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its alienation, as a fact, and we have
analysed this fact. How, we now ask, does
man come to alienate, to estrange, his labour?
How is this estrangement rooted in the na-
ture of human development? We have al-
ready gone a long way to the solution of
this problem by transforming the question as
to the origin of private property into the ques-

' Hon as to the relation of alienated labour to
the course of humanity’s development. For
when one speaks of private property, one
thinks of being concerned with something
external to man. When one speaks of
labour, one is directly concerned with man
himself. This new formulation of the ques-
tion 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 elements which mutually condition
one another, or which are but different expres-
sions of one and the same relationship. Appro-
priation appears as estrangement, as alienation;
and alienation appears as appropriation, estrange-
ment as true enfranchisement.

We have considered the one side —alienated
labour in relation to the worker himself, i.e., the
relation of alienated labour to itself. The property-
relation of the non-worker to the worker and o
{abour we have found as the product, the neces-
sary outcome of this relation of alienated
labour. Private property, as the material, sum-
mary expression of alienated labour, embraces
both relations—the relation of the worker to work,
to the product of his labour and to the non-worker,
and the relation of the non-worker to the worker
and to the product of his labour.

Having seen that in relation to the worker
who appropriates nature by means of his labour,
this appropriation appears as estrangement,
his own spontaneous activity as activity for an-
other and as activity of another, vitality as a
sacrifice of life, production of the object as loss
of the object to an alien power, 0 an alien per-

son—we shall now consider the relation to the
worker, to labour and its object of this person
who is alien to labour and the worker.

First it has to be noticed, that everything
which appears in the worker as an activity of
alienation, of estrangement, appears in the non-
worker as a state of alienation, of estrangement.

Secondly, that the worker’s real, practical atti-
tude in production and to the product (as a
state of mind) appears in the non-worker con-
fronting him as a theoretical attitude.

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.

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels: The
German ldeology

The production of life, both of one’s own in
labour and of fresh life in procreation, now ap-
pears as a double relationship: on the one hand
as a natural, on the other as a social relation-
ship. By social we understand the co-operation
of several individuals, no matter under what
conditions, in what manner and to what end. It
follows from this that a certain mode of pro-
duction, or industrial stage, is always com-
bined with a certain mode of co-operation, OT
social stage, and this mode of co-operation is it-
self a “productive force”. Further, that the mul-
titude of productive forces accessible to men
determines the nature of scciety, hence, that
the “history of humarufy” must always be
studied and treated in relation to the history of
industry and exchange. But it is also clear how
in Germany it is impossible to write this sort of
history, because the Germans lack not only the

Source From Karl Marx, and Friederick Engels, The
German  [deology (New York: Intermational Publishers).
Copyright 1974, Reprinted with permission.
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necessary power of comprehension and the
material but also the “evidence of their senses”,
for across the Rhine you cannot have any expe-
rience of these things since history has stopped
happening. Thus it is quite obvious from the
start that there exists a materialistic connection
of men with one another, which is determined
by their needs and their mode of production,
and which is as old as men themselves. This
connection is ever taking on new forms, and
thus presents a “history” independently of the
existence of any political or religious nonsense
which in addition may hold men together.
Only now, after having considered four mo-
ments, four aspects of the primary historical re-
lationships, do we find that man also possesses
“consciousness”, but, even so, not inherent, not
“pure” consciousness. From the start the “spir-
it” is affticted with the curse of being “bur-
dened” with matter, which here makes its ap-
pearance in the form of agitated layers of air,
sounds, in short, of language. Language is as
old as consciousness, language is practical con-
sciousness that exists also for other men, and
for that reason alone it really exists for me per-
sonally as well; language, like consciousness,
only arises from the need, the necessity, of in-
tercourse with other men. Where there exists a
relationship, it exists for me: the animal does
not enter into “relations” with anything, it does
not enter into any relation at all. For the ani-
mal, its relation to others does not exist as a re-
lation. Consciousness is, therefore, from the
very beginning a social product, and remains
50 as long as men exist at all. Consciousness is
at first, of course, merely consciousness con-
cerning the immediate sensuous environment
and consciousness of the limited connection
with other persons and things outside the indi-
vidual who is growing self-conscious. At the
same time it is consciousness of nature, which
first appears to men as a completely alien, all-
powerful and unassailable force, with which
men’s relations are purely animal and by
which they are overawed like beasts; it is thus
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a purely animal consciousness of nature {nat-
ural religion) just because nature is as yet hard-
ly modified historically. (We see here immedi-
ately: this natural religion or this particular
relation of men to nature is determined by the
form of society and vice versa. Here, as every-
where, the identify of nature and man appears
in such a way that the restricted relation of
men to nature determines their restricted rela-
tion to one another, and their restricted relation
to one another determines men’s restricted re-
lation to nature.) On the other hand, man’'s
consciousness of the necessity of associating
with the individuals around him is the begin-
ning of the consciousness that he is living in so-
ciety at all. This beginning is as animal as social
life itself at this stage. It is mere herd-con-
sciousness, and at this point man is only distin-
guished from sheep by the fact that with him
consciousness takes the place of instinct or that
his instinct is a conscious one. This sheep-like
or tribal consciousness receives its further de-
velopment and extension through increased
productivity, the increase of needs, and, what
is fundamental to both of these, the increase of
population. With these there develops the divi-
sion of labour, which was originally nothing
but the division of labour in the sexual act,
then that division of labour which develops
spontaneously or “naturally” by virtue of nat-
ural predisposition (e.g. physical strength),
needs, accidents, etc. etc. Division of labour
only becomes truly such from the moment
wher a division of material and mental labour
appears. (The first form of ideologists, priests, is
concurrent.) From this moment onwards con-
sciousness can teally flatter itself that it is
something other than consciousness of existing
practice, that it really represents something
without representing something real; from
now on consciousness is in a position to eman-
cipate itself from the world and to proceed to
the formation of “pure” theory, theology, phi-
losophy, ethics, ete. But even if this theory, the-
ology, philosophy, ethics, etc. comes into con-
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tradiction with the existing relations, this can
only occur because existing social relations
have come into contradiction with existing
forces of production; this, moreover, can also
occur in a particular national sphere of rela-
tions through the appearance of the contradic-
tion, not within the national orbit, but between
this national consciousness and the practice of
other nations, i.e. between the national and the
general consciousness of a nation (as we see it
now in Germany).

