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that criticism must necessarily come to terms with its birth-place, the Hegelian

dialectic and German philosophy in general.

However much theological criticism was at the beginning of the movement

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

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

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

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

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

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

nemesis in detail on another occasion.

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

essence of philosophy still necessitate a critical treatment of the philosophical

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

of the subject.

Alienated Labour

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

vocabulary and its laws. We presupposed private property, the separation of

labour, capital, and land, and likewise of wages, profit, and ground rent; also

division of labour; competition; the concept of exchange value, etc. Using the

very words of political economy we have demonstrated that the worker is

degraded to the most miserable sort of commodity; that the misery of the

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

necessary result of competition is the accumulation of capital in a few hands,

and thus a more terrible restoration of monopoly; and that finally the distinc-

tion between capitalist and landlord, and that between peasant and industrial

worker disappears and the whole of society must fall apart into the two classes

of the property owners and the propertyless workers.

Political economy starts with the fact of private property, it does not explain

it to us. It conceives of the material process that private property goes through

in reality in general abstract formulas which then have for it a value of laws. It

does not understand these laws, i.e. it does not demonstrate how they arise

from the nature of private property. Political economy does not afford us any

explanation of the reason for the separation of labour and capital, of capital

and land. When, for example, political economy defines the relationship of

wages to profit from capital, the interest of the capitalist is the ultimate court of

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

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

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

apparently fortuitous circumstances are merely the expression of a necessary



86 | karl marx: selected writings

development. We have seen how it regards exchange itself as something for-

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

war among the greedy, competition.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

property.

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

property, selfishness, the separation of labour, capital, and landed property, of

exchange and competition, of the value and degradation of man, of monopoly

and competition, etc.—the connection of all this alienation with the money

system.

Let us not be like the political economist who, when he wishes to explain

something, puts himself in an imaginary original state of affairs. Such an ori-

ginal state of affairs explains nothing. He simply pushes the question back into

a grey and nebulous distance. He presupposes as a fact and an event what he

ought to be deducing, namely the necessary connection between the two things,

for example, between the division of labour and exchange. Similarly, the theo-

logian explains the origin of evil through the fall, i.e. he presupposes as an

historical fact what he should be explaining.

We start with a contemporary fact of political economy:

The worker becomes poorer the richer is his production, the more it

increases in power and scope. The worker becomes a commodity that is all the

cheaper the more commodities he creates. The depreciation of the human

world progresses in direct proportion to the increase in value of the world

of things. Labour does not only produce commodities; it produces itself and

the labourer as a commodity and that to the extent to which it produces

commodities in general.

What this fact expresses is merely this: the object that labour produces, its

product, confronts it as an alien being, as a power independent of the producer.

The product of labour is labour that has solidified itself into an object, made

itself into a thing, the objectification of labour. The realization of labour is its

objectification. In political economy this realization of labour appears as a loss

of reality for the worker, objectification as a loss of the object or slavery to it,

and appropriation as alienation, as externalization.

The realization of labour appears as a loss of reality to an extent that the

worker loses his reality by dying of starvation. Objectification appears as a loss

of the object to such an extent that the worker is robbed not only of the objects
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necessary for his life but also of the objects of his work. Indeed, labour itself

becomes an object he can only have in his power with the greatest of efforts and

at irregular intervals. The appropriation of the object appears as alienation to

such an extent that the more objects the worker produces, the less he can

possess and the more he falls under the domination of his product, capital.

All these consequences follow from the fact that the worker relates to the

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

ition that the more the worker externalizes himself in his work, the more

powerful becomes the alien, objective world that he creates opposite himself,

the poorer he becomes himself in his inner life and the less he can call his own.

It is just the same in religion. The more man puts into God, the less he retains in

himself. The worker puts his life into the object and this means that it no longer

belongs to him but to the object. So the greater this activity, the more the

worker is without an object. What the product of his labour is, that he is not.

So the greater this product the less he is himself. The externalization of the

worker in his product implies not only that his labour becomes an object, an

exterior existence but also that it exists outside him, independent and alien, and

becomes a self-sufficient power opposite him, that the life that he has lent to the

object affronts him, hostile and alien.

Let us now deal in more detail with objectification, the production of the

worker, and the alienation, the loss of the object, his product, which is involved

in it.

The worker can create nothing without nature, the sensuous exterior world.

It is the matter in which his labour realizes itself, in which it is active, out of

which and through which it produces.

But as nature affords the means of life for labour in the sense that labour

cannot live without objects on which it exercises itself, so it affords a means of

life in the narrower sense, namely the means for the physical subsistence of the

worker himself.

