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  Translator’s Note on Terminology




  (The translator offers the following notes on certain important German terms which are frequently used in the material translated in the present volume, partly to explain the way in which they have been translated, and partly as an aid to understanding the texts.)




  Aufheben (past tense: aufhob, p.p. aufgehoben; noun: Aufhebung).




  Aufheben (literally “to raise up”) has two opposed meanings in popular speech. (i) It can mean “to abolish,” “to cancel,” “to annul,” “to do away with,” etc. (ii) It can mean “to preserve.” Hegel, valuing the word just because of this double, negative and positive, meaning (see The Logic of Hegel, tr. Wallace, 2nd ed., p. 180), uses it to describe the positive-negative action by which a higher logical category or form of nature or spirit, in superseding a lower, both “annuls” it and “incorporates its truth.” Unfortunately, there is no single English word with the same double meaning, except “sublate,” a technical term adopted for the purpose by some translators of Hegel; but as this is likely to be unintelligible to the general reader, it has not been used in the present volume. Instead, “supersede” has generally been used to render aufheben, where it seemed that the word was being used in this double, positive-negative sense, and occasionally it has been rendered as “transcend.” Where, on the other hand, it seemed that aufheben was being used simply or predominantly in its commonplace negative sense, the negative words listed above—“abolish,” “annul,” etc.—have been employed.




  Entäussern (p.p. entäussert; noun: Entäusserung).




  The ordinary dictionary meanings of entäussern are “to part with,” “to renounce,” “to cast off,” “to sell,” “to alienate” (a right, or one’s property). The last of these best expresses the sense in which Marx usually uses this term. For “alienate” is the only English word which combines, in much the same way as does entäussern, the ideas of “losing” something which nevertheless remains in existence over-against one, of something passing from one’s own into another’s hands, as a result of one’s own act, with the idea of “selling” something: that is to say, both “alienate” and entäussern have, at least as one possible meaning, the idea of a sale, a transference of ownership, which is simultaneously a renunciation. At the same time, the word entäussern has, more strongly than “alienate,” the sense of “making external to oneself,” and at times, when this has seemed to be the aspect of its meaning uppermost in the author’s mind, the word “externalize” has been used to render it in English. Verdussern, whose occurrence is noted at one point in the text, means “to sell” and “to alienate” in the same way as entäussern, but without the overtone of “renunciation” or of the counter-position of the thing alienated to the one who has alienated.




  Entfremden (p.p. entfremdet; noun: Entfremdung).




  The ordinary dictionary meanings for entfremden are “to estrange,” “to alienate,” but in the present volume “estrange” has always been used. The reason is not only that “alienate” was needed for entäussern (see above), but also that entfremden is only equivalent to “alienate” in one sense of the English word— in the sense in which we speak of two people being “alienated,” or of someone’s affections being “alienated.” Entfremden has not the legal-commercial undertones of “alienate,” and would not be used, for instance, to describe a transfer of property. Hence, despite the fact that translators of Marx have often rendered entfremdet as “alienated,” “estranged” seems better, especially as Marx does also use entdussert, which is the equivalent of “alienated” in its legal-commercial sense.




  Wesen




  There is no English word with the same range of meaning as Wesen.




  Wesen can mean, for one thing, “essence,” and some translators of Marx have treated it as if it could mean nothing else. But even when it does mean “essence,” “essence” should be understood, not in the sense of something super-mundane or rarefied, but almost in the opposite sense of the “solid core” of something—its essential, as against its inessential, characteristics—its “substance” as against its accidental features—the “essential nature” or even the “very being” of something.




  But secondly, Wesen is also the quite commonplace German word for a “being,” in such phrases as “a human being” {ein menschliches Wesen); or the “Supreme Being” (das hochste Wesen).




  Thirdly, Wesen, as Hegel points out, “in ordinary life frequently means only a collection or aggregate: Zeitungswesen (the press), Postwesen (the post office), Steuerwesen (the revenue). All that these terms mean is that the things in question are not to be taken singly, in their immediacy, but as a complex, and then, perhaps, in addition, in their various bearings.” Hegel adds that: “This usage of the term is not very different in its implications from our own.” (See The Logic of Hegel, tr. Wallace, 2nd ed., p. 209, and p. 202 f.)




