be undertaken straight 
away; for only this transformation, only the education of 
the masses which it provides, makes possible that moral 
restraint of the propagative instinct which Malthus himself 
presents as the most effective and easiest remedy for over­
population. Through this theory we have come to know the 
deepest degradation of mankind, their dependence on the 
conditions of competition. It has shown us how in the last 
instance private property has turned man into a commodity 
whose production and destruction also depend solely on 
demand; how the system of competition has thus slaugh­
tered, and daily continues to slaughter, millions of men. All 
this we have seen, and all this drives us to the abolition 
of this degradation of mankind through the abolition of 
private property, competition and the opposing interests.

Yet, so as to deprive the universal fear of over-popula- 
tion of any possible basis, let us once more return to the



relationship of productive power to population. Malthus 
establishes a formula on which he bases his entire system: 
population is said to increase in a geometrical progression— 
1+2+4+8+16+32, etc.; the productive power of the land 
in an arithmetical progression—1+2+3+4+5+6. The differ­
ence is obvious, is terrifying; but is it correct? Where has 
it been proved that the productivity of the land increases 
in an arithmetical progression? The extent of land is limit­
ed. All right! The labour-power to be employed on this 
land-surface increases with population. Even if we assume 
that the increase in yield due to increase in labour does 
not always rise in proportion to the labour, there still re­
mains a third element which, admittedly, never means any­
thing to the economist—science—whose progress is as un­
limited and at least as rapid as that of population. What 
progress does the agriculture of this century owe to chemis­
try alone—indeed, to two men alone, Sir Humphry Davy 
and Justus Liebig! But science increases at least as much 
as population. The latter increases in proportion to the size 
of the previous generation, science advances in proportion 
to the knowledge bequeathed to it by the previous genera­
tion, and thus under the most ordinary conditions also in 
a geometrical progression. And what is impossible to 
science? But it is absurd to talk of over-population so long 
as “there is enough waste land in the valley of the Missis­
sippi for the whole population of Europe to be trans­
planted there”a; so long as no more than one-third of the 
earth can be considered cultivated, and so long as the 
production of this third itself can be raised sixfold and more 
by the application of improvements already known.

Thus, competition sets capital against capital, labour 
against labour, landed property against landed property; 
and likewise each of these elements against the other two.

a A. Alison, op. cit., p. 548.—Ed. 
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In the struggle the stronger wins; and in order to predict 
the outcome of the struggle, we shall have to investigate the 
strength of the contestants. First of all, labour is weaker 
than either landed property or capital, for the worker must 
work to live, whilst the landowner can live on his rent, and 
the capitalist on his interest, or, if the need arises, on his 
capital or on capitalised property in land. The result is 
that only the very barest necessities, the ilfere means of 
subsistence, fall to the lot of labour; whilst the largest part 
of the products is shared between capital and landed prop­
erty. Moreover, the stronger worker drives the weaker out 
of the market, just as larger capital drives out smaller 
capital, and larger landed property drives out smaller 
landed property. Practice confirms this conclusion. The ad­
vantages which the larger manufacturer and merchant enjoy 
over the smaller, and the big landowner over the owner of 
a single acre, are well known. The result is that already 
under ordinary conditions, in accordance with the law of 
the stronger, large capital and large landed property swallow 
small capital and small landed property—i.e., centralisa­
tion of property. In crises of trade and agriculture, this cen­
tralisation proceeds much more rapidly.

In general large property increases much more rapidly 
than small property, since a much smaller portion is deduct­
ed from its proceeds as property-expenses. This law of the 
centralisation of private property is as immanent in private 
property as all the others. The middle classes must increas­
ingly disappear until the world is divided into millionaires 
and paupers, into large landowners and poor farm labourers. 
All the laws, all the dividing of landed property, all the 
possible splitting-up of capital, are of no avail: this result 
must and will come, unless it is anticipated by a total trans­
formation of social conditions, a fusion of opposed interests, 
an abolition of private property.

Free competition, the key-word of our present-day econ­
omists, is an impossibility. Monopoly at least intended to 
protect the consumer against fraud, even if it could not in 
fact do so. The abolition of monopoly, however, opens the 
door wide to fraud. You say that competition carries with it
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the remedy for fraud, since no one will buy bad articles. 
But that means that everyone has to be an expert in every 
article, which is impossible. Hence the necessity for monop­
oly, which many articles in fact reveal. Pharmacies, etc., 
must have a monopoly. And the most important article— 
money—requires a monopoly most of all. Whenever the 
circulating medium has ceased to be a state monopoly it 
has invariably produced a trade crisis; and the English econ­
omists, Dr. Wade among them, do concede in this case the 
necessity for monopoly. But monopoly is no protection 
against counterfeit money. One can take one’s stand on 
either side of the question: the one is as difficult as the 
other. Monopoly produces free competition, and the latter, 
in turn, produces monopoly. Therefore, both must fall, and 
these difficulties must be resolved through the transcendence 
of the principle which gives rise to them.

Competition has penetrated all the relationships of our 
life and completed the reciprocal bondage in which men 
now hold themselves. Competition is the great mainspring 
which again and again jerks into activity our aging and 
withering social order, or rather disorder; but with each 
new exertion it also saps a part of this order’s waning 
strength. Competition governs the numerical advance of 
mankind; it likewise governs its moral advance. Anyone 
who has any knowledge of the statistics of crime must have 
been struck by the peculiar regularity with which crime 
advances year by year, and with which certain causes 
produce certain crimes. The extension of the factory system 
is followed everywhere by an increase in crime. The number 
of arrests, of criminal cases—indeed, the number of murders, 
burglaries, petty thefts, etc., for a large town or for a 
district—can be predicted year by year with unfailing preci­
sion, as has been done often enough in England. This regu­
larity proves that crime, too, is governed by competition; 
that society creates a demand for crime which is met by a 
corresponding supply; that the gap created by the arrest,
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transportation or execution of a certain number is at once 
filled by others, just as every gap in population is at once 
filled by new arrivals; in other words, that crime presses 
on the means of punishment just as the people press on the 
means of employment. How just it is to punish criminals 
under these circumstances, quite apart from any other con­
siderations, I leave to the judgment of my readers. Here 
I am merely concerned in demonstrating the extension of 
competition into the moral sphere, and in showing to what 
deep degradation private property has brought man.

In the struggle of capital and land against labour, the 
first two elements enjoy yet another special advantage over 
labour—the assistance of science; for in present conditions 
science, too, is directed against labour. Almost all mechan­
ical inventions, for instance, have been occasioned by the 
lack of labour-power; in particular Hargreaves’, Crompton’s 
and Arkwright’s cotton-spinning machines. There has never 
been an intense demand for labour which did not result 
in an invention that increased labour productivity consider­
ably, thus diverting demand away from human labour. The 
history of England from 1770 until now is a continuous 
demonstration of this. The last great invention in cotton- 
spinning, the self-acting mule, was occasioned solely by the 
demand for labour, and rising wages. It doubled machine- 
labour, and thereby cut down hand-labour by half; it threw 
half the workers out of employment, and thereby reduced the 
wages of the others by half; it crushed a plot of the workers 
against the factory owners, and destroyed the last vestige 
of strength with which labour had still held out in the un­
equal struggle against capital. (Cf. Dr. Ure, Philosophy of 
Manufactures, Vol. 2.) The economist now says, however, 
that in its final result machinery is favourable to the work­
ers, since it makes production cheaper and thereby creates 
a new and larger market for its products, and thus ulti­
mately re-employs the workers put out of work. Quite right. 
But is the economist forgetting, then, that the production of



labour-power is regulated by competition; that labour-power 
is always pressing on the means of employment, and that, 
therefore, when these advantages are due to become oper­
ative, a surplus of competitors for work is already waiting 
for them, and will thus render these advantages illusory; 
whilst the disadvantages—the sudden withdrawal of the 
means of subsistence from one half of the workers and the 
fall in wages for the other half—are not illusory? Is the 
economist forgetting that the progress of invention never 
stands still, and that these disadvantages, therefore, perpet­
uate themselves? Is he forgetting that with the division of 
labour, developed to such a high degree by our civilisation, 
a worker can only live if he can be used at this particular 
machine for this particular detailed operation; that the 
change-over from one type of employment to another, newer 
type is almost invariably an absolute impossibility for the 
adult worker?