Moreover, it is quite immaterial what con-
sciousness starts to do on its own: out of all
such muck we get only the one inference that
these three moments, the forces of production,
the state of society, and consciousness, can and
must come into contradiction with one anoth-
er, because the division of labour implies the
possibility, nay the fact that intellectual and
material activity—enjoyment and labour, pro-
duction and consumption—devolve on differ-
ent individuals, and that the only possibility of
their not coming into contradiction lies in the
negation in its turn of the division of labour. It
is self-evident, moreover, that “spectres”,
“bonds”, “the higher being”, “concept”, “scru-
ple”, are merely the idealistic, spiritual expres-
sion, the conception apparently of the isolated
individual, the image of very empirical fetters
and limitations, within which the mode of pro-
duction of life and the form of intercourse cou-
pled with it move.

PRIVATE PROPERTY AND COMMUNISM

With the division of labour, in which all these
contradictions are implicit, and which in its
turn is based on the natural division of labour
in the family and the separation of sodiety into
individual families opposed to one another, is
given simultaneously the distribution, and in-
deed the unequal distribution, both quantitative
and qualitative, of labour and its products,
hence property: the nucleus, the first form, of
which lies in the family, where wife and chil-

dren are the slaves of the husband. This Jatent
slavery in the family, though still very crude, is
the first property, but even at this early stage it
corresponds perfectly to the definition of mod-
ern economists who call it the power of dispos-
ing of the labour-power of others. Division of
labour and private property are, moreover,
identical expressions: in the one the same thing
is affirmed with reference to activity as is af-
firmed in the other with reference to the prod-
uct of the activity.

Further, the division of labour implies the
contradiction between the interest of the sepa-
rate individual or the individual family and the
communal interest of all individuals who have
intercourse with one another. And indeed, this
communal interest does not exist merely in the
imagination, as the “general interest”, but first
of all in reality, as the mutual interdependence
of the individuals among whom the labour is
divided. And finally, the division of labour of-
fers us the first example of how, as long as man
remains in natural society, that is, as long as a
cleavage exists between the particular and the
common interest, as long, therefore, as activity
is not voluntarily, but naturally, divided,
man’s own deed becomes an alien power op-
posed to him, which enslaves him instead of
being controlled by him. For as soon as the dis-
tribution of labour comes into being, each man
has a particular, exclusive sphere of activity,
which is forced upon him and from which he
cannot escape. He is a hunter, a fisherman, a
shepherd, or a critical critic, and must remain
so if he does not want to lose his means of
livelihood; while in communist society, where
nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but
each can become accomplished in any branch
he wishes, society regulates the general pro-
duction and thus makes it possible for me
te do one thing today and another tomorrow,
to hunt in the morning, fish in the afterncon,
rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner,
just as [ have a mind, without ever becoming
hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic. This fixa-
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tion of social activity, this consolidation of
what we ourselves produce into an objective
power above us, growing out of our control,
thwarting our expectations, bringing to naught
our calculations, is one of the chief factors in
historical development up till now. . . .