Thus the more the worker appropriates the exterior world of sensuous

nature by his labour, the more he doubly deprives himself of the means of

subsistence, firstly since the exterior sensuous world increasingly ceases to be

an object belonging to his work, a means of subsistence for his labour;

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

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

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

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

the means of subsistence. Thus it is his object that permits him to exist first as a

worker and secondly as a physical subject. The climax of this slavery is that

only as a worker can he maintain himself as a physical subject and it is only as a

physical subject that he is a worker.

(According to the laws of political economy the alienation of the worker in
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his object is expressed as follows: the more the worker produces the less he has

to consume, the more values he creates the more valueless and worthless he

becomes, the more formed the product the more deformed the worker, the

more civilized the product, the more barbaric the worker, the more powerful

the work the more powerless becomes the worker, the more cultured the work

the more philistine the worker becomes and more of a slave to nature.)

Political economy hides the alienation in the essence of labour by not con-

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

tion. Labour produces works of wonder for the rich, but nakedness for the

worker. It produces palaces, but only hovels for the worker; it produces beauty,

but cripples the worker; it replaces labour by machines but throws a part of the

workers back to a barbaric labour and turns the other part into machines. It

produces culture, but also imbecility and cretinism for the worker.

The immediate relationship of labour to its products is the relationship of the

worker to the objects of his production. The relationship of the man of means

to the objects of production and to production itself is only a consequence of

this first relationship. And it confirms it. We shall examine this other aspect

later.

So when we ask the question: what relationship is essential to labour, we are

asking about the relationship of the worker to production.

Up to now we have considered only one aspect of the alienation or external-

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

ation shows itself not only in the result, but also in the act of production, inside

productive activity itself. How would the worker be able to affront the product

of his work as an alien being if he did not alienate himself in the act of produc-

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

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

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

The alienation of the object of labour is only the résumé of the alienation, the

externalization in the activity of labour itself.

What does the externalization of labour consist of then?

Firstly, that labour is exterior to the worker, that is, it does not belong to his

essence. Therefore he does not confirm himself in his work, he denies himself,

feels miserable instead of happy, deploys no free physical and intellectual

energy, but mortifies his body and ruins his mind. Thus the worker only feels a

stranger. He is at home when he is not working and when he works he is not at

home. His labour is therefore not voluntary but compulsory, forced labour. It is

therefore not the satisfaction of a need but only a means to satisfy needs outside

itself. How alien it really is is very evident from the fact that when there is no

physical or other compulsion, labour is avoided like the plague. External

labour, labour in which man externalizes himself, is a labour of self-sacrifice

and mortification. Finally, the external character of labour for the worker
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shows itself in the fact that it is not his own but someone else’s, that it does not

belong to him, that he does not belong to himself in his labour but to someone

else. As in religion the human imagination’s own activity, the activity of man’s

head and his heart, reacts independently on the individual as an alien activity of

gods or devils, so the activity of the worker is not his own spontaneous activity.

It belongs to another and is the loss of himself.

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

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

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

functions.

Eating, drinking, procreating, etc. are indeed truly human functions. But in

the abstraction that separates them from the other round of human activity and

makes them into final and exclusive ends they become animal.

We have treated the act of alienation of practical human activity, labour,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

creation that is castration, the worker’s own physical and intellectual energy,

his personal life (for what is life except activity?) as an activity directed against

himself, independent of him and not belonging to him. It is self-alienation, as

above it was the alienation of the object.

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

previous ones.

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

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

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

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

being.

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

fact that man (like animals) lives from inorganic nature, and the more universal

man is than animals the more universal is the area of inorganic nature from

which he lives. From the theoretical point of view, plants, animals, stones, air,

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

science, partly as objects of art; they are his intellectual inorganic nature, his

intellectual means of subsistence, which he must first prepare before he can

enjoy and assimilate them. From the practical point of view, too, they form a

part of human life and activity. Physically man lives solely from these products

of nature, whether they appear as food, heating, clothing, habitation, etc. The
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universality of man appears in practice precisely in the universality that makes

the whole of nature into his inorganic body in that it is both (i) his immediate

means of subsistence and also (ii) the material object and tool of his vital

activity. Nature is the inorganic body of a man, that is, in so far as it is not itself

a human body. That man lives from nature means that nature is his body with

which he must maintain a constant interchange so as not to die. That man’s

physical and intellectual life depends on nature merely means that nature

depends on itself, for man is a part of nature.

While alienated labour alienates (1) nature from man, and (2) man from

himself, his own active function, his vital activity, it also alienates the species

from man; it turns his species-life into a means towards his individual life.

Firstly it alienates species-life and individual life, and secondly in its abstraction

it makes the latter into the aim of the former which is also conceived of in its

abstract and alien form. For firstly, work, vital activity, and productive life

itself appear to man only as a means to the satisfaction of a need, the need to

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

ducing life. The whole character of a species, its generic character, is contained

in its manner of vital activity, and free conscious activity is the species-

characteristic of man. Life itself appears merely as a means to life.