In turning my attention to the effects of machinery, I am 
brought to another subject less directly relevant—the factory 
system; and I have neither the inclination nor the time to 
treat this here. Besides, I hope to have an early opportunity 
to expound in detail the despicable immorality of this 
system, and to expose mercilessly the economist’s hypocrisy 
which here appears in all its brazenness.59
W ritten in October and Printed according to the journal
November 1843
First published in Deutsch- 
Franzdsische Jahrbiicher,
1844
Signed: Frederick Engels in 
Manchester





Notes
1 The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 is the first work 

in which Marx tried to systematically elaborate problems of polit­
ical economy from the standpoint of his maturing dialectical- 
materialist and communist views and also to synjthesise the results 
of his critical review of prevailing philosophic and economic theo­
ries. Apparently, Marx began to write it in order to clarify the 
problems for himself. But in the process of working on it he con­
ceived the idea of publishing a work analysing the economic system 
of bourgeois society in his time and its ideological trends. Towards 
the end of his stay in Paris, on February 1, 1845, Marx signed a 
contract with Carl Leske, a Darmstadt publisher, concerning the 
publication of his work entitled A  Critique of Politics and of Polit­
ical Economy. I t was to be based on his Economic and Philosophic 
Manuscripts of 1844 and perhaps also on his earlier manuscript 
Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Law . This 
plan did not materialise in the 1840s because Marx was busy writ­
ing other works and, to some extent, because the contract with the 
publisher was cancelled in September 1846, the latter being afraid 
to have transactions with such a revolutionary-minded author. How­
ever, in the early 1850s Marx returned to the idea of writing a 
book on economics. Thus, the manuscripts of 1844 are connected 
with the conception of a plan which led many years later to the 
writing of Capital.

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is an unfinished 
work and in part a rough draft. A considerable part of the text 
has not been preserved. W hat remains comprises three manuscripts, 
each of which has its own pagination (in Roman figures). The first 
manuscript contains 27 pages, of which pages I-X II and X V II- 
X X V II are divided by two vertical lines into three columns sup­
plied with headings written in beforehand: “Wages of Labour”, 
“Profit of Capital” (this section has also subheadings supplied by 
the author) and “Rent of Land”. It is difficult to tell the order in 
which Marx filled these columns. All the three columns on p. VII 
contain the text relating to the section “Wages of Labour”. Pages 
X III to XVI are divided into two columns and contain texts of 
the sections “Wages of Labour” (pp. X III-X V ), “Profit of Capital” 
(pp. X III-X V I) and “Rent of Land” (p. XVI). On pages XVII 
to X X I, only the column headed “Rent of Land” is filled in. From 
page X X II to page X X VII, on which the first manuscript breaks 
off, Marx wrote across the three columns disregarding the headings. 
The text of these pages is published as a separate section entitled 
by the editors according to its content “Estranged Labour”.
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Of the second manuscript only the last four pages have sur­
vived (pp. X L-X LIII).

The third manuscript contains 41 pages (not counting blank ones) 
divided into two columns and numbered by Marx himself from I 
to X L III (in doing so he omitted two numbers, X X II and XXV). 
Like the extant part of the second manuscript, the third manuscript 
has no author’s headings; the text has been arranged and supplied 
with the headings by the editors.

Sometimes Marx departed from the subject-matter and in­
terrupted his elucidation of one question to analyse another. Pages 
X X X IX -X L  contain the Preface to the whole work which is given 
before the text of the first manuscript. The text of the section 
dealing with the critical analysis of Hegel’s dialectic, to which Marx 
referred in the Preface as the concluding chapter and which was 
scattered on various pages, is arranged in one section and put at 
the end in accordance with Marx’s indications.

In order to give the reader a better visual idea of the struc­
ture of the work, the text reproduces in vertical lines the Roman 
numbers of the sheets of the manuscripts, and the Arabic numbers 
of the columns in the first manuscript. The notes indicate where 
the text has been rearranged. Passages crossed out by Marx with 
a vertical line are enclosed in pointed brackets; separate words or 
phrases crossed out by the author are given in footnotes only when 
they supplement the text. The general title and the headings of 
the various parts of the manuscripts enclosed in square brackets 
are supplied by the editors on the basis of the author’s formula­
tions. In some places the text has been broken up into paragraphs 
by the editors. Quotations from the French sources cited by Marx 
in French or in his own translation into German, are given in En­
glish in both cases and the French texts as quoted by Marx are 
given in the footnotes. Here and elsewhere Marx’s rendering of 
the quotations or free translation is given in small type but without 
quotation marks. Emphasis in quotations, belonging, as a rule, to 
Marx, as well as that of the quoted authors, is indicated everywhere 
by italics.

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 was first 
published by the Institute of Marxism-Leninism in Moscow in the 
language of the original: Marx/Engels, Gesamtausgabe, Abt. 1, 
Bd. 3, 1932.

In  English this work was first published in 1959 by the Foreign 
Languages Publishing House (now Progress Publishers), Moscow, 
translated by Martin Milligan. p. 15

2 This refers to Bruno Bauer’s reviews of books, articles and 
pamphlets on the Jewish question, including Marx’s article on the 
subject in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbiicher, which were pub­
lished in the monthly Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung (issue No. I,
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December 1843, and issue No. IV, March 1844) under the title “Von 
den neuesten Schriften uber die Judenfrage”. Most of the expres­
sions quoted are taken from these reviews. The expressions “uto­
pian phrase” and “compact mass” can be found in Bruno Bauer's 
unsigned article, “Was ist jetzt der Gegenstand der Kritik?”, pub­
lished in the Allgemeine Liter atur-Zeitung, issue No. VIII, July
1844. A detailed critical appraisal of this monthly was later on 
given by Marx and Engels in the book Die heilige Familie, oder 
Kritik der kritischen Kritik (see this edition, Vol. ̂ 4, The Holy 
Family, or Critique of Critical Criticism). p. 18

3 Marx apparently refers to W eitling’s works: Die Menschheit, wie 
sie ist und wie sie sein sollte, 1838, and Garantien der Harmonie 
und Freiheit y Vivis, 1842.