  This last usage of the term is also not very different from Marx’s, when, for instance, he seeks to make positive use of the concept of das menschliche Wesen. “The essence of man,” he says, “is no abstraction inherent in each separate individual. In its reality it is the ensemble (aggregate) of social relations.”




  (Theses on Feuerbach, VI, as translated by R. Pascal in the Appendix to The German Ideology, Parts I and III, by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, London, Lawrence & Wishart, 1939.)




  In the texts translated in the present volume, Marx frequently plays on the various meanings of Wesen, using it at times in two or even more of its senses in the one sentence. The English translator can only render the different senses by different English words, and explain their common equivalent in a note, as has been done in this volume.




  Preface1





  [1. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 by Karl Marx has come down to us in the form of three manuscripts, each of which has its own pagination (in Roman figures). Just the last four pages have survived of the second manuscript (pp. XL-XLIII). Each of the 27 pages of the first manuscript is broken up into three columns with two vertical lines, and each of the columns on each page is supplied with a heading written in beforehand: Wages of Labor. Profit of Capital. Rent of Land. After p. XVII, inclusive, it is only the column headed Rent of Land which is filled in, and after p. XXII to the end of the first manuscript Marx wrote across the three columns, disregarding the headings. The text of these six pages (pp. XXII-XXVII) is given in the present book under the editor’s title, Estranged Labor. The third manuscript contains 43 large pages divided into two columns and paginated by Marx himself. At the end of the third manuscript (pp. XXXIX-XL) is the “Introduction,” which is given in the present volume at the beginning, preceding the text of the first manuscript.




  The title of Marx’s work and the headings of the various parts of the manuscripts, put in square brackets, were given by the Institute of Marxism-Leninism. The parts of the manuscripts are published in the sequence in which Marx put them down, save the “Introduction,” which is given in the beginning, and the Critique of Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy as a Whole which was put in the end in accordance with the reference made by Marx in the “Introduction.”—Ed.]




  I have already given notice in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher,2 the critique of jurisprudence and political science in the form of a critique of the Hegelian Philosophy of Right. In the course of elaboration for publication, the intermingling of criticism directed only against speculation with criticism of the various subjects themselves proved utterly 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; while an aphoristic presentation of this kind, for its part, would have given the impression of arbitrary systematizing. I shall therefore issue the critique of law, ethics, politics, etc., in a series of distinct, independent pamphlets, and at the end try in a special work to present them again as a connected whole showing the interrelationship of the separate parts, and finally, shall make 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 on in the present work only to the extent to which political economy itself exprofesso3 touches on these subjects.




  [2. Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher (German-French Year-Books) was edited by K. Marx and A. Ruge and published in German. The only issue was a double number which appeared in Paris in February 1844. In it were printed Marx’s Zur Judenfrage (On the Jewish Question) and Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechts Philosophie. Einleitung (Contribution to a Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Introduction) and Engels’s Umrisse zu einer Kritik der ‘ (Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy) and Die Lage Englands (The Position of England). “Past and Present” by Thomas Carlyle. These works mark the final transition of Marx and Engels to materialism and communism. Differences of principle between Marx and the bourgeois radical Ruge were chiefly responsible for the discontinuation of the journal.—Ed.]




  [3. Particularly.—Ed.]




  It is hardly necessary to assure the reader conversant with political economy that my results have been won by means of a wholly empirical analysis based on a conscientious critical study of political economy.




  [Whereas the uninformed reviewer 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 “pure, resolute, utterly critical criticism,” the “not merely legal but social—utterly social—society,” the “compact, massy mass,” the “oratorical orators of the massy mass,”4 this reviewer has yet to furnish the first proof that besides his theological family-affairs he has anything to contribute to a discussion of worldly matters.]5




  [4. Marx refers here to Bruno Bauer who had published in Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung two long reviews dealing with books, articles and pamphlets on the Jewish question. Most of the quoted phrases are taken from these reviews in Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, Heft I, Dezember 1843; Heft 4, März 1844. The expressions “utopian phrase” and “compact mass” can be found in B. Bauer’s article “Was ist jetzt der Gegenstand der Kritik?” published in Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, Heft 8, Juli 1844.




  Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung (General Literary Gazette), a German monthly, was published by the young Hegelian B. Bauer in Charlottenburg from December 1843 to October 1844.




  K. Marx and F. Engels gave a detailed critical appraisal of this monthly in their book Die heilige Familie, oder Kritik der kritischen Kritik. Cf. K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family, or Critique of Critical Critique. Moscow, 1956.—Ed.]




  [5. Passages enclosed in braces were crossed out by Marx in his manuscript.— Ed.]




  It goes without saying that besides the French and English Socialists I have made use of German socialist works as well. The only original German works of substance in this science, however—other than Weitling’s writings—are the essays by Hess published in Einundzwanzig Bogen,6 and Engels’s Umrisse zu einer Kritik der ‘7 in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher, where, likewise, I indicated in a very general way the basic elements of this work.




  [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 discoveries of Feuerbach, against whose Philosophie der Zukunft8 and Thesen zur Reform der Philosophie9 in the Anecdotis,10 despite the tacit use that is made of them, the petty envy of some and the veritable wrath of others seem to have instigated a regular conspiracy of silence.]




  [6. The full title of this collection of articles is Einundzwanzig Bogen aus der Schweiz (Twenty-One Sheets from Switzerland). Erster Teil, Zürich und Winterthur, 1843.— Ed.




  [7. Engels’s Outlines: See Appendix to present volume.—Ed.]




  [8. Ludwig Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosophie der Zukunfl (Principles of the Philosophy of the Future), Zürich und Winterthur, 1843.—Ed.]




  [9. Ludwig Feuerbach, Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie (Preliminary Theses on the Reformation of Philosophy) published in Anekdota. Bd. II.—Ed.]




  [10. This is how Marx abbreviates Anekdota zur neuesten deutschen Philosophie und Publicistik (Unpublished Materials Related to Modern German Philosophy and Writing), a two-volume collection published by A. Ruge in Switzerland. It included Marx’s Notes on the Latest Prussian Instruction to Censors and Luther—the Arbiter Between Strauss and Feuerbach, and articles by Bruno Bauer, Ludwig Feuerbach, Friedrich Köppen, Arnold Ruge. etc.—Ed.]




  It is only with Feuerbach that positive, humanistic and naturalistic criticism begins. The less noise they make, the more certain, profound, widespread and enduring is the effect of Feuerbach’s writings, the only writings since Hegel’s Phänomenologie and Logik to contain a real theoretical revolution.




  In contrast to the critical theologians11 of our day, I have deemed the concluding chapter of the present work—the settling of accounts with Hegelian dialectic and Hegelian philosophy as a whole—to be absolutely necessary, a task not yet performed. This lack of thoroughness is not accidental, since even the critical theologian remains a theologian. Hence, either he had 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 philosophical presuppositions have arisen in him, he abandons them without vindication and in a cowardly fashion, abstracts from them showing his servile dependence on these presuppositions and his resentment at this dependence merely in a negative, unconscious and sophistical manner.




  [11. Marx has in mind B. Bauer and his followers, who were associated with the Allgemeine Literatur- Zeitung.—Ed.]




  [In this connection the critical theologian is either forever repeating assurances about the purity of his own criticism, or tries to make it seem as though all that was left for criticism to deal with now was some other immature form of criticism outside itself—say eighteenth-century criticism—and the backwardness of the masses, in order to divert the observer’s attention 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—from this necessary raising of modern criticism above its own limitation and crudity. Eventually, however, whenever discoveries (such as Feuerbach’s) are made about the nature of his own philosophic presuppositions, the critical theologian 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; partly he even manages to acquire a sense of his own superiority to such discoveries by covertly asserting in a veiled, malicious and skeptical fashion elements of the Hegelian 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 mediating proof against the category of positive, self-originating truth, etc., in a way peculiar to Hegelian dialectic. For to the theological critic it seems quite natural that everything has to be done by philosophy, so that he can chatter away about purity, resoluteness, and utterly critical criticism; and he fancies himself the true conqueror of philosophy whenever he happens to feel some “moment” in Hegel12 to be lacking in Feuerbach—for however much he practices the spiritual idolatry of “self-consciousness” and “mind” the theological critic does not get beyond feeling to consciousness.]13




  On close inspection theological criticism—genuinely progressive 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 caricature. This interesting example of the justice in history, which now assigns to theology, ever philosophy’s spot of infection, the further role of portraying in itself the negative dissolution of philosophy— i.e., the process of its decay—this historical nemesis I shall demonstrate on another occasion.14




  [12. “Moment” is a technical term in Hegelian philosophy meaning a vital element of thought. The term is used to stress that thought is a process, and thus that elements in a system of thought are also phases in a movement.—Ed.]