RULING CLASS AND RULING IDEAS

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch
the ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is the rul-
ing material force of society, is at the same time
its ruling intellectual force. The class which has
the means of material production at its dispos-
al, has control at the same time over the means
of mental preduction, so that thereby, general-
ly speaking, the ideas of those who lack the
means of mental production are subject to it.
The ruling ideas are nothing more than the
ideal expression of the dominant material rela-
tionships, the dominant material relationships
grasped as ideas; hence of the relationships
which make the one class the ruling one, there-
fore, the ideas of its dominance. The individu-
als composing the ruling class possess among
other things consciousness, and therefore
think. Insofar, therefore, as they rule as a class
and determine the extent and compass of an
epoch, it is self-evident that they do this in its
whole range, hence among other things rule
also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and reg-
ulate the production and distribution of the
ideas of their age: thus their ideas are the rul-
ing ideas of the epoch. For instance, in an age
and in a country where royal power, aristocra-
cy, and bourgeoisie are contending for mastery
and where, therefore, mastery is shared, the
doctrine of the separation of powers proves to
be the dominant idea and is expressed as an
“eternal law”.

The division of labour, which we already
saw above as one of the chief forces of history
up till now, manifests itself also in the ruling
class as the division of mental and material
labour, so that inside this class one part ap-
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pears as the thinkers of the class (its active,
conceptive ideologists, who make the perfect-
ing of the illusion of the class about itself their
chief source of livelithood), while the others’ at-
titude to these ideas and illusions is more pas-
sive and receptive, because they are in reality
the active members of this class and have less
time to make up illusions and ideas about
themselves. Within this class this cleavage can
even develop into a certain opposition and
hostility between the two parts, which, howev-
er, in the case of a practical collision, in which
the class itself is endangered, automatically
comes to nothing, in which case there also van-
ishes the semblance that the ruling ideas were
not the ideas of the ruling class and had a
power distinct from the power of this class.
The existence of revolutionary ideas in a partic-
ular period presupposes the existence of a rev-
olutionary class; about the premises for the lat-
ter sufficient has already been said above.

If now in considering the course of history
we detach the ideas of the ruling class from the
ruling class itself and attribute to them an inde-
pendent existence, if we confine ourselves to
saying that these or those ideas were dominant
at a given time, without bothering ourselves
about the cenditions of production and the
producers of these ideas, if we thus ignore the
individuals and world conditions which are
the source of the ideas, we can say, for in-
stance, that during the time that the aristocracy
was dominant, the concepts honour, loyalty,
etc. were dominant, during the dominance of
the bourgeoisie the concepts freedom, equality,
etc. The ruling class itself on the whole imag-
ines this to be so. This conception of history,
which is common to all historians, particularly
since the eighteenth century, will necessarily
come up against the phenomenon that increas-
ingly abstract ideas hold sway, i.e. ideas which
increasingly take on the form of universality.
For each new class which puts itself in the
place of one ruling before it, is compelled,
merely in order to carry through its aim, to
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represent its Interest as the common interest of
all the members of society, that is, expressed in
ideal form: it has to give its ideas the form of
universality, and represent them as the only ra-
tional, universally valid ones. The class making
a revolution appears from the very start, if only
because it is opposed to a class, not as a class
but as the representative of the whole of soci-
ety; it appears as the whole mass of society
confronting the one ruling class. It can do this
because, to start with, its interest really is more
connected with the common interest of all
other non-ruling classes, because under the
pressure of hitherto existing conditions its in-
terest has not yet been able to develop as the
particular interest of a particular class. Its vic-
tory, therefore, benefits also many individuals
of the other classes which are not winning a
dominant position, but only insofar as it now
puts these individuals in a position to raise
themselves into the ruling class. When the
French bourgeoisie overthrew the power of the
aristocracy, it thereby made it possible for
many proletarians to raise themselves above
the proletariat, but only insofar as they become
bourgeois. Every new class, therefore, achieves
its hegemony only ona broader basis than that
of the class ruling previously, whereas the op-
position of the non-ruling class against the new
ruling class later develops all the more sharply
and profoundly. Both these things determine
the fact that the struggle to be waged against
this new ruling class, in its turn, aims at a more
decided and radical negation of the previous
conditions of society than could all previous
classes which sought to rule.