Moses Hess published three articles in the collection Einund- 
zwanzig Bo gen aus der Schweiz (Twenty-One Sheets from Switzer­
land), Erster Teil (Zurich und Winterthur, 1843), issued by Georg 
Herwegh. These articles, entitled “Sozialismus und Kommunismus”, 
“Philosophic der T at” and “Die Eine und die ganze Freiheit”, were 
published anonymously. The first two of them had a note—“W ritten 
by the author of ‘Europaische Triarchie' p. 18

4 The term “element” in the Hegelian philosophy means a vital ele­
ment of thought. I t  is used to stress that thought is a  process, and 
that therefore elements in a system of thought are also phases in 
a movement. The term “feeling” (Empfindung) denotes relatively 
low forms of mental life in which no distinction is made between 
the subjective and objective. p. 20

5 Shortly after writing this Preface Marx fulfilled his intention in
The Holy Family, or Critique of Critical Criticism, written in col­
laboration with Engels (see Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Col­
lected W orks, Vol. 4). p. 20

6 The expression “common humanity” (in the manuscript in French,
“simple humanite”) was borrowed by Marx from the first volume 
(Chapter VIII) of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, which he used 
in Gamier's French translation (Recherches sur la nature et les 
causes de la richesse des nations, Paris, 1802, t. I, p. 138). All the 
subsequent references were given by Marx to this publication, the 
synopsis of which is contained in his Paris Notebooks with excerpts 
on political economy. In the present volume wherever there are 
references to or quotations from this work by Adam Smith the 
corresponding pages of the English edition are given and references 
to Garnier's edition are reproduced in square brackets, e.g., Adam 
Smith, Wealth of Nations, Everyman’s Library edition, Vol. I, pp. 
58-60 [Garnier, t. I, pp. 132-36]. p. 21
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7 Marx uses the German term “Nationalokonomie” to denote both
the economic system in the sense of science or theory, and the eco­
nomic system itself. p. 26

8 Loudon’s work was a translation into French of an English manu­
script apparently never published in the original. The author did 
publish in English a short pamphlet—The Equilibrium of Population 
and Sustenance Demonstrated, Leamington, 1836. p. 32

9 Unlike the quotations from a number of other French writers such
as Constantin Pecqueur and Eugene Buret, which Marx gives in 
French in this work, the excerpts from J. B. Say’s book are given 
in his German translation. p. 36

w From this page of the manuscript quotations from Adam Smith’s 
book (in the French translation), which Marx cited so far sometimes 
in French and sometimes in German, are, as a rule, given in Ger­
man. In this book the corresponding pages of the English edi­
tion are substituted for the French by the editors and Marx’s refer­
ences are given in square brackets (see Note 6). p. 36

11 The text published in small type here and below is not an exact
quotation from Smith but a summary of the corresponding passages 
from his work. Such passages are subsequently given in small type 
but without quotation marks. p. 37

12 The preceding page (VII) of the first manuscript does not contain
any text relating to the sections “Profit of Capital” and “Rent of 
Land” (see Note 1). p. 41

13 The whole paragraph, including the quotation from Ricardo’s book
in the French translation by Francisco Solano Constancio: Des prin- 
cipes de Veconomie politique, et de Vimpdt, 2-e 6d., Paris, 1835, T. II, 
pp. 194-95 (see the corresponding English edition On the Principles 
of Political Economy, and Taxation, London, 1817), and from Sis- 
mondi’s Nouveaux principes d’economie politique.. . ,  Paris, 1819, 
T. II, p. 331, is an excerpt from Eugene Buret’s book De la misere 
des classes laborieuses en Angleterre et en F rance..., Paris, 1840, 
T. I, pp. 6-7, note. p. 49

14 The allusion is to the following passage: “In a perfectly fair lottery,
those who draw the prizes ought to gain all that is lost by those 
who draw the blanks. In a profession where twenty fail for one 
that succeeds, that one ought to gain all that should have been 
gained by the unsuccessful twenty.” (Smith, Wealth of Nations, 
Vol. I, Bk. I, p. 94.) p. 51
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15 See Note 12.
16 The Corn Laws—a series of laws in England (the first of which

dated back to the 15th century) which imposed high duties on
imported corn with the aim of maintaining high prices on it on
the home market. In  the first third of the 19th century several laws
were passed (in 1815, 1822 and so on) changing the conditions of 
corn imports, and in 1828 a sliding scale was introduced, which 
raised import duties on corn while lowering prices* on the home 
market and, on the contrary, lowered import duties while raising ' 
prices.

In 1838 the Manchester factory owners Cobden and Bright 
founded the Anti-Corn Law League, which widely exploited the 
popular discontent at rising corn prices. While agitating for the 
abolition of the corn duties and demanding complete freedom of 
trade, the League strove to weaken the economic and political posi­
tions of the landed aristocracy and to lower workers’ wages.

The struggle between the industrial bourgeoisie and the landed 
aristocracy over the Corn Laws ended in their repeal in 1846. p. 57

17 Pages X III to XV are divided into two columns and not three
like the other pages of the first manuscript; they contain no text 
relating to the section “Rent of Land”. On page XVI, which also 
has two columns, this text is in the first column, while on the fol­
lowing pages it is in the second. p. 59

18 Marx, still using Hegel’s terminology and his approach to the
unity of the opposites, counterposes the term “Verwirklichung” (re­
alisation) to “Entwirklichung” (loss of realisation). p. 68

19 In this manuscript Marx frequently uses two similar German terms,
“Entausserung” and “Entfremdung”, to express the notion of “aliena­
tion”. In the present edition the former is generally translated as 
“alienation”, the latter as “estrangement”, because in the later eco­
nomic works (‘Theories of Surplus-Value) Marx himself used the 
word “alienation” as the English equivalent of the term “Entaus­
serung”. p. 68

20 The term “species-being” (Gattungswesen) is derived from Ludwig
Feuerbach’s philosophy where it is applied to man and mankind 
as a whole. p. 72

21Apparently Marx refers to Proudhon’s book Qu*est-ce que la pro- 
priite?, Paris, 1841. p. 78

22 This passage shows that Marx here uses the category of wages in
a broad sense, as an expression of antagonistic relations between 
the classes of capitalists and of wage-workers. Under “the wages” 
he understands “the wage-labour”, the capitalist system as such.
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This idea was apparently elaborated in detail in that part of the 
manuscript which is now extant. p. 78

23 This apparently refers to the conversion of individuals into mem­
bers of civil society which is considered as the sphere of property, 
of material relations that determine all other relations. In this case 
Marx refers to the material relations of society based on private 
property and the antagonism of different classes. p. 79

24 The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 deprived poor people con­
sidered able to work (including children) of any public relief except 
a place in the workhouse, where they were compelled to work.

p. 82
25 In  the manuscript “sein fur sich selbst”, which is an expression of

Hegel’s term “fiir sich*’ (for itself) as opposed to “an sich” (in itself). 
In the Hegelian philosophy the former means roughly explicit, con­
scious or defined in contrast to “an sich”, a synonym for immature, 
implicit or unconscious. p. 84

26 This refers to Revolutions de Trance et de Brabant, par Camille
Desmoulins. Second Trimestre, contenant mars, avril et mai, Paris, 
Fan 1790, N. 16, p. 139 sq.; N. 23, p. 425 sqq.; N. 26, 
p. 580 sqq. p. 86

27 This refers to Georg Ludwig Wilhelm Funke, Die aus der unbe-
schrankten Theilbarkeit des Grundeigenthums hervorgehenden Nach- 
theile, Hamburg und Gotha,. 1839, p. 56, in which there is a refer­
ence to Heinrich Leo, Studien und Skizzen zu einer Naturlehre des 
Staates, Halle, 1833, p. 102. p. 86

28 The third manuscript is a thick notebook the last few pages of 
which are blank. The pages are divided into two columns by a 
vertical line, not for the purpose of dividing the text according to 
the headings but for purely technical reasons. The text of the first 
three sections comprises pp. I-X I, X IV -X X I, X X X IV -X X X V III 
and was written as a supplement to the missing pages of the second 
manuscript. Pages X I-X III, XVII, X V III, X X III, XXIV, X XVI- 
X X X IV  contain the text of the concluding chapter dealing with 
the criticism of Hegel’s dialectic (on some pages it is written along­
side the text of other sections). In some places the manuscript con­
tains the author’s remarks testifying to his intention to unite into 
a  single whole various passages of this section separated from each 
other by the text of other sections. Pages X X IX -X L  comprise the 
draft Preface. Finally, the text on the last pages (XLI-XLIII) is 
a self-contained essay on the power of money in bourgeois society.