The animal is immediately one with its vital activity. It is not distinct from it.

They are identical. Man makes his vital activity itself into an object of his will

and consciousness. He has a conscious vital activity. He is not immediately

identical to any of his characterizations. Conscious vital activity differentiates

man immediately from animal vital activity. It is this and this alone that makes

man a species-being. He is only a conscious being, that is, his own life is an

object to him, precisely because he is a species-being. This is the only reason for

his activity being free activity. Alienated labour reverses the relationship so

that, just because he is a conscious being, man makes his vital activity and

essence a mere means to his existence.

The practical creation of an objective world, the working-over of inorganic

nature, is the confirmation of man as a conscious species-being, that is, as a

being that relates to the species as to himself and to himself as to the species. It

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

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

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

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

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

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

nature. Its product belongs immediately to its physical body whereas man can

freely separate himself from his product. The animal only fashions things

according to the standards and needs of the species it belongs to, whereas man

knows how to produce according to the measure of every species and knows
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everywhere how to apply its inherent standard to the object; thus man also

fashions things according to the laws of beauty.

Thus it is in the working over of the objective world that man first really

affirms himself as a species-being. This production is his active species-life.

Through it nature appears as his work and his reality. The object of work is

therefore the objectification of the species-life of man; for he duplicates himself

not only intellectually, in his mind, but also actively in reality and thus can look

at his image in a world he has created. Therefore when alienated labour tears

from man the object of his production, it also tears from him his species-life,

the real objectivity of his species and turns the advantage he has over animals

into a disadvantage in that his inorganic body, nature, is torn from him.

Similarly, in that alienated labour degrades man’s own free activity to a

means, it turns the species-life of man into a means for his physical existence.

Thus consciousness, which man derives from his species, changes itself

through alienation so that species-life becomes a means for him.

Therefore alienated labour:

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

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

existence. It alienates from man his own body, nature exterior to him, and his

intellectual being, his human essence.

(4) An immediate consequence of man’s alienation from the product of his

work, his vital activity and his species-being, is the alienation of man from man.

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

What is valid for the relationship of a man to his work, of the product of his

work and himself, is also valid for the relationship of man to other men and of

their labour and the objects of their labour.

In general, the statement that man is alienated from his species-being, means

that one man is alienated from another as each of them is alienated from the

human essence.

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

stands to himself is first realized and expressed in the relationship with which

man stands to other men.

Thus in the situation of alienated labour each man measures his relationship

to other men by the relationship in which he finds himself placed as a worker.

We began with a fact of political economy, the alienation of the worker and

his production. We have expressed this fact in conceptual terms: alienated,

externalized labour. We have analysed this concept and thus analysed a purely

economic fact.

Let us now see further how the concept of alienated, externalized labour

must express and represent itself in reality.

If the product of work is alien to me, opposes me as an alien power, whom

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

whom does it belong then?

To another being than myself.

Who is this being?

The gods? Of course in the beginning of history the chief production, as for

example, the building of temples etc. in Egypt, India, and Mexico was both in

the service of the gods and also belonged to them. But the gods alone were

never the masters of the work. And nature just as little. And what a paradox it

would be if, the more man mastered nature through his work and the more the

miracles of the gods were rendered superfluous by the miracles of industry, the

more man had to give up his pleasure in producing and the enjoyment in his

product for the sake of these powers.

The alien being to whom the labour and the product of the labour belongs,

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

the product of labour does not belong to the worker but stands over against

him as an alien power, this is only possible in that it belongs to another man

apart from the worker.

If his activity torments him it must be a joy and a pleasure to someone else.

This alien power above man can be neither the gods nor nature, only man

himself.

Consider further the above sentence that the relationship of man to himself

first becomes objective and real to him through his relationship to other men.

So if he relates to the product of his labour, his objectified labour, as to an

object that is alien, hostile, powerful, and independent of him, this relationship

implies that another man is the alien, hostile, powerful, and independent mas-

ter of this object. If he relates to his own activity as to something unfree, it is a

relationship to an activity that is under the domination, oppression, and yoke

of another man.

Every self-alienation of man from himself and nature appears in the relation-

ship in which he places himself and nature to other men distinct from himself.

Therefore religious self-alienation necessarily appears in the relationship of

layman to priest, or, because here we are dealing with a spiritual world, to a

mediator, etc. In the practical, real world, the self-alienation can only appear

through the practical, real relationship to other men. The means through which

alienation makes progress are themselves practical. Through alienated labour,

then, man creates not only his relationship to the object and act of production

as to alien and hostile men; he creates too the relationship in which other men

stand to his production and his product and the relationship in which he stands

to these other men. Just as he turns his production into his own loss of reality

and punishment and his own product into a loss, a product that does not

belong to him, so he creates the domination of the man who does not produce

over the production and the product. As he alienates his activity from himself,
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so he hands over to an alien person an activity that does not belong to

him.