This whole semblance, that the rule of a cer-
tain class is only the rule of certain ideas,
comes to a natural end, of course, as soon as
class rule in general ceases to be the form in
which society is organised, that is to say, as
soom as it is no longer necessary to represent a
particular interest as general or the “general in-
terest”” as ruling.

Once the ruling ideas have been separated

from the ruling individuals and, above all, from
the relationships which result from a given
stage of the mode of production, and in this
way the conclusion has been reached that histo-
ry is always under the sway of ideas, it is very
easy to abstract from these various ideas “the
idea”, the notion, etc. as the dominant force in
history, and thus to understand all these sepa-
rate ideas and concepts as “forms of self-deter-
mination” on the part of the concept developing
in history. It follows then naturally, too, that all
the relationships of men can be derived from
the concept of man, man as conceived, the
assence of man, Man. This has been done by the
speculative philosophers. Hegel himself con-
fesses at the end of the Geschichstsphilosophie
that he “has considered the progress of the con-
cept only” and has represented in history the
“true theodicy”. Now one can go back again to
the producers of the “concept”, to the theorists,
ideologists and philosophers, and one comes
then to the conclusion that the philosophers,
the thinkers as such, have at all times been
dominant in history: a conclusion, as we see,
already expressed by Hegel. The whole trick of
proving the hegemony of the spirit in history
(hierarchy Stirner calls it) is thus confined to
the following three efforts.

No. 1. One must separate the ideas of those
ruling for empirical reasons, under empirical
conditions and as empirical individuals, from
these actual rulers, and thus recognise the rule
of ideas or illusions in history.

No. 2. One must bring an order into this rule
of ideas, prove a mystical connection among
the successive ruling ideas, which is managed
by understanding them as “acts of self-deter-
mination on the part of the concept” (this is pos-
sible because by virtue of their empirical basis
these ideas are really connected with one anoth-
er and because, conceived as mere ideas, they
become seli-distinctions, distinctions made by
thought).

No. 3. To remove the mystical appearance of
this “self-determining concept” it is changed
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into a person—"Self-Conscicusness”—or, to
appear thoroughly materialistic, into a series of
persons, who represent the “concept” in histo-
ry, into the “thinkers”, the “philosophers”, the
ideologists, who again are understood as the
manufacturers of history, as the “council of
guardians”, as the rulers. Thus the whole body
of materialistic elements has been removed
from history and now full rein can be given to
the speculative steed,

Whilst in ordinary life every shopkeeper is
very well able to distinguish between what
somebody professes to be and what he reaily
is, our historians have not yet won even this
trivial insight. They take every epoch at its
word and believe that everything it says and
imagires about itself is true.

Karl Marx: Theses on Feuerbach

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materi-
alism (that of Feuerbach included) is that the
thing, reality, sensuousness, is concetved only
in the form of the object or of contemplation, but
not as sensuous human activity, practice, not sub-
jectively. Hence, in contradistinction to materi-
alism, the active side was developed abstractly
by idealtsm—which, of course, does not know
real, sensuous activity as such. Feuerbach
wants sensuous objects, really distinct from the
thought objects, but he does not conceive
human activity itself as objective activity.
Hence, in Das Wesen des Christenthums, he re-
gards the theoretical attitude as the only gen-
uinely human attitude, while practice is con-

Source From Karl Marx, “Theses on Feuerbach.” Sup-
plementary Text in Karl Marx, and Frederick Engels, The
German Ideology (Wew York: International Publishers).
Copyright 1974. Reprinted with permission.

ceived and fixed only in its dirty-judaical mani-
festation, Hence he does not grasp the signifi-
cance of “revolutionary”, of “practical-critical”,
activity.

The question whether objective truth can be at-
tributed to human thinking is not a question of
theory but is a practical gquestion. Man must
prove the truth, ie. the reality and power, the
this-sidedness of his thinking in practice. The
dispute over the reality or non-reality of think-
ing that is isolated from practice is a purely
scholastic question.

The materialist doctrine concerning the chang-
ing of circumstances and upbringing forgets
that circumstances are changed by men and
that it is essential to educate the educator him-
self. This doctrine must, therefore, divide soci-
ety into two parts, one of which is superior to
society.

The coincidence of the changing of circum-
stances and of human activity or self-changing
can be conceived and rationally understood

only as revolutionary practice.
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Vil

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

X

The highest point reached by contemplative
materialism, that is, materialism which does
not comprehend sensuousness as practical ac-
tivity, is the contemplation of single individu-
als and of civil society.