p. 89
29 The manuscript has;“als fur sich seiende Tatigkeit”. For the mean­

ing of the terms “fur sich” and “an sich” in Hegel’s philosophy 
see Note 25. p. 89
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30 Marx refers to the rise of the primitive, crude equalitarian tenden­
cies among the representatives of utopian communism at the early 
stages of its development. Among the medieval religious commu­
nistic communities, in particular, there was current a notion of the 
common possession of women as a feature of the future society 
depicted in the spirit of consumer communism ideals. In 1534-35 
the German Anabaptists, who seized power in Munster, tried to 
introduce polygamy in accordance with this view. Tommaso Cam- 
panella, the author of Civitas Solis (early 17th century), rejected 
monogamy in his ideal society. The primitive communistic communi­
ties were also characterised by asceticism and a hostile attitude to 
science and works of art. Some of these primitive equalitarian fea­
tures, 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 (“worker-egalitarians”,; “humanitarians”, and so on) com­
prising the followers of Babeuf (for a characterisation of these see 
Engels, “Progress of Social Reform on the Continent” (Karl Marx 
and Frederick Engels, Collected W orks, Volume 3, pp. 396-97)).

p. 94
31 This note is given by Marx on page V of the manuscript where

it is separated by a horizontal line from the main text, but ac­
cording to its meaning it refers to this sentence. p. 94

32 This part of the manuscript shows clearly the peculiarity of the 
terminology used by Marx in his works. A t the time he had not 
worked out terms adequately expressing the conceptions of scientific 
communism he was then evolving and was still under the influence 
of Feuerbach in that respect. Hence the difference in the use of 
words in his early and subsequent, mature writings. In the Eco­
nomic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 the word “socialism” is 
used to denote the stage of society at which it has carried out a 
revolutionary transformation, abolished private property, class antag­
onisms, alienation and so on. In the same sense Marx used the ex­
pression “communism equals humanism”. A t that time he under­
stood the term “communism as such” not as the final goal of revolu­
tionary transformation but as the process of this transformation, 
development leading up to that goal, a lower stage of the process.

p, 106
33 This expression apparently refers to the theory of the English geol­

ogist Sir Charles Lyell who, in his three-volume work The Prin-
. ciples of Geology (1830-33), proved the evolution of the earth’s 
crust and refuted the popular theory of cataclysms. Lyell used the 
term “historical geology” for his theory. The term “geognosy” was 
introduced by the 18th-century German scientist Abraham Werner, 
a specialist in mineralogy, and it was used also by Alexander Hum­
boldt. p. 106
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34 This statement is interpreted differently by researchers. Many of
them maintain that Marx here meant crude equalitarian communism, 
such as that propounded by Babeuf and his followers. While recog­
nising the historic role of that communism, he thought it impos­
sible to ignore its weak points. It seems more justifiable, however, 
to interpret this passage proceeding from the peculiarity of terms 
used in the manuscript (see Note 32). Marx here used the term 
“communism” to mean not the higher phase of classless society 
(which he at the time denoted as “socialism” or “communism 
equalling humanism”) but movement (in various forms, including 
primitive forms of equalitarian communism at the early stage) 
directed at its achievement, a revolutionary transformation process 
of transition to it. Marx emphasised that this process should not 
be considered as an end in itself, but that it is a necessary, though 
a transitional, stage in attaining the future social system, which 
will be characterised by new features distinct from those proper 
to this stage. p. 108

35 Page X I (in part) and pages X II and X III are taken up by a 
text relating to the concluding chapter (see Note 28). p. 108

36 The greater part of this page as well as part of the preceding
page (XVII) comprises a text relating to the concluding chapter 
(see Note 28). p. 115

37 Apparently Marx refers to a formula of the German philosopher
Fichte, an adherent of subjective idealism. p. 116

38 The preceding pages starting from p. X X I, which is partly taken
up by a text relating to this section, contain the text of the con­
cluding chapter. p. 121

39 In some of his early writings Marx already uses the term “biirger-
liche Gesellschaft” to mean two things: (1) in a broader sense, the 
economic system of society regardless of the historical stage of its 
development, the sum total of material relations which determine 
political institutions and ideology, and (2) in the narrow sense, 
the material relations of bourgeois society (later on, that society as 
a whole), of capitalism. Hence, the term has been translated accord­
ing to its concrete meaning in the context as “civil society” in the 
first case and “bourgeois society” in the second. p. 121

40 The two previous pages of the manuscript contain the draft Preface
to the whole work, which is published on pages 17-20. p. 127

41 Ontology— in some philosophic systems a theory about being, about
the nature of things. P- 127
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42 Originally the section on the Hegelian dialectic was apparently
conceived by Marx as a philosophical digression in the section of 
the third manuscript which is published under the heading “Private 
Property and Communism” and was written together with other 
sections as an addition to separate pages of the second manuscript 
(see pp. 93-108 of this book). Therefore Marx marked the beginning 
of this section (p. X I in the manuscript) as point 6, considering it 
to be the continuation of the five points of the preceding section. 
He marked as point 7 the beginning of the following UTection, head­
ed “Human Requirements and Division of Labour Under the Rule 
of Private Property”, on page X IV  of the manuscript. However, 
when dealing with this subject on subsequent pages of his manu­
script, Marx decided to collect the whole material into a separate, 
concluding chapter and mentioned this in his draft Preface. The 
chapter, like a number of other sections of the manuscript, was 
not finished. While writing it, Marx made special excerpts from 
the last chapter (“Absolute Knowledge”) of Hegel’s Phanomenologie 
des Geistes, which are in the same notebook as the third manuscript 
(these excerpts are not reproduced in this edition). p. 133

43 The reference is not quite accurate. On page 193 of the work men­
tioned, Bruno Bauer polemises not against the anti-Hegelian Herr 
Gruppe but against the Right Hegelian Marheineke. p. 134

44 Marx here refers to Feurbach’s critical observations on Hegel in 
§§ 29-30 of his Grundsatze der Philosophic der Zukunft.

This note is given at the bottom of page X III of the third 
manuscript without any indication what it refers to. The asterisk 
after the sentence to which it seems to refer is given by the editors.

p. 136
45 Here on page X V II of the third manuscript (part of which com­

prises a text relating to the section “Human Requirements and 
Division of Labour Under the Rule of Private Property”) Marx 
gave the note: “see p. X III”, which proves that this text is the 
continuation of the section dealing with the critical analysis of the 
Hegelian dialectic begun on pp. X I-X II. p. 138

46 At the end of page X V III of the third manuscript there is a note
by Marx: “continued on p. X X II”. However number X X II was 
omitted by Marx in paging. The text of the given chapter is con­
tinued on the page marked by the author as X X III, which is also 
confirmed by his remark on it: “see p. X V III”. p. 140

47 Marx apparently refers here not only to the identity of Hegel’s 
views on labour and some other categories of political economy 
with those of the English classical economists but also to his pro­
found knowledge of economic writings. In lectures he delivered 
at Jena University in 1803-04 Hegel cited Adam Smith’s work. In
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his Philosophic des Rcchts (§189) he mentions Smith, Say and 
Ricardo and notes the rapid development of economic thought.

p. 141
48 Hegel uses the term “thinghood” (Dingheit) in his work Phanome-

nologie des Geistes to denote an abstract, universal, mediating link 
in the process of cognition; “thinghood” reveals the generality of 
the specific properties of individual things. The synonym for it is 
“pure essence” (das reine Wesen). p. 142