Up till now we have considered the relationship only from the side of the

worker and we will later consider it from the side of the non-worker.

Thus through alienated, externalized labour the worker creates the relation-

ship to this labour of a man who is alien to it and remains exterior to it. The

relationship of the worker to his labour creates the relationship to it of the

capitalist, or whatever else one wishes to call the master of the labour. Private

property is thus the product, result, and necessary consequence of externalized

labour, of the exterior relationship of the worker to nature and to himself.

Thus private property is the result of the analysis of the concept of external-

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

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

ized life) from political economy as the result of the movement of private

property. But it is evident from the analysis of this concept that, although

private property appears to be the ground and reason for externalized labour, it

is rather a consequence of it, just as the gods are originally not the cause but the

effect of the aberration of the human mind, although later this relationship

reverses itself.

It is only in the final culmination of the development of private property that

these hidden characteristics come once more to the fore, in that firstly it is the

product of externalized labour and secondly it is the means through which

labour externalizes itself, the realization of this externalization.

This development sheds light at the same time on several previously

unresolved contradictions.

1. Political economy starts from labour as the veritable soul of production,

and yet it attributes nothing to labour and everything to private property.

Proudhon has drawn a conclusion from this contradiction that is favourable to

labour and against private property. But we can see that this apparent contra-

diction is the contradiction of alienated labour with itself and that political

economy has only expressed the laws of alienated labour.

We can therefore also see that wages and private property are identical: for

wages, in which the product, the object of the labour, remunerates the labour

itself, are just a necessary consequence of the alienation of labour. In the wage

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

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

consequences.

An enforced raising of wages (quite apart from other difficulties, apart from

the fact that, being an anomaly, it could only be maintained by force) would

only mean a better payment of slaves and would not give this human meaning

and worth either to the worker or to his labour.

Indeed, even the equality of wages that Proudhon demands only changes the
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relationship of the contemporary worker to his labour into that of all men to

labour. Society is then conceived of as an abstract capitalist.

Wages are an immediate consequence of alienated labour and alienated

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

one entails also the disappearance of the other.

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

vate property that the emancipation of society from private property, etc., from

slavery, is expressed in its political form by the emancipation of the workers.

This is not because only their emancipation is at stake but because general

human emancipation is contained in their emancipation. It is contained within

it because the whole of human slavery is involved in the relationship of the

worker to his product and all slave relationships are only modifications and

consequences of this relationship.

Just as we have discovered the concept of private property through an analy-

sis of the concept of alienated, externalized labour, so all categories of political

economy can be deduced with the help of these two factors. We shall recognize

in each category of market, competition, capital, money, only a particular and

developed expression of these first two fundamental elements.

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

1. To determine the general essence of private property as it appears as a

result of alienated labour in its relationship to truly human and social property.

2. We have taken the alienation and externalization of labour as a fact and

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

his labour? How is this alienation grounded in human development? We have

already obtained much material for the solution of this problem, in that we

have turned the question of the origin of private property into the question of

the relationship of externalized labour to the development of human history.

For when we speak of private property we think we are dealing with something

that is exterior to man. When we speak of labour, then we are dealing directly

with man. This new formulation of the problem already implies its solution.

To take point I, the general nature of private property and its relationship to

truly human property.

Externalized labour has been broken down into two component parts that

determine each other or are only different expressions of one and the same

relationship. Appropriation appears as alienation, as externalization, and

externalization as appropriation, and alienation as true enfranchisement. We

have dealt with one aspect, alienated labour as regards the worker himself, that

is, the relationship of externalized labour to itself. As a product and necessary

result of this relationship we have discovered the property relationship of the

non-worker to the worker and his labour.

As the material and summary expression of alienated labour, private

property embraces both relationships, both that of the worker to his labour, the
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product of his labour and the non-worker, and that of the non-worker to the

worker and the product of his labour.

We have already seen that for the worker who appropriates nature through

his work, this appropriation appears as alienation, his own activity as activity

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

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

ship that this man, who is alien to labour and the worker, has to the worker, to

labour and its object.

The first remark to make is that everything that appears in the case of the

worker to be an activity of externalization, of alienation, appears in the case of

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

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

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

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

thing against the worker that the worker does against himself but he does not

do against himself what he does against the worker.

Let us consider these three relationships in more detail . . . [The manuscript

breaks off unfinished here.]

Private Property and Communism

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

making this relationship universal communism is:

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

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

domination of material property that it wishes to destroy everything that

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

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

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

all men. The relationship of the community to the world of things remains that