  [13. In Hegel, “feeling” (Empfindung) denotes a relatively low form of mental life in which the subjective and the objective are still confused together. “Consciousness” (Bewusstsein)—the name given by Hegel to the first major section of his Phenomenology of Mind—denotes those forms of mental activity where a subject first seeks to comprehend an object. “Self-consciousness” and “mind” denote subsequent, higher phases in the evolution of “absolute knowledge” or “the absolute.”—Ed.]




  [14. Within a short time, Marx fulfilled this promise in Die heilige Familie, oder Kritik der kritischen Kritik, written in collaboration with Engels. See K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Critique, Moscow, 1956.—Ed.]




  [How far, on the other hand, Feuerbach’s discoveries about the nature of philosophy required still, for their proof at least, a critical settling of accounts with philosophical dialectic will be seen from my exposition itself.]




  Wages of Labor




  Wages are determined through the antagonistic struggle between capitalist and worker. Victory goes necessarily to the capitalist. The capitalist can live longer without the worker than can the worker without the capitalist. Combination among the capitalists is customary and effective; workers’ combination is prohibited and painful in its consequences for them.1 Besides, the landowner and the capitalist can augment their revenues with the fruits of industry; the worker has neither ground-rent nor interest on capital to supplement his industrial income. Hence the intensity of the competition among the workers. Thus only for the workers is the separation of capital, landed property and labor an inevitable, essential and detrimental separation. Capital and landed property need not remain fixed in this abstraction, as must the labor of the workers.




  [1. Compare what Marx says here about the determination of wages, combination among workers, etc., with The Wealth of Nations, by Adam Smith (Everyman Library edition, Vol. I, pp. 58-60). In the first three sections of this manuscript, Marx, as he himself points out later, is constantly drawing upon the words of the classical political economists, and particularly of Smith. This is often the case, as here, even where Marx does not explicitly indicate that he is quoting or paraphrasing. The text of The Wealth of Nations used by Marx was Garnier’s French translation of 1802 (Recherche sur la Nature et les Causes de la richesse des Nations; par Adam Smith. Traduction nouvelle avec les notes et observations; par Germain Garnier, Tomes I-V, Paris, 1802).—lid.]




  The separation of capital, ground-rent and labor is thus fatal for the worker.




  The lowest and the only necessary wage-rate is that providing for the subsistence of the worker for the duration of his work and as much more as is necessary for him to support a family and for the race of laborers not to die out. The ordinary wage, according to Smith, is the lowest compatible with common humanity (that is a cattle-like existence).2




  [2. A. Smith, Wealth of Nations. Everyman edition, Vol. I, pp. 60-61.—Ed.]




  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 worker’s existence is thus brought under the same condition as the existence of every other commodity. 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 the quantity in supply exceed the demand, then one of the constituent parts of the price—profit, ground-rent or wages—is paid below its rate,3 a part of these factors is therefore withdrawn from this application, and thus the market-price gravitates towards the natural price as the center-point. But (i) where there is considerable division of labor it is most difficult for the worker to direct his labor into other channels; (ii) because of his subordinate relation to the capitalist, he is the first to suffer.




  [3. Ibid., pp. 71-72, and pp. 50-51.—Ed.]




  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 renders destitute the worker who is restricted to some particular branch of labor, or forces him to submit to every demand of this capitalist.




  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 favorable situation of his property.




  Furthermore: the prices of labor 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 fall in demand, but rise on account of the rise in the prices of provisions—and thus balance. In any case, a number of workers are left without bread. In cheap years wages rise on account of the rise in demand, but fall on account of the fall in the prices of provisions—and thus balance.4




  [4. A. Smith, Wealth of Nations. Vol. I, p. 77.—Ed.]