49 These eight points of the “surmounting of the object of conscious­
ness”, expressed “in all its aspects”, are copied nearly word for 
word from §§ 1 and 3 of the last chapter (“Absolute Knowledge”) 
of Hegel’s Phanomenologie des Geistes. p. 143

50 Number X X V  was omitted by Marx in paging the third manu­
script. p. 144

51 Marx refers to § 30 of Feuerbach’s Grundsatze der Philosophie der
Zukunft, which says: “Hegel is a thinker who surpasses himself in 
thinking.” p. 148

52 This enumeration gives the major categories of Hegel’s Encyclopa-
die der philosophiscken Wissenschaften in the order in which they 
are examined by Hegel. Similarly, the categories reproduced by 
Marx above (on p. 149), from “civil law” to “world history”, 
are given in the order in which they appear in Hegel’s Philosophie 
des Rechts. p. 150

53 The Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy is the first eco­
nomic work written by Engels. It was one of the principal works 
published in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrhiicher, and together with 
the programme articles written by Marx it determined the jour­
nal’s communist trend. Marx was very much interested in this work 
of Engels and wrote a summary of it (Karl Marx and Frederick 
Engels, Collected W orks, Vol. 3, pp. 375-76). Later on he men­
tioned this work more than once in his writings. In  the Preface 
to the first edition of A  Contribution to the Critique of Political 
Economy (1859) Marx called it a “brilliant essay on the critique 
of economic categories”. Despite the fact that the work contained 
some traits of immaturity which are inevitable at the earlier stage

. of the formation of ideas: the influence of Feuerbach’s abstract 
humanism which had not yet been completely overcome, a one­
sided appraisal of the labour theory of value, etc.—shortcomings 
about which Engels wrote in a general way in his letter to Wilhelm 
Liebknecht on April 13,. 1876—the work contained profound anti­
cipation of some propositions in the new, materialist economic 
teaching.
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The work also produced a strong impression on other repre­
sentatives of progressive circles. For example, the Berlin physician 
Julius Waldeck, stressing in his letter to Johann Jacoby the matu­
rity and boldness of the ideas expounded in this work, exclaimed: 
“Engels has worked a real miracle!” (G. Mayer, Friedrich Engels. 
Eine Biographie, Bd. 1, S. 171.)

In English the Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy 
was first published as an appendix to the book: Karl Marx, Eco­
nomic arid Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Foreign {Languages Pub­
lishing House, Moscow, 1959. p. 161

64 The Anti-Corn Law League—see Note 16. p. 174
55 The reference is to the New York fire of December 16, 1835.

p. 181
56 Several pamphlets signed “Marcus” appeared in England, in partic­

ular: On the Possibility of Limiting Populousness, printed by John 
Hill, Black Horse Court, Fleet Street, 1838, and The Theory of 
Painless Extinction, the publication of which was announced in 
The New Moral W orld  on August 29, 1840. They expounded the 
Malthusian misanthropic theory of population. The principal ideas 
of “Marcus” were also summed up in the anonymous pamphlet: 
A n  Essay on Populousness, printed for private circulation; printed 
for the author, 1838. p. 184

57 The reference is to the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834, under 
which the poor were placed in workhouses named by the people 
“Poor Law Bastilles”. The repeal of this law was one of the main 
demands of the Chartists.

A characterisation of this law is given in Marx’s work “Crit­
ical Marginal Notes on the Article ‘The King of Prussia and So­
cial Reform. By a Prussian* ” (see Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, 
Collected Works, Vol. 3, pp. 194-95). p. 184

58 It is difficult to judge by the available material to which literary 
plan this statement refers. Possibly Engels had in mind a work on 
English social history which he intended to write and which he 
mentions at the end of this work (see Karl Marx and Frederick 
Engels, Collected Works, Vol. 3, p. 443). In his series of articles, 
The Condition of England, which is a brief preliminary outline of 
this work, Engels characterises the economic teaching of Adam 
Smith and the utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham and James 
Mill as a theoretical expression of the domination of private 
property, egoism, alienation of man, which represent the con­
summation of the principles following from the Christian world 
outlook and world order (see Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Col­
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lected Works, Vol. 3, pp. 485-87). It is probable, however, that 
he had in mind a plan of some special work on economics. A year 
later, in particular, Engels worked on a pamphlet about the German 
economist List (see his letter to Marx of November 19, 1844). p. 187

59 Engels has in mind a work on English social history which he 
planned to write and for which he collected material during his 
stay in England (November 1842-August 1844). He intended to 
devote a whole chapter of this work to the condition of the work­
ing class in England. Later he changed his plans and decided to 
write a special work on the English proletariat, which he did upon 
his return to Germany. His book The Condition of the Working- 
Class in England was published in Leipzig in 1845 (see Karl Marx 
and Frederick Engels, Collected Works, Vol. 4). p. 192
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—determination through con­

tradiction—165, 175, 178-79 
—in society—126 
—apparent—78, 186-87 
See also Essence and phenome­
non, Interest, interests 

Corn Laws, the—57 
See also Anti-Corn Law 
League 

Corporations, medieval—84 
Crime—190
Criticism, critique—17-20, 133,

134-35, 136-37, 139-40 
Culture—95

n
Definition, determination—171, 

174
Demand and supply—21-23, 56, 

117> 131, 179, 182, 186 
Division of labour—22-27, 39, 

58, 62, 67, 68, 122, 123-27, 192

E
Economic crisis—23-24, 26-29,

57-58
—commercial crisis—180, 189 

Egoism—87, 101, 127 
Emancipation 

—political—78-79, 108 
—of mankind—78-79, 101,

107-08
See also Revolution, bourgeois,

Revolution, proletarian 
England 

—economy, industry and trade 
of—167-69, 182-84 

—landed property of—63-65 
—home conditions of—182-84 
—Poor Laws—82, 184-85 
—education, schools of—191 
—prospects of proletarian 
revolution—116 

See also Anti-Corn Law League, 
Aristocracy> Classes, Class 
struggle, Communist move­
ment, Corn Laws, Industrial 
revolution (in England), 
Ireland, Liberalism, Literature, 
Monarchy, Pauperism, Peasan­
try, Religion, Socialism, 
T  ories, Workers’ movement, 
Working class in England 

Enjoyment—119-20, 128 
Equality—63, 116 
Essence and phenomenon—114 

—essential distinctions—84-85 
—and existence—96-97, 107-08 
—abstract essence—108-09 
—criticism of Hegel’s idealist 

conception of essence and 
phenomenon—139-41, 146,
150

See also Opposites 
Estates 

—in feudal society—118 
Estranged labour—24, 27-29, 66,

71-80, 94, 96-97, 101, 105, 122, 
191

Estrangement 
—in the process of labour— 

66-67, 69-71, 72-73, 74-77, 
79, 90-91, 105 

—religious—67, 75-76, 90, 97- 
98, 138-40, 148, 149 

—ways of transcendence of—
96-101, 105-06, 116*17, 120,
147-52

See also Alienation, Christian­
ity, Consciousness, Estranged 
labour, Landed property, Man,
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Nature, Private property, Pro­
duction, Profit, Science, Self- 
estrangement, State, Value, 
Wages, Worker 

Ethics, morality — 17, 86-88,
97-98, 112-114, 150, 165-66,
167-68, 175, 178, 180-181,
190

Exchange—66, 125-27, 171 
Exploitation—62 

See also Capitalist, Private 
property, W orking class

F
Factory system—168, 190-192 
Family— 97, 149, 168 

See also Hegel’s teaching on 
the state, Marriage, State 

Feeling—127 
See also Sense organs 

Fertility—53, 59
See also Agriculture, Science 

Fetishism■—89, 92, 116 
Feudalism—61-64, 84-86, 89 

See also Corporations, Estates, 
Industry, Landed property, 
Middle Ages, Monarchy, Peo­
ple, Serfdom, Trade 

Feuerbach’s philosophy-* 18-20, 
105, 134-37, 148, 172 

Fourier’s socialism—94, 181-82 
France

—economy and industry of— 
116

—public and political thought 
of—116-17 

See also Classes, Class strug­
gle, Communist movement, 
French philosophy, Liberalism, 
Nobility, Peasantry, Religion, 
Socialism, Workers* movement 

Freedom
—its determination by the his­

tory of society—117-18 
—and necessity—96-97 
—in bourgeois society—23

See also Free trade, Law, Re­
ligion, .Rights, political 

Free trade—64, 163-66, 167-68 
See also Protectionism 

French philosophy—162

G r
General— see Individual, partic­

ular and general 
Geognosy—106 
German philosophy—19, 116 

See also Feuerbach’s philos­
ophy, Hegel’s philosophy, 
Young Hegelians 

God, gods—68, 75, 108 
Guilds, medieval—286 

See also Corporations, medi­
eval

H
Hegel’s philosophy—19, 20, 135- 

43, 145-52, 153-54 
—dialectic—19-20, 133-36,

139-41, 150-52 
—logic—133, 136-38, 152-54 
—philosophy of law—149 
—abstract historism—135-38 
See also Alienation, Christian­
ity, Consciousness, Essence and 
phenomenon, Estrangement, 
Freedom, Hegel’s teaching on 
the state, Labour, Law, Nature, 
Private property, Property, 
Young Hegelians 

Hegel’s teaching on the state 
—idealist conception of the 

state—137-38 
Historical and logical—84, 97-98,

135-36 
Historiography—104 
History—96-98, 105, 117, 134, 

139-40, 146
—world history—107-08, 144, 

149
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—modern history—86, 162,
166-67

See also Historiography, Mid­
dle Ages 

Housing question, the (under 
capitalism)—49-51, 57, 110,
115, 116-19 
See also Worker 

Humanism— 18, 96, 98, 103-06, 
144, 151

I
Idealism—135, 144 
Individual, personality, the

—in bourgeois society—57, 71 
t—and Christianity—162 
See also Estates, Man, Nature, 
Science, Society 

Industrial revolution, the (in 
England)—192 
See also Progress 

Industry 
—in bourgeois society—58, 64- 

66, 109, 128 
—and economic policy—64-65 
—and landed property—64, 

84-86, 92-93 
—as a condition for the rise 

of proletariat—64 
—bourgeois economists on—57,

89-91
See also Agriculture, Capital, 
Economic crisis, Production 

Instruments of labour—45, 59, 63 
Interest, interests 

—separation of interests under , 
the rule of private property 
-167-70  

—opposition of private interest 
and the interest of society 
under the capitalist mode of 
production—26, 40-41, 58, 
83-84, 86, 126, 179 

—opposition of interests of 
workers and capitalists—27-
28, 58

—opposition between interests 
of landlords and interests of 
tenants and farm labourers 
—53, 57-59 

—struggle of interests under 
capitalist competition—166, 
178-80

—transcendence of opposing 
interests in communist so­
ciety—173-74,, 180-84, 185- 
87, 188-89 

Interest (financial)—84, 176, 177 
—rate of—43, 119 
—compound—26, 40 
—simple—26
—on capital—26, 42-43, 58, 

81-83, 88, 120 
—on money—27, 44, 60, 120 

Ireland, Irish, the—110, 183

K
Knowledge—142-43, 147-49 

See also Progress, Science

L
Labour, work 

—its social significance—22 
—man as a product of labour 

—107, 140-41, 152 
—as an inner need of man— 

23, 72, 74-75 
—and private property—119-

20, 125r26
—and capital—39, 115, 169, 

173, 175-76 
—its separation from capital—

21, 66-67, 176
—contradiction between labour 

and capital—83-85, 88, 93- 
94, 178, 181-83 

—its separation from wages—
177

—advance made by human la­
bour on the natural product
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—39, 107, 116 
—object of—69-70 
—mode of—110, 115 
—abstract—21, 27-29, 92 
—industrial—36, 45, 85, 92-93 
—under communism—181-84 
—Hegel on—139-41, 151 
See also Activity, Agriculture, 
Alienation, Capital, Child la­
bour, Estranged labour, 
Estrangement, Instruments of 
labour, Man, Nature, Needs, 
Private property, Production, 
Wages

Labour time—26-27 
Lawd—173-74, 188 
Landed property 

—as a form of alienation un­
der the rule of private prop­
erty—21, 188-89 

—under feudalism—61-64, 120 
—non-productive character of 

landlords in bourgeois soci­
ety—56-59, 67, 120-21, 174- 
75, 188

—capitalisation of—57-58, 60, 
62-63, 64-65, 84-88, 119-21 

—and industry—84-88, 92-93 
—and technical progress—58-

59
—its division under capitalism 

-6 2 -6 5
—competition among landed 

proprietors—58-59, 62-65,
188, 189 

—and class of tenants—63-65, 
85, 87, 174-75 

—necessity for abolition of— 
62-64

—bourgeois economists on—27, 
51-52, 53, 54-59, 84-88 

—Physiocrats on—92, 121 
See also Agriculture, Aristoc­
racy, Capitalist, Competition, 
Interest, interests, Rent of land, 
Trade 

Language—99, 106

See also Consciousness, Think­
ing 

Law
—as a form of estrangement— 

97, 148-50 
—civil—149 
—criminal—28
—and bourgeois political econ­
omy—17-18
See also Hegel*s teaching on 
the state, Rights, political 

Law  (economic)—66, 69, 113-14, 
179

Lease, tenant farmers—85-87, 
174-75
See also Landed property 

Liberalism—164-66, 168, 178 
Literature— 104 
Logic— 137 

See also Concept, Definition, 
Object, Predicate, Subject 

Love— 95-96, 100, 103, 132 
Lutheranism— 89, 90 

See also Protestantism 
Luxury—see W ealth  
Machine, machines—24-25, 27, 

11], 115, 191-92 
See also Worker

M
Malthusianism—114, 117, 163-64, 

182-88 
Man, human being 

—as species-being—72-75, 95-
100, 103-105, 110, 117-18, 
125, 130-31, 134-35 

—as individual—98-99, 125,
127, 132, 144-46 

—and animal—103, 124-25 
—needs of—72-75, 108-10, 145 
—objectification of his nature 
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—in bourgeois society—57, 

120-22, 128-30, 132, 190-91 
—estranged under the rule of 

private property—75-78, 79, 
83, 90-91, 92, 96-97, 102,
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108, 113-15, 131, 134-35, 
141-42, 143-45, 148, 151,
152-55

—his self-estrangement in re­
ligion—89-90, 105 

—criticism of the idealist con­
ception of man—133, 137-43,
148-49, 151-55 

See also Consciousness, Hegel*s 
teaching on the state, Individu­
al, Labour, Private property, 
State, Worker

Mankind—176, 184-87, 190
Manufacture—38
Marriage—95, 114 

See also Family 
Materialism—103, 144, 162 
Measure—150
Mercantile system, the—89, 91