  Another respect in which the worker is at a disadvantage: The labor-prices of the various kinds of workers show much wider differences than the profits in the various branches in which capital is applied. In labor all the natural, spiritual and social variety of individual activity is manifested and is variously rewarded, while dead capital always shows the same face and is indifferent to the real individual activity.




  In general it has to be observed that in those cases where worker and capitalist equally suffer, the worker suffers in his very existence, the capitalist in the profit on his dead mammon.




  The worker has to struggle not only for his physical means of subsistence: he has to struggle to get work, i.e., the possibility, the means, to perform his activity. Take the three chief conditions in which society can find itself and consider the situation of the worker in them:5




  [5. Cf. Wealth of Nations, Vol. I, p. 230; also pp. 61-65, where Smith illustrates these three possible conditions of society by referring to contemporary conditions in Bengal, China, and North America. (The Wealth of Nations was first published in 1776.)—Ed.]




  (1) If the wealth of society declines the worker suffers most of all, for: although the working class cannot gain so much as can the class of property-owners in a prosperous state of society, no one suffers so cruelly from its decline as the working class.6




  [1. Cf. Smith, l.c., p. 230; in Marx’s manuscript the last clause of this sentence is in French, being taken direct from Garnier’s translation. Tome II, p. 162.—Ed.]




  (2) Take now a society in which wealth is increasing. This condition is the only one favorable 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 overwork among the workers. The more they wish to earn, the more must they sacrifice their time and carry out slave-labor, in the service of avarice completely losing all their freedom, thereby they shorten their lives. This shortening of their life-span is a favorable circumstance for the working class as a whole, for as a result of it an ever-fresh supply of labor becomes necessary. This class has always to sacrifice a part of itself in order not to be wholly destroyed.




  Furthermore: when does a society find itself in a condition of advancing wealth? When the capitals and revenues of a country are growing. But this is only possible




  (a) as the result of the accumulation of much labor, capital being accumulated labor; as the result, therefore, of the fact that his products are being taken in ever-increasing degree from the hands of the workers, that to an increasing extent his own labor confronts him as another’s property and that the means of his existence and his activity are increasingly concentrated in the hands of the capitalist.




  (b) The accumulation of capital increases the division of labor, and the division of labor increases the numbers of the workers. Conversely, the workers’ numbers increase the division of labor, just as the division of labor increases the accumulation of capitals. With this division of labor on the one hand and the accumulation of capitals on the other, the worker becomes ever more exclusively dependent on labor, and on a particular, very one-sided, machine-like labor. 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 stomach, so he also becomes ever more dependent on every fluctuation in market-price, on the application of capitals, and on the mood of the rich. Equally, the increase in the class of people wholly dependent on work intensifies competition among them, thus lowering their price. In the factory-system this situation of the worker reaches its climax.




  (c) In an increasingly prosperous society it is only the very richest people who can go on living 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 capitals becomes more intense. The concentration of capitals increases, the big capitalists ruin the small, and a section of the erstwhile capitalists sinks into the working class, which as a result of this supply again suffers to some extent a depression of wages and passes into a still greater dependence on the few big capitalists. The number of capitalists having been diminished, their competition with respect to workers scarcely exists any longer; and the number of workers having been augmented, their competition among themselves has become all the more intense, unnatural and violent. Consequently, a section of the working class falls into the ranks of 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 most favorable to the worker, the inevitable result for the worker is overwork and premature death, decline to a mere machine, a bond servant of capital, which piles up dangerously over against him, more competition, and for a section of the workers starvation or beggary.




  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 labor against the worker as something ever more alien to him. Similarly, the division of labor renders him ever more one-sided and dependent, bringing with it the competition not only of men but of machines. Since the worker has sunk to the level of a machine, he can be confronted by the machine as a competitor. Finally, as the amassing of capital increases the amount of industry and therefore the number of workers, it causes the same amount of industry to manufacture a greater amount of product, which leads to over-production and thus either ends by throwing a large section of workers out of work or by reducing their wages to the most miserable minimum. Such are the consequences of a condition of society most favorable to the worker—namely, of a condition of growing, advancing wealth.




  Eventually, however, this state of growth must sooner or later reach its peak. What is the worker’s position now?