161-62, 163, 164, 166-67, 178 
Middle Ages, the—57, 118 

See also Corporations, Estates, 
Guilds, Politics, State, 'Trade

Monarchy—162 
See also Hegel's teaching on 
the state

Money—127 
—as a form of estrangement 

under the rule of private 
property—66-67, 109, 112,
129-32

—as an expression of value— 
132, 180-81 

—power of money under the 
rule of private property— 
112, 113, 127-32 

—money fetishism—116 
—as a state monopoly—189-90 
—paper—40 
—metal—116
See also Interest, Politics, 
State, Value 

Monopoly—22, 57, 63-67, 84, 165, 
167, 178-79, 189-90 

Music—102
Mysticism—139, 153-55

N
Naturalism—18, 98-99, 144 

See also Communism, Human­
ism

Natural science—72-76, 104, 105, 
150-56

Nature
—as an object of cognition— 

145-46, 150 
—as man’s inorganic body—

72-73, 74, 107-08 
—as element of production— 

38-40, 68-69, 173 
—and society and individual— 

102-08, 116, 130, 143-45 
—its estrangement from man 

under the rule of private 
property—72-75, 76-77, 79, 
83, 96-97, 104-06, 132 

—French Enlighteners on—162 
—Hegel’s idealist conception 

of—152-56 
See also Humanism, Labour, 
Man, Naturalism, Science, So­
ciety

Necessity and chance—65-67,
178-79

Needs, requirements
—as the motive force of social 

and scientific progress—95-
96, 104-05, 116-18 

—in the sphere of economic re­
lations—104-05, 117 

—physical—29-30, 73-74, 82, 
144-45 

—social—117-18 
—and their estrangement un­

der the rule of private prop­
erty—96-97, 108-15, 120-21, 
128

Negation of the negation (philos.) 
—63, 107-08, 116, 135-37,
146-47, 149-53, 154-55, 156

Nobility, landed aristocracy—60- 
62
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o
Object— 67-69, 73-75, 102, 127-

28, 131, 140-42, 143-47 
See also Subject 

Objectification—67-69, 74, 79-80,
97, 102-04, 136-37, 139-41, 152 
See also Alienation, Estrange­
ment, Labour 

Opposites, antitheses 
—conditions of their existence 

-131-32  
—struggle of opposites—87-88 
—transformation of opposites 

into each other—120-21, 169 
—fusion and separation of—

178-79
—supersession of antitheses—

120-21, 171-72, 179-80, 185-
87

—opposition of essences and 
opposites within one essence 
-9 2 -9 3 , 131-32 

—abstract antitheses—94 
—Hegel’s conception of—138-

39, 156 
See also Interest, interests 

Owen's socialism—98

P

Part and whole—17 
Pauperism—85 
Peasantry—65 
People, nation 

—as the motive force of his­
toric progress—179-80, 182-
83, 186-87 

See also Classes, Class struggle, 
Hegel’s teaching on the state, 
Population, State 

Phenomenon—see Essence and 
Phenomenon 

Philosophy 
—and changing of reality— 

104
—and natural science—104-05

—and religion—18-20, 135, 149 
—of law—17
See also Aesthetics, Alienation, 
Categories, Contradiction, Es­
sence and phenomenon, 
Estrangement, French philoso­
phy, German philosophy, Idea­
lism, Logic, Materialism, Nec­
essity and chanc$ Negation of 
the negation. Opposites, Part 
and whole, Quality and quan­
tity

Physiocrats—91-94, 99, 121 
Politics

—as a form of estrangement— 
104, 148 

—and money—111-12 
—and bourgeois political econ­

omy—28-29 
—and theory of scientific com­

munism—116-17 
See also Parties, political 

Population—56, 114, 117, 182-85,
187-88, 190
See also Malthusianism 

Poverty—103, 106 
Practice—see Theory and Prac­

tice
Precious metals—116 
Predicate—152
Price—21-23, 24-26, 27, 37-38, 

40-41, 58, 171-73, 179-80 
Principles—168 
Private property 

—as a product of estranged 
labour—24, 66-67, 77-78, 89- 
91, 93-94, 119-22, 125-27, 
128

—in ancient times—93 
—feudal—91
—formation of bourgeois prop­

erty—92-93, 119-20, 167-68 
—bourgeois—35-36, 41, 62, 83-

85, 87-88, 94, 103, 165-66, 
172-73, 177-79, 189 

—as the basis of capitalist 
competition—94-95, 178 

—man and his needs under the
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rule of private property— 
100-01, 109, 114-15, 128, 
190-91

—its abolition—78-79, 96-97, 
100-01, 108-10, 115-17, 152, 
163-65, 171, 174-76, 187, 189 

—as a prerequisite of bour­
geois political economy—66,
162-64, 165-66 

—bourgeois classical political 
economy on—63-64, 89-91,
123-26

—Utopian Communists on— 
94-96

See also Capital, Labour, Land­
ed property, Value 

Production 
—as social human activity—

73-74, 103-04, 108, 117 
—in ancient times—75-76 
—as estrangement of labour 

under the rule of private 
property—26, 70-74, 79-82,
96-98, 177-78 

—anarchy of production in 
bourgeois society—57-58,
179-80, 182-83 

—and consumption—113 
—costs of production—170-72 
—object of production in class­

less society—108, 179-82 
—science as an element of 

production under commu­
nism—172-73, 182-83 

—bourgeois economists on—77- 
79, 115, 116-18, 120-21, 126 

See also Consumption, Division 
of labour, Labour 

Productive power, productivity— 
27, 86-87, 181-83 

Product of labour—25-28, 35-36, 
66, 69-71, 78-80, 177 

Profit
—as a form of estrangement—

66, 176
—as a result of human labour 

-3 9 -4 0  
—and market price—22

—of capitalist—21, 27, 35-36,
43, 51, 119-20, 177 

—and rent of land—83-85 
—bourgeois economists on—28,

36-38, 40-42, 115 
See also Capital, Revenue, 
Wages 

Progress—106-07 
—historical—96-97, 167-68,

179-80, 182-83, 187 
—social consequences of eco­
nomic progress in bourgeois 

society—25-27 
—scientific and technical— 

172-73, 182-84, 188, 190-92 
See also Industrial revolution 
(in England), Science 

Proletariat, the—see Working  
class 

Property 
—feudal—62, 90, 91 
See also Landed property, Pri­
vate property 

Prostitution—32, 51, 86, 94, 113 
Protectionism—64 

See also Trade 
Protestantism—166-67 

See also Lutheranism 
Proudhonism—29, 77-78, 94, 120 
Psychology—104

Q
Quality and quantity—109, 350 
Quantity—see Quality and quan­

tity
R

Raw material—56, 115, 172 
Reality—100, 150-51 
Religion

—as a fantastic reflection of 
reality—76 

—its social and gnosiological 
roots—78, 107, 109
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—as a product of estrangement 
—68, 71, 74-76, 90, 97-98,
104-05, 138-39, 148-49 

—supersession of religion, its 
conditions—97-98, 107-08,
148-51 

—and morality—113 
—in Egypt—75 
—in India—75 
—in Mexico—75 
See also Atheism, Catholicism, 
Christianity, God, Law, Lu­
theranism, Man, People, Pol­
itics, Protestantism, State, The­
ology 

Rentiers—43, 119 
Rent of land—21-22, 27-28, 51-

60, 64-66, 83, 90, 119-21, 172- 
77
See also Capital, Landed prop­
erty, Wages 

Republic—162 
Revenue—21 

See also Profit 
Revolution, bourgeois, the—162 
Revolution, proletarian, the 

—inevitability of and prerequi­
sites for—65, 96-97, 180 

—and importance of its scien­
tific theory—96-97 

—and petty-bourgeois and
utopian theories—29 

See also Class struggle, Eman­
cipation, Revolution, bourgeois, 
W orking class 

Rights, political—86-87 
Romanticism—86 
Rome—93, 110 

See also Law

S
Saint-Simon9s socialism—94 
Science

—as a form of social con­
sciousness—97-99 
—and reality—104-05

—in bourgeois society—173,
191

—as a form of superseding 
man’s estrangement—105-06 

—role of individual in science
—99

—as a productive force under 
communism—173, 182-84 

—its role in technical progress 
-172-73, 18fr 

See also Chemistry, Natural 
science, Philosophy, Produc­
tion

Self-consciousness—108, 116, 133, 
139-43, 149-50, 152 
See also Consciousness 

Self-estrangement, alienation—
68-72, 79, 90, 93, 96, 122, 140- 
41, 146-48, 151
See also Alienation, Estrange­
ment 

Sense organs—100 
See also Feeling 

Serfdom—57, 61, 62, 63, 86 
Slavery—57
Socialism (theory)—106, 107-08 

—in England—165 
—in France—18 
—in Germany—18 
See also Communism, Com­
munist movement, Communist 
society, Fourier's socialism, 
Owen's socialism, Saint-Si­
mon's socialism, Workers9
movement.

Social relations—53, 75-76, 84-
85, 130, 136-37, 165-66, 189

Society—126, 132 
—and individual—100-02, 130 
—and humanism—98-99, 103-

06
See also Bourgeois society, Civ­
il society, Communist society, 
Individual, Social relations 

Sophistry—19, 63, 163, 164 
Spirituality—103, 163 
State, the—97-98, 149 

—modern—162-63
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—and economic relations—17,
97-98

—its abolition under commu­
nism—95-96
See also Civil Society, Hegel’s 
teaching on the state, Monar­
chy, Republic 

Stock Exchange, the—181 
Subject—69

T
Taxes—121
Theology—18-20, 67, 135 
Theory and practice—26, 29, 71- 

73, 80, 100-01, 103, 116-17, 
166, 174

Thinking, thought—106-07, 135- 
36, 141-42, 148, 150, 154, 155-
56
—abstract—137-38 
—and being—100, 102, 153, 

154-55 
—and language—106 
See also Consciousness, Knowl­
edge, Self-consciousness 

Tories—183, 188 
Trade—164-66 

—in the Middle Ages—161-64, 
166-67

—in bourgeois society—24, 42, 
79, 87, 126, 161, 162-64, 166- 
67

—in land—60, 64, 65, 88, 174- 
75

See also Economic crisis, Free 
trade, Protectionism 

Truth—175, 181, 182 
Turkey—93

U
Unemployment—see Working

class
Utility—101, 104, 170-71 
Value— 171-72, 174

—determination of—27, 113, 
169-71, 175, 179-81 

—and costs of production— 
168-72—and exchange-value—168-69 

—bourgeois economists on—
168-72 

See also Money

W
Wages

—as expression of alienated 
labour under the rule of 
private property—177-78 

—their essence under capital­
ism—21, 27-28, 84 

—level of—21
—and intensification of labour 

—23
—and demand for labour—22- 

23, 25-26 
—and competition among

workers—21 
—as a constituent part of mar­

ket price—21-22, 57-58 
—and capital—88 
—and rent of land—59-60 
—bourgeois political economy 

on—21, 27-29, 36-37, 43, 66, 
87, 115, 172, 191 

—and crude egalitarian com­
munism—96 

—Proudhon on—28-29, 78 
See also Labour, Worker 

Wars—162, 167 
W ealth

—labour as a source of—23,
90-91, 93, 177 

—under capitalism—62, 106, 
115, 118-20 

—capitalists amass riches, 
causing the impoverishment 
of the working class—23-28,
67, 165-66 

—under socialism—106 
—bourgeois classical political
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economy on—40-43, 89-91, 
112-13, 120, 125-26, 165-66 

—Mercantilists on—91 
—Physiocrats on—91-92 
—Hegel on—139 
—Proudhon on—120 

Wtitling*s communism—18 
W ill—102, 132 
Women's question—95 
Worker

—his estrangement under the 
capitalist mode of produc­
tion—24-26, 28, 67-72, 73-74, 
75-78

—reduction of his needs to 
mere bodily needs in capital­
ist society—71-74, 111-12,
188-89

—his decline to a mere ma­
chine—25-26,27, 111, 191-92 

—as a commodity—22-23, 27, 
66-68, 81-82, 115, 186 

—and crude egalitarian com­
munism—94-95 

—Proudhon on—77-78 
—Saint-Simon on—94 
See also Capitalist, Labour 
time, Man 

Workers* movement—117
—in France—117 
See also Class struggle, Com- 

• munist movement, Socialism
Working class 

—conditions for its rise—62- 
63, 64-65 

—division of society into capi­
talists and workers—60-61, 
177

—tendency towards numerical

growth, in increasing pro­
portion, of the working dass 
under capitalism—180 

—its impoverishment under 
capitalism—29, 50-52, 65-68 

—its living conditions in capi­
talist society—110, 114 

—unemployment of—25, 83 
—competition among workers 

-2 4 -2 5 , 178r 
—condition of agricultural 

workers under capitalism— 
83-84

—antagonism between workers’ 
and capitalists* interests— 
57-58

—capitalist as owner of work­
ers’ conditions of life and 
their means of subsistence— 
21-25, 27, 43, 76-77, 82, 113- 
14

—its emancipation as a condi­
tion for the emancipation of 
all classes of society—78-79 

—parties and associations of 
—117

—and bourgeois reforms—28-
29, 78

See also Classes, Class struggle, 
Revolution, proletarian, W ork­
er, Workers* movement, W ork- 
ing class in England 

W orking class in England—57, 
64-65, 110, 114-115, 181-82 
See also Workers* movement

Y
Young Hegelians—135, 154



r

REQUEST TO READERS

Progress Publishers would be glad to have 
your opinion of this book, its translation and 
design and any suggestions you may have for 
future publications.

Please send all your comments to 21, 
Zubovsky Boulevard,

Moscow, USSR.



PROGRESS PUBLISHERS 
PUT OUT RECENTLY

MARX K., ENGELS F. On Litera­
ture and A rt (Collection)

The collection of articles of the 
founders of scientific communism 
deals with the general questions 
the artistic creative work, such as the 
creative understanding of the reality, 
class nature of the arts in a class so­
ciety, historical tradition in the de­
velopment of the arts and so forth.

The reader will find in it M arx’s 
and Engels’ appraisals of the works 
of some writers.



PROGRESS PUBLISHERS 
WILL SOON PUBLISH

MARX K., ENGELS F. Articles 
from the ‘‘Neue Rheinische Zeifung” 
(Collection)

The collection contains articles 
published in 1848 and 1849 in the 
Neue Rheinische Zeitung which Lenin 
called “the best organ of the 
revolutionary proletariat.” These arti­
cles constitute a most valuable and 
unsurpassed wellhead for studying the 
revolutions of 1848 in Germany, France, Austria-Hungary and Italy. 
In their articles Marx and Engels ad­
vocated the necessity to carry the dem­
ocratic revolution to its consumma­
tion, upheld the interests of the prole­
tariat in it and fought for the estab­
lishment of a united German demo­
cratic republic. They exposed the 
coward and half-hearted policy of the 
bourgeoisie and its deals with reac­
tion. Marx and Engels dealt at length 
with the national question and studied 
the position of the Czechs, Poles, Itali­
ans and other peoples oppressed by 
Prussia and Austria.

The collection is supplied with an 
introduction, notes and a name index.