  (3) “In a country which had attained the utmost degree of its wealth, both wages of labor and interest of stock would be very low. The competition among the workers to obtain employment would be so great that wages would be reduced to a point sufficient for the maintenance of the given number of workers; and as the country would already be sufficiently populated, this number could not be increased.”7




  [7. Cf. A. Smith. Wealth of Nations, Vol. I. p. 84 (Garnier. T. I, p. 193). Despite Marx’s quotation marks, this is not in fact an exact quotation from Smith but a condensed version of some sentences of his.—Ed.]




  The surplus would have to die.




  Thus in a declining state of society—increasing misery of the worker; in an advancing state—misery with complications; and in a fully developed state of society—static misery.




  Since, however, according to Smith, a society is not happy, of which the greater part suffers8—yet even the wealthiest state of society leads to this suffering of the majority—and since the economic system9 (and in general a society based on private interest) leads to this wealthiest condition, it follows that the goal of the economic system is the unhappiness of society.




  [8. Cf. A. Smith. Wealth of Nations. Vol. I, p. 70.—Ed.]




  [9. In this sentence the phrase “economic system” has been used to render the German term Nationalokönomie the term used by Marx in these manuscripts for “Political Economy.” Here, and occasionally elsewhere, Marx seems to use Nationalokönomie lo stand not simply for Political Economy as a body of theory, but for the economic system, the developing industrial capitalist system, portrayed and championed by the classical political economists. —Ed.]




  Concerning the relationship between worker and capitalist one should add that the capitalist is more than compensated for the raising of wages by the reduction in the amount of labor-time, and that the raising of wages and the raising of 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 theoretical and practical claims of the workers.




  He tells us that originally and in theory the whole produce of labor10 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 man but as a worker, and for the propagation, not of humanity but of the slave-class of workers.




  [10. Cf. A. Smith. Wealth of Nations. Vol. I, p. 57.—Ed.]




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




  While the rent of the lazy 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. While according to the political economists it is solely through labor that man enhances the value of the products of nature, while labor is man’s active property,11 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.




  [11. Property, that is, in the sense of “a possession.” not “an attribute.” The German term is Eigentum. not Eigenschqft.—Ed.]




  While according to the political economists labor is the sole constant price of things, there is nothing more contingent than the price of labor, nothing exposed to greater fluctuations.




  While the division of labor raises the productive power of labor and increases the wealth and refinement of society, it impoverishes the worker and reduces him to a machine. While labor brings about the accumulation of capitals and with this the increasing prosperity of society, it renders the worker 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 subsequent corresponding slump.




  While the interest of the worker, according to the political 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 raising of wages is more than made up for by the reduction in the amount of labor-time, together with the other consequences set forth above; and 2) because in relation to society the whole gross product is the net product, and only in relation to the private individual has the “net product” any significance.




  But that labor itself, not merely in present conditions but in general insofar as its purpose is the mere increase of wealth— that labor itself, I say, is harmful and pernicious—follows, without his being aware of it, from the political economist’s line of argument.




  **




  In theory, ground-rent and profit on capital are deductions suffered by wages. In actual fact, however, wages are a deduction which land and capital allow to go to the worker, a concession from the product of labor to the workers, to labor.




  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 labor and of the wealth produced by him. The misery results, therefore, from the essence of present-day labor itself.




  Society in a state of maximum wealth, an ideal, but one which is more or less 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 labor, and by a one-sided, abstract labor, is considered by political economy only as a worker. Political economy can therefore 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 doctors, to religion, to the statistical tables, to politics and to the workhouse beadle.




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




  (1) What in the evolution of mankind is the meaning of this reduction of the greater part of mankind to abstract labor?




  (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) the goal of social revolution?




  In political economy labor occurs only in the form of wage-earning activity.




  **




  “It can be asserted that those occupations which presuppose specific talents or longer training have become on the whole more lucrative; while 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 inevitably bound to fall. And it is just this sort of work which in the present state of the organization of labor 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, while 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 category 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. With 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 assurance of its permanence—of which there is obviously no possibility 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 raised, as a result of the entrepreneurs’ mania for profit, 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 labor-saving machines; and this rise 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 recognized.” (Wilhelm Schulz, Movement of Production, p. 65.)12
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